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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

In June 1964, when Lal Bahadur Shashtri was
chosen to succeed Jawaharlal Nehtu as India‘'s Prime
Minister, a whisper went around the country. People
~wpndered how this man of unprepossessing physique could U
fit the complex bill demanded by the Prime Ministership
of the most popular democracy in the world.

The question 'After Nehru who?' in itself, was
a measureiof Lal Bahadur Shashtri's achievement as the
first Prime Minister of post Nehru India, Shashtri's
Prime Ministership was at first dismissed as an interlude
after the grgnd Nehru era. India may not be able to
produce another Gandhl or Nehru. But the emergence of
someone like Shashtri - a man of the people achieving
all India leadership might not be beyond his political
capacity, He had the capacity for clear thinking, and
to voice the essenthl aspirations of the people, His
career looked like the Indlan version oflan ascent.
"From the log cabin to the white house", and his experience
of the privation that poverty dbrought gave him a real

understanding of mman problems.

The *Guardian' was prompted to say that here was
a man who had the characteristics that would make him the

1. R.C.Gupts - Shashtri- The man and his Ideas, P.127
Kew Delhi,1966).
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1
"most effective Prime Minister of India". On becoming

Prime Minister tw important things were uppermost in his
thought; the establishment of a new social order in the
country and the consolidation of Indlan freedom and
through 1it.

" Lal Bghadur Shashtri's election as leader of the
Congress Parliamentary Party and hence the Prime Minister
of India was generally welcomed all over the country.

Not only the cholice of the man but also the way he was
chosen was praised by many leaders. "Unanimous election is
demonstration of unity andzsolidarity which was a tribute
to the democratic ideals”.

A}

The election was widely welcomed from different
political parties and leaders of the country hoped that

he would cgrry out successfully the mission initiated by
Mr, Nehm,

The leaders of Bharatiya Jana Sangh (BJS) party
welcomed Mr, Shashtri's election, Its general secretary,
the late Mr. Deen Dayal Upadhyaya 8&129 * Mr, I.al Bahadur
Shashtri 1s a man of moderate views", He added, " I hope
we will be able to seek co-operation from all the quarters
tc save the country from foreign invasion and internal
disruption®.

1, R.C. Gupta~- Shashtri - The man and his Ideas, P.127
(New Delhi,1966).

2, Statesman- June 3,1964, p.l,

3. Indian Express~- June 3,1964, p.l.

4, Ibid. p.5.




-3
The Communist Party said "that Communist Party will
support all those policies which will strengthen independence,
national %erenee and the interest of the toilers of the

country".

Communist member Mr. Prem Sagar Gupta while "welcoming
Mr, Shashtri's election hoped that under his leadership the
Government would continue to pursue the basic¢ policles of
non-alignment peace democracy and secularism".z
Swatantra Party leader Mr, Homi Modl said that the
Congress Party had made an "excellent choice”, he descr%bed
"Mr, Shashtri as a man of integrity and quiet competence”,

But Mr. C.Rajagopalacharl sald that "it 1s the
concern of Congress Party". He added that "Mr. Shahstri
would be a good premler only to the extent that he develops
and maintains respect for opposition parties, as well as
his own forms independent opinions and controls his Congress
brethren guiding them so as not to allow their oligarchic
mentality te grow“.4

Samyukta Socialist Party (SSP) also welcomed
Shashtri's election and praised him. This soft spoken
Shahsatrl of diminutive dimensions and retiring disposition
was halled as a man of peace and a man of principle.5 He
1 adept at reconciling differences and bringing together
divergent personalities by his personal charm and sweet

reasonsbleness,

l. .. Indian Express- 3rd June,1964, p.l.
2.  Statesman- 3rd June,1964, p.l.

3. Statesman- 18th June,1964, p.7.

4. Statesman- 3rd June,1964, p.1

5. Jants (Bombay) Vol.XIX(14+h Jome 1964 M0.71) p o
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Shashtri's policy statement was welcomed by the
Comminist Party of India. "Party would support all progressive
and democratie policies and measures. But the party would
oppose all policles and measures which sought to reverse
the policy of non~alignment and peace or which were anti
democratic and harmed the people's interests".?

About the Shastri's Government Commnist member
Hiren Mukerjee's main charges were the failure to root

ocut corruption ang dangerous signs of a shift away from
Nehru's policies,

Left Commmnist member A.K. Gopalan described his

Government "as the Government of Big brothers"”,

In the early phases of Shashtri®s regime Swatantra
Party gave full support to the Shastri's Government. 1In
the first session of Parliament after he took over, when
no confidence motion was moved by opposition parties, the
Swatantra Party did not join it. Minoo Masani explained
that Shashtri Government coming after the difficult
Jawahar Lal Nehrﬁ regime was showing signs of realism and
should, therefore, be given a chance. The leader of
Swatantra party Rajaji welcomed some of Shastri's realistic
moves. FArst point of realism was that 4f the pr esent
land reforms were gquickely implemented, there‘wonld be no
nsed for further reforms. Another poing of realism was
shift in emphasis on priorities in planning.8 Thus Swatantra

1. Stﬂ.tesm 3 18th June 1964 o?o
2. Link (Weekly Joumal) (New Delhi) 20th Sep.1964, p.9.

3. Link, (Weekly Journal )(Ney Delhi) 13th Sept.1964, p.s
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Party gave fair support to Shastri's Government,

J.B.Kripalani, independent member also gave fair
support and refused to support the no confidence motion.

Thus to begin with,Shastrl secured substantial
éupport from most political parties. By and large
the reactibn of opposition parties on the election of
Shastri and on his policies was favourable and optimistic.

11
During Shastri's Prime Ministership (June 1964-

Jannary 1966) in Lok Sabha the number of opposition

partles was 13, But Major parties were only 5 or é,

others were small and local parties, Opposition parties
took great interest in forelgn policy issues and debates.
In fact strong opposition 1s the sign of healthy
parliamentary democracy.' The biggest opposition party
was thé 'Commnist Party of India', the member of Commnist
Party (R) in the house of 485 members, was 33, On the
whole the opposition strength was very thin in comparison
fo present parliament. The opposition parties of Shastri's
time were as follows:

1. Communist Party of India

2. Swatantra Party

3. Bharatiya Jana Sangh

4, Praja Socialist Party) Samyunkta Sacialist

5. Socialist Party ) Party- 1

6. Independent Parlismentary Group

7. Maslim League

8. United Progressive Parliamentary Group
9. Republican Party

1. Both PSP and SP merged into one party called SSP
(Samyunkta Socialist Party).



10. D.M.XK.

11. Ram Rajya Parishad

12, Independent Members

13, Akali Dal

Shastri's was the time of crisis and'aggressioh
and two attacks were launched on India by her neighbour,
Pakistan. Hence the main foreign policy issue of this
time was India's relations with Pakistan. Other 1ssues
were comparatively less important. They all may briefly

be mentioned here,

In March/April 1965, Pakistani forces attacked
the Kutch Border. After a few days' fighting Britain's
Prime Minister Wilson offered mediation. The two
countries agreed on Juge 30 to mediate on the Kutch border
between India and Pakistan. This agreement was a very
controversial issue of foreign policy during}&hastri‘s
time. In the agreement we agreed to give oﬁ§_3§99~sq.
miles territory to an ihternational Tribunal for its
determination.

In this series major issue was Pakistani’s armed
attack on Kashmir. Firstly from 5th of August Pakistan
sent thousands of infiltrators in the State of Jamm and
Kashmir to sabotage and paralyse the administration, When
their expectations of an internal uprising did not
materialise, Pakistan made an opem military invasion
across the international boundary. After about 3 weeks!
war, éeasefire was accepted according to U.N.resolution
of 23rd Septemher 1965.
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After this conflict Tashkant agreement was argued
on 10th January,1966, between Pakistan's President Ayub

“and India's Prime Minigster Lal Bahadur Shastri with the
good affices of Soviet Premier Kosigin.

The other foreign policy isswe was Indo Ceylon
Agreement for the people of Indlan origin in Ceylon.
It was argued by Mr., Lal Bshadur S8hastri and Mrs.
Bhandarnaike, the two Prime Ministers on Octcober 29,1964
in New Delhi. It was Prime Minister Shastri's effort
towards peaceful relation with neighbouring countries.

The explosion of Chinese Atomie bomb had great
impact on India~China relations and its effect on
India's nuclear policy. This explosion had opened great
controversy throughout the country whether India should
mgke an Atom bomb or not?

Apart from these 1ssues, some minor issues just
as Indlia's policy towards Vietnam, non-alignment and

about nuclear umbrella were also important,



CHAPTE 0

In June 1964 a new era began when Shri Lal Bahadur
Shastri was chosen to succeed Jawaharlal Nehru as India's
Prime Minister. He was no theoretician with vast inter.
national themes, and he could not have thought in the
Nehru style - of his nation having a 'Tryst with Destiny’',
But he belleved in peace and peaceful development not only
of the Indian people, but of the people of the world at

131‘89.

Shastri's Prime Ministership bdroadly falls into
two phases - "an initial phase of apparent fumbling and
wobbling, followed gy a period of firmness - vigour and

sureness of touch™.

The initiasl months of his Prime Ministership
were far from trouble free., The new leadership seemed
to be primarily concerned with econsolidation, and with
avoiding conflicts.

Decision-making in the Shastri's regime had become
a shared process. It had come to be based on collective
thihking, in which the Congress President as well as the
Prime Minister and his senior colleagues of the Cabinet
were partners. Shastri mostly consl ted the leaders of

1. N.C.B. Roy Chaudhary, "Shastri's India", The Political
Quarterly (London) Vol.37 (1966) p.281.
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opposition parties before taking a major decision. This
was the reason why during the crisis all parties and
people supported him.

He gave new confidence to India during Indo-Pak
conflict. He struck a chord in every Indian's heart.
"Eighteen months of his leadership had restored to the
nation a badly needed sense of confidence in her desﬁiny".l

On every occasion Shastri declared that he would
not déviate from Nehrma's basic policies and his Government
would work for a new soclal order, In an interview he
once said that "our foreign policy will be same on the
point of non-alignmegt, disarmament and anticolonialism

and anti racialism”,

About the policy of non-alieament he said that
"policy of non-alignment initiated by Negru is beneficial
and will be beneficial for the country'". India could not
afford to join any of the power blocks., He added that
India had good relations with most of the countries and
he would like to develop the friendly ties with all
countries without involving India in power politics. He
reaffirmed that non-alignment would continue to be the
fundamental basis of India's approach to world problems
and her relations with other countries. He also pledged

l. R.C. Gupta = ﬂmu;Tumenmm p.12l,
2. Link- (Weekly Magazine) 15th August,1964, p.l0.

3. Indian Express - 4th June,1965, p. 1.
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Indla‘'s unflinching support to the U.N.O. in maintaining
world peace, to the freedom struggles in certain posts
of the world, to pe,éce and disarmament and to Afro-Asian
solidarity.

At Cairo Conference he declared, "Though Jaﬁaharlalji
is no longer with us, the Government and people of lndia
stand dedicated to freedom and peace, to the principle of
non-alignment and peaceful co-existence, atlld to the

eradication of racialism and colonislism”.

He said that the "policy of peaceful co-existence
underlines our broad approach to international relations
and we have proclaimed admirable prineciples which shounld
govern the conduct of states in order to promote snd to
ensure world peace aznd security. ¥We want a world where
peace prevalls and where there is freedom from fear of
nucl ear :3;:1113.hi.‘1s:.ti.ems".2

"Peaceful co-existence", Shastri said, "has great
importance for Indiag, because we are indulging in eccnomie
development. If the whole human race think &hout peace,
the importance of peace will increase. We do not want
to conquer even an inch of anybody's territory. We want
to 1ive in peace and good neighbourliness, but if we are

3
attacked we will defend ourselves with all our resources",

1. From the speech at the Non-aligned Nations Bonference,
08.11‘0, 7th Qeto,ber,1964.

2, From the speech at the closing session of the non-
aligned Nations Conference, Cairo, 10th October,1964,

3. From speech at World Conference for peace and
International Co-operation, New Delhi, November 16,1964.
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On Sino-Indian and Indo-Pak disputes he said, "while
he would pursue a policy of pgrsuasion in dealing with
Pakistan and China, he would not do‘fnything 1hconsistent
with national interest and dignity”. So far as China was
concerned, Indig had gone to the utmost length to seek a
peaceful solution through the Colombo proposals. Mr,
Shastri affirmed that "the Government of India would be
prepared to consider sny propossls that China might
make to break the dead lodk".a Thus Shastri believed
in the policy of persuasion and peaceful negotiations
which could avold armed conflicet between these countries,

Shastrli once sald that "the policy of China to
threaten India by the explosion of Atom Bomb was childish
try." But he said that the explosion of atom bomb by China
has created a stir which is undoubtedly a matter of concern
for all of us. However we have always held the view
that the use of nuclear weapons should be banned by agreement

and all nations ig the world should unite to some humanity

from destruction.

Shastri declared that from the threat of Chinese
bogb India will never make atom bomb. India does not
want to go with China in the field of destructive weapons.
He sald that "there 1s no need for rethinking on our
nuclear policy. He sald that there is no link between

1. Indian Express, 7th June,1964, p.l.
2. Ibid.

3. Speech at a dinner given in honour of Mrs. Bhandarnalk,
New Delhi, Rastrapati Bhawan, October 22,1964,
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China policy and our nuclear policy. We In Indila stand
committed to the use of nuclear power only for peaceful
purpeses and even though in a purely technical and
scientific sense, we have the capsbility of developing
nuclear weaponsg, our scientists and technicians are
under firm orders not to make a single experiment, not to
perfect a single device which is not needed for peaceful
uses of atomic energy“.l'

On the other hand he stressed the need for
disarmament and sald "the Govermment of India believe
that general and complete disarmament is the most urgent
and the most vital problem facing mankind today. A
treaty on general and complete disarmament dbe agreed
upon as speedily as possible, and have lent their full
support to all messures, comprehensive or partial,
preliminary or otherwise, to that end. We belleve in the
ul timate vietory of the spirit of humanity over the
glorification of war and violence to the detriment of the
human race.”2

About the quesgtion of nuclear umbrella, Shastri
- sald that "no country had offered India a nuclear umbrellas,
nor had Indla scught such an umbrells. All he sald was
that the matter had been taken up at the diploﬁatic level
with both the U.S.A. and U.S.S.R. He said that nuclear
powers collectively had to do something to reassure the
nev nuclear countries until such time as nuclear disarmament

3
was reached”,

1. Statesman~- 11th May,1965, p.l.
2. From letter to Chon Eu Lai, 27th November,1964.
3. St&tesmﬂ!’ 18'&1 June,lgﬁs’ p.lt
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hostilities should come to an end. That the two parties
concerned should stop fighting, and there should be
another Geneva conference. For this it is necessary that
U.S. bombings mast stop to create such an atmosphere, It
is a very difficult problem and there seems to be no
immediate solution in sight. We will do our level best to

1l
move in this matter and see that something positive is done",

On Indis~Russia friendship he sald, the development
of friendly relations between our two countries was
necesgsary not only in the interest of our two people
but also in the larger interesgts of peace throughout the
world. "The close co-operation and understanding which so
happily exigts in the approach of our two countries to
various international problems flows from our common guest
for peace and our common desire to eliminate war. It is
for this reason that both our countries are totally opposed
to the use of force for the settlement of international
disputeg. We ghare the view that general and complete
disarmament mst be achleved as early as possible if mankénd
ias to be saved from the threat of complete annihilation”.

Addressing Soviet leaders, he once sald: "The Soviet
Union has given us many precious gifts; the most precious
gift of-thase is friendship. If the leadsrs of thé world
could join and discuss things in a friendly and peaceful

1. From Reply to dcbate on President's address, Rajyasabha,
9 tb. Hal_'ch, 1965 .

2. Reply to the toast at the banquet given by the Soviet
P.M., Moscow, 12th May,1965,
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-atmosphere..such--as-you--have-here,--mogt-international
problems could be solved without any difficulty WhatGVer".l
"Our mutual relations are based not upon any temporary
expedients but upon the sincere realisation that the
larger interest of humanity can be served best by promoting
snd enlarging the area of peace. Our close relationship
is not directed againgt the interests of any other country

or any other people.”

India and Pakistan are two great countries linked
together by common history and tradition. Hence Shastri
believed that 4t 13 essential for both Indla and Pakistan
to bring about a real change in the condition of their
people. "I consider it most important that there should
be peace in the two countries so that economic development
becomes possible. It is their natural destiny to be
friends with one anatger and to enter'into close co-opera-
tion in many flelds”, "He said and added that "I know that
there are many unresolved differences bdetween our two
countries. Even between countries with the best of relations,
thers are differences and even disputes. The question vhich
we have both to face is whether we should think force as a
method solving disputes or whether we should decide and
declare that force will never be used., Our assurances to
each other not to use force would mean, therefore, that each

4
agrees to respect the terrltorial iLtegrity of the other"”.

1. Address at Friendship University, Moscow, l4th May,1965,

2. Reply to HMr.EKosygin's address of Welcome at a reception
held at the Kreundiu, Moscow, 15th May,1965,

3. From gpeech at a dinner given in honour of Lord
Mountbatten, New Delhi, 6th May,1965,

4. Broadcast ta the Nation, 23rd September,1965.
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Shastri_further stated that "we must reverse the

tide of unfortunate relations between India and Pakistan
that the t:o countries had been at odds with each other for
too long'",

He believed that 'no war pact' would be of great
benefit to both countries. Unfortunately our neighbours,
both China and Pakistan, have chosen to adopt an attitude
of aggressive hostility towards India. So we have to
- be careful about this fact. In these circumstances, the
duty of the Government is quite clear snd this duty will
be discharged fully and effectively.

When Pakistani forces attacked on Kntch border -
Shastri said that territorial integrity will be preserved
at any cost. "We would prefer to live in poverty for as
long as necessary but we shall not allow our freedom to
be subvgrted. The supreme need of the hour is national
unity".

He affirmed the Government's determination to
vacate Pakistani's aggréssion from the Rann of Kutch under

the agreement,

About the conditions of ceasefire he sald "we will
have no objection to ordering a ceasefire on the basis of

8 simultangous agreement for the restoration of the status

~quo ante”. He made 1t clear that the Government of India

1. Indian Express, 13th June,1964, p.l
2. Speech in Lok Sabhia, 28th April,196s.
3, Statement in R , 3rd May,1965,
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- —-Go-not-recognise-that-there-is-any territorial dispute
about the Rann of Kutch,

Welcoming the Kutch Rgreement Mr.Shastri said that
fthis had eventually p{evented a situation full of the

gravest consequences”,

About the Tashkant talk, Mr., Shastril said "I am
elways prepared to meet Mr, Chon-Eu-Lai. But where is a
Késygin to sponsor such a meeting",

I am convinced that the people of India and
Pakistan are at one with the other people of the world
will meet with satisfaction the results of Taskant
meeting, We want to settle border issues béetween ocurselves

by peaceful means,

In Tashkkant he sald - we fought a war, now we have
to fight for peace also. He sald we must no longer
quarrel amongst ourselves over commnal and linguistie

issues becamnse such activities only sap a nation's strength.

In so far as Ceylon was concerned he entered into
an agreement with the Prime Minister, Hfs. Bhandarnaike
on the persons of Indian origin in Ceylon and thus
removed a msjor cause., With Burma also, he tried to

improve his relations.

In Malaysia Indonesia conflict Shastri told that
"he agreed wvith the suggestion for India to take the initiative

1. Statesman, w 1lst May,1965, p.l.
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17

for setting up a good offices committee of non-alignment
countries to mark for be{ter understanding between

Malay$ia snd Indonesia”,

Thus during his Prime Ministership he gave great

importance to improve relations with neighbouring countries.

1. Link- (Weekly Magazine), 4th October,1964, p.7.
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ER 5
NON ALIGNMENT

India's foreign policy is based on the prineciple
of non-alignment. After independence India decided not

to join any power bloec. Jawahar Lal Nehru was the father
of the concept of non-alignment,

As Mr, Gupta says: "Nehru was not an isolationist"”,
“The neutrality upon which his policy is based also springs |
from a genuine inability at this stage to see world
politics in terms of pure black and white and this %eads
to the decision to attempt to avoid non-alignment"”,

Addressing the 59th session of the Indian
National Congress on January 23,1954, Nehru said "Our
policy has been one of non-alignment and one of friendly
relations with all countries, We have declared that
India will be no participant in a war, and we have hoped
that other countries in Asia would likewise keep away
from it, thus building up an area pf peace. The 1argeg

that area is the more the danger of that war recedes”,

He also said that this in itself was not a
policy. The totality of India's policy was~- "The pursuit
of place, not through aslignment with any major power or

groups of powers but through an independent approach to
1. Karunskar Gupta- "mgim_mammm" (Caleutta,1956)
p.vi.

2, w‘ Jamlal'y 30,1959, po4520



198
each controversial or disputed issue, the liberation of
subjject peoples, the maintenance of freedom, both national
and individual the elimination of racial discrimination
elimingtion of want dlsecase and ignorance which affect the
greater part of the world's pop'ulation”.1 The policy of
non-alignment was the best means for the achievement of

thege objectives,

Prime Minister Shastril agreed with F;ehm's
policy. He said that "policy of non-alignment initiated
by Nehru 1s beneficial and will be beneficial for the
country., India could not afford to join any of the
'power bloes, He added India had good relations with
most of the countries and she would like to develop the
friendly ties with 81% countries without involving

ourselves in blocks",

Opposition parties had different views on the
policy of non-alignment. Some parties supported it but
others criticised it,

(1) Swatantra Party:

A regolution adopted by the Swatantra party at
its third national convention at Bangalore cogently
eicpressed the party's view on foreign affairs. Re-
iterating the general line adopted by some opposition
parties of the country, that the military reverses

1. C.S, Jhas: "Non-alignment in a changing world", L%gum
m Review, (New Delhi) Vol.4(1967
0.23 ’ p030

2. Indian Expregs, 4th June,1964, p.l.
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sustained by India and the consequent national humiliation
were the results of years of wrong policies in the realm of
international relations and defence, The most tragle and
disastrous of these mistaken policy was the concept of non-
alignment and the double standard of judgment to which it
led.

The Swatantra Party declared that "the dis-
astrous fundamental policies of non-alignment and appease-
ment still continue, with the result that Indiﬁ has lost
considerable prestige amongst its néighbours and in the
world and that instead of.the Chinese commnist, regime
being isolated. It is Indif that 1s in danger of finding
herself in that situation”.

. "The Swatantra Party is convinced that so long
as this Government with the dead had past policles lying
| heavily on 1t, continues in office, there can be no hope
of a solution of the problem of recovering our lost
territory or ensuring the countries future security“.z
The leader of Swatantra Party in the Lok Sabha,
Mr, Ranga said that "we should not pursue this policy of
non-alignment., India's relations between U.S.S.R. and
U.S.A: are improving. Both of them are coming together.
He sald that we are not going to provide a platform for
all those countries vwhich would try to be non-aligned §¢

1. "Politiecal garties in foreign policy", India Ouarterly
(Rew Delhi), Vol.XXIII (1967 No.l)m p.73.

20 m‘
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as against India, which would -try-te-heip-China. This is
1l

the danger".,

Mr. Ranga stated that most of the African
countries in Cairo Conference were under the influence of
China, He said that "my fear is that India has no positive
role to play at all in the present circumstances"”.

Rajaji's advise was that it would be better for
us to have a firm alliance a firm friendship with all
democratic nations which are willing to beat down this
imperiaslism, He sald, "Mr., Ranga pleaded for renunciation
of the out dated policy of non-alignment in favour of
friendship with democratic countries so that India could
strengthen itself sufficiently to meet the Chinese
challenge, China was the biggest enemy to world peace.
1t was meaningless to remain non-aligned between the
Soviet Union and U.S.A. because the two countries were
coming closure".3 He sald that we shohld glve up non-
alignment and become part of a grand South East Asian
alllance against communism with United States assistance,
Similarly Mr. P.S. Narayan said, "we may have to bid goodbye
to some of our very dear ideals. If non-alignment needed
some revision there should be no hesitation in doing that".3
He criticised Government's policy and a;id we are afraid

of offending our real enemies or our indifferent friends

1. Lok Sabha Debate, 28th Sept.1964, 9th Session, p.3809,
Vol .XXXIV No.16.

2. Hinduatag Times, 26th September,1964, p.l.

jplns 3. a (Weektly magazine of Swatantra party) (Ma
Vol.IX (1965, No.47), p.ll.
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but we go all out in criticising the western democracles
and take their friendship for granted. There is a complace~
ment feeling that the western powers will come to our
rescue when our gecurity is threatened again, even if we
go on rubbing them on the wrong side. He asked the
question, if we are really non-aligned, why we should
refuse to recognise Israel on the contrary we antagonize
it?

What have we gained by our so called ‘non-
alimmment'? Narayan asked that "during the past decade
apart from our estrongement with Pakistan, we have lost
our friendship with China and Indonesia, our settlers
in Burma have been driven out. We have been forced to
agree to Ceylon sending away over five lakhs of Indian
citizené from that Island to India where they now have
no roots at all. Malaysia's friendship with India !s
strained because of our like warm support to her resistance
to Indonesia's confrontation. We have lost the friendship
of both South & North Vietnam, In the middle East almost
every country is either turning itself against us or is
being successfully goaded to turn against us by commnist
China, In Zanfgbar and Kenya Indian businessmen are being
harassed; their future is in great jeOpardy".lThus according
to thegse views all difficulties are due to the poliey of
non-alignment.

1. Swaraiva, Vol.IX (1965, No.47), p.l2,
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When China attacked us, he argued that nog a
single non~aligned friend questioned China's aggression
against us. But they protested to Prime Minister Macmillan
against éending arms to India. A% the recent Cairo
Conference of non-aligned nations, éltheugh Red China was
not a member the Chinese lobby was so strong that India
could not raise her border issue with China in the
Conference. We are fast becoming completely friendless.
With regard to our dispute with Pakistan on Kashmir, 1s
there any country which actively support us?

Mr., Harayah concluded that "this is the policy
of afraldness. We have refused to exchange diplomatic
relations with Israel, because that would offend the
Arab worlid. Why are we not giving East Germany the same
diplomatic status that we have given to West Germany?

Are we non-aligned in treating these two Germsn entities
differently?“.l

In the Rgjya Sabha a member of Swatantra party
Mr. Retanaswamy opposed the policy., He felt that "India
could not avoid military alliances. India's non-a%ignment

policy has brought her more enemies than friends”.,

Finally, the leader of the Swatantra Party
Rajaji stated that "3 grossly erroneous foreign poliecy
has, step by step, reduced our strength and prestige
and brought about 4t security in place of confident

1. Swarajva~ Vol.IX (1965, No.47) p.l2.
2. 8iatesman~ 24th November,1965, p.8.
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-.-Xeadership-in—Asta—Ho -suggested--that a-sound forelgn
policy has to be followed in place of neutrality vwhish
has proved as barren as it has falled to convince any
party of its sincerity or coherence".l He further sald
that "we shout about han—alignment but do not permit 1t
to others who have reasons to be non-aligned on some
issued.” Rajaji sald that we have arrived at a serious
juncture when our entire ocutlook calls, for anxiocus and
close re-examination in order to strengthen the defence

of the country,

Thus Swatantra Party is against the policy of
non-alignment, All difficulties are due to this wrong
policy, so we should leave this policy and Jjoin power
bloec. This is better for our skeurity purposes,

\2) SAMYUKTA SOCIALIST PARTY:
The leader of S.S8.P. in Lok Sabha Dr. Ram
Manohar Lahia-wanted non-alignment to acquire a new
content. The way to do it was to arrange a summit
meeting between the two power blocks. We should be
aligned with those countries which are prepared to
come with us in the way of peaceful world.z

He further stated *India should give up this
parrot like forelgn policy and added ‘'Peaceful co=-

existence' * is one of the phrases this Government always

1, gSwarajya- Vol.IX (1965, No.47), p.3.

2. lal.D., 28th September,1964, 9th Session, p.2118
Vol.XXXIV, No.ls.
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has on its lips. Where is the peaceful co-exiastence?
Everyvwhere 1t 1s quarrelsome co-existence. America and
U.S.8+.R. have not yet resorted to ICBM and to that extent
it 4s ICBM co-existence, but certainly it 1s not peaceful
co-existence., The latter could come if India's foreign
policy had a firm base of principle".l

Dr. Lohia sald in strong words that in present
circumstances we should be aligned with those who desire
to unite India and Pakistan and pave the way for a world
union. As for America and USSR, our effort should be to
bring or at least one in complete consonance with our
objectives,

He also suggested that "the other direction to
wvhich we should turn our attention is the countries in
our neighboughood, particularly Thailand Laos, Nepal,
Afganistan"., He sald that the fact that no delegation
has been sent to these countries is enough proof of the

thoughtlessness of the foreign poliey.

S.5.P. wanted that there should be strength in
our foreign policy and also theoretical change in it. In
Lohia's view when Dalallama is in Indla, the Government
of Dalailama should be organised and Government of India
should recognise.it. He sald that Israel and East Germany

i1, L.S.D. 28th September,1964, 9th Session, p.2119,
Vol .XXX1V,.No.16,

2. LasSs:De. 24th Segtember 1965, 12th Session, p.7519
Vol XLV No.
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should be recognised. Our Prime Minister should have no
fear of any country, he suggested.

SeS.Pe's mailn criticism against the policy of
non-alignment ig that "due t& this policy India had not
occupled the same position of prestige today in the
international community of nations as she used to once
in the past. In this connection Mr., Hem Barua sald that
"this process of the decline of India's international
prestige started with the declining years of Shri Nehru
after the Chinese attack of 1962 and what has happeged

today 1s that this process has reached its climax", He
complained that the Government suffers from a big power
psychology: that is why she is neglecting the smaller
countries of South East Asla. South East Asia must occupy
an important place in our strategic thinking. Our
neglecting of South East Asia has cost us clearly. Our
position is < decking in this sphere when General DeGulla
plans a high level Conference for South East Asla, he

does not think India as a participant. Even very recently
when Mr.Harold Wilson, the British Prime Minister,
formulated a plan for a political solution of the -
Vietnamese problem, he did not think it would be necessary
to consult India. He would consult France, China and

- Russia,

Mr, Hem Barua said that "our Government's policy

of non-alignment is really not non-alinged. Our foreign

1. Janata: (Weekly Joyrnal of Praja Socialist Party)
(Bombay) Vol.XIX (1965, No.13) p.3.
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policy is not free from East-or West blas or towards
this nation or that nation., Our policy towards Israel
is based on false bias. We know in that complication
called 'Tributes of Homage' on Mr., Nehru's death, the
message sent by the President of Israel does not find a
Place. quefnmeht of India ealls this a policy of non-
alignment. Today India is not a major factor in middle
Eagst or anywhere, There should be some firmness in our

foreign poliey so as to preserve and promote our national
interest,

Mr. Barua bitterly criticised India's policy

towards South East Asia. What steps our Governmen£

have taken to rehabiliate the Indian image and create a
 pro-Indisn climate in these strategic areas? He asked
our attitude towards Malaysia is also not so sound. This
attitude is very helpless to Malaysia in her eritical
hour of gdestiny and history? He also stated our policy
of non-alignment 1s quite a fallure. We have seen that
in the crisls period we found no friend except Malaysia.

S0 there 13 a great need of rethinking in our foreign
policy.

In Rajya Sabha Mr. M.Govinda Reddy of the SSP
sald "it was unfortunate that while India stood for
democracy and secularism and fought to contain China,
America supplied arms to Pakistan to throttle democracy

1. LeS.D. 28th September,1964, 9th Session, p.4072
Vol, XXXIV, No.l6.

2. Ibld, p.4073.
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in Asla in.collusion with China. -He wanted reconsider-
ation of India’s position in the commonwealth and said
it did not serve any useful purpose to India."l

(2) COMMUNIST PARTY:
CQmmunist Party of India gave full support to the
policy of non-alignment, It thanked the Government for its
firm stand on the policy of non-alignment,

Members of the Communist Party Shri Umanath and
Shri Indrajit Gupta criticised Swatantra Party's view
about non¢a11gnment policy. They argued that the real
test of non-alignment is what impact omr policy has
made among the Afro Asian ngtions which cdver millions
of people in the world.

A member of Communist Party in Rajya 8Sabha,
Mr,M,N.Govindan Nair sald "the Indo Pskistan oonflict had
proved the correctness of the policy. If India had been
aligned to the western powers, as some people wanted it,
she would not have got any help from these powers and
Kashmir would have been occupied by Pakistan. He asked
the Government not to.be swayed by pressures from certain
quarters to give up her policies both regard to non-
proliferation of Atomic Wgapons and non-interference in

matter concerning Tibet",

On the whole Communist Party supported non-
alignment., But they pointed out that in some places this

1. Statesman, 24th November,1965, p.8.
2. 1Ipid.
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poliey failed there are marked failures in taking a
consistent and firm stand against neo-colonialism
conspiracies and aggressive actions of imperialists,

Por example on Congo, South Vietnam, Malaysla. This
shows India's anti imperialist, anti-colos®ia 1ist image
in the eyes of the Africen and the Asian nation. In
this Gunnection we may like to support Malaysia.

About the recognition policy of India, the
Commnist Party esiticised the non-alignment policy.
Comminist members asked:"Why the Government of India
discriminate between West Germany and East QGermany,

We recognise the West Germany Government and we refuse
to recognise the German Democratlic Republie to this day.
Yet we have built quite good trading and commercial
relations with East Germany, but it 1s not recognised
by us. The same case is with Israel. We have not
established diplomatic relations with Israel".1 They
also sald that the polliey of non-alignment failed in
Vietnam and in our opposition to forelgn bases. These
are the crucial tests of a policy of non-alignment.

In April 1965, the national council of the
partyltook gerious objection to India's policy towards
Vietnam and demanded that "this wesk and vacillating
attitude of the Government of India, which has done
great damage to India's reputation in the world be
abaﬂdoned“.2 |
1, Lok Sabha Dehats, 28th September,1964, th S8egsion

Vol. XXXV, No.16, p.4056.

2. "Political parties on foreign policy", Indis quarterly,
Vol.XXIII(1967, No.1), p.54.
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On the whole Commnist Party supported the poliey

of non-alignment, and appreciated it.

Some Independent Members and the members of I.P.G,

held different views on the policy of non-alignment.

Member of I.P.G. in Lok Sabha Dr. L.M.Singhvi
said that "we should not extrol or place on a pedestal
our policy of non-alignment as if it were a veritable
deity. It is not a permanent principle in International
affairs. It.was the positive content, that was given to
the policy of non-alignment., It is a great deal of géod
to this cgﬂntry's national interests in the international

context®,

The concept of non-alignment which combines
these motley nations together to a common approach to
foreign policy and this assoclation is very useful for
all nations and also to progressive growth of international
society on sound principles of human rights and anti-
colonialism, The policy of non-alignment should be dynamic.
Another member of this party Mr.Swell said that "this
policy has earned for us rich dividents".z

Another member of I.P.G., Shri Tridid Kumar
Chaudhari sald that "it is well known that in relation to
Kashmir U.S.A. 1s using economic aid in order to put

1. [eS.D. 28th September,1964, 9th Session, p.4098
‘ Vol .XXX1IV. No,.16.

2 mg,, p.4099
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pressure on India to get its own views accepted by this

countr y" .

He said that any economic aid that we get from
any country and which jeopardises the freedom of country

mast never be taken.

Shri J.B.Kripalani said that "non-alignment has
no significance today except that we are not in a mi}.itary
alliance with any country, When we were in trouble, at
that time if help had not come from western powers,
especially from America it would have not been possible
for us to resist aggression, How can we be non-aligned,
vhen we are at hot war and cold war with China and Pakistan.
He said non-alignment is now an old slogan. In fact the
real principle of foreign policy is that we shall safeguard
our legitimate mterests“.lﬂe further said: "Our foreign
policy's first principle 1s that we shall continue to seck
friendship and develop our relations with countries
irrespective of their ideology or their political systems.
He sald that the poliey of non-alignment has placed us in
such an unfavourgble position today that we have very few
friends left in the world. We should align ourselves with
vegtern bloc., We can not make this non-alignment as if
it were a moral principle from which we cannot deviate.

He requested that Government of India should say at least
that if there 1s any attack upon us we will get help from any

1. LeS.D. 28th September, 1964, 9th Ressions, p.404l
Vol .XXX1IV, No,16.
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attack upon us we will get help from any quarter, aligxment
or non-alignment". Thus Kripalani particularly pleaded
for an alliance with the Western powers adding that the
cliim gbout accepting foreign aid without strings was
false”.l | |

To cul tivate friendly relations with Israel, he
said that "we can'léarn very mich from Israel.  Why in
order to cultivate friendship with Arab countries we should
refrain from friendship withilsrael, he asked Isrﬁellis
very an xious to have friendship with us. If we are afraid
of the Arab countries then we have no independent non-
aligned foreign policy. Fbreign policy is not based upon
fear but based upon independence and sovereignty. We
should have diplomatic relations with Israel without
any hesitation".z

Speaking in favour of no confidence motion
againgt Shastri Government, Mr. Kripalanl said that
¥we have always declared that we are non-aligned, but
we have sald nothing about our strategy and tactics.
Non~alignment has come to be only a Mantrani, by which
everything will be solved. Today China can quite truly claim
itself to be a non~aligned”. Kripalanil further said:
"Non~alignment is a negative conception. It 1s useless
to say that we can stand akene. If we are non-aligned

then we mast also have some restraint upon ourselves.

1. L.S8.D. 28th September,1964, 9th Session, P.4041.
Vol XXX1V, No.16, '

2. Jbid.
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Peace and goodwill can be established by nations that are
strong not that are weak".l He criticised India's
foreign policy and sald there is a great need of rethinking
in forelgn policy.

He said to the Government "keep yourself as non=-
aligned as even China is. But for God's sake, keep your
diplomacy, strategy and tactics in a fluid condition., We
should have no permanent enemy, no permanent friends. We
mist have friends but these friends mist be such who are
bound to us and help us in all emergencies and are not
friends of convenience who take a neutral attitude when
a critical situation arises in India".g

Thus according to Independent members non=-
alignment was an out dated poliey. We should leave it
and join any power bloc. In any way national interests
should be preserved.

MUSLIM LEAGIE AND D.M.K.:

Member of Muslim leagne in Lok Sabha, Shri
Mohammad Ismall said that "our case was not placed properly
before the world by our diplomates. Our policy of non-
alignment has failed. Our friends, whose number was fairly
large in the past, were not with us during the crisis. A
small country, 3ingapore had the boldness to speak out
the truth in the security council and to say that their

1. L:S.D. 24th Agust,1965, 12th Session, p.1600.
2. Jbid., p.7539, Vol.XLVI, No.29.
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Government was in favour of our country. So when we think
of reviging our foreign policy we mast glve thought to our
diplomatic front also, how to improve it so that our case
might be put very clearly before the world. Even though

we have got a strong case in this matter, the world has been
- kept in doubt abouy it. We must always pay our attention

to the strength and in maintaining that,strength'.'.l

The D.M.K, suggested that there 1is néed of re~
appralsal of our foreign pelicy. Shri Sezhiyan said,"Ve
have all along been preaching sermon chanting certain
mantras, time snd again, about Panchsheel, peaceful oo«
existence, non-alignment an}‘.i nuclear poliey and other
things. But a foreign policy cannot surely be a string of
phrases repeated over and over again., 1t ghould be~a.
policy of meaningful, purposeful and practiful taking into
consideration all the criss-cross currents and attitude
of other countries, especially those who are our neighbours,
Our poliecy has not paid any dividends and no country has
been able to support us openly in the General Assembly.

A decade ago we were having a premier position in the Afro
Asian world but now the thunder has been stolen by China
and Pindi-Peking axis. What is the reason for the dee
-ing of position“.g Non-alignment has left us in, he said,
an isolated world. He also pointed out that in 1962 vwhen
China committed aggression against Indias the only Afrisan

1. LeS:.B. 24th September,1965, 12th Session, p.2638
Vol .XLVI. No.29.

2. 3bid.
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country Ethopia shrewed sympathy to.Indla. VWhen in 1965

there was aggression on us by Paktistan, no country from
Africa came out openly to sympathise with us or to condemn
the aggression of Pakistan. On the other hand, certaln
‘countries are hostile against the Indian stand,

The D.M.K. member stated that we shéuld have an
eyo on the groving influence by the Pindi-Peking axis
on the Afroa-Asian countries., The difference between
Pindi-Peking and oweselves is ideologiecal. If we want
tc preserve freedom and democracy we should look around
and see the other countries uwhich are of a similar
structure just ns Malaysia, Sinﬁapore, Japan ete, we
should have clear contacts with these countries.

The D.M.K. suggested that we should not think
in terms of hundred percent friendship or hundred percent
enemy. In a mature world vhen we practise diplomac& we
should be somevhat sober. There is no qgick love or
hatred in international diplomacy. Our policy should be

baged on practical considerations.

D.M.K. leader Shri C.M.Annadural said that
"while India has proud of the glorious deeds of 1ts
soldiers, 1t should not be mistaiten as a direct outcome
of the Government foreign policy. The poliey of non-
alignment should not be a negative one. While he was
opposed to the country joining any military bloc or alliances
the object of our forelgn rolicy should be always "peéce
with honour". The country should be made strong enough
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1
to stand on its own feet",

Thus except Commnigt Party end D.M.EK. all
parties are of the view that India should give up thils
old and unsuccessful policy of non-alignment. If our
nation secerity or freedom is in danger then we should
give up the policy. Swatantra party was strongly in
favour of joining the Western power bloe. S.S.F. also
wanted that India should give up this parrot llke foreign
policy. In their views all difficulties had come due to
non~alignment.

On the whole they said that our Government never
attempted a proper assessment of the situzation about
China, Tibet and Pakistan. They sald that the non-
alignment policy was not free from blemishes and fear.

1. Stategman- 24th November,1965, p.8.
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CHAPTER FOU
0 - 0

The question of the persons of Indian origin in
Ceylon 18 a very important problem in the relations of India
and Ceylon for many years now. The repercussions of
Ceylonese poliey , says Dr. Kodikara, "have been felt
largely in the state of Madras, from where, for over a
century,ICeylon's plantations have drawn their labour

supply",

For Indian publie opinion, the treatment of
overseas Indians had become a particularly sore point in
view of the position of such Indians in South Africa and
in the context of India's international action branding
South African policles as discriminatory and tantamount to
denlal of fundamental human rights.

There are gbout 11,400,000 persons of Indlan
origin in Ceylon. About 1,40,000 have been given Ceylonesge
citizenship. About 29,000 hold Indian passport, the
status of the remaining 9,71,000 has been a matter of
dispute. The Ceylonese Government contended that they are
Indian nationals. India had rejected this claim,

Many attempts were made during Nehru's Prime
Ministership, to solve this problem. Of al1 the efforts
1. S.U.Kodikara- Ce elsat ‘ - e

Re 218,
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the agreement of 1954 is important. The Prime Minlsters
of the tw countries Mr.Nehru and Kotelawala met on
Janaary 18,1954, and eonfidered the probiems of people of
Indian origin in Ceylon,

Under Nehrn-Koté@hla Bgreement of 1954 a guarantee
was given to those having Indién passports tmt they would
be allowed to continue to bé in employment in Ceylon till
they reached the age of 55, DBut subsequently the guarantee
was applied only to tﬁose who had applied for Ceylonese
citizenship and been rejected and then applied for Indian
citizenship which was granted., Most of these people are
plantation workers who have contributed immensely to

Ceylonese prosperity over the decades,

When Lal Bashadur Shastri became the Prime Minister
of Indla to succeed Nehru in June 1964, many efforts were
nade to create friendly relations with immediate neighbours,
Mr., Shastri gave full attention for improving the good
neighbourly relations, Many talks and visits were held
in New Delhl and Colombo.

On October 20,1964, the Prime Ministersof India
and Ceylon reached Agreement, on the future of the stateless
people of Indian origin in Ceylon, in New Delhi, Accordingly
the member of stateless persong have been estimgted at

9,75 Lakhs, Of this the Government of Indis have agreed

1. S.U. Kodikarae
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to the repatriation to India of 5.25 lakhs persons,

together with the natural increase in that number. The
Government of Ceylon have agreed to grant Ceylon ecitigzenship
to 3 lakhg persons together with the natural increase. It
was agreed that this process should be spread.over a period
of 15 years énd that the tvo processes should keep pace

W th each other, The stalus of the remaining 1,60 lakhs
persons has been left for detormination it 2 snbsequent

meeting between the two Prime Ministers.

The joint commnicque mentioned the cordial
atmosphere and the sgpirit of give and take in vhich the
discussions wers conducted. Indign opinion wonld be
indlined to geel that mich of the giving has been on the
Indian side.

It was also stated that the Government of Ceylon
will grant to the persgons repatriated the same faoilities

as are enjoyed by citizens of other atates.

Mr. Lal Bahadur Shastril declared that 'the fgree-
ment was a major step in the country's efforts te solvg
problems with her neighbours peacefully and amiecably",

The October 1964 Agreement had provided for the
phased repatriation of 5,25,000 persons of Indisn origin

from the island, but the term compulsory repatriétion did

1. ZIhe Statesman and Hindustan Timgs- 30th October,1964, p.l

2. The 'Hindu', 31lst October,1964, Quoted by S.U.Kodlkara,
p;239.

3. Ibigd.
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not ccour--in-its-texbe e o
Defending the Agreement Prime Minister Shastri satd
that "it was the only way of solving the Indo-Ceylon
problem peacefully and the alternative was to let the
peopls of Indian ori%in in Ceylon suffer economic hardships
and discrimination®,

Political circles in New Delhl hgiled the agreement
as the first.significant achievement of the Shastri
Covernment in international relations,

Unofficial opinion in Indla, however, were
inclined to be critical of the agreement. The view was
expressed that much would depend on the spirit in which

the agreement was implemented, §

On the 1964 Agreement different opposition
Indian political parties took different attitude. The
D.M.K. and Swatantra party unreservedly céndemned the
agreemont. Some others took it as a great success of
Shastrijl in improving good neighbourly relatiohs vith
Ceylon.

I. COMMINIST PARTY OF INDIA:

A member of Communist Party in the Lok Sabha
Mr, M.K.Kumaran said that "those people whg are going to
be repatriated to India, are not Indians". He added that
they are in Ceylon since a very long time, Thay worked
there and they were sarning their livelihood from the soil

1. The Hindu - 9th November,1964, Quoted by S.U.Kodikara
p6237. ] .

2. LOk‘Sabha Debate,

24th Novemb : .
Vol . XXXII, er,1964, 10th Session,p-1296
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of that country. But they were not accepted as citizens
of that country. This Agreement is unsatisfactory and

is very wrong because some Indian people in Ceylon are

going to be treated as second class citizens,

Mr. Kumaran further sald that more than 5 lakhs
of persons of Indian origin in Ceylon were going to be
repatriated to India within the next fifteen years. They
were from Kerala and Tamilnad. They were poor labourers.
Would the Government settle them in this country? Then
the problem of over burdenness will arise. This matter
should be taken up by the Government with all its serious-
ness and it should see to it that these repatriastes were
properly settled in places vhere they can earn their
livelihood and have a better l1life.

Elueidétlng his party's views, he ppinted out that
we cannot forget persons who were settled in Africa and
other Afro-Asisn countries. Their problem glso has become
a very live issue. Our Government mist advise those people
to learn to live with the local people peacefully and take
up the citizenship of those states and be loyal.

Another Communist mmmber of the Lok Sabha Shri
Kola Vanakalah reminded that these overseas Indians were
in great diffieulty. But the Government of India was
unprepared to solve this problem, There is no mechanism
or machinery to keep in touch with people pf Indisn origin
in different countries. Their number runs to several

1
lakhs. There was no close contact with them. India dia

1. hgk_gg&ng_gghgggg 24th November,1964, 10th Session,
p.1518, Vol.XXX1II.
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not know the feeling of these persons. He sald that higs
party was not againstthe Agreement, it welcomed the
Agreement. But the question was, did our Government take
care to be in contact with the people to understand their
sentiments and diffimlties and did they try to evolve the
necessary machinery to tackle those problems? He said that
this 4s a wrong beginning.¥omorrov we may face a similar
problem with regard to East Africa Kenya, Uganda, Zanzibar
and any other country, He appealed to Government that
this matter should be taken seriously.

In a resolution adopted on November 30, the
National Council of the Communist Party of India welcomed
the Agreement. The regolution sald that "despite its
unsatisfactory features, the agreement should be welcomed
by all persons standing for Indo-Ceylonese friendship and
solidarity". .

Thus the reaction of the Commnist Party on the
Agreement was favourable but it wanted that the Government
should be vigilent about the fact that our people in other
neighbouring countries should live peacefully. They shomld

not be in an embarassing situation.

II- SWATANTR :

After the conclusion of the Agreement Mr.Minoo
Masani the leader of Swatantra Party said that "I am very
glad that there have been signs that the present Prime

Minister and the Foreign Minister are inclined to turn
their attention to their immediate neighbourhood, to try
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and mend the fences and create better neighbourly relations
between ourselves and our 1m§ed1ate neighbours. 1 hope
those efforts will continue,

But he did not support the Agreement as such
after knowing the feelings of people and sald we cannot
accept the Agreement, He said that we think "it is
unsound in principle and that it 1s a violation of basiec
human rights., The Ceylon Agreement may take path 1t
likes but 1t 1s a verj sald day when our own Government
makes itself a party to an attack on bésic huﬁan rights
and freedon, whiehv should have beezi maintained by us and
in the destruction of which we should had no part or
lot"'.g

During his speech in Lok Sabha on Internationsl
Situation he quoted a passage from an enlightened journsl
- of Indian opinion of November 17, named 'opinion' which has |
this tov say, on this subject,

"To eat dog and not fill even one's ribs 1s the
sad lot of the Government of India today. The disgraceful
arrangement about the Indlan descended Ceylonese with
Mr.Shastri entered into with Mrs. Bhandarnaike is less than
a2 month old and already that formidable remalé is proposing
to vhittle 1t down by putting even those whose Ceyloness
citizenship she accepts on a separate electoral Register,

1. Lok Sabha Dehates 23rd November,1964, 10th Session,
p.1238, Vol XXXIII.

2. mo
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Briefly they are to be second class citizens and Mr,

Shastri 1is not to concern himself about this."

Mr. Masani sald that it is not the spirit in which
we want good neighbourliness to be settled. He said that
I invite our Government to consider whether this Agreement
should not be abrogated and we should not fgee oﬁ:selyes
from this ooﬁmitmént. Thus Swatantra Party was #gginst
the spirit of Agreement. Although the party wanted that
neighbourly relations should improve it‘stated that this
agreement may create many difficulties in future with
Indians living in many other nations from a very long time,

So Government should not accept this Agreement.

ITI- SAMYUKTA SOCIALIST PARTYs

The members of SSP condemned the Indo-Ceylon
fgreement as harming the interests of the Géylonese,
Indians generally and Tamilians particularly. Janata
wrote editorially, "that the feelings and opinion of the
Ceylon Indians were totally ignored in the talks, is
regrettable. That the opinion of those, who are virtually
ai‘t‘eetedz,2 was not taken inte consideration 1s very
unjugth,

It thought that already the Indisn population ie
suffering in Burma and other countriés due toAdenial of

i —

1. Lgk Sabha Debate: 23rd November,1964, 10th Session,
A p.1238, Vol ,XXXIII,

2. Janata, Vol.XIX(1964, Vol.44) p.9
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rights in the respective.countries.. This_Agreement  will
add mach hardship to them in safeguarding thelr rights,

Mr.Hem Barua, the member of 3SP party in the
Lok Sabha sald, "that the so called astateless million
in Ceylon are morslly and legally Ceylonese citizens and
the Ceylonese Prime Minister is simply trying to beguile
India into Ceylon's 1mbroglio”.l He asked Swarn Singh
not to talk to hef the problem of the stateless million
is Ceylon's problem, Ceylon must solve it and Ceylon must
not try to draw India into it. The problem of national
minority is a different type of colonialism, Our Govern-
ment shwld-not be indifference when the people of Indian
origin are humiliated and oppressed in countries like
Burma and Ceylon. Government should send strong notes
of protest against these countries. India should mske
efforts towards organising the U.N. as a supreme tribunal
in the interest of national minorities, He said that when
fundamental human rights are so blatantly violated as we
see in this Agreement, the question of interference and
nan-ingerferenée by a civilized forum like the U.N. cannot
arise,.
Another member of SSP in Lok Sabha, Shri Nathi Ret

said that the new Agreement with Ceylon is not a landmark
in the realm of international affairs as Mr. Swaran Singh
boasted about it, He praised Shastri's policy and said

that}the problem solving effort with the neighbours was a

1, Lok Sabha Debate: 23rd November,1964, 10th Session,
p.4965 Vol .XXXIII,

2. 1bid.
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good thing. But it should be done keeping in view our

prestige. This Agreement would reduce the status of
Indians to second class citizenship. He also sald,
"You cannot treat lakhs of people as chattles which can

be used to suit the convenience of mighty nations. You

~ should consult them. We should say in all mmility to

Ceylon and all our neighbouring nations that joined in
Cairo and in Algilers in condemning the Western colour
bars and this Agreement is not different from that".l

He argued that India cannot barter away these basic
prineiples. This condition may arise even in case of
other countries also. The Indisn people who are settled
abroad never felt thelr security and this was a dangerous
thing. So India should take a line.

Thus SSP also criticised the Indo-~-Ceylon Agreement
ags other parties did.

R:M.K.: |
Shri Mancharan a member of D.M.K. in Lok Sabha

said that thlis was a very important issue, He sald the
argaments advanced and the points ralsed by the Government
and Shri Swaran Singh did not satisfy me, because they
simply advocated the case of Ceylon and of the Ceylonese
Government. In fact the Agreement was not acceptable to
the people of this country. "This ggreement can never

be final, and should not be final". In the past we have

1. Lok Sgsbha Debate: 23rd November,1964, 10th Session,
p.4985, Vol.XXXIII,

2. Lok Sgbhg Debate: 24rd November,1964, 10th Session,
p.1521, Vol.XXXIII,
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—__had_seversl negotiations and Agreements, but Ceylon

Government broke them., He said that Mr. Swaran Singh was
not clear about the stateless persons. This is the clear
departure from the stand which was taken by Prime Minister
Nehru, We have accepted this Agreement because Ceylon
had been threatening us, because the Ceylon Government
knew that the Government of India could be easily threatened.
It was a very shameful thing. In the streets of Colombo
it was common talk that the Government of India understood
only one language, that was the language of the fist.
Shri Manoharan sald that, "the Government of Ceylon is
committed openly to sending away all the Indians from the
soil of Ceylon, What is meaning of this 5,25 lakhs and

3 lakhs? Ceylon Covernment had put them in geparate
registers. We are completely fooled to go into this
Agreement snd we have proved ourselves to be little
children in diplom-acy".1 He further said that "Mrs,
Bhandarnalke 1s the victor and Shri Shastri 1s the
vanquishedé It is very shameful thing for the prestige
of India"., He asked: did the Government of India do
anything to ascertain the wishes of hundreds of

innocent people who had known no other pkace except their
tea estate? Then he requested the Government to scrap
the document. If the Government of India could not do it
then leave the matter to the people of Indian origin in
Ceylon. The people of Indian origin in Ceylon are not

cowards as these people here are, Government should try

1. Lok Sabha Debate: 24th November,1984, 10th Session
p.1522, Vol,XXXIII.

2. Ibpdd
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e %p-glve-1ife-to-the Nehru-Kotelawala Pact reached in

1954, Government of Indla should do justice for these
people., Thus D.M.K. had strongly opposed this Agreement
and bitterly criticised the attitude of the Government of
India.

Some Independent members had also different views
on the Agreement. | '

(NDEPENDENT MEMBER;

Dr, M.S. Aney, Independent Member in Lok Sabha
asked a question to the Government,'a question similar
to that which the D.M.K. had asked: "Whether when the
question as regards the position of the Indlans in Ceylon
is concerned, the Government of India really takes care
to know as to what 1s the opinion of the Indians who %rev
in Ceylon, whether they want to remain there or net". This

was very important question for this Agreement.

He sald that economic prosperity of Ceylon is
due to the Indian labourers and businessmen which are
settled in Ceylon since a long period of time and this
fact 1s admitﬁed by the Ceylonese Government also.

Thus he also pointed out that"all these persons
who have besn sent as labourers were not gent without
any understanding between the Covernment of India and the
Government of Ceylon. This is the main point. In the

Agreement or Correspondence there was clearly stated

1. Lok Sabha Debate: 23rd November,1964, 10th Session,
pclg%’» Vﬁlo III. v
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that they eoﬁld live there. And if they wan¥ to come back
it wiil be according to their option, but if they remained
there the understanding was that they should be what the
Ceylonese would be in their owm country™. ’l‘his was the
position and there was not a single point of doubt, The
successor Governments in ‘poth countries should honour
those commitments, But the view of the Government of
Ceylon was different,

He charged the Indian Government that in the

Agreement the Government of India %did not consult the "

| Ceylon Indians snd the members of Ceylon Indlan Congress",

Ceylon Government dismissed slmost 90% of the appliecations
snd only 10% were accepted as naturalised citizens of
Ceylon. In this way the problem of stateless persons

of Indlan origin has come into existence. He said that
"1t was dnfortunate for us that we have reconciled
ourselves to the position of stateless persons 'of Indian
origin and we do not knoir vhat will be the fate of two
lakhs persc?ns who areancw left out and who do not come
into account at all,"

Even the three lakhs Ceylonese have accepted are
being dealt with by them in a discriminatory manner, He
asked Mr.Swaran Singh and Shri Shastri that they should

1. WM: 23rd November,19 10th Ression
| dxret) '

p.1267, Vol.

2, Zbid. 24th November,1964, 10th Session,
p.1268, Vol.XkXIII.

3. Ibld.
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seoc to it that those who remain in Ceylon were not

congidered second class citizens.

Another Independent Member Shri J.B.Kriplani was
also critical of the Agreement., BHe said'that "our
Government gives the dog a good name and puts it in the
nations lap. This is very strange. This agreement is
absolutely against India., It has also viclated the
interest of the people who sre settled there for centuries”.
He also pleaded that the Government should consult the

~ representatives of the people who are to be brought to

India back again after centuries. The Government had
done a very great wrong to the people there. Those who
have been living for 50 to 100 years in Ceylon are not
our citizens. It 1s something which 1s unheard of in

Jhe history of the whole world.

Mr.Kriplani posed a question whether in the
opinion of the Government of India these people were
naturalised citizens of Ceylon or did this Government
consider them to be citizens of India yet? The persons
who had settled in Ceylon are naturalised citizens of
Ceylon. Then why should we call them stateless at all?
If these people had not been given Ceylonese citizenship
this was unjustified and unwige. He sald if some American

citizens are made stateless, are we golng to take them?

All major opposition pélitical parties criticised
the Agrecement in cne way or the other, But the editorial

1. Lok Sabha Debate: 24th November,1964, 10th Session
pP.1490, Vol .XXXIII.
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of Hindustan Times stated that "by reaching Agreement on
the future of people of Indian origin in Ceylon who at
present are neither Indian norvceylonose citizens, Mr,
Shastri end Mrs. Bhandarnaike have solved a problem which
had repéatedly baffled theilr predecessors and had been an
element of aiseard_%n relation between thelpr two countries

for over a decade".

Though the Agreement was signed in 1964, it has
not been implemented yet. Implementation of this
Agreement 1s really very difficult, becanse the people of
Indian origin in Ceylon do not want to come India. They
are engaged in their work and they are prosperous. This

cannot be done just by force.

In conclusion we may say that in the Agreement
the divergence was on which part of the people of Indian
origin should be repatriasted? Should repatriation be
carried out under compulsion? But in Agreement it had ne
mention of compulsory repatriation, It was the general
opinion that the implementation of the Agreement should
not be spread out over 15 years but completed over g
shorter period.

The Hindu took the view that to repatriate to
Indla even a single person born and bred in Ceylon though

1. The Hinduatan Times: 3lst November,1964, p.6.
Editorials Indo-Ceylon Agreement faccord on the
statelesa",
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of remote Ind_ian origin J_against his or her will, will be
a gross viclation.of.buman.rights to which India should

not be a party.

On the whole it is evident that Indo~Ceylon
Agreement had‘a mixed reaction among opposition parties
and individuals. There were some who were critical of the
concessions which Shastrl rad made but others thought of
concluding the Agreement he had shown courage and states-
manship and removed a major cause of friction in Indo-

Ceylon relations.



Sino-Indian relations have in the last two decades
witnesses more ups and down than India's relations with
any other country. India's relations with China areé very
important not only because they are the two biggest
Aslian nations, but they are the biggest states of the world
in size and population economic growth and unlimited
potentialities, .

The India-China boundary question took a grave
turn during 1962, After the Chinese aggression India-
China relations have not improved. Many conciliatory
suggestions were made by Nehm. During Shastri's Prime
Ministership India's relations with China continued to be
an important foreign policy problem. Prime Minister |
Shastri also relterated India's offer to begin talks with
China if she sagreed not to have posts in the demilitafised
zone in Ladakh, In Migust 1964 Shastri said that Government
would be prepared to have discussions with China for a Just
and honourable settlement. Shastri affirmed that the
Government would be prepared to consider any préposal that
China might make to break the dead lock.

Peking's response to India's concilitaory gestures
was negative and uncompromising,on October 8,1964, at the
time of the non-aligned nations' conference at Cairo, the
Chinese Government issued an officlal statement rejecting
Mrs, Bhandarmaike's suggestions. Tms Chinag obstructed the
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possibility of a peaceful sett;ement of the border problem

and also continued to build up her military strength along
the Indian border.

On October 16,1964 China carried out her first
nuclear explosion, flouting world publiec opinion and in-
creasing the danger of proliferation of Nuclear weapons.
Prime Minister Shastri called the test "an aggression
against peace and security". He sald the policy of Ching
to threaten India by the explosion of Atom Bomb is childish,
He also declared India's Atomic policy that from the
threat of Chinese bomb India will never make Atom Bomb.

India did not want to make destructive weapons.

But it is g fact that due to the Chinese nuclear
test a great discussion among various politics parties and
leaders begun on this subject. The problem was whether
Indfa should make Atomic weapons or not?

During 1965 the Chinese Govérnment maintained, in
an intensified form, her hostilities towards India. China
kept-alive the tengion on the borders and often made it
dangerously active. Her propaganda organs hurled threats

and abuse and sought to ridicule India., In the domestic
field China's opposition was directed to India's development

through peaceful democratic methods; in the international
field our policy of non-alignment and peaceful co-
existence was a major target of their criticism, In the
Afro-Asian world, the Chinese endeavoured to damage the
image of India and isolate her,
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In May China suspported Pakistani aggression
in Kutch and blamed India for having "provoked armed

conflict in the Ranh of Kutch®,

In September 1965, during the Indo-Pakistan
conflict, the Chinese Government gave all out support to
Pakistan and threatened to create a second front against‘
India. The threats were accompanied by intrusions and
armed, provocations all glong the border. India's
reaction was dignified and restrained. Prime Minister
Shastri offéred joint inspection of Sikkam border install-
ations and sald Indians would fight with " grim determin-
ation" if attacked,

With the acceptance of the cease-fire between
India and Pakistan, the Chinese resiled and their ul timatum
collapsed. Later, however, they resumed intrusions in
November and staged another series of provocations in the
Sikkim area in December,

In a note of January 6,1966, tje Chinese Government
sought to Justify their actions with insincere arguments
about self defence but in the process virtually admitted
their military intrusions on the borders. In our reply of
February 8, 1t was pointed out that India has scrupulously
observed the Colombo proposals and that China's activities

on the border were unprovoked and naked acts of aggression,

China was the only country in the world to have
been displeased with the Tashkant Agreement,

The events of these years thus made it clear that
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for China the conflict with Indila was not merely a border
issue but was an integral part of China's forelgn poliecy and
an instrument to apply protracted military pressure on India.

On Qino-India relations and Chinese atomic
explosio@ﬁgzgtfzé in India had different attitudes. For the
study of opposition's view and commitments on India=~China
relations it is necessary to know, what suggestions they
made and what was thelr poliey regarding Chinese hostility
towards India during Shastri's Prime Ministership.

1. COMMUNIST PARTY:

A resolution passed by the Commnist Party of India
urged the Government "to take the initiative to contact
the Government of China to break the present deadlock
over the border dispute and to arrive at an gcceptable
basis on which negotiations can start”.l Party resolution
sald that continuance of the deadlock between the two
biggest countries of Asia would only harm the canse of Afro-
Aslan and Anti-imperialistic solidarity which has become
all the more urgent in view of the "brajenners with vwhich
U.S . imperialism had extended the operation of 7th Fleet
into the Indian Ocean Area".

A Commnist member Shri Umanath said in the Lok
Sabha that "there can never be a military solution to the
border disputes with China. Solution is possible only on a
political basls".aln 80 far as the Government of India

1. Statesman: 10th December,1964, p.7.

2. LsS.D. 28th September,1964, p.4059, 9th Session,
VO].QXX,XIV’ NOQ 1.60
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considered the proposal for the withdrawal of the seven
Chinese posts without waiting for the proposal to come
from the Chinese side meant that India was taking some
initiative for the purpose of breaking the stalemate, He
suggested that this initiative mst be taken through
diplomatic channels, |

It expressed the hope that the (hinese Government
would also "tske initiative to bring about a settlement of
the border dispute in the interest of both countries and
the entire prople of Asia.

It expressed the hope that the Chinese Government
would alsc take initiative to bring asbout a settlement of
the border dispute in the interest of both countries and
the entire people of Asia.

Another member Shri M.Basevapunniah also stated
that it was no use going intsc the question of Colombo
proposals, and India should not walt for the Chinese to
take the initlative., Asked what should be the next step
1f China did not respond favourably to Indian suggestions
for negotiations, he replied that China would have to
reckon with world reaction if it did not accept a reasonable
proposal. He suggested, "Nothing that the Government of
India was prepared to favourably consider the suggestion
that 4t should start negotiations with China without
prejudice to its claims 1f no civilian posts remained in
the demilitarised zone of Ladakh. Indian and Chinese
representatives should meet to explore the possibility of
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opening negotiations on this basis or any other basis".

Significantly resolution passed by the Central
Executive Committee of the Communist Party of India in
New Delhi, described Mr, Mao Tse=-tung's recent statement
claiming large parts of Asia as Chinese territory, as an
attempt to justify®great Chinese expzanaionism".llt also
drew the attention of all Indians to the dangerous views
of Mr. Mao. _~ Mr, Dangg dubbed Mr, Mao, a well developed
war manger”,2 The Party condemned China for thg "shameless

support 4t has given to Pakistani aggression®.

Ig’ further expressed the view that®the growing
anti-Indian collusion between Pakistan and China and the
continued refusal of Chinese leadership to settle the Sino-
Indian border dispdte is used by the imperialistt and
reactionaries to step up their efforts for the gbondonment
of non-alignments and acceptance of U.S. Nuclear umbrella".4

The party later criticised the Chinese atomic test
and sald that "it had damaged the prospects of the march
towards eémplete stoppage of nuclear tests and destruetion
of all nuclear weapons., It had encouraged the reactionary
forces in India to demand the manufacture of the Bomb. But |
they assured the Indian people that this egplosion was only
a deterrent agalnst the U.S. imperialism”,

1. Statesmans 16th October,1964, p.l.

2. Ibid. -

3. ibid. '

4. Janata: (Bombay) Vol.XIX (1965, No,l), p.3.
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Ths Party emphatically rejected the plea for
the manufacture of the Atom Bomb in India. The 7th Congress
of the Communist Party sald "the making of Atomlc weapons
would not only place further crippling burdens on our national
economy but would alsc weaken India's role in the preserva-
tion and consolidation of vorld peace”.l The so ealled
'nuclear umbrella' would mean the virtual handing over

of the defensge cf our country to the imperialists.

Communist Members Shii M.K.Kumaran and Kolla
Venkalah strongly critiﬁised theiidea of nuclear umbrells
and sald that "American Atomic umbrella is very dangerous.
We whould not depend on American Imperialism, America
uged this weapon agalnst Asias and terrorise the C.P.I,
notes with satisfaction the declaration of the Government
of Indla that it would not change its poliey in this regard
and would not go in for either the making of Atomlc bombs
or any nuclear shield®, It wolcomed the policy statement
on this issue made by Frime Minister Shastri at the Worlad
Caonference for peace and international co-opsration held
at New Delhi,

- This stand added to India's stature and won the

acelaln of peace lovers throughout the world, according to
commanists,

1. .Jaaatat{Bombay) Vol XIX(1965, No.l), p.3.

2. [1s8eDe2 sézh November,1964, p,1501, 10th Session,
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The 7th Congress regretted that "in his speeches

in the Lok Sabha and his statements in London Prime
Minister Shas"cri had shown a certain weakness and made
certain proposals wvhieh would bring in the imperialist
nuclear shield' through the backdoor”.lc.P.I. demanded
that the Prime Minister should clearly categorically re-
pudiate the so~called nuclear shield proposal without
further delay. C.P.I. urged the Government of India to take
initiative to prevent further prolifiration of atomic bombs,
to bring abouﬁ nuciear free zones in Asia, Africa and
Europe to mere rapidly towards the destruction of all
nuclear stockpiles and the complete banning of muclear

weapons,

Itthought that such an active poliecy for the
prohibition of muclear weapons and for complete and general
dis-armament alone can be an effective defence of our
country agﬁinst nuclear threats from which ever quarter

they may emanate,

Thus the C.P.I. wanted India to take initiative
in both solving the India-China border problem and in
preventing the race for Atomic weapons. C.P.I. condemned
the Chinese atomic explosion, and appreciated the Government
of India's poliey of 'not making the Atom Bomb', It wanted
that we should be far away from Imperialistic Nuclear

umbrella for our security purposes.

2. Janata, Vol.XIX, (1965, No.l) p.ll
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2. SWATANTRA PARTY:

Swatantra Party was of the opinion that India
should adopt a very hard line towards China, including
cessation of all trade and of all support for U.N.member-
ship, the breaking of all diplomatic ties with China,
recognition of the Taiwan regime and recognition of the
Tibetan Government, in exile, However because of Swatantra's
perception of the international system, virtually every
issue in Indian foreign affairs is related with China.

Swatantra's first premise and its over-wgelming
concern is that "China is the sole enemy and genuine menace
to India. Massani made this quite explicit when in a major
policy statement, he said, that international ‘reality’
is that the biggest threat to our independence, our way of
life and our survival is that which comes from commnist
China and while adverting to the malice of Pakistan, he
termed, it a minor threat"doubting Pakistan's capability
to do (India) much harm”.1

Insisting that China does provide a clear and
present danger, Swatantra Party further held that India
is incapable of checking China's aggressive intent alone
and that continued non-alignment will not guérantee the
support needed., Thus according to Rajaji "never have we
been more abondoned by friends and menaced of foes, thanks
to our alry foreign policy inaugurated and sanctified by
the late Prime Minister Nehru".2

1. L0§=D03 lst ﬁovember,1965, VOIQXLVIII. NO.lS. v
2. -Swara;lza‘l (Madr&S) VOlQIX(lgss’ N°Q42)’ 17th Aprﬂ’ polo
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In the view of Swatantra Party, India is not
strong enough to face China single handed. Moreover as 1its
founding father, Rajaji, stated, "If South Vietnam is
abandoned by the United States and a commnist take over
takes place, the remaining neutral countries, Laos and
Cambodia, will go ever, and then Thailand will not be able to
resist commnist aggression. So will Burma disappear into
the Communist Empire with the speed of lightening and this
will take the commnist Empire to the gates of India".llts
logic Yeads to the conclusion that India should have a
China oriented foreign policey.

About China's nuclear explosion it was said that
it 18 a clear threat and any attempt on our part to regain
our lost territory will invite nuclear retaliation, Mr,
Massani said "China will use it politically and diplomati-
cally against us, It will be used as a powerful support
to Chinese communist diplomacy to erode and undermine tge

freedom of India and the other free countries of Asia".

To face this situation, Massan!i gave three alter-
natives. The first i1s that we should appeal to the U.N,
and world opinion and thus force the Chinese commnists to
abondon their nuclear weapons. He warned the Prime Minister
not to depend solely on world public opinion, It Aannot
save our country from being destroyed. Our nuclear policy
should not be of retaliation but deterrence. Mr,Massani

1. Swaraivas Vol.IX (3rd April,1965, No.40) p.l.
2¢ Le8:Ds 23rd Nov, 1964, P.1239, 10th Session Vol . XXXV,
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added that "I am not along with Government on this 1ssue
that we neither need to make the bomb no{, do we need

take somebody else's bomb to defend us".

Second alternative is that we should make the
bomb. According to Massanl it is in our national interest
to make the bomb.

But Shri C.RajagOpalachari haa.categorieally
rejected the plea for the mamufacture of the atom bomb
as a deterrent in India's defence strategy against China,
The only deterrent that the leader of the Swatantra party
envisages 1s a "clear treaty alliance against China with
those powers of the world gho are firmly ranged against

the commnist aggression”,

This was also Hassanifs third alternative. "To-
day the U.S.A. is the only deterrent which can protect our
sovereignty, This was not the surrender of sovereignty
in any way. He vas strongly in favogr of accepting
nuclear protection from the U.S.A.", Both Rajaji and Massani -
held that it was not against the policy of non-alignment,

Thus China being the real danger, the Swatantra
party wanted alignment with the West and also nuclear
protection from the West. According to this party this will
keep China away from India and also South Asia.

1. LeS.D. 23rd November,1964, p.1239, 10th Session,Vol.XXXV,
2. Janatas Vol .XIX (1965, No.l), p.l.
3. Ls8.D. 23rd November,1964, p.1242, 10th Session,Vol XXXV,
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Censuring the Government of India's poliey because
nits policy towards Ching has been right from the beginning

unrealistic and based on appeasement and vocillation in
1

dealing with the territorial violations of China". The
;Bharatiéa Jana Sangh demanded a broad programme of military

preparedness including universil military training.

B.J.S. member Shril Bade, spesking in the Lok
Sabha said that our Government should take benefit from
Sino-Soviet rift. China 1s spreading her legs in South
East Asia, We should try to stop her in that important
strategic area, In this connection the B.J.3. wanted the
re-evaluation and reorientation of our foreign policy. It
advocated a hard line with China. Shri Bade said, "Unless
and until the aggressor is thrown ocut from every inch of
our sacred soil, it is impossidle to think and talk of
a negotiated table".z

On the Chinese explosion of Atom Bomb, B.J.S.
stated was that "nowéwe should follow the policy of
‘weapon for weapon'. We should not depend on any country.
We should not be afrald of making a nuclear wespon, not for
the purpose of destruction, but for the purpose of terror
meeting terror, Money 1s no consideration, becaunse it 1s

the question of country's national defence,

1. Opganiser: Vol.XVIII (1965, No.15), p.Z2.

2, LeS8.D.2 gsth September,1964, p.4114, 9th 8Session,
ol. .

3. LeSeD.: 24th November,1964, p.1811, 10th Session,
Vol .XXXV,
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The B.J.S. had always been of the view that
“"the nations detarminatiqn to build up military strength
adequate enough to frustrate the gravest chslienge to its
independence and integrity".l

Calling for the development of nuclear artillary
and the bomb, the B.J.S. argued that "Indla should work on
the bomb to dter Chinese aggression". Thus India would de

. able to g%ve them a fighting reply and blast thelr aggressive

desi gls“ .

They are not willing to go merely as far as
Swatantra in depending on the West for India's own defence
against China, It wanted that India should develop her
military strength and should build up its own Atom Bomb,
No price can be considered too high where the country's

- .defence is involved,

4. [ERAJA SOCIALIST PARIY:

According to the P.S.P. the Chinese expansionist
ambitions are a source of danger for India, In a resolu-
tion, it stated that no talks should be held with the
aggressor unless’and until there 1s complete vacation of
aggression by the Chinese and all necessary meas:res should
be taken to drive out the aggressor from the sacred soil of
Indla, however, long and hard the struggle may be.

1. Janatat Vol.XIX (1965, Ro.l} p.20.
2. QOrganlser: Vol.XIX(1965, Ro.25) P.3,
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Speaking in the Lok Sabha, Hem Barua sald, "Why
our Government shcould go on maxing concessions to China.
We should leave the policy of negotiations towards China".-l
China has grabbed our territory and there the matter ends.
He sald "Whether China will further attack on us or not is
secondary, what is j>r1mary 1s whether our Government 1is
prepared to'recover the 145500 sq.miles of Indian territory

under Ching's occupation™, That is the main point,

The National Executive of the P.S.P. passed a
regolution on the Chinese nuclear threat. It was constrained
to observe that the fact that "China could produce an
Atom Bomb on her own has oreated a feeling of owe if not
always of admiration in many of the newly independent
countries in Afro-Asia and Latin America. In the Afro
Asisn region except Malaysia, ngne has shown courage to

condemn the Chinese explosicn',

Nath Pal regretted the lack of a proper assess-
ment of the Chigese atomic blast and its impact on India's
foreign policy.

While some have rightecusly declared that Indias
committed as she 1s %o be logaity 1deal of Ahimsa and to the

terms of Moscow Treaty could never think of producing nudlear

le Le8:D.3 28th September,1964, p.4069, 9th Session
Vol.XXXiv, ' .

2., danatas Vol,.XIX (1965, No,13) p.4.
3. dJanahat Vol .XIX(1965,N0.3) p.15.

4. m.
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weapons, others have hinted gt the possibility and desira-
bility of s nuclear umbrella to be provided by either the
U.S.A. and the U.K. or better still jointly by the U.S.A.,
the U.K. and the U.S5.S5.R.

About these suggestions the P.S.P. was of the
opinion that pregerving of the sovereign and independence
of the country whatefer the means and whatever the cost
was of the greatest importance. Secondly, it suggested
it should be enough to point out that history is full of
instances where such protective umbrella failed to open at
right moments, It is thgrefore necessary to teke the

lesson to heart that the best defence is one that any nation

can device, develop snd deploy on her own.
5. SAMYUKTA SOCIALIST PARTY:

S.8.F. was of the view that the poliey of
Government of India towards China was wrong and contradictory
In this connection S.S.P. leader late Shri Lohia sald that
our Government's prestige is decreasing day by day. Its
main reason is that our declaration has no value. Many times
Government gives contradictory statements. In relation to
Chine our Government declared that we will gain our full
territory which is under China's occupation., On the other
hand we say that fbrlaehieving peace sacrifice 13 necessary

from both the sides, He said this is a shameful thing for a
a country. From these contradictory statements we had lost

1, Le.S:D.3 23rd November,1964, p.1321, 10th Session
Vol XXXV ’ ’ ’ ’
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our prestige and faith in world opinion., He suggested that
“we should cut off all relations with China and should not
make effort for China's entry in the United Nations, becansg
in Lohia's words "China is the 'Rakshas'of the modern age",

According to the 8.3.P., Congress Government had
shown a very poor performance in matters of defence planning.
With unending pacifist platitude the Congress Government
palpably neglected the defence of our northern borders. In
playing down the dangers of the Chiness mvasidn, 1t betrayed
the country's wnfidence.z

The party alsd condemned the Chinese nuclear
explosion and said, "this was 3 clear 4hreat cut threat
for India and South East Asia, It stated that Government
should take timely steps to protect India and South East
Asia from Chinese aggressive expansionism., India should
take the initiative in coming to some understanding with
Japan, Australia and other Western countries in stemming

the Ghinese designs which might ultimately pose a serious

danger to India's hard won freedom.

We should make Atom Bomb or not, this was a
secondary question, sceording to Dr.Lohia. Firstly we
should industrialise oursslves rapidiy. He sald we are

1e RaSsD.t 23rd November,1964, p.1321, 10th Session,
Vol.m.

2. LaS.D.3 23rd Novenmber,1964, p,1323, 10th Session,
Vol . XAV,

3. m’ VDI.XIX (1964, n0.43) p.lO.
4., Higdugtan Timegt 16th Sep.1964, p.8,
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on the parth of non-violence then why we talk about making
Atom Bomb. Thus S.S.P. was not in favour of making Atom
Bomb by India but its view was that the whole foreign policy
should be re~organised in the context of the Chinese,

On China‘'s atomic explosion an Independent member
J.B.Kripalani sald that people should not be surprised,
because "We knew that China was trying to make this
experiment, and one day it would succeed".l We also knew
that China believed in cunning diplomacy and war., So we
should not claim or blame China because she wants to
terrorise us. He said, "our Government must not bind future
Government in thls matter of Atom Bomb. The new genera-
tions will have as mch right to decide for themselves as
the present generation has. We must think in practical
terms, can we make the bomb in near f‘uture?"2

A member of Independent Parliamentary Group,
Shri L.M.Singhl stated in the Lok Sabha that "We should
not teke initiative for the admission of China in the U.N.
At a time when we were asking for the expulsion of South
Africa from the U.N, for vioclating certain dictates of the
Charter, it is entirely in comprehensive why we should be

sponsoring the cause of commnist China's admission in U.N.R,

1. Janata: Vol.XIX (1964, No.48) p.S.

2. [sS.D.: 24th November,1964, p.1844, 10th Session,
Vol XXXV,

3. LeS.D.3 28th September,1964, p.4102, 9th Session
Vol.mgv ’ ’ ’ ’

3
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Thus all political parties concentrated on the
Chinese nuclear explosion., All of them sald that 1t was a
danger and threat for India. Swatantra party was of the
view that China was our real enemy. All its policy was
Ching oriented. B.J.S. argued that both China and Pakistan
were menaces, comparing them to tuberculois and the plagne
respectively., Both parties were in the view that we éhoald
make Atom Bomb. But Swatantra party wanted to accept
nuclear umbrella from Western countries. n the other hand
P.S5.FP, and S.S.P. was against these nucl ear shields., They
said that best thing was that we should depend on our own
feet instead of others. Commnist party of India was of the
viqw that India should take initiative for the settlement
of border dispute and to bresk the present dead lock. It
also criticised the Chinese atomic explosion but it was
against the manufa-cturing of Atom Bomb by India.

Thus according to all opposition parties China
is the real danger for India's security. All opposition
parties appreciated Shas_tri’s strong action towards China
during Indo Pak war, mixkek when China gave ul timatum to
India. They suggested that India should take initiative
for the settlement of dborder dispute with China, But it
should not be against India's national prestige and dignity,
With some exception all parties' views were in conformity with
the views of Shastri Government,

(AN NN R R ]
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CHAPTE
INDO-PAK RELATIONG
(A) ALTACK ON KUTCH:

The Indian Independsnce Act of 1947 brought
into being the two sovereign successor states out of the
previcus India. Relations between India and Pakistan i
began in a very unfriendly and unsatisfactéry circumstances,
The two countries are nei\ghbours and yet are so unfriendly
that a good part of the foreign policies of two eountries
is based on considerations of each other, Kashmir is the

main issue between their relations,

From the point of view of Indo-Pak relationsv
the year 1964~66 is very important., The year 1965
witnessed the Indla-Pakistan relations descending to the
lowest ebb, DPuring Shastri's Prime Ministership three
main incidents oceured which are important in the context

of Indo~Pak relations., These are: the Pakistani attack
on Kutech border and Kutch pact, major armed conflict of
1965 and Tashkent Declaration.

In the study of Indlan foreign policy relations
with Pakistan have great importance. There is a great
need of friendly relations between these two neighbours.,
Indian opposition parties have different attitudes towards
IndowPak relations. For the purpose of this study we may
divide it iInto three separate parts.
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(A) KUTCH CONFLICT AND MENT: |

Following a series of minor violations of the
Indian border in Kuteh, from Pebruary 1965 onwards,
Pakistan made a serious violation in March the same year
in Kanjarkot, 1300 yards within India territory and made
exaggerated and unfounded claims regarding their patrolling
right in Rann of Kutch., On April 19, Pakistan launched a
planned attack on ocur border post at Sardar followed by
further attacks South of the Indo~-Pak border in the Rann
of Kuteh and occupation of certain posts which on Pakistan's
own admission had never been in her possession, Pakistan's
foreign Minister admitted that "this 1s a over territory which
lies roughly north of 24th parallel. All opposition poiitical
parties condemned the Government for its negligence on

border,

Jansangh member in the Lok Sabha, Shri U.M.Trivedi
sald that,"the policy of drift adopted by the Government
in its relations with Pakistan has brought the country
to the brink of ruin and dhzggge and that steps should
be tsken to replece the present policy with a strong,
cogent andllogieal policy to meet the challenge of
Pakistan®™,

Jansangh thought that the aggression was naked
and rackless; there was no border dispute. The border was
divided by nature.

1. kaSeRe: 1lth Session, 28th April,1965, p.l1891,
Vol .XLI1I,
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Swatantra Party was of the opinion that the
Government was very weak. We have lost all our friends.
N.G. Ranga said in the Lok Sabha,"I cannot feel confident
that this Government has got that moral strength or this
ruling party would be able to exercise such a moral strength
as to be able to provide that kind of a broad minded, far
sighted, courageous leadership that is necessary today,
kawnxi tomorrow and day after, as long as this threat of

Chinese agg{ession and the present aggression from Pgkistan

continues”,

The PSP and the SSP took this aggression with
more seriousness than the Chinese aggression of 1962,
The PSP held the view that if even after the reverses
of 1962, i1f 1t 1is said that we are unprepared or that
we are Gnaware, then thls Government was uncapable of
defending the country. A PSP member Shri Diwedi sald
that "we have severagl times raised this question about the
threat of China and Pakistan, but we had been acoused as
war-mongers. We should be really serious about the
territorial integrity of our cauntry".2 It suggested that
if militarily 1t was not possible to take action, atleast
we should have taken steps to populate these areas, build

roads and communication etc, So this area was connected

with the other regionsg of our land., The Government totally

1. LeSeD.t 11th Session, 28th April,1965, p.11601,Vol.XLII.
Se w.: 14th SessiOn, 28th April,l@ss, p.11650,V01.XLII.
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neglected this aspect, although we had been told several

times that we consider Pakistan as our enemy. No one,

The SSP was also of the view that there was a
great need of strong action. According to Dr.Lohia, "this
Government has lost a lot of territory- Langju, Barahoti,
Ladhakh, Aksi-chin and what not and nero Kutch. The
people of Pakistan think that any time Indian territory
can be taken. So we should take strong action. He sald,
"I do not like war and arms but there 1s no other alter-
native, Between India and Pakistan there is no permanent
solution except federation between them, %nd we should

prepare for any sacrifice for this cause",

The Communist Party of India condemned #ae
Btch 4Agpresment, Amerlca more for this attack than
Pekistan., In 1ts view all this was because of the
_1mp§rialistic attitude of the U.S.A. In thisg situgtion
what requires 1s that we should be determined unitedly to
defend our country's inteprity; we would not allow the
rulers of Pakistan to secure their unjust claims to Indian
territory by military pressure and blackmail. A Communist
Member Shri H.H.Mukerjee sald, "we do not want to fight
with Pakistan, but the American authorities are behaving
in this most egregious fashion. The U.S.A. hag consistently

armed Pakistan gith modern weapons, while refusing to supply
them to India,"

1. L.S.D.: 11th Session, 28th April,1965, p.11706,Vol.XLII
2. m p011603.
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According to the D.M.K. this border was well
established. The border ahd ground rules laid down were
accepted by Ayub Khan himself in 1960, But Pakistan did
not believe in peaceful negotiation and has resorted to
this dangerous experiment of nibbling at our border, Shri
Sezhiyan said that we should tell the Pakistani Government

and the whole world that our coneiliatory attitude should
not be mistaken for weakness and i1f the only answer to

aggression was to vacate it, we should be prepared for taking
such action, He said that, "our Government should prepare
to defend not only the Kutch Sind border, but to defend
India. He suggested that our commmnication facility should
extend to this area. Now we are told that the Kutch area

is soundy and marshy. 1t is vdry strange that we expect
from our aggressors that they should move their troops in

a place where we can move without mach difﬁculty".l

Some Independent members also criticised Govern-
ment's policy., J.B.Kripalani said that,"this carelessness
of the Government of India was a matter of shame, it is a
eilpable negligence of our Government. Once Gandhiji said
that thoge in whose hands the lives of millions of people
lay, 1f they make a misteke, 1t 13 not a mistake tut 1t 1s
a sin, it is immoral®,

Independent member Shri P.V.Shastri saild,"before
taking any decision about Kashmir, we should be careful
that after this Kutch episode there should not be such

1. Le8:Ds3 11th Session, 28th April, 1965, p.11710, Vol.XLII.
2. Ibids p.11738. |
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1
e —--incident again®",
‘Thas all opposition parties criticised the
Government for her negligenfie on border fonfliect. After
many days of war, India and Pakistan agreed on May 4,1965
to a de-facto cease fire on the Kutch border pending

further negotiations,

In the course of a detailed statement in
Parliament dn April 12 the Indian Home Minister Mr,G.L.
Nanda disclosed that India had informed the U.N.security
Counclil and the Governments of friendly countries about
the_unprovoked Pakistani aggression and 1its dangerous
repercussions if Pakistan persisted in it,

After he had announced India's willingness to
enter into negotlations with Pakistan for a peaceful
settlement of the disputed border, Prime Minister Shastri
intervened to assure Parliement that the Government would
insist on a Paikistanl assurance that it would vacate the
Kanjarkot area before the commencement of the proposed
talks. He warned Pakistan that if it fafled to give
such an undertaking, India would only not enter into any
negotiations with her but also take suitable measures to
push back the Pakistani forces from the military posts
they had 1llegally set up on Indian territory.

On April 28, the Lok Sabha affirmed the nations
resolve to drive out the Pakistanl gggression from Indian

soil after Mr., Shastri's repeated assurances that the

1. LeS.Dst 28th April,1965, 1lth Session, p,11723, Vol.XLII,
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vaernment would defend the borders "with firm and courag-

eous determinagtion™.

In the Rajya Sabha on May 3, Mr, Shastri re-
iterated that there could be no ceasefire in the Rann of
Kutch without a simul taneous agreement on the restoration
of status-quo-ante. UBe sald,"the threat of total war will
not deter the Government of India from doing its rightful
duty. No Government would be worth its name if it allowed
its territories to be annexed by force by an aggressive
neighbour”, |

In her desire for good neighbourly relations and
also in response to the mediatory efforts of the British
Prime Minister, India entered into an agreement on June 30
with Pakistan which provided for :(1) ceaseire from July 1,
19655 (11) restoration of the status-quo as it prevailed
on January 1,1965; and (11i) resort to agreed processes
for determining the Sind-Kutch border,

According to the Agreement troops of both
countries would withdraw from Kutch within a week,

Indian police re-occupled the post as Chhad-Bet
and the police of both countries patroled the tracks which
they were patrolling prior to January 1,

The preamble to the Agreement sald that "both
had agreed to the restoration of the status quo as on

January 1,1965 in the confidence that this will also
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contribute to a reduction of the present tension along the
entire Indo-Pakistani border",

A Tribunal was then constituted under this Agreement
with Judge Lagergren of Sweden as Chairman and two nominated
members by India and Pakistan. The decisions of the
Tribunal was to be find and dbinding.

The Agreement had mixed reactions in the political
circles of India.

1. COMMUNIST PARTY:

Tﬁe executive of the Communist Party also wel-
coming the Agreement stated that,"it shares the deep
concern of our people at certain dangerous and dishonoursble
terms in the ceasefire Agreement". The party stated,
"while supporting the ceasefire the central executive
comnittee of the Communist Party of Indig calls upon the
people, upon all democratic and patriotie parties, groups
and individuals to unite and activise their forces through-
out the country into an all ocut mobilisation for defeating
the imperiaslistic manoeuvres behind the arbitration proposals
and for compelling the Shastri's Government to give up its
weak and vacillating pollicy in the matter of defending
Indian sovereignty over Indiaﬁ territory under pressure of
thé Anglo-Americen patrons of Pakistan".l

 The resolution pointed out that India however has
has to pay dearly for the Government's utter incpmpleteness

1, Statesmant 9th July,1965, p.7.
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_in hendling defence mattefs and for the deliberate poliey
of keeping the people in the dark. A victim of aggression,
India had to withdraw its military forces from its own
territory, because prior to Januar 1, "1t was not the
Indian army but only the Gujarat dtate Police who were
defending the Renn of Kutch";l

In the Lok Sabha, a communist member Shri |
Indrajit Gupta satd,"at first this news gave great relief
that a ceasefire Agreement had been reached in Kutch, that
was quite natural because the status-quo-ante, which the
Government announced had been achieved, that means that
all the posts and areas which hsd been foreibly eccupled
by Pakistani armed aggression would have to be vacated,
and a general threat and danger has averted, this was a
genersgl feeling of relief".z He also pointed out that
the ™nature of that withdrawal was such that it was not a
withdrawal on an equitable basis, It seemed that our army
had to vacate the entire area which before January 1,1965
was being patrolled only by our state police and not by the
regular army. But on the other side of the border, the
regular Pakistan army forces havihg withdrawan from Kanjarkot,
Chhad-Bet, Biar-Bet and Sardarpost, can remain sbsolutely
on their side of the border right upto the frantiers".3

He askked if the Government of India was aware of the
Dingsural track which Pakistan had buil®? In the Agreement

1. Siatesment 9th July,1965, p.7.
2, laSeDes 16th gust, 1965, 12th Bession, p.1190,No.XLIV.
3. LeS.De216th August,1965,12th Session, p.1191, No.XLIV,



80

Pakistan has been given police patrolling rights ix along
with the Indian police in the strip between Ding and Sural
in the Indian side, because it has proved that it was
patrolling a track constructed by it unknown to the Indian
Government., He asked,"what our intelligence services

vere doing all this time? VWhy was the house not told about
it formerly? Eilther the Government was ignorant about 1it,
or she knew about it and these facts were being suppressed”.
He said 'I want the Government to examine whether or not
there had been any blatant flagrant violation by Pakistan
of these ground rules as far as the patrolling of that
track was concerned and if so whether it was not a "good
ground for I}l.s to get out of some of the provisions of the

Agreement?"

He further sald that,"the provision of tribunal
in Agreement 1s quite objectionable. We were told that
there was no dispute except regarding the question of
demarcation on the ground; there could be no question of
entertalning Pakistan's fantastic claims of 3,500 gq.miles
which would push the whole line down several miles south
of the 24th parallel which would mean that the demarcation
pillars which are already there will have to be uprooted,
But it 1s surprising that now we have signed an Agreement
in wvhich we have clearly agreed that the terms of reference
of this tribunal will not be confined to ground by existing
international border between Kutch and S:l.nd".2

1., L.S.D.3s 16th Aagust,1965, p.1191, 12th Session, Vol,XLIV,
2. M pOllQlC
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M"The.terms.of reference. of the proposed tribunal
are no longer limited to the question of demarcation of the
existing border, but have been extended to cover Pakistan's
fantastic claims over Indian territory., Thus India's
sovereignty over the Rann of Kutch has been made a subject
of arbitr_ation“.l

In byief, the Commnist Party's stand was that,
"4t (Agreement) contalns some very, very upalatable things
which are the creation of this Government's own previous
policy., Mr. Indrajit Gupta saild it 1s one thing to get
a ceasefire Agreement but it does not laying down a
procedure for the future settlement. The Agreegent is
against our national dignity and self respect”,

All disputes should be settled through direct
bilateral talks between India and Pakistan without the
mediation of any third party or tribunal. Commnist party
demanded that this Government should, if it wanted to consis-
tently uphold our sovereign rights and territorial integrity,
revoke this clanse which gives thig power to the tribunsal

arbitrate over our own territory".

Thus Communist Party of India supported the
ceasefire Agreement, But it strongly criticised some of
its provisions which were described as dangerous and

dishonourable., C.F.I. called upon the people to carry on

1. Statesman: 9th July,1965, p.7.
2. Ibid:

3. LeS.D.: 16th August,1965, p.1192, 12th Session
Vol,XLIV,
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a country wide compaign to ensure that India's nominee in
the tribunal was from a friendly soclallist country, It
strongly stated that there was no extension of the
arbitration procedure to cover the Kashmir dispute on the
analogy of the Kutch,

2. SWATANTRA PARTY:

In 1ts resolution of 17th May,1964. the
Parliamentary Board of the Swatantra Party dealt at
length with the problem of Pakistan. It stated,"measures
for ensuring the country's security and defence should
include the settlement of outstanding issues with
Pakistan and serious consideration of the offer made by
Pakistan for the joint defence of the sub»continent".l

Thé Swatantra Party alone gave the Agreement
its unqualirfied approval. But a Swatantra Party member
Shri Patel described India's attitude towards Pakistan
"as unrealistic. India was perturbed by the little
sikirmishes on the Kuteh border, which were jJust like those
hit and run", incidents that had been occuring on the Indo-
Pakistan border for over 16 years. India had in the past
made many concessions to Pgkistan - the canal watef treaty
and the exchange of lockers were two examples. This had
been doﬁe for the express purpose of 1iving in peace with
Pakigstan. TYet, India had falled to join hands with Pakistan
on the most important issue, he said, by rejecting
President Ayub Khan's joint defence ofrer“'.2

1. Statesman: 2nd July,1965, p.l.
2. Ibid: 1st May,1965, p.3,
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Shri N.G. Ranga, leader of Swatantra Party in
Lok Sabha, suggested that "India should try her best to
keep the doors open for friendly relations",

Another Swatantra Party member Shri Himmat Singh
sald, "It 13 not correct to say that the Agreement is a
compromise”. He sald that Congress members called it a
peaceful approsch. "In fact our country should have a
balance between political thinking and military action,
It was the same peaceful approach that brought about the
trouble on the Tibetan border; it was the same peaceful
approach which has landed us in this Kashmir problem. So
we should not talk such things and be prepared for all
eVentualities".l

Thus Swatantra Party criticized the Government's
negligence on our borders but it accepted the Kutch
Agreement for the sake of friendly and peaceful relations
between the two countries. It was the only party which

welcomed the Agreement,

8. BHARATIYA JANASANGH:

The Kutch Agreement was severely criticlsed
by the BJS. Shri U.M.Trivedi sald"This Agreement 1is
very shameful for the country“.2 Shri Deen Dayal Upadhayaya
saldthat "the ceasefire Agreement between India and
Pakistan is misnomer".3 The real operative part of the
Agreement related to the settlement of the future boundary

1. LsS.D.3 17th Mmgust,1965, p,.501, 12th Session,Vol. XLIV,
2. XIpid: p.420.

3. Organiser (Weekl

¥y Journal of Bhartiyg J
(New Delni) Vol ya Janasangh)

«XVI1I(1965,N0.48)p. 2.
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of the Kutch-Sind area. "All this was being done to

lessen the shock of this dishonourasble Agreement to the
people, to make them feel that we got something by hard
bargaining and that the Government of India had been
successful in carrying their pei.rn:".1

In a resolution adopted by the general council
of BJS on 11th May,1965, the Agreement was described as
"a case of sgamerul capitulation before Paklstani weanten |

aggression".

On August 16 the Anti Kutch Pgct Rally was
organised by the BJS, Shri A.V. Vajpayee, Janasangh
leader in Rajya Sabha warned that "if the Government
refused to heed voice of the people so unambiguocusly
expressed and adamently went ahead with the pact the
BJS would be constrained to take the next st‘.ep".:3

Mr. Upadhyaye stated that the Prime Minister
Shastri had informed the Lok S8abha on May 11 that Pak
had sccepted U.K.proposals and had agreed to restore
the status-quo-ante and even to vacate Kanjarkot which
was not in her possession on January 1,1965, Now it seems
that the intervening period has been utilizing not by
us but by Pakistan, to gain some points. He asked why
this particular date January 1 was chosen in the Agreement?
This dateﬁseads the peoples Shri Trivedi complained that

1. Qreaniser: Vol,XVIII (1965, No.48) p.2.
2. Organlser: Vol.XVIII (1965, No.40) p.3.
3. Organiger: Vol.XVIII (1965, No.54) p.4.
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®thisg is’very shameful thing that we do not believe in our
facts and believe in enemies facts, Did we know that
Pakistan is using pur territory for patrolliing the Ding-
Sural track? if not then why we agreed to take this in

an Agreement”, He also pointed out that from the Agreement
it appeared that the condition of restoration of status~
quo~ante was applied to both India and Pakistan. We have
agreed to quit Vigokot énd sardar post because these posts
are alleged to have been created after January 1,1965, We
have submitfed many restrictions in our own territory.
Why? Does it show that we have gained anything? Pakistan's
troops will withdraw from the Rann of Futch to the inter-
national border, They can sit there comfortably poised
for any action against India. On the contrary Indian
troops will completely evacuate the Rann of Kutch (their
own territory) any night be stationed somewhere in Kutch
far away from the international border. "By this
ignorable Agreement we have recognised Pakistan's thief
activities and %egalvrights to send police patrols in our

own territory".

- Shri U.M.Trivedl suggested that,"It is the
demand of time that Governnent should leave the policy
of fear and pressure. We want pezce but not at the cost

of our nations respect. "In the Agreement Government has

1. La8.D. 317th Augast,1965, p.421, 12th Saesgsion, Vol.XLIV,
2. QOrezaniser: Vol.XVIII (1965, No.48) p.2.
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Thus BJS party was of the view that we should tske
strong steps in this matter and should not talk to such a
nation which has no faith in Agreements and peaceful talks,

Briefly the BJS strongly opposed the Kutch Agreement as
it was against the wishes of our people,

4. THE PRAJA SOCIALIST PARTY:

Shri Prem Bhasin, General Secretary of the PSP
sald that in the views of PSP, "the Indo-Pakisten Agreement
on the Rann of Xuch primarily as a vindication of the
resolution of internationsl disputes by peaceful negoti-
ations without recourse to war"'.1 The PSP was however
constrained to observe that the Government of India had
exceeded 1ts mandate by implicitely conceding to the tribunal
the right to determine the whole area of the Rann of Kutch
as a digputed territory.

Another PSP leader, Harl Vighnu Kamath stated
that, "here was, in Kutch, a golden opportunity to retrivene
the lost prestige of October 1962, If the Prime Minister
is to be believed that Pakistani patrolling had been going
on even before lst Jamuary,1965, but there was not any
statement trgm Government's side so 1t 1s the fault of

Government",

Aceerding to PSP "1t was not an Agreement of peace
or trice either; it was not an Agreement of peace with
honour and justice, it was a pact for object appeasement of

the aggressor, vhere the aggressor and the aggressed, the

1. m; Vol XX (11th J'(lly,1965, NO.ZS), p.?.

2. LeS.D.s 12th Session, 17th August,1965, p.477, Vol.XLIV,
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victim are equatedy-put-on-a-par-with-each-other. - There is
a lost of differehce between demarcation and determination
We have no objection about demarcation. But determination
is brought with grave danger, because it gives power to the
tribunal to draw an entirely new boundary, while we have
all the time said that the Rann of Kutch was part of Kutch
and not of the provinece of Sind".l

Shri Kamnath and Shri Hem Barua said in the Lok
Sabha that "Agreement had violated certain provisions
of the Indian constitution, has over ridden the Authority
of Parliament and by-passed certain assurances given by
Government on the floor of this house".2

The PSP charged that the Gujarat Government
and Union Law Minister were never consulted before the
Agreement was signed, because of the pathetic faith in
the British Prime Minister and white hall experts. Accord-
ing to the PSP the Government had committed a great
blunder, but who 1s to pay the price for these blunders?
It is too high a price to pay for peace.

Shri Barua draw the attention to the most
dangerous aspect of the Agreement: the decision of the
tribunal shall be binding on both Governments and shall
not be guestioned on any ground whatever. In this

agreement the supremacy of Parliament is challenged.

1. LsS.D.: 16th Aug.1965, p.163, 12th Session,Vol.XLIV.
2. Janatas Vol.XX(25th July,1965, No.21) p.8.
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Shri Jashvant Mehta of the PSP sald in Lok Sabha
that "after the Kutch Agreement Pakistan started another
move on the Kashmir ceasefire line, So there is a need
of re-thinking. We should tfke bold steps against

Pakistan and reconsider 1it",

Thus on the whole the PSP was of the view that
the agreement was a dishonourable document and a

humiligtion to India.

5. IHE SAMYUKTA SOCIALIST PARTY:

In a resolution on the Kutch Agreement the
national committee of the SSP criticised the Agreement:
on 3 grounds: (1) It led to India's withdrawal from her
own territory; (2) It permitted Pakistan to patrol Indian
territory; and (3) the introduction of the arbitration

clanse which, was tantamount to violation of India‘s
2

sovereignty.

Dr, Lohia poured scorn on the Agreement saying
that "it was west damning" and one "which only a senile
Government could reach". He sald that the Kutch agreement
was a three-fold surrender by India - as was stated In the

party resolution.

Shri Ram Sewak Yadav charged that "our Government
had never cared for the map of India. In 1962 China
attacked and we had to loose our territory. Again in

1. LeS.D.: 17th August,1965, p.476, 12th Session, Vol.XLIV,
2., Statesman: 2nd July,1965, p.l.
3. lbid.
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Kutch Pakistan d1d the same thing . In 1962, we agreed

on Colombo proposals and now we have agreed Kutch Agreement.
He sald that this was the process of disintegrating India“.l
He also pointed out that after Kuch Agreement Paklistan was
sending infiltrators in Kashmir. He expressed his party's
pleasure at putting 3500 sq.miles territory of India before
a tribunal. He stated that we do not want war, dbut when
war is imposed on us then we should not sit silently and
should not adopt the path of surrender, We have to be
determined that we would not give an inch of our territory

to any other nation - then only we can save ourselves from

war and defend our boundary.

SSP wanted to scrap the Agreement. Paklstan's
adventure in Kashmir was the direct result of the dis-
honourable Kutch pact, it thought if Pakistan had been
taught a salutaory lesson in Kutech it would not have dared
to do mischief in Kashmir.

Thus PSPS criticised the Agreement as bitterly
as other opposition parties had done. Arbitration clanse
in the Agreement was the most objectionable thing according
to SSP.

6. QOTHER OPPOSITIO T I8 JINDEPENDENT RS ¢
V According to Mr. Maurya, the leader of Republican
Parti, "Kuch agreement was against democratic values. This

agreement was against the wishes of people and agalnst

1. LeS.D.: 17th August,1965, p.443, 12th Session, Vol.XLIV,
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assurances given to the Parliament". Like many others, he
thought that the objectionable thing in the Agreement was
the clause of tribunal. Manrya said that we should have
the power to solve our problems ourselves., Without it ve
could not safeguard our national boundaries. Republican
Party's objection was that Pakistan's claim on our 3500 sq.
miles of territory was recognised by the Government of
India,

According to the United PrOgressive Parliamentary
Group (U.P.P.G) the Government had completely failed to solve
the boundary problems. The Government knew in 1960, that
Pakistan was quarelling with us about the 3500 sq.miles
of Kutch territory., But our Government had done nothing
for the gecurity of Kutch boundary and for providing
military facilities there,

The member of the group Shri Yajnik stated in
the Lok Sabha that "wrong facts were presented before us
about Ding-Surai track. We agrded to give this track by
seeing a photograph, The Government's fault was that 1t
did not consult the Gujarat Government before accepting

this Agreement. It was v§ry strange that P.M.Wilson made
Shastriji agree on that",

In the Agreement the objectionable thing was the
provision for a tribunal. It was very shameful thing for us

to accept,

1. .545&2,3 17th August,1965, p.511, 12th Session,Vol,XLIV,
2. L.3.D.: 16th Aapgust,1965, p.216, 12th Session,Vol .,XLIV,
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He demanded that "before signing this Agreement
Government should consult and secure the acceptance of
Parliament. It should be made clear to Pakistan that the
sword shall perish by the suord”.l

Thus both Republican Party and U.P.P.G. opposed
the Agreement.

Some independent members in the Lok Sabha also
opposed the Agreement, J.B.Kripalanl asked "Why the word
‘determination' was used in the Agreement?”zbecause History
shows that there 1s no dispute about Kutch except the

demarcation of boundary.

He said that it was a strange thing that the
Government did not know that there was a portion of our
territory that was being patrolled by Pakistan., According
to M.S. Aney and Kripalanl "the Government was legally and
morally wromg. Due to its negligence it gad converted this
question into an international question®”.

Shri Prakash Vir Shastrl said that "Government
of India and Prime Minister Shastri had done an insulting
and weak agreement for the nation“.4 It was a very wrong
tradition that at first Government took these important

decisions and then on the basis of majority passed these

1, LeS,D.t 16th August,1965, p.217, 12th Session, Vol,XLIV,
2+ LeBeD.: 17th Angust,1965, p.503, 12th S8ession, Vel .XLIV,
3. LeS.D.z 16th August,1965, p.235, 12th Session, Vol.XLIV,
4, LeS.D.: 17th Angust,1965, p.467, 12th Session, Vol.XLIV,



93 .

. Agreements....We_should change this process. He sald that we
should be careful about the tactics of Britain. About the
clause of tribunal he sald the strange thing was that we
could not challenge the virdict of the tribunal. He seid that
it was not only the responsibility of opposition members to
oppose the Agreement. It was a natlonal 1igssue and national

prestige should be saved.

In sum, all political parties criticised the
Kutch Agreement as agalnsf the national interest and national_
prestige. All parties criticised the point that the
Agreement was to give the Kutch case to a tribunal. It was
a breach of India's sovereignty. All of them held the
view that Pakistan 414 not believe in agreements and pacts
so we should not enter into pacts and agreements with
her, It 1s all right that we want to live in peaceful
atmosphere with Pakistan but it depends on Pakistan
to reciprocate. They were all the more critical because
after the Agréement Pakistan had sent imfiltrators in
Kashmir., All demanded that the Agreement should be
abrogated.

* - . » L ]
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(B) , CRI HMIR ISSUE

The year 1965 was very important in the higtory
of Indo-Pak relation. On the one hand Kutch Agreement was
signed and on the other Pakistan was using this Agreement
as a gap for her military preparations. After the Kutch
Agreement Pakistan launched another invasion, this time in
Kashmir. Kashmir is the real problem in the relations -
of the two countries. Pakistan launched an invasion in
1948 for the first time in Kashmir. 1In 1965 she made
her second attémpt. Thousands of Pakistanl armed inflltrators
were sent across the ceasefire line into Jamm and Kashmir
to sabotage and paralyse the administration. When their
expectations of an internal uprising did not materialise,
Pakistan made an open military invasion across the inter-
national boundary in the Chhamb area. India was forced
to take counter-measures. Shastri declared that we would
defend India's frontiers with full strength. India adopted
the £it for tat policy. It was declded that those "who
live by the sword shall perish by the sword". And thus
to relieve the pressure on our forces in the Chhamb sector
and to forestall further aggression by Pakistan, Indian

forces had to move across the frontier into West Pakistan,

When conflict broke out, discussion arose
throughout the country about Indo-Pak relations and
Kashmir. The U.N. Secretary-General visited Indias and
Pakkistan in the second weelkk of September in an attempt
to bring about peace. The security council passed a
regsolution on September 20,1965, calling upon both countries
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to ceasefire. India made positive response while Pakistan's

regppnse was not clear. Eventually the cease-fire came
into force at 3.30 A.M. on September 23. Pakistan,however,
attempted to occupy Indian territory even after the cease~
fire but our forces frustrated her attempts. Thus hot

war enled but cold war was still contimuing. ZXashmir
question , opposition parties had different views. Many
opposition parties criticised the U.N.resolution as one
sided. Prime Minister Shastri took many decisions sbout

the Indo-Pak war and ceasefire,

Representatives of all parties and sections of
the people at a meeting convened by Prime Minister Shastri
pledged full supportlto the Government in its conflict
against Pakistan. On the eve of Parliament's winter
session (after aggression this was the first session)
Shastri received powerful support for his policy towards
Pakistan, both from his own party and from the Opposlt'.icm.-2
He expressed his gratitude to the leaders of the opposition
parties whose demonstration of solidarity with the CGovern-
ment atvthe crucial hour, had made the other countries
recognise that in meeting any sgerious threat to her integrity
India could not onlg show-resoluteness and strength but
also remain united. Shastri was keen to moblilise the

support of the opposition to meet the crisis,

1. Qrganiger: Vol.XIX (1965, No.5)p.2.
2. Statesman: 3rd November,1965, p.l.
3. Swaralva: Vol.X (1965, No.29) p.6.
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This was obviously an envigble position for any
Prime Minister, But there wers indications that within
the frame work of over all support the Prime Minister
shduld expect at least some prineiples, if not, an
occasional attack on the flanks,

On behalf of BSP, Commnist and Janasangh groups,
it was made known, however, that wvhile they agreed with
the Government's general policy they would have some
faults to find with it, The BJS gave a notice through
a resolution, of its Intention to demand a complete

change in the country's foreign policy.

Professor N.G. Ranga, Swatantra Party's leader,
vho was present at the meeting with Prime Minister was
in broad agreement with Mr, Shastri, But hig party's

~ resolution, by cont{ast, appeared to be an exercise in

tight-rope walking., It endorsed a tough-line but also

advocated that the door for discussion on Kashmir should
be kept open. |

The Prime Minigter confirmed at the meeting of
the Congress party and during discussions with the
opposition leaders that the ceasefire situation had
slightly improved but added that FPakistan was continuing
its attempts to occupy Indian territory presumably to be
able to show its face to the world that, it took had

occupled some area in India,

1. Statespan: 3rd November,l1965, p.l,
2. Zbid:
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India's withdrawal from the U.N.Security Council
debate, Mr. Shastri said,was no boycott. It was inter-
dict to demonstrate that she could not tolerate any inter-
ferancelin her domestic affairs; a policy she was deter-
mined to pursue. Most of the members of the security
council, Mr. Shastri said, agreed with Indla's stand
and appreciated the view that political question could not

be mixed up with the ceasefire and withdrawal of troops.

With this bacdkground let us now take into account
the attitude of each political party in relation to the
Indo-Pak problem including Kashmir.

1. COMMUNIST TYs3

The Communist Party was of the opinion that Indo-
Pakistan problem was the creation of the imperialistic
and that all problems, including Kashmir could be solved
through direct negotiations without any outside inter-
ference.

On Kagshmir it was of the view that it was wrong
to say that Kashmir was like any other state in India,
In fact the Government of India had talked with Pakistan
many times on this problem, It wanted the speclal status
of Kashmir to remain as it were,

The national council of Commnist Party met from
Mgust 19 to 24,1965 and vehemently condemned the infil-
tration of thousands of Pakistani trained armed persoﬁnel

across the ceasefire line in Kashmir. Its resolution

1. Statesmant: 3rd November,1965, p.l .
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regretted that the Government of India has placed an undue
faith in the U.N. observers, and wanted the Government to

take firm steps to halt Pakistani aggression through all

possible means.

From the very beginning of the Indo-Pak war the
Communist Party favoured settlement of the disputes through
direct negotiations, It was of the opinion that these
problems could never be solved in the battle field but
around a conference table only. In reply to Nanda's Lok
Sabha statement, G.S.P. Sundaraya sald that his party
"advocated a peaceful settlement of India‘'s disputes with
Ching and Pakistan not because 1t is afraid of war but
because the party feels that it 1s the only way by which
the interests of our people and our country can be

safeguarded”.

The resolution of national council of Commnist
Party stated that "a non-war pact between the two countries
1
will benefit both™.

Mr, Namboodripad was of the view that the "accession
of Kagshmir to India was final and that if there was any
issue 1t was an internal matter between thg Government of
India and the State of Jamm and Kashmir", Pakistan, he
sald, has no business to interfere in the Internal affairs

1. HNew Age: Vol.l3, No.35, p.3,
2. Statesman: lst November,1965, p.7.
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of India, He told in a press conference, "1 am now oppgsed

to the domand for a blepiscite in Kashmir by Pakistan",

In a statement the Comminist Party stated, "The
Pakistani aggression backed by U.S. and British imperialism
has created a situation in which the utmost vigllence and
the United exertions of our entire people are called for
to meet the challenge. The C.P.I. ig firmly of the view
that the aggressors must be driven out to the last man and
necegssary conditions, both military and otherwlse, mst be
created so that it is no longer possible for the Pakistani
forces, whether openly or in disggise, violate Indian |

territory and commit aggression".

The Communist Party in another resolution on
4th September,1965, also took a serious view of the
opportunist-support given by the Chinese Government to
the Pskistanl Government in its anti India actions.

It said that, "by this support the Chinese Government was
impeding a peaceful settlement between India and Pakistan
and thus weakening the cause of anti imperialism, peace
and Asian solidarity. The communist paper, New Age,
called this intervention by China as "the pouring of fuel
on already raging flames”.3

Notwithstanding the role of the Chinese Governe
ment in this matter the C.P.I. thought that it was ulti-

mately the U.S. and the British Imperialists who would

1. Stategman: 1st November,1965, p.7.
2e¢ Ngx A ge 3 v01o13, N0.37, p.2.
3. Ibid:
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exercise pressures on the Indlan Government to enter into
a dishonourable "settlement™ with Pakistan. The C.P.I.
appreciated the Soviét Union's firm stand in the security
councll and elsewhere to the effect that Kashmir 1s an
integral part of India.

Commenting editorially upon the mission of
Secretary General of the U.N. to end hostilities New Age
referred to a statement issued on the 8th September,1965
wvhich said "an unconditional ceasefire which ignores the
fact of Pakistanl aggression, which enables Pakistan to
maintain 1ts 11filtrators inside Indian territory and
send in war of them at all”. It stated that "any cease-
fire to be effective mst gunarantee (1) vacation of
Pakistani aggression, (2) removal of all infilgrators from
the Indian soil of Kashmir; (3) provision to ensure that
no further infiltration or aggression is possibie“.lThe
paper also welcomed the security couneil's resoluiion for
a ceasefire %m x its acceptance by India, But it was of
the opinion that the imperialists will try to interpret
the Security Counecil's resolution in such a way és to
allow Pakistan a breathing time for renewed aggréséion at
a later date. It urged the Government not to allow any
peace keeping forces into Kashmir, It felt that India
should not be dependent upon the umbrella and other

2
loaded gifts of the imperialists.

1. BHew Ages: Vol.l3, Ko.37, p.2.
2. New Age: Vol.l3, Ne,39, p.l.
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On October 31,1965, writing in New Age under the

title 'Indo-Pak Conflict which way to peaceful solution',
G.Adhikari said ";he national ‘eouncil and central executive
of the Communist party of India have always taken a serious
view of the disastrous effects of Indo-Pak conflict. The
provisions fridt of the imperislist imposed partition of
the country and have sought to work out peaceful solution
of the same in the interest of the common people in the
inderest of the commen ﬁaap%n of the sub-continent".1

| In short, the C.P.I. stated: (1) that the measures
to throw out the aggressors should not in any way lead to
the harrasment of the people; (2)Efforts should be made to
settle the Indo-Pakistan problems in general and Kashmir
problem in particular through peaceful means.

The Commnist Party paper People's Democracy
(editorially) welcomed the Prime Minister's statement that
the Government was prepared to have talks with Pakistan
on relations between the two eountries.2 In a letter written
on November 24,1965, E.M.S.Namboodripad welcomed the
announcement by the Prime Minister that he had already
agreed to meet the President of Pakistan in Tashkent to

dliscuss all matters of dispute between the two countries.

On the whole, the party's attityjde towards the
dispute was one of antl imperialist. It refused to belleve
that our real enemy was China. It was of the view that

1, New Age: Vol.1l3, No.39, p.l.
2. People's Democrgcy: Vol.l No.23, p.l.
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American.imperialismMnaswdnn;iaalaanamyfﬂ.iust ;s,Swatantra
Party always tried to view the Indo-Pak dispute as a part
of China's gromnd design; the Commnist Party always tried
to show the people that thls dispute was the result of
Anglo- American imperislism,

2, S T TY:

The Swatantra Party is a prowestern party. It is

not so durspoken about the danger from Pakistan, as it 1s

wvith regard to China., It views the conflict as an un-
fortunate event in the world history. Swatantra party

was élways soft towards Pakistan and considered "collab-
oration with her to be in the mterest of the sub-continent
for seeurity against Chinese communist 1mperialism".1
Surprisingly enough, the party did not come out with a
statement at the national level immediately after the
aggression as it had done during China's aggression.

Writing the Swarejya Rajaji had stated that
"full freedom should be given to the people of Kagshmir to
decide whether to join Pskistan or India or to remain
independent with the pledged protection of India, Pakistan
and the U.N."a At another place he stated, "there is a
simple and fairly certain way out of this eternal confiict
with Pakistan. It 1s to honour Nehru's mich repeated
promise to hold a plebiselide in Kashmir".3 In short, if

1. Suaraiyas Vol.X (1965, No.29), p.3.
2. Swarajyas Vel.l0, No,13, p.l.
3. Swaralyat: Vol.X, (1965, No.29), p.3.
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there has not yet been an understanding with Pakistan'the
. 1
fault 1s as mich (India's) as Pakistan's,"

The Swatantra Party's view was that the root
canse of the Indo-Pakistan conflict was not Pakistan's
pretended ahxiety to safegnard the democratic right of
Kashmiris to self determination, but her plan hatched
in collaboration with China to destroy the baStion of
secular democracy and peaceful progress in this part of
the world,

The national executive of the Swatantra Party
passed a resolution urging the Government to take the
initiative at the proper time in working out a solution
of the Kaghmir problem, which would be in the interests
of the tw countries., It recognised the need for takting
steps to combat aggression and guard against further
inflitration in Kashmir. But at the same time it wanted
the door kept open for normal and friendly relations
which could be restored when Pakistan wmm made amends and
showed a desire to co-operate snd when this could not be
misconstrued as having been brought about by Pakistan's
military advéntnres of democracy and peace.2

At the Conference all party leaders meeting with
the Prime Minister held on September 6,1965 N.G. Ranga
advocated that India must be clear in its mind and also must
make it clear to the world what i1s wanted to achieve through

1. W&: VOI.IX (1965, NO.57) p04.
2. Swaralya

[ 2]

December 2,1965,
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the present conflict. He termed the Pakistan! aggression
as "pro-arranged". He was of the view that the aim of India
should be limited, to teach Pakistan a lesson to live 1liké
a good neighbour. He desired India to hasten to take
| advaﬁtage of any move towards peace as soon as it was
offered itself to reduce the sufferings of war.1

Throughout the conflict the party proclaimed its
whole hearted support to the Government of India. Mr,
Massani called upon members to co-operate actively with
the anthorities in civil defence measures and in all other

ways connected with the defence efforts,

Rajaji welcomed India's acceptance of security
Couneil's resolution on ceasefire and withdrawal to
5th August line, He termed %t "as victors gesture and
matter of pride. He felt that in accepting this, India had
incidently helped to add to the prestige, and importance
of the U.N. to him and to Swatantra Party, China was the
real enemy. Réjaji felt that it was important "to achieve
a settlement with Pakistan to mean it away from t’:h!.na.".2

During the Pakistan attack on Kashmir, Ranga
sald, "the developments in Kashmir in the last few days
have taught us that we should be prepared to face the

3
combined hostility of communist China and Pakistan",

1. Syaralya: Vol.10, No,13. p.33.
2. _S_Eﬁm: VOJ.clo, N004’ p.25.
3. LeS.D.: 23rd Migust,l1965, p.1258,
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Swatantra Party in general and Rajajl in particular
felt that the excitement of three weeks war should not blind
us in the long term view. He was of the opinion that in the
long run China was the real enemy tnd Pakistan and India
mist k& re-establish friendly and close relations to face
the common enemy if they both want to exist as non-commnist

countries.

Thus on the whole in view of the Swatantrs
Party China was our real enemy and not Pakistan, So
it adopted soft line towards Pakistan. It wanted a policy
of conciliation in Kaghmir, and gave fullsmpport to the
Government of India during confliect,

3. BHARATIYA JANASANGH:

The Bharatiya Janasangh, a product of militant
Hindu nationalistic ideology, adopted an aggréssive,
comminal, retaliatory and not a conciliatory policy towards
Pakistan. It believed that Pakistan was and will continue
to be India's enemy. Its very existence depended upon
naintaining hostility and aggressiveness towards India
and it was wrong to presume that the settlement of the
Kaghmir issue would suffice to end the tensionzbetween the

two countries.

The Janasangh thought that "China and Pakistan
were equally dangerous. It 1s true that Pakistan is the

1. Swarajyas Vol.l10, No.15, p.l.
2., Qpganiger: 2lst September,1964.
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weaker of the two but in the case of China, India could rely
on the west whereas in the case of Pakistan she would have
to be self reliant so these tw became equally dangerous".1
It held that the state of Jammg and Kashmir was an integral
part of Bharat and to bring it in line with otherzstates
the Jana Sangh would take steps to delete Art.370 and thus

apply the whole of Indian constitution to that state,

The BJS argued that "the Hyderabad and Junagadh
1ssues died the day we decided to solve them, lLet us solve
the Kashmir lssue the same way, there is no other Way".3 Thus
according to the BJS our firm objective should be the
complete integration of Kashmir with the rest of the Indla
and the liberation of 2/5th of4Kashmir under the occup~

ation of Pakistanl aggressors.

Unlike Swatantra, which considers Kashmir as the
outstanding issue between India and Pakistan, the BJS
thinks In terms of prolonged conflict with Pakistan.
Unlike Swatantra which 1s willing to yield on Kashmir to
help establish fuller ties with the West, the BJS rejected

any such suggestion.

The Bharatiya Ptatinidhi Sabha of the Janasangh
at its session held on August 17-18,1965, declared that
"Pakistan action had annulled the ceasefire agreement,

It urged that the territory of Kashmir must be cleared
5
of Pak aggression right upto the international frontier".

l. ngagiggzx 20th July,1964.
. Organiger: Vol.XIX. {1965, No.2)
3. Or ers Yol .XVIII (1965 No.28
4, Organiger: Vol.: XIX(1965, "No.25)
5. Organiser: 22th August, Vol.XIX (1965, No.2)

&
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It described _the infiltration of armed men as an invasion
and their failure to accomplish their task as a Pakistani's
bay of pigs", it suggested that all along the border the
army should be in control to stop ihfiltration.

The BJS extended active and full co-operation to
Government in 1its war efforts. It suspended its anti-
Katch pact agitation and congratulated the Government of
Indilag for its decision to talk to Pakistan in the only
language 1t understood. Shri Upadhyaya welcomed the
Prime Minister's statement that "we cannot go from one
ceaseifre to another ceasefire, and wait till Pakistan
choses to start hostilithks agains%”.l

In the Prime Minister's Conference with all
party leaders, the Jana Sangh's president expressed his
party's support to the CGovernment and said that the fight

with Pakistan was no longer the responsibility of Government.

He wanted India to continue war till Pakistani aggression

was completely vacated,

The BJS weekly Organiser wrote that "we must not
agree to a ceasefire until and unless Pakistani uncondit-
ionally ceases fire and when that 1s done- we must make
liberation and integration of the entire State of Jamm

3
and Kaghmir with India & condition of peace"., Speaking

1. Organiser: 19th September, Vol.XIX(1965. Ko.6).
2., Organisers 12th September Vol.19 (1965, No.5), p.l-3

3. Organigers Ibiq

2
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in the Rajya Sabha on 24th September, Mr,A.B.Bajpayee

warned the Government that the "victory in the battle
1

field should not be lost in the diplomatic field",

Again, speaking in the Lok Sabha on the ceasefire
and U.N.Regolution, Shri U.M.Trivedl stated that "after
all the sacrifices that our army and people had made, and
the promises that our Government has made, are we golng
to fall back to the old so called ceasefire line of the
Sth Angust by adopting the UN Resolution?“2

On the whole the Jana Sangh took a militant
stand with regard to Pakistanl aggression, It was the
opinion that unless we create a flear in the hearts of
Pakistan, India cannot live in peace. Jang Sangh attitude
was that peace with Pakistan should and can only be

possible on Indian terms.

4., PBAJA SOCIALIST PARTY:

PSP's national executive at its meeting held
from 13th to 15th August,1965, considered the Kashmir
problem. It stated that the incidents in Kashmir and
other places have exploded the myth that the Indo~Pakistani
conflict can be resolved through peaceful negotiations.
Pakistan never believed in peaceful co-existence with
Indla and expressed the hope that in view of recent
developments the platitudes about peaceful settlement

with Paklstan and Indo-Pskistan confederation would now cease,

1. QOrganisers 25th September, Vol.19(1965, No.7) p.4.
2. LsSsDe: 24th September,1565, p.7490, 12th Sesslion, Vol.
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It warned the OGOovernment against reopening the Kashmir
issue. The resolution further said, "the PSP was

convinced that once India's firm decision on Kashmir was
made known to the world, the Big power, which has so far

failed to understand the basiec issues involved in the Indo-

Pakistan conflict would re-discover in India a true
defender of democracy and peace".1 |

A PP leader, Shri S.N.Divedi, criticised
India's intelligence service. Now we have four intelligence
offices working in Kashmir. Every Kashmiri asks, her,
inspite of all these intelligence offices these infiltrag-
tiors come for the purpose of capturing Srinagar itself,
“If this is the quality of intelligence service then wé
should not spent so mich money on them“,2 He asked. He
also sald this Pakistanl action was not an isolated
raid into Kashmir, It was a challenge to Indla's democracy
and secmlairsm.3"1he P3P is convinced that the root cause
of the Indo-Paklstan confiict 1s not Pakistan's pretended
anxiety to safeguard the democratic rights of the Kashmiris

to self determination but it 4s her plan in collaboration

Wik ¥k %x hax with China to destroy the bastion of secular
democracy and peaceful progress in thig part of the world".4
Shri Divedi declared that Kashmir was a part of India and
thet we mast not permit anybody to encroach upon 1t., The
Government should liberate those areas of Kashmir which were.

in the enemy's hand.

1. Stategman: 15th Nov. ,1985, p.8.

2. Janatas September 12,
3. lpdd.

4. L.S.Ds 24th August,1965, p.181, 12th Session, Vol,
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In an emergency session (11 to 12th September,1965)

the PSP made it known that,"the party has no doubt thw
whatever that in this conflict India is not actuated by a
desire to seize Pakistanl territory. Here is a limited
objective, to take all such measures és_are necessary to
prevent Pakistan from sending her infiltrators across the
border to convince the Government of Pakistan that its
policy of unending harassment and aggression does not pay
and that Kashmir must be retalned as parf of Indian
territory".l

The PSP gave the Government unconditional support
in the conflict. It felt that "the issue of Kashmir could
never be reopened., It warned.the Government against
vielding to pressures on this isszue on against beilng stan-
pded into a ceasefirezwhich can only be preluded to further
Pakistanl aggression®.

At all Party meeting, Shri N.G.Goray, Chairman
of the PSP expressed appreclation of the Government's
response to Pagistan's challenge and pledged his party's
support to it,

In a broadcast over all India Radio on September 13,
1965, Shri S.N.Divedi expressed the hope that "out of the
present conflict Indla would emerge as a new nation", He
callad Pakistani behaviour an open aggression. He said

the PSP was opposed to the congress Government but at this

1. lm&ﬂ—:. v01.20, NO.38, p03.
2. Ihid.

3. 3
Organiser: 12th Sept.Vol.XIX(1965,No.5),p.s
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hour of trial we all stand together as loyal cit;zens to
defend our country”. He described the aggression a 'Sino-
Pak design' made after a preat deliberation to destroy
Indian democracy. He felt that the best reply to Pakistan
was to maintain comminal harmony and en atmosphere of peace

and amity in the country.

The standing committee of the PSP national
executive met on 21st September,19656 to consider the
security council's resolution demanding a ceasefire. In
a resolution it said,”the brief and dbitterly fought conflict
with Pakistan has ended with an uneasy ceasefirelaxtending
from Karagil in the north to Gaehra in the south". It
stated "so long as Pakistani's collusion with China continues
and so long as the totalitarian regime president Ayudb
lasts, the compulsions to launch an offensive against India
would persist".g In the opinion of PSP by making such
admissions and by linking up the proposal for cessation
of hostilities with the withdrawal to August 5 position the
Counsil has rendered it unacceptablé to India. The
committee belleved that India would not be bullied or
blackmalled into submisgsion. The resclution took note of
the moves by some Governments to bring both the eountries
to conference table to negotiate to fate Kashmir and warned
the Government not to slide back from the position that
Kashmir was an integral part of India. It cautioned the

1. Janata: 21st Nov.1965, p.3,
2. dibid.
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Government in regard to the role of some of the Big powers
who were persistently pressuring India to give up what
they call a rigld attitude. It did not approve of the idea
of annexating or confederation with Pakistan and wanted
Indla to remain firm on Kashmir igsue becausge once a
concession was made to Pakistan ovér Kashmir it wuld open
flood gates to further demands from within and without.
The national conference ofPSP warned the Covernment that
any softening of the Kashmir issue at Tashkent will not be
tolerated by the people,

In short, the PSP§ advocated a firm position
towards Pakistan and wanted the liberation of occupied
Kashmir also. It held the view that peace and co-existence
with Pakistan was possible only on Indian terms and there

could never be a compromise in this regard,

5. TA 30 > ARTY :

A distinctive aspect of the SSP's to Indo~Pak
relations was its emphasis on the need for a confederation
in the sub-continent,

The idea of confederation was put forward cogently
in a resolution passed at the United Indias~Pak. Conference.
The resolution said:"This is the firm and considered
opinicn of this Conference that our leaders committed g
blg mistake in accepting the division of the country”.

"The partition of the country and the prevailing
concomitant hatred between Hindus and Muslims is due to
the machinations of the British imperialism and mistske

of some top leaders®,
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"The conference demanded of Shri Lal Bahadur
Shastri to tell Shri Ayub Khan that the big problem was
not Kashmir but the development of India and Fakistan in
the pregent world which depends on thelir realisation of the
nigtake that was partition. "We must forget differences
and come closer, so that people of both the states may

live in peace and prosgperity", the resolution added.

The PSP national committee in a resolution
(26th August) welcomed the crossing of the ceasefire line
in Kashmir by the Indian security forces provided thelr
action. It urged the Government to explore avenues of
an overall settlement with Pakisten and strive to liquidate
the more disastrous consequences of partition, make the
two states one in international personality with common

defence and forelpgn policles, common citizenship and market,

In the Prime Minister's conference with all
party leaders, SSP Chairman Shri S.M. Joshi thanked the
Prime Minister for inviting party leaders for consulta-
tions and seeking thelr help for the country’s defence
Patriotism is our Dharma, he said, but we must knew what.
are the objectives of the battle, or fhe war, Indis should
not Just react to what Pakistan does?

The U.N. resolution on the conflict was bitterly
criticised by Party leaders. Dr. Lohia said that the security
council was demonated by power palities of big nations.

It could not pass resolution against America in Vietnam and

1. Organiger: 12th September, Vol.XIX(1965, No.5).
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Russia in Hungary. It could pass resolutions against weak
and small nations which had no military strength. He sald,
"resolutions which were passed by Security council, said
~ that we should go to the old ceasefire line of 5th August
and that there should be talk on Kashalr. Both are infact

dangerous for us",

The national committee of the SSP met at
Hyderabad on 23rd October and passed a resolution
congratulating the Armed forces on their performances in
the fighting. The resolution stated that the events of
Spptember made it quite evident that the ceasefire might
not last long as autocrats of Pakistan might plunge the sub-
continent into another flare up., It was therefore,

necessary for India to remain alert,

Thus the SSP was of the opinion that confeder~
ation was the only solution of Indo-Pakistani conflict.
It was of the opinion that we should not accept an adhoc

to the ceasefire on Kashmir again and again,

6. QOTHE ARTIE NDEPENDENT ME H

In the conference of Prime Minister with all
party leaders, Shri B.P.Maurya of the Republican party,
while assuring his party's support to the Government,
asked the Congress to set its own house in order. He
also emphasised the neéd to ensure that all officials

2
treated this matter as one gbove party consideration.

1. L.S8.D.: 24th September,1965, p.7515, 12th Session,
Vol.XXXIV,

2. Organiger:12th September, Vol.XIX(1965, No.5).
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~ Hindu_Mahasabha.leader,. Shri_Bishan Chandra Seth

stressed that greater vigilence was necessary on the border,
The infiltrators in Kashmir, he said, must be completely
wiped out. '

Shri Frank Anthony, nominated Anglo Indian
Representative in Parliament, saild that "with India, Kashmir
was a point of honour, He addedi "we must teach Pakistan
that aggression will never pay".

P.M.K. leader Shri Annadurai pledged unreserved
support to the Government and sald "India wants peace but

aggression must be met", Hegalso pleaded for a moratorium

on all controversial issues.

Shri Mohammad Ismail, President of the Muslim
League, "congratulated the Government for taking a bold
stand and said that the people warg prepared to make all
sacrifices in fighting the enemy",

Independent member of Parliament, Shri A.D.Mani,
wanted all controversial issues to be shelved. He pointed
out that "in the national Defence Counecil as presently
congtituted all parties were not represented. He urged
that the Council should be suitably reconstituted or
expanded. He 2130 demanded that the Pak Embassy be ordered

to close down.

1. Organiser: 12th September, Vol.XIX (1965, No.5).
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
4. Ibid.
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This at the time of Pakistani aggression on
Kashmir, all parties gave full support to the Government,

Speaking on the Kashmir problem in Lok Sabha,
Shri PV. Bhastri sald that "reacting to situations as they
arose was no way of tackling the problem. Simply by
throwing out the raiders or quelling them, as and when
they did mischief was no solution. The permanent solution,
he said lay in mergin% Jammi and Kashmir State with Punjab
or Himachal Pradesh", He sald that "it is 8adiq's indulgent
attitude to the anti-national elements in Kashmir valley,
adopted in the name of liveralisation, which has been 5
mainly responsible for the explosive situation there", He
demanded abrogation of Article 370 and also imposition of
President's rule in the state. He urged that vigorous
steps should be taken to beat back the ralders. He saild
that Kashmir is not the mailn issue bgt it 13 pat of

conflict between India and Pakistan.

A member of Independent Parliamentary Grauﬁ, Dr.
L.M.Singhvi sald 1in the Lok Sabha that "U.N. resolution is
a source of great distress and disillusionment. It shows
a complete lack of appreclation of the facts of the situa~
tion. Oﬁr propoganda machine is very weak. All the
chancerlies of the world, and the foreign offiices have
shown a complete lack of understanding on this vital issue

affecting Kashmir, We have a marvelous case on Kashmir,

1. Qrganiser: 22nd August, Vol.XIX(1965,N0.2) p.4.
2. Ibdd.

3. LeS.D.:16th Nov.1965, p.2259, 13th Session, Vol .XEVIII,
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but that case has been not properly explained and publicized
before the bar of world public oplnion".1 He said that it
was all right that we accepted ceasefire in the interest
of peace, but firgt of all, we.must analyse vwhat the U.N.
resolution sought to do. It did not say as to who was the
aggressor? Another objectionable featufe was that it
1inked a simple cessation of hostilities with é withdrawal
of armed personnel to the positions occupled on the Sth

of August. In fact Pakistan im both times attacked us
agalnst international lawébut because 1t sulted the great
powers has agaln shelved. So we should not accept this

ceasefire resolution it is away from real facts,

Thus all parties wanted that there should be
permanent sclution of Kashmir, All appreciated the
decision taken by Shastri Government to fight with Pakistpn
and congratulated the Indian fighting forces. BJS bitterly
criticised the Pakistani attitude. It was not ready to
make any concessions to Pakistan. Swatantra Party wanted a
policy of conciliation with Pakistan., Some parties accepted
the ceasefire resolution of U.N. but most of parties were
of the view that ceasefire had no meaning. PSP and 38P were
of the view that Pakistan was trying to harrass us and want
to abolish the bastion of secularism and democracy. All
parties except communists demanded that special status of
Kashmir should be ended by our Government because it migs-
lead the words public opinion. They demanded the deletion

1. La.S.Ds2 24th September,1965, p.7474, 12th Session,
Vol . XXX1V,

2. lbdd,
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of Art.370. All parties gave full support to the Government
of India in the period of trial.

SSP was of the view that federation was the only
solution and BJS also held that Akhand Bharat should be
the slogan. Swatantra party was of the opinion that our
real enemy wasv China. There should be alliance between
Indla and Pakistan to meet the challenge of China. Communist
party never accepted the view that there was no Kashmir
problem, It wanted peaceful relations with Pakistan as
a first step in Delhi - Pindi - Peking axis against
American imperialism,

LR B X
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(c) 12 NT MENT
Prior to the ceasefire, on September 17,1965,
the Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers had offered
his good offices and proposed meeting of the Prime Minigter
of India and the President of Pakistan in Tashkent in
order to bring about amity,

Tashkent Smmit had begun with a bang; it mst
not end with a whimper. Thig was the general opinion.*
Prime Minister Shastri also said, "that the eyes of thé":
whole word are on Tashkent and that therefore they could
not afford to disappoint the hopes which has been rousged®.

' et
when the Tashkent ézieesiéx’was proposed, the
opposition parties expressed their views in the Lok Sabha

about 1ts significance and prospects.

A Swatantra Party member Shri P.K.Deo while
fully appreclating the effort of the Soviet Premier to
bring about the talk sald:"We sincerely hope that the |
talk is Tashkent will be crowned with success and that it
will open the gate for a permanent solution of this problem
and would bréng about permanent peace between these two
neighbours”, Swatantra leader Shri N.G. Ranga said that
"the country would not like Tashkent to be used by Pakistan
only as a smoke screen behind which 1t could carry on its
military preparations as it did in the case of the Kutch

1. New Age: 4th January,l966, §.2.
2+ LaSeDes 1Oth Dec, 1965, p.6959, 13th Session, Vol.XLIX,
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Agreement,." But he demanded that under no circumstances mst
Qovernment agree to wlthdraw troips from the commanding posts
of Haji Pir, Kargil and Tithwal.

A Communist member H.N.Mukerpee said "I wish we
can get a stabilisation of the ceasefire line and peace to
i‘<>llc>w"'.a When Shastrl said that we will discuss the totality
of Indo~-Pak relations, he thought it to be rather odd, because
it included Kashmir also,

A Jena Sangh member Shri U.M.Trivedi sald "it is
very wise on his part to have set at rest doubts that exlsted
in the minds of some that opportunity might be avallable for
the question of Kashmir and our hold on Kashmir being
discussed. Nothing can be desirable than the avoidance of
the horrors of war., None of us want war and gvery effort
in that direction would be a welcome effort™, But M.S.
Golwalkar, the 4}uhﬂ€* of R3S sald, India’s search for peace
is humiliating.

Shrl S.N.Divedi of the PSP gald, "The Prime
Minister has taken the most unusual steps in agreeing
to a meeting at Tashkent inspite of the fact that Pakistan
still contlnues to violate the ceagefire and still occupies
a large territory of our country", He also wanted to know

whether this totality excludes Kashmir.

1. Organlser: 9th January,1965, p2.

2. LieS.D.3s 10th December,1965, p,.6960,13th Session,Vol .XLIK,
3. Ibids rp.5961.

4, Ney Age: 4th January,1966, p.5.

S+ Ls8.D.:10th Dec.1966, p.6962, 13th Session, Vol.XLIX,
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In short the Tashkent meeting was welcomed by
most political parties though there were certain misgivings

about its scope.

~ The meeting started on January 4,1966 and a
Declaration was agreed upon on January 10,1966, The
Declaration said: "The Prime Minister of India and the
President of Pakistan agree that:{1) both sides will exert
all efforts to create good neighbourly relations in
accordance with the United Nations Charter and reaffirm
their obligation under the charter not to have recourse
to force and to setile their disputes through peaceful
means; (11) all armed personnel of the two countries
shall be withdrawn not later than February 25,1964, to
positions_they held prior to August 5,1965, and shall
observe the ceasefire terms on the ceasefire lines", Other
points related to the normalization of relations in

economic, diplomatic and other fields.

Subsequently, the Army chiefs of the two countries
entered into an agreement on January 22,1966, on dis-
engagement and withdrawal of forces and lessening of
border tension. On February 10, Army Commanders of

eastern region of both the countries agreed on further

measures almed at eliminating tension in that sector.

When this' agreement was signed, different
political parties took at 1t from different angkes,
Some opposition parties criticised 1t and some appreciated
it. The Tashkent Declaration and the subsequent steps
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taken by India and Pakistan to restore normally in theilr
relations have been welcomed by a large majority of cpinion
in both the countries. The war of 1965 has in many ways
demonstrated the risk of allowing these relations to

deteriorate beyond a certain 1imit and the need to malntain
a measure of sfability in Indo-Pakistani relations.

1. COMMUNIGT PARTY:

The CPI expresgsed its happiness at the Tashkent
Declaration., It is important to note that while the
Chinese Government by no means welcomed the Tashkent
Declaration, the commnist party did so unegquivocally;
in fact they regarded Tashkent as a vindication of thelr
position because the dispute between Indisz and Pakistan
could not be settled in the battle field, it could be
settled only around the negotiating table. Party felt
that the withdrawal of troops and the restoration of
diplomatic, economie, cultural relations, trade and
comminication as constituting a firm basis to the next

step to the solution of all outstanding problems between

the two countries,

The CPI thought that "The Tashkent Declaration
pave.s the way for lessening tension and normalizing
relations between India and Pakistan and for settling all
disputes between the two countries by peaceful mea‘ns".1
It held that Shastrijl went to Tashkent in gpest of peace
and friendship between India and Pakistan. His efforts

1. Ney Age: 10th Jamuary 1966, Vol.XIV, No.3. p.l.
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then brought him and the nation a crowning victory.
~ The Commnist Party also said that 4th January
would be a "red letter day in the world's peace calendar.
The declaration was a harbinger of peace. We have pledged
to 1ive as good neighbours. The impact of the Tashkent
Declaration on the friendship would be good 1ndeed".1
The national couneil of the commnist party in
ts regolution described Tashkent as "an event of great
historic significance not only for the peoylg of two
countries but for all peace loving mankind®, It was
of the view that the Tashkent Declaration corresponds to
the despest urges of the people of India and Pakistan
for peaceful and friendly relations. The people of India
and Pakistan are not merely neighbours, they are brother
people tied to each other by eommon bonds of history,
tradition éulbure and stmiggle for their independence.
It further declared that "the Tashkent Declaration which
makes a firm commitment for the renunciation of the use
of force and for the solving of all disputes through
peaceful means, opens broad vistas for constructive efforts
for the ending of all outstanding problems ahd for bullding
up friendship mmd between Ingia and Pakistan on sold and
indestructible foundations", It also thought that in
the context of the Tashkent Declarations commitment fgr-

1. BHNew Age: 4th January,1966, p.2.
2. BNew Age: 16th January,1966, Vol.XIV, No.3, p.9
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for renunciation of use of force, the agreement for mutual
withdrawal of military personnel to the August 5th line 1is
the logic corollary conforming also the India's esrlier
acceptance of September and is therefore to be welcomed
in the interests. The C.P.I. held the view that for 18
yvears the U.S. and other imperialists have been kept alive
the Indo-Pakistani conflict and have spared no efforts to
thwart any progress towards a peaceful solution of
differences. The Tashkent Declaration has now come as a

1
blow to the imperialist designs and conspiracies.

The central committee ®f also stressed the need
for a similer approach to our relations with China. Thus
according to communist party of India, Tashkent Declara-
tion opened the door to peace. The optimists have won and
the cynics and chauvinists defeated. The subsequent tasks
was to carry forward the Tashkent spirit, to give flesh
and blood to it through concrete measures to heal the
wounds of the Indo-Pak conflict, and bulld on Tashkent's 2
foundations a real and lasting Indo-Pakistan settlement”,

1 .
.

The Swatantra party also welcomed the Tashkent
Declaration. Writing In Swaralya Rajla]i expressad the
hope that Tashkont woulid %2 a succeys and added, " I wish
the meeting all success whicg will mean an in egtimgble deal
for both Indla and Pakistan!?! He further said "Kosygin of

1. India Quarterlys "Political parties on foreign policy".
Vol.XXXIII No,1, p.64.
2. Ibid.

3. Swaralya: 22nd January,1966, p.l,
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Russia has pulled the two natlons back from the brink and
it is upto the 1leaders of Pakistan and India not only to
be gratéful t§ the Soviet Union's leaders but to engage
themselves in what is necessary to be done in order to save

their respective nations from gloriously ruining themselves",

The Swatantra Party welcomed the Tashkent
Declaration as the beginning of new chapter in Indo~Pak
ralations and advocated its implementation with good
faith. The agreement relieved the party from the awkward
position in which 1t found itself during the 1965 war

becaugse of its basic pro-western stand.

3, I SAGH:

Jana Sangh was of the view that nothing would
come out of Tashkent, or if something did come ocut it
wuld be against the interests of India. The Jana Sangh
was:)};? the oproesition parties which vehemently opposged
the Tashkent Declaration. The Organiser editorially wrote:
"this declaration goes counter to the pledged word of the
Prime Minigter to the Parliament and the people., The care
of the agreement....aboutzt':he withdrawal 1s obiectionable
and wholly unacceptable®™, It expressed the hope that the
Parliament would not accept the declaration.

The Jana Sangh felt, as Party Secretary, Deen
Dayal Upadhyaya sald, that "Tashkent Declaration died
vith Shastri and that Russia pressurised Shastri to sign

3
that agreement®,

1. Swaraivas 22nd January,1966, p.l.

2+ Organiger: Vol.l9, No.22, p.3 (1966 Jan.9)

« O /
3. Organiser: 16ty Jan.Vol.19(1966, No,23) p.3.
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The Central Executive of the Sangh at its two
day session held on Janmuary 15-16,1966, strongly assailed
the Tashkent Declaration as a betrayed of national interests.
Through it the victory won by our defence forces on battle
field was lost at the diplomatic table, With the completion
of withdrawal of our forces from the strategic areas of Hajipir
and Kargil, Pak has once again come back into her true
colours. She has further strengthened the allliances with
commnist China. From this agreement we would be quitting
areas which are legally constitdtionally an integral part
of India liberated from Pakistan's clutches by our brave
Jawans at a heavy price., The resolution had expressed the
hope that the Parliament would reject the Declaration as
it was no assurance of s stable peace. The resolution said:
It would be self delusion to think that Tashkent Declaration
means the end of Pakistan's aggressive intentions®. Accord-
ing to it the agreement goes counter to the pledges given
to the Indian people and withdrawal to August 5 line is
not only wrong in principle but is franght with grave
dangers to national security because this will leave open
again all those old routs of infiltration®,

Speaking in Lok Sabha on the 16th Feb,1966
U.M.Trivedi of the Sangh sald that "he could not under-
stand how the territory belonging to us - Kargll, Tithwal,
Hajipir, recovered by us by forfe from Pakistani 1llegal
occupation being given back, He felt that pressures were

1. Orggniser: 22nd January, Vol.XIX(1966 No,24), p.3,
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put on the Prime Minister to make him believe that Russia

- 48 the only friend of ours and so he should not discard

the advice given by Russia. He firmly believed that the
Prime Minister agreed to this declaration under pressure.
He said that the demonstration by BJS party were the means
by which the people expressed their feeling against the
giving up of Kargil, Tithval, Hajipir which was not 1iked
by the people at large". He added the Tashkent Declaration
"4{3 not approved by thelpeople and shall not be approved
for all times to come¥,

Proposing an amendment to the resolution on
Tashkent Declaration, Jana Sangh leaders A.B. Vajpayee
wanted the Rajya Sabha to record its disapproval of the
declaration and call the Government to halt the withdrawal,
In a second amendment he wanted to be added that "having
considered the same this house records that the declaration
is a gross violation of the solgmn assurances given to

the Parliament and the people”,

Speaking at a public meeting Vajpayee said "while
Jana Sangh was second to none in its respects to the late
Prime Minister, it would not permit the congress to confuse
the basic issues involved in Tashkent agreement by $rying
to tag it with Shastri's death. He sald:"the agreement
which asks for a withdragnl from Kargil and other places

is wrong on all counts".

1. LsS8.D.3 16th Feb, 1966, p.6959, l4th Session.
2. Parllamentary Debate: Rajya Sabha, 21st February,1966,

3. Organlser: Republie Day Issue,1966,
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Mr, Vajpayee was of the opinion that unless

Pakistan agreed to implement the declaration on ﬁhe
infiltrators also we should not withdraw our forces from
T{thwel, Kargil and Hajipir. He felt that when Pakistan
has murdered the Declaration on the first day itself by
saying that this declaration "will not be applieable oix
infiltrators, we should not also withdraw our forces",

BJS was of the view that the occupation of these
areas had become imperative for a two fold strategic
reason. The entry of infiltrators. into Jammu and Kashmir
state had to be plugged and China's treat to Ladakh had
to be effectively checkened. So we should not accept this
clause in the agreement, Mr. Vajpajee expressed his fears
in Rajya Sabha that after sometime Pakistan will again
start 1ts aggressive acts on India. Jana Sangh called this

agreement a 'scrap of paper'.

4. BRAJA SOCIALIST PARTY:

Shri N,G. Goray of the P3P also called upon the
people to mobilise the public opinion against the Tashkent
Declaration and termed the Agreement "antd national as
it revived the Kashmir question”. He said that "the victories
of battle field were mmedainto a political defeat and that
Tashkent produced a mouse"., Shri S.N.Dwivedi charged
Shastriji with shovwing "egtrcme weakness in preserving the
interests of the nation", The Resolution of national

1. Earllsmentsary Debate: Rajya Sabha: 21st Feb. 1966
2. Bew Age: 16th January,1966, p.2, Vol.XIV, No,3,

3. m.
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Executive of PSP on February 18-20,1966 stated "the PSP
would have been extremely happy to welcome the Tashkent
Declaration if it were to have the way for a lasting
peace without jeopardizing the integrity of India. But the
declaration made it obligatory on both to withdraw their
troops to August 5,1965, line., Our withdrawal means a total
repudiation of assurances given by the Government to the
people. The PSP can never be a party to such agreement,
a comu-itment which seems coubter to the fact that Kashmir
is an integral part of the India".l

Taus PSP was against this agreement only on some

| points, not on the whole agreement. It was against the

agreement as 1t was not a gnarantee of stable peace,

Commenting on the Tashkent Agreement, SSP held
the views "the Tashkent Declaration instead of giving a
clear and definite lead has added to the confusion in
public mind in respect of Indo-Pakistani relations. In
s'pite of the sacrifice of the precious 1life of India's
Prime Minister, the Tashkent agreement is not going to
yield more than a temporary respite. Thus agreement is
bound to meeg the same fate as the previous indo-Pak

agreements”,

Llke the PSPS, it also sald that in reaching this
agreement "the Prime Minigter of India had violated the solemn

1. m Vol.2]., NO.S, p.lO-

2. JIndia Ouarterly: "Political parties on foreign poliey"
(New Delh1,1967) Vol XXIII, No.l. p.67.
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pledge given to the Parliament and the country of not
leaving Hajvipir and other points. The agreement had
failed even to provide firm principle for any lasting
solution., Agreements end conflict seem to succeed one
other in Indo-Pak relationship. The only lasting and real
factor in Indo-Pak relations wax tension and friction. The
rulers of both the states neither have the will nor the

courage to tackle and remove the basic csuse of this

. friction, Even if they resort to armed conflict they can

not take it to finish becanse of their rellance on bigger
powers. The solution of the problem would, therefore, be
possible wlien either of ‘the two develop the necessary

-gtrength®,

The SSP expressed the view that in Tashkent
Declaration Hr.Ko:_ygin implemented what Mr.Goldberg had
suggested in the security councili. It was suggested prior
to Tashkent that the ceasefire line may be stabilised as an
international border. But even that has not been achleved,
The party .was convinced thet so long as the two countries
remained separate no lasting solution could be achieved.

A SSP member M.R.Bagri is knowm to have raised the issue
of Indo-Pak confederation and asked Shastri to press for
it, '

Another member of SSP Shri Madhu Limaye saidt
"The Tashkent Declaration was a betrayel and defeat for India",

1. India Quarterlyv:™Political parties on foreign policy",
v01QXXIII‘ NO:I, 9.67-

2. Bey Aget: 16th January,1966, p.7, Vol.XLV, No,.3,

2
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The SSP legders seemed to contradlict each other on this
issue, since S.M. Joghl, Chairman had in his tribute
declared that only a tew'hcurs berore Shastrijit's deéth the
nation has turned the corner under hisg stewardship. Thus

he had praised his efforts for peace,

Thus SSP criticised or opposed the Tashkent
Declaration but not as BJS did. The common points of
opposition in Tashkent Declaration were two. All opposition
pafties sald it as against the splemn pledge given to the
people and Parliament, and to vacate the Hajipir, Kargil and
other strategic points were also the point of their
opposition. They all except comminist Party, wanted that
we should not vacate these important point which are
already the part of Indian territory,

LES L EZ TS



As we have already seen, during Shastri's Prime
Ministership majér Foreign Policy issues were Indo Pak
relations and Indo-Ceylon agreement. Apart from these
issues some other issues were comparatively less importent.
On these issues also the reaction of the opposition is |
of importance., These issues were India‘'s poliey towards
Vietnam, her relation with the U.K. in the context of

common wealth and Cairo Conference of non-aligned relations,

England's attitude towards India during Indo-Pak
war was critical by all opposition parties, BJS sald
that in the present crisis U.K. had been most u.nfriendly.l
As a consequence of this India's relations with the
commonweal th once again became a subject of discussion,
The BJS member in Lok Sabha, Shri U.M.Trivedi said, "India
should not withdraw from the commonwealth in a fit of
temper, but after what has happened, we would always
remain on our guard against the commonwealth organisation
being exploited against Indla., He suggested that the
commonweal th countries should come together and drive out
England from the cc:nmmn'xweza.‘!.1:1'1".2 It was asked how Kashmir
issue which was an internal affair of India was discussed

at the commonwealth conference. On account of this some

parties demanded that India should leave the commonwealth

1, (_):r?a.u.i-sl?'. Nok. %ix (TNaov. 1965, No12) p. 3

2. LsS.D., 24th September,1965, p.7494, 12th Sessions,
Vol.XLVI, No,29,



133
Mr, Trivedi pointed out that Britain was the master of .

the commonwesal th,.

On the question of Indla's association with the
commonweal th, the executive of Swatantra party disapproved
the proposal that, "India should break with the common-
vealth. It was of the view that the Government should
take the initiative in organising the defence of democracy
in Asla in view of the continuing menace of China which
posed almaaor threat to the security and independence of |
India",

The Communist Party of India regretted that
Indo~-Pakistanl dispute was reé‘erred to in the final

communique of the Conference,

PSP was also of the opinion that "Kashmir or
Indo~Pak crisis should not have been discussed in the
commonwealth emr.f‘erenc:e:.§ It gave the suggestion "of

quitting commonwealth",

A member of Indepehdent Parliamentary Group,
Shri L.M.Singhvi s=aid that, "the attitude of the British
compelled us to make a unanimous demand in this country
that the whole question of our continued membership of
the commonweal th should be reviewed with a view to

4
consider the severance of our link with the commonweal th",

1. Stafesman’ 28BN 1968, po7

2, [e8.D. 3 28th September,1964, p.4046, Vol.XXXIV,
oth session.

3, dJapnata: Vol.XIX(13th June,1965, No,21) p.2.

4, La3.D.: 24th September,1965, p.7479, Vol.XLVI, 12th
session,
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He sald that we should either mend the commonwealth or
we ghould begin the process which would indeed end it.

About the India's policy towards Vietnam,
opposition parties had differing views,

- The national executive of the Swatantra Party
sald that "it deplores the attitude of the Indian Government
in taking the short sighted and suicidal attitnde of
condemning the U.S. and South Vietnamese attacks on
North Vietnam, while maintaining silence on North
Vietnamese aggression on Scuth Vietnam which has now
proceeded for not less than 9 years. This stand of'
Government of India 1s entirely contrary to justice and
our own national 1nterest“.1 Mr., Massani asked, "is our
policy today in regard to South Vietnam and laos in line
with the fact that the defence of South Vietnam, Laos
and Malaysia 1s part and parcel of the defence of this
country? Frontiers of India today lie on the river
Mekong. The Mekong river and its valley are the eastern
frontiers of India todgy. So we should try that this

frontier remain safe”,

A member of Communist Party, Shrl Hiren Mukerjee
strongly criticised Massani's view on Vietnam. He sald,
“for us it is clear, we must ask the United States forces

in Vietnam to go. Shri Shastri at one point of time did

1. Swyaralva: Vol.IX (10th June,1965, No.51) p.26,
2, LaSaD.: 31st March,1965, p,7068, 11th Session.
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say that the United.States.Army.had.no.business in .
Vietnam and it should go out of that territory. He sald
now we do not say that, but even so, let us impress on
the 'world that there are certain categorical imperatives
which India has always followed, even before we were
fraé”.l

About India’s policy towards Vietnam, SSP
leader, Dr, Lohia sald that,"there should dbe our clear
cut policy that we will not do any such work in South
Asia from which Chinese étrength increases”, He sald
that in the present situation, " it will be better to
sit silently. There have been many occasions in inter-
national policy where nation's speaking has been dangerocus
both from the national and international point of view
or mﬁerest. He saild if we cannot speak against Ching
in South Asla, we should remain silent, whenever wve
speak we will speak against China, this should be our
policy”.2

A member Shri U.M.Trivedi of the BJS said that
"we should not interfere in other's matter. We could
not solve our problems, why we should indulge in another's
matter, We should see if China takes the whole Vietnam.
What will be the impact on our foreign policy? Because
in that situation whole East Asia will become communistie,
and our position would be very awkward:. So we should think

1. LeSeR.z 3lst March,1963, p.7876, llth Session.
2. Ibid: P.7098.
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e d-LoTM8~0f—0uD-Baticnal-interest-rather.than meking
1 ‘

comments™,

Janata wrote editorially,"that the retaliatioh
by South Vietnam and American bombing will also have
direct congequences for the whole world if the more
sensible amongst them, especially Indians, did nog
condemn Communist China for initiating this war", It
thought that,"the reluctance of the Shastrl Government
to take up a firm stand on the issue will trap many into
thinking that because India does not speak up on 1ts
mind without reservation, she does not intend to resist
the expasnsionism of commnist China in South East Asia”,
In fact the most telling indictment of India's poliey was
that 1t was confused and indeciwive.

Thus some parties criticised the Government of
Indis for lack of initiative in solving the problem but

others suggested that we should not interfere in this
problen,

On Cairo conference of non-aligned nations, which

was held in October,1964, opposition parties held different
attitude,

A member of Commnist party Shri Kolla ¥enkalah

1; L.$.D.: 3imavch 1965, . '1103?)!"‘*4«.5.;10»\
2. dJanatas Vol,XIX(18th April,1965, No.1l5) p.1O0,

2. Ibid.
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said in the Lok.Sabha-that-"our-delegation in Cairo was
out of tune with the situation. Our delegation did not
correctly reflect the sentidients of non-aligned nations,
The Tshombe incident did not bring credit to our Government
or to the people of India. Not only this but our delegation
repeatedly attempted to introduce amendments against the
spirit of .anti-imperiansm reflected in the conference.
If that is thelr understanding and policy of non-alignment
then the Government is going far away from the spirit
of Cairo conference., Oyr relations with Afriecan countries
are weak. Wblshauld try to cultivate better relations
with Afrieca®™.

Shri Nath Pal of the SSP satid that "Cairo
Conference 1s not a big achievement as Mr, Shastri had
claimed to be, In fact this Government had become .
obgesgsed with issuing comminiques. The larger the number
of comminiques it signs, the greater it thinks its
achievements in the field of international affairs are,
But they did not add to the gum total of India"s prestige
and influence in the wrld". He further added that in
the oomnn:nique we do not find any kind of reference to the
fact of aggression by China on us, But Nr.Shastri could
be persuaded to condemn Isresel. If the UAR regaz?ded
Israel as her enemy, our enemy was China, He also said

that Mr. Shastri went abroad, and forgot the problem of

1, Lg8,D.3 24th November,1964, P.1557, 10th Session,Vol .XXXV,
2. Le3:D.323rd November,1964, p.1286, 10th Session,Vol.XXXV,
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Chinese threat to India and to the security of the whole
of South East Asia. What is the use of joining into
| 1ssuing platitudes completgiy ignoring ;he problems with
which this country is facfed? he asked. In hils view Mr,
Shastri bartered the legitimate interests of India.

An independent member, Shri J.B.Kripalani said
that "in Cairo Conference our representative discussed
abstract principles, nothing to do with the world in which
we are living. This 1s only the waste of money to go to such
conferences where oniy the barest ofzﬁ,rst prineiples and

abstract prineciples are enunciated",

Commnist Party also eriticised the role vhich
Shastri played at Chiro Conference, Thus most parties.
wvere of the view that such conferences were not useful for
India.

1. L.S8.D.:23rd November,1964, p.1286, 10th Session,Vol XXXV,
2¢ lafeD.324th November,1964, p.1489, 10th Session,Vol.XXXV,
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CONCLUSION

The 18 month's (from June 1964 to January 1966)
Prime Ministership of Lal Bshadur Shastri was marked dy
importance when two attackks launched on India by Pakistan,
once in Kutch and then in Kashmir and three Pacts with
neighbouring countries. In 1964 Indo-Teylon Agreement was
slgned dealing with the persons of Indian origin in
Ceylon. Then Kutch Agreement was signed between India
and Pakistan for the determination of Kutch border.
Finally, Tashkent Agreement was concluded between India
and Pakistan in Jamary 1966, These were very cruclal
matters and opposition parties took great interest in thenm,

Decigion making in the Shastri regime had
become a sort of shared process. Before taking any major
decision, Shastri mostly consulted the leaders of
opposition parties, During his Prime Ministership more
than once he formally consulted the opposition on important
foreign poliey matters and a National Defence Couneil was

established, in which all parties zaxixiei were representated.

Lal Bahadur Shastri's election as leader of
the Congress Parliamentary Party and hence the Prime
Minister of India was generally welcomed all over the
country, not only the choice of the man but also the way
he was chosen was praised by many political parties and
leaders, But when it came to specific forelgn policy issues
which the Shastri Government handled, the oppositiont's

kction was not uniform. For obvious reasons, he was
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both critliciped and pralsed by opposition parties which
had their own approaches and orientations on matters

relating to foreign policy.

On the Policy of Non-alisnment ail parties
except D.M.K. were of the viow,tl.ut India should give
up this old and unmceessrui policy. 1f natlon's
security or freedom was in danger, India should give up
the policy. Swatantra Party was strongly in favour of
Jolning the Western power bloc. SSP also wanted that
India should give up this parrot like foreign poliey.
Their over all view was that the Government of India ne;rer
attempted a proper assessment of the situation about
China, Tibet and Pakistan. They said that the Poliey
of non-alignment was not free from blemishes.

On Indig-China relations, all political parties
concentrated on the Chinese nuclear explosion. All of
them sald that it was a danger and threat for India,
Swatantra party was of the view that China was our real
enemy, All its policy was China oriented. BJS argued
that both China and Pakisten were a menaces, comparing
them to tuberculois and the plagne respectively. Both
parties were of the view that India should make Atom Bomb.
But Swatantra Party wanted to accept nuclear umbrella
from the Western countries. On the other hand the PSP -
and the SSP were against nuclear shields. They said that
the best thing was that we shéuld depend on our own

resources instead of depending upon others. Commnist Party
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of India was of the view that India should teke initiative
for the settlement of border dispute with China. It also
criticised the Chinese atomic explosion but it was agalnst
the mgnufacturing of Atom Bomb by India.

" All opposition parties thought that China was
the real danger to India‘'s so@urity; All opposition
parties appreciated Shastri's strong action towards China
during Indo-Psk war, when she gave ultimatum to India.
Exceptions gpart all parties wiews were in agreement with

the response of the Shastrli Government,

On Indo-Ceylon Agreement the divergence was on
which part of the people of Indian origin should be
repatr;ated? It was the éeneral opinion among political
parties that the implementation of the Agreement should
not be spread out over 15 years but completed over a
shorter period. On the whole it was evident that Indo~-
Ceylon Agreement had a mixed reaction among opposition
parties and individuals, There ware some who were
critical of the concessions which Shastri had made btut
others thought by concluding this Agreement, he had shown
courage and statesmanship and removed a major cause of
friction in Indo-Ceylon Relations.

All political pa:ties criticised the Kuteh
Agreement as against India's national interest and
prestige. All parties criticised the point that the
Agreement was to give the Kutch case to a tribunal. It
was a breach of India's sovereignty. All of them held
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the view that Pakistan did not believe in agreements and
pacts. So we should not enter into pacts and agreements
vith her, It was all right that India wanted to live
in peace with Pakistan but it depended on Pakistan to
reciprocate, They were all the more critical becange after
the Agreement Pakistan had sent infiltrators in Kashmir,
All demanded that the Agreement should be abrogated.

On Indo-Pak crisis and Kashmir issue all
parties wanted that there should be permanent solution
of Kashmir, All appreciated the decision of the Shastri
Government to fight with Pekistan and gongratInated the
Indian fighting forces. BJS bitterly criticised the
Pakistani attitude, It was not ready to make any
concesskons to Pakistan., Swatantra wanted a policy of
conciliation with Pakistan., Some parties welcomed the
ceasefire resolution of U.N. but most of the parties were
of the view that cease-fire had no meaning. The PSP and
the S3P were of the view that Pakistan was trying to
harrass us and wanted to abolish the bastion of secularism
and democracy. All parties, except mmmmists, demanded
that special status of Kashmir should be ended by India
because 1t mislead the world's public opinion, They
demanded deletion of Art.370. All parties gave full
support to the Government of India in the periocd of trial.

The SSP was of the view that federation between
India and Pakistan was the only solution and BJS also held
that Axhand Bharat should be India's slogan. The Swatantra
party was of the opinion that our real enemy was China.
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There should be allisnce between India and Pakistan to

meet the challenge of China, Commnist party never
accepted ﬁhe view that there was no Kashmir problem, I%
wanted peaceful relations with Pgkistan as a first step
in Delhi-Pindi Pekmg axis against American imperialism.

' The PSP and the SSP ecriticised and opposed the
Tashkent Declaration but not as mich as BJS did. All
opposition parties said that the Declaration as ag&inst
the solemn pledge given to the people and Parliament, and
that India should not vacate Hajipir, Kargil, Tithwal
and other strategic points. |

In sum, the Government of Shastri received a
fair degree of support from the opposition political
parties in so far as the conflict with Pakistan was
concerned but on other major foreign policy matters the
opposition was divided in its support to Shastri, Shastri
no doubt consulted the opposition move frequently than
Nehru., This established better understanding detween
the Government and the opposition.
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