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_._'&iahr in the Upper Houge to show that on this occasion, &s indeed

| % ococasiona in thiis perdes of events, the Prime Minister haa been less f o Y
L W SN FParligment than is his ususl custom as the very fine pa:limmﬁh Y
ks _mtugmwmmwsabmmmlmww ER At 5 ¥ el -1
NP i, /" "let it be understood quite clearly that though we talk ‘sbout frisndly settle-

*  ment, I se¢ no ground whatever at the present moment, no bridge between ﬁh,; -
Chinese pogition and ours. That is to say, our present positions are '“dk' 25
that there is no room for negotiations on that basis. There is nothing to i
: negotiate at present. It may arise later, I don’t m.“ﬁ,v P AT Ay ry
¥ A : 3 ¥
" Well, the Prime Minister did know, and it is now clear that his letter was on its .
A * way to Peking whon ke was ubtering these words, I vonder whether it ds & , fair kind
 of emlightemment o facts to giVe to one of the Houses of Parlimsept? Thel f
 the shock to public opinion hes been even worse than it might have been of
¢ ] “
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I 1istened this morning 6 the little debate between the Prime Hinister .
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Shri Asoka mehta. ImlmehmtItthmmmW'mﬂ". gt |

%o reply $0 the charge thay was uade by Shri Ascka Mehta that this invitation meri o

@ complete reversel of our basic policy which Perlisment, not tharks to us but i

- against our wishes, was made to accept by tne Prise Minister last N ber mnd o
i Decewber? o . . d f |
There are three arguments sdvanced in favour of this move, sush 45 A% ds. She = LA
ﬂrstisthntmmmmlmthenegoﬁaﬂon. Ammw@m ¥

in &n editorial has not gone too far when 1t says that tiis plea of the Prime R 7

Minister snd his supporters — L au quoting the words of the newspaper — "ig mot 4

entirely honest”. I thizk tiiis is a British nderstatement in this context. It is |

quite clear that this meeting is megotiations and nothing else; it camnot be other- . feai
wise in the present context. - ek LA e 2
in attempt has been mede to say that mmwwwmm 2
the wider complex of Indo-Chinese relations = & very marpﬂh‘#i 4 4
tely unconvincing one. At & time when foreign troaps are on our soil, at a tam
whon one country hes committed an act of war pgeinst ancther, o say that we cén
ougs in the abstract, in the vecuus, Iado-Chinese relations while -_ v
the subject of the aggression ard occupation of our territory, is asking 90 & ok
of the credulity of our public, and I do not think the Indian popula :__ b ety Ty
ewsllow this kind of fiction which is sought to be imposed on it. le -_'ﬂ-- thfh LS8 Fopag
cleer that this invitation is a clinb down. R aLs
The second ergument is that "It camnot dd any hara. by do you object? g‘l\w
all what harm can happen?" Many good friends have ergued nlong theee lines. 5
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~ead Ishall givs tvo or three good veacns for this fosling.
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| oan ouly say that not ouly do I fusl that o meeting in this cobtekt, ot this bise,
| 3% [raught with erave eonsequences but, if I may say 0, it can do nothing but ha,
‘canmnot, for the life of we, see any good coming out of this meeting in this context,

~ First of all, this meeting has to be looked psychol .
‘What will the effect on the opporent? What kind of mt ere nmm e
- B¢ up sgainst an expansionist, inporialist, communist Power of the most ruthless
kind, = power that has before our eyes purdered our neighbouring country of Tibet
a pover that, under tne guise of volunteers, invaded the Republic of South Kores,

- power thet even todey is infiltrating through its North Viet New satellite regive in-

to the country of Laos, = power thet is striving to expard in eve seible direc .
‘This power showed its understanding of negotiations at the time wgnmtheu was a t?;
in Korea, oud we all recnll those agonising wonths at Pan Mun Jon, where s new kdipd
of diplosacy was revealed, a diplomacy waick used the negotiating table for mothing
else thun waging a war of nerves. The Chinese communist regime dees not believe in
negotiations and ithas never negotiated in good feith +ill mow. Bvery promise which
it hes made, it has viclated, whether in Tibet or elsewhere. ror the Chinese commu-
nist regime, negotiation is an act of war, an act of war at the conference table, a

continuetion of war by other ways. &

1t ic with such an opponent that we are mow dealing, and to say that a friendly
meeting between the two Prime Ministers will be used by the Chiness comuuniats for
any oiher purpose than to push forwerd the process of intimidating us further is to
revel in an illusion which is long past its time. 411 than I can say is that, in
future, this will encourage toughness on the part of the Chinese communist regime.
They will szy: "Ah! We have got thew down. These people refused to come %o talks
except under certain conditions they laid down - the recognition of the MacMahon
line and the vaceting of aggression on their territory - as preconditions for nego-
tiations and talks. MNow, look, within three. or four months, they have come down to
talk to us unconditionally, as we demanded all along.” To a good Chrietisn or a
kindly Hindu gentleman, the Gandhian approach of "All right, you heve your own way;
I will meet you on your grounds"way be all right. But, then, we have to réuember
the character of the opponent when we are dealing with this problem and there fs no-
thing in the character of the Chinese communist regime that gives ua any e jon t0
hope that this gracicus surrender is going to have anything but the most unf' ~tunate
consequences on the paychology of the other side.

Then, let us lock at our psychology. What is it going to do to us? Thérw ie
no doubt in my mind that this country will regard this invitetion as & national humi-
lintion. I wonder if there is eny instence in history where a country has been
attacked, a country whose territory bas been cccupied, has gone out of the wey to
make a friendly invitetion to the opponont? People have sent amies, havies and air
forces into sction, people have sent ultimatums, people have broken off diplomatic
relations, as Nasser did when Britain and France ettacked his country during the
Suez incident. Here is a brave and patriotic country which is being attacked end
sushed around, its men killed, the blood of its troops end policemen on the hands
:::-f the other side, and what we do is to invite them to coue nere as our hongured
guest. This, I think, is certainly breaking new ground in history. What we are do-
ing js to perpetuate the illusions sbout the Chinese Communist regime which unfor-
tunately hos already been created for the lest ten years and which it is high time
our people were encouraged to shed. We arc trying to perpetuate those illusions
which were embodied in our earlier misguided ects.

Then, what will we do to our armed forces? Wnat effect is it
our policemen and our armed forces, who have been killed cor naimed, or wméinsi!
by the Chinese. What are going to be the sentizents of that breve uas, mmw a
& men who in any other country would heave bean built up as & mticnai hir;;' 'wadcs?
our government, to our shame, has relegated to obscmrity during $Ee as o
That man would have been taken by any patriotic govermment round coun s reans
educate the people es to what negotiating with the Chinese really {-mmt:;-ﬂetém 4
is this kind of diplomscy going to heve on those to whom wa look for Fl
our country against aggressions of tlds neture? : . e

I regret to say this but to me it seeus thet thia anitatim;i:: :E ?&F:: 1:
a complete banlquptey of policy which we have reached. That fee

going to heve on
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to an attack on this country, and I sa
antion of that weak policy, the policy of appeasement, which
in the latest communication will take this country farther and
ko;, the third argument that has been advanced is: "What e
o AR : at can we do?
to do?" Hany good friends have put this question: "What else Mim

: /ODQHBHI of despair. 3
1 believe there are many things which this country cen do. We are not priv
TER . ero not
d to have adequate data from our military forces on which we can recomiend sp 5 g4
fic policies. e do not have enoughi knowledge to judge. That is & mono the
‘Goverrment, and that cust be left to the Governuent. But it is quite clear that thers |
' r Al

are two broad alternatives befors this country.

One is, if we have the pover, to eject by police action the Chinese aggressors '
from the territory they have occupied., This is what a comtr?:armany does. Whether &y
we have the power to do it or not I do not know. Judging by the very optinistic and
P B=ip hopeful announcements mede by the hon. Priwe Minister and the hon. llei’anca-ﬂ.:'iin-.-- "‘\_d

: ter, who tell us thot the country's armed forces have never been in better comdition, §
that they are adequately equipped to drive ocuf eny aggressor from our territory,

which we wuuld like Yo believe, there is no redson why they should notbe asked to do =
their duty. There are many of us, however, who have dpubts on that subject. If thay
were so 2dequately armed and equipped, why are we where we are today? Why have we
allowed to hoppen what has happened? So, there ere grave doubts among the public.
‘The hon. Prime Minister could usefully enlighten these Houses of Parlisment about the
pature of the eguipment end the logistical support which fay or may not be available

o our srmed forces for fighting in such terrain. But, as I say, we do not know and
. therefore we can only mske the hypothatical statesent that if we have the strength to
do what we should be able to do, then therw is only one honourable course and that
is to give the order to the armed forces to do their duty.

But let us assume for a woment that we are not in that position. Before I uove
on to thet, T would refer to the question thet in raiseds "But that will lead to war".
M I do not know if there is eny logic in thot atategent. It will certainly not be an 1
sct of wer on our pert. It has never been heid in history that a country that hos | "
been invaded, while repelling foreign troops from its territory, is guilty of an act
of war. It is an act of defence, of a police nmture. But+it is possible that the
othor party will then make it an set of war by broedening the front or by meking it
a genersl action. Thet is possible. Bub we sees =0 preoccupied with qur own diffi-
cultics that one would imngine that the Chinese Govermment is all dying and ready to
launch = msjor wer on Indiz. I would like to question that ready assunption. \
f

Why do we nssume that the Chinese Comnunist Government is prepared to have &
mjc:r wor with this country ony more than we are prepared to have it with them? We
certainly do not want a war. HNobody wants it in this country. But why do we zssumo
that they want it? I s not depending en any peeceful professions of theirs. 1 au
depending on the situation in which they find thewselves. They are encountering &
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sovere draught. The regimented cosmwumes in which they have penncd their people = ‘
like animals in a zoo — those people are doing for an cpportunity to riee. Tuey heve

2 National Govermient outside their bounderies which is slmost certain to try and L Arbl
1and and liberate the meinland. That threat may or may not be a serious ons. But 2o
are the Chinese Conmunist Government prepared to shift their mein forces thousands 3 B
of miles to our frontiers, leave their mninlsnd and home tepritory exposed d-ﬁ Wory '- )

internel revolution from discontented’ people in the country/to a lending from the

Nantionalist Governuent cutside? I doubt it. I doubt if Comcunist Chine is .

to fight a major war on two fronts,tcday. 8o, when we think so much of cur own

weskness, let us also consjder the elemupt of bluff on the other side. z
7
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L cen." There you stop. You leave the thing where it is.

A {5 ‘his verandah? Uoes he go and zslc hiu to come to his drawing room, have e cup of tea £ |
* and discuss the matter with hin? Or does he go the telephone, if there is one, and

%o conosdo enything? If we o
‘the aggresaion, let us be di
3% koot possible for us t smm:f’ bl Ll ﬁ,«w'
it Pecoues possible for us to rc it. MHeny countries in |
their tine for years and decades.befbre.-ihay ﬁ able wn;in s
ry which had been filched frou then by superior military power. Bu :
tinte with the other power. They do not invite thes to come aud sit ir
them. They say: "You have taken something that is mine. You are
e to take itback. Please note thet it is wine acd I shall take it |

Tt is like egking what docs an honest citizen do if a bandit comgs Bnd

telephone to the Police? Does he raise a shout and call his neighbours to help? \
Does he barricade his door and say: "I will hang out till scmebody coues to my res- 3
cug"? Why are we not doing what a prudent housekeeper would do in eny pnrt of the
world? which is what? To bresk off diploumtic relations with the Chinese Cousunist .22
Governnent, tu open ncgotiations, which we have not done, with our friendly neigh- |

bours in South and bSouth Esstisia, who alsc are nenaced by the same mensce and who

are very worried about the way in which we are reeting the threat to our own fron-
tiers. People who have been in South and Scuth East Asia from this country hnve come
back and said that they are very worried. They have pointed ocut that the Hiumalayas
are the frontiers of free #Asiz end that in not defending them actively cnough, we ars
iuperilling their own freedom. Why do we not call a Bandung Conforcnco and tell 'S

where we stand? Why do we not invite thew to a pact - to say that an attack on ons

ig an attnck on 8ll? Why do we not do thet? Leave all the foreign powers und the !
so-callod inperinlists out. Why do we mot call our fellow nations, the uncocmitted
nations in Asia to get intu a group? : \

Why do we not equip our arued forces better then they are? The hon. Priue
Minister snd the hon. Defence Minister have, 'in their wisdow, said that they will mot |
accept wilitary equipuent without payuent. Acharyas Kripalani in a previous debate i
pointed ocut that between accepting wilitary equipsent and adhering fo a policy of name
alignnent there is no contradiction. Harshal Tito took wmilitery nssistence iTu. | '
America as long as he needed it, discontinued it when he did not need it eny core i
and nobody has ever suggested that he sacrificed nop-aligmient for cven a oinitu. r o,
IFf Tito could do it, we can do it. bBut if we do not want to do it individually or :
unilaterally, let us do it multilaterally. E‘I.-et us for: a regional organisation of 4
the couniries of South and South East Asis ond let that organisation invite mssist- !,' .
ance ond aid frod other parts of the world so that the independence of judgement A
and the independent foreign policy of any single country is not endangered in *h# ,P"' 4
slightest. -/ 2 4

when T soy thAt, I en aware that the hon Price Hinister is apt to resd too sush:
into these statements as indeed he did at Bangalore at the annusl session of the :
Congress Party where, when an innocent auenduent was Goved asking Tt _:wb_mliﬁﬂn-_- 1
tion of certain things, he attacked his critics - respectable mewbers of the Congro~ it
Party - for dering to suggest that foreign troops should narch up an.':-dm India il
trying to defend us from Chinese aggression. F o il
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jn Hon. Member. Really they epe marching. ! ; .
Shri M,R.Maseni: HNobody is asking for foreign troops to be iﬂ”-t":h:: ::“ coun
But#hen this question is raised and the hon. Prine Minister Says SHEL - tmm .
agree to one inch of our territory being occupied by forelgn W;_ finilh :
that 5,000 to 10,000 square uiles of cur territory are alraaﬂ:'.m oot




and sit wi ustoﬁndoutmto»ﬁtmb;_'f
region frou external sggression. Let such a
y block, it will bs a group for comumon consultation - b e che
gn equipnent can coue iuv. the country without foreign troaps or
1 erference. Therefore, I hope that this bogey of foreign troops mnrching
) ﬁ&nvﬂlmtbamedlsnmmﬁhﬂumdminbnnmw \

This is the line of thought thet I would suggest. Now, Ivillhaholi. “iro
g you not suggesting scmething extreue, when you suggest that diplouatic relativns
~ should be broken off with this aggressor regine?" Without any provocation, or much
 less, we have done as much. We have broken off diplomatic relntions with South
: rica nnd Portugel without =mything couparable to what we hove endured at the hands |
of the Chinese Courunist Governuent. Even worse, we have no diplomatis relations
with o friendly, helpful, cooperative country like Isrsel - a countyy that has
donc nothing tu us, whose existenoe we recognise but, for good reasuns that the
Goverrnuent alone kmows, whok we f£ail to recognise in the sense of acorediting a
diplomatic mission. If we can desist from heving diplematic rolations with Israel, 7
surcly it is not asking too much that that very wild act of displeasurc might be
endowed on those who are aggressing egninst us, who have killed our people and who

= haye on their hends cur cen's blood. it
s The Priue Minister's letter ends by saying to Mr. Chou En-lai: "You will be
an honcured guest when you come here”. Undoubtedly the Prize Rinister and the
Govermwnt ore entitled to invite whoever they like as their honoured gueats, but
# may I scy that Mr. Chou En-lai will not be the honoured guest of the Indian peopie?
He is not wanted here. If he cowes, ho will come as the guest of the Governuent,
Lwe eannot help it, but the Indian people do not want to sheke hande with purder,
with those on whose hands is the blood of our policemen and arued forces. There—
fore I do went to dissociate those of us who feel differently on this subject froa
o W this unfortunate invitation which, in uy view, is o national huziliation. -
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