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GOVERNMENT REsoLuTioN No. 38(1)
TR/54 DATED THE 27TH AUGUST 1954.

Tae MINISTER ror COMMERCE
AND INDUSTRY (Surr T. T. KRISHNA-
MacHaRD) . Mr. Chairman, I beg to
lay on the Table a copy of each of the
following Notifications, under sub-
section (2) of section 4A of the
Indian Tariff Act, 1934:—

(i) Ministry of Commerce and
Industry Notiflcation S.R.O.
No. 2454, dated the 24th July
1954, enhancing the export
duty on rice;

[Placed in Library. See No. §-260/
54.)

(ii) Ministry of Commerce and
Industry Notification S.R.O.
No. 2520, dated the 29th July
1954, levying an export duty
on groundnut oil,

[Placed in Library. See No, S-261/
54.]

I also lay on the Table a copy of
each of the following papers under
sub-section (2) of section 16 of the
Tariff Commission Act, 1951:—

(i) Report (1954) of the Tariff
Commission on the continu-
ance of protection to the Hur-
ricane Lantern Industry;

(ii) Government Resolution No.
38(1)TB/54 dated the 2Tth
August 1954.

[Placed in Library. See No. 5-269/
54 for items (i) and. (ii).]

REPORT OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON
THE DISPLACED 'PERsoNS (COMPENSA-
TION AND REHABILITATION) BILL, 1954,

Tre MINISTER ror LAW anbp MI-
NORITY AFFAIRS (Sar: C. C. Bis-
was): I beg to lay on the Table a
copy of the Report of the Joint Com-
mittee on the Bill to provide for the
payment of compensation and rehabi-
litation grants to displaced persons and
for matters connected therewith.

[ RAJYA SABHA ]

Situation

530

MOTION .RE. INTERNATIONAL
SITUATION

Mr. CHAIRMAN: We resume the
discussion. I would like hon. Mem-
bers to be as brief as possible.

SuriMATI VIOLET ALVA (Bom-
bay): Mr. Chairman, with the restrie-
tion of time on one’s speech, it is
very difficult to do any justice to this
very important subject. Nevertheless,
before I come to the subject I must
refer to the foreign policy as evolved
and laid down by the Prime Minister,
His foreign policy gives a new stan-
dard to the countries of the world.
It shows a new method and a new
tempo of how tensions could be re-
laxed and how differences could be
resolved. His faithful interpreter of
that policy, Mr. Krishna Menon, has
succeeded in keeping up the Indian
ideal. This was proved by the Prime
Minister of China’s visit to India. The
culmination was seen in the friendly
hand-shake of a thousand years be-
tween the two greatest countries of
the East, between the two countries
that have shown to the world that
the Asian problems can be decided
and settled by Asians.

Before I pass on to my pet subject
Goa, I must mention you, for you
plead the cause of humanity wher-
ever you make public ufterances. In
the ten minutes at my disposal, I now
come {0 my pet subject, Goa. So
much has been said here about the
Goans and Goa. I claim—at least I
feel T can claim—a right to speak
about the Goans, because I have been
associated with the Goans for over
two decades now. I know their way
of thought; I know their culture; I
know their way of life. I have béen
with them and away from them. I
have seen their way of thinking change
from decade to decade and from year
to year. The Prime Minister has re-
ferred to the Goans in Bombay, but

‘1 shall begin my story from what I

saw on the Portuguese border on the
Independence Day this year. On the
15th August a number of us, legisla-
tors, were at the Portuguese border



International

531

at Majali, which is geven miles away
from Karwar. With us were the
Bombay legislature representatives—
M.L.As. and M.L.Cs.—and the Lok
Sabha Member from Karwar in whose
constituency the village Majali falls.
Village Majali touches off the Goa
border. It is a small fishing village
which we had observed and seen and
worked in during the general election
campaign. We had seen the women
bringing fish and flowers from Goa.
They looked as fresh as flowers them-
selves. They carried away rice and
potatoes from our borders. But on
that day, on the 15th August, what
did we see? As we reached Majali,
we saw the foreign correspondents
who had crossed the border, whose
vehicles were lying on the Portuguese
side of the territory, and who had
come there to meet us and greet us.
I asked one of them, “How do you
send your despatches?” He said, “We
shall be sending our despatches from
Panjim to Lisbon; and from Lisbon
they will be released to the world.”
Nineteen young men got ready with
the flag of India to march into this
territory. Over three thousand people
had collected; women wept as fare-
wells were taken. I have never under-
stood the definition of “Goan” yet, for
a section of the Goans claim to be the
descendants of Kashmiris. But for
the present purpose Goans are Goans.
Only yesterday I learnt that they are
Goans who have registered themselves
in the Portuguese register. But, never-
theless, Goans are one with us. They
are flesh of our flesh and blood of our
blood. Today a demarcation is made
and only Goans can enter Goa as
satyagrahis. That day more than
three thousand people were there.
While women wept, men got ready to
cross the barrier. But no less a per-
son than the Prime Minister had said
that it should be a movement by the
Goans for the liberation of Goa. We
sympathise with them. We were eye-
witnesses of the show. It was a small
beginning. There were two armed
guards on the other side of the barrier.
The foreign correspondents jumped in
first. There was one Indian Assistant.
We thought he would be challenged,
but he was not challenged. He got
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into the territory with the others.
When our nineteen young men en-
tered #he territory, one of the armed
guards challenged them and asked:
“thumche kaden passport na: thumka
yeva chak jayna.” This means, you
have no passport; you have no order
to get in. And then these guards
themselves got in a small car, while
we saw our boys shouting slogans.
We stood on and heard their voices
until the voices faded away. Our flag
disappeared in the distance out of
sight. That is, in short, what we saw
at Majali border, between the ‘no
man’s land’ and the Portuguese border.
The barbed wire and locks were put
and we stood on this side. We sent
nineteen young men that day. We do
not know what is their fate. So little
is known. Plenty of Indian journalists
were there, but they were not allow-
ed to cross. I do not know why this
blanket ban on pressmen. We have
no news except from what we hear
from people that go and come. I am
speaking about the lay public in India.
We have to depend on the foreign
correspondents. Our men were not
allowed to go in. We do not know
what is the fate of those nineteen
young men whom I saw—whether
they were imprisoned; whether they
were assaulted; or tortured. Whether
they were treated on laddoos and
jalebis; whether they were treated
fairly and squarely; or whether they
were belaboured. We have still to
know.

The time is so short that I do not
know exactly how to compress my
points. When speaking on Goa, one
has to remember that one has to go
back four hundred years when the
Portuguese started their rule in Goa.
I have a book brought here from the
library of the Director of the Indian
Archzology titled “The Rise of
Portuguese Power in India” by
Whiteway. This book is an answer
to Portuguese propaganda. We may
speak of the Portuguese culture. We
have no quarrel with our own breth-
ren from Goa today when they talk
of their culture and their religion, but
it was built on scars and skulls.
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[Shrimati Violet Alva.]
I shall be very brief, but I must
read a few passages from this book.
They are as follows:

“These doctrines (the church),
which have destroyed whole tribes
and nations and have affected the
lives and happiness of millions, have
been used to justify the most insati-
able cupidity and the most atrocious
barbarities...... terrorizing policy of
Vasco da Gama. Da Gama tortured
helpless fishermen, Almedia tore out
the eyes of a Nair, Albuquerque cut
off the noses of the women and the
hands of the men.”

* »

This spirit roused the fierce denun-

ciations as seen in a letter of St.
Francis Xavier.
. [ ] * * »

“And again, writing to a brother
Jesuit in Europe, on January 22nd,
1545: Do not allow any of your fri-
ends to be sent to India with the
charge of looking after the finances
and affairs of the King. Let them
be blotted out of the book of the
living, and let their names be not
written among the just......

Robbery is so public and common
that it hurts no-one’s character and
is hardly courited a fault.”

On such practices was the Portu-
guese Empire built up.

(Interruption.)

Mr. CHAIRMAN: It is an accessible
document.

SHriMATI VIOLET ALVA:
published in 1899,

It was

MRr. CHAIRMAN: Wind up, Mrs.
Alva.

SurmMat: VIOLET ALVA: Yes, Sir.
I have hardly begun, Sir. St. Francis
Xavier, in disgust, left Goa for Cochin
and did not come back to Goa. His
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remains were bréught back. Further
it is stated as follows:

“No Christian could have infide
servants in his house, be cured b;
an infidel doctor or be shaved b:
an infidel barber. Neither Hindu
nor Muhamedans could have an;
public worship, purchase anythin;
appertaining to their religion—whe
ther books or other articles—an«
all their priests were banished, evel
a twice-born Hindu required by hi
caste custom to wear the sacred corc
was forbidden to do so.”

I quote these things at length anc
I spend so many of my minutes jus
because we are getting these hand-out:
marked “with compliments from the
Legation of Portugal.” Our propa-
ganda has to meet that propaganda

The Prime Minister referred fo an
umbrella yesterday. Why do the
Bombay Geans ask for an assurance
for their culture and for Catholicism?
Have not they all flourished in this
country? We have lived in this
country with goodwill and in part-
nership with our neighbours. I
is not so in England today
Recently when the Queen of
England gave a benefaction to rebuild
a war bombed Roman Catholic Cathe-
dral there was a howl from the Scottish
Church, In the United States nc
Roman Catholic has yet come to the
Presidentship. It is so in the other
civilisedq Christian countries where
Roman Catholics cannot aspire to cer-
tain positions by written or unwritten
law. In India. I am sure, any Roman
Catholic, if he deserves, and if he lives
with honesty, can aspire even to the
Rashtrapati Bhavan or any other
place. This I am saying because so
much is being talked of creed and cul-
ture. Creed and culture, during our
own days of struggle.........

MRr. CHAIRMAN: It is time. Mrs.
Alva. You have taken more.

SHrimaT! VIOLET ALVA: We have
gladly associated with the Goans.
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We‘ asked them to join us. I must) we say

remind the House that Goa has been
a very famous and patriotic place in
India. Twenty-nine revolts were waged
there, the last one in 1913. And those
who revolted, were carried away into
the far-off countries from where they
never returned. During our freedom
fight they could not work with wus.
We had pleaded with our brethren
that they join us. They said the time
was not opportune for one reason or
the other, and they kept out. But to-
day, we are not happy and pleased to
note that they demand such assuraa-
ces for their culture and for their
creed when they want to join Ind:a.
We have Mahatma Gandhi’s words
before us. He said “I do not want my
doors to be shut, nor my windows to
be stuffed. I want cultures of 2all
lands to be blown about my house as
freely as possible, but I refuse to be
blown off my feet by any.” What
further assurances!

Just a few points more. I am going
in a very disjointed way now. The
s¢tyagraha has taken place. But, we
also must bear in mind that we stand
by the Prime Minister in whatever
decision he takes. The movement how-
ever must not become a stalemate. 1
refer to the case of Dr. Gaitonde about
whom questions were asked in the
other House. He is in Lisbon today.
He was given three months’ imprison-
ment or fine. He paid the fine. But
for five years he cannot leave Lisbon
and for twelve years he cannot enjoy
citizenship rights in the Portuguese
territories. These, then, are the
sufferings of the patriotic Goans.
They want to join us. But how
are we going to help them? We
just cannot leave them  alone.
Mere sympathy is not enough
when we see the sufferings of peopie
like these. We do feel that some ways
and some means have got to be found
oul not only by the Goans but even by
us as to how they are going to subsist,
how they are going to be maijntained
in their hour of struggle. How are we
going to give them relief? Unless Goa
comes into India, our independence is
not complete. With the foreign pock-
ets on the East and the West, how can
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that our independence is
complete?  Our ideal was “India for
Indians”. India is not for Indians
until Pondicherry and Goa also join
us. There will come a day when this
argument can be set aside that Goans
only can enter Goa. There will come a
day when the nation will have to say
“Well we shall all have to go and we
shall have to be ready for their cause.”
They will shoot down a few, but Goa
will come ultimately under the Indian
Flag. In 1946 when Sir Stafford
Cripps had a press conference here in
Delhi at the time of the British Cabi-
net Mission, a question was put to him
as to what would be the attitude of the
British Government to the foreign
pockets in India. He had then replied
that it would be for the Government
of India to decide. I do not know
what the nine wise men who waited
on the External Affairs Ministry are
engaged in, nine diplomats out of
whom one was the U.K. representative
and the other is no less than the repre-
sentative of the Vatican. About whom
are they concerned? About Portugal?
About India? Or about an amicable
settlement?

Thank you, Sir.

SHRI B. C. GHOSE (West Bengal):
With the general assessment, Sir, of
the international situation which the
Prime Minister presented to us yester-
day, we are broadly in agreement.
The Geneva decisions do mark a not-
able advance. The shooting war for
once has been brought to an end. But,
I believe, the Prime Minister will also
agree with us that the underlying
world situation has not changed. For,
the U.S.A. still sees in the encirclement,
and containment, if not attrition, of the
Communist countries the only chance
of survival while the Communist bloc
is busy in isolating the U.S.A. and
undermining, what is called the free
world. Unless some of the serious
problems which threaten world peace
are resolved, all that we can hope for
today is a precarious aveidance of
general war problems, such as the
entry of China into the U.N., the prob-
lems, of East and West Germany, the
problems which are nearer to us, of
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{Shri B. C. Ghose.]
colonialism and racialism, and the
problem of the economic condition of
backward countries.

On racialism and colonialism the

Government policy is well-known. The
abhorrence of colonialism is also
well-known, although the expres~
sion given to this sentiment is not
always very forthright as in the case
of Malaya and Kenya. Yesterday, Dr.
Ramaswami Mudaliar was trying to
make out a difference between differ-
samt kinds of colonjalism, between Por-
tuguese and the others. But I fail to
see any difference between colonialism
.perpetrated by any imperialist country,
whether it is Great Britain, France or
Portugal. I do not know if the condi-
itions in Kenya or the atrocities com-
wmitted there would be in any way
different from the atrocities which
were committed by the Portuguese on
their colonial people.

On economic conditions in backward
countries, it is necessary that we
:should pay some more attention, be-
cause that, I believe, is a very serious
source of imbalance in the world situa-
tion.

It is unfortunate that politicians
are apt to overlook or not to pay so
much attention to economic condi-
tions. In this matter we have so far
«concerned ourselves primarily with
schemes which have been sponsored
by the Western countries, like Point
Four, the Colombo Plan, the Ford
Foundation Scheme and so on. It is
time that the Asian countries also get
together to devise ways and means as
to how their conditions can be im-
proved. I believe, that the Prime
Minister of Burma, U Nu, made cer-
tain proposals before the - Colombo
powers for economic co-operation be-
Yween those couniries. Those propo-
sals probably stood referred to the
«countries concerned. I should like to
know from the Prime Minister as to
what progress has been made with
regard to those proposals, because I
feel that economic c¢o-operation in
these matters will also help to bring
sbout solidarity amongst the coun-
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tries of Asia and maintain and ex-
pand the area of peace.

»

I should then like to draw your at-
tention to certain talks and specula-
tions about proposals for doing one
thing or the other in the South East
Asian region, for example, for main-
taining peace, for isolating Anierica
or for containing communism. There
was first the proposal sponsored by
America—the proposal for the South-
East Asia Treaty Organisation. We
all know where we stand with regard
to this proposal. We agree with the
Prime Minister that we should not
have entered into that organisation
not for the reason only that Shri
Ramaswami Mudaliar gave yesterday,
and to which the Prime Minister also
referred, that it would be morally not
justified for us in view of the fact
that we have now undertaken certain
responsibilities in Indo-China to en-
ter into such an agreement, but be-
cause to enter into this agreement
would have been contrary to the po-
licy that we have so long been pur-
suing. Then there has been the pro-
posal for the formation of an Asian
Bloc. You may have noticed that
Chinese Prime Minister, Mr. Chou En-
lai, made a proposal at Geneva that
“the countries of Asia should consult
among themselves with a view to seek-
ing common measures to safeguard
peace and security in Asia by assum-
ing obligations mutually and res-
pectively.” I should like to know
from the Prime Minister if any dis-
cussions were held with him when
the Chinese Prime Minister was here
in this country. This proposal does
not refer to the five principles only
which were enumerated in the joint
communique issued by the Prime
Ministers of India and China. The
reference here is to assumption of
obligations mutually and respectively.
I should like to know from the Prime
Minister if any discussions have been®
held on this subject and with what re-
sults. Thirdly; there is supposed to be
an Indian alternative proposal. I am
not referring to the question which
was asked by Dr. Kunzru yesterday
about the statement made by the
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Ceylon Prime Minister to which our
Prime Minister has already replied,
but there was a report in some of the
Indian newspapers about an Indian
alternative proposal. 1 do not know
if our Prime Minister, allergic as he
is to reading many newspapers, has
noticed that report. The gist of the
report was that there was to be a
South-East Asia Mutual Assistance
Pact in which by a series of bilateral
talks, Britain, China, Indonesia and
the Colombo powers would pledge
themselves to go to the help of any
of the others which might be the vic-
tim of aggression. This is, in the
nature of. I believe, a locarno Pact,
and this proposal was supposed to
have been put forward by our
Chinese Ambassador for the consi-
deration of Mr. Attlee. That was the
report which appeared in the news-
papers. Now, I ask whether there is
any truth in this report. I think
there is not, but in this proposal
there is one important implication,
one serious implication, which I
should like to put before you, because
it would mean not only a serious im-
pairment but I believe the very aban-
donment of the policy that we have
been hitherto pursuing, because it is
not a non-aggression pact but will
mean a mutual assistance pact. That
would imply that, whenever any of the
participating countries would be the
victim of aggression, the others would
* have to go to the help of tRat country.
An aggression can only be from either
of the two blocs today in this world.
Therefore, we will become immedia-
tely involved in a war with or
against one of the power blocs. I do
not know if our Government is consi-
dering any proposal of that nature,
but if it is, I should like to know
what are the reasons behind such a
proposal and what are the advanta-
ges that the Government feel that
they would derive from pursuing
such a scheme.

Before I come to Goa, there are two
questions, I should like to ask of the
Prime Minister. One is In 1egard to
the establishment of diplomatic rela-
tions with the Indo-China States,
particularly with Laos and Cambo-
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dia. Have any decisions been taken
in this matter? Burma, I believe, and
also Indonesia, have already moved
in the matter. The second is about
the Prime Minister’s observation that
the Indo-China settlement means
a gradual growth of the area of peace
in the South-East Asia. I agree,
provided, however, we take sufficient
care to maintain and consolidate that
area. I should like to know what
steps are being taken in that direc-
tion. We had the Colombo Confer-
ence whjich yielded very good results.
We do know if the powers concerned
are meeting again or from time to
time, because I believe that unless we
hold periodical conferences, it may
not be possible to maintain the area
of peace that we all seek to establish.

Now, I come to Goa, and it is a
question on which we all feal very
strongly. I have tried to understand
the Government of India’s point of
view, but I fail to appreciate the logic
which prevented the Government of
India from allowing peaceful satya-
grahis from entering Goa. We heard
Shri Ramaswami’s condemnation of
satyagraha as such. I can see that
he is consistent in his views. His
opinion has not changed from what
it was when he was a Member of the
Viceroy’s Executive Council, But
what would interest one to know is
whether the opinion of the Prime
Minister has also changed and whe-
ther he shares now the opinion which
Shri Ramaswami had expressed yester-
day. There are many reasons, as far
as I can see, why the Government
should not have interfered with the
object of the Indian satyagrahis who
wanted {o participate in the Goan
struggle. In the first place, they do
not violate any of the principles which
the Prime Minister had himself enun-
ciated in the statement made in the
other House. He stated there that the
Government would be actuated in its
policy towards Goa by principles of
non-violence which means: ’

“(i) that we may not abandon or
permit any derogation of our identi-
fication with the cause of our come
patriots under Portuguese rule; and
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(ii) equally we may not adopt,
advocate or deliberately bring about
situations of violence.”

I do not think that the satyagrahis
would violate any of those principles.
They do not intend to deliberately
bring about a situation of violence.
If any situation of violence develops,
it will be because of what the other
party would be doing. In the second
place, if Goa is a part and parcel of
India, it is our right and our duty to
participate in their liberation move-
ment on peaceful and non-violent lines.
The satyagrahis have asked for no
protection and no assistance from the
Government of India. They were
prepared to suffer all the tribulations
that awaited them on the other side
of Goa.

Therefore, I see no reason why the
Government should have prevented
them from entering Goa. Thirdly, the
action of the Government makes a
distinction, as my friend Mr. Sunda-
rayya pointed out yesterday. It makes
and underlines a distinction between
Goans and Indians which the Portu-
guese Government are anxious to em-
phasise. I believe that the Govern-
ment of India is also of opinion that
Goa is a part and parcel of India and
if so, there should be no reason why
Indians shoulq be prevented from
participating in a peaceful manner in
the Goan struggle. In the fourth
place, there is another important mat-
ter. While we say that Goa is a part
and parcel of India, the Portuguese
Government maintain that it is a part
of metropolitan Portugal and not
merely a colony of Portugal. Now,
that is a very serious proposition
which I believe we cannot accept and
the prevention of the non-Goan satya-
grahis from participating in the libe-
ration movement might lend colour to
the distinction which the Portuguese
Government are seeking to make. In
the fifth place, about 20,000 to 25,000
Goans have come away from Goa to
India on account of these troubles, so
we cannot consider ourselves immune
from happenings in Goa even though
the Government may take action in
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preventing Indians from going over to
Goa. And lastly, what the Indian
satyagrahis wanted to do does not, 1
believe, violate any international
usage. As everybody knows, volun-
teers from all over the world joined
the International Brigade to fight in
the Spanish Civil War, May I bring
to your notice a Resolution which was
passed by the Faizpur Session of the
Congress in the drafting of which I
dare say our Prime Minister had also
a hand. It stated that:

“The Congress on behalf of the
people of India send greetings to the
Spanish people and the assurance
of the solidarity with fhem in  4his
great struggle for liberation.”

Spain was a land across the seven
seas. Goa is a part and parcel of
India and, as the Prime Minister has
said, it is a part of our mother land.
Should we not, therefore, be permit-
ted to demonstrate our solidarity with
our brethren in Goa in a peaceful and
non-violent manner in the struggle
for freedom from imperial domina-
tion? Of course, I don’t accept the
suggestion which my friend Mr.
Sundarayya made that we should march
our troops into Goa in the immediate
or in the proximate future.

Surt P. SUNDARAYYA (Andhra):
Then theri is no other way.

SHrr B. C. GHOSE: There are other
ways to which I have been referring.

AN Hon. MEMBER:
effective way.

The most

Sert B. C. GHOSE: The Govern-

ment should take these facts
into serious consideration and
I believe it is just and

proper that they should not stand in
the way of the Indian satyagrahis
participating in the liberation move-
ment of Goans. I will end by saying
that only yesterday we received a
telegram from Mr. Peter Alvares. the
leader of the Goan Nationalist Move-
ment, He said that the Prime Minis-
ter’s statement on Goa in this House
was extremely disappointing. I am
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sure that that statement fills with dis-
may the nationalists in Goa and can
only bring joy and satisfaction to the
Government of Portugal.

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI
(Bombay): Sir, when the debate start-
ed I had no idea of taking part in it.
I am neither a student of foreign
affairs nor of diplomacy but what pro-
voked me to speak was when I heard
many speeches from partisans, non-
partisans and eye-witnesses and espe-
cially, the speech of Dr. Ambedkar
whom I respect very much. When he
says something, one has to listen care-
fully. Dr. Ambedkar is a good law-
yer. He advanced many arguments
like a partisan lawyer which were
fallacious in many respects. So, I
shall confine my remarks to some of
the points made by him because the
time is very short and one cannot say
everything that one wishes to say in
that time. He started attacking the
three principles of the Prime Minis-
ter. According to him the three prin-
ciples are, peace, co-existence and
opposition to SEATO. He also said
that Russia had become a giant. He
ridiculed  co-existence, he talked
about the geographical factors and
asked us, ‘“Peace—at what price?”
Finally he asked us to align with
U.S.A..and either purchase Goa or
take it on lease. These are some of
the arguments with which I am going
to deal. .

First of all he attacked the princi-
ple of peace and he said that the
Allies had created a giant in Russia
who would consume all. Well, for
the sake of argument, let us assume
that it is so, but he himself said that
the giant was created by the Allies
and none else. I am quoting him. He
said that at the end of World War II
they had themselves given to Russia
:he guardianship of 10 countries and
parts of 3 countries had also been
given. Now they feel that the giant
has become too big. They want to
fight it, fight for their bwn lives of
ecourse and they want us to help them
in that fight, but let me ask the learn-
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ed Doctor, whether the free world
itself is strong. Are they not suspi-
cious of each other? Are they not
undermining each other’s strength,
strength of their own allies? Are
they not becoming selfish in many
respects? Their selfishness is so very
apparent. Are they not doing things
behind the back of each other? Are
they not, each one, putting their self-
interest first rather than the interests
of all of them and do they not support
colonialism? They speak of the free
world but what kind of free world,
when they support colonialism? These
are some of the questions which arise
in our minds when we are asked to
align with the free world. Of course,

personally, I like the free world
better, because there is ground for
suspicion in our minds about the

communist countries, and because
first of all we can go to these free
countries and see for ourselves, talk
to the people by ourselves and find
out the facts for ourselves whereas it
is not possible to do so in the commu-
nist countries. Of course, we can be
taken in a guided tour there but that
is a different matter altogether. And
S0 by contacts and by education, our
instinect is towards the free world. Of
that, there is no doubt. But from
some of the things that these countries
do, we find that their behaviour is not
very friendly towards us. Take for
instance the British attitude to Por-
tugal and their asking us not to fight.
Their sympathy seems to be with the
Portuguese people and not with us.
Is it in fairness that they do this? I
do not think so. Though they call
themselves free and profess sympathy
for freedom, they still support colo-
nialism in different parts of the world
and that, of course, is because each
one of them has a skeleton in the cup-
board, each one of them has a colony
or more which they want to protect
and keep and that is why they want
to support each other in this way. And
that is also the reason why there is
ground for one to feel that they do
not wish us well. We {trusted our

allies, but what happened in Kashmir?

In Hyderabad too, we know how the
British Commander who was here
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then, till the last did not want the
police action to take place and till the
last moment he asked Sardar Patel
not to enter the territory of Hydera~
bad. Well], under these circumstances
we are trying to keep our heads above
the water. And I must say that we
are trying to do our best in this direc-
tion. We are but a new country, that
is we have only recently regained our
freedom after a few hundred years
and we are irying to evolve ourselves.
In our own country people fight in the
name of different ideologies and over
other small things instead of putting
their _shoulders to the wheel to build
up the nation. How are we going to
make our country strong unless we
all work together and work for a
common cause? After all nobody is
going to protect us even if we were
to align with one side or the other.
Nothing is going to protect us except
our own strength. We have to pro-
tect ourselves and that is the princi-
ple that we should follow.

Then the learned Doctor said that

we should align ourselves with
America. Personally I 1like the
Americans very much. They are

large-hearted and generous and in
many ways they are a very likeable
people. But I think they are their
own enemies. They always boast of
their superiority, their superiority in
arms, their superiority in this and
that and the other, and this puts up
people against them. They declare
from the house-tops that they are
superior in all things, that they
have achieved this or that. Besides
that, they depend on the machine
rather than on man and they. seem to
believe that by giving money they
can win men’s hearts. In this they
are sadly mistaken.

After all, it is not a question of
which side is better and which
side is the worse of the two or
which side we should go. Shall we
side with the Communists? No, be-
cause there is no freedom of thought
or action, they do not believe in hu-
man dignity. They do not believe in
freedom. We have neo free access
“aere to know how things are, except
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what we are shown. So, unless we
ourselves can judge for ourselves, it
is no use our lining up with them.
Then are we to align with the free
countries? Well, can they protect us
in time of emergency? What happen-
ed in Korea? What happened in Indo-
China? So by aligning with them are
we going to be stronger? I %t
think so. So, as I said before, -
mately we have to protect ourselves
and for that we should be properly
prepared.

9 AM.

Dr. Ambedkar ridiculed the idea of
co-existence and he compared it to a
forest fire and also said that that was
going to burn up the whole world.
Well, how do we control a forest fire?
We do it by clearing the land around
the flre and by isolating the fire. That
is what they do in the hills as I have
seen. In the same way, the Prime
Minister is trying to isolate this prob-
lem and he is trying to prevent the
fire of war from spreading. Of course,
I do agree with him that there is a
geographical factor in deciding , our
policy one way or the other and that
exactly is the reason why we are de-
ciding our policy in the way we are
doing. If it was the foolishness of the
Allies to start with the policy of ap-
peasement and make the giant grow,
that was their own fault. And more-
over, they can hardly succeed so long
as they have jealousy towards each
other, so long as they are selfish.
Even now fissures are seen. See how
they try to make a scapegoat of a
country and go against their own
friend when they want to win their
own points. England has a different
point. France has a different one,
Italy has a different one, America has
a different one. And so when we see
what they are doing and saying, we
find that they are not speaking with
one voice. That being so, how can
they win our confidence?

The learned doctor then asked us,
“You want peace, but peace at what
price?” Can anyone ask the other
question, “War, but war at what
price?” Can anyone even imagine the
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price that the world will have to pay
in case there is a third world war?
New countries are now emerging and
they are trying to build themselves up
and if this forest fire—to wuse his
words—were to start, if it is not
stopped, then all of them are sure to
be consumed and it is sure to consume
the whole world.

The last argument of his that I
would like to deal with is that we
should either purchase Goa or take it
on lease. Well, the whole House
laughed at it and that I think was a
fitting answer. I need not say any-
think more on that.

Just one word more and I have
done. Politics is like a game of chess
and today’s enemy may be tomorrow’s
friend and vice versa. Our outlook is
to remain free and democratic and
under the circumstances, I believe the
policy pursued by the Prime Minister
is the best policy for India.

Pror. G. RANGA (Andhra):
Chairman, I shall preface my speech
by declaring that I have been more or
less in agreement with the general
line of foreign policy that has been
followed by our country ever since
we have become free and that foreigh
policy has been consistent with the
foreign policy that was being evolved
by the Indian National Congress for
the previous 20 to 25 years. It is in-
deed a matter for congratulation for
us as Indians that we have the fortune
of having today as our Prime Minis-
ter and also as our Foreign Minister
a gentleman who was the author, the
principal author, of the foreign policy
of the Indian National Congress. We
have been stArying to help and sym-
pathise with all the struggles of all
colonial peoples all over the world
during the past 30 years and it was in
the fitness of things that when we
became free, we should expect our
Government and our Prime Minister
to do their best to help this struggle
of these colonial peoples in different
parts of the world.

Mr. |

[ 27 AUG. 1954 ]

!

}

|

Situation 548

When, for instance, the African
people began to rise against their im-
perialist sh%les and imperialist mas-
ters {from country to country,
we wanted the Government to give
them every possible assistance. One
of the very first things that we did
was to make it known to the world
that the Indian settlers in those vari-
ous African countries would not be
expected to demand any special rights
which could not be enjoyed by the
nationals of those countries and we
wanted those Indian settlers to con-
sider themselves only as the nationals
of those countries.

The second contribution we. made
was to invite an ever increasing num-
ber of their young men to our own
Universities and give them every pos-
sible facility on this side, to help them
to gain the know-how to the extent
that India is capable of giving to
them. In this way, we have shown
or rather set an example to other free
countries of the world as to how they
Should deal with these struggles of
the colonial people in different parts
of the world. If America, England
and other so-called free countries of
the world had only cared to watch
this experiment that India was mak.
ing, to support it and to strengthen it
and also, by their example and pre-
cept, helped these colonial people to
become free, things would certainly
have been very much different from
what they are today.

Surr B. GUPTA (West Bengal):
But that would be asking tigers to be
vegetarians.

Pror. G. RANGA: In Indo-China,
when Dr. Ho Chi-Minh and others
started the struggle, France came to
a provisional agreement with them.
Then this great leader went over to
Paris, waited there on the conveni-
ence of the French leaders and the
French cabinet for months. He was
given only the cold shoulder and the
result is what has happened today.
Who is to be thanked for this? The
French have to thank themselves for
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this, so have the Americans and the
British who were trying to help and
to sympathise with the French rather
than with those people who were
struggling for freedom.

Next, came the struggle in Malaya.
We were expected not to be impatient
because the British told us quietly,
diplomatically, that they were also
interested in conferring self-govern-
ment upon the people of Malaya.
Later on, they trotted out difficulty
after difficulty and the result is that
today Malaya is as far away from
self-government as she had been
before the War.

"

Then there is the third example of
Kenya. My hon. friend Mr. Ghose
has already referred to that. Our
hearts go out to all those people of
the Kikuyu Tribe and their noble
leader Kenyatta who is now in the
British jail. How do the British
people expect us to react to this kind
of a policy of suppression that they
have been carrying on? They cannot
very well say that they form partand
parcel of the democratic parts of the
world and also one of the great lead-
ers of the democratic world at the
same time asking us to keep mum,
be patient, when this kind of repres-
sive policy is being carried on by
them,

It was because of all these things
and of our awareness of their impe-
rialistic reactions that from the very
beginning, ever since we became
free—although we were willing to be
associated with the Commonwealth—
we were not prepared to align our-
selves with the Anglo-American
Bloc known as the free world. On the
other hand, there was the Soviet Bloc
also. For obvious reasons, because we
believe in Parliamentary democracy,
because we believe in free speech and
other civil liberties and as our way
of living is different from theirs, we
did not wish to align with them
either. Therefore, we wanted to re-
main not neutral but independent.
Our Prime Minister had rightly res-
ented this word, ‘neutrality’. We
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wanted to evolve a policy of our own.
Why do we want to follow this inde-
pendent policy? It is true that
we want to follow this policy
in the interests of the world but it is
even more true to say that we want
to pursue this policy because we want
to keep India’s interest foremost be.
fore ourselves. Is it not mnecessary
that we should have peace whether it
is for a long period or for a short
period? Is it not necessary that we
should have peace in order that we
may be able to build ourselves?
Everyone knows that we are back-
ward. We need a tremendous lot of
development; we have got to make
great strides in order to become half
as well advanced as the Western
countries, industrially and economi-
cally. But then how can we do it un-
less we have peace? How can we have
peace if, over this huge Himalayan
range, over a distance of two thou-
sand miles, we do not take steps to
see that we have a peaceful neigh-
bour, a neighbour who would be in-
terested in maintaining peace on his
side and in not disturbing our peace,
a neighbour who will give his word
of honour, to the extent that in inter-
national affairs these words of honour
may count for anything at all, that he
would not disturb our peace in our own
country so that we would not have to
turn to our back at every moment
when we think of the Himalayan
borders. It was because of that, so
many of us hailed the emergence of
that joint statement issued by these
two Prime Ministers. Those five prin-
ciples are nothing new; they were in-
corporated in the Indo-Tibetan
Treaty; there also they were not men-
tioned for the first time. When the
brother-in-law of our own Prime
Minister—Mr. Huthee Singh—inter-
viewed Mr. Chou En-lai and Mao Tse-
tung in China four years ago, these
very same principles were enunciated
by the Chinese statesmen. But that
is no reason why we should not ac-
cept them if we find ourselves in
agreement with them. Co-existence is
supposed to be a bug-bear by some of
our friends. Was not co-existence a
bug-bear during the last war and yet
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did not U.K. and U.S.A. find it neces-
sary to have co-existence with Soviet
Russia then? If it was not a sin then
how does it become a sin merely be-
cause India finds it necessary to estab-
lish this co-existence relationship with
her nearest neighbour and the most
powerful neighbour in Asia?

It is from this view-point, that we
have begun to re-think about our own
foreign affairs in the recent past. I
wish to congratulate our Government
in having played the noble part that
they did in the recent Geneva Con-
ference over Indo-China. Somebody
said that Indo-China was being split
up. Historical facts deny that fact;
Indo-China has never been one nation
or one country. It has had several
rulers and several States. It is a com-
bination of a number of countries,
two, three or four. We have not been
a party to the creation of a split
where there was no split, a division
where there was no division. It was
also hinted that we might have con-
tributed also to the division of Korea.
Korea came to be divided by the U.N.
decision, not by us. We only went in
there to help, first through our Red
Cross and later on through our own
Peace Mission. Therefore, we are not,
in any way, contributing to the divi-
sion of the world or to the division
of any of those countries. Surely we
want peace for our country but not at
any cost. It was because of that that
we have taken the initiative in regard
to peace, not America, not England.
We offered peace even to our own
neighbour Pakistan. And who have
been egging Pakistan not to give the
proper response when we said that
between Pakistan and India there
should not be any war at all, that we
should settle all our disputes only by
peaceful means and not by War?
‘Who else excepting these people who
cgll themselves free nations, who to-
day pride themselves as the champi-
ons of the free world? Who has creat-
ed this gap in the whole of the South
East Asian countries? What is it that
America thought that she was going
to gain or that she was going to gain
for the whole of the world by coming
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into that military alliance with Pak-
istan in spite of the repeated and
loud protests from our Prime Minis-
ter as well as from the whole of our
country? Was it a contribution to-
wards world peace? I would call it
the other way. *It was a contribution
for the beginning of the disturbance
of world peace if ever there could
have been any world peace at all.
They were very glad when we sup-
ported them in declaring through the
U.N. that North Korea was the ag-
gressor but they did not have the de-
cency to realise who was the Hggres-
sor in XKashmir. Kashmir continues
to be the burning spot between
these two countries. It is all verY
well to say that all the Asatics
should be united among them-
selves when it has not been pos-
sible for all the Europeans to be unit-
ed among themselves. I do not think
there is going to be any chance of all
the Asiatics being united so long as
the Americans and the British people
and their statesmen try to prop up
one country against another in Asian
politics. That is what exactly has
happened as a result of this military
pact between U. S. A. and Pakistan.
We are offering once again our good
offices in regard to this SEATO also,
that they should not have SEATO
first of all. That is one thing. My
hon. friend Dr. Ramaswami Mudaliar
had eloquently stated yesterday how
indecent it was for any group of
countries to have rushed into this
kind of scheme no sooner that peace
treaty was signed in Geneva. And
yet they call themselves the greatest
possible diplomats and the most ex-
perienced diplomats. If diplomacy is
of this type, then, it is best that our
Prime Minister does not consider
himself to be that kind of a diplomat.
Two reasons have been given for our
non-participation in the forthcoming
SEATO conference. One is the ques-
tion of impartiality that we should
maintain regarding Indo-China dis-
pute, and, therefore, we should not go

to SEATO. The other is the one
that was given by my hon, friend
Mr. B. C. Ghose only this Morning. That
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is, our unwillingness to get into mutual
defence pact. The third one is this.
Not so long ago all those people of
Australia, New Zealand, U.S.A. and
UK. used to espy a.peril as ‘yellow
peril’. They did not want Australia
and New Zealand ever to be open to
the colonization of and at the mercy
of these yellow hordes of people who
are on the continent of Asia. Today
they no longer call it ‘yellow peril’;
they call it ‘communist peril’, but
nevertheless these two great sub-
continents or continents are to be
kept there as preserves of white
peoples for adding to the misery of
the world. Is it wrong on our part to
think or to fear that the SEATO
might have that ulterior motive too
behind it? Would it be possible for
peoples of the world to establish and
maintain eternal peace as long as
these inequalities persist, inequalities
between races, between populations,
between the pressure of populations
in different countries, between differ-
ent countries and different communi-
ties? And as long as these inequali-
ties are not put an end to, it is not
possible to have eternal peace. That
is no reason why we should not go
on fighting for peace and for the free-
dom of the subjugated people even
while these inequalities are being re-
moved. I am one with our Prime
Minister in his fight for freedom and
for peace. However much we want
this peace, if a third world war were
L come upon us, even if we were to re-
main unattached, uninvolved, it is go-
ing to be a miserable life for us as we
can judge from our bitter experience of
it even during the last two wars. We
have to become self-sufficient in as
many industries as possible, in as
many departments of our own econo-
mic life as possible before the third
world war breaks out, if ever it should
come. It is quite possible—my hon.
friend the Prime Minister may be am-
bitious—that he himself and his col-
leagues in the world arena would be
able to prevent this world war ever

coming at all. He may excuse some
of us if we are not so very hopeful
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but nevertheless, even if that third
world war were to come, Wwe
should, before it comes, have built
ourselves so well in our own country
that it would be possible for us not
only to remain uninvolved but also
not to be too much affected by the
fangs and fumes of that third war.

Lastly, coming to the question of
Goa, I am in favour of the policy that
my hon. friend the Prime Minister is
pursuing not because in every detail it
is necessary for me to agree. Indeed
my view is like this. In regard to for-
eign policy there must be a national
policy. There must be a sense of
national unity. That does not mean
that we should not have different
views. I myself claim the privilege
of having different views and also air-
ing them, but when it comes to action
we should not do anything, according
to me, which would embarrass the
policy which the Prime Minister would
be following. I am not saying it only
today. There was an occasion, not so
long ago, when I associated myself
with some of my friends in giving the
lead to the people to organize what is
known as the Tibet Day. But the
moment I came to know that the
Prime Minister was embarrassed about
it, I hastened to dissociate myself
openly. I gave the reasons also, “I
do not wish to embarrass the Prime
Minister and therefore I am with-
drawing from this Day’s celebrations”,
I said. Now that is a policy for any-
one to follow even today. It is quite
possible for my hon. friends to go on
arguing that peaceful Indians should
be allowed to go into Goa with all its
humours. We can all go into Goa but
you will not find even sufficient space
in it; we may have to come back. That
is a different matter of course. We
are not in possession of all the facts
that are there. One of the {facts
that was given by my friend, Mr.
Sundarayya was that as soon as the
British note came, the Indian Govern-
ment’s attitude changed. That may be a
fact, I am not going to find fault with
him. It is the duty of the Prime Minister
to set matters right if there is anything
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wrong. If we are to live in a co-
operative manner in the world, if we
are to do so, consistent with our own
national interests we may react in a
favourable manner to any note that
may be coming from any of our own
friendly nations or other nations with
whom we are for the time being at
least on the best terms. At the same
time I would like to express this wish
that because we are free and because
of that we happen to be a member of
the United Nations and therefore, so
many obligations have been cast upon
us, we should not allow the other
nations and especially these colonial
nations to turn this into such a dis-
qualification, such a disability on our
part that we would not be able at the
right moment to go to the rescue of
our own Goan friends to help them
in their own freedom struggle. I
would like my hon. friend the Prime
Minister to agree to this. I am sure
that he would be keeping this view
in his mind. I am confident that he
must be as anxious as any one of us to
see that the Goanese people should
become free at the earliest possible
moment. But there is need for
patience. There is a time factor also.
A reference was made to Hyderabad. So
many of us were very impatient at
that time. We all expressed our im-
patience. In Parliament day after day
we used to get impatient with Sardar
Vallabhbhai Patel and Pandit Jawa-
harlal Nehru for the delay in taking
action there. Yet we had to wait.
But did we wait in vain? Six years
have passed; Hyderabad is a part of
Mother India today. Similarly, if and
when the Prime Minister feels confi-
dent that Goa must be made a part
and parcel of India and should be-
come a part and parcel of Mother
India he will take the necessary action
and I do not see any reason why we
should rush into this field now. It
will mean that we are dismissing the
Government’s view and the Govern-
ment’s leadership. If we do so we
shall be rushing into troubled waters.

Surr S. N. MAHTHA (Bihar): Mr.
Chairman, I should wish to preface
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my remarks by saying that perhaps
the international «jurist and the poli-
tical historian may well remind us
that India was already an interna-
tional person even before the end of
British rule. This contention may
perhaps find support from the fact
that India became a Member of the
League of Nations, that India attended
the Peace Conference at Paris, that
India was invited in her own right to
the San Fransisco Conference and
that India became one of the original
Founder-Members of the United Na-
tions. But the undeniable fact remains
that India had no independent voice
of her own. She was at the most a
vassal or a client of the British Gov-
The most remarkable fact
of history, therefore, is the excep-
tional speed with which India has
attained her present international posi-
tion. It is almost phenomenal. Big-
ger countries, say a country like the
U.S.S.R. until about ten or twelve
years after the Bolshevik Revolution,
was a pariah in the international field.
A country like the U.S.A.,, which 1
believe attained its independence
some time about the end of the eight-
eenth century, had to remain within
closed doors for about forty years
before she could enter the interna-
tional arena. A country like Japan,
which was independent for a long
time, received no international notice
until after her victories over Russia.

As compared with these tardy pre-
cedents, the achievement of India has
been remarkable indeed. 1 should
admit that in this achievement the
accident of time and history has play-
ed a great part. But for the most
part I should think the balanced
political thinking, the uprightness and
the personal high stature of the Prime
Minister have played the wutmost
part. (Applause).

I am inclined to quote a few sen-
tences from the English version of
an article that recently appeared in a
French paper. The name of the
French paper is “Le Monde”. The
author of the article is M. Tiber
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Mende, a Frenchman of Hungarian

origin. He wrote as follows:—

“The Republic of India is one of
the most curious phenomena of
modern history. It is by itself a sub-
continent; its population is more
than double that of the United States,
and is increasing every ten years at
the rate of the population of France.
But the real military strength of the
country is not perhaps much greater
than that of Sweden, which has
only slightly over six million inhabi-
tants. Moreover, its rigid social pyra-
mid and the income of the people—

which at an average is 15,000 francs |

a year—make this people a facile
prey to the extremist agitator.
Nonetheless, the views of its Prime
Minister carry as much weight as
those of a leader of the Great Pow-
ers, and India’s role in world affairs
is unique.”

I would not like to exercise on this
point to say how this role has been
achieved by India.

But, I would like to say that Indian
foreign policy has three facets or it
works on three planes. The first and
the foremost facet, or the highest
plane, on which it works is the uni-
versal plane, where India stands up
as the exponent of world peace, as
the proponent of world peace. On
this plane India has received the wid-
est, and I should say, almost univer-
sal approbation.

The second facet, or the second
plane, of our foreign policy is the
Asiatic plane, on which India stands
forward as the exponent of Asian
policy, that is to say that the Asian
countries must have a predominating
voice in the settlement of affairs that
concern Asia more prominently. On
this plane, India has not received the
same amount of approbation, but, I
should think, has received a consider-
-able amount of consideration at the
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hands of countries like the UK, al-
though not countries like the U.S.A.

Then, on the third plane, which I
should call the third facet, which is
the national facet, India tries to fur-
ther and protect the interests of India
within the shores of India or outside
the shores of India. This is a plane
on which India has few supporters.
The situation in South Africa, the
colour bar in South Africa, and the
situation in Goa are instances in
point. Whatever may happen due to
the strength of the Goans or the moral
claim of India is another matter, but
the fact remains that few countries
have come forward to support India
on this plane. 1 would not like to
touch upon Goa very much, because
the question has been discussed since
yesterday. But I would like to say
that the Government must exercise
the uttermost firmness and the utter-
most restraint in the matter; and here
I should like to dismiss outright the
two suggestions made by Dr. Ambed-
kar, namely, that we take Goa on
lease or we purchase Goa, for the
very simple reason that the propo-
sals are very derogatory. Human
populations cannot be leased out or
sold out.

I would like to mention that in 1948
we read in newspapers and got the
news on the wireless that a certain
planet, or comet, named “Balia’s
Comet” split itself into two parts.
The two principal reasons attributed
by scientists to this development were
that the component parts of the comet
had very poor adhesive qualities and
the second reason was the action and
counteraction of gravitational pulls
from divergent directions. We notice
that something of a similar nature has
been happening in the international
field also. The fact as we see is that
today there are two Germanys instead
of one; there are two Koreas instead’

of one; and some people feel that
there are two Indo-Chinas as well.
When this sub-continent itself was

divided in 1947 into two countries,—
India and Pakistan—it was still pos-
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sible for these two countries to for-  commissions. It took us away to the

mulate and pursue a common military
policy and a common foreign policy.
But, on account of the granting of
military aid by U.S.A. and the accept-
ance of milifary aid by Pakistan, the
division has been completed. Pakis-
tan is no longer an independent agent
and we cannot sit down face to face
to formulate a common policy. I feel
sure that the lesson that we have to
draw from the splitting up into two
parts of this comet known as Balia’s
comet is that the various contesting or
conflicting factions in this country
must coalesce, must show better adhe-
sive qualities and must unitediy act
on the military and foreign front.
There can be no two policies in one
country so far as the military policy
or the foreign policy is concerned. It
is a strange world. The old policy

was to ‘Divide and rule’; the new
policy seems to be to ‘Divide and
Leave’, Let not internecine anta-

gonism drive any Indian party into
the trap of foreign designers.

I would like to end with the note
that it is not through diplomatic
channels alone that international
greatness is attained. In order to
rest our international edifice, which
we have built up, we must have solid
foundations to place that edifice on.
These foundations are economic and
gocial. You will forgive me
i# I remind this House that
India gained no small amount of
international recognition through the
works of persons like Raja Ram
Mohan Roy, or Tagore, or yourself,

and I believe that if India has to be '

great, she must make herself intrin.
sically great, and intrinsic greatness
comes from economic and social qua-
lities.

Sir, 1 should not take up any more
time.

Sarr S. MAHANTY (Orissa): Mr.
Chairman, it is my misfortune that 1
could not join the chorus of praise for
the foreign policy of our Prime Min-
ister. The {foreign policy statement,
which we had heard yesterday, should
be more noted for its omissions than

43 RSD

Conference lobby of Geneva; it took
us to XKorea, the land of mourning
Peace; it took us to the rice fields of
Indo-China. But about KXashmir,
about Indo-Pakistan relations, about
Indo-Ceylonese relations, about India-~
ns in South Africa he maintained a
sphinx-like silence. The time at my
disposal is very short and I cannot
possibly go into the various facets of
our foreign policy.

Now, broadly speaking, the foreign
policy that we have pursued has been
aimed at solving the outstanding for-
eign problems of other nations, while
we have left our own outstanding
Problems in cold storage for posterity
19 solve. I will cite some concrete illus-
trations. In the beginning we were with
the so-called free democracies of the
West. That is how Uncle Sam came
to the Far East where he is now
deeply entrenched. We are turning
over t{o others now. We are frater-
nising with China and helping her in
solving the problems of her foreign
policy. I welcome it. Now, what are the
basic problems of China’s foreign
policy? It is nothing new. It has
remained the same since the days of
Sun Yat Sen. There were three out-
standing problems. One was recovery
of Chinese suzerainty on Tibet, the
sécond was elimination of foreign
influence from Korea and Indo-China,
and thirdly, integration of Formosa
with the mainland. We have gone
2]l our way in solving the outstand-
ing problems of the People’s Govern-
ment of China, while our own prob-
lems have remained untouched. A
lot of things have been said about
Tibet. We have congratulated our-
selves over the agreement that we
have reached with China over Tibet.
What is after all our achievement in
Tibet? You know, it is a matter of
history that during the British re-
gime in India Tibet was maintained
as a closed area for diplomatic as well
as commercial purposes of the Bri-
tish Government. In 1904, the Dalai
Lama of Tibet had something to do
Wwith the Czar ot Russia which scared
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the British. And thereafter came the
in-famous Sir Charles Younghus-
band’s expedition which brought in
murder, rape and loot in that peace-
ful Lama land of Tibet. Since then
Tibet formed a sort of a Protectorate
of the British Government against
which the Chinese Government re-
corded a protest. In 1910  again
there was trouble in Tibet  which
came in the wake of Chirese invasion
of Eastern Tibet. The thirteenth
Dalai Lama fled Lhasa and lived
very much as a guest in Kalimpong
or Darjeeling. After the Chinese
invaders were expelled from Tibet,
Tibet continued as a Protectorate
of India as much as Sikkim is today.
But we were never told anything
about what happened in Tibet. One
fine morning, we were asked to put
our democratic dhobi mark over an
agreement which was reached with
China in relation to Tibet, in which
we completely surrendered our in-
terests to China in Tibet.

Again, we have gone to partition
Korea, maybe, in the interest of
peace. We are going today to parti-
tion Indo-China also in the interest
of peace. I welcome it. I havegot
no quarrel with that. But my only
contention is that we have solved the
outstanding problems of other coun-
tries without solving our own. We

went to the Colombo Conference.
There we said that colonialism
should go. It was a real menace in

Asia. We talked about Tunisia; we
talked about Morocco, but we never
talked about Goa, about the French
possessions.

Now, coming to Goa, if you permit
me, Sir, I will present my reaction
to this House in a figurative manner,
It I were fo place it in a rough and
ready manner, it would be too rude
a shock. If any of those ancient
travellers like Herodotus, Strabo,
Fahien or Hiuen Tsang were to visit
India in 1954, and attend this
foreign affairs debate on Goa, well,
they would leave behind a very in-
teresting record for posterity to be
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amused with. They would have
said “We visited India’s capital, New
Delhi, where people drank more
cocktail than water. They were a
queer people. They were violent at
home and non-violent abroad. We
found their Home Minister sitting
with the Public Safety Act in one
hand and the Press (Amendment)
Act in the other, with a lethal
weapon ready for acticn. But we
found their Foreign Minister sitting
with a rosary of prayer-beads like
a Bodhisatva of the Buddhist pan-
theon.” That in a nut shell correctly
portrays our vacillating policy to-
wards Goa. It has resulted in a
diplomatic jargon. The Prime Minis-
ter has said in his statement to the
other House.

“This adherence tc non-vio-
lence means—
(i) that we may not abandon

or permit any derogstion of our
identification with the cause of
our compatriots under Portuguese
rule; and

(ii) equally we may not adopt,
advocate or deliberately bring
about situations of violence.”

With all respect, if I may say so,
it means nothing. We admit, that li-
beration of India cannot be complete
so long as the foreign flags ly on
the Indian soil. In 1947 we claim-
ed it. In 1948 we demanded it. And
in 1950 again, we repeated the de-
mand. But we were charged with
youthful impertinence. And the
time has come when we can retort
back saying it is non-descript seni-
lity. If you cannot meet the prob-
lem, you leave it to the resurgent
people of India and of Goa. You
are not going to solve it by simply
exchange of these notes.

Now, I have got another point to
make and that is about these inter-
national observers who are going to
be invited to observe situations in
and around Goa. I have no abjec-
tion if observers are invited to ob-
serve conditions inside Goa. Well,
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Goa is not so far a territory of India.
It is not a part of sovereign India’s
territory as delimited in the Indian
Constitution. But, may I ask the
hon. Prime Minister, as to how hehas
agreed to the appointment of ob-
servers—foreign observers—to come
to the Indian soil and observe condi-~
tions which are taking place inside
Goa? At least in the fithess of
things he should have taken  this
Parliament into confidence, other-
wise thereby he is going to subtract
the sovereignty of India, as it is un-
derstood by us. Therefore, I venture
to think, that the policy that we
have followed in the case of Goa is
as vacillating as we pursued in the
case of Kashmir. Now, the exampl-
es of French possessions are there.
The Government of India did not
go there. They did not get them-
selves involved in French  posses-

sions. There is no good denying the
fact that the resurgent people of
both, French possessions and of

India, fought the battle; they won it
40 a very great extent. And we
were very happy to learn yesterday
that we were coming to a very satis-
factory conclusion. Therefore, I am
led to believe—and I do admit—that
there may be some international
complications if the Government
openly goes and gets itself involved
there. The only solution that I can
offer is to leave the way open for
the free Indian people to fight their
own battles in Goa and thereby get
a solution of it.

Dr. ANUP SINGH (Punjab): Mr.
Chairman, if I requested you to
sanction me a few minutes to speak
on this question, it was to reply to
Dr. Ambedkar. I shall confine my
remarks to what he said. Although
Mrs. Munshi has very ably taken
care of him, I think he deserves a
little more discussion, because
whereas the other critics have differ-
ed on details as to what we
should do in Goa or as to what we
should have done in Indo-China, etc.,
Dr. Ambedkar questioned the very
basis, the very validity of the princi-
ples on which the foreign policy of
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our Government is based, and I was
rather surprised to see that Dr.
Ambedkar was suffering from the
same kind of phobia as the celebrat-
ed crusader of democracy, Dr. Syng-
man Rhee. Dr. Ambedkar thinks that
the only menace today is communism,
and that unless that giant is slain and
laid down, there will be no peace
and that we will be bartering our
souls. I need not go into history nor
am I here an apologist of aggression
by anyone, whether it comes from
America, Britain or the Soviet Union,
but I think that in order to have a
proper perspective of the dilemma
in which the Soviet Union finds it-
self, one must keep one or two things
in mind, how Russia was surrounded
and encircled by her allies and how
she was once again betrayed by them.
I think that whatever Russia did was
legitimate in the sense that her fears
were well-founded. Whatever its
policy may have been in the past,
I feel—I have only recently returned
from an unofficial tour and I give
this testimony of not only myself but
also that of my other six colleagues
for whatever it is worth—that there
is an overwhelming desire on  the
part of the Soviet people for peace.

It may not spring from any  great
principle but let us say that it
springs from expediency. The

Soviet people everywhere are busy
in the very gigantic task of construe-
tion and reconstruction all over the
country and I think that the one
thing that they do not desire is war
with anyone. That testimony of
the people who have been there may
be of little consequence to Dr.
Ambedkar, but nevertheless it is
the testimony of all the people who
have gone there, not only the Indians
who have been there but of others

also. There have been 71 delega-
tions from 22 countries during one
year. I have read the reports of

those people and certainly not all
of them were biased in favour of the
Soviet Union—they came from
different parties and from different
parts of the world—and it is the
unanimous testimony of all those

people that the Soviet people and the
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Soviet Government today want peace
more than anything else.

The second thing that Dr. Ambed-
kar made out was that co-existence
was not only not possible but, by im-
plication, that it was not even desir-
able. That certainly is one of the
most astounding propositions that I
have ever heard from any responsi-
ble representative. What are you
going to do if you are not going to
live side by side with people of
different ideas and different ideolo-
gies? What is the alternative? And
what precisely is Dr. Ambedkar's
suggestion? We know from history
that in the past republics, democra-
cies and monarchies Jf the worst
type have managed to live together
side by side. There have been clash-
es but not exactly because their ideo-
logies were different. There  were
other factors. Today, the two sys-
tems or three or whatever you may
choose to designate them or call
them, have to live side by side. Let
ideas jostle with each other and let
them be tested in the free market of
ideas. If communmism has any basic
validity, I am sure that neither Dr.
Ambedkar nor anybody else can stop
it. The only way to stop it, if you
want to stop it, is to have something
better than communism. I would
therefore say that co-existence is not
only possible but indeed eminently
desirable today.

Referring to SEATO, Dr. Ambed-
kar also insinuated that the Prime
Minister was suffering from some
kind of hostility towards America.
I personally feel that it is an un-
warranted accusation and rather an
irresponsible one. I do not believe
that our Prime Minister or for that
matter any responsible person who
formulates policies does  anything
simply because he has developed
some kind of ill-will towards a
country. I have been in America for
a8 number of years, and I am fully
aware of the overwhelming goodwill
on the part of Americans towards
India, and we have the same good-
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will towards them. I  personally
think that the policy that our

Government is pursuing is in the best
interests of the Americans themselves.

They may not realise it today, but
there are a few people, fortunately
some liberals, who feel that the
Prime Minister of India is the best

friend of the Americans themselves,
and I fully share that view and as
time goes on, his present policy willk
be fully vindicated.

Finally, a word about Goa. I
think that the policy that is being
pursued is the only policy. We will
be only playing into the hands of
our critics by changing it to any
other policy, either to force or deli-
berately encouraging people to goto
Goa. I share the view as a matter
of principle that we should have
encouraged them to go to Goa, be-
cause Goa is only part of India, but
when I was in England and also in
France where I was for about two
weeks, I saw that some of the people

there were actually hoping that
India would get involved in some
sort of situation over Goa. The Bri-

tish Press unfortunately, as was said
yesterday, has been very provocative
and with some few exceptions, the
whole Press there has Jlaunched a
most vicious and sustained campaign
against India and against our Prime
Minister. There are many reasons
but I need not go into them here. 1
found later on in Paris also that some
of the Americans were very jubilant
that India was being at last cornered
over Goa. “We will see what India
does over Goa.” I feel that this
systematic campaign is deliberately
designed to provoke India, and I
would, therefore, urge that all those
people who feel very strongly, and
there are good reasons for feeling
very strongly, should have patience
and realise the implications and re-
actions of what they say in other
countries. The Government are in
a better position to judge the situa-
tion than we are. We read only
newspaper reports. We get excited
no doubt, and our sympathies go out
to those people, but 1 think we
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should fully support the Government
of India in its present policy towards
Goa. But what may happen  ulti-
mately, no one knows. Things shift
and change very rapidly, but I be-
lieve that the Government of India
is pursuing a policy which is the
only policy in the circumstances,
“Thank you.

Sur1 A. S. KHAN (Uttar Pradesh):
Mr. Chairman, I rise to give my
whole-hearted support to the state-
ment made by our Prime  Minister
yesterday. I found some of the
speeches made yesterday from the
Opposition very amusing and amaz-
ing, amusing in this sense, that 1
1loticed that the statement made by the
Prime Minister was subjected to a
cross-firing. Both sides were trying
to advocate a policy of deviation
from the middle eourse that we have
adopted. One side was trying to
say that we should go a little bit
towards the right and the other side
was trying to say that we should
deviate towards the left. 1 wonder
why it is that some friends seek to
admire the policy of every other
country but their own. Amazing 1
found it in this sense that now when
it has been proved manifestly that
our policy has been a success, how is
it that there are some people even

now in our country who doubt the
soundness of our policy? One can
understand when a plant is just

planted that perhaps the soil will not
suit it, perhaps the climatic condi-
tions will be unfavourable but when
it has grown into a tree, when it is
full of blossoms and flowers and
when we see the fruits, how can
anybody now doubt that the policy
that was followed for the last
7 years was not quite correct. We
remember that only a few years ago
India had no position whatsoever in
the international world but today we
have to play a very responsible part
after the war in Korea. Does it not
show that we are commanding the
respect of the nations and the con-
fidence of the nations? Then again
in the affairs of Indo-China at
Geneva our representative and a dis-
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tinguished Member of this  House,
Mr. V. K. Krishna Menon, played &
very important part as a personal
representative of our Prime Minister
and under his wise guidance
His efforts brought fruit and
brought peace to Indu-China and I
am sure that this policy of ours
has been respected and admired by all
the other nations. Therefore now,
when the results are so obvious, how
can anybody doubt that the policy that
was followed during these years was
not sound? Now, coming to the ques-
tion of Goa, I will only say that geo-
graphical facts cannot be undone .by
mere talks: Goa is a part of India;
it has always been g part of India and
I am really surprised why a modern
nation like Portugal is unable to read
the writing on the wall gnd see the
signs of the times, When big powers
like the British had to leave such a big
country as India, why are they trying
to stick to this little territory of Goa?
There also 1 absolutely agree with the
policy that is being followed by our
Government. Some people thought it
was weak-kneed policy. To them I will
say that this weak-kneed policy of ours
this weak-kneed policy of the Congress
has proved that it is not a weak-kneed
policy, it is a very sound policy. It is
through this non-violence that we
could get freedom of our count and
now when we have all along pleaded
that we are for non-violence, I think
that if we take any other course as
far as Goa is concerned, the nations of
the world will say that we are not
sincere in our professions, that we are
non-violent when we are faced with
a strong power but when there is a
weak enemy or opponent, then we
change our principle. Therefore, this
great principle—it is not a policy of
ours but it is our principle—that we
should remain non-violent should be
followed and I am sure that perhaps
after the successful conclusion of our
talks with France, Portugal will be able
to see a way to settle their own ques-
tion also. Whatever be the result 1
am sure in my mind that the policy
\ of non-violence and peace is the best

policy. I don't wish to take any more
1 time of the House.
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Mgr. CHAIRMAN: Kindly wind up,
Dr. Raghu Vira.

Mo A : 3 fawe AT )
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Surr V. K. KRISHNA MENON
(Madras): Mr. Chairman, I would
at the outset like to remind myself that
the debate in which the House is en-
gaged at the moment arose from a
submission made to it by the Prima
Minister that the House take into con-
sideration “the present international
situation and the policy of the Gov-
ernment of India in relation thereto.”
The Prime Minister has referred to
certain specific aspects both of the in-
ternational situation and the policy of
his Government. I think it is proper
and very necessary that we should
remind ourselves of one basic factor
in regard to the first part of his motion
The time, Mr, Chairman, you have

allocated to this debate does not pers
mit it, nor is it necessary for us to go
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over the whole field of the entire inter-
national situation or in great detail
at present. But the outstanding fac-
tor is that the Prime Minister has said
that though a great many things have
happened in the world, little has
happened to change the international
situation fundamentally. That is to
say, the world today is still poised on
the brink of possible war and the
threat of the armageddon is as serious
and severe as ever before, Whether 1t
js slightly removed or slightly nearer
js not something that fundamental-
ly changes its character. The fear
of dread weapons on the one
hand and the desire of populations in
every country in the world to avoid
this grim alternative of the other, the
knowledge of the leaders of the armed
forces of every country of the nature
of modern war and the grimness of
war itself have brought into operation
certain forces, and perhaps certain
slight improvements have taken place
here, there and everywhere. Real
change can come about only with the
renewal of the policy and outlook to-
wards ‘one world’, towards the more
universal conception of and approach
t0 human problems and human civi-
lization. This is the basis of the
foundation of the United Nations and
of the endeavours made by the leaders
of the war at that time when they
founded that organization. But this
became reversed soon after by the em-
ergence of the policies of balance of
power or as we now call it, the cold
war. How, cold it is we do not always
know. Therefore, it is necessary for
any country, particularly ours, to
know that whatever we call our policy,
it cannot escape the consequences of a
war. There will be consequences,
physical, economic, moral or others,
and we should have this fully and
clearly in our minds. Theretore, the
primary purpose and the concern of
our foreign policy becomes the disin-
tegration or rather the dissolution of
this conflict and the contribution, into
the world pattern, of those elements
that tend to neutralise the approach
that is based on conflict. It is only
from that point of view that we may
look at any proposition, whether it be
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Goa or Pakistan or Indo-China or dis-
armament or East and West Germany.

I will say as little as possible with
regard to the problem that arises from
the Portuguese Empire in India. That
is what it is. I think the House would
allow me to say that in our system
the executive is part of the legislature
and that whatever is said in this
House,—whatever its effects may be
in this country—it has a wider audi-
ence outside. To suggest, by impli-
cation or by reference, the idea that
there is any doubt in the minds of
the Government or any section of the
people with regard to the basic aspect
of this problem, namely, that these
possessions should become reunited
with India, to suggest that there is
any change in this policy reflected in
the steps taken by the Government,
is calculated to help the enemy, be-
cause we are not addressing a private
audience; we have an international
audience. Secondly, I would lke to
draw the attention of the Hpuse to an
aspect that seems to havef’?g’r”éotten.
No Government, not even’ the Gov-
ernment of Brazil, has pronounced it-
self on the merits of this question.
They have all said, “we hope there
will not be a war; we hope you go
slow and we hope what we have
heard is wrong”, and so on. No Gov-
ernment has come forward and said:
‘On  the merits of this question we
hold this view or that and you are
wrong’. This in itself is the procla-
mation of the fact that they are all
well conscious of the attitude of our
people and Government and of the
nature of this problem as being one
which is integrated with our historical
background. The whole tenor of our
outlook on such problems and of the
principles this country holds in respect
of colonial empires as a whole is well
in the minds of other nations and
Governments. I do think that we
have a long way to go towards real-
ising that in international affairs and
relations. We may not take up the
position that whatever our policy,
even if it is right, it will and must
necessarily remain uncriticised by
others. There are eighty other nations
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in the world, each with its own sense
of nationalism, each with its own idea
that what they put torward is the cor-
rect point of view; and I would like to
ask with all respect and in all humi-
lity, why we get so excited and why
we get so upset when newspapers in
other countries or other Governments
make pronouncements or send notes.
Our proper answer is and shculd be
to send answers back in whatever way
we think is appropriate to the issue
and there the matter ends. So far,
therefore, as the problem: of Goa is con-
cerned, the fundamental principles
that govern our approach to this pro-
blem—so far as I understand the
Prime Minister’s elucidation of them
and in all the correspondence that has
been published—is that we are not
going to be provoked into a situation
whereby the great strength that this
country, along with others, exercises
towards peace would be neutralised by
those who do not want peace. After all,
a country that has a responsible Gov-
ernment, a country with limited mili-
tary, economic and diplomatic resourc
es, cannot afford to blunt such weapons
as it has.

No one would be more pleased than

those who are against us if we make
one false move in this; and a false

move is not necessarily or alone &
false move that th2 Government
makes; it includes also steps that give

others the opportunity to say that res-
ponsible persons in our country—and
Members of Parliament are responsible
persons, editors of Newspapers are
responsible persons and those who take
part in public life are responsible per-
sons; the degree of responsibility and
the burdens that they carry may
vary-——are doing something that belies
their professions. From any point of
view this would be a setback to our
prestige. Secondly, for myself I would
like to think whether it is right or
wise that any Government should
either say or do anything which it is
not prepared to carry to its logical
conclusion. They say that in  inter-
national conversations and communi-
cations, what is euphemistically called
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diplomacy, one of the things you have
got to guard against is being trapped
by the opposite side; but no trap by
the opposite side is so dangerous or
embarrassing as the trap one unwill-
ingly sets for oneself. Politicians are
sometimes the victims of their own
past statements. One of the favourite

devices of an opposition is what is
called Hansardize, that is to  say,
quote from previous speeches what

their opponents had said. So inthis
problem of Goa the test is not so much
for Portugal as for us. It is one of
those things where there is a sort of
challenge that we have thrown out to
the world that every problem is cap~
able of being resolved by negotiations
that it is possible to bring about the
liquidation of an authoritarian and im-
perial regime in any country by the
use of non-violent and peaceful
methods. Other methods are foreign to
us and inapplicable to the situation.
There is also no way of our proving it
to the world except by example and,
therefore, in the matter of Goa, any
particular mode that may be adopted
by the Government of India or its re-
presentatives, at any time, must be in
conformity with the principles which
this country itself has adopted and
proclaims. The rest, namely steps
taken by Government at any time, I
submit with great respect, should
be matters of as little debate as possi-
ble. So far as the crux of the ques-
tion itself is concerned, Portugal is in
the fortunate position that she is

virtually outside the easy competence
of the Parliamentary Procedure of na-
tions. She is not a member of the
United Nations; she does not come into
the general arrangements and argu-
ments about colonial territories at the
United Nations. The hon. Member from
Madras yesterday made an aside refer-
ence to this and asked why we did not
bring up this problem in the Trustee-
ship Council. The reason is very simple
and it is that Portugal has no trust ter-
ritories and their colonial territories
are not subject to the information and
procedures of the United Nations.
Therefore, they are in the comfortable

position of being outside the combine,
so to say. They are a free firm and
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they are not bound by the rules of the ' time; whatever happens tomorrow we

trade. That is how it is. So much

. Withwgegard to Portugal.

/" 1 think the House will expect me to

say a few words about the settlement
in Indo-China. I hope, Sir, you will
allow me to express my sense of grati-
tude for the somewhat e¢mbarrassing
generosity that has been shown tome
with regard to what small part I may

have had in this matter. I think we
should not make a mistake
about one aspect of this or similar

matters. Whatever an individual does
is only incidental. It is the policy of
a country, exemplified by its conduct,
that matters, and in this the element
of our not taking credit and in that
way not arousing the jealousy or re-
sentment of other nations is very im-
portant. I do not presume to pres-
cribe this; I only think aloud and say
that we should understand this prob-
lem in this way. When some coun-
try talks about its being a leader of
the world or the leader of this part or
that part, we on our part feel some-
what resentful or disapproving. We
feel that it is a peculiar pose to take.
We have only to remind ourselves of
this reaction of ours that we do not
claim ourselves that we have a pat-
tern or that we have a remedy or
that we have a unique role to play.
The Prime Minister has constantly
denied and disapproved of such pos-
tures and said that there is no ques-
tion of our having a particular role
to play. We have, however, our con-
tribution to make; we may find our-
selves useful in certain capacities and
so on. That is one of the reasons
why, I believe, we are asked some-
times to do something or the other
or even if we are not asked, we try
to do something. There is, I believe,
a general acceptance in the world
that, nationally, the Government of
India want nothing out of their for-
eign policy by way of territory, by
way of being elected to Councils or
Committees or even by way of re-
cognition. This is a new thing almost
in diplomacy and in international re-
lations and, so far as we are con-
cerned, it stands tested up +to this

do not know, but it has stood that
test till now.

In regard to Indo-China, the House
will appreciate that the present agree-
ment that has been reached is not a
peace settlement. It consists of three
Armistice Agreements relating to the
three territories which, generally, are
or were separate sub-sovereign States
under the French hegemony. I will
not go into the history of the whole
of this question but will simply refer
to some fundamental aspects of it and
some misconceptions that seem to
prevail.

: First of all, references have been
.+ made to the partition of Viet Nam.
! It is quite true that it has been the
time-honoured policy of imperial gov-
ernments and their allies to “Divide
and Rule.” 1 believe, since the war
the pattern has changed. Now it is
‘Divide and Leave’. In the present
case we have moved away from this
pattern and I would like those who
are interested to look at the Armistice
Agreement in regard to Viet Nam, It
is there in Chapter I of the
Agreement. I am not going to read
the whole of it but in every para--
graph where the question of the de-
marcation line appears, it says “pro-
visional demarcation line”. That is
number one. Secondly the demarca-
tion line arises not from a partition of
the country between the two Govern-
ments but from a regrouping of forces.
Now, this is not word-splitting exer-
cise; it has taken a long time to get
to this position. The device that is
now adopted is the result of a great
deal of work in the Conference or
outside the Conference to produce a
situation of this kind. In the context
of political theory, what there is on
the territory of Viet Nam are not two
separate “States” mutually exclusive
and collectively exhaustive, but one
territory which is to be an indepen-
dent State in the near future in which
there are two authorities and these
two authorities for the purpose of
convenience are asked to sit here and
| there and so on. So, it is not as thougb
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there are two parts which are to be
united in the future as in Xorea
.and that is why you do not see any-
where any reference to the two Viet
Nams. In theory the latent authority
.of such Government is not restricted
to its own area; it is, however, so in
practical and factual terms. And then
the Agreement goes on to provide for
:a free election. Now, that election
is not a plebiscite. That election is
not to decide whether the country
:shall go to this man or that man, to
this Government or the other Gov-
-ernment. It would be like election to
a Constituent Assemnmpiy. 1 would
"be an election to decide the future of
the place, that is, this election is for
the whole country. In order to ar-
range that election, the two parties
‘have to come together to make the
arrangements. The Supervisory Com-
mission does not run the election as it
would be in the case of a plebiscite.
“The two authorities in the whole ter-
ritory—these authorities may even
-change in some way or another in the
intervening period before June 1955—
-come together, for practical reasons,
to discuss the date of the election and
-about polling booths and about rules,
this, that and the other. Therefore,
-any idea that either we as a Govern-
ment or as a country or even the
"Geneva Conference has partitioned
this territory or the purport of this
Armistice Agreement is to keep it
divided would be an error. What is
more, neither the Democratic Repub-
lic of Viet Nam nor the French nor
the other allies of the French includ-
ing the Viet Namese want the country
divided. In fact this idea of the
‘Cease-Fire-Line near to the Benhai
River at about the 17th Parallel was
the result of the compulsion of prac-
tical considerations. It was impossi-
ble to hold cease-fire pockets all over
the territory. So it was the best pos-
gible of a practical device and was
arranged by military men on both
sides; it does not constitute a political
boundary line. It does not constitute
the delineation of future division be-
tween the two countries. It does not
mean that the country should not get

{ RAJYA SABHA ]

Situation L]

divided. The present Viet Nam has had
got several other political boundaries
in the course of her history. Whe-
ther it will get divided in five years
or ten years or twenty years or in
two years one cannot say, but there
is nothing in the present settlement
which envisages the idea of two States
where in one part one group of poli-
tical ideas or political Governments
would be confined or embodied and
another the other way. That is not
the present purport of anything ac-
complished at Geneva. This applies
to the entire arrangement with regard
to the Neutral Supervisory Commis-
gsion and the functions of the Trung
Gia Military Commission or the other
Joint Commissions. Now, it is neces-
sary that we do understand this be-
cause otherwise appreciation of the
rest of the Agreement would be in-
complete and inadequate.

The Agreement, as the Prime Min-
ister mentioned in his statement in
another place, has certain outstanding
characteristics. One of these out-
standing characteristics ie the total in-
dependence of these territories which
now stands pledged. Now that it has
come we take it for granted, but it is
a great achievement nevertheless. It is
the abdication—the comriitment of the
Government of France to abdicate its
authority in the territories of Indo-
China; further it is not a series of
bilateral agreements between each
one of these units and the Govern-
ment of France alone. In my opinion
it is an international commitment and
this, the House will recall, was asked
for in the statement made by the
Prime Minister in another place on
the 24th of April last and which the
Government of France has now pub-
licly committed itself to through its
Prime Minister and subsequently en-
dorsed by an overwhelming vote in
the French Chamber, that French
authority will be withdrawn. And
what is more, the conditions of this
withdrawal have been laid down.
Thus there is no question of their not
being fully independent which of
course does not preclude these terri-
tories making their own arrangements
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about relations with France for the
future. The second characteristic is
that willy-nilly this area has come
into what has come to be generally
called the collective peace conception.
It is basic to this Agreement that
there shall be respect for the integrity
of each of these territories by the
other. Now that has been evolved
after whole weeks of negotiation that
there shall be respect for the integrity
of each other, there shall be no inter-
ference in the territories of each other,
and what is more, that they cannot
enter into any military alliance or
receive military aid from outside ex-
cept as specified by agreement to
which the Prime Minister referred
yesterday with some slight modifica-~
tions. I think he used the words with
some slight modifications referring to
the application of this provision to
other territories which is entirely cor-
rect. I will refer to the nature of
these modifications. These modifica-
tions apply to the territories of Laos
and Cambodia where it is said:

“The Royal Government of Laos
will never agree to pursue &
policy of aggression and will
never permit the territory of Laos
to be used in furtherance of such
a policy.”

This is the commitment—not to
allow its territory to be used as a
base. It goes on further:

“The Royal Government of Laos
will never join in any agreement
with other States 1if this agree-
ment includes the obligation for
the Royal Government of Laos to
participate in g miatary alliance
not in conformity with the prin-
ciples of the Charter of the United
Nations or with the principles of
the agreement on the cessation of
hostilities or, unless its security
is threatened, the obligation to es-
tablish bases on Laotian territory
for military forces of foreign
powers.”
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There is a simiiar but slightly dif-
ferent set of provisions in the Cambo-
dian Agreement and it reads:

“The Royal Government of
Cambodia is resolved never to
take part in an aggressive policy
and never to permit the territory
of Cambodia to be utiiised in the
service of such a policy.

The Royal Government of Cam-
bodia will not join in any agree-

ment with other stales, if this
agreement carries for Cambodia
the obligation to enter into a

military alliance not m» conformi-

ty with the principles of the
Charter of the United Nations or,
as long as its security is not

threatened, the obligaticr to esta-
blish bases on Cambodian terri--
tory for the military forces of
foreign powers.”

It can be argued that as the United
Nations stands at present, any kind of
interpretation or arrangement can be
justified by the power of votes in the
Assembly. That is not, however, the
position. This is a security matter
and it can only be decided by the
Security Council whether there is real
threat to the security of this territory.
Unless all international law is by-
passed, it can only be decided by the
Security Council by a unanimous vote.
What is more, if there is a violation
or a threat of violation to the security
of the territory, it is to be referred to
the International Supervisory Com-
mission and if they do not come to:
an agreement unanimously,K 1t is to
be reported back to the nine powers
of the Conference who can alter the
agreement unless they agree among
themselves. So as far as can be pro-
vided in the general context of diffi-
culties the Agreements have done
everything reasonably necessary in
this respect. It is possible to argue
that another form of words would
have been better and if it were done
then probably there would have been
additional impediments to the Agree-
ments being reached because every
day would have brought further and
turther complications.
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This matter has a very direct bear-
ing on the immediate problem which
is before us, namely, the projected
South-East Asian Treaty Organiza-
tion. We have heard from the Prime
Minister the policy of the Government
in regard to this matter. There have
been various interpretations put on
this. To my mind, our position is a
very simple one. First of all, any
suggestion regarding the projected
.South-East Asian Treaty Organization
(SEATO) comes in the newspapers
.and that is where we see it. They
have at present no other existence.
“This organization cannot by any
stretch of interpretation of the Charter
<come under the United Nations
Charter because the United Nations
Charter provides for Regional organi-
zations, but this is not a Regional
organization. This is an organization
of some people to protect a region. It
is a modern version of a Protectorate.
It is an organization of some imperial
powers and some other powers who
may have interest in it to join toge-
ther in order to protect a territory
which they say may be in danger. We
are part of that territory and we say
we do not want to be protected by
this organization, and therefore when
an association of that kind arises, it
has no place under the Charter of the
United Nations, as a Regional orga-
nization.

Secondly, the Prime Minister in his
statement on the 24th of April last in
-another place said:

“While the decision about the
‘Genevg Conference was a welcome
development, it was soon follow-
ed by others which coused us con-
.cern and forebodings. Among
these were (1) the repeated refer-
ence to instant and massive reta-
'liation, to possible altacks on the
Chinese mainland and statements
about extending the scope and in-
tensity of  Thostilities in Indo-
‘China, (2) an invivation to the
Western countries, to the ANZUS
powers, and to some Asjan States
1o join in united ana collective
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action in South-East Asia, This
has been preceded by statements,
which came near to assuming pro-

tection, or declaring a kind of
Monroe Doctrine, unilaterally,
over the countries of South-East
Asia.

There were thus iadications of
impending direct intervention ir
Indo-China and the international-
isation of the war and its exten-
sion and intensification.”

I would like to draw the attention
of the House to the last sentence. The
whole purpose or rather the whole
object of achieving a seiilement in
Indo-China has been to remove the
doubts expressed in this last para-
graph, that is to say, the internation-
alisation of the war and direct inter-
vention in Indo-China. Now, if that
has been achieved, then before the
ink is dry on this agreement, to set
up an organization which was origi-
nally thought of and whose ostensible
purpose is fo include the area in the
East is inimical to the agreement. An
organisation of any like-minded coun-
tries for any purpose, we cannot as
a sovereign State object to; but if it
includes within its purview other
people and i it goes against the
agreements already made and agree-
ments to which at least some of the
signatories of the Final Act at the
Geneva Conference are participants—
and which the Government of India,
so far as we are concerned, has by
declarations supported-—then the issue
cuts into the agreements already
reached. Therefore, whether we take
it from the point of view of our com-
mitments or what is good or bad for
this region, there is no doubt that
anything that emerges from the
Baguio conference would affect us. I
do not presume to know, I am not
prepared to say what would emerge
out of this South-East Asian Treaty
Organization Conference. I think it
is premature to get excited about it.
They may hold some meetings and
at the end of the talks they may issue
a communique saying, “We discussed
the outstanding issues and exchanged
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views” and so on and so forth. That
is possible. There are certain mili-
tary agreements even today under the
ANZUS pact and the Singapore con-
ference. It would not, however, be
correct to assume that this or that or
the other will or will not take place.
‘We have seen no blue-prints any-
where of what pacts are to be under-
taken.

Secondly, there is a factual aspect
of this matter that any agreement that
is on a parallel basis with the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization would
require a quantum of forces that has
to be deployed in this area. Since
India is no longer a part of an impe-~
rial country with interests in this re-
gion, where are these forces to come
from? This is not a matter to be
proved in the future for we know the
situation. That is to say, if it was not
possible to intervene in Indo-China
during the last six months of the war,
then the prospects are not better for
the purpose in the future. It does not
mean that we can relax our vigi-
lance to prevent this happening. Its
real harm is political-——to create inthe
minds of those who have come nearer
to some of the Western powers, at any
rate—its real harm is probably to
reverse the process of conciliation and
the lowering of tension that has fol-
lowed the Indo-China conference.

Therefore, it is more a diplomatic
and political tragedy than a military
one at the present moment. And I
am sure that the statements that we
had heard on behalf of the Govern-
ment are reassuring in this respect.
The very fact that the countries in
South-East Asia, with the exception
of Pakistan, Thailand and the Phili-
ppines, are not participating in the
conference proclaims to the world its
character. We have no ill-will to-
wards anyone. I am sure none others
of us in South-East Asia have to-
wards any of these countries, either
Asian or European. But at the same
time it is our bounden duty to pro-
claim that it attempts to build up a
military alliance which is not in the
interests of peace in this area or the
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world. As the hon. Member from
Madras said yesterday, what is a de-
fensive agreement? The only kind of
military defence is the preparation for
offence. And, therefore, it is a defence
against somebody and the only kind
of agreement there could be is an
agreement that it is not based on the
two rival camps in the cold war.
Otherwise, it would be an agreement
of a war-like character.

Reference has been made to Korea.
Here we face a situation which is full
of difficulties and one about which we
cannot feel very happy. There is
an uneasy armistice agreement and
there is, again—if we are to listen to
press reports—continual talk about
the dissolution of the Neutral Nations
Repatriation Commission. We can
only hope that the wisdom of govern-
ments, of powerful governments, will
persuade themselves and their friends
or bed fellows or whatever they are,
not to take any step which will break
up the machinery of the armistice
agreement, because a conflagration
anywhere in this part of the world
is fraught with ominous possibilities.
The armistice agreement in Korea is
very tenuously balanced and it has
been held together by the Neutral
Supervisory Commission. The Neu-
tral Nations Repatriatien Commis-
sion, despite all the newspaper
reports. had functioned satisfactorily.
It has been able to prevent breaches
of agreement on any large scale. And
if there should be any removal of this
machinery, it would be a matter for
this country, as part of the TUnited
Nations and other members of the
United Nations, to feel concerned
about it.

Now, I would like to refer back to
what I said in the beginning about the
international situation that you were
asked to take into consideration, and
also about the words “co-existence”
and various things of that character.
Of course, there is always co-exist-
ence. Because of the law of gravity
in the world you cannot fly away
from it. Co-existence and the whole

<
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conception of a united world depends
on toleration. That is what we are
interested in, and our country, I hope,
is making its small contribution to-
wards it. Toleration and respect for
parliamentary and democratic life in
our own country can make a real con-
tribution to co-existence in the world.
In the national field, if our ideas and
approach are authoritarian or tending
that way, it would do a great harm
to co-operation and therefore, to co-
existence. One of the main factors is
the exuberance and the overgrowth of
economic nationalism, which is very

convenlently disguised as patriotism.

Any country that goes very long in
the direction of economic nationalism
shuts itself out behind tariff barriers,
cuts down the communications of
trade; and seeks to live in a state of
immaculate conception. It will soon
find itself either isolated or drawm intc
war or war preparedness with some-
body else.

Secondly, we welcome certain fac-
tors that have emerged. First of all,
there is this Indo-China settlement.
There is the fact in regard to Korea
that the Geneva Conference still re-
mains in being. Syngman Rhee
should not be permitted to do any
mischief. He has one of the largest
armies in Asia, his army is larger
than ours. Perhaps the most import-
ant sign is the change of feeling, how-
ever small. Various matters that have
happened, in what are called the
main centres of the East and West,
reflect this. There have been all these
missions from Western European
countries to China and Russia. There
bas been an attempt by the Soviet
Union to bring in new suggestions for
collaboration. There is the fact that
the European Defence Community is
under discussion and everybody is
agreed that some basis acceptable all
round has to be found. But over and
above that, there has been—very
little publicised—a statement the other
day by President Eisenhower whenhe
told his people, “We are not leaders
of the world; we are partners in
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world leadership”. That is one step
further on. That is very good
thing. I say this because it is quite
easy to develop as much hostility to
one side in this bloc as in the other.
What we are interested in is real co-
existence, is real tolerance. We have
every right to criticise antagonistic
policies only if we maintain our non-
dependence. I say with humility that
it is a great mistake to think that in
the United States everybody is against
us. We still suffer from the disease
of believing that what is printed is
necessarily the fact. The newspapers
of any country are very useful organs
of opinion. You would be lost with-
out them. But they are not the whole
source of fact. And what is more
about them, they express opinions on
certain cross sections of a particular
event. I fear it would not be very
fashionable to say that we would be
throwing the baby out of the bath
water, if in the process of criticism
we created a new degree and category
of antagonism which we cannot
bridge. It is necessary for Government
to pronounce hard things, and to take
firm action but people should not be
roused to passion. We find that these
are a few signs towards the lowering
of tension, and it must be our hope
that it will lead to something else.
The test of it would be when there is
some real reduction in arms. So long
as there is no effective step towards
disarmament, any talk about co-exist-
ence remains imperfect. Unless we
can get a degree of disarmament in
the world, unless it is possible to set
limits to the growth of economic
nationalism, wunless it is possible
effectively to counter the forces of ad-
vancing colonialism in certain parts
and stimulate its disintegration in
others, we cannot move towards the
position of co-existence. Fortunately,
it is now a well recognised doctrine
that we have to live in this planet all
together. If we go from one country
we go into any other. That is the
logic of mnational States. So thers
is no escape from this compulsory
society, in this planet either by the
force of circumstances or by the deli-
berate contributions that we ourselves
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hadl
make We may, the e, be able
to assist in this proces” appears
to be the trend, and the desire and
the motivation, of India’s foreign
policy. namely, not to create neces-
sarily a physical area of peace, but
to lower these tensions largely by the
force of our own example.

A

Tee PRIME MINISTER anp MIN-
ISTER ror EXTERNAL AFFAIRS aAND
DEFENCE (SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU)
M: Chairman during t1us day and &
half’'s debate so many kindly things
have been said about our Government’s
policy that I feel somewhat embar-
rassed A number of questions have
been put, and 1 might perhaps deal
with a few of them bricly But what
1s much more 1mportant really 1s to
understand the background of this
policy, the springs which lie behind
it, because many of the criticisms are
perhaps due to, if I may say so with
all respect, not keeping this back-
ground 1 view.

Now, foirtunately for me, my pre-
decessor and my colleague, Mr
Krishna Menon, has dealt with cer-
tain basic facts and backgrounds of
our policy Whenever people argue
as to whether we should be inchined
towards this group of nations or that,—
they might think, and rightly think
that this group 1s better than that,
and 1t might be so this or that group
might be justified—they forget the
basic fact of this antagonism 1n the
world today which 1s leading, and
which might well lead, to a frightful
catastrophe If this 1s so what 1s our
policy to be? To avoid that catas-
trophe from happening Now how can
we do that? We have no overwhelm-
ing power, material or military, etc,
or 1if you like, financial or any other
In fact, as things go in this world, we
can mfluence the events of the world
very little, and let us always remem-
ber that, because we are always apt
to forget simple facts, and 1n our
patriotic fervour to think of ourselves
in the world as bigger than what we
are That 1s a dangerous thing always
So what can we do about 1t? First
of all, what 1s the right approach to
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1t?  Secondly, what®is the feasible
approach to 1t? The first thing to be
done 1n the world today 1s to avoid
this tremendous conflict that mught
overwhelm the world It 1s not neces-
sary for me to remind you agamn what
the nature of such a conflict 15 likely
to be It 1s admitted, 1t 1s known to
you The other day, the head of the
air force of a great nation said, “War
today would be a general suicide and
the end of civilisation, as we have
seen 1t” These are experts, who
know their job and can talk about
things, not vague politicians Now,
do we want that to happen or do we
want that not to happen? We may
think that we are working for a right
cause It does not matter whether
you are working for a right cause, 1f
the 1esult 1s going to be what these
experts in warfare tell us Therefore,
keepmg that in view, we have to take
steps 1n so far as we can, with the
very limited resources at our disposal,
to throw our weight on the side of its
prevention What are our resources?
As 1 said they are not financial they
are not military And one would
mmagine that in such circumstances,
when good advice can go far, 1t 1s
ratier resented This  moralising
attitude 1s resented Sometimes people
say, “India sits on a high perch and
tries to moralise” Well I have no
desire nor my Goveinment, to sit on
a perch and to moralise anybody, be-
cause we are deeply conscious of our
own failings 1n our own country.
And, therefore, 1t 1s no business of
mine to moralise anybody Moralis-
mng 1s always a bad thing I dislike
moralising myself So how can I ex-
pect anybody to like it? So, without
appearing to be superior to others,
what can we do, 1n this very hmited
sphere, to help to lessen tensions?
Naturally, 1t 1s difficult for us to con-
trol events but we may, in a parti-
cular set-up throw our weight on a
particular side and make a difference,
as we, sometimes have made a dif-
ference

Agamn, I should like to
something that Mr Krishna

refer to
Menon
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just said It 15 wrong both factually
and for all practical purposes, ifor
people to 1magine and say in thewr
partiotic fervour that we are taking a
lead 1n this campaign, or that we are
gomng to function as leaders of Asia
or any group of nations We do not
presume to do any such thing If we
have any virtue, 1t will have 1ts way
and make 1tself felt, but 1t 15 wrong—
not out of any false sense of modesty,
as I said—and 1t 1s basically a wrong
approach—not the approach, at any
rate, I hope of mature and civilised
nations If 1 may sav so, none of the
nations 1s ctvilised enough, or mature
enouch 1ncluding ours of course So,
what can we do about this?

In this connection, we should ex-
amine every step that we take 1n re-
gard to every matter Whether 1t 1s
Indo-China, whether 1t 1s Korea, whe-
ther 1t 1s Goa whether 1t 1s some
conflict 1in Europe, whether it 1s some
conflict in Africa 1t 1s very easy for
any one of us to express our opinion,
and express 1t very stiongly about
something we dislike It gives a sense
of great satisfaction to pomnt out other
people’s or other countries’ errors and
sins We feel a little superior and
feel the better for 1t but nevertheless
1t does not help often enough You
may go about and catch your neigh-
bour and tell him, “You are a scoun-
drel You do this thing wrongly or
that thing wrongly You are bad
You treat your wife badly You do
this or that ° You may be perfectly
right 1in telling your neighbour what
his Iimitations or weaknesses are, but
all the same you are not creating any
feeling of brotherliness or good neigh-
bouiliness tn youlr neighbour So we
are not gomng about and telling other
nations about their himitations, their
errors and weaknesses Naturally,
the result of that 1s that they point
out some weaknesses of ours, and then
1t becomes or may become a competi-
tion in calling each other names That
again 1s not helpful, nor is 1t civilised
behaviour 1if I may say so with all
respect Take for instance this point
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are always
telling us o1 wlling me and our Gov-
ernment that we are afraid of the
British Government, because we are
i the Commonwealth, we are afraid
of saying anything about Malaya or
Kenva or other places I do not know
how to explain certain simple facts
to my hon friends there We aie not
afraid of this Government or that
Government, we aie afraid of taking
a wrong step which will produce diffi-
culties and we want to avoid that.
Take the position of people of Indian
desce1t in South Africa Is there
anv single question which angers India
more than the way these people of
Indian descent—leave alone Indians,
whether they are Indians or whether
they are Africans—are belng treated
down mn South Africa” 1 think 1t 1s
disgraceful—these negotiations and
talks 1 the United Nations People
talk about, as I said yesterday the
crisis of our times, communism or
anti-communism It may be, these
are big things of conflict of 1deoclogies
and otherwise But what about this
racialism that 1s gomng on or other
things? This angeis me exceedingly
and yet I contiol myself I do not go
about cursing South Africa all the
time or go about cursing what 1s hap-
pening in the other colonies whether
French or British, all the time When
occasion arises 1 express myself in
restrained language about this, because
my object 15 to obtain a certain at-
mosphere to gain something, not
merely to reveal my feelings If Gov-
ernments behave 1n this way, they
cannot carry anything very far
Therefore we have to see all these
things 1n this context—not of expres-
sing our feelings in an unrestrained
way but of achieving something, of
improving the atmosphere 1n the world
and lessening tension It 1s in that
context that we see Goa or any other
problem Goa 1s a small problem,
and 1on Members must realise that,
if T act on my own urges, far
from stopping people going there, 1
will go there myself with a flag on

SHrt B GUPTA Why not do 1t?
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11 am. I think some hon Member—

Ser1 JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: 1 Mrs Alva 1 think—said some-
regret to say that I do not think that  thing about 4 number of foreign

the hon. Member will understand or
has understood what I have said all
this time It 1s very difficult to point
this out to enthusiastic people with
large numbers of locks to their minds
They cannot entertain anv new 1idea.
That 1s the difficulty. So, we have to
consider this Goa question not only
in this larger context but even from
the limited and practical context of
bringing about a certamn result that
we all desire Of course, 1n trymng to
bring about results in the narrower
field, we may upset the results mn the
wider field. We will have to take
both into consideration and then de-
cide what we have to do. 1 cannot
say precisely or definitely what in
regard to Goa our steps mignt be
from time to time It depends upon
g0 many clrcumstances, but 1 can
cay and I do wish to say that these
questions should always be consider-
ed from this wider point of view that
we should not, 1n our anger or 1n our
impatience, take a step which puts us
mn difficulty, take a step which puts
us 1n a trap of others making, because
I have lttle doubt that all this busi-
ness that the Portuguese have done
in Goa, bringing in troops, gunboats
and what not, the tremendous pro-
paganda they indulged 1n, was large-
ly meant to provoke us into taking a
wrong step It does not matter if
they bring in 4,000, 5,000 or 10,000
troops or even 1f they double 1t and
make 1t 20,000, 1t does mnot make a
military difference to the situation,
but I mmagimne, 1t 1s just to provoke us
into dommg a wrong thing Some
people suggest and newspapers sug-
gest that we should march our troops
also to the Portuguese border and
teil them, “We are also here with
guns, etc” That 1s foolish and we would
have acted wrongly if we had done
that So, we must not be provoked
and we must not lose outr patience
That does not mean that we should
be tolerant of the evil that 1s done
or that we should be less vigillant or
that we should not be prepared, but
must look at things in this larger
context.

.epresentatives from foreign countries
trooping up in  the Foreign Office
presumably at the 1instance of
Portugal to piotest to wus about
out behaviour It 11 not qute
correct It 1s extraordinary—the kind
of things that have been said by the
Portuguese Government. They name
a number of countries and say, These
countries are some of the countries
which agree with the Portuguese
posttion in this matter” 1 was as-
tounded to read that list, including
Burma and some other countries. It
15 patently absurd It is true that
the representatives of three or four
countries came to us to express the
hope that the matter be peacefully
settled I do not for a moment re-
member any case of any countiry
gomg beyond trat Mrs. Alva men-
tioned about the Vatican——that the
Vatican 1s siding with Portugal in this
matter. In fact—I cannot speak of
course for the Vatican—but my own
impression 1s that they are gravely
disturbed at Portugal’s attitude in this
matter, so that it 1s odd that our own
people have sometimes been taken in
by Portuguese propaganda. If that
18 so, 1t is not surprising that some
other people in other countries might
have been taken in Whether that is
the fault of our propaganda or lack
of propaganda—that 1s a different
matter but we must not in this way
lose our sense of proportion.

There are now one or two matters
that I should like to deal with Dr,
Kunzru yesterday and somebody today
referred to my lhifting the veil about
our dealings with the Colombo Con-
ference countries or this South-East
Agsian Conference There 1s really no
vell to lift There 1s no secrecy about
1t Naturally, I cannot publish all the
documents we exchanged but there
15 no secrecy. What I have told you
today we might have elaborated more
in some documents or minutes that
we have written. Someone asked why
we should not recognize Laos and
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Cambodia. Now, I will not go into
the merits of the recognition of any
country—how far it is completely
independent or not. I have no doubt
that Loas and Cambodia and Viet
Nam are fully independent and will
be fully independent but that is not
the point. Situated as we are now
aftér our undertaking this business in
Indo-China, if we start recognizing
any country, it is difficult to recognize
one and not the others—you either re-
cognize the whole lot or you recognize
none at all—I mean all those in Indo-
China. Even if you thought of re-
cognizing all of them, then you again
create some difficulties. So, what the
future will bring I don’t know but
for the present it does not seem
desirable from many points of view
for us formally to recognize these
countries. I say formally. In effect
informally we are recognizing them
and we are dealing with them. Our
Commissions are there sitting and
dealing with their Governments and
dealing with others. So it is only
the formal part that remains. Once
you start it, we don’t know where to
stop and all kinds of new situations
and difficulties might arise.

Now, I wish to lay stress on what
Mr. Krishna Menon said about what
has happened at Geneva. We are happy
that the Geneva Conference has end-
ed as it did and the war in Indo-China
has stopped but this is not a settle-
ment. This is some kind of a truce,
armistice, intermediate—i1f you like—
settlement leaving the main cause of
complaint all there. Therefore, we
have to be very careful, very cautious
and very vigilant. If I say in regard
to the South-East Asia meeting that
is going to take place that I think it
is unfortunate the way they are ap-
proaching this. that does not mean
that I think that everything is calm
and peaceful, happy and prosperous
and that we should not be vigilant. I
den’t think so. I think we should be
vigilant, we should be wide awake,
we should be careful. we should think
of our security and our defence and
everything. I don't deny that. be-
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cause the world is made that way.
While on the one hand I think it is
our duty and the duty of others to
move in the direction of peace and
try to avoid these horrors of a possi-
ble war that might come, on the other
side it is essential that we should
remain wide awake and, if you like,
prepare for any consequences that
might come; but I don’t think that
is the way of preparation or that is
the way of approach that this South-
East Asian meeiing is likely to adopt.
I don’t know, of course, what they
will do. Now I would like to take
a look back on history. Of course,
we live in the present and we are
pressed by the present and perhaps
we attach too much importance to the
present era, because it is the present
era and we think that this present
era is the most important era sincg;
the world began. /}/

Naturally, our perspective gcompels
us to do that kind of thing and some
countries get terribly frightened of
communism-—others of the anti-
communist movement. Each thinks
that it is going to be encircled and
attempts are made to throttle it and
suppress it. All that may have some
truth in it. I should 1like you to
throw your minds back to past his-
tory—not behind Indian history but
European and something more than
Eurove. From the 11th century to
the 14th century, there were wars
of religion between Christianity and
Islam, usually called the Crusades
and their developments. I have no
doubt that the people who lived in
those days had the most intense
realization of that crisis of that time
and thought the world would be over-
whelmed by this thing or that. Now
the Crusades which were meant, of
course, to crush or suppress Islam
failed completely to do so. In fact,
after 200 years of fighting, Islam was
probably more closely knit than it
was previously. Later, in the 16th
and 17th centuries, in Europe there
were terribly devastating wars be-~
tween religious groups—wars in a
sense between Catholicism and the
new Protestantism. They devastated
Europe. Well, Europe survived and
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gradually those ternible feelings
against each other were forgotton as
they are forgotten today. Look at the
political field. In the 19th Century,
after the Napoleonic wars, gradually
Russia, i.e., Czarist Russia, became a
bogey and people were frightened.
France and England on the one side
and Czarist Russia on the other, and
they disliked each other and even in
India whaere the English were estab-
lishing their domain, there was talk
of the Russian Bear in the north. For
90 or 100 years these things were
there. What I am pointing out is that
antagonisms between countries, how-
ever deep-seated they might appear
to be, are not everlasting. Although
they may appear terribly intense even
in the present day, we need not think
that there would be any everlasting
antagonism. Countries will come to-
gether, 1 hope.

Naturally, I hope, there will be no
war and all that kind of thing, but
-whatever happens, we must look at
it in two perspectives today—in the
perspective of history and of the
future. The difference is apparent
today and it is a big thing that the
weapons of warfare, however, are
terrific and, therefore, mistakes which
led to war previously will lead to a
different type of war which might
bring about what I just read to you—
almost extinction of modern civiliza-
tion. That is a very big difference
and that, therefore, ought to make us
all the more vigilant to prevent a war
and make every effort to prevent a
war. That, I submit, is our basic
approach with some perspective—not
10 be lost in the trouble or passion
of the moment, to try not to be too
impatient, not to be tolerant either
and not to be too patient either, and
thereby working with such limited
resources that we have—limited in
the material sense,—but that working
need not be so limited if we are wise
and use our wisdom properly in the
cause of peace, not only because
peace is good but because it is quite
an essential thing for our own pro-
gress, for Asia’s progress and for all
that we stand for. Thank you, Sir.
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Mr. CHAIRMAN: Do you want to
pre\;your amendment, Mr. Mahanty?

SHrr S. MAHANTY: Yes, Sir.
i Mr. GHAIRMAN: The question is:
“That at the end of the Motion,

‘ the following be added, namely: —

‘and having considered the same
the House regrets—

(a) that the policy pursued by
the Government in regard to the
elimination of foreign pockets from
India, particularly the Portuguese

territories, has been belated, halt-
ing and unplanned; and

(b) that Parliament has not
been taken into confidence in
shaping and directing the foreign
policy of India.””

The motion was negatived.

Mr. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Sundarayya,
do you press your amendment?

Sar1 P. SUNDARAYYA: Yes, Sir.

Mgr. CHAIRMAN: The question is:

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

‘and having considered the
same, the House regrets that Gov-
ernment have let down the Indian
people in their struggle against
the continued Portuguese occupa-
tion of Goa, Daman and Diu.”

The motion was negatived.

Mgr. CHAIRMAN: And Mr. Ghose?

Surr B. C. GHOSE: Yes, Sir, I press
my amendment.

Mr. CHAIRMAN: The question is:

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

‘and having considered the same,
the House regrets the action of
the Government in preventing
peaceful satyagrahis from enter-
ing Goa with a view to take part
in its liberation movement.’”

The motion was negatived.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: And now, the last’
amendment. ‘

The question is:

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

‘and having considered the same.
the House approves of the policy.”

The motion was adopted.

Mr. CHAIRMAN: The question is:

“That the present international
situation and the policy of the Gov-
ernment of India in relation thereto
be taken into consideration and
having considered the same, the
House approves of the policy.”

The motion was adopted.

SHr: B. GUPTA: Sir, may 1 draw
your attention to this cartoon from the
“Daily Mail” which has been repro-
duced in a Bengali paper which shows
the Prime Minister talking peace but
showing his guns at Pakistan? And it
askes, “Mr. Nehru, can you spare a
moment for your celebrated ‘Angel-of-
Peace’ act?”

We cay that this is inspired by the
British Tory policy......
MR. CHAIRMAN Order, order.

Surr B. GUPTA: ...
has to be taken note of.

and I think it

Mr. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Bhupesh
Gupta has a bee in his bonnet.

[Mgr. Depury CHAIRMAN in the Chair.}

ANNOUNCEMENT RE: EXTRA TIME
FOR PRIVATE MEMBERS RESOLU-
TIONS

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now,
we take up the Private Members’ Reso-
lutions. .

Sur1 B. C}M_GHOSE (West Bengal):
Sir, may I }\ake a submission im connec-
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tion with our discussion of the Private
Members’ Resolutions? Next week. on
Friday we have to take up the Private
Members’ Bills and I believe that the
Bills that we have will not take up-
much time. I, therefore, submit that
we might take up Private Members’
Resolutions also on that day, after we
have discussed the Bills.

tn Pakistan

Mgr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We
would have. had five hours today, but
three hours have been taken away.
Next Friday, does the House agree to
continue discussion for three hours?

(No hon. Member dissented.)

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:
well.

very

RESOLUTION RE. U.S. MILITARY
AID TO PAKISTAN—continued

Surt B. C GHOSE (West Bengal):
Sir, the discussion on this Resolution,
I take it, is in a sense a continuation
of the discussion we have been having
since yesterday and I believe that the
Indo-Pakistan relations show up in a
certain sense the weaknesses in some
of the basic elements that go to con-
stitute the foreign policy of the
country. Last time when I was speak-
ing, I asked myself the question as tor
why Pakistan, although it knew that
if it should accept military aid from
America it would be bartering away
its freedom, even so agreed to accept
that assistance. And the only answer
that I could find was that rightly or
wrongly Pakistan felt or feels that by
accepting .that assistance, it would be
in a better position to deal with India
In the solution of the Kashmir prob-
lem. I do not know how that can
happen, in view of the expressed
opinion of America that these
weapons are not be wused against
another countiry. But I had been to



