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Introduction

It was in the hope of dclineating the attitude of the Praja:
Socialist Party towards India’s foreign policy that this study
was taken up. It was a Ph.D. dissertation submitted to the
Bihar University in December 1970. The author has recast that
dissertation to cover the attitude of the party as it got unfolded
in relation to some latest major developments and to give it the:
form of a book.

The attitude of any major national political party of the
opposition in a non-Western parliamentary democracy like
India’s towards any major aspect of the national policy as
pursued by the party in power has its own significance. So has
the attitude of the PSP towards India's foreign policy. The
literature that is available on the subject views it neither as an
object of exclusive and specific concern nor anything clse than
the sum total of the well-pronounced forcign policy stands of
the party. A scientific attempt at finding out the ingredients
of the attitude, tracing its behavioural trajectory and assessing
its impact on the official lines of action continued to be called
for. Therein lay the justification for this study being taken up.

Beside serving that primary purpose, the study may have
some further use inasmuch as it also brings to light such
forcign policy angles of the PSP as, in spite of being significant,
have failed to carry conviction with the Government, but may
evince further scrutiny from the point of view of their desir-
ability and tenability. The lines of investigation followed in it
may help reading attitude of other political entities towards
forcfgn, or other policics and issues. It may as well be of some
use in comparing the attitudes of various political parties. In
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-respect of India’s foreign policy, it may induce a further inquiry
as to the prospects of an all-party area of agreement. Finally,
it may be viewed as pointing to a track along which the
behavioural spirit of opposition parties in the parliamentary
democracies of developing societies may be reckoned and appre-
ciated.

The party in question in this study has a history of about
thirty-eight years notable both for the intellectual calibre of its
leadership and its parliamentary-democratic sensibility. But
its history also makes it clear as to why it could not grow to
the strength that it once aspired for and was generally expected
to achieve in Indian politics. Its continued ideological kinship
with some leading socialist-minded figures of the Indian National
-Congress, of which it remained a wing for the first fourteen
years of its career, hindered rather than helped its growth. It

-came out of the INC in the spring of 1948 as the Socialist
Party of India nursing an ambition to present itself to the
nation as an alternative political party capable of replacing

.the Congress in government. When, in the first general elec-
tions, it fell far short of achieving that kind of ambition, it
sought a stronger and wider political and electoral base by re-
forming itself as the Praja Socialist Party in merger with the
nascent Kisan Mazdoor Praja Party, a break-away faction of
the INC, Getting re-formed was a factor of the truncation that
it faced subsequently when a bulk of it, led by Ram Manohar
Lohia and others, formed the break-away Socialist Party.
Later, the old ideological kinship with some Congress leaders
like Jawaharlal Nehru impelled some of its old pioneers like
Asoka Mehta and others to desert it and join the INC with their
followers, causing a second truncation.

Later still, it underwent a very short-lived merger with
the Socialist Pary to form the Sanyukta Socialist Party and,
though it re-emerged as the PSP getting out of the SSP, suffered
a third truncation in that process. It has, once again, under-
gone a merger with some other major socialist parties to form
the Socialist Party formed on 9 August 1971. Thus, during
the last twenty-three years, unsteadiness has been chronic to it.
It appears that the party has been inherently weak owing to
-middle-class, middling-ideological and intellectual bases. Where-
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as, on the onc hand. its intellectual base has largely enabled
it to play a shiningly patriotic role in the frcedom movement as
well as in free India’s democracy, it has, on the other, continued
to hinder it in gaining strength organisationally and with the
clectorate. The party never became formidably strong and, of
late, has been losing the strength it had acquired initially in
the wake of India’s independence. Notwithstanding its weak-
nesses and decline, it has wielded much more influence and
received a much greater attention from the Government and the
public than its actual strength would make it deserve. The
main reason for that, the hypothesis giving start to the study
wwas, has been lying in the nature and quality of its attitude
reflected at its best in relation to foreign policy.

With the above understanding, this study needed at its
outset a scientific approach for reading that attitude. A clue
for the same Jay in H.J, Eysenck’s The Psychology of Politics
{London, Second Impression, 1957, pp. 12-13) wherein he banks
on G.W. Allport’s definition of attitude as “a mental and
neutral state of readiness organised through experience, exerting
a directive or dynamic influence upon the individual’s response
to all objects and situations with which it is related” and explains
further that, not being such as may be observed directly, it has
to bededuced. Insofar as the present study was concerned, the
problem was that of adapting that definition to reading the
attitude not of individuals but of a political party, an organised
cntity consisting, of course. of individuals, in relation to a
specific object, i.c., the foreign policy of the country. Eysenck
was also helpful in breaking up the elements of attitude as
perceptions, dispositions to react, behavioural trends, environ-
mental and motivational factors and relations to attitude
towards other objects. He was of help also in characterising the
attitude of 2 political party of the opposition in the context of
a foreign policy as an issue in parliamentary politics.

The context of foreign policy implied the attitude being
studied in relation to the various dimensions of India’s foreign
policy with reference both to its pre-independence antecedents
and post-independence lincaments. The antecedents related 1o
the trends of the outlook of the Indian national movement for
world politics in terms of the stages of change in the perceptions
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of the PSP as well as in the circumstances bearing on them..
The lineaments related to the basic principles and aspects of
free India’s foreign policy as well as the main sectors of its
external relations.

With the given hypothesis and zbove considerations, the
questions that the study had to face were as to how the PSP
was disposed to react to free India’s foreign policy after having
chosen to function independently of the ruling party, with
what perceptions and behavioural traifs as a result of the expe-
riences acquired inside it in various stages and with what degree
of impact on the foreign policy outlook of the national move~
ment.

How far did the party agree with the Government in
regard to the basic principles and aspects of foreign policy, e.g.,
non-alignment, anti-colonialism and anti-racialism, foreign aid
and defence, and with what perception of its own? What im-
provements did it suggest in their respect and how did it behave
while agreeing or disagreeing, with what impact on the Govern-
ment ?

How much did the party approve or disapprove of India’s
relations with the West, the Soviet bloc, China, Pakistan, and
the neighbouring regions and with what perceptions and sugges-
tions for improvements ? How did it behave in relation to the
various aspects and stages of such relations and with what im-
pact on the official policies and stands ?

Further questions that the study had to meet were related
to locating the shifts, if any, in the attitude of the party to-
wards various issues and seeing if, on occasions, its opinion
was divided also. While summing up the answers found to the
above questions, a task that finally obtained was that of charac-
terising the attitude in terms of cohesiveness, consistency versus
inconsistency, as also of rigidity versus flexibility, and of as-
certaining the quality of its underlying perception and disposi-
tion as well as of the behaviour that followed from it.

As may be clear from what has been stated above, this
is astudy in attitude. But the attitude studied is that of a
political party towards a political matter concerning it competi-
tively in national politics. The study, therefore, has not much
to do with psychology from which it only coarsely seeks help
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for a scientific definition of attitude, a break up of its ingre-
dients and criteria for determining its characteristics along with
the quality of its ingredients. Its burden is observation which
is normal to Political Sciecnce. The study may be viewed as
behavioural, but only in a broad sense, for it is devoid of
any finesse of quantification. Its quest is rather qualitative.
It does involve, but only the way, the history of the PSP as well
as that of India’s foreign policy and cannot have any serious
claim to being a historical study. The field of observation being
a foreign policy, it may be viewed as a study in International
Politics. But, in all fairness, there, too, it is a study only in
how a particular organiscd political group has been viewing the
making and conducting of a particular foreign policy. That has
been done by surveying first the antecedents of the attitude of
the PSP in its formative background and then by scrutinising
its lincaments in relation to the basic principles and aspects of
India’s foreign policy and the main sectors of its external rela-
tions. The main concern of the study, however, is the attitude
from the spring of March 1948, when the party became inde-
pendent of the Congress practically to the date. The antece-
dents from 1934 to 1948 were covered only for a proper perusal
of the attitude subscquently obtaining.

The foregoing review may reveal that this study was
needed for a scientific, systematic, comprehensive and exclusive
treatment of the subject. In meeting the requirement, the study
has gone in for taking a scientific view by seeking a scientific
definition of attitude, breaking up its ingredients and earmark-
ing the criteria for determining its characteristics as well as the
quality of its ingredients. It has linked the reading of the atti-
tude of the PSP towards free India’s foreign policy with that of
its antecedents of the formative phase when the foreign policy
outlook of the Indian national movement was shaping itsclf,
The attitude itself has been observed along two distinct lines :
first in relation to the basic principles and aspects of the foreign
policy and, sccondly, in relation to cach principal sector of the
country’s external relations. The first line is based on the
examination of the attitude of the party in relation tb the
concepts underlying the basic principles and aspects of the
foreign policy along with their applicd sides. The second line
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is based on the examination of the attitude in regard respective-
ly to India’s general relations with the two power blocs and
bilateral relations with the leading powers of each of them over
issues of general as well as bilateral importance, to its relations
with its two hostile neighbours over issues of general, regional
and bilateral importance, and, finally,” to its relations and
points of vital concern in the neighbouring regions. Determin-
ing the characteristics of the attitude, locating its ingredients,
assessing their quality and gauging the impact on the foreign
policy have, all, been kept in view while pursuing the observa-
tion along the two lines stated above. Observation along the
two lines has been carried in terms of agreement or disagreement
shown by the party and of cooperation, moderation or agitation
that it resorted to. The narrative, as such, is running in every
chapter. But care has been taken that the points of official
policy, agreed or disagreed upon or found wanting one way
or the other by the party, come up clearly. These are the aspects
of the analytical approach of the study, Though the study was
not to be historical, a historical approach became necessary in
order to deal with the antecedents of the attitude as well as to
examine it in relation to the official assessments, phasewise, of
the intentions of India’s hostile neighbours. Likewise, though
the study was not intended as being psychological, reading the
attitude made a psychological approach necessary. -

All official foreign policy and party documents that were
relevant and became available, all relevant issues of the Janata,
an organ of the PSP, all relevant writings of the leaders and
members of the party punblished and available, news reports,
editorials and feature articles of news, dailies and periodicals
and academic publications concerning the subject in one way or
the other have been used as source materials and have been
enlisted in the bibliography.

Besides chapter 11 which sums up and concludes the
study, it contains ten other chapters. Chapter 1 on “Back-
ground” deals with the antecedents of the attitude of the PSP
towards India’s foreign policy ; Chapter 2 with the attitude
towards “Non-alignment” and Chapter 3 with that towards
“Anti-colc_)nialism and Anti-racialism” as the basic principles
of the policy ; Chapter 4 with that towards “Foreign Aid” and -
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Chapter 5 towards “Defence” as its basic aspects ; and Chapter
6 with that towards India’s Relations with the West”, Chapter 7
towards “Relations with the Soviet Bloc”, Chapter 8 towards
“Relations with China™, Chapter 9 towards ‘“Relations with
Pakistan™ and Chapter 10 towards “‘Other Important Regional
Issues and Relations”.

S. M. M. S.



1
The Background

The present Praja Socialist Party of India had its beginning
as the Congress Socialist Party (CSP) formed in May 1934,
a radical wing of the Indian National Congress. The party,
at its Cawnpore Convention in February-March 1947, dropped
the word *Congress™ from its nomenclature and in March
1948 became independent of the Congress. In June 1952,
after a merger with the Kisan Mazdoor Praja Party, this Socia-
list Party emerged as the Praja Socialist Party (PSP). In July-
August 1955, a small faction of it. led by Dr. Rammanoher
Lohia, broke away as a separate Socialist Party. In June 1964,
the Praja Socialist Party and Socialist Party merged
together to  form the Samyukta Socialist Party. The
merger ended in Junuary 1965 and the Praja Socialist Party
retained its separate, but truncated, existence. In August 1971,
it re-merged with the SSP and the Indian Socialist Party (ISP)
to form the Socialist Party.

PHASES

The attitude of this Party towards India’s foreign policy
may have to be studied in cight phases. In the starting phase,
from May 1934 to April 1938, the party came out with its
own views on important international issues and trends. The
sccond was the phase of aversion for communists from
May 1938 to August 1946. This was followed by a third phase
from Scptember 1946 to February 1948, in which the Interim
Government was formed in India and the party, continuing
inside the Congress, developed its attitude towards India’s
independence and its foreign policy. These three may be
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viewed as essentially the background phases of the attitude
of the party because, by that time there was no break with
the Congress and India’s national foreign policy had just com-
menced. Then came the fourth phase, from March 1948 to
August 1952, in which there was a final break with the Con-
gress and its foreign policy. In the fifth phase, from September
1952 to July 1955, the PSP cooperated with the Govern-
ment in respect of foreign policy with certain reservations.
The period from August 1955 to June 1964 may beseen as
the phase of steady cooperation with the official foreign policy,
except on certain issues where the approach of the party was
extremely critical. The seventh was a phase of short transi-
tion from July 1964 to January 1965 wherein, during the short-
lived merger, the Samyukta Socialist Party reflected a new
vigour in the approach to the question of India’s external
relations and security. The last may be viewed as the current
phase of its revived existence, from January 1965 onwards,
wherein the party has been flamboyant in 1ts critical stance
towards the handling of several foreign policy issues by the
Government!.

THE START (MAY 1934—APRIL 1938)

The emergence of the Congress Socialist Party in May 1934
was the cumulative effect of three major events—the organisa-
tion of the Bihar Socialist Péu'ty in 1931, discussions among
the socialist-minded Congressmen in the Nasik Central Prison
in 1932-33 and their Poona Conferance in July 1933. The
formation of this wing of the Congress essentially resulted
from the economic struggle of the workers, failure of the Civil
Disobedience Movement and the Congress attitude towards
imperialists and fascists. The party started with the objective
of “complete independence in the sense of separation from the

TR

British Empire”.

1 Yn August 1971, the Party re-emerged with some other Socialist
parties and that takes it to yet another phase. A majar characterization
of that phase will be pre-mature.

2 All India Congress Socialist Party, Constitution, Programme and
Resolution of the First Conference of Party and Report of the Organising
Secretary {Bombay, 1934), p. 5.
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In this phase the CSP sought to commit the Congress in
October 1934 to a war-resistance policy, and disagreed with it
in regard to its attitude towards Britain, other imperialist
powers and fascists. On some of the issuses of international
politics, it put forward new visions, new concepts and new
interpretations.  On some of the questions, it agreed with the
Congress while on some others it disagreed.

War Danger

Alarming the national movement against the danger of the
Second World War was the most important trend of the CSP
thought on forcign policy in this phase. On various occasions
the CSP voiced a vehement opposition to India’s participation
in any war involving Britain and urged the Congress to resist
the using of India’s men, money and resources for such a war,
to utilize such crisis for securing Swaraj and to decide un-
cquivocally against any war preparations that the British
Government in India might make®.

British Imperialism, Fascism and Nazism

The other trend in this phase was that of opposition to
British Imperialism, Fascism and Nazism. In October 1934 the
Bombay Conference of All India CSP passed a resolution to this
cffect®. Subsequently, the Sccond Annual Conference at Meerut
passed a resolution against the British Imperialists, Fascists
and Nazi Germany. It condemned the aggression being waged
by the fascist dictator of Italy against Ethiopia and considered

* The occasions were All India Congress Socialist Conference held
atBombay in October 1934, the subsequent Mecrut Conference in Decem-
ber 1935, the Sind Congress Socialist Conference held at Karachi in 1936,
the third CSP annual Faizpur Conference of December 1936 and the fourth
CSP annual Conference at Lahore held in April 1938, See Narendra Nath
Mitra, ed.  The Indian Annual Register, Vol. 2 (Calcutta, July-December
1934), p. 296; Al India Congress Socialist Party Sccond Annnal Conference
{Bombay, All India Congress Socialist Party, 1936), p. 15; Sind Congress
Socialist Conference, Presidential Address of M. R. Masani ot the First
Sind C. 8. Conferernce held et Karachi on 18th and 19th July 1936 (Karachi,
Congress Socialist Party, 1936) pp. 35-38; Congress Socialist {(Bombay) 2
(9 January 1937), p. 25; Corgress Socialist, 3 (23 Aopril 1938), p. 293.

4 Tke Indian Annucl Register, . 2.
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Ethiopia’s fight “as a part of the fight of the exploited people.”s
At the Lahore Socialist Conference in April 1938, in keeping
with its previous policy, the CSP condemned both fascist and
imperialist powers, and declared Britain’s foreign policy as
pro-fascist, for it was encouraging the reactionary forces of war
and suppressing the freedom movement among the African
peoples and in Palestine.®

These Socialist resolutions had their impact on the Indian
National Congress (INC) in extending its sympathies to
Abyssinia?, Spain8, China and Palestine.?

The Soviet Union

In this phase the CSP admired the Soviet Union, its socia-
list structure of economy and society and its foreign policy
which was opposed to Imperialism, Fascism and Nazism. At
the Faizpur Annual Conference of December 1936, a resolu-
tion expressed the solidarity of the Indian people with the
free people of the USSR.1® The Lahore Annual Conference
considered the USSR as ‘‘the only major power working for
world freedom and peace”, and “against the fascists and
imperialists”!, The Socialists considered it their bounden
duty to help the Soviet democracy and treat as enemy any
power that encouraged aggressive designs against it.2* The
Soviet Union was viewed as a challenge to the capitalist world

SResolutions of the Meerut Conference, Congress Socialist, 1
(1 February 1936), pp. 19-20.

*Resolutions of the Lahore Conference, Congress Socialist, 3 (23
April 1938), pp. 293-4.

47 487Report of the Forty-ninth Indian National Congress (Allahabad), pp.

8D. Chakravarty and C, Battacharya, Compiled, Congress in Evolu-
tion (Part II) (Calcutta, 1953), p. 9.

*Nehru’s Foreword, Rammanohar Lohia, /mdian Foreign Policy
(Allahabad, 1938), pp. 10-12,

"Resolutions of the Faizpur Conference, Congress Socialist, 2 (9 Janu-
ary 1937), p. 25.

MResolutions of the Lahore Congress Socialist Party Conference
held on 12th, 13th and 14th April 1938, Congress Socialist, 4(23 April
1938), p. 293.

*Narendra Deva, ,Problem of Socialist Unity, Congress Socialist,
3 (9 April 1938), p. 268.

-
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and as the only great power discarding imperialism.2® The
Indian National Congress was influenced by the Socialists’
attitude. It also hailed “a new order” and *“a new civiliza-
tion™ seen in the Soviet Union, and viewed it as a bulwark
against Imperialism?®, Fascism, Nazism and Militarism.®

Solidarity with the Colonial People

Another trend of this phase was the CSP spirit of solidarity
with the colonial people and the freedom fighters of the world.
The Socialists championed the cause of the people of Abys-
sinia, Spaint?, Chinal®, Palestine and Egypt.!® They offered
their support to all the national democratic forces in the
colonial world struggling for their emancipation from colonial
domination.*® At the Lohore Conference, a resolution was
passed extending sympathy to the forces of freedom among the
African peoples.® On this issuc the Socialists had the full
apreement with the Congress. Resolutions were passed by the
INC also in support of Abyssinia,** Palestine,*® and Spain.®

Japanese Imperialism

A characteristic trend of this phase was the feeling of
antagonism against Japanese Imperialism. Japan’s ambition
for overlordship of the East and its aggressive policies were

BRammanohar Lohia, “International Bal”, Congress Socialist, 3
{5 March 1938), pp. 168-169.

WReport of tke Forty-ninth Indion National Congress, n. 6, p. 20.

13} ohin, 0. §, p. 16.

YNchru, China, Spain and the ar (Allababad and London, 1940),
pp. 132-133,

YiMeerut Resolutions, n. 4, and All India Congress Socialist Pariy,
Second Aunval Conference, n, 2.

INLNL Mitra, ed.  Indian Arnual Register I{1938, Calcutta), p. 393.

“Rammanohar Lohia, “The Collapse of International Morality™,
Congress Socialist, 3(26 February 1938), pp. 147-8.

2| ohia, n. 8, p. 16.

Wi ghore Conference Resolutions, n. 10.

Y2 Report of the Forty-nintk Irdian  National Congress (Allahabad),
.24, ’
Y Repart of the Fifty-Fiest Indian National Congress (Ahmedabad), p.
199,

“Conrgress in Evolution, n. 7, p. 9.
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condemned.” Since its seize of Manchuria in 1931, the
Socialists apprehended Japan as exceptionally aggressive,
having the ambition to invade China and the Soviet Union.*
A full support was given to the people of China against Japan
at the Lahore Conference in 1938.*7 The Socialists were in
full accord with the AICC Resolutions on those issues passed
in 1937°® and in 1938.%®

AVERSION FOR COMMUNISTS

(APRIL 1938—AUGUST 1946)

This phase commenced with the Lahore Conference of
April 1938 and continued up to the formation of the Interim
Government of India in September 1946. The phase was
significant inasmuch as the Indian Socialists developed a feel-
ing against the Communists’ attitude towards international
issues. Since 1934, the Communists and Socialists of India
had been maintaining the same attitude towards the question
of war and foreign policy. But by April 1938, the Congress
Socialist carried an article by Dr. Rammanohar Lohia,
entitled “The Dilemma of an Anti-Imperialist.”’30 The article
was critical of the position on war and foreign policies pursued
by European Communists. They supported their respective
nations and Governments against colonial agitation on grounds
of “Collective Security” and “anti-Fascism.” This represented
the beginning of awareness that a belief in Socialism was not
a guaraniee of anti-war and anti-imperialist attitude, The
subsequent Socialist attitude towards Communists and the
Soviet Union had its 1nitial formation in this phase.

#5Lohia, *Jawaharlal Must Answer”, Congress Socialist, 3(30 April
1938), pp. 315-16.

*Kamaladevi, “Invasion of Inner Mangolia®, Congress Socialist,
2(28 August 1937), p. 16.

2'N.N. Mitra, n, 17,

*8The Indian National Congress, 1936-37 (Allahabad : All India Con-
gress Commiittee, n. 1), p. 15,

2%See n. 22, p. 198.

*Rammanohar Lohia, “The Dilemma of An Anti-Imperialism”
Congress Socialist, 3(2 April 1938), pp. 247-48.
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Pro-Russian Stand of the CPI and People’s War

Yet another characteristic trend of this phase was the
Socialist opposition to the pro-Russian bent of the CPI mind.
Since 1934 the Communists were inside the CSP having the
same views as those of the Socialists on question of war. It was
as early as in 1937, at the Delhi Socialist Executive meeting,
that a decision was taken to expel those Communists who were
engaged in “fractional work™.®! In 1938 M.R. Masani criti-
cised Soviet Russia’s foreign policy and its dictatorship and
contrasted it with democratic socialism.*

Since the publication of Lohia's article®, the party had
started shedding its illusions concerning an identity of interest
between the Soviet Union and the nationalist movements of
the dependent countries. The difference between the anti-war
position of the Socialists and that of the Communists began
revealing itself in 1939-40 when the Communists, while yet
with the CSP, published a booklet entitled 4 Congress Socialist
Look at World Politics. It purported to prove that war was not
inevitable if the peace-loving democracies allied themselves in
a collective security pact with the Soviet Union. The implica-
tion was that if such an event took place there would be no
need to resist Britain,  The Socialists criticised the Communist
concepts of Collective Security, non-aggression pact and the
non-inevitability of war as nonsensical. The Socialists subse-
quently became sympathetic towards Russia®t after it was
attacked by Germany in 1941, The German attack on Russia
changed the understanding of the character of war among the

1The Parly Executive claimed to come into possession of information
that M.N. Roy had issued instructions to distupt and break up the CSP.
Sce The CSP, the Reeds and Roy: Statement of the C.S.P. Executive
{Bombay, All India Congress Socialist Party, 1937), p. 5.

3:M. R. Masani had published a document entitled—*Communist
Plot against the C.S.P.", which described in detail the plan of action the
Communists were following in order to capture the CSP. See M. R.
Masani, The Commurist Party of India (London, 1954), pp, 69-70 ; also
All India Congress Socialist Party, Chairman's Address at Fourth Annua |
Corference 1938 (Bombay), State People Press, 1938, pp, 1-3.

®See n. 29,

BM.G. Purdy, “Is War Inevitable™, Congress Seclalist, 4(4 June 1939;
|
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Communists all over the world. In India they gave wholeheart-
ed support to British war efforts. The CPI accepted the slogan
of “People’s War” against fascism which was a a menace to
“the Soviet fatherland”. The Socialists’ attitude towards the
British Government and its imperialist war aims, bowever,
remamned unchanged. They held that “there could be no change
in their policy until a people’s Government comes to power”
in India.® They, along with other Congressmen, were
sceptical as to how the Soviet Union couid help India at the
time. They considered it their revolutionary duty to expose
the Communists who were ‘“‘exploiting the proletariat’s sym-
pathy for the Soviet Union by enlisting their support for the
bourgeois Governments of the allied nations.”® The CPI was
condemmed for its pro-Russian stand during 1942-45 and so
was its slogan of “People’s War™.

Third Force

A very important trend of the CSP international outlook
of this phase appeared in 1938. Some of the socialists per-
ceived a bi-polar trend in world politics—the emergence of the
fascist Axis on the one hand and imperialist Allied powers on
the other, and, as such, they advocated the idea of a ‘third
force’ of democratic, nationalist and socialist countries.

Lohia, while advocating this new concept, distinguished
between the democratic force and the anti-democratic forces.
He bracketed Britain, France and the United States with the
fascists. He theorized the basis of resistance to war by advoca-
ting an uncompromising nationalism, working with non-vio-
lence, to create a ‘third force’ of democratic nationalist and
Socialist countries. He condemned the fascist and the imperia-
list powers alike,®?

This perception of a ‘third force’, modified subsequently,
appears to have largely borne on independent India’s formula-
tion of non-alignment.

3sAcharya Narendra Deva, Socialism and National Revolution.
(Bombay, 1946), p. 152.

381bid, p. 154.

*’Rammanoha Lohia, n. 8, pp. 15-16.
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War Efforts

Further, it was in this phase that almost all the Socialists
gave a militant opposition to the British war efforts in India.
The Tripuri Congress of March 1939 passed a resoultion
sponsored and supported by the CSP which envisaged prepara-
tion for national civil disobedience movement and asserted the
urgent necessity for India to *“direct her own foreign policy as
an independent nation, thereby keeping aloof from both
imperialism and fascism™.* But the Tripuri Congress did
not reiterate its previous anti-war declaration. The Congress
stand on the war was controversial. In an article in the party
organ, Congress Socialisi, Lohia analysed his views and ans-
wered the arguments circulated in the Tripuri Congress for
abandoning the anti-war position. He advocated that while
fascism was an evil, the imperialist rule in India was not a
lesser evil.®® He also complained against the lack of a
Congress plan for anti-war activities.®® When the AICC
met in October 1939, the Socialists, guided by Lohia’s views,
presented an amendment to the Congress resolution on war. In
arguing for the amendment, Jayaprakash Narayan favoured
the official resolution in a general way, but maintained that
there was no reason for the Congress to wait for what Britain's
attitude would be in future. Nehru opposed this Socialist
amendment. The amendment was lost by 181 to 62. In one of
the 1940 AICC meetings, the Socialists brought forward a
resolution on ‘India and War Crisis’. But in the interest of the
unity in the Congress, this resolution was dropped. Later on,
it became obvious that the Congress policy to join war efforts
was completely divided. The majority of the ‘“Right-wing”
leaders including Mahatma Gandhi and Jawaharlal Nehru
decided to arrive at a compromise with Britain and delibera-
tely held off a resistance movement against Britain for the
time being ; Mahatma Gandhi openly confessed this when

BN.N. Mitra, Indwan Arnual Register 1 (1939), pp. 341-342.

**Rammanchar Lohia, “War Resister, Congress Socialist, 4 (2
April 1939), pp. 6-7.

“*Remmanohar Lohia, **Not &n Open Question™, Congress Socialist,
4 (9 April 1939), pp. 1-2.

L3
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charged by the Subhasists.®? Responding to this the National
Executive of CSP met and issued a statement of opposition
which called upon the Congressmen to ‘‘raise their voices
against the decision and try to secure its reversal”.4*

By 1941, Jayaprakash Narayan and about ninety per cent
of the CSP members were in jail and, at that time, the Social-
ists considered Mahatma Gandhi’s policy of Civil Disobedi-
ence as very unsatisfactory. Jayaprakash Narayan and other
Socialists did not accept Mahatma Gandhi’s constructive
programme as the only possible weapon or, indeed, even as an
effective weapon in the freedom struggle. They were convinced
of the correctness of their belief in militant action.® They
went ahead with their campaign against the war efforts of the
Viceroy’s Government of India.

Pro-Allied Collaborationist Attitude of the Congress

Another trend of this phase was the Socialist opposition
to Pro-Allied, Pro-British Collaborationist attitude of the
Congress. In January 1942, the AICC passed a resoultion
which opened the door for negotiation with the Britishers and
reaffirmed the Bombay resolution of 1940.¢¢ This was the
first attempt of the Congress for collaboration with the
Britishers. In May 1942, the AICC followed Mahatma
Gandhi’s lead and passed a resolution demanding immediate
freedom on a complete basis without any reservation for any
“partial measure” of British authority and control in India.
Non-violent non-cooperation was urged to meet the threatened
Japanese invasion, but active cooperation with the British war
efforts was not contemplated. A policy of limited cooperation
was followed which was distinctly a middle-of-the road
position designed to unite the Congress and the country
against making a choice of joining either side in the war. In
the Working Committee, lines were drawn over Mahatma

“'Gandhi to Bose, N.N. Mitra, Indian Annual Register 1 (Calcutta,
1940, p. 31.

“1pid,, 2(1941), pp. 30-31.

“Pattabhi, B. Sitaramaya, History of the Indian National Congress,
Vol. 2, (Bombay, 1946), p. 180,

“N.N. Mitra, Indian Annual Register, 1(1942), p. 274,
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Gandhi’s original draft between those who would openly aid
Britain and those who wanted to launch a struggle. Nehru
identified himself with the former and the Socialists with the
latter. It was this “neurotic Pro-British and Pro-Allied
attitude™ of Nehru which was, later on, criticised by Lohia%®
Speaking for the Socialists, Achyut Patwardhan considered
cooperation with Britain as an invitation to Japanese invasion.
He reflected the Socialist attitude towards the imperialist war,
taking no sides with either Japan or Britain.?¢

Meeting in July 1942, the Working Committee of the AICC
passed a resolution reiterating that the Congress had no
desire to embarrass British and other Allied war efforts and
agreeing to the stationing of Allied troops in India “in order
to ward off and resist the Japanese or other aggression and to
protect and help China”.** This was at variance with the
Socialists” position of neutrality and of letting a free India
decide whether it would become involved in war or not. But
the last provision of this resolution contained, for the first
time, the threat of direct action which was in consonance with
the Socialist desires. The Socialists supported the AICC
dectsion for civil disobedience in case the final appeal failed.
When the AICC passed the famous ‘Quit India’ resolution,
most of the Socialists were under detention. Yet the rest of
them enthusiastically supported it. It was only the Commu-
nists who were vigorous supporters of the war and engaged
themselves in espionage for the Government of India as
accused by the Socialists and other nationalists.*8 Jayaprakash
Narayan, after his escape from the Hazaribagh Central Prison,
considercd the violent August Movement as leading to the
complete overthrow of imperialism. He was critical of all
compromising alliances. He named Britain *‘as an aggressive
power™ and considered it completely justified to repel “British

“Lohia, Guilty Men of India's Partition, (Allahabad, 1960), p. 14.

#*See the Government of India report of the Home Ministry entitled
*Congrees Responsibility for Disturbances 1942-43* in N.N. Mitra's Indian
dnnual Register, 2(1942), pp. 200204,

“'Sitaramayya, n. 42, Vol. 2, pp. 340-32 ; Scealso Bimla Prasad,
The Origins of Indian Foreign Policy (Calcutta, 1960), p. 197.

“3MUR. Masani, n. 31, pp. §2-84.
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aggression with arms” .4

INDEPENDENCE (SEPTEMBER 1946—MARCH 1948)

This was the last phase of the CSP inside the Congress.
The phase started with the formation of the Interim Govern-
ment in India and continued till the Nasik Conference of the
Socialists in March 1948. The characteristic trend of this
phase lay in that the CSP had presented its own stand as
opposed to that of the Congress on the questions of the
transfer of power, partition of the country and the foreign
policy which free India should adopt. The decision taken by
the Congress to enter the Interim Government and to parti-
cipate in the Constituent Assembly was condemned by the
Congress Socialist Party. It was against the idea of a nego-
tiated settlement with Britain on the question of freedom. The
Socialists were, therefore, in favour of a fully elected sovereign
Constituent Assembly.®® The party restricted its members both
from entering the Constituent Assembly and from participating
in the Interim Government. Its leaders totally opposed the
British Prime Minister’s Declaration of 20 February 1947
which was modelled on the Cabinet Mission decision of May
1946. With the declaration of the Mountbatten Plan of 3
June 1947, the National Executive of the Socialist Party met
on 10 June 1947, disapproved of the plan, expressed its firm
faith in the umity of India and rejected the proposal for the
division of the country.

Another trend of this phase lay in that the Socialists gave
a guideline towards India’s future foreign policy. The
National Executive of the CSP during its four-days session in
Delhi in September 1946, laid down that the Interim Govern-
ment should take such action as would aid Asians and
Africans to establish themselves as free nations. The ‘Policy
Statement’ of the party on international affairs clearly express-
ed the concepts of active neutrality, third bloc of uncommitted
nations, preference for the World Government, and opposition

49)gyarakash Narayan, To 4l Fighters For Freedom, Letter No. 1,

(Lucknow, 1946), pp. 9-10.
soJayaprakash Narayan, Towards Struggle, Yusuf Maherally, ed,,

(Bombay, 1946), p. 224.
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to colonialism and racialism. It also cautioned India against
the expansionist trend of the USSR,

In this phase, the party reflected five main trends which
bore on free India’s foreign policy.

Independence and Stand on Pakistan

The Socialists, from the very beginning, had repudiated the
‘Two-Nation Theory’ of the Muslim League. They were of
the opinion that the root of the communal conflict lay in the
economic backwardness of the Muslim masses. They believed
that with the unity between the two communities on economic
interest a lasting unity would be achieved. The CSP was
opposcd to the decision of the Cabinet Mission Plan of May
1946. It called upon the two communities for maintaining
national unity. With the announcement of the British Prime
Minister’s Declaration of 20 February 1947. its leader, Acharya
Narendra Deva, considered Attlee™s sfatement on India ‘‘as
going back upon the decision of the Cabinet Mission taken
in May 1946. He condemned the intention of the Britishers
who were going to realize Mr. Jinnah’s slogan of “divide and
quits.”

Further, the National Executive of the Socialist Party, meet-
ing on 10 June 1947, disapproved of thc Mountbatten Plan of
3 Junc 1947 and passed a resolution which stated “In fact
the division of the couatry can at no stage be final and must
never be accepted as such.”™®* It expressed its firm faith in the
unity and integrity of India. In July 1947. Prem Bhasin, a
feading member of the party. in one of his articles, analysed the
sinister motives of Britain behind the artificial division of the
country and stated “The choice before the Socialists is very
clear and compelling. Fighting against chauvinism is fighting
for socialism and ultimate reunion of Pakistan and India.”’s*

After the declaration of independence and partition of the
country, the National Executive of the Socialist Party (October

Urdian Anrual Register, | (January-June 1947), p. 39.
SBid., pp, 259.260, -

“Prem  Bhasin, “Choice Before Socialist™, Janara. (New Delhi)
27 July 1947, poo.
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1947) cherished a friendship between the two Dominions.
It, at the same time, considered Pakistan “guilty of wilful
neglect of its duty towards her minorities”, and focussed
its responsibility for an everlasting friendship.5* This may be
considered as the phase of germination of the attitude of the
Socialist Party towards India-Pakistan relations.

Active Neutrality, Third Bloc or Third Camp

With the establishment of the Interim Government, the
National Executive of the CSP resolved that India should
adopt a neutral attitude towards warring powers by withdraw-
ing its troops from Indonesia and Iraq which were being used
by the British.% With the declaration of Independence the
Socialists advocated their own policy of active neutrality in
view of the bi-polarisation of world politics behind the two
powerful blocs—the Anglo-American Bloc and the Russian
Bloc. They champoined the cause of new emerging nations of
Asia and suggested that India should seek to extend the
sphere of neutrality by bringing in together those nations
which wanted to keep aloof from the conflict of power blocs
and thus to from a ‘third bloc’ or ‘third camp.”® They further
declared that “‘India should not do anything that is likely to
increase the influence of either of these blocs but strive to
create a third camp of active neutrality as far as possible.5?

This may be viewed as the firm crystallization of the
independent Socialist attitude towards the shaping of India’s
policy of world peace and non-alignment.

Caution against the USSR

In this phase, the CSP alarmed the makers of the Indian
foreign policy against the expansionist trend of the USSR,
With the formation of the Interim Government, the party
organ, Janata, drew the attention of the provisional Govern-
ment towards the protection of the Middle East from the
Russian infiuence and urged the Soviet Government to leave

¢ Resolutions : Socialist Party, 1947 (Bombay, 1947), pp. 34-36.
*:C.S.P. Resolution, Janara, 22 September 1946, p. 6

*Policy Statement, Socialist Party (Bombay, 1947), p. 34.
571bid., p. 36.
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the soil of Iran.’® Lohia, a leading member of the party,
cautioned against Sovict expansion and stated : “Never can a
world idea mature into reality, if itis linked up with the
fortune of a single country”.®® He thought that the Com-
munist notion of achieving a World Goverament and Russian
cxpansionism had acquired an interchangeable meaning. The
policy statement of the party subsequently clarified its stand
and declared that the Socialist Party had no hostility towards
Russia. The Communists, however, denounced the Socialist
Party as anti-Russia. The party, however, firmly believed
that free India in its own interest must live on the friendliest
possible terms with Russia.®® But it reminded the Govern-
ment of the past activities of the Communists in India and
abroad.

World Government rather than UN

The Socialists, for the first time, advocated the cause of a
World Government rather than the United Nations. They
thought that national barriers must be broken and there
should be a larger grouping of nations. A force of the
oppressed peoples of the world, based on common loyalty,
had to be created not for aggressive purposes, but to resist
expansionism directed against Asia, Africa and other areas of
the world. Not merely full employment, but equally produc-
tive employment, was the key to a world state. The policy
statement of the party clearly stated : ““The constituent parts
of the world must first reach cqually in power and then in
prosperity and so shall be set on the road to world Govern-
ment”.8!  This Socialist ideal of international organisation
was clearly opposed to the Congress commitment to the United
Nations ideal.

**Editorial News, “The Week in India™, Janara, 1 September 1946,
p. 1.
) ‘fRammanohar Lohia, *India and the International Situation : The
Socialist Approach®, Janata, 23 March 3947, p. 7.
“Socialist Party, “Policy Statement”, Jarata. 28 December 1947,
™. 5-11,

WPoliey Statement, Socialist Party, (Bombay, First Published jn 1947
Second Edition 1949), p, 40.
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Colonialism and Racialism
(Indonesia, Palestine, Goa and South Africa)

Further, the CSP stood for the freedom of the colonial
people in Asia and Africa and opposed the practice of racial
discrimination adopted by South Africa. At the very outset, the
National Executive of the party, during its four-day sessionin
Delhi from 16 to 20 September 1946, asked the Interim
Government to take such action as would aid Asian and
African peoples to establish themselves as free nations. It
suggested the Government to withdraw the Indian troops from
Indonesia who were being kept at the disposal of the Dutch.
It further requested the Government to recognise the Republi-
can Government under Dr. Sukarno as the rightful Government
of Indonesia. A resolution was also passed in support of the
freedom struggle in Goa and it called for the intervention of
the Interim Government on this question.%?

On the question of Palestine, the party supported the
attitude adopted by the Interim Government and vehemently
opposed the Anglo-American efforts to turn the Arab majority
of the small country into a minority by dumping into it foreign
Jew.%® On the question of the issue of Indians in South Africa
and the racial policy adopted by General Smuts and others,
the Janata was alert from the very beginning, It extended
warm congratulations to Mrs. Vjaya Lakshm: Pandit for the
brilliant conduct of the Indian case against South Africa before
the United Nations.®* The party fully appreciated the stand
taken by the Interim Government on this issue.

The attitude formed by the Socialists towards colonialism,
imperialism and racialism in this phase remained almost the
same even after they left the Congress and became an indepen-
dent Socialist Party.6®

§'C.S.P. Resolution, Janata, 2 September 1946, p. 6

*3M. Harris, *Impressions of Asian Relations Conference”, Janata,
6 April 1947, pp. 1-2.

S'Editorial, Janara. 15 December 1946, p. 1.

%8See Report of the Eighth National Conference held at Madras, July,
1930, pp. 81-83.
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BREAK (MARCH 1948—AUGUST 1952)

This phase emerged with the Nasik Conference of March
1948 when the Socialists left the Congress and created a
separate party of their own known as the Socialist Party of
India (SPI). As an independent party in opposition to the
Congress, the party, for the first time, enunciated its own
socialist principles of foreign policy. It took an independent
attitude towards almost all important international issues. The
phase continued until its merger with the Kisan Mazdoor
Praja Party (KMPP) and its re-formation as the Praja Socia-
list Party in September 1952.

The principles of foreign policy adopted by the Socialist
Party as totally independent of the Congress covered the
concept of the ‘third camp’ or ‘third force’, the idea of equi-
distance between the two power blocs and the suggestion for
the formation of regional security arrangements consisting of
Asian countrics and Eygpt. It laid stress on four elements
of forcign policy : 1. freedom of people, 2. democracy and
social justice, 3. comparatively equal returns to human labour
throughout the world and 4. active neutrality.®® It declared
that India should support all popular movements aimed at
the liberation of countries from colonial domination and
should *‘enter into non-aggression pacts and treaties of enduring
friendship with as many countries as possible”.¢ The party
adopted its own independent attitude towards India-Pakistan
relations, the Korean crisis, the Arab-Isracl tangle. the issue
of Chinesc Sovereignty in Tibet, relations with Nepal and the
question of forecign aid. It contended that India along with
the newly liberated countries of Asia should not establish close
association with cither of the power blocs. It demanded that
India should discontinue its Commonwealth link.

“Policy Statement, Socialist Party (Published first in 1947 after the
deliberations of August 1947 at Nagpur : Second revised edition in 1949
:Bxilcr the deliberations at Bangalore on 4-5 October ; Reprinted, 1951), p.

*1bid., p. 36: Socialist Party of India, Report of the Sixth Annual Con-
Jerence held at Nasik, Mereh 1948 (Bombay, 1948), p. 31.

“Socialist  Party, Resolutions passed ar the 7th Annual Conference
keld at Porna, 6-10 March 1949 (Bombay, 1949), pp. 17-18,
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COOPERATION WITH RESERVATIONS
(SEPTEMBER 1952—AUGUST 1955)

In this phase, the party, after a negotiated merger with the
Kisan Mazdoor Praja Party, emerged as the Praja Socialist
Party of India. It cooperated with the official foreign policy
of India with certain reservations. On some of the issues the
party supported the stand taken by the Government of Indija
and on some others it totally opposed the Government and
vigorously criticised it. On issues like racialism and colonial-
ism%, US military aid to Pakistan and the cold war military
pacts®, it joined in the official protest. On the contrary, on
issues such as foreign pockets in India?™, Sino-Indian Agree-
ment and the Panchsheel”, the party had its reservations. It
vehemently opposed the Sino-Indian Agreement on Tibet. It
reiterated its own concept of third camp of active neutrality.

In this phase the party reflected a unity of outlook.

STEADY COOPERATION
(AUGUST 1955—JUNE 1964)

The characteristic trends of this phase emerged after the sus-
pension of Lohia from the PSP and the resultant split in the
party. After the exclusion of Lohia, the PSP had hardly any
vital disagreement with the Government so far as its basic
policies were concerned. It showed a broad agreement with the
Government on the Suez crisis, rapprochement with Pakistan,
support to the Algerian freedom struggle and the Laotian and
Congolese crises. It differed from the Government in matters
of implementation of policy, as for instance, in the cases of
Hungary and China. By 1960, the party became critical of

16 *8PSP, Report of the Special Convention of Betul, June 1953, pp. 105-

89Resolutions of National Council held in December 1953 in Allaha-
bad, Two Years of the Praja Sociulist Party (A Praja Socialist Publication,
Bombay, 1954), pp. 29-31.

7°The Resolution of the National Executive of the party held at
Patna in January 1954 on the French pockets in India, and the Resolution
of the National Executive of the party held in New Delhi in September
1954 on the Portuguese pockets in India, ibid , pp. 133-134,

7!Statement of Acharya Knipalani, Lok Sabha Debates, 5(2), 15 May
1954, Cols. 7548-49,
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the conduct of the Government in relation to the Sino-I.ndian
conflict. It raised an alarm of a major Chinese assault in the
immediate future.? ‘

The party supported India’s policy of non-al.xgnmcnt as
basically sound. But it was critical of deliberations of the
Indian Government at the first non-aligned summit conference
at Belgrade in 1961.73 The party wanted the Government to
follow “an effective” and “dynamic> policy of non-alignment.

THE SHORT TRANSITION
(JUNE 1964—JANUARY 1965)

In this short-lived phase, the PSP merged with the Socia-
list Party which was being led mainly by Dr. Rammanohar
Lohia. The merger led to the formation of the Samyukta
Socialist Party (SSP) of India. The SSP presented somewhat
unified, new and distinct outlook towards India’s foreign
policy. In this phase, the absence of Pandit Nehru and the
appearance of a relatively weak Congress leadership on the
Indian scenc encouraged the SSP to impinge its viewpoints on
the policy and some of its specific issues. It vehemently
opposed Lal Bahadur Shastri’s deliberations at the second non-
aligned summit conference held at Cairo in October 1964,74
but supported his cfforts for the amicable settlement of India-
Pakistan differences and welcomed the Indo-Ceylon agreement
of 1964.7% The party fully appreciated Shastri's adherence to
a policy of peace with human dignity in international relations
particularly with reference to India’s disputes with China and
Pakistan.’ It also paid attention towards the Rhodesian
tyranny and the South African barbarity and urged the
Government for a world campaign against them.??

*Mukut Behari Lal, Communist China's Aggression (Praja Socialist
Publication, New Delhi, 1959), p. 38.

FINath Pai said, “Non-nlignment lost its polish, its glow, its finish in
glscégradc". See India, Lok Sabha Debates, 60(2), 7 December 1961, Col.
3883,

1 Editorial, “A futile meeting™, Janata, 18 October 1964, p. 1; also
stcNHcm Barua, “Dismal Failure at Cairo", Janata, § October 1964,
p. 14,

*MJanata, 18 October 1964, p. 3;also tee Nath Pai's statement, Lok
Sabka Debates, 35(2), 23 November 1963, Cols. 1290-1293.

“'Editorial, Jarata, 14 June 1964, p. 1.

*Jarata, 6 September 1964, p. 15,
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Only six months thereafter, at the Varanasi conference of
the party in January 1965, this merger was annulled and then
again there were splits.

THE CURRENT PHASE
(JANUARY 1965 ONWARDS)

The period after the end of the short merger may be viewed
as ‘the current phase’. In this phase, on major issues the PSP
maintained its own views which were fundamentally different
from those of the Government. On issues like the Runn
of Kutch, undeclared India-Pakistan war, the Taskent Agree-
ment’®, the Arab-Israel conflict™, and the Czechoslovak crisis®,
the party did not join hands with the Government. Tt sug-
gested and maintained its own stands. It differed from the
Government regarding the implementation of the policies. On
some of the issues like that of US action in South Vietnam®,
and the Soviet arms supply to Pakistan®, the party broadly
supported the Government.*

?*Resolutions of the PSP National Executive passed in New Delhi,
November 13-14, 1965, Janara, 21 November 1965, p. 3; and Resolutions of
the PSP National Executive passed at New Delhi on February 18-22, 1966,
Janata, 27 February 1966, p. 10.

7°Press Statement of N, G, Goray on 10 June 1967, Janata, 25 June
1967, p. 3.

Bopress Statement of N, G. Goray on 22 August 1968, Janata, 1
September 1968, p. 5; Lok Sabha Statement of Nath Pai on 22 August
1968, Janata, 15 September 1968, pp. 5-8.

81pSP Ninth National Conference, December 30-31, 1967, January 1968,
Kanpur, General Secretary's Report (New Delhi, 1968), pp. 40-41.

82Nath Pai and S. N. Dwivedy’s Press Statements in Bangalore on 12
July 1968, Janata, 21 July 1968, p. 5.

* Subsequently, the party supported the Government on the issue of
Bangla Desh. But, after getting re-merged into the new Socialist Party in
August 1971, it attacked the Government for signing the Indo-Soviet
Treaty, _
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Non-Alignment

Non-alignment has been the key principle of the foreign
policy of the Indian Government. The PSP has been essentially
in agreement over it. But it has continued to urge some chan-
ges in its nature and form. More often than not, consequent
upon mnon-reorientation of the principle, the PSP has been
finding something or the other wanting or wrong about its
application in the stands that India has-taken on several impor-
tant international issues and developments.

THE PRINCIPLE

The PSP (which was known as the SPI until 1 Junc 1952)
has been censoring the Government right since 1947 for what
it has viewed to be the faults of the nature, spirit and demean-
our of non-alignment pursued by it. It has found the official
version of non-alignment sterile, passive and inert.! The
Government, in the opinion of the PSP, has frequently failed
to seize initiatives and has been merely reacting to situations.®
Non-alignment pursucd by the Government has appeared to
this party rather “formalistic and proccdural", thoroughly

Resolutions passed at Sixth Annual Conference of the Socialist Party,
Nasik, 19-21 March 1948 (Bombay, 1948), pp. 8-9: Policy Statements,
Soclalist Party (Published first in 1947 after the deliberations of August
1947 at Nagpur ; Sccond revised cdition in 1949 after the dcliberations
at Bangalore on 4-6 October + Reprinted, 1951, p. 34 : Janata (New Delhi),
26 January 1949, pp. 45-6; Presidential Address by Acharya Narendra
Deva, Seventh Annual Conference of the Soclalist Party, Patna, 6-10 March
1949, pp. 22-3.

$Jarata, 25 December 1966, p. 2.
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devoid of any positive content.> The party has perceived
vacillation in it and has charged the Government for serving
the Atlantic and the Soviet Camps as alternate masters.* Non-
alignment, as pursued by the Government, has been viewed by
it as timid and opportunistic. As Nath Pai put it in December
1966, the Congress Party had reduced it to “pusillanimity at

worst and opportunism at best”.5

In view of the defects noted above the PSP has been gene-
rally led to hold that the Government has not been pursuing
genuine non-alignment policy.® It would have liked the Govern-
ment to come up invariably impartially against all aggressions
irrespective of whosoever might be the aggressor and to stand
boldly against all kinds of colonial expansionism.” At the same
time it would have liked the Government to be constantly, and
without fail, on the side of democracy, freedom and progress.?
Instead, it has, more often than not, found the Government
leaning on one of the two cold war sides and supporting it.°
For example, the Government rightly took Britain and France
to task in 1956 for their excesses in Suez, but it failed to
rebuke similarly China in Tibet (1950) and the Soviet Union in
Hungary (1956). The PSP would have been happy had not the
non-alignment policy pursued by the Indian Government been
often suffering from such emotional or psychological biases.1®
The party has also noted with regret that the desire of the
Government to keep itself disengaged has often drifted into a
tendency to pursue the policy of appeasement.1!

The PSP has also found the non-alignment policy of the
Government wanting in that it has not been realistically based

*Dr. Rammanohar Lohia, “Foreign Policy : Party Vs. Government™,
Janata, 9 December 1951, pp. 1-2.

‘Lohia, “Re-inforcing a Constructive Foreign Policy of building the
New World", Janata, 3 June 1951, p. 5 ; Lohia, *Foreign Policy”, Janata,
31 January 1954, p. 4.

8See n. 2.

*H.V. Kamath’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 25(2), 14 February
1964, Col. 824,

78N1; ‘? Goray’s Press Statement, Janate, 7 November 1965, p. 12,

{bid.

®S. M. Joshi’s Press Statement, Janata, 23 February 1964, p. 4.

** Lok Sabha Debates, 21(2), 16 September 1963, Cols. 634950,

Lok Sabha Debates, 47(2), 15 November 1965, Cols. 1980-82,
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on the primary needs of the national interest and on any firm
convictions. Generally, it has not been based on the strict consi-
derations of the security of the nation and has pitiably suffered
from inhibitions!?, the former fault being evident, for instance,
in its China policy and the latter in its policy in relation to
Israel vis-a-vis the Arab nations.

In early phases the party found some faults with the
approach behind non-alignment as reflected in India’s member-
ship of the Commonwealth of Nations, 1ts increasing aid from,
and trade with, the West and in not realizing, after the Chinese
assault in 1962, that India was aligned against China. In its
opinion, membership of the Commonwealth amounted to a kind
of collaboration with Britain,!® helped strengthening the Atlan-
tic camp?!® and robbed non-alignment of its attitude of indepen-
dence in international politics.3® In 1952, the PSP held that
increasing aid from the Western powers and the mounting
trade with them tended to undermine a clear, bold and stable
independence in foreign policy.l® In 1962-63 the party cen-
sored the Government remaining inhibited and not acting on
the basis of the realization that though for the rest of the world
India was non-aligned, it was aligned against China.'?

While the above trends of the attitude of the PSP were
censorial, the party did not conceal its agreement with the
Government about the broad fundamentals of non-alignment
which it valued and endearcd.)® Besides, there was the cons-
tructive side of the attitude bearing other clements of the spirit

125, N. Dwivedy's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 19(2), 19 August
1963, Cols. 1317-18,

¥Two Years of the Praja Socialist Party (Bombay, 1954), pp. 28-29,
3706"1171:{.; see also Lok Sabha Debates, 7(2), 29 Scptember 1954, Col.

Y8Socialist Party Resolutions passed at the 7th Annual Conference held
at Patna, 6-10 March 1949 (Bombay, 1949), pp. 17-18.

WParliamentary Debates, 2(2), 1952, Cols, 1627-28,

"National Executive Resolutions, Janata, 25 August, 1st September
1963, pp. 5-6.

*Ganga Sharan Sinha, feader of the PSP Group in Rajya Sabha,
stated in the Rajya Sabha on 29th April 1960 :

“With regard to the policy of non-alignment and neutrality of the
nation we have no difference with Prime Minister Nehru and our Govern-
menl.  We sre one with them so far as the basic policy and fundamental
principles are concerned.'”  Janara, 15 May 1960, p. 7.
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and other features of the shape in which the PSP itself would
have liked to see non-alignment.

The PSP deemed non-alignment as positive, dynamic and
active neutrality.}® Its version of non-alignment would entail
the principle of collective sccurity for the non-bloc world,
particularly for the countries from Indonesia to Egypt*® and,
if possible, for a wider area.®' It might involve a common
defensive alliance of such countries® and regional coordination,
even integration, of the policies of those countries.”® The
party, however, asserted that this was possible of being achiev-
ed only by a socialist India.*® Besides pursuing that version
of non-alignment, India would have firmly and categorically
rejected the measures, and dissociated itself from the tendencies,
of Big Power domination of world politics for the sake of
bringing about a new world order based on social justice,
democracy, freedom and progress. India would have as
well dissociated itself from the Big Power agreements of
Yatta and Potsdam,* would not have conscnted to the practice
of an “international caste system™*? as reflected in the perma-
nent seats given to the Great Powers in the UN Sccurity
Council and in their power of veto there and would have
sought to abolish the ““‘politics of spheres of influence”.*?

Discussed below are the elements of the PSP concept of
non-alignment.

1 Report of the Second National Conference of the PSP, Gaya, December
26-30, 1955 (New Delhi, 1955), p. 142 ; sce also Policy Statement, Socialist
Porty, n. 1, pp. 32-34,

*0We build for Socialism (The Platform adopted by the National
General Council of the Socialist Party at Ranchi on 4th July 1951),
(Bombay, 1951), p. 51.

MSee n. 1, Resolutions passed at the Sixth Annual Confercnce of the
Sacialist Party held at Nasik, 19-21 March 1948, p. 9.

**Election Manifesto—Praja Socialist Party (New Delhi, 1962), p. 14.

3 Policy Statement, Socialist Party, n. 1, pp. 36-37,

*4Lohia, “A Five-Poiat Foreiga Policy for India’’, Janata, 23 Decem-
ber 1951, pp, 6-7.

5L ohia, 1951, n. 4, p. 5.

*Resolutions of Special Convention, June 1953, Betul, Two Years of
the Praja Socialist Party, n. 13, p. 25,

211bid.
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Active Neutrality

Neutrality conceived by the PSP would be positive in that
categorical and unequivocal stands would be takenin relation
to situations and issues. It would be dynamic by entailing
aliveness and motion about them. It would be active by
pursuing judgements and stands taken in relation to them.
Neutrality would mean absolute neutrality of India in relation
to rival, conflicting claims of the contending power blocs.®
As the chief foreign policy spokesman of the party, Lohia, put
it in July 1950 :

Neutrality that is based on national sclfishness or passive

waiting on events is inconsistent with the world view. To

keep one’s own country out of war is something wholly
different from keeping war out of the world. The former
is passive ncutrality arising out of national selfishness,
while the latter is active neutrality arising out of world
view.*?
The positive contents of active neutrality would include having
India’s ever-widening influence over the region of South East
Asia the nations of which would be induced to have a common
forcign and defence policy. They would have a group of their
own which would be ideologically based, and would evolve as
‘a factor of peace. The party firmly held that it would not be
possible for India to do so as long as it would remain tied to
the Commonwealth and thus tagged to the ideology of the -
Atlantic camp.

Neutrality of the PSP entailed the principle of abstention
with regard to the conflicts between the Western powers and
the Soviet Union, non-involvement in world affairs and
neutrality of the relatively disarmed Asian arcas guaranteed
by the two power blocs.3® It would further entail a definite
approach of India to Communism. The actions and decisions
of the Government in relation to Korea, Tibet, admission of
Communist China into UN and exchange of cultural delega-
tions with the Soviet Union and China lacked such an

WPolicy Statement, Socialtst Par ty, n. 1, p. 34.
M Report of the Eighth Nattonal Conference (The Socialist Party of
India, Bombay, 1950), p. 223.

**Lohia, “A Five-Point Foreign Policy for India™, Janata, 23 Decem-
ber 1951, pp. 6-7.
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approach and, instead, showed ‘“an alarming tendency to
pander to the Soviets”.®! On the contrary, the Socialists would
keep India out of war and its frontiers secured from infiltration
by the Soviets as well as from economic penetration by the
United States. ’

Equi-distance

From the beginning the Indian Socialists viewed both the
Anglo-American and the Soviet blocs as equally bad® and
believed in the desirability of maintaining equal distance from
either. It meant not coming nearer to any one of them than
to the other and being equally opposed to the bloc spirit of
either. Subsequently, Lohia developed it as the theory of Equal
Irrelevance under which both the power blocs were to be deem-
ed equally irrelevant for the Socialists who, by opposing the
two camps, should pave the way for a third camp of neutrality."
In their latest form as the Socialist Party, the Socialist viewed
the Indo-Soviet treaty of 9 August 1971 as India’s political and
military afignment with the Soviets and described it as “a
decent burial” of Nehru’s non-alignment policy.3*¢

Vaiqy

Third Camp, Third Force and Regional Alliances

Moving a resolution on international situation at the Sixth
Annual Conference of the Socialist Party held at Nasik in
March 1948, Lohia said : LT

Let us pitch our tents everywhere and strengthen third force.

We must sign treaties of permanent friendship with Burma,

Nepal, Ceylon and other independent countries of South

East Asia. Such treaties should lead us into a permanent

federation. Once such a federation comes into being to

strengthen the third camp, the world can be made safe for

democracy and permanent peace.® " 40 96

“Madhu Limaye, “Foreign Policy : Some Points for Discussion”,
Special Convention of the Socialist Party, Pachmarhi, May 1952 (Bombay,
1952), p. 3. P

32Socialist Approach to Foreign Policy, Mahabaleshwar Tracts,No.4
(Socialist Party, Bombay, 1948), pp. 9-10.

326 Samar Guha’s Speech in the Lok Sabha on 10 August 1971, Janata,
19 September 1971, p. 10 .

3 Report of the Sixth Annual Conference, Nasik, 1948 (The Socialist
Party of India, Bombay, 1948), p. 31.
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Seven months later, the party wanted India to strive to create
a third camp of active neutrality and spread its area as far as
possible.® A year later, the General Council of the party
outlined two aspects of the third camp policy : governmental
and popular. Accordingly, it would like the Indian Govern-
ment to enter into non-aggression pacts and treaties of enduring
fricndship with as many countrics as possible and to achieve a
network of alliances or mutval assistance pacts which would
include East Asian countries, the countries of the Arab League
and others and, on its own part, it would try *“‘to strengthen
the forces of peace throughout the world”.®® It would like
India to draw nations having the objective of peace away from
military pacts for having them as the third force and stood for
policies which would lead to regional integration. The party
was of the opinion that the third force could be buiit in two
phases—immediate and long-term.3® Regional alliances were to
be formed immediately whereas states like Sweden, Yugoslavia
and several South American nations could be covered in
course of time.>® The party would further like India to take
initiatives in the arrangement of mutual aid among the nations
of the third camp for economic development and cultural
cooperation, ™

Later elaborations of the concept of third force indicated that
it would be such a force of socialism having independence from
the two power blocs as its necessary quality.®® The third camp
based on a force would not act as an umpire in international
events but as a participator in them in order to be able to
judge issues better by playing a part in relation to them to the

3t“A Policy of Active Neutrality : Socialist Approach to Foreign
Palicy™, Jarata, 26 January 1949, p. 46; see n. 32 also.
BPolicy Statement adopted by the General Council at Bombay, October
1949 (Socialist Party of India, Bombay, 1949), pp. 32-36.
*Dr, Balkrishna Gokhale, “Third Force in International Politics™,
Jarata, 11 April 1951, p. 3.
¥In a letter to the Editor of the New Times {Moscow) Lohia clarified
some misreporting of fact in the New Times, No. 29 of 1950 : “The third
bloc...does not confine itself to Asia but extends to European States like
Sweden and Yugoslovia and several South American States.” See Janata,
27 August 1950, p. 9.
}15ee n. 30, p. 6,
See n, 29, p. 221.
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point of their maturity.*® Another aspect of the third force
was brought to the fore by Asoka Mehta who said :

The Third Force can grow on the basis of a vital home

policy ; it cannot be built up by becoming an honest broker

of peace between the two rival power blocs. {1
The Socialist concept of third force appeared to have a
considerable impact on the policy of the Government. In
his speech of 12 June 1952 Prime Minister Nehru introduced
the idea of the “‘area of peace” to Parliament? and in the
debates in both the Houses of Parliament on 16-18 February
1953 agreed to call it a “third area”. Socialists claimed that
there was hardly any difference between their ““third force™
and this idea of a “‘third area”.*3 Asoka Mehta noted with satis-
faction that the pressure of “the camp of peace” was being
felt and welcomed even by some of the ‘‘constituents of the
rival power blocs”. 4

Opposition to Cold War Military Pacts

The PSP supported the Government in its denunciation of
military pacts. In its opinion, military pacts sponsored and
patronized by the Great Powers would sustain the cold war
and aggravate it. Asoka Mehta held Prime Minister Nehru
“right in describing these various pacts, NATO, ANZUS,
SEATO...as interlocked arrangements filled with danger to
mankind”.4

The grounds on which the party opposed military pacts
were that they involved smaller nations into great power

teRammanohar Lohia, The Third Camp in World Affairs (Bombay,
1950), p. 11.

“1Asoka Mehta, “*Indian Foreign Policy : The Socialist View”, India
Quarterly (New Delhi), 7 (April-June 1951), p. 104.

Jawaharlal Nehru, India’s Forcign Policy (Selected Speeches,
September 1946-April 1961), (Delhi, 1961), p. 58. - .

3Acharya J.B. Kripalani, Chairman of the Party, in his statement in
Parliament said : “The Prime Minister has talked of a third force. He
said oot the third force but the third area. 1 sce no difference except
that of language. There are many small nations, who are anxious for
peace as we are. 1t is time that we came nearer to these people and tried
to consolidate that area and increase it."" Parliamentary Debates, 10(2),
23 December 1953, Col. 3022,

Lok Sabha Debates, 7(2), 26 September 1954, Cpl. 3705,

45]bid.,
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entanglements,4® undermined their spirit of independence from
them,!7 caused divisions among them,’8 aggravated the chances
of global war'® and helped the come back of old imperialist
powers to the areas which had so recently been freed.*®

The party raised the alarm signal by condemning South
Fast Asian Treaty Organization (SEATO) and the Baghdad
Pact’! and emphasizing from time to time that they would
drag Asian nations into the orbit of war,’® undermine Asian
unity,** take away the independence of their policies,®* and
involve them in great power entanglements.5 It hoped that
the Asian powers would abstain from such Big Power collective
defense arrangements®® and urged upon them “to come closer
together and desire measures of mutual assistance™.5" It would
like the Indian Government to initiate multilateral treaties
with Southeast Asian countries.58

Peace and Panchshila

The PSP has continued to view world peace as a “great
objective” of fore gn policy,® the concern not only of the
socialists but of “all other progressive elements”.®® But it
has been hoping that the strengthening of the ‘third force’ of

“*A Socialist Alternative—PSP Election Manifesto, 1967 (Text of the
Election Manifesto adopted by the General Council of the PSP at ijts
meeting held at Lucknow, October 7-9, 1966), (Bombay, 1967), p. 26.

“Resolutions of General Council, 6-8 June 1954, Indore, Two Years
of the Praja Soctalist Party, n. 13, p. 31.

“Madhu Limaye, “SEATO—An Asian View”, Janata, 24 October
1954, pp. 3-5.

“*Resolutions of National Council, December 1953, n. 13, p. 29.

¥°See n. 48.

Q"Poh'cySlatcmcnr.a Praja Socialist Publication (New Delhi, 1956),
D. 91,

$1See n, 47.

¥S¢e n. 48.

#Sce n. 47,

}8een, 22, p. 13,

YSee n, 19, p, 226,

Yanata, 13 Junc 1954, p. 11,
$15e¢ 0. 48.

35ee n. 33, p. 70-71.

“Policy Statement, n, 1, p. 38.
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socialism could establish an everlasting peace in Southeast
Asia and the world as a whole.®' 1t has emphasized that to
be “meaningfui” the plan of world peace has to be based on
the ““abolition of international caste system and abandonment
of politics of sphere of influence”.%* It has regreited that
India and other frec Asian countries have refused to strike out
a new course and have “inclined to equate the pursuit of peace
with the doubtful objective of maintaining existing unstable
equilibrium™.%®

After the Sino-Indian Agreement on Tibet was signed in
April 1954, the party welcomed the five principles of the
Panchshila®® as helping the pursuit of peace as the norms of
international life.® But, on occasions, it raised doubts about
their efficacy. In July 1954, Lohia warned against the easy
acceptance of the theory of coexistence between the two
systems “‘no matter how much Nehru and Mr. Chou may
shout™.%® Acharya J. B. Kripalani had a premonition that the
Panchshila might remain “a pious wish to which nations may
pay lip service”.®” Whereas the principles were noble and
deserved support, the Government, the PSP regretted, had
been a helpless spectator of the burial of the Panchshila in Goa,
Kashmir and Hungary.®® By the end of 1959, in view of the
first Chinese attack on India, Kripalani had gone to the extent
of viewing the five principles as “absurd and dangerous™, “bad
and retrograde”.®

$1See n. 29, p. 81.

8*Two Years of the Praja Socialist Purty, see n. 13, p. 25.

83Jbid., p. 28.

$4The principles were : (1) Respect for each other’s territorial integrity
and sovereignty ; (2) Non-interference in each other’s internal affairs ;
(3) Non-aggression ; (4) Equality and mutual benefit among nations ;
and (5) Peaceful co existence,

$5Policy Statement, see n. 51, p. 92.

s¢*Chou-Nehru Meet”, Janata, 11 July 1954, p. 4.

“"Acharya J. B. Kripalani, “*Co-existence™, Janata, 26 January 1955,
pp. 4-5.

®Editorial, Janata, 17 February 1957, pp. 1-2; also see Ganga Shacan
Sinha, *“What the PSP stands for”, Janara, 3 March 1957, pp. 9-12.

#Acharya J. B. Kripalani, “The Panchsheel”, Janara, 27 December
1959, 3 January 1960, p. 3, pp. 5-6 respectively.
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APPLICATION

United Nations

In the opinion of the PSP. India had not played a positive
role in the United Nations and had failed to give a lead on
issues of world significance. The party upheld the principles
and objectives of the UN Charter. But at the same time, it
suggested certain suitable revision of it so that it would become
an cffective mechanism of world peace.”® It would have liked
the Charter so to be amended as would not provide for any per-
manent seats in the Security Council and would give no veto to
any powers acknowledged as great. Tn fact, the party deplored
the tendency of the Asian States not to seek undoing of the
contrary provisions.”? Tt further suggested that the member-
ship of the United Nations would have to bc opened to all
independent nations willing to join it and it would be within
the competence of the organisation to take up colonial ques-
tions and those relating to national minorities suffering from
the loss of their civil liberties and fundamental rights. Besides,
it emphasized that membership of the United Nations must
entail the renunciation of the right to form power blocs of
military character in the name of collective self-defence and
an obligation to renounce expansionism in all its forms.”® It
wished to have a strengthened United Nations as an instru-
ment of collective security and felt the need for having sufficient
specialised agencies for fostering economic development in the
world.?

The party regretted that the United Nations did not fulfil
the primary requirements of the world, e.g., the withdrawal of
foreign authority and armics from Germany, Korea, Japan,
Bulgaria, Hungary, Rumania, Indonesia, Viet Nam, Malava
and territories of the African peoples.”® It held that the
}Jnilcd Nations failed to help cstablish national governments
in many of these countrics. The party also demanded the

'¥National Council Resolotions passed on 2930 December 1953,
Allahabad, n, 13, p. 30

Ibid.

**Policy Statement, n. 51, p. 85.

e butld for Socialism, n. 20, pp. 50- 51,

W Palicy Statersens, n. 1, pp. 3849,
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admission of Communist China in the Security Council of the
United Nations.?

The PSP further regretted that it would be better if India
and other Asian countries played a role at the United Nations
uncommitted to any power bloc. It viewed India’s stand in
UN on some of the issues like Korea,’® Hungary.’” and
Crzechoslovakia™ as not positive and neutral. Tt felt that
India had failed to champion social justice, world freedom,
equality and peace on the UN platform,”® and had not
taken any lead in the admission of the Asian nations.®® The
Indian Government, the party regretted, “referred the South
Africa and Kashmir questions to the UNO”.®

Korean Crisis

On the issue of Korea, the PSP censored the Government
in 1950 for its failure to adopt a positive policy. It feared
that the official stand taken on this issue was likely to drag
India nearer to either the Atlantic or the Soviet bloc. It
extended its qualified support to the resolution on Korea moved
by the Prime Minister in Parliament and stood for an absolu-
tely “unambiguous and categorical” stand.®® Tt maintained
that the Korean crisis would be either considered as a civil
waror as a case of aggression. If it was a civil war, then
India had no business to be there. It opposed the sending
of a medical mission to South Korea.®® Later, the party
regretted that India voted in favour of those who considered
North Korea as the aggressor, for, in fact, it was a fight

"Report of the Eighth National Conference, n. 29, pp. 111-112.

87bid.

""Bangalore Resolutions (A Praia Socialist Publication being the
Resolutions adopted at the Third National Conference of the PSP held
at Bangalore from 25 to 28 November 1959), (Delhi, 1956), p. 14.

“sSurendranath Dwivedy, “Indira playing the Game of the Aggressor™,
Janata, 8 September 1968, pp. 5-6.

"See n. 74.

$9See n, 33, p. 43.

si“Revised Report of the National Executive of the Socialist Party
on Foreign Policy, discussed by the Executive at its meeting in Mahablesh-
war, October 1948, Janara, 26 January 1949, p. 46.

8% Parliamentary Lebates, 5(2), 3 August 1950, Cols. 276-380.

831bid.
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between the two power blocs. Subsequently, it maintained
that India should not have. accepted the chairmanship of
Neutral Nations Repatriation Commission (NNRO) in Korea
and should not have thus put the Indian soldiers in awkward
situation.®! Commenting on India’s resolution relating to
the issue of rcpatriation of the prisoners of the Korean war,
brought in UN in November-December 1952, the party wanted
India to act as an independent force and not a satellite of
either power bloc. It found the Government leaning on the
side of Russia and China and being excessively critical towards
the United States. On the whole, the PSP held that the policy
of the Government of India in Korea was “peither very wise
nor honest”.8®

The PSP fully appreciated the measures of UN taken to
safeguard the territorial integrity of the South Korean people
and their liberties against external aggression.®® It held that
any decision arrived at by the Security Council must be agreed
to and abided by the parties concerned.8? At the samé time, it
deprecated the US trick of acting in anticipation of the decision
of the Security Council and thus reducing the decision to 2
mere fait accompli It advocated a Korea policy for India
which would be consistent with the principle of active neutra-
lity. Accordingly, it suggested raising 2 united voice of South-
east Asian and West Asian countries outside the tw0 power
blocs for the return of warring forees to the 3Sth parallel and
re-opening the issue in the United Nations.®®

In Junc 1953, the PSP welcomed the agreement on Korea
and hoped that it might Jead to an armistice. It also stood for
the unification®® and freedom of Korea?® to enableits people to
lead a full life.

2 parlismentary Debates, 10(2) 7-24 December 1953, Cols. 3019-20.

a1 {adhu Limaye, “India’s Mediation in Korea”, Jarata, 14 December
1953, pp. 12

“Report of the Eighth National Conference, n. 29, pp. 111-112.

$*See n. 82,

*Seen. S6.

1] ohiz, n. 40, p. 9 ; and also n. 29, p. 222.
) **The Asian Socialist Conference whizh was held at Kalaw (Burma),
:5'25 May 1954, suggested in a resolution : “Unification and freedom of
Korea and creation of a democratic State can be achieved through s {ree
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Suez Crisis

On the question of Suez, the PSP fully cooperated with the
policy of the Government of India. It supported nationaliza-
tion of the Suez canal as a rightful step and acknowledged
‘“the need of such nationalization for the Egyptian Govern-
ment”.® It strongly condemned “the unprovoked and cynical
aggression by Britain, France and Israel against Egypt” and
urged “the withdrawal of troops and prompt restoration of
the status quo antebellum”.%* Speaking in the Lok Sabha, Asoka
Mehta unequivocally supported the stand of the Indian
Government and emphasized on seeing that “aggressors are
not permitted to remain on the soil of Egypt”.”® Next day,
Acharya Kripalani viewed the aggression of Britain, France
and Israel as “unabashed” and ‘“‘based on the ideas of imperial-
ism”. %4

Subsequently, the PSP welcomed the ceasefire and sup-
ported the UN decision to restore peace. In view of Britain’s
deed, the party reiterated its stand that “India should severe
connection with the Commonwealth™.% The Second Asian
Socialist Conference held at Bombay in November 1956 also
strengthened the conviction of the PSP regarding its support
to the Egyptian Government.®®

Hungarian Crisis

In the case of Hungary, the PSP attacked the Government,
The stand the party took was that what happened in Hungary

election throughout Korea—North and South—under the supervision of
an international authority acceptable to both sides. See Three Years of
Asian Socialist Conference (Bombay, November 1956), p. 41 ; also, Resolu-
tion of the Second Congress of the Asian Socialist Conference, November
1956, Janata, 18 November 1956, pp. 9-10.

*National Executive Decisions, Janara, 15 August 1956, p. 9.

%2 Bangalore Resolutions, n. 77, p. 13.

%tLok Sabha Debates, 9(2), 9 November 1956, Col. 404.

% Lok Sabha Debates, 9(2), 20 November 1956, Col. 500.

¥3Resolution on Situation in West Asia, Repors of the Third National
Conference of PSP, Bangalore, November 1956, p. 226.

%The Conference in a resolution recognised the right of the Egyptian
Government to nationalize the Suez Company. The Conference also
extended its support tothe decision of the UN General Assembly and
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was not a civil conflict but a calculated Soviet intervention in
the internal affairs of that country.

In a statement, Ganga Sharan Sinha, the Chairman of the
PSP, completely dissociated the party from the Government in
its assessment of the situation in Hungary. He considered the
AICC resolution on Hungary as “wocfully weak™ and expres-
sed “surprise and shock™ at India’s abstention from voting on
the UN resolution, condemned the use of Russian armed
forces and deplored Menon's reported statement made before
he left for UN, that the developments were Hungary's “internal
affairs”.% Jaya Prakash Narayan blamed Nehru for the blun-
ders committed in relation to the Hungarian issue and held that
Russia had no right to be in Hungary. For him to talk of
the Warsaw Pact in this connection was “to make a mockery
of freedom™. Comparing what the Government of India did
in Suez with its role in Hungary, he condemned it for its
“double standard™.®s Asoka Mehta characterised the stand of
the Government on Hungary as “‘very lukewarm". #* The Third
Nationnl Conference of the PSP held in November 1956 also
appealed to the Government of India not to give recognition
to the Kadar Government and to view the imposed regime as
the allegitimate Government of Hungary.1%® It denounced the
Russian intervention, called upon the Soviet troops to with-
draw from the soil of Hungary and appealed to UN to assert
its authority against the Soviet armed intervention.!® The
Second Asian Socialist Conference also expressed its deep
concern over the “armed intervention of the socialist forces
against the Hungarian freedom™. 192

called upon the invading forces to withdraw their troops and strive to
resolve their dispute, if any, through the normal channel of the UN. See
Janata, 18 November 1956, pp. 9-10.

¥ The Hindu, 12 November 1946.

#Jaya Prakash Narayan, *Mr. Nehru Blunders”, Janata, 18 November
1956, pp. 2-3.

Lol Sabha Debates, 9(2), 19 November 1956, Col. 415.

W Bancalore Resolurions, w. 77, pp. 13-14.

YR,

The Conlerence demanded *the withdrawal of those troops” and
appeated “1o the UN to assert its suthority against srmed interveation™.
See Resolution of the Szcond Congress of the Asian Socialist Conference,
Jarats, 11 November 1956, p. 20.
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On the Hungarian issue, the PSP accused the Government
of India of having a pro-Soviet policy.

Afro-Asian Conference (Bandung and Algiers)

The PSP hailed Afro-Asian conferences. It considered the
Bandung Conference of 1955 as ‘““the most important con-
ference of the century™ and held that it ‘“‘succeeded in bringing
together as many as twenty-nine nations of Asia and Africa
on a common platform™.3%3 The Socialists thought that Ban-
dung was the best place to bring into reality the idea of a
‘third bloc’ of nations and to keep the Asian and African peo-
ples away from the rival power blocs. They resented the fact
that Nehru did not condemn the new imperialism of Russia and
China whereas the condemnation was necessary in order to
clear off the confusion arising out of the two varieties of
colonialism and imperialism.1® They vigorously criticised the
fact that Nehru deliberately ignored the final understanding of
the Conference in the matter and they also highlighted the
danger of Russian type of imperialism as exemplified in the
absorption of the East European States.

Asregards the Second Afro-Asian Summit Conference at
Algiers, the Janata regretted the disagreement over the admis-
sion of some members. It considered it unfortunate that just
because "India had been attacked by China, the acts of both
the countries were interpreted ‘“mainly in terms of their
reaction on one another™. It boldly stated that the party did
not advocate peace at any price either with Pakistan or China
or with the peace-makers, and it disliked the habit of
presenting the Indian political system”™ as a challenge to
that of China and then denouncing Indians for their pre-
sumption’.103

On the whole, the Socialists believed that India had failed
to tackle colonialism, imperialism and most of the passing

13 Janata, 1 May 1955, pp. 2, 11-12,

1ML A, Venkat Rao, “The Dialectic of the Bandung Conference™,
Jarara, 15 May 1955, pp. 5-6.

1eEditorial, *“Notes and Comments”, Janata, 7 November 1968,
p.2.
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problems including border issues at these two Afro-Asian
conferences.

Laotian and the Congolese Crises

On the issue of Laos, the PSP f{ully supported the policy
of the Government of India. While referring to this issue
in Parliament, Nath Pai said : “We supported the way the
Government of India has been approaching the Laos prob-
lem™, “[But]", he added, “Laos must not be viewed in
isolation, but as a development in South-East Asia”.16
The party wanted the South-East Asia policy to be put into
practice by the Government. On this issue, Devendra Prasad
Singh, a PSP member in the Rajya Sabha, hoped that the
Fourteen Nations Conference would be successful “‘both in
regard to the question of withdrawal of the forcign troops
from the soil of Laos and in regard to the question of neutra-
lity.39?  The PSP welcomed a neutral Government in Laos.

In relation to the Congolese crisis, too, the party supported
the policy of the Government. On 7 August 1960, N.G. Goray
issued a statement and urged the United Nations to enforce
the withdrawal of the Belgian troops from Katanga., He warn-
ed colonial powers against doing anything “that will disturb
all authority and competence of the UN to deal with the
situation in the Congo™.2*® The party fully supported UN
actions 1n Congo. In Fcbruary 1961, the General Secretary
of the partyissued a press statement and condemnecd the
assassination of the Congolese leader, Patrice Lumumba, and
called for world conscience against such barbarity,1%°

Belgrade and Caire Conferences

On the eve of the first non-aligned summit at Belgrade in
1961, the PSP was not confident of its success. The party
wanted attempts being made to create a semblance or nucleus
of the third bloc. When the conference was over, Nath Pai
said, “Non-alignment lost its polish, its glow, its finish in

V6 Lok Sabka Debales, 56(2), 16 August 1961, Col. 2475,
YT Rejya Scbka Debotes, 35(2), 22 August 1961, Col. 1200,
8Janara, 21 August 1960, p. S.

v )erare, 19 Fedruary 1961, p. 12
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Belgrade™. He added, ‘“Non-alignment for its very success
depends upon unwavering adherence to objectivity. to impartia-
lity and undaunted courage™. “The Belgrade Conference™,
according to him, “indulged in equivocation : it did not show
that bold and honest courage of leadership which it was called
upon to provide on the major issues with which the world
has been confronted™.}’® This conference disillusioned and
disappoined the party.

The party looked at the second non-aligned summit held
at Cairo in October 1964 as “a futile meeting”. 11! Nath Pai
did not accept the exaggerated claims of achievements at
Cairo. as he fully criticised the various agreements in the com-
munique signed there, and stated : *“They do not add to the
sum total of India’s prestige and influence in the world...We
do not find any kind of reference to this fact of aggression by
China in this communique.”* The party maintained that
when matters that threaten national security did not find
expression. why, after all, it was held and lndia attended it.
Hem Barua, one of the leading members of the party, viewed
the conference at Cairo as a “dismal failure™.1*

SUMMING UP THE ATTITUDE

The PSP has been seeking to project its ideology into its
own concept of non-alignment and. as such, the concept of
the party becomes ideologically based. This contrasts with
the official stand of the Government of India which has been
opposed to any kind of ideological bigotry. The Government
of Indiz has never stood for having any kind of bloc or any
co-ordinated and organised group of nations. Tts effort
has been to promote a “‘third area™ of countries having the
objective of dissociating themselves from cold war machina-
tions and of working for world peace. On the contrary, the
PSP has been advocating a *““third bloc™ of nations as against
either power bloc.

2] ok Sabka Debates, 60(2), 7 December 1961, Col. 3888.

11Editorial, Janara, 18 October 1968, p. 1.

1227 0k Sabha Debates, 35(2), 23 November 1934, Cols. 1286-1957.

1Hem Barua, “Dismal Failure at Cairo”, Jorata, 18 October 1964,
p. 14,
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Further, it appears that the PSP’s concept of non-align-
ment has been involving some definitive rejection of commun-
ism and some aversion for it. That has led it to sce a
“burial” of non-alignment in the emergence of the Indo-
Soviet treaty. It has often, as such, criticised the Government
for not having a definite approach to the communist world.
Its emphasis on having a third bloc has been considerably
aimed at the containment of communism in South and South-
East Asia,

The PSP concept has clearly included neutrality, non-
entanglement and non-involvement. On the contrary, non-
alignment of the Government has been opposed only to align-
ment or commitment to any of the existing blocs or to any
bloc that may be formed independently of them and has been
baving nothing to do with neutrality. The official version has
not been specifically showing any regret for the existence of
the Great Powers, 1t accepts their existence as a fact, deplores
the bloc spirit embittering their relations and, thercby, under-
mining world peace. But the PSP deplores the very fact that
some powers arc acknowledged as great. It is against entangle-
ment only in relation to their bloc politics serving their interests.
It, however, stands for a camp or bloc of nations indepen-
dent of the Great Powers with the overt purpose to undo their
machinations and domination. ‘This party has a special
preference in this connection for having a bloc based on
regional alliances particularly among the South and South-East
Asian nations.

The candidness of the stand of the PSP on non-alignment,
conceptual or implemental, has been of an idcological temper
in terms of forms as well as the consequences conceived. Its
aftitude, however, has been that of constructive criticism
befitting a responsible opposition party. Its concept of non-
alignment has, often, had a considerable impact on the official
pursuit of the principle. As a leading example, its concept of
the “‘third camp™ induced the Government of India to talk
and act in terms of an ‘area of peace’ or a ‘third arca’.



3

Anti-Colonialism and
Anti-Racialism

Beside non-alignment, anti-colonialism and anti-racialism
have been the main other principles of the foreign policy of the
Government of India. The PSP has broadly accepted the
basic norms of these two principles also. But in their case,
too, it has been seeing faults or lapses of application and
accusing the Government of India of lukewarmness in regard
to some imperialist powers.

ANTI-COLONIALISM
The Principle

The PSP (which was known as the SPI until 1 June 1952)
has been pressing the Government of India right from 1947
for mobilizing world opinion against all kinds of colonialism
and imperialism. It has found the official stands of anti-
colonialism hesitant, weak and vacillating.! The Government,
in the opinion of the PSP, had failed to take up the issues of
colonialism in world councils as powerfully “as to isolate

and defeat imperialist forces”.* To the party, the policy
pursued by the Government appeared to be full of “‘contradic-

YReport of the Second National Conference of the PSP, Gaya (Bihar),
Dec. 26-30, 1955 (New Delhi, 1956), pp. 142-43 ; also Bangalore Resolutions
(A Praja Socialist Publication, being the Resolutions adopted at the
Third National Conference of the PSP held at Bangalore from 25 to 28
November 1956), ( Delhi, 1956), p. 12,

2Two Years of the Praja Socialist Party (Praja Socialist Publication,
Bombay, 1954), p. 27,
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tions and discrepancies”™.® It has been viewing the Govern-
ment inhibited inasmuch as its actions and reactions to situa-
tions have lacked uniformity and constancy, being radical
against one set of countrics and conniving in case of the other
sct responsible for colonial excesses.

In view of these defects noted above, the PSP has been
generally led to hold that the Government has not been pursu-
ing an effective anti-colonial policy. It would have liked the
Government “to rescue it from its hesitations and mental
rescrvations™.4 It would have also liked the Government “‘'to
strengthen it by removing its faults of execution™® It has
been urging the Government to stand behind the dependent
peoples of Asia and Africa® and support them, as for instance,
from time to time, in Indonesia, Malaya, Kenya, Tunisia,
French North Africa and Portuguese and French territories in
India.? It would have, further, liked the Government to im-
plement the policy of anti-colonialism as effectively and power-
fully as to give continued and intensive support to the subject
peoples in their {recedom struggle until the last vestige of
imperialistic domination would be destroyed.®

The PSP views colonialism and imperialism as opposed to
socialism, for it is inherently motivated by the spirit of exploi-
tation, poverty, misery, degradation and indignity. It has been
viewing the continuance of colonialism and imperialism as a
challenge to democracy, a menace to socialism and a constant
threat to world peace.® 1t has been keen on an early liquida-
tion of colonialism and imperialism in all its forms and has

*Prem Bhasin, *Colonialism nceds to be redefined”, Janata, 15
August 1961, pp. 7-8.

‘Prem Bhasin, Soclalism in India (New Delhi, 1968), pp. 23-25; sce n. 3.

3bid.; see i, 3. .

*Policy Stotement, Sociglist Party (Published first in 1947 at Nagpur,
Second revised edition in 1949 after the deliberation at Bangalore on 4-6
October, Reprinted, 1951), p. 34,

*Betul Resolutions of Special Convention, June 1953, Two Years of the
Praja Soclalist Party, 0. 2, pp. 26-27.

§1bhid.; sec alson, 6.

YPolicy Statement (Adopted by the Second National Coaference of the

Pz.q’%a Socialist Party held at Gaya on 26-30 December 1955), {Dethi, 1956),
Pl .
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regarded self-determination as the right of colonial and depen-
dent pcoples. It has held that the will of the people should
be the basis of the authority of Government and cvery one,
irrespective of his race or group to which he belongs, should be
guaranteed equal right to participate in the Government of his
country.

Western Imperialism

The PSP has been critical of all Western imperialist powers
—Britain, France, Holland, Portugal and the United States.
In its opinion, India’s membership of the Commonwealth of
Nations amounts to a kind of collaboration with Britain which
continues to be the major colonial power in Africa and exer-
cises effective control over economic affairs in Asia. The only
way to reverse the trend, the party believed, was “to give up
the inferior membership of the British Commonwealth and
free itself from the economic and strategic apron-strings of
Great Britain”® Considering Britain’s colonial policy in
Malaya, Kenya,1* Aden!® and Central African Federation,'®
the PSP was reaffirmingly convinced that the only alternative
for India was to severc connection with the British Common-
wealth,

The PSP was not satisfied with India’s policy in relation
to French colonialism in Tunisia, Morocco, Indo-China and in
France’s colonial pockets on the Indian soil. The party charg-
ed the Government for its attitude of keeping France pleased
and, as such, not going beyond “verbal protests”.34 It would
have further liked the Government to take a positive stand on
the issue of Algeria'® and speak strongly against the French
atrocities in Arab Africa.2® It strongly denounced the French

1eAllahabad Resolution of the National Council, December 1953, Two
Years of the Praja Socialist Party, n. 2, p. 29.

U Parliamentary Debates, 18(2), 17 September 1953, Col, 4011.

YPrem Bhasin's Statement on Aden, Janara, 10 October 1965, p. 8.

1BN.G. Goray’s Statement, Janata, 29 March 1959, p. 8.

MSee n. 10.

155.N. Dwivedy’s Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 40(2), 16 March
1960, Col. 6271.

**Nath Pai's Statcment, Lok Sabha Debates, 25(2), 19 February 1964,
Col, 1551.
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bombardment of the population of Bizerta in 1961 and would
fike better treatment for the people of Tunisia.l?

The PSP nofed faults also with India’s policy towards
Portupucse colonialism in Goa and Angola. The party viewed
Portuguese imperialism as the worst and the policy of the
Government towards the Portuguese possessions in India as
“incffective and timid™.?® Its National Executive. meeting at
Madras in June 1961, condcmned the brutal visage of Portu-
guese imperialism  in Angola and urged the Government to
take a bold step in relation to the question of Goa.®

The party similarly denounced Dutch imperialism. It
joined the hands with the Government of India in its condem-
nation of the wanton and unprovoked aggression by the
Netherlands against the people of Indonesia and demanded
the liquidation of the Dutch imperialist authority and armies.*®
At the same time, it called for a speedy solution of the issue
of West Irian®?

The PSP has been objecting to American imperialism too.
It exposed colonial and expansionist trends of US policy and
condemned the quest for the “sphere of influence” by putting
pressure on nations for preserving the capitalist system and,
thus, bringing back colonialism indirectly.?® It held US diplo-
macy in Formosa and Korea and towards Portugal’s imperial-
Ism in North Africa as ambitious and based on political and
cconontic domination of the entire world.®® In 1958, the party
condemned the American military action in Lebanon and
considered it as ““a grave threat to world peace”.*¢ It also
expressed pains  over the imperialistic American attitude
towards Victnam. On this issue, it would like the Government

1y 25

of India to define its position in no **uncertain terms™.*®

Y¥Rojya Subha Debates, 35(1), 22 August 19561, Col, 1199,

¥ Janara, 18 June 1961, p. 2,

" Jancta, 25 June 1961, p. 7.

*National Executive, Lucknow, December 29.31, 1948, Resolutions
(Socialist Party, 1949, Bombay), pp. 5-6.

¥Wanata, 15 December 1957, p. 2.

22Policy Statement, 0. 6, pp. 35-36.

*3Policy Stasemert, n.9, p. 87.

¥See N.G. Goray's Statement, Janata, 20 July 1958, p. 9.

*3See Nath Pai's Statement, Janata, 14 February 1965, p. 12.
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Communist Imperialism

The PSP has also opposed with vigour what it has viewed
as communist imperialism. It has seen in the Russian and
the Chinese expansionist trends a new type of imperialism
coming up. The Yugoslav-Russian conflict of 1948 appeared
as the first burning example of Russia’s tendency for
expansion and domination. It condemned the leaders of
other Eastern European countries for not having the
courage and determination of Marshal Tito.?® As reveal-
cd by the Yugoslav experience, the Soviets appeared indulg-
ing in economic exploitation and political and ideological
domination of countries of a kind which was similar to that of
Western colonialism.?? Later in 1956, the Soviet Union
appeared extremely aggressive and imperialist in its design
against the people of Hungary.*® The Czechoslovak crisis in
1968 gave a further evidence of the fact that Russia had the
same kind of interest in the communist world as the other
“imperial and colonial powers” were having in *“‘the balance
of power in the hey day of colonialism”.?* " The PSP would
have liked the Government of India to join hands with nations
which condemned Soviet imperialism.

The PSP has also found Communist China as much colonial
in outlook as Western nations. The Chinese invasion of Tibet
in October 1950 showed an expansionist trend.®® By 1954, the
PSP became much more vocal in its denunciation of Chinese
colonialism in Tibet. In his Lok Sabha statement Acharya J.B.
Kripalani said :

I consider this as such a colonial aggression on the part

of China as any colonial aggression indulged by Western
nations.®

The party condemned the People’s Republic of China as

$8See n., 3.

*7G.S. Bhargava, “*Congress Foreign Policy”, Janata, 15 August, 1954,
p. 17.

*8Bangalore Resolutions (Delhi, 1956), p. 14.

#*Peter Alvare’s Statement, Janata, 15 September 1968, p. 15,

3Himalayan Policy for India (Socialist Party, Bombay, February 1951), -
p. 20.

Lok Sabha Debates, 5(2), 15 May 1954, Cols, 7548-49,
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aggressive, expansionist, and colonialist and would have liked
the Government of India not to recognise the claims of China
over Tibet.®® Not to do so would be inconsistent with India’s
policy of fighting against colonialism and imperialism for
world peace and freedom.3® Later, when in October 1962
China invaded India, the PSP did not take it a mere border
clash, but as a “neo-imperialist” expansionist design of China
parallel to the designs of other imperialist nations,™ It, as such,
urged the Government of India to boldly condemn Chinese
imperialism.

THE APPLICATION
Indonesia (and West Irizn)

In the opinion of the PSP, the Government of India
had played an effective role in the question of Indonesian
freedom struggle against Dutch imperialism. The Socialists
paid tributes to Nehru for the immense service done to the
people of Indonesia.®® The National Executive of the Social-
ist Party, meeting in December 1948, condemned the “‘wanton
and unprovoked aggression” of the Netherlands Government
against the bringing back of the people of Indonesia under
their “imperialist domination’. It urged the Government to
take urgent and positive steps. At the same time, it would
have liked the Government to break off diplomatic relations
with the Netherlands Government and impose economic
blockade including the closing of the Indian ports to Dutch
Vessels, The party appealed to the people of India to abserve
9 January 1949 as “Indonesian Day™ to express their sympathy
to the people of Indonesia in their struggle for freedom.?¢

The party also wanted a speedy solution of the West Irian
problem. When the campaign to win West Irian from the
Dutch had taken a serious turn in Indonesia, the PSP expected

" Lok Sabka Debates, 34(2), 12 September 1959, Cols, 8007-9.

S Janara, 12 April 1959, p. 6.

MReport of the Stxth National Conference of the PSP, Bhopal. Jure 8-10,
1963, p. 93,

¥Rammanohat Lohin, *Foreign Policy : Party Vs. Government™,
Jarata, 9 December 1951, pp. 1-2.

MSeen. 23,
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from the Government of India to find out a constitutional
solution of the problem.%?

Malaya and Indo-China

The PSP appreciated the stand of the Government on the
question of the struggles of the peoples of Malaya and Indo-
China for freedom from the yokes of British and French
imperialism respectively, though the stand appeared to it as
unduly mild.

In 1950, the Eighth National Conference of the party sent
its greetings to the peoples of Malaya and Indo-China in their
struggle for independence and demanded immediate withdrawal
of all foreign intervention”® Lohia accused the Government
of India for having a “pro-Atlantic attitude” and emphasised
the need for peaceful settlement of the claims of the peoples
of Malaya and [ndo-China without any interference by either
of the two Great Power camps.® The special convention of
the party, held at Betul in 1953, expressed its deep concern
over the mounting reign of repression and violence in Malaya.
It urged the Government of India to raise the issue of Malaya
before UN.%® The first Asian Socialist Conference, which was
held in 1953 in Rangoon (Burma), also supported the stand
taken by the PSP on this issue. It condemned the use of terror
whether by the British Administration or by the communist
insurgents in Malaya and appealed to the people of Malaya to
rally round the democratic socialist forces.%!

Kenya

On the issue of Kenya, the PSP supported the official stand
of the Government of India, but held that, in this as in many
other cases, the Indian Government had preferred expediency

Y Janata, 15 December 1957, p. 2.

* Report of the Eighth National Conference, Madras, July 1950 (Socialist
Party, 1950, Bombay), pp. 81-83.

»Rammanohar Lohia, The Third Camp in World Affairs (Bombay, 1950).
p. 17.

“Report of the Special Convention, Betual, June 1953 (Praja Socialist
Party, Bombay, 1953), pp. 105-106.

$1Three Years of Asian Socialist Conference (Bombay, November 1956),
p. 32.



Anti-Colonialism and Anti-Racialism 47

to the claims of freedom and justice.®*

In 1952, the PSP felt concerned over the unrest and dete-
riorating political conditions of the people of Kenya involving
terrorist activities.*® At the Betual Special Convention in 1953,
the party raised a voice of protest against the atrocities done
to the Kenyan people by the whites. * It condemned banning
of the Kenya African Union and sent fraternal greetings to the
freedom fighters in Kenya.** Acharya Kripalani, the Chairman
and a leading member of the party, attacked the British policy
in Kenya and condemned it as *‘a veritable reign of terror”
prevailing against the Africans and the Indians residing there.*®
The Socialists held Kenya’s colonial Government solely res-
ponsible for the unhappy state of affairs there. They would
have liked the restoration of freedom of assembly and the
press, repealing of discriminatory land ordinances and the
rclease of all African political and educational leaders.*® The
PSP urged the Government of India to raise the issue of Kenya
in world councils and defend strongly the cause of subjected
peoples against the “‘imperialist forces™ .37

Goa

From the very beginning the PSP was persuading the
Government of India to help activise the struggle against
Portuguese colonialism in Goa. It held the policy of the
Government excessively passive, spineless and weak.$3 It view-
ed India’s policy in relation to Goa as a total failure.?® It
went as far as charging the Government for sabotaging the
liberation movement in Goa.*®

In 1950, the Eighth National Conference of the party

#*Election Manifesto, PSP (New Delhi, 1957), p. 15.

$Asoka Mchta, “*Unrest in Kenya™, Janafta, 23 November 1952, p. 12,

“Two Years of the Praja Soctalist Party, n, 2, pp. 26-27.

$*Parliamentary Debates, 18(2), 17 September 1953, Col. 4011.

“*Resolutions of the First Asian Soctalist Conference, held at Rangoon
from 6 January to 15 January 1953, p. 41.

"See n. 44.

““Editorial, Jurata, 17 February 1957, pp. 1-2 ; also Report of the Third
thio.’:al Conference, Bangalore, 1956 (Praja Socialist Publication, 1956),
p. 224,

Lok Sabka Debares, 7(2), 30 September 1954, Cols. 3835-36.

Lok Sabka Debates, 1(2), 22 February 1956, Col, 703.
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warned the Government of India that the question of the
liberation of the Goa could not be decided by holding a plebi-
scite and appealed to it to take effective steps in order to end
the remnants of foreign rule in India and to restore to India
political and territorial integrity.®* 1In September 1954, the
National Executive of the PSP further asked the Government
to abandon the policy of dangerous distinction between the
Goans and the Indians and asked it to allow the Indian people
to play their role in liberating foreign pockets in India.®® The
party viewed the liquidation of Portuguese imperialism not only
as a national but also as an international probiem. It sent
volunteers to Goa who suffered under the steps taken by the
Government to prohibit the Indian people from participating
in the ‘satyagraha’ in Goa and branded the Government
action as a “betrayal of the people’s unity forged to liberate
the Portuguese enclaves in India”.®® In 1956, in a resolution,
the Third National Conference of the PSP stated :

The Government of India which claims to play a leading
role on the anti-colonial front in the world outside India
has failed to advance the cause of Goa’s freedom. Iis
policy with reference to Goa is.. faulty. The liquidation
of imperialism is an essential condition of peace and pro-
gress in the world, and the demand for the liquidation of
Portuguese domination over Indian territory is therefore an
infegral part of the policy of peace.5!

The conference would have liked the Government to
recognise the urgency of the situation and to adopt suitable
measures to rid India of this cancer of colomalism.

After a year, N. G. Goray, a prominent leader of the party,
hailed the change in the attitude of the Government towards
Goa and wanted India to consider Portugal ‘““as aggressor”

%1See n. 38, p. 84.

$3New Delhi Resolutions of National Executive, September 1954, Two
Years of the Praja Socialist Party, n. 2, p. 34.

WReport of the Second National Conference of the PSP, Gaya (Bihar),
December 26-30, 1956, n. 1, p. 141.

StBangalore Resolutions, n. 28, p. 12,
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and to repel the Portuguese.’® When in 1960, the International
Court of Justice gave its judgment regarding the Portuguese
enclaves in India, Peter Alvares, a member of the PSP
National Executive, held the decision of the Hague Court as “‘a
triumph for the forces of anti-colonialism™.®® In June 1961,
the National Executive of the party urged the Government to
‘adopt a “bold policy towards the question of Goa and take
effective steps, “not 2xcluding police action™, to secure the
liberation of Goa. Such a course of action, the Party Execu-
tive ndded, was demanded by the brave sacrifice of the Indians
in Goa, and would be in the right earnest of India’s continued
determination to eliminte colonialism from the world.57 A
little later that year, speaking in the Lok Sabha, Nath Pai held
the occupation of Goa as “‘a case of redeemed aggression” and
pledged to resist the aggression.58 In November, supporting a
non-official resolution regarding Portuguese withdrawal from
Goa, he called upon the Government to drop its indecision on
the issue of Goa and “‘act immediately”. He wanted the
Government to exercise the first right of a sovereign nation to
use its army as also all other diplomatic and peaceful methods
to Jiberate Goa had failed.5®

In the context of that non-official resolution, the PSP
pressed the Government of India for issuing a final ultimatum
to the Portuguese Government to withdraw from Goa. The
party claimed subsequently that, as a result of its constant
poading, the Government was led to take police action in Goa.
Indeed, the impact of the party on the Government in this
matter was considerably significant.

¥Lok Sabha Debates, 1(2), 14 May 1957, Cols. 249-50.

Wanata, 24 April 1960, p. 12.

*1*Resolution passed at the mecting of the National Executive of the
PSP, Madras, Junre 1961", Janara, 25 June 1961, p. 7.

M Lok Sabha Debates, 56 (2), 16 August 1961, Col. 2473.

“Lok Sobha Debates, 59 (2), 24 November 1961, Cols. 1137-9. The
non-official resolution was moved in the Lok Sabha by S.M. Banerjee,
It was discussed in the Lok Sabka on 24 November and 8 December 1961,
Tt was supported by almost all the members of the opposition parties who
spoke on the oceasion, :
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Hungary and Czechoslovakia

In relation to the issue of Hungary (1956), the PSP was
sore over the fact that the Government of India failed to con-
demn Soviet imperialism. At the Bangalore Conference in
November 1956, the PSP declared that the heroic efforts of the
Hungarian people for national liberation and political self-
determination had finally torn the veil of the Russian occupa-
tion of East European countries and had exposed that rule as
“imperialism based on naked use of force”.8°

Much recently, the PSP characterized the ‘‘Soviet invasion”
of Czechoslovakia in 1968 as a ‘““naked imperialist act” and a
‘“crime against humanity and freedom’.®' It placed the
Soviet aggression in Czechoslovakia essentially in the line of
“the worst tradition of imperialists.%2 The party attacked
the Government of India for its behaviour like a ‘client
country” of the Soviet Union. Nath Pai also expressed “‘shock
and surprise” at the fact that India had failed to fulfil its
moral obligation to the freedom movements. He pointed out
that the way the Government reacted to Soviet Russia’s
wanton aggression in Czechoslovakia had firmly established that
India was heading to become “a satellite of Soviet Russia”.&
The party appealed to the people to exert the pressure of public
opinion on the Government not to act as a Soviet satellite.

Lebanon

In the opinion of the PSP, the landing of the American
troops in Lebanon in 1958 constituted a ‘‘challenge to the
rising forces of nationalism and a grave threat to world peace”.
The party directed all its branches to organise public meetings
and demonstrations to protest against the American interven-
tion and express solidarity with the freedom fighters of
Lebanon.%* At a press conference, K.K. Menon, Joint Secre-
tary of the party, viewed the landing of American marines in
Lebanon as “an outrage against the freedom of small nations™.

*9Bangalore Resolutions,n. 28, p. 14,

stprem Bhasin’s Statement, Janara, 1 September 1968, p. 8.
$2Peter Alvares's Statement, Janara, 15 September 1968, p. 15.
*3Janata, 8 September 1968, p. 14,

 Janata, 20 July 1958, p. 9.
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He denounced the United States for its behaviour as “‘an
imperial power™.® The party pledged to fight colonialism in
any shape and advocated the right of self-determination for
the people of Lebanon. It found no justification behind US
armed intervention and urged the Government of India to
stand by the Panchshila principles.6¢

Algeria

On the question of freedom struggle in Algeria, the PSP
had basically no difference with the policy of the Government.
But it was not satisfied with the approach on which it was
based. The party noted that the approach was not as firm as
it had been in the case of Indo-China. It criticised the “‘luke-
warmness™.67 The party charged the Government for seeking
to please the Government of France, ignoring the right of the
freedom fighters in Algeria and insulting the entire Arab world
by not recognising the Provisional Government.%3

The PSP wished the Government to take a positive stand. It
wanted the Government as well as the Indian people to support
the “"Provisional Government™ of Algeria.® In April 1959,
the National Executive of the party appealed to the Govern-
ment of India as much as to all Governments dedicated to the
cause of freedom 1o do all they could to persuade France to
scek negotiation with the leaders of Algeria. The PSP welcomed
the visit to India of Ferhat Abbas, the Prime Minister of -
the Provisional Government of Algeria, and conveyed to him
its deepast sympathy for the people of Algeria. It urged upon
the Socialist Party of France to rcorient its policy and
champion the cause of Algerian independence.’® When, in
1961, the Avion talk between the nationalist leaders of
Algeria and the French Government failed, Nath Pai urged
the Indian Government to facilitate the agreement between
the two countrics and to accord de jure recognition to the

Y3 Jenara, 27 July 1858, p. O,

"Acharya Kripalani's Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 18(2), 19 August
1038, Col. 1670.

¥ Lot Sehka Debates, 9(2), 19 November 1955, Col. 405.

Lok Sabka Debates, 25(2), 19 February 1964, Col, 1551,

Lok Sabhay Debates, 20(2), 16 March 1960, Col. 6271,

Ptanars, 26 April 1959, p. S,
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Algerian Government.”d When Nehru had almost given an
assurance to recognise the FLN (Front Liberation National)
Government, what, after all, the party wanted to know,
inhibited him to do so0.7* It regretted that the Government of
India failed to provide full support to the Algerians in their
freedom struggle. The Second Asian Socialist Conference
supported the stand taken by the PSP. It appealed to all
Governments to support the Afro-Asian move in the United
Nations for a quick and peaceful solution of the probiem.?

Angola

The PSP has been consistently supporting the people of
Angola against Portuguese imperialism. In June 1961, the Na-
tional Executive of the party saluted he brave freedom fighters
of Angola who had raised the banner of freedom against
Portuguese colonialism. It regretted the death of thousands of
Angolans who, while demonstrating their unbreakable will to
be free, exposed the brutal visage of Portuguese imperialism.
The National Executive condemned the Portuguese Govern-
ment for the crimes it was committing against the Angolan
people and pledged its full support to them in theic struggle
for independence.®®

The party believed that the most effective way in which the
Government of India could help the people of Angola would
be to hasten the liberation of Goa.

Tibet

In regard to the question of Tibet, the PSP believed that
the Government of India had miserably failed to champion the
cause of liberation of the people of Tibet. It found the Tibet
policy of the Government contrary to its general policy for the
liquidation of imperialism. It also charged the Government

“1Lok Sabha Debates, 56(2), 16 August 1961, Cols. 2479-80.

**Lok Sabha Debates, 60(2), 7 December 1961, Col. 3892

BResolutions of the Second Congress of Asian Socialist Conference,
Janata, 18 November 1956, pp. 9-10.

Resolution adopted at the meeting of the National Executive of the
PSP held at Madras on 17th to 19th June 1961, Janata, 25 June 1961, p. 7.
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for its passivity and indifference in regard to Communist
China’s aggression in Tibet.™

Following the Chinese military action in Tibet in 1950, the
National Executive of the party stated :

To justify the invasion of 8 lakh square miles of territory

on the basis of sovercign rights which are as doubtful and

untenable as they arc imperialist is an irony of which no

modern Government should have been thought capable.

The people of Tibet alone may decide in a free vote or

plebiscite their form of Government or of alliance with the

outside world.?®

When, in May 1951, the Sino-Tibctan Agreement was
concluded, the Indian Government appeared satisfied with the
agreement, But the Socialists were not.  The party continued
to regard China’s occupation of Tibet as a *‘deliberate act of
aggression™. It called it “‘as abominable as the colonialism of
any Western power™.%7 Immediately after the Tibetan crisis of
March 1959, the party declared its solidarity with the Tibetan
people and observed 29 March 1959 as “Tibet Day” N.G.
Goray, General Secrctary of the party, called it a “planned
annihilation of a simple people and their personality ; a repeti-
tion of what happened in Hungary three years back™.™ The
National Executive of the party, in its meeting in April 1959,
recognised “the Tibetan people’s right to sclf-determination
and extended to them its support™.™® At the same time, the
party deplored the non-cooperation of the Indian Government
on the question of taking the Tibetan issue to UN. Later, when
& new resofution was introduced in the General Assembly by
Malaya and Thailand, the PSP welcomed it and hoped that the
Government of India would respond to it “in a manner consis-
tent with the stand against colonialism™ &

The attitude of the PSP towards what it viewed as the
Chinese colonisation of Tibet appeared to have a considerable

Y$Mukut Bebarilal, “Complacency behind Mounting Red Expansion
Danger”, Jarata, 17 December 1961, pp. 11-12.

WHimalayan Policy for India, n. 30,

Lok Scbha Debates, n. 31.

" Red tmpetintism in Tibet™, Janara, 29 March 1959, p. 3.

Janzta, 26 April 1959, pp. 3-5,

$Jenatn, 6 November 1960, p. 3.
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impact on the policy of the Indian Government. It alarmed
the Government to a great extent against the danger of
Chinese expansion on India’s borders and those of Sikkim and
Bhutan.®

South Vietnam

The PSP joined hands with the Government of India in
deploring US policy in Vietnam. The party denounced US
bombing raids on North Vietnam. But it also appealed to Dr.
Ho Chi Minh to give up his idea of conquering and subverting
states like South Vietnam for Communism.%* In 1968, the
National Executive of the party wanted that all shades of
colonial heritage in Vietnam be put to an end. It hoped that
the Paris peace negotiations would bring full and complete
freedom and independence to the people of Vietnam and they
would shape their own futire.8?

ANTIE-RACIALISM
The Principle

The PSP has also been urging the Government of India for
upholding the cause of coloured and oppressed peoples all over
the world. It has found the official stand of anti-racial policy
weak and vacillating. The Government, in the opinion of the
PSP, has not been energetically taking lead to defeat the racial
policy of South Africa,®* The anti-racial policy of the Govern-
ment has appeared to this party inhibited and thoroughly
devoid of any sense because of India’s membership of the Com-
monwealth of Nations which consists of several countries
pursuing racial discrimination.® The party has charged the
Government for not specifically bringing the cause of all
coloured peoples, particularly the negroes, along with the
Indians in South Africa before the United Nations.?6

$iSee n. 77.

PSP Ninth National Conference, December 30-31, 1967, January I,
1968, Kanpur, General Secretary Report, pp. 40-41.

83Janata, 18 June 1968, p. 9.

8Lok Sabha Debates, 53(3), 13 April 1961, Col. 8843,

$5Lok Sabla Debates, 7(2), 30 September 1954, Col. 3843,

$See n, 35,
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In view of the above facts, the PSP has been generally led
to hold that the Government has not been perfectly discharging
its obligations towards the coloured peoples of the world and
the Indians in South Africa.®® It would have liked the Govern-
ment to come up boldly and impartially as in duty bound
against all kinds of racial oppressions'and stand firmly by the
sidc of coloured peoples.8® At the same time, it would have
liked the Indian and other democratic governments of the
world to allow UN to take necessary and firm steps against
thosc nations which practised this “semi-Nazi ideology™.5® For
cxample, it urged the United Nations to use force against
South Africa and compel it to abandon its policy of racial
discrimination and grant full democratic rights to all its
citizens irrespective of the pigment of their skin.”® Further, the
party has cxpected the Government to take a lead and oppose
vehemently the white minority Government in Rhodesia.®? The
party has found the policy of segregation and supremacy
imposed by the Europeans in Africa as ‘“‘unjust and inhuman”,
“based on master race theory™ and essentially *“fascist in
character”™. It has viewed such a policy as being maintained
by vicious laws in shape of “intense racial bitterness, violent
upheavals and acts of terrorism™.® The PSP has, therefore,
demanded an carly abolition of all sorts of practices of racial
discrimination from the world in general and South Africa in
particular.

Early in the post-independence days, the PSP appreciated
the firm stand taken by the Government of India in UN against
South Africa.®™ It held the Government just and correct in
its stand in protesting against the theory of racial segregation
and apartheid adopted by South Africa. It considered India
quite within its right in protesting against such naked violation

S'Editorial, “Racial Hatred™, Janata, 24 April 1949, p, 2,

**Notes nnd Comments, “South Africa Racialism™, Janata, 3 April
1960, 1. 2.

e Abandon Apartheid", Jarata, 5 October 1952, p, 2,

Mibid,

*15ee n. 84,

*2Report of the Second National Conference of the PSP, a. 1, p. 220.

$See . 22,



56 India’s Foreign Policy : PSP

human rights and dignity.®* Beside this, the party suggested
that it should be the primary duty of citizens of various coun-
tries all over the world to unite and Ilead an international
movement to condemn the Government of South Africa and
other countries of the world which practised such irrational
and inhuman policies.®® The PSP declared its solidarity to-
wards the brave peoples of South Africa, Angola, Rhodesia
and of the Central African Federation and pledged its support
to them in their struggle against racial discrimination.

Apartheid and Racial Segregation

The PSP has denounced the policy of the apartheid and
racial segregation adopted by some of the African Govern-
ments and the USA. It viewed Dr. Malan’s doctrine of apar-
theid in South Africa as pernicious and wrong, based on the
notion of racial superiority.?® In 1953, the PSP condemned the
legislative measures of racial segregation such as that of the
Group Area Act, the Separate Representation of Voters Act, the
Public Safety Act and the Criminal Law Amendment Act of
South Africa which provided separate legislation for the Indians
living there.? Tt maintained that these enacted laws had turned
the Africans into virtual prisoners in their own countries where
every movement and action was controlled and restricted by
white Governments irrespective of the hardships caused to the
Africans in the forms of the segregation of husband and wife,
involuntary acceptance by the Africans of employment at
whatever wage available in the area where they were confined
and “the denial of any free communication with fellow
Africans confined in other areas”.®® The party viewed these
laws as humiliating and as naked violation of the Declaration
of Human Rights and the principles and purposes of the UN
Charter. It would have liked the Government of India to

% Janata, 13 April 1960, p. 2.

95Two Years of the Praja Socialist Party, n. 2, p. 27.

%Editorial, “Let Us Fight Malanism : The Pernicious Doctrige of
Apartheid Must be Ended”, Janara, 16 November 1952, p. 1.

#’G.B.S. Chaudhari, “The New South African Legislative”, Janata, 1
March 1953, pp. 10-12 ; also Purshottam Trikamdas, “How can any one
Tolerate South Africa”, Janata, 26 January 1955, pp. 17-19.

Y8«South African Racialism®, Jarata, 13 April 1960, p. 2.
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advisc and appeal to the South African Government to recon-
sider its stand.”

The Praja Socialists also emphasise that the civil rights
should not be denied to the coloured people living in the USA
and Britain. Discrimination against coloured immigrants has
not been institutionalized in Britain and yet there would be
few coloured people who would not have suffered from the
instances of discriminatory behaviour.3®® The PSP viewed the
stand of the Government of India as somewhat correct in
admitting Britain’s right to restrict immigration. But, at the
same time, it perceived inconsistency in it with the general terror
of the Indian attitude towards Commonwealth immigration,i¢l

White Minority Governments

The PSP has condemned the formation of the white mino-
rity Government in South Rhodesta. It has viewed the Ian
Smith regime of Rhodesia as having a pre-planned *“‘imperialist-
racialist™ design., The party strongly deprecated the imposition
of a ban by the minority Government of South Rhodesia
on nationalist and democratic parties of the country3®® Jt
held that the rule of one white man against eighteen Africans
in Rhodesia could never be democratic and just. It would
always be a denial of the actuality of freeddm and liberty and
would result in the repression of the majority by the minority.

THE APPLICATION
South Africa

In 1950, the Eighth National Conference of the Socialist
Party wanted the Government of India to withdraw from the
Round Table Conference which, according to the party, had
been “deprived of all its purpose by the recent legislations
and exccutive actions of the Union Government” (of South
Africa).!®®  The conference warned the Government of South

MuSouth African Racialism™, Janata, 13 April 1960, p. 2.

i¥Danicl Lawreace, “Race Riots in Britain®™, Janata, 27 M\arch 1956
13, '

W anata, 11 July 1965, p. 3.

1t1J:nara, 6 September 1964, p. 15,
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Africa that the new resurgent Asia would not tolerate the
policy of apartheid which was quite opposite to all modern
concepts of democracy and the principles of the UN Charter.
On 16 November 1952, the PSP observed ‘“‘South Africa
Day” and protested against the racial policy of Dr. Malan.
The party expressed its sympathy and solidarity with the
valiant ‘satyagrahis’ who were fighting against the doctrine of
apartheid in South Africa.1® The Second National Conference
of the party strongly condemned the apartheid policy of South
Africa and pledged its support to democratic socialists in all
dependent territories. It said :
Four to five million Europeans cannot justly dominate and
exploit about two hundred million Africans. Persistent
struggle for freedom and against economic enslavement
will surely continue until European colonists cast off their
racial arrogance, renounce their policy of segregation and
claims of supremacy and recognise the absolute equality
of races.198
The PSP appealed to all demoratic nations of the world
for steps to put an immediate stop to the apartheid policy.19¢
The party urged the Government of India to take a lead in
organising an international movement against South Africa.1%?
At the same time, it would have liked UN to force South
Africa to abandon its policy of apartheid and grant fuli demo-
cratic rights to all its citizens irrespective of their race and
colour®® The PSP also appealed for “a world campaign for
the release of South African political prisoners, including men
and women prominent in the field of Law, journalism and
education as well as university teachers and students”. It
urged the cumulative conscience of the civilized world “to
raise...voice of protest against this most barbarous, inhuman

to the discussion of the question of racialism in the UNO, India, Pakistan
and South Africa held preliminary talks in Cape Town, where it was
decided to hold a Round Table Conference to explore the question of
Indians in South Africa,

10t See n. 99.

08 Policy Statement, n. 9, p. 81.

108See i1, 103,

1075ee n, 84,

1sRditorial, Janata, 5 October 1952, p. 2.
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and harrowing tale of woe”, and hoped that the anti-apartheid
movement sponsored by Mr. Jeremy Thorpe (M.P.) would
grow from stregth to strength.19?

The Second Asian Socialist Conference expressed its
opposition to racial discrimination and segregation practised
in any form in South Africa and suggested that human con-
sideration involved racial equality to all individuals of equal
worth.110

South Rhodesia

On the question of the white minority Government in South
Rhodesia, the PSP fully cooperated with the policy of the
Indian Government. The party expressed its ‘“‘complete
solidarity with the freedom struggle of the vast African
majority of South Rhodesia™ 11! Speaking in the Lok Sabha,
Surendra Nath Dwivedy denounced Britain for having “double
standard” in the case of Rhodesia and a non-white nation
like Aden. Hec looked at the development in Rhodesia as
“a threat to the freedom and development of neighbouring
countrics like Malawi, Tanganyika and Congo™."** The PSP
suggested that India would reorient its policy towards Britain.
Considering Portugal’'s and South Africa’s open assistance
and Britain's indirect support to Ian Smith regime in South
Rhodesia, Janata!® suggested that there should be partition
of Rhodesia between the African majority areas and the
white-inhabited regions, the former being merged with Malawi

and Zambia and the latter joining their brethren in South
Africa,

USA

The PSP also joined hands with the Government in
expressing concern over the denial of civil rights to the colour-
ed people in the USA.  The National Executive of the party,

¥4 Janara, § September 1964, p. 15,

:;?Sc: Resolution of the Second Congress of Asian Socialist Conference,
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in its meeting of April 1968, paid homage to Dr. Martin
Luther King, the great negro leader who championed the
cause of the coloured people and illumined the path of twenty
million negroes in the USA. The party viewed him as not
only a non-violent fightet for the rights of negroes, but also
a fighter for the rights of all oppressed peoples.t!4 The PSP
hoped that his martyrdom wauld achieve what could nat be
accomplished in his life-time.

SUMMING UP THE ATTITUDE

The approach of the PSP towards India’s policy of anti-
colonialism and anti-racialism has been essentially socialist in
import. Fundamentally the party has no disagreement over
the basic principles of those two policies. But its vigorous
attack on neo-imperialism of Russia and neo-colonialism of
China obviously presents a contrast with the stands of the
Government. The Government of India has never criticised
Russia as an imperialist nation. It has merely denounced the
People’s Republic of China as expansionist without accusing
it of imperialism. On the contrary, the PSP has continued
to view both Russia and China as imperialist.

As an opposition party, the attitude of the PSP towards
India’s anti-colonial and anti-racial policy has been effective
and valuable. Oan various anti-colonial and anti-ractal world
issues with which India has been concerned, the party has
offered constructive criticisms befitting the situations. They
had considerable alarming effect. The stands of the PSP on
India’s policies of anti~colonialism and anti-racialism, con-
ceptual and implemental, have been generally sober and
responsible. The PSP, as stated earlier,!*® had a considerable
influence on the official pursuit of the principles in relation to
the issues of Goa and Tibet,

1 National Executive Decisions, Janata, 28 April 1968, p. 3.
1155¢e n, 81.
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Foreign Aid

Foreign aid or external assistance appears to be an impor-
“tant and basic aspeet of the foreign policy of a developing
nation like India. The PSP has been of the view that a country
like India should have more and more reliance on internal
resources and should avoid foreign capital as much as it can.

THE PRINCIPLE

The PSP has been regretting that economic policy of the
Government of India has been highly dependent on foreign
investment and external resources for the economic develop-
ment of the country.? It has accused the Government of
placing excessive reliance on US and Soviet money.” The party
found the Government hesitant at fostering economic coopera-
tion and mutual aid among nations outside the orbit of bloc
politics.® It has objected to the official policy of accepting
forcign loans for direct industrial investment.® The party,
however, has been opposed to any doctrinaire inhibition
against foreign aid.5

YParllameatary Debates, 10(2), 23 December 1953, Col. 3020 ; see also
Surendranath Dwivedi, “*Good Bye to Socialism-I"", Janara, 29 May 1966,
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#Socialist Approach to Foreign Policy” (Revised chon of the
National Executive of the Socialist Party on forcign affairs, discussed at
its meeting at Mahableshwar, October 194S), Jarata, 26 January 1949,
p. 56.
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Necessity

In the fundamental sense the PSP has been agrezing with
the Government that a semi-developed country like India
should seek foreign aid in order to develop its resources and
industrial potentialities and pool itself with the rest of -the
world in the matter of endeavours being made for economic
development.? But at the same time, the PSP has been object-
ing to excessive dependence on foreign aid. The party agreed
with the Government that, in order to advance industrialization,
raise the standard of living and carry on the planning, foreign
assistance was essential, for it was indispensable for the import
of machineries, capital equipment and producer goods. It
acknowledges that the programme of financing economic
development solely by internal resources may mean heavy
strain on the people whose standard of living is already so
much below the subsistence level that it may in the long run
pave the way for the establishment of a fuli-fledged dictator-
ship.” Thus, according to the party, it 15 obvious that a
developing nation like India can stand on its legs only when
it gets help from foreign countries.® But, at the same time, it
does not like undue reliance being placed on foreign aid for
making up the lag in national savings.

According to the PSP, foreign aid or loan is necessary only
for the purpose of economic development and not for direct
industrial investments which would mortgage its vital national
resources and circumscribe its freedom.® Foreign aid is desir-
able only to the extent to which it does not entail economic
exploitation and political motivations.

. l
Objective Vel . IR L ‘99 q6

The party has been strongly against aid with *‘strings”.10
The objective behind foreign assistance should, according to the

8 Policy Statement (Adopted by the Second National Conference of the
PSP held at Gaya, 26-30 December, 1955), (New Delhi, 1956), p. 84.

“Madhu Limaye, Evolution of the Socialist Party (Hyderabad, 1952),
p. 2.

8Lok Sabha Debates, 18(2), 19 August 1958, Col. 1679,

9See n. 4.

Policy Sratement (Socialist Party, Second Revised Edition, 1949),
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party, be purely socialist in nature. That is to say, technical
and financial assistance should carry the conviction that ‘‘era-
dication of poverty is the common need and responsibility of
the entire humanity’”.3! It has maintained that advanced coun-
tries should place a duty on themselves to assist the under-
developed countries and, thereby, promote world peace and
economic stability as well as human happiness and welfare.
The party holds that the objective of forcign assistance should
be humanitarian, having no strings or political motives
attached to it. At the same time, it must be intended to supple-
ment India’s resources in the implementation of its five-year
plans.

Nature, Form and Conditions

Foreign aid can be either economic or military in nature.
Economic aid includes both technical and financial assistance.
The PSP has fully supported the policy of the Government of
India to receive both economic and military aid. But it does
not “contemplate with equanimity any enlargement of private
investors’ control over the cconomy of underdeveloped
regions™2® The party rejects plans which serve the narrow
short-term interests of industrial nations conflicting with the
fundamental principles of cquality in relations between differ-
ent peoples. It disapproves the attitude of superiority which
the advanced nations have towards less fortunate pzoples and
seeks to build up a wholly new relationship between assisting
and assisted nations which would be based on their mutual
Tespeet and cooperation to meet common economic needs.

Quantum

The PSP has also been conscious of excessive quantum of
external aid and external loans coming to India. The party has
continued to caution that the external assistance must have
“some relation to the capacity of the economy to pay it
back™.!® Foreign assistance amounted to Rs. 196,60 crores

- HReport of the Second National Conference of the PSP, n.3, pp. 221-
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(excluding those under United States Private Law 480) in
course of the first five-year plan. That meant Rs. 39 crores
every year and 5% of India’s total import. In the second five-
year plan, the aid rose up to Rs. 185 crores a year and in the
third five-year plan almost one-half of the total import de-
pended on foreign aid. It was estimated that by the end of the
third plan almost two-thirds of the investments depended on
foreign help. India’s foreign debt formed nearly one-fifth of
national income and entailed a repayment and servicing liabi-
lity of nearly Rs. 200 crores per annum. That is to say about
25% of export earnings would have to be diverted to repay-
ments. The party feels that, in course of time, the growing
burden would become ‘‘unbearable” .14

Effect

The PSP has cautioned the Government of India against
the bad effects of excessive foreign aid. It has been of the view
that ‘“‘the participation of foreign capital in Indian concerns
would result in the gradual subjugation of our economy to
foreign control” 15 The Praja Socialists apprehend damage to
India’s economy and its independence in foreign policy as a
result of the increasing reliance on foreign aid. They believe
that private foreign investments would exert significant pres-
sure towards the abandonment of the social policies and would
‘‘result in grave dissatisfaction.1%

Mitigation

Perceiving the bad effects of the foreign aid, the party has
been suggesting that the best thing would be *“to do without
aid”, the next best being “to limit aid to the essential mini-
mum”,17 and that the Government of India should give first
preference to aid from smaller countries rather than to military
power blocs.18

4Prem Bhasin, Socfalism in India (New Delhi, 1968), pp. 225-26.
*Madhu Limaye, n. 7.

18Janata, 19 December 1959, p. 2.

Editorial, “Politics of Aid", Janata, 3 October 1965, p. 1.

8 Parliamentary Debates, 10(2), 23 December 1953, Col, 3020.
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Political Complex

The PSP has been fully aware of the political complex of
foreign loans or assistance. It realises that usually receiving
nations tend to take side with the aiding nation in political
issues. Like the other opposition parties, for instance the
Communist Party of India, the PSP huas been fearing that
excessive economic aid from the United States and other
Western nations would hinder foreign policy indepzndence.?®
The party has been emphasising on doing away with foreign
aid and increasing and using 1nteraal resources so that foreign
interest in national economy and affairs may be minimised.
In 1952, the PSP did not approve of the agrzement regarding
the opening of two oil refineries through foreign assistance.®
The motive in doing so was to see that India was not put
under the thumb of the aid-giving country. In view of the aid-
giving competition between the Western nations and the Soviet
Union, the PSP would like both the power blocs to be discard-
¢d and India’s economic development to be based solely on
its internal resources. It believed that such unstringed aid
could be secured as would not interfere with the nation’s
political freedom and liberty.

Economic Complex

The PSP has continued to show concern also with the
cconemic complex of foreign aid. The party holds that the
forcign policy of the Government does not provide sufficient
solution to the economic ills ofa countty like India. It pre-
sumes that the present economic aid policy would result in
economic “‘influences and interference™ of the outsiders.
Dependence on the United States and other countries in mat-
ters of food, capital and machinery would in the long run
circumscribe India’s freedom in international politics. The
Praja Socialists have been laying emphasis on the enlargement
of public enterprises. They would like thc Government of

U Lok Scbha Debates, 5(2), 15 May 1934, Cols. 7553-54.
¥Madhu Limave, n, 7.
“Madhu  Limaye, “Foreign Policy : Some Point for Discussion™,

-]Yé‘gicl Comvertion of the Socialist Party, Packriarki, May 1852 (Bombay,
2 p. 4.
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India “to nationalise banks, mines and mineral oils”. In
order to accelerate capital formation, they would like “to take
over big plantations and trade, wholesale and foreign, in
selected commodities™. The party stressed on the planned
utilisation of India’s own resources, It firmly opposed “the
monopolist expansion of a few business houses” and declared
its determination “to break up industrial monopolies™.®* It
felt that a powerful private sector would be incompatible with
planned economy. It believed that the excessive dependence on
-foreign aid and private eaterprises might result in one-sided
trade. That kind of dependence might result further in the
economic exploitation of India by way of trade.

The PSP suggested that “foreign loans should be from
State to State without permitting direct alignment of India
and foreign capitalists.2® The party disliked even foreign
loans and considered it dangerous, as, for the payment of
these loans, the Government would have to export steel and

agricultural products.?* That might further result in economic
exploitation in trade.

Developed Countries

The PSP has also raised voice against the attitude of the
developed countries in giving aid. It has found the developed
countries more interested in helping one another rather than
giving aid to the underdeveloped countries. It has, as such,
suggested a positive approach for India and other under-
developed countries—to have more and more reliance on
internal resources.”® It has emphasised the mobilisation of
tesources through socialisation and State efforts. The policy
statement adopted at the Gaya Conference in 1955 clearly
stated :

“Socialists wish advanced countries to extend to under-

21pSP Blection Manifesto (1957) ia S.L. Poplai, ed., National Parties
and 1957 Elections in India (Delhi, 1957), p. 86.

1«Revised Report of the National Executive of the Socialist Party on
Foreign Affairs, discussed at its meeting in Mahableshwar, October 1948,
Janata, 26 January 1949, p. 56.

2 Acharya J.B. Kripalani, Main Problems—How to Solve them( A Janata
Publication), (Bombay, March 1958), p. 3.

5 Janata, 28 July 1968, p. 10.
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developed countries technical and financial assistance. But
they do not contemplate with equanimity any enlargement
of private investment or any increase in private investors’
control over the economy of underdeveloped regions™.*¢
The Praja Socialists believe that “advanced countries [have
to] place a duty on them [sclves] to assist the underdevelop-
¢d countrics and thereby promote world peace and economic

stability™.*?

Underdeveloped Countries

The PSP has as well cmphasised that the Government of
India should make efforts for the economic co-operation among
the underdeveloped countries. It would have liked the Govern-
ment to make cfforts for breaking the national barriers in the
cconomic field.”® It has suggested that the Government should
make efforts for large grouping of underdeveloped countries
in matters of economic co-operation and mutual aid. It has
further suggested that the Government should give first pre-
ference to smaller countries for mifitary and economic aid.”
It has emphasised the need for regional economic co-operation
for accelerating the process of economic development and  has
felt the need for economic co-operation among the countries of
South, Southeast and West Asia.%® Speaking in the Lok Sabha,
Surendranath Dwivedy stated :

“I would suggest that we have to develop not only political

relationship but close economic ties with our neighbours

like Afghanistan, Burma, Ceylon, Nepal, Malaysia, Singa-
porc and Japan on a basis of mutual co-operation and
friendship™. Mt

This suggestion of the PSP for close economic co-operation
and mutual assistance among the underdeveloped neighbouring

':{trporr of the Secord National Conference of the PSP, Gaya, n.3,
. 221,
7 pid., pp. 221222,
B Poltey Statement, n. 10,
Y18ee Achana J.B. Kripalani's Statement, Parliomentary Deb
»a 1B, 3 n tes,
12y, 23 December 1953, Col, 3620. ¢ o
#Report of tke Fifth Naticnal Conference of PSP, Bomb Tov
3.9, 1950 (New Deibi, 1959), p. 245. d + Bomboy. November
NLal Sabka Debares, $7(2), 15 November 1965, Col. 1983,
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countries of Asia had a great impact on India’s official policy,
for subsequently the Government has been making efforts for
the same. In this respect, the PSP has also suggested that
“Greater attention must be given to economic co-operation and
mutual aid among the Colombo and allied countries.3* The
party held that the best protection against the potential threat
of communism among the Asian countries would be mutual
economic aid programme for themselves. That would even do
away with the tension in these regions which are economically
backward due to centuries’ imperial domination.

Assistance through UN

As the developing countries are depending more and
more on foreign aid and loans from the developed nations, the
PSP fears that there is a chance of spreading foreign influence
over these countries. The party has, as such, been suggesting
that “the foreign capital requirements of the underdeveloped
countries should be met through an international institution
organised under the direct control of the United Nations”.*
The party has viewed it as the only remedy in order to avoid
any embarrassment inherent in the flow of aid or loan from
one country to another. At the same time, it would have liked
economic assistance through international agencies such as a
World Development Corporation and a World Food Pool®*
and would have cherished UN as an instrument for fostering
balanced economic development among the Afro-Asian nations
and in the world as a whole.?® The first Asian Socialist
Conference, which was held in Rangoon in 1953, had sug-
gested creation of a World Development Authority and a
World Development Pool to which all would contribute in
proportion to their capacity. The Conference further sugges-
ted that from the Asian side, too, efforts would have “‘to be
made to receive and channelise this aid in a planned and
co-operative manner”.’¢ The PSP has been emphasising that

32 Asoka Mehta, *“Our Foreign Policy™, Janata, 3 October 1954, p, 16.

33Policy Statement, n. 6, p. 84,

3\¥e Build for Socialism—Platform of the Socialist Party (Adopted
by the National General Council of the Socialist Party at Ranchi on the
4th July 1951), (Bombay, 1951), p. 15.

BElection Manifesto—Praja Socialist Party (New Delhi, 1957), p. 15.

3¢ Janata, 4 January 1953, pp. 1-8.
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the time has come when the Government of India should
press UN to make provisions for the flow of economic aid
through its various agencies. At the same time, it would have
also liked the Goverament of India to make efforts for the
formation of markets on the continental level like the European
Common Markets.%?

APPLICATION
Assistance from the United States

The Government of India has been receiving assistance
from the United States mainly through the Indo-US Technical
Cooperation Programme (1952), the US Economic Assistance
under Public Law 480, Public Law 665, Third Country Curren-
cy Assistance (1961) and the Indo-US Educational Foundation
(1965). Besides, assistance in the field of teaching, research
and fellowship programme assistance had also been provided
through some philanthropic foundations like the Carnegie
Corporation, the Rockefeller Foundation and the Ford Foun-
dation. From the very beginning the socialists have considered
loans through private corporations and bilateral backstairs
deals between India and US High Finance as “the most perni-
cious fetters on the cconomic life of the country™.’® They
have pointed out that though concessions to US private capital
may look attractive it may amount to a negation of India’s
basic social policies. As early as in 1954, the PSP had doubts
about US cconomic assistance and did not view it as free from
blemishes.®®  Even foodgrain, for instance, wheat supplied by
the US under Public Law 480, had been considered by the
party as the subject of annoyance—*‘a liver of political policy”.
It held US aid under PL 480 as hindrance to India’s urge for
self-reliance in food.** Regarding the utilisation of the PL 480
Funds, Surendranath Dwivedy Jaunched an all-out attack on
the Government, What the Government of India had becn

¥"Sce Surendranath Dwivedy's Statement, Lok Sebha Debates, 47(2),
22 November 1960, Cols, 1646-7.

BEdnorial, Janata, 30 January 1949, p. 2.

PSee Kripalani's Statement, Lok Sabk g
ol 7553-5‘{ abha Debates, 5(2),15 May 1954,
$Janera, 21 November 1965, p. 2.
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doing would, he said, spell ruin for all this nation had been
standing for.®1 Speaking on a communist motion disapproving
the Indo-US Foundation, he stated :

““It creates the fear whether this is not going to influence

the entire educational system, whether through these funds

they are not going to imject the American way of life.

That needs to be guarded against”.4®
In spite of the assurance of the Government of India that
the Foundation would never permit American influence to be
injected into the Indian culture and way of life, the PSP stress-
cd that the aims and objectives of the Foundation should be
clearly provided in the Foundation itself. If setting up the
Foundation would have such strings attached to it as might be
against India’s national interest, the Foundation bad to be with-
drawn. Another practical suggestion was that the funds be
given to the University Grants Commission to distribute them
in the way it viewed best.#®

In relation to the issue of setting up of the Foundation, the
PSP had a great impact on the policy of the Government of
India towards the better utilisation of PL 480 Funds. It even
alarmed the people against the slow infiltration of the
American way of life in our society.

Assistance from the Commonwealth Countries

India has received considerable economic assistance from
Britain and other Commonwealth countries. In addition to
Britain, which provided technical assistance under the Colombo
Plan, other Commonwealth countries Iike Australia, Canada
and New Zealand also provided help to India. The PSP has
fully supported financial and technical assistance to India
under the Colombo Plan.¢* It has not opposed economic aid
from the countries like Australia, Canada and New Zealand.
The total capital assistance authorised by Australia during
1951-55 came to about 9.6 million Australian pounds. During
the first five year plan, Canada contributed to India approxi-

 fanata, 22 May 1966, p. 10.

“pSPp in Parliament (Praja Socialist Party, New Delhi, 1967), p. 17.

¢2]pid. See also PSP Ninth Nation Conference, December 30-31, 1967~
January I, 1968, Kanpur, General Secretary's Report, p. 101,

4i5¢e n, 32,
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mately about 77 million dollars. Canada has also indirectly
assisted the Mayurakshi Project by supplying electric equip-
ment worth 3 million dollars. In addition, the Canadian
Government has also supplied a reactor for the Atomic Re-
search Centre at Trombay at the estimated cost of 7 million
dollars. At the inception of the Colombo Plan the Govern-
ment of New Zealand announced a contribution of one million
pounds over a period of three years to be utilised for making
up the capital cost of the All India Medical Institute s

Though some of the Commonwealth countries have pro-
vided considerable help to India, yet the PSP has always op-
posed India’s membership of the Commonwealth of Nations.
The party still believes that during the last several years the
Commonwealth has not made any significant contributions
in the economic and international fields. It believes that only
the Colombo Plan has been of some assistance to under-
developed countries. The party would be happier if “a plan
of this type could have been evolved outside the Common-
wealth”.**  Among other economic grounds on which the
party opposed India's membership was Britain’s entry in the
European Common Market which might pose difficulties for
all other Commonwealth countries. Therefore, in a reso-
lution of 1961, the National Executive and the General Council
of the party urged that Britain’s entry into the European Com-
mon Market should not be at the cost of a developing country
like India &°

Assistance from the Soviet Union

The Soviet Union, too, has been providing economic assis-
tance to India. But the PSP has been underlining the fact
that financial and technical aid provided by the Soviet Union
has been considerably less than that provided by the United
States or by the Commonwealth countries together or even by
West Germany.4* The five year Indo-Soviet trade agreement

U Foreign Aid to India™, Jenata, 29 January 1955, pp. 12-13.

“Editorial, Jernara, 31 March 1957, pp. 1-2.

"Resolution of the Notional Executive and General Courcll of the PSP,
Qctober 8, 1951, Sarnath, Varanasi, Jenata, 15 Octobser 1961, p. 8.

#*Subodh Roy, “India and USSR—the Kbrushchev Era™, Janera, 1
May 1964, pp. 10-14,
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signed in December 1953 was considered by the PSP as the
first sign of cordiality between the two countries. In 1954, the
Soviet Government proposed to build a steel plant in India
and in course of a few years a Rs. 12 crore stee] plant was
constructed with Soviet aid at Bhilai in Madhya Pradesh.
About 250 Soviet specialists worked on the project and more
than 300 Indian technicians were sent to Russia for training
in metallurgical work. In 1959, considering the Chinese
aggression the PSP had no hesitation in suggesting that even
military aid on a large scale could be had from the Soviet
Union.*®* Regarding the Soviet MIG Jet plane deals, the party
was of the view that India was at liberty to obtain defence
equipment from any country on most advantageous terms.50
Even the Soviet offer to provide equipment and technical as-
sistance for setting up a helicopter factory in this country was
appreciated by the party. The Praja Socialists reacted simi-
larly in view of a new five year Indo-Soviet trade agreement
for 1963-68.

SUMMING UP THE ATTITUDE

The approach of the PSP towards India’s foreign aid policy
has proved essentially constructive in nature. The party has
been constantly vigilant over aid without ‘string’. Fundamen-
tally, it agrees with the Government that foreign aid is unavoid-
able. But, at the same time, it has held excessive reliance on
foreign capital would ruin India’s economy. It has vigorously
criticised the Government for accepting such foreign aid as has
been based on political motives. From time to time, the PSP
has been able to raise effective alarm against foreign economic
pressure. Its suggestion for avoiding excessive aid from the
developed nations and its emphasis on having a large group of
underdeveloped countries in matters of economic co-operation
and mutual aid proved fruitful. Its emphasis on economic
and finacial assistance through international institutions
appeared sound.

#9See Acharya J.B. Kripalani's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 4(2),
30 May, 1962, Col. 7834.

s0See H.V. Kamath’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 4(2), 30 May
1962, Col. 7834,
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Defence

Like foreign aid, defence, too, is a key point of the foreign
policy of the Government of India and the PSP has shown a
constant and critical concern with the same. It has been of the
view that the Government of India has been neglecting and
not vigilantly protecting Indian frontiers. It has urged upon
the Government for defence re-orientation and has, as such,
questioned the stands that India has taken in relatiop to Sino-
Indian and India-Pakistan military conflicts.

THE PRINCIPLE

The PSP (the SPI until 1 June 1952) has been accusing the
Government of the ncgligence in India's defence, of adopting
an “‘ambivalent policy’ and of following a **weak-kneed
defence policy™.® As a result, the PSP has been holding, the
Government has failed to defend India’s frontiers properly. The
Government has misled the country with the deceptive phrase
“interest of security”.® The party has viewed the defence
policy as cxcessively dissociated from the people, lacking
mass support and kept extremely secret from Parliament.® In
1961-62, the PSP held the Government responsible for lower-
ing the morale of the Armed Forces, wasting the money of the
nation, following a long-term defence strategy and paralysing

'Editorial, “The Arm Policy”, Janata, 31 March 1963, p. 1.

YJarata, § February 1967, p. 3.

TSee Nath Pai's Statement, Lok Sobha Debates, 16(2), 6 April 1963,
Col, 8292,

‘Scc Acharya J.B. Kripalani's Statement, Lok Shuba Debates, 23(2),
§ December, 1958, Col. 3721; Surendranath Dwivedy's Statement, Lok
Scbha Debates, 16(2), 15 April 1963, Cols. §011-15.
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the armed forces at the time of the massive Chinese aggres-
sion.® It blamed the Government for not having properly

organised the military staff, not having made efforts for achiev-
ing self-sufficiency in every branch of weaponry, nuclear as
well as conventional, and not developing well-trained military
personnel.®

In view of the defects noted above the PSP has been led to
hold that the Government has not been pursuing an effective,
bold and positive defence policy. Considering the threat to
India’s freedom and integrity both from China and Pakistan,
the PSP would have liked an adequate strengthening of India’s
defence. It has, however, joined hands with the Government
in accepting the fundamentals of defence policy in respect of
India’s relation with these two neighbouring countries. In
1953-54, apreeing with the Government, the PSP regretted
that the arms aid pact between the United States and Pakistan
would create disaster in future and would be a threat to
India’s security.” The party has also disliked the trend among
the Western and West Asian nations and the USSR to equate
India and Pakistan in matters of their defence potentialities
and aid.® Agreeing with the Government regarding the possi-
bility of the violation of the territorial integrity of India by
Portugal in connection with Goa, the PSP wished for a strong
well-equipped navy to clear off the alien occupation of the
- Indian territories under Portugal’s colonial possession.® At the
time of the Chinese aggression in 1962, the party called for
firm determination over recovering India’s territory lost to
China and, for the purpose, 1t would have liked the Goveran-
ment to strengthen its armed forces.® With the growing

Janata, 16 April 1961, p. 2; Lok Sabha Debates, n. 3, Col. 8290.

‘Surendranath Dwivedy's Statement, n, 4; A Socialist Alternative—PSP
Election Manifesto, 1967 (Bombay, 1966), pp. 14-15.

*National Council Resolution, 29-30 December Allahabad, Two Years
of tl;eo- I;;aja Socialist Party (A Praja Socialist Publication, 1954, Bombay),
pp. .

* A Socialist Alternative—~PSP Election Manifesto, 1967, n. 6.

*See N.G. Goray’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 3(2), 24 July 1957,
Cols. 5039-40.

Y Report of the Sixth National Conference of the PSP, Bhopal, June
8-10, 1963, p. 93.
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collusion between China and Pakistan and India’s confronta-
tion with China, “recalcitrant and truculent as ever having
accreted a nuclear arsenal, and with Pakistan talking in revan-
chist tones after replenishing her arms’’, the PSP has further
felt the extreme desirability of strengthening India’s defencet
It has viewed it as extremely necessary to have all possible
help from the United States and the Commonwealth countries
against the contingency. It has stressed the need to ensure that
hostile Powers would not get a foothold or develop spheres of
influence on the periphery of the country.®* The party has
also objected to the foreign elements working among the Naga
and Mizo rebels, threatening India’s security and thus giving
rise to the apprehension that one day the entire belt from the
Rann of Kutch to the Mizo Hills may turn into a war front,1s
For such an emergency, the PSP would have liked the Govern-
ment of India to strive for self-sufficiency in every branch of
weaponry, conventional as well as nuclear.

For the PSP, India’s defence policy needs being democra-
tised for security. 1t is not the concern only of the Govern-
ment, but requires “a total mobilisation of manpower, the
cnergies and the inspired participation of the whole nation” .24
It has demanded the efforts not only of the soldiers on the
front but also of the worker in the factory, the peasant in the
field, the office assistant, the teacher, the student and the
housewife to share, at their different levels of involvement, the
vigours and hazards of war. As such, the PSP would have
liked India’s defence being broadbased by ensuring the widest
association of the people with the defence efforts. The party
has felt that “the Government’s reluctance or failure to break
out of the framework of the present benumbing social order
has to be judged as a failurc of defence efforts™.2®* It has,
therefore, believed that strengthening of India’s  defence
demands planned optimum utilisation of jts economic resources

1'See Nath Pai’s Interview to the “Hindustan Times", Janata, 26
December 1966, p. 2.

2 1bid.
T he Secretary’s Report, Janata, 14 August 1966, pp. 3-4.

*National Exccutive Resolutions, Janafa, 25 August-1 September
1963, pp. 5-6.

3ybid,
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and a climate of equality that can give faith to the people
and the Army, for defence-preparedness needs consolidation
of socialism and not its dilution.!® The party has, as such,
suggested that radical changes must be brought about in
India’s socio-economic policies in order that the resources of
the nation be adequately mobilised to meet the enemy’s
challenge.l? According to the PSP, the Jawans fighting on the
front should feel that they are fighting not merely for the
defence of a geographical entity but the defence of a new egali-
tarian society. Thus, the party has expressed a need for the
coexistence of defence and socialism.

Organisational Aspects of Defence

The PSP has perceived some glaring defects and deficiencies
in the organisational aspects of India’s defence. Inside the
internal organisation, the party has found that there have been
unwarranied, unjustifiable, uncalled for ministerial interference
in the day-to-day working of the armed forces. The morale
of the armed forces has been degraded and poisoned by exces-
sive groupism, cliquism and favouritism. There has been also
a ‘“‘cynical subordination of the needs and requirements of the
defence...to political prejudices and pre-conceived theories of
international affairs”.1® At the same time, as the party has
pointed out, India’s defence ministry has been suffering from
many complex problems like that of the unusual transfer of
important officials, excessive retrenchment of the civil em-
ployees of the Defence services, and the rampant caste system
in the recruitment of defence cadets.!® Regarding the recruit-
ment of the Army personnel, the party has accused the Govern-
ment of following a policy laid down by the Britishers which
requires certain rigid qualifications having no relation what-
soever to the present circumstances pertinent to the Army.
Now, after independence, the PSP has pointed out, the Army
should really belong to the people and there should be no

184 Socialist Alternative—~PSP Election Manifesto, 1967, n, 6.

7National Executive Resolutions, n, 14,

18Nath Pai's Statement, n. 3, Col, 8290,

1N.G. Goray's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 3(2), 24 July 1957,
Cols, 5040-43,



Defence 77

barricr between the Army and the people.  As such, the party
has felt that the defence policy of the Government should be
based on the concept that “the Army should be of the people
and for the people™.”® Advocating such a concept, the PSP
has been opposed to excessive secrecy maintained by the
Ministry of Defence in the matters of war preparations,
strategy and defence developments. The party has found it
necessary that the military department should have effective
contact with the masses and should enlighten them in the
matters of national defence.™ It has also pointed to the defi-
cicncies of the military intelligence staff which has often
misguided the entire war strategy. From 1962-63, the PSP has
been criticising the Goverument for creating confusion in the
name of co-ordination in the Defence Ministry. It has viewed
co-ordination between the Defence and Finance Ministries as
highly essential. It has held that the defence organisational
set-up, being based on divided responsibility, would one day
create utter confusion as it would not give full responsibility to
a single Defence Minister.®®

While the above trends of the attitude of the PSP towards
the organisational aspects of India’s defence policy seem to be
censorial, there has been also its constructive side with impact
on the official defence policy.

Taking into consideration the thrcat to India’s territorial
integrity from China and Pakistan, the PSP has put forward
its idea of the defence organisational set-up which would rest
on the basic conviction that public participation is essential for
cffective defence arrangements. As such, the party has favoured
the proposal for sctting up a Defence Council which “would
bring together a number of influential authoritics both civil and
military for consultation and decision™.®® For securing the
involvement of the widest section of the people, the party
believed that the Defence Council would bring opposition and
the ruling parties together for national defence. The party
pleaded that through its select and special staff as well as the

b,

MAcharya J.B. Kripalani's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 23(2), 8
December 1938, Cols, 3720-21.

BSurendranath Dwivedy's Statement, n. 4, Cols. §021.23,
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intimate association with the Prime Minister the Council would
achieve effective civilian control over the armed forces.?t
Stressing the importance of a second line of defence, the PSP
has also suggested that India’s armed forces in border areas
be supplemented by establishing cooperative agricultural
communities which would combine agricultural work with
defence preparations.?® The party would have liked to organise
such labour cooperatives in a manner as would widen their
intellectual and cultural horizons and impart to them elemea-
tary military training. The PSP bas fundamentally agreed with
the Government over the organisation and management of the
Natijonal Cadet Corps in schools and universities.?® It would
have, however, liked such training to be extended and streng-
thened to a much wider extent. It would like the Government
to pay attention to the improvements in training and disciplin-
ing the Home Guards.

With regard to the arms and armament, the PSP has sug-
gested that, in the present situation when the country has
been facing the mounting pressure of China well-equipped with
nuclear weapons and of an aggressive neighbour like Pakistan,
conventional weapons would not do. The party has, as such,
called upon the Government to harness the atomic energy both
for nuclear technology and manufacture of nuclear weapons.*?
It has held that the manufacture of nuclear weapons has be-
come essential for India as a deterrent against the growing nu-
clear menace. It opposed the draft Nuclear Noa-proliferation
Treaty proposed by the USA and the USSR and condemn-
ed “the efforts of the Super Powers to coerce India into sign-
ing the Treaty under threat of withholding economic and other
aid”.?® It feared that the “dithering and vacillation” shown by
the Government of India would only encourage the Super
Powers to attempt to apply even greater pressure. The party
disliked the pathetic gesture of the Government for nuclear
guarantees, for that only showed its incredible lack of awareness

24 15id.

251bid.; see also A Socialist Alternative— PSP Election Manifesto, 1967,
n. 6, p. 15.

28]bid.,

27Editorial, “Atom for Defence’’, Janata, 15 May 1966, pp. 1-2.

s National Executive Resolution, Janarta, 28 May 1967, p. 6.
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of the issues raised by the Treaty and its lack of courage to face
the veiled threat to India’s sovereignty. It, as such, emphasised
that to “‘refuse to sign the Treaty is to forge and preservea
valuable shield of our defence”.®® Nath Pai viewed the draft
Non-proliferation Treaty as *‘a conspiracy on the part of the
Super Powers to perpetuate their hegemony in the nuclear field”
and called upon the Government not to sign the Treaty unless
a mutuality and reciprocity of obligations and rights was
accepted.® The party has also held that the idea to secure a
nuclear umbrella, as conceived by the members of the Swatantra
Party and others, would rob India of its independent and non-
aligned foreign policy and run counter to its national interest.®
The PSP, therefore, believes that for India the only course left
open would be to develop nuclear weapons and to become
self-reliant in conventional as well as non-conventional
weapons.3® It has urged upon the Government for a bold and
positive nuclear policy to strengthen India’s defence.

f!cgional Defence Cooperation

The PSP has been regretting that the Government of India
has paid no attention to regional defence cooperation for Asia’s
collective defence against the Chinese menace and US inter-
vention. It has deplored the “sterile and timid"** policy of
the Government of not associating the Asian countries together
in a chain of defence link out of the fear of disapproval of one
or the other Super Power. The PSP, as such, held the official
“barren policy”™ responsible for the Chinese expansionism and
the growing American intervention.

In view of the unawarcness and lack of initiative on the
Government for regional defence arrangement of Asian coun-
trics the PSP has been advocating the idea of a chain of defence
link stretching from Japan to Afghanistan® It holds that

Mibid,; also Praja Soclalist Party Ninth National Conference, December
30-31, 1967, January 1, 1968 Kanpur, General Secretary's Report, p. 38.

PSP in Parliament (Praja Socialist Publication, 1967), p.15; also
Janaro, 17 September 1967, p. 3.

NJanata, 15 May 1966, p. 2.

o 6“Smtcmcm of N.G. Goray, The Times of India {Dclhi), 27 August 1967,

¥National Executive Resolutions, Janata, 27 August 1967, p. 6.

6"50{:6:1. 115 also A Socialist Alternative— PSP Election Meanifesto, 1967,
n. 6, p. 16,
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India has a special responsibility for the defence collaboration
among the countries of South and Southeast Asia.®® The
party has also drawn the attention of the Government to the
needs for building up a strong defence link among the countries
in the Himalayan region. From 1950, after the Himalayan
State of Tibet was subjected to the Chinese military action, the
party stressed the need for a ““bold and enlightened” Himalayan
policy.3¢ In 1959, following the growing Chinese intrusionsin
the regions of NEFA and Ladakh and their insidious propa-
ganda for the formation of the Himalayan Federation consist-
.ing of Ladakh, Sikkim, Bhutan and NEFA, the PSP drew the
attention of the Government to the issue of security and
defence of the Himalayan States.3? After the massive Chinese ag-
gression in 1962, the PSP demanded a reappraisal of the policy
of the Government towards the Himalayan region.® It demand-
ed the abandonment of the existing defence policy with regard
to NEFA and the settling of people from the plain in its thinly
populated regions. The party advocated its full integration
with the rest of India.®® It alerted the Government against the
possible Chinese threat to Sikkim, Bhutan, Burma, appealed
for entering into agreements with these countries and suggested
necessary steps for the defence cooperation among them.*®
The emphasis of the PSP on the regional defence coopera-
tion of the Asian countries and the countries of the Himalayan
belt appeared to have a considerable impact on the official
defence policy. Lately, the Government has been effortful for
defence cooperation with Sikkim, Bhutan, Nepal and Burma.

3Election Manifesto, PSP, n. 23.

*Himalayan Policy for India (Socialist Party, Bombay, 1951), p. 20;
“Need for a Himalayan Policy’, Janata, 25 June 1967, p, 13; Amit
Kumar Nag, ““Wanted : A Joint Himalayan Bastion”, Janara, 11 Decem-
ber 1966, pp. 23-24.

¥ Janata, 19 April 1959, p. 2.

38Nath Pai's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 20(2), 21 September 1963,
Col. 7505.

<A New Policy for NEFA's Defence and Developmenl" Janata,
27 October 1965, p. 17.

© janata, 25 June 1967, pp. 13-14; B.C. Nag, “The Defence of Bhutan"
Janata, 6 November 1966, p. 7; National Executive Resolutions on Bhutan,
Praja Socialist Party Ninth National Conference, December 30-31, 1967-
January 1, 1968, Kanpur, General Secretary’s Report, p. 37, n. 29,
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Military Aid

Fundamentally, the PSP has been with the Government in
respect of military aid. In 1953-54, the party viewed military
aid as dangerous as economic and warned against the same
being excessive.$!  Particularly, it suggested avoiding to have
it from military power blocs. But in view of the Chinese
menace beginning in 1959, the PSP has been admitting that
India must “start obtaining arms without strings or pact from
East and West so as to build up its military strength...”*
Speaking on Sino-Indian Relations in the Lok Sabha in
November 1959, Acharya Kripalani stated :

“As the Chinese aggression has nothing to do with world
communism, we shall be entitled to seek help in a military
emergency, both from the East and the West and, of
course, from neutral countries, even as we get economic
aid from every quarter. Help may be had on lend lease
or any other honourable basis not impairing our sovereign-
ty or independence. A declaration of readiness to accept
foreign military aid in an emergency, I feel, will be very
helpful”.¢

Estimating the strength of the Pak Air Force derived from
US Military Aid Pact, the PSP suggested that efforts be made
to have similar powerful aircrafts for India also. It has also
held that the Government is at liberty to obtain defence equip-
ment from whichever country it can acquire them easily.*

In 1962, immediately after the massive Chinese aggression
on the Indian territories, Asoka Mehta declared, “we must not
hesitate to seek assistance, cven the strongest and proudest
countries had to resort to lend-lease assistance. History
shows that such lend-lease cooperation did not compromise the
independence of the country” .45 The PSP, as such, has not
opposed the acceptance of military aid from any quarters in

. “"Acharva 1.B. Kripalani's Statement, Parliamentary Debates, 10(2),
23 December 1953, Col. 3020.
*H.V, Kamath's Press Conference Statement, **New Delhi Under-
tates Chinese Menace™, Janata, 10 January 1959, pp. 5-6.
:'ka Sabka Debates, 35(2), 25 November 1959, Col. 1731.
Lol Sahka Debates, 4¢2), 30 May 1962, Col. 7834.
“Jaraze, 28 October 1962, p. 3.
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order to meet the military threat posed by the People’s
Republic of China. It has thanked the USA and the Common-
wealth countries for giving all possible military help to India
and strengthening its Armed Forces at the critical juncture.®
The party also perceived the desirability of military aid
against all eventualities of aggression from Pakistan. After
the Tashkent Agreement, the recent Soviet commitment to
supply arms to Pakistan has been continuously focussed by the
party as a potential threat to India’s integrity.'? The PSP
. has alarmed the Government against the shift in Soviet
attitude involved in its military aid being given to Pakistan.

APPLICATION
Chinese Aggression

On the issue of the Chinese aggression, the PSP censored
the Government in 1962 for its failure to adopt a strong
defence policy. The party held the Government of India
entirely responsible for NEFA and Ladakh reverses and de-
bacle. It accused the Government for not properly grasping the
dimensions and significance of the menace posed by Chinese
expansionism.!® On the basis of the Defence Minister’s own
statement the party pointed to the main drawbacks of Indian
defence in that “there were no arms even for training, much
less for defence, there was no proper orientation; there was no
transport; there were no proper road, no equipment, no intelli-
gence, no leadership, no command”.4® The PSP viewed the
main cause of the reverses in NEFA and Ladakh not merely
in the points of military failure but in a total failure of
political leadership. The party held that military failures were
inescapable corollaries to the political myopia and jaundice
from which our leadership was then suffering’".® At the same
time, the PSP charged the Government f9r showing “‘im-

4 Report of the Sixth National Conference of the PSP, n. 10.

47peter Alvares, “Arms Aid to Pakistan™, Janara, 28 July 1968, p. 5.

#Nath Pai’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 21(2), 21 September 1963,
Cols. 7495-7500.

t]pid: H.V. Kamath's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 28(2), 21
March 1964, Col, 6696.

1See n. 48,
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measurable irresponsibility™ in connection with arm supplies,
for not using Air Forces and for fighting a mere defensive
war.®!  Admitting the sincerity of the Defence Minister's
report, the party believed that the incffective planning lay at
the root of the tragedy.®*

The PSP criticism in the context of the Chinese aggression
appeared to have a considerable impact on the subsequent
defence policy of the Government of India. It alarmed the
Government for strengthening its defence potentiality to such
an extent that for years to come it may be able to safeguard
its territorial integrity.

Undeclared India-Pakistan War

In the casc of the undeclared war between India and
Pakistan in 1965, the PSP, as a whole, fully appreciated the
defence policy of the Government of India. Only with regard
to the skirmish in the Runn of Kutch in May 1965, the party
saw some weakness. It held the Government “lacking in
determination and evasive in action in its approach to the
country's vital interest”.®* The party charged the Government
and its Defence Minister for showing ‘‘pusillanimity”, no
firmness, no courage and no strength, in the tiny war between
India and Pakistan.®® It also held the Government responsible
for ncglecting the patrolling of border areas, notassigning
highest priority to the problem of the security of that area and
not exercising constant vigilance against intrusions. The
party also blamed the intelligence service of the Government
for the negligence of its duty.®s
) As regards the full-fledged undeclared India-Pakistan war
in September 1965, the PSP had all appreciations. 1In a
broadcast talk over the All India Radio, Shri Surendranath
Dwivedy stated :

#1S2¢ Surendranath Dwivedy's Statement, Lok Sabla Deb
s . : ares ,16(2),
SApril 1983, Cols. 8013-17. @
YH,V. Kamath's Statement, n. 49.
:"‘?;n\!cxrm of Prem Bhasin, Jarata, 11 July 1965, p. 7.
-V. Kamath's Stetement, Lok Scbha Debares, 44(2), 17
Cols 478-81 ; Janata, 6 June 1965, p. 2. ¢ 4@ 1T Avgust 1965

BiSurendranath Dwivedy's St
Ausons 1ot Soath. D cdy stement, Lok Sabka Debates. 44(2), 24
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The courage and valour displayed by our armed and air

forces, the deadly blow that they have given to the enemy

has brought further glory not only to our defence forces but
also raised the prestige of the Indian nation. It has already
been established by the heroic deeds of our air forces that

Pakistan’s armour and air power are no match against the

indomitable striking ability of our patriotic forces, We are

all proud of them.%

The party hailed the performances of the Indian Army, its
good leadership and good equipment.57 It thanked the Indian
defence forces for maintaining the territorial integrity of the
country and preserving its lost prestige.

Narval Bases

With regard to Anglo-American naval bases in the Indian
Ocean, the PSP fully supports the official policy. Prem Bhasin,
in his report as Secretary, published in September 1967, feared
that the building up of UK-US military bases in the island of
Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean, and in the Laccadive
Islands, and the big American base in Cam Ranh village in
South Vietnam Bay would invite the Soviet Union to gain a
foothold in the region.58 He argued that China’s subversive
activities in Southeast Asia had compelled US for its perma-
nent presence in the Indian Ocean. He drew the attention of the
Government to the possibility of the rivalry of the three Great
Powers in this region, because of which the country might be
“pressurised, jostled around, contained and subverted in the
future.5® The presence of Chinese warships in the Indian
Ocean in May 1970 led N.G. Goray to suggest to the Govern-
ment for improving the fire power of India’s aircraft carrier
and protecting its naval bases from the Chinese tension.®
The signing of the Indo-Soviet treaty on 9 August 1971 further
led the Socialists to.suggest to the Government that it might

58 Janata, 26 September 1965, p. S.

57Nath Pai's Statement, Janata, 10 Octobser 1965, p. 9.

*Jonota, 10 September 1967, pp. 3-4; see also n.29; PSP Ninth
Conference, December 30-31, 1967-January 1, 1968, Kanpur, General
Secretary’s Report, p. 41.

3 1bid.

8The Indian Nation (Patna), § May 1970.
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give Russia a scope for extending her bases in the Indian
Ocecan.t?

SUMMING UP THE ATTITUDE

The approach of the PSP {owards India’s defence has been
cssentially ideological. The party has been sceking to project a
defence ideology which is highly socialist in its import. It has
been constantly underlining the need for having a strong defence.
It has been vigorously criticising the organisational aspects of
India’s defence policy and has been pointing out glaring defects
and deficiencies. Its suggestions regarding the organisational
and regional aspects of India’s defence set-up were constructive
and deeply ideologically rooted. Its empbasis on having regional
defence cooperation among a group of Asian countries and 2
separate Himelayan defence policy was well-meant., The PSP
stress for harnessing the atom both for peaceful development
and manufacture of nuclear weapons carried weight in the
context of the probable nuclear threat from China.

The PSP stands on the official defence policy, conceptual or
implemental, have been effective and valuable. The party has
often alerted the Government against the eventualities of exter-
nal aggression. It has had, as a whole, a valuable impact on
India’s forcign policy in matters of close defence cooperation
with its ncighbouring countries and in alarming the Government
for strenpthening its defence potentialities in view of the Chinese
aggression.

*1Samar Guha, “Soviet Satellite for 20 plus 5§ years”, Janata, 19
Seprember 1971, p. 10,
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Relations with the West

" The PSP has been having a distinct attitude towards the
policy of the Government for relations with the West. It has
viewed certain aspects of India’s link with some of the Western
countries as inconsistent with some of the principles of its
foreign policy. From time to time, it has been pointing out
weaknesses in the official policy.

GENERAL ISSUES WITH THE BLOC

The PSP has been of the opinion that excessive collabora-
tion with Great Britain and other countries of the Western
bloc would have an adverse effect on its relations with several
newly independent Asian and African countries.! It feared that
the policy pursued towards the British Commonwealth and
other countries of the Western bloc would inevitably tie India
with that bloc and would cause deviation from the path of
strict adherence to “the policy of neutrality”.? India might
get involved in the war between power blocs. Attachment with
the West might obstruct the fulfilment of the pledge India had
taken before independence for the oppressed and dependent
nations.?

Keeping in view the question of India’s defence and secu-
rity, the PSP would have liked the Government not only to be
free of commitment with the Western bloc but to take necessary

ITwo Years of the Praja Socialist Party (Bombay, 1954), pp. 28-29.

*'Acharya Narendra Deva Presidential Address at Patna, Seventh
Annual Conference of the Socialist Party from March 6 to 10, 1949",
Janata, 13 March 1949, p. 7.

3Natiopal Executive, Lucknow, December 29-30, 1949, Resolutions
(Socialist Party, Bombay, 1949), pp, 1-2,



Relations with the Vest 87

steps for ‘‘the creation of a third force with a view to
prevention of another world war and in particular to organise
an alliance of Asian countries in furtherance of this object”.®
From the beginning, it appeared assuming that India’s military
circumstances and cconomic conditions were behind the
Government coming nearer to the Western bloc.  Particularly
after the formation of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
it was afraid that India’s alignment with Britain might put
her in a wrong position with Asian nations struggling against
one or the other NATO powers.® In order to secure the
fronticrs of India and other smaller Asian countries from the
Western entanglements and their various pacts, it would have
liked the Government to enter into noa-aggression pacts and
treaties of enduring friendship and regional alliances with as
many Asian countries as possible and to strengthen the “third
force” in Asia, Africa and South America® It viewed the
Atlantic powers as responsible for creating hindrances and
internal friction within the third camp by way of India-Pakis-
tan and Egypt-Isracl tangles.? As such, it wanted the Govern-
ment to oppose all treaties and arrangements of Western
Powers which were likely 1o bring the cold war to the region
extending from Egypt to Indonesia. It would like India also
to oppose their tendency of establishing air, military and
naval bases outside their own borders as of US in Korea and
of Britain in Singapore and Trinkomalce. It would further
like protest being voiced against the presence of British forces
in Sucz, Jordan, Iraq, Singapore, Malaya and Ceylon.® In
view of the potential threat to the security of Asia from Wes-
tern air and military bases, it urged efforts to allay the fears
and suspicions that India’s sheer physical bigness might “create
in the minds of its neighbouring states by offering them no

Ibid,

sEditorial, “Atlantic Diplomacy”, Jarara, 27 March 1949, pp. 1.2,

¢*Revised Report of National Executive of the Socialist Party on the
Foreign Policy discussed in its executive meeting, Mahableshwar, October
1948", Jemata, 26 January 1949, p, 46.

*Rammanohar Lohia, The Third Camp in World Afjalrs (Bombay,
1950}, p. 13,

STwo Years of the Prafa Soctalist Party, n. 1, p. 29.
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war and mutual aid pacts” against the Western countries.? It
condemned the efforts of the Atlantic camp to form South
East Asian Treaty Organisation which had drawn South Asian
governments in its orbit and war area.l® It also condemned
the Baghdad Pact—an effort made by Britain and other coun-
tries to constrain mounting nationalism in West Asia." Thus,
in order to shun cold war and Western influence, the PSP
urged upon the Government of India to invite a conference of
Asian governments for the purpose of arriving at “no war and
mutual aid pacts”.)® It admitted the fact that the Western
domination in Asia would notend without the combined
efforts of China, Japan and India. It regretted that by agreeing
to American tutelege Japan had excommunicated itself from
the Asian Community and, as such, India would do weil to
offer its good office so that Japan might abrogate the security
treaty with the United States.1?

In its anxiety for world peace and security, the PSP has
shown concern also over the atiitude of the Government of
India towards the Western moves for disarmament. It has
been generally cooperating with the Government. It felt the
need for banning the use of nuclear weapons and the increase
in expenditure on armaments for ensuring world peace and
securing general disarmament.)* The stand of the Govern-
ment of India for a general and complete disarmament and the
destruction of all stockpiles of nuclear weapons had all along
been appreciated by the PSP. In 1963, it hailed the Nuclear
Test-ban Treaty. But in 1964, when the People’s Republic of
China exploded its first atom bomb, the party felt the desira-
bulity of a change in India’s nuclear policy. Though a section

vbid,
Windore Resolutions, Two Years of the Praja Socialist Party, n.l,
p, 29. .
W policy Statement (Adopted by the Second National Conference of
the PSP held at Gaya, 26-30 December 1955, New Delhi, 1956), p. 91.
12A)lahabad Resolutions, Two Years of the Praja Socialist Parry, n. 1,
p. 31,
13Madhu Limaye, “Peaceful Coexistence plus Something”, Janata,
8 August 1954, p. 15.
1 Report of the Second National Conference of the PSP held at Gaya,

26-30 December 1956, p. 223.
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of India’s public opinion suggested India’s complete lining up
with the Western bloc,!® the PSP totally opposed any perma-
nent alliance with the West as detrimental to its independence
in international affairs and feared it getting dragged into the
cold war sphere. It also opposed the idea of having Western
nuclear “‘guarantee’” or *‘a nuclear umbrella”, for that would
create a new contradiction in India’s policies and would run
counter to its national interest.}® While the draft of the pro-
posed Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty was under the consi-
deration of the Government of India, the PSP asked for the
rejection of the same?” It also condemned the diplomatic
pressure being exerted by the United States on India to sign
the Treaty and requested the Government not to be perturbed
by the US threat to stop economic and other aid.*®

Apart from the considerations of security, the PSP also
opposed India’s closc contact with the West on economic
grounds. It had been opposing the tendency of leaning to-
wards the Western powers for economic assistace. It disagreed
with the Government over increasing aid and trade with the
Western powers.)® It held that India’s excessive collaboration
with Great Britain and the Commonwealth would result in
Britain's control over its economic affairs.*® It as well opposed
excessive reliance on the aid from the United States,* It
would have, as such, liked to do away with the economic help
from the Western bloc and counselled as much elimination of
the Western interest in India’s commerce and industry as possible.

L\ R. Dandavate, *‘Chinese Nuclear Challenge to Indisn Demo-
cracy”, Janata, 29 Januvary 1965, p. 11,

Wlanara, 15 May 1966, pp. 1-2.

YBrij Mohan Toofan, “India and the Nuclear WNon-prolification
Treaty™, Janara, 12 May 1968, p. 5.

PSP in Parliarment (New Dethi, 1967), p.15; PSP Ninth National
Carference, December 30-31, 1967-January I, 1968, General Secretary
Report, p. 38,

WParliamentary Debates, 2(2), 1952, Cols. 1627.28.

3 National Council Resolutions, n, 12,

Lok Sabka Debates, §{2), 15 May 1954, Col. 7553.



90 India’s Foreign Policy . };’Z‘P
RELATIONS WITH THE UNITED STATES

Economic

The PSP has been viewing India’s relations with the United
States as essentially guided by US economic policies. It has
shown the awarensess that for the Government of the United
States the best insurance against ““Red advance” in India, and
Asia as a whole, would be the economic reconstruction of the
region.®* Early in 1949, the Socialists favoured close coopera-
tion of the Government of India with the United States for
the sake of technological resources in the interest of India’s
enniched economic growth.*® They believed that in order to
remove the barriers to economic underdevelopment India had
to seek economic help from the United States without having
political alignment with it.%

- The United States started giving economic assistance to
India with wheat loan worth 190 million dollars in 1950 and,
in 1952, contributed 54 million dollars to a pool called the
Indo-American Technical Cooperation Fund which was chiefly
meant for increasing food production and rural community
development. Considering the reconstruction of India’s poor
economy, from the very beginning the PSP admitted the im-
portance of US economic assistance, but, at the same time,
abhorred excessive dependence on American money.2® In 1960,
the signing of the Indo-US Food Pact for the sale of 16 million
tons of wheat and one million tons of rice to India over the
period of four years was viewed by the party as “an expression
of the personal interest of the President of US” taken in the
development efforts of India.?6 It hailed the agreement, for
it enabled the Government of India ‘“‘to launch on the Third
Five Year Plan in a big way without fears of any large scale
inflationary pressure development in the process”.*?

Assistance has also been granted from US public funds in

33 Janata, 13 February 1949, p. 1.

231bid,

2tepgditorial”, Janara, 13 November 1949, p. 1.

»SAcharya Kripalani’s Statement, Parliamentary Debates, 10(2), 23
December 1953, Col. 3020.

8 Janata, 8 May 1960, p. 2.

1]bid,
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various forms like low interest Joans and gift. Private phifan-
thropic agencies such as the Ford and Rockefeller Foundations,
too, have been providing ample assistance in medical and
agriculture research, technical advice, and pilot development
projects. Eighty per cent of the interest and repayment of the
principal of these loans and assistance are usually returned to
India under the United States Public Law 83-480 to be utilised
for cconomic development through schemes approved by the
Government of the United States. There has been a lot of
nationwide controversy regarding the use of PL-480 funds
and the PSP has also been reflecting its opinion on the
issue. According to the PSP, the approval of Government
of India for the establishment of Indo-US Educational
Foundation for the utilisation of these funds putely for
educational concerns would be “an encroachment in the
entire educational policy...of India”.*® The PSP has
objected to the conditions, purposes and objectives of the US
Mutual Educational and Cultural Act of 1961 which empower-
cd the US Government to establish such Foundations in dif-
ferent countries to utilise PL-480 funds. The party has been
fearing that when such funds bhave been made available for
purely educational purposes, it might create confusion in the
minds of the people “whether through those funds they are
not going to inject the American way of life”.*® As the entire
control, management and direction of the funds would be
under the US representatives, the Government of India having
the limited power to function within the ambit of this organisa-
tion, the PSP has been cautioning the Government., It has
suggested that these funds be put at the disposal of the Univer-
sity Grants Commission or the money be set apart for buiid-
ings or for other educational purposes so that it may be used
for more fruitful things.®® It would have liked to sece the
Government on guard so that at least the sphere of education
would remain “‘purely and truly Indian with no interference or

"Surendranath Dwivedi, “Good Bye to Socialism-11"", Janata, 29 May
19686, p. 14,
YWPSP in Parliament, n. 18, p. 17,

YI5id.; Surendranath Dwivedi, *Let UGC Spend PL-480 Funds™,
Janata, 18 September 1956, pp. 7.9.
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influence, direct or indirect, of any country whatsoever”.*1

The PSP opposed the Indo-US Educational Foundation also
on the ground of recent disclosures regarding the involvement
of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) in the US sponsored
academic institutions of foreign countries for carrying out
intelligence or espionage activities through surreptitious
means.”* The statement in Mr. John Smith’s article about the
activities of the CIA in India led the PSP member, Hem Barua,
to table in the Lok Sabha a calling attention notice. He
assailed the Government for not having taken any firm action
dgainst foreign diplomats carrying on subversive activities. He
also sought an assurance that stern measures would “‘be taken
toput an end to the CIA activities and that Indians and
foreigners engaged in espionage on behalf of the CIA would
be severely dealt with”,3

The PSP drew the attention of the Government also towards
some weaknesses manifest in the fertiliser deal of 1966 with
the United States. The party held that, by allowing Americans
to participate in India’s public undertakings, the Government
had ignored its industrial policy, for the Americans would have
complete control over majority shares and they would have
also a say in 70 per cent of the distribution as also in the
fixation of the price of fertilisers.3 In the opinion of the PSP,
*‘we are completely helpless, and we are surrounding our own
rights on the matters on which others would normally have no
say”.3®

yWith regard to the devaluation of the Indian currency in

June 1966, the party felt that the Government of India had
been forced to take the plunge because of the American reluc-
tance to offer any aid otherwise”.® No doubt, the want of
measured and calculated statements from the Finance Ministers
and unplanned foreign exchange balances have been viewed by

37bid, .

321pid. ; Sunil Banik, “Indo-US Educational Foundation™, Janata,
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the PSP as the main reasons behind the agony : yvet “the seifish
role played by the American investors” in the matter was
never ignored by the party.®

Political

Major among India’s own political issues causing concern
with the United States have been the Kashmir question, military
aid to Pakistan and the Chinese invasion.

With regard to Kashmir, the PSP, along with the Govern-
ment of India, has felt that the United States has been showing
partiality for Pakistan. As early in 1953, in one of his letters,
Dr. Rammanohar Lohia saw in US interference in the affairs
of Kashmir a “malicious intention” to get Kashmir annexed
to Pakistan and, as a second choice, to secure its indepen-
dence™.®8  Suspecting it as a part of US global interest to
sccure the areas of the world firmly to the anti-Soviet alliance.
he spelled out the possibility of its disastrous consequences for
Indo-US friendship.®® The party viewed the US-Pakistan
military pact and US support to Pakistan in the debates of the
UN Sccurity Council as responsible for the subsequent develop-
ments in Kashmir. The PSP opposed the intervention of a
third party in Kashmir and deplored the attitude adopted by the
Government of the United States and others who, without look
ing into the question of Pakistan's aggression. merely talked of
“plebiscite™.# At the same time, it accused the United States
for not accepting India’s position that “the accession of
Kashmir is final and irrevocable™.?* From 1962, however, the
PSP has been perceiving some change in US attitude. President
Kennedy's advice to Pakistan for exploring the possibilities of
bilateral understanding was hailed by the party as it gave new
expectation for the settlement of Kashmir dispute at a time

Y Mulka Govind Reddy, “Devaluation to Benefit American Interest™,
Jarata, 18 September 1966, p. 13.

BDr. Rammanohar Lohia, “Letters from Kashmir’, Janata, 16 August
1953, p. 19.

WIhid,

$Acharya Kripalani's Statement, Parliomentary Debates, 10(1), 23
December 1953, Col. 3021 ; see also Jarata, 1 July 1962, p. 1,

UPeter Alvares's Statement, Lok Sabka Dekates, 2(2), 24 Szptember
1985, Col. 7429,
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‘“when India was faced with the Chinese aggression.t* With the
undeclared India-Pakistan war of 1965 and Pakistan’s excessive
collaboration with China, this shift in US stand on Kashmir
became more apparent to the party and was viewed by it as
an outcome of new power alignments in international politics.4®

US military aid to Pakistan was another important politi-
cal problem with which the Government of India felt con-
cerned. With the signing of US-Pakistan military pact in
1953, the PSP, in one of its National Council resolutions of
the same year, pointed out the inevitable repercussions of the
agreement on Asia and India-Pakistan relations. It appealed
to the democratic opinion in the United States to prevail upon
their administration for not adopting a course that would
“sow seeds of discord among the Asian States and foul rela-
tions between the peoples of Asia and the United States™.%
Till 1958, the party had no fear that the arms supplied by the
United States to Pakistan would be actually used against India
unless Pakistan would be prepared for a third World War.5®
But the coming of the military regime in Pakistan, the constant
forays against India’s border, forcible occupation of India’s
territory and shooting down of Indian Air Force planes in
contravention of international law and usage, etc., compelled
the PSP to show a grave concern over the military pact entered
into by the United States with Pakistan. The party held that
the pact served neither “the cause of peace nor the vital
interest of Pakistan or the United States”.®* It urged the
Government of the United States to provide economic, instead
of military, assistance to Pakistan. In 1961, when on President
Ayub Khan’s visit to US, a joint communique issued on his
talks with President Kennedy said that Pakistan would be

“*Hem Barua’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 2(2), 30 April 1962,
Cols. 1664-65; Asoka Mehta, “Changing Face of Asia”, Janata 26 May
1963, pp. 3-4.

Peter Alvares, “Kashmir and Power Balance in Asia", Janata, 14
November 1965, pp. 3-4.

4Resolutions of National Council, n. 1, pp. 30-31.

45Acharya Kripalani's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 13(2), 14 March
1958, Col. 4985,

‘6Resolutions of National Counci} (held in April 1939), Janata, 26
April 1959, p. 5.
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permitted to use US arms in case of danger to its security, the
PSP requested the Government of India to impress on the
Kenncedy Administration ‘“‘the probable dangers inherent in
allowing Pakistan her own way in dispute with her neigh-
bourdn.” The party raised the alarm that the arms and cquip-
ment supplied by the United States to Pakistan might not
only be guns and planes but also missiles.®s Inthe wake of the
Bangla Desh movement also some of the Socialists requested
the Government of the United States to discontinue its military
aid to Pakistan. They felt that such assistance would hamper
the solution of the problem of refugees and the autonomy of
East Pakistan.!8®

With regard to the Chinese invasion in 1962, the PSP, along
_ with the Government of India, expressed gratefulness for the
sympathy shown by the Government of the United States. The
party thanked the Government of the United States for readily
supplying India with military cquipments.t® Tt also expressed
its obligation for the economic assistance, as it belicved that
only modernisation of industry and agriculture could ensure
India against further aggression.5?

In regard to the undeclared India-Pakistan war of 1965,
the PSP, along with the Government of India, resented the
one-sided attitude adopted by the Government of the United
States. Earlicr also with regard to India-Pakistan military
confrontation in the Rann of Kutch, the PSP had accused the
United States for indirectly supporting and helping Pakistan.
While criticising US partiality for Pakistan, Surendranath
Duwivedi stated in the Lok Sabha :

“The Americans are negatively helping this attack on India.

There are so many explanations given by Americans, but

1 do not sce why it is, when there has been proof of Ameri-

can ammunition being used by Pakistan against India, that

Janata, 23 July 1961, D. 2

1 Asoka Mehta's Statement, Janara, 23 July 1961, p. 3.

#gRebati Nath Sarkar, “America and Bangla Desh”, Janata, 18 July
1971, p. 13,

M Hem Barua's Statement, Lok Sabhka Dcbates, 9(2), 10 November
1662, Col. 728.

$9Report of the Sixth Natlonal Conference of the Praja Socialist Party,
Bhopal, June §-10, 1963, P. 93.
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not a word has come from the State Department or any

spokesman of American Government condemning this”.5

The party also took note of the change of administration
in America and condemned the pro-Pakistan attitude of
President Johnson. Along with the Government of Iudia, it
accused the United States for its constant threats and pressures
by way of the suspension of arms aid, etc., exerted in the hope
that India’s “defence initiative may be crippled”.5* The party
condemned the United States also for its sympathetic attitude
towards Pakistan with the futile aim of weaning it away from

" China.5®

Global Issues

The major global issues which have prominently figured in
Indo-US relations have been the Korean War, the Lebanese
crisis, the Arab-Israel tangle and the Vietnam War.

At the onset of the Korean War, the PSP accused the
Government of India for adopting an essentially pro-American
attitude. It held it wrong for India to vote for US resolution
naming North Korea as the aggressor.5® It believed that in
Korea the fight was not between North Korea and South Korea
but between the United States and the Soviet Union and, as
such, India’s commitment with the United States was wrong,
It noted that the Government of India gave a formula for the
settlement of the Korean issue which it subsequently modified
at the instance of the United States and England. This act,
the party believed, annoyed Russia and China and gave an
impression to the world that India was taking side with the
United States and working as one of “the stooges of capitalism
and imperialism™.55 In its opinion, as the Chairman of the
Neutral Nations Repatriation Commission, India failed, even
with US support, to accomplish the mission entrusted to it.>
It also recorded its strong disapproval of the unilateral US

S1Lok Sabha Debates, 42(2), 28 April 1965, Col. 11656.

5*Peter Alvares’s Statement, Lok Sobha Debates, n. 41, Col. 7430.

BNath Pai's Statement, Janata, 10 October 1965, p. 9.

8 Parliamentary Debates, 10(1), 23 December 1953, Col. 3019; Madbu
Limaye, “India's Mediation in Korea™, Janata, 14 December 1952, p, 1.

58Parliamentary Debates, 8(1), 17 September 1953, Cols. 4009-10:

%6 Lok Sabha Debates, 7(2), 30 September 1954, Cols. 3832-33.
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intervention in Formosa and viewed it as very obnoxious.%?

The PSP was with the Government in opposing US military
intervention in Lebanon (1958). The party held that “‘there
was no justification for armed intervention in this case”.5® It
would have also liked India to lodge a vigorous protest. Ata
press conference, N.G. Goray, its General Secretary, unequi-
vocally condemned the American military action in Lebanon
and viewed it as a “challenge to the rising forces of national-
ism and a grave threat to world peace”. He maintained that
the US action had shocked the conscience of the democratic
world and had injured the unfettered sovereignty of a free
nation.!* In the opinion of the PSP, the withdrawal of
American troops from the soil of Lebanon was “necessary and
incvitable™ 60

As regards war in Vietnam, the PSP, along the Govern-
ment of India, denounced US policy of escalating the conflict.
N.G. Goray, then the Chairman of the party, in his press
statement of 3 July 1966, expressed extreme pain over US
bombing raids on the North Victnamese targets and denounc-
ed “this butchery of hundreds of innocent men and women
and children in and around Honoi who have under the Com-
munist Whip perhaps no other alternative but to support
Dr. Ho’s War on South Vietnam™.8® The party appealed to
President Johnson *‘to stop these massive air raids™, to refrain
from intervening in the internal affairs of Vietnam and to give
the Vietnamese opportunity to shape their own destiny accord-
ing to their genius and without interference from outside. It
also opposed the usec of gas by the United States and
urged the Government of India to create world public opinion
and to uphold strongly the thesis that “‘no body should use in

Y:Report of the Eight National Confercnce of the Sociallst Party,
Aadras, 1950, p. 11; Asoka Mchta's Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 1(2), 24
February 1958, Col, 324.

“Acharya Kripalani's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 18(2), 19 August
1958, Col. 1670,

YJanata, 20 July 1958, p. 9.

) 3"1\503::: Mehta, “Adventure in West Asia™, Jarata, 27 July 1958,

"I"S!’ Nirth Natlonal Confercnce, December 30-31, 1967-Jaruary 1,
1958, Kanpur, General Seeretory’s Report, pp. 40-41.,
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any war any weapons beyond conventional”.®* However,
some Praja Socialists tried to justify US involvement in Viet-
nam, for they thought that only the United States could con-
tain China in Vietnam and ensure India’s own defence against
China’s expansionist policies.8 They even appreciated the
firmness and zeal shown by the United States for upholding
democracy in Vietnam.* Some of them indirectly advocated
that, for the protection of democracy in Vietnam, India had
to extend at least moral support to the United States and
other political elements in Vietnam for the sake of an alterna-
tive better than communism.

In regard to Arab-TIsrael tangle (1967) the PSP doubted the
US role, for it might escalate the war and give a different
shape to the entire West Asian crisis. The party feared that US
sympathy and support to Israel might provide an opportunity
to China for having a free hand in Vietnam and on the Indian
frontiers.%5 The Standing Committee of its National Execu-
tive felt that'the United States and the other “Big Powers could
not be completely absolved of their responsibility in bringing
about the final denouement”. It held that ‘“‘the unrestricted
supply of arms to the mutually hostile parties for the past many
years by all the Big Powers was not exactly a contribution to
peace in this sensitive area”.88 The party would like India to
make efforts for bringing the entire region of West Asia out of
the sphere of influence of the United States and other Big Powers.

RELATIONS WITH GREAT BRITAIN
(COMMONWEALTH)

Membership of the Commonwealth
From the beginning the PSP has been insisting on India’s

*2Hem Barua’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 40(2), 1 April 1965,
Col. 7225.

83peter Alvares, “Escalation Renders Peace in Vietnam Urgent”,
Janata, 16 July 1967, pp. 5-6; Pradip Bose, “India and the Vietnam
Crisis', Janata, 16 May 1965, pp. 5-9.

$iEditorial, “The US in Vietnam", Janata, 1 August 1965, p. 1.

85 Janata, 28 May 1969, p. 1.

®Janata, 18 June 1967, p. 9; PSP Ninth National Conference,
December 30-31, 1967-January 1, 1968, Kanpur, General Secretary’s Report,
pp. 26-27.
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withdrawal from the Commonwealth of Nations. Even
before independence the Socialists had been demanding tpat
complete independence of India must include a total separation
from the British Empire. In Junec 1947, Jaya Prakash Naravan
had opposcd the policy of compromisc with the British Govern-
ment and accepted Dominion Status as “a stop-gap arrange-
ment of a defined duration”.®*

After independence, the party categorically declared th.at
India’s membership of the British Commonwealth *‘is inconsis-
tent with the basic policy of active neutrality’”.*8 Then onwards,
in various resolutions passed from time to time, the party
reiterated that India’s association and commitment with the
British Commonwealth meant in practice a passive linking up
with the Anglo-American bloc on vital issues.®® The party also
declared that it “cannot be a party to India remaining a part
of the British Commonwealth”.7® Its main arguments were
that the policy of racial discrimination and economic exploi-
tation was being followed by several member nations, that
Britain and its friends in the Western bloc were pursuing
imperialist policy in Asia and Africa as they wanted to retain
“a strategic foothold in Asia™ and that the membership of the
Commonwealth would inevitably tie India’s foreign policy to
*“the economic and strategic apron-strings” of the bloc.™ In
March 1949, demanding the severance of India’s relations with
the Commonwealth, Acharya Narendra Deva, in his Presiden-
tial address at the Seventh Annual Conference of the Socialist
Party, stated :

Yndian Annual Register, Vol. 1, Jan-June 1947, p. 250,

& Policy Statement (Socialist Party, Bombay, First Published in 1947,
Second Revited Edition 1949, Reprinted in 1951), p. 37.

# “Revised Report of the National Executive of the Socialist Party on
Foreign Policy discussed in its executive meeting, Mahableshwar, October
1948", Janata, 26 January 1949, p. 46 ; Soclalist Approach to Forelgn
Pollzy, Mahableshwar Tracts No. 4 (Socialist Party, Bombay, 1948), pp.
B-18: also Policy Statement (Adopted by the Second National, Conference
of the PSP, December 1955, Bombay, 1956), p. 99.

**Revolutions passed by National Executive, Belgoum, 24-26 May 1948
{Socialist Party, 1948), p. 2.

WV Resolutions passed by Nations! Executive, Lucknow, 29-31 December
1948 (Socialist party, Bombay, 1949), pp. 1-2; also National Council
Resolutions, n, 12, p. 29,
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“India’s interests demand that it should keep out of the

war and every possible effort shouid be made to see that

the peace of the world is not disturbed. Membership of the

British Commonwealth carries with it the obligation to

participate in its policies of peace and war ; and even if it

is not so, it is sure to excite suspicion of others about our
bona fides to remain neutral”.”

The party also insisted on India playing a definite role
against the remnants of British imperialism in Malaya, Singa-
pore and other parts of Asia and, for uniting the countries of
Asiain a powerful peace bloc, dissociating itself from the
Commonwealth. It reiterated further that India’s neutrality
would become ““a force” if it were to retain its tie with the
British Commonwealth which was “tied to the Atlantic Pact.”
The Declaration of 1949 allowing India to stay in the Com-
monwealth even as a Republic was vigorously opposed by the
Socialists. Jaya Prakash Narayan went to the extent of
announcing that the party would take the first opportunity,
whenever it would bein a position to do so, “to undo this
great national blunder”. He thought that the agreement proved
to be “a triumph for British diplomacy and not for Nehru”.
India’s association with the Commonwealth, he said, would
prevent India from “gaining self-confidence and standing on
her own feet”.” The party observed “Anti-Commonwealth
Day” all over the country on 9 August 1949 and denounced
the Commonwealth link.

The other reasons for opposing the Commonwealth connec-
tion lay in the India-Pakistan questions like Hyderabad,
Kashmir and the undeclared war (1965). Britain had consis-
tently supported Pakistan. The party viewed Britain’s policy
on the question of Hyderabad as “vague and unsatisfactory”,
“hardly calculated to induce mutual trust and cooperation
between India and Pakistan™.”* As regards the Kashmir
question, it found Britain as “‘the great propagandist” against

72 Janata, 13 March 1949, pp. 3-4.

3 Resolutions passed by the 7th Annual Conference, Patna, 6-10 March
1949 (Socialist Party, Bombay, 1949), p. 16 ; Janata, 15 May 1949, p. 3.

“The Hindu, 1 May 1949, p. 4.

BEditorial, “Republic and the Commonwealth”, Janata, 24 April
1949, p. 1.
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India?® When in March 1956, the SEATO Couacil at Karachi
discussed the Kashmir question, Acharya Kripalani demanded
the breaking of the Commonwealth link and urged the
Government of India to make it clear that “if England and
other Commonwealth countries persist in showing scant regard
to our vital national interests and side our opponents, our
membership of the Commonwealth cannot continue’”.F?
Similarly, at the time of the undeclared war of 1965, Peter
Alvares strongly advocated severance of the Commonwealth
link, for Britain had shown its partial attitude towards
Pakistan.?

Even from the point of view of international peace and
security, the PSP did not agree with the view that the Com-
monwealth had a stabilising influence in world affairs.
Stressing this point Madhu Limaye stated :

“If the concept of peace is a dynamic concept and if it

meauns freedom of ever-increasing number of nations not

only from direct colonial rule but from foreign economic
domination and military commitments with either of the

two camps, then the Commonwealth must be deemed a

reactionary force. The failure of the Government of India

to make a dynamic approach to the problem of peace is
sufficient proof of the harmful influence this unequal asso-
ciation with Britain has been having on India’s policies™.™

The PSP viewed India’s Commonwealth link also as
essentially in contravention of its policy of anti-colonialism
and anti-racialism. It objected to the colonial and imperialist
policy being pursued by Britain in Malaya and Kenya® At
the same time, the policy of racial discrimination being

**Acharya Kripalani's Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 5(2), 15 May
1954, Cols 7552.53.

YLok Sabka Debates, 3(2), 28 March 1956, Col. 3607,

Lok Sabka Debates, 46(2), 24 September 1965, Cols. 2429-33,

“aadhu Limays, *On PSP's International Policy™, Jarata, I8 April
1954, pp. 45,

®*Acharya Kripalani's Statement, Parllamentary Debares, 18(1), 17
September 1952, Col. 4011,
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pursued by South Africa, then a member of the Common-
wealth, gave sufficient ground to the PSP to demand India’s
withdrawal from the Commonwealth. It believed that India’s
stay in a Commonwealth which suffered from the disease of
racial discrimination would be humiliating.8! It also felt that
by remaining in the Commonwealth India could not effec-
tively champion the cause of dependent nations in Africa and
Asia.5* In 1956, it charged Nehru for keeping mum in the
Commonwealth Conference over the questions of Cyprus and
Singapore. It regretted that Nehru failed “‘to prevent Cyprus
being repeated in Singapore” and, by letting India remain in
the Commonwealth, he “made a funeral of his beloved Panch-
shila” %

From the economic point of view, too, the PSP deplored
India’s association with the Commonwealth. It held that
India’s excessive collaboration with the Commonwealth bhad
resulted in Britain’s domination over the economic affairs of
Asian States. The only alternative, the party suggested, was
for India “to give up the inferior membership of the British
Commonwealth and free ifself from the economic and
strategic apron-strings of Great Britain.®® Only by dissociating
itself from the Commonwealth, India would be able to develop
an international relationship of its own money and other
international monetary transactions.®s

Following Britain’s “assult on Suez Canal” in 1956, the
Third National Conference of the PSP demanded severance of
connection with the Commonwealth.56 Similar demands for
dissociation from the Commonwealth were also made in the
Rajya Sabha and the Lok Sabha8? When at the Common-

8 Parliamentary Debates, 10(1), 23 December 1953, Col. 3021,
82Lok Sabha Debates, 39(2), 26 February 1960, Cols. 3042-5,
8 National Council Resolutions, n. 12,

B 1bid,
“Surendranath Dwivedi, “Wby Leave Commonwealth™, Janata, 25

August 1957, pp. 4-5.

8%Resolution on Situation ip West Asia, Report of the Third National
Conference of PSP, Bangalore, November 1956, p. 226.

87Kishan Chand's Statement, Rafya Sabha Debates, 15(1), 15 December
1956, Cols. 1802-4 ; M.S. Gurupada Swami's Statement, Lok Sabka
Debates, 1(2), 25 March 1957, Col, 690,
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wealth Conference the Russian intervention in Hungary and
Anglo-French attack on Egypt were not condemned, Surendra-
nath Dwivedi said, “we became a party to a decision where
thesc two wanton aggressions were not condemned”. He
demanded that India should leave the Commonweaith “not
only on account of sentimental reasons but because of practi-
cal reasons™.%8

Objections of the PSP to India’s membership of the
Commonwealth had been based cssentially on its foreign
policy objectives and the pledge which the Socialists along with
other freedom fighters had taken before independence. The
party had ncver opposed India’s cultural and commercial
collaboration with Britain. It opposed India’s Commonwealth
link also because the UK and other Commonwealth countries
had shown scant regard to India's vital interests and had often
sided with India’s opponents; for instance, Britain had
supported Pakistan over Kashmir and Portugal over Goa. Its
demand for the severance of India’s Commonwealth link
appeared to have a considerable bearing on India’s foreign
policy. It might have been considerably due to the impact of
the PSP that the experiences of Anglo-French attack on Egypt
in 1956 and the India-Pakistan undeclared war in 1965 led the
Government at least to think of severing India’s relations with
the Commonwealth.

Colonial Issucs

The PSP has been charging the Government of India with
slackness shown towards the British colonial issues. It
condemned the Government for its refusal even to speak strongly
apainst British colonial possessions in Asia and Africa®® It
belicved that Britain's colonial policies in Malaya, Kenya,
Singapore, Cyprus and Aden had proved a great hindrance to
Indo-British collaborations. As regards British’s colonial policy
in Kenya and Nyassaland, it regretted that the Government of
India had never strongly protested to, and condemned, the
British Government for its policy of the worst sort of terror

18522 n, §5 5 Jarata, 25 August 1957, pp. 4-5.
B National Councli Resolutions, n. 12, pp. 28-29.
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against the Africans and the Indians over there.?® In Malaya,
the party pointed out, the worst had happened, but the Govern-
ment of India never uttered a single sentence against Britain.?
It urged the Government to protest to the existence of the
British military base in Singapore and expected an early liqui-
dation of the British rule from the territory.”* In regard to the
British rule in Cyprus, it noted that the Government of India
hardly uttered a single word in support of the people struggling
against the British Government. It urged the Government to
warn British against using Cyprus as ‘“‘a military base”.”® It
condemned the British rule in Aden. In 1965, the party saw no
justification for Britain’s repressive measures of control over
the city and its decision to suspend the constitution.

Racial Discrimination

The PSP, along with the Government of India, had been
vigorously criticising the Government of Britain and of other
Commonwealth countries for racial discrimination. Britain's
support to Dr. Malan and his pernicious doctrine of apartheid
in South Africa were viewed as very dangerous. It charged
Britain that it, too, was suffering from colour bar”.9® It
noted that in 1960 the mass shooting of the African demon-
strators of Indian origin in South Africa did not even occasion
any sense of shock to be expressed in the House of Commons.?®
At the same time, some Praja Socialists also condemned
the British Government for its hand behind establishing the
white minority Government in South Rhodesia. They accused

“Acharya Kripalani’s Statement, Parliamentary Debates, 18(2),
17 September 1953, Col. 4011 ; N.G. Goray's Statement, Janara, 29 March
1959, p. 8.

“Acharya Kripalani's Statement, n. 76.

*2National Council Resolutions, n. 12, pp. 28-29.

"spsoka Mehta's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 9(2), 19 November
1956, Col. 404,

*Prem Bhasin's Statement, Janara, 10 october 1965, p. 15; Surendra-
nath Dwivedi’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debares, 47(2), 15 November 1965,
Cols. 1980-84,

%sAcharya Kripalani’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 7(2), 30 Sep-
tember 1954, Col. 3843,

“Janata, 271 March 1960, p. 2.
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Britain for obliging and consolidating the Ian Smith regime
and for playing “double standards”. They held the British
policy in South Rhodesia as well-planned and skilfully executed.
In principle, Britain’s support to the African stand in the face of
its backing of the Smith regime was enormously dangerous.®

Suez Crisis

The Suez crisis (1956) was another important issuc on
which the Indo-British relations were put to test. The PSP,
along with Government of India, condemned Britain’s aggres-
sive policy. The party charged Britain for not even informing
and consulting India before forming this kind of *‘unflinching
attitude” towards the crisis.®® It denounced Britain as an
aggressor and accepted the right of Egypt over the Suez canal.
It also decmanded adequate compensation for Egypt from
Britain for the losses inflicted and damage done to its civilian
population and reiterated its demand *‘that India should severe
connection with the Commonwealth”.®®

Undeclared Indin-Pakistan War

The India-Pakistan undeclared war of 1965 was a decisive
factor of Indo-British relations. The PSP joined hands with
the Government in vigorously reacting against Britain’s
attitude towards the conflict. Regarding the issues both of
the Rann of Kutch and the undeclared war, the PSP accused
the Government of Britain for partiality towards Pakistan.
Criticising the agreement over the Rann of Kutch as *‘stupid”
and “shameful”, the party perceived Britain’s hand behind
Shastri’s “blunders”. It noted that the Government itself had
acknowledged in the Lok Sabha that there was the suggestion
from the British Government in connection with the talks
regarding the final agreement. The PSP doubted Britain's
intention. Britain chose not to divulge the correct legal

YSurendranath Dwivedi's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, n. 94
Muslaibuddin Abmad, “Partition only Solution for Rhodesia"™, Janara,
§ May 1956, p. 4.

"Lok Sabka Debates, 9(2), 19 November 1956, Col. 404 ; Lok Sabka
Debates, 39(2), 26 February 1960, Cols, 304245,

NBangalore Resolutions (Delhi, 1956), p. 13.
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position of the two countries over the disputed territory.2%

With regard to the undeclared war in September 1965, the
PSP denounced Britain’s partiality towards Pakistan. Im-
mediately after the ceasefire, Peter Alvares declared: “The UK.
could at least make an impartial assessment and, on the basis
of the Secretary General’s report, name Pakistan an aggres-
sor”.2® The party charged Britain for its malicious represen-
tation of facts, during the war, over the BBC.19® It alleged
that UK and US had been providing help to Pakistan only
“in the vain hope of weaning her away from China”.1%

RELATIONS WITH OTHER COUNTRIES

West Germany

The PSP has been pleading for strengthening ties with West
Germany and solving the problem of two Germanies. From
the beginning, it was opposed to the game played by the Big
Powers behind the divisions—East Germany, West Germany
and Berlin. As early as in 1947, in its Policy Statement the
party had strongly urged for the withdrawal of foreign
authority and armies from Germany and asked the Govern-
ment of India to make endeavours for the reconstitution of
natiopal government in that country.l®4 In a resolution
adopted by the Second National Conference in 1955, it urged
the Government of the Soviet Union “‘to agree to the unifica-
tion of Germany on the basis of free elections”.'®> It wanted
the Government of India to make efforts for solving the
problem and believed that the best solution would be “a
demilitarised, neutralist, independent and United Germany”.
It held that the problem of Berlin could not be viewed in
isolation or in vacuum, for its ultimate solution lay in an
effort to provide a solution to the problem of Central Europe

109N, G. Goray, “A Stupid, Shameful Pact”, Janata, 18 August 1965,
pp. 3-4; H.V. Kamath’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 44(2), 17 August
1965, Col, 484 ; Janata, 13 June 1965, p. 1.

1070k Sabha Debates, u. 41, Col. 7429,

192 Janata, 26 September 1965, p. 2.

13Nath Pai’s Statement, Janara, 10 October, 1965, p, 9.

10tpolicy Statement, n, 68, pp. 38-39.

15 Report of the Second National Conference of the PSP held at 26-30
December 1955, n, 14, pp. 224-225,



Relations with the West 107

and of Germany as a whole2% It believed that the West-
Berliners had got a right of self-determination and they could
not be ‘‘bartered away because of some hotch-potch agree-
ment”.” It argued that only by granting that right a solution
to the Berlin problem could be possiblel®® The Praja
Socialists pointed also to a number of plans and proposals, for
instance, those of Rapachki, Kennan, Gaitskell, Khrushchev
and Prof. Karl Jaspers, etc., explaining that the ultimate theme
of all those plans was to reconstitute a unified, demilitarised
and uncommitted Germany free from military alliances both
of the Western powers and the Soviet Union.2®’

France

The Government of India was concerned with France
mainly over its colonial possessions in India and in North
Africa. With regard to the five French scttlements of Pondi-
cherry, Karaikal, Mahe, Yanam and Chandranagore in India,
the Socialists had been persuading the Government of India
from 1947 to make efforts for the withdrawal of the French
imperialists from these tiny pockets, They recurringly conti-
nued to draw the attention of the Government to those “for-
gotten” French settlements.2®® The French Declaration of
1948 regarding them appeared to be “as much of window
dressing as the Franco-Victnamese Agreement”.® The PSP
criticised the Government of India for its mere ‘“‘verbal pro-
tests'” against the continuance of the existence of these French
pockets and for its soft policy towards Freach colonialism.
But it supported the Government over the rejection of the

1 Nath Pai’s Statement, Lok Sabka Dcbates, S6(2), 16 August 1961,
Cols. 2478-9.

WIrbid,

D P. Singh’s Statement, Pojya Sabka Debates, 35(13, 22 August 1961,
Cols, 1185-87; Nripendranath Ghosh, “Berlin Diary-V™, Jarata, 1 March
1959, pp. 9-10; Resolutions of the Fifth Congress of the Socialist Interna-
tional in Vienna, July 1957 (PSP represented by Acharya Kripalani),
Janata, 21 July 1957 p. 12,

I Jamata, 4 February 1951, p. 1.

WD, Balkrishoa Gokbhale, “French Imperialist, New Techniques of
Exploitation™, Jarata, 28 April 1951, p. 12.
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French proposal of a referendum in these territories, parti-
cularly Pondicherry. It appreciated Nehru’s Madras Statement
of October 1952 in which he had made it clear that there
would be no talks and negotiations as “‘these foreign settle-
ments are parts of India and will be so”.11t In 1954, it regret-
ted over the breakdown of the French-Indian talks regarding
the merger of the territories with the Indian Union. It held the
French Government responsible for the failure of talks and
warned France that it “would be responsible if the situation in
Pondicherry and other territories worsens”.1'*> Thus, till the
final merger of these territories into the Indian Union, the
Praja Socialists were making strong protests against the delay
in the French decision and were constantly persuading the
Government of India to liberate and merge them with the
Indian Union.2'® The efforts of the PSP proved of helpin
expediting the liquidation of the Freach rule from those tiny
pockets.

As regards colonial possessions of France in North
Africa, the PSP continued to charge the Government of India
for its mere ‘‘verbal protest™.4 It criticised mainly the policy
of the Government regarding French Algeria and viewed its
stand as not bold and vocal enough in its opposition to French
colonialism. But it supported the Government in its condem-
nation of French attack on Egypt in 1956 and the French
bombing of Bizerta in 1961.

Portugal

Like France, Portugal, too, has been causing concern to
India mainly on account of its colonial possessions in India
and Central Africa. With regard to the Portuguese settle-
ments of Goa, Daman, and Dieu in India, from the beginning,
the Praja Socialists had been persuading the Indian Govern-
ment to liberate them from Salazar’s clutches. In its various
resolutions passed from time to time, the PSP had been

1 Janata, 26 October 1952, p. 12.

12 Janata, 13 June 1954, p. 18.

usgurendranath Dwivedi’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 40(2), 16
March 1960, Col. 6274.

1¢National Council Resolutions, n. 12, pp. 28-29.
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reiterating that the Government of India should make efforts
for the withdrawal of the Portuguese rule.’® The party held
these territories as an integral part of India and thought that
the liquidation of the Portuguese rule and their full integration
with the Indian Union was “a vital concern of the Indian
people™. 316 The PSP regretted over the failure of the negotia-
tions with Portugal which were initiated on 27 February 1950
and resulted in wrong charges of aggression, blackmail, and
other kinds of crimes alleged by the Portuguese Government
against the Government of India.l'? It viewed Portuguese
occupation of these territories as “an act of continuous
aggression” and maintained that the Indian Government had
a responsibility for repelling the aggressors and liberating
them from the colonial domination.!'S In 1957, welcoming
the assurance of the Government to consider the Goa issue
more vigorously, the PSP suggested bold and positive actions
against the Portugnese Government in Goa.l'® Later on, by
1960-61, the party accused the Government of India of passi-
vity in its policy relating to Goa and pleaded that time had
come for varying its old policy and exercising its sovereign
right to resist aggression®®  Until India’s military action and
the final merger of these territorics into the Indian Union the
PSP continued to press the Government against its indecision,
lack of determination and timidity.}*! Its constant pressure
for adopting energetic policies towards these Portuguese
territorics in India considerably influcnced the decision in
favour of police action in Goa in December 1961 when, in
spite of the Western opposition, the Government of India

MReport of the Eight National Socialist Party Conference, 1950,
Madras, p. 84; Resolutions of National Executive, Tiwo Years of the Praja
Socialist Party, n. 1, p. 34 ; sec also Repors of the Second National Con-
fererce of the PSP keld at Gaya, 26-30 December 1955, n. 14, p. 226.

WBangalore Resolutions, n. 99, p. 12.

MAsokn Mehta's Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 7(2), 29 September
1954, Cols. 3714-15.

NG, Goray’s Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 1(2), 14 May 1957
Cols. 249-30,

U Editorial, *“Welcome Signs™, Jonata, 31 March 1957, pp. 1-2.

1 ¢fanata, 24 April 1960, p. 4 ; Lok Sabka Dcbates, 56(2), 11 August
1961, Col. 2473.

"ok Sabka Debates, 59(2), 24 November 1961, Col. 1131.
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successfully integrated these territories into the Indian Union.

As regards Portugal’s colonial possessions in Africa, the
PSP has been persuading the Government of India to raise an’
effective voice against the colonial rule as in Angola and
Mozambique. It advocated a joint action of the people of
India and Angola to liquidate the remnants of Portuguese
colonialism from the world.!** The PSP has been giving a
total support to the Government in its denunciation of
Portuguese colonialism and has always pleaded a bold and
positive policy against Portugal.

SUMMING UP THE ATTITUDE

The attitude of the PSP towards India’s relations with the
Western countries appears to have been greatly effective.
Fundamentally, the party has supported the Government over
having cordial relations with the countries of the Western bloc.
But it has disagreed over excessive collaboration. The demand
of the party for severance of India’s relations with the Com-
monwealth appeared to be essentially consonant with the basic
principles of India’s foreign policy. The criticisms of the PSP
regarding India’s relations with some of the countries of the
Western bloc appeared sound and effective. Its strong oppo-
sition to India’s excessive economic, military and political
dependence on the Western bloc was in conformity with its
foreign policy objectives.

It appears that the attitude of the PSP towards India’s
relations with some of the countries of the Western bloc had
some impact. Particularly in relation to the United States and
the Great Britain, the PSP has effectively raised alarm against
their excessive dominance in India's economy and politics.
At the same time, as has also been seen earlier, it often had
some impact on the official policy in relation to India’s
Commonwealth link and to the liquidation of the French and
Portuguese pockets in India.

131Resolution adopted by the meeting of the National Executive of the
PSP held at Madras on 17-19 June 1961, Janata, 25 June 1961, p.7
Nath Pai’s Statement, Lok Sabhka Debates, 59(2), 24 November 1961,
Col. 1138,
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Relations with the Soviet Bloc

The PSP has been keeping its vigil over India’s policy in
regard to, and relations with, the Soviet Union and other
members of the Soviet bloc.

GENERAL ISSUES

The PSP has been more often than not holding that the
Government of India leans on the USSR and the countries of
the Soviet bloc. The implicit acceptance by the Government
of what the PSP views as the Soviet policy of the “sphere of
influence’ has been, in its opinion, inconsistent with the set
principles of India’s forcign policy.?

The party has been fearing that the acquiescence in the
policies of the USSR would undermine the independence of
foreign policy and belie “‘the hopes that the emergence of free
India had aroused among the peoples of Asia and Africa”.?
Continued attachment with the Soviets would reduce India to
the status of Russian dependency and the Russian dictates
would be determining the Indian pattern of life.® It would
cause a deviation from the correct policy of neutrality and

Policy Starement (Socialist Party), (Bombay, First Published in 1947,
Second Revised Edition, 1949, Reprinted, 1951); Special Convention Reso-
utions, June 1953, Betul, p. 36 ; Two Years of the Praja Socialist Party
{Bombay, 1954), p. 26; N.G. Goray, Indo-Soviet Relations™, Janata,
21 July 1958, p. 3.

#We Bulld for Socialism (Platform of the Socialist Party—adopled by
the National General Council of the Socialist Party at Ranchi on the
Lth July 1951, Bombay, First Published, July 1951, Reprinted, November
1951), p. 30

"Jaya Prakash Narayan, Political Trerds (Bombay, 1951), p. 8.
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friendly relations with the neutral Governments and might
involve India in the war between power blocs.®

Keeping in view the question of India’s defence and security
in particular and world peace and order in general, the PSP
would have liked the Government to work for a new world
order of freedom, equality and peace and for the formation
of a “third alternative”.® It has been characterising the
Soviet bloc as expansionist and rigid and as suffering from
Russian “‘chauvinism” and authoritarianism” charged with
the ambition of world dictatorship.® It has been accusing
Russia of following the old foreign policy of the Czars which
was based on nibbling its weaker neighbours and keeping them
within its dominance.” The Soviet policy of dominance and
of sphere of influence has been viewed by the party asa
permanent threat to world peace and security. It has conti-
nued to regret that the Government of India has acquiesced
in the policy of “spheres of influence” has recognised *“the new
and extended frontiers of communism™ and has been tolerating
their “further extension™.® It has viewed Soviet “imperialism"
in East European States as a threat to the peace and security
of the region.® It has been accusing the Indian Government
of failing ““to protest against the new Soviet imperialism in
EFast European States which has not only deprived these
peoples of their national independence but is exploiting their
economic resources in furtherance of its own interest™ .10

With the formation of the Soviet military pacts, it wanted
all Asian powers to abstain from such collective defence
arrangements and avoid all commitments which would serve
the interests of Big Powers and draw them into the orbit of

4Madhu Limaye, Evolution of Socialist Policy (Hyderabad, 1952),
p.23.

5Jaya Prakash Narayan, “India’s Domestic and Foreign Policy”,
Janata, 22 July 1951, p. 9.

SPolicy Statement, n. 1 ; Report of the Second National Conference of
the Praja Socialist Party held at Gaya, 26-30 December 1955, p. 224.

?Acharya J.B. Kripalani's Statement, Parliamentary Debates, 8(1), 17
September 1953, Col. 4069.

tNational Council Resolutions, December 1953, Allahabad, Twe
Years of the Praja Socialist Party, n. 1, p. 27.

®Special Convention Resolutions, June 1953, Betul, n. 1, p. 26.

39See n. §, p. 29.
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the Soviet blocd!  As such, it urged upon the Government of
India to oppose all treaties and arrangements of the Soviet
bloc which would bring cold war in the region extending from
Egypt to Indonesia, result in the establishment of air, military
and naval bases outside their own borders, such as Russian
naval base in Port Arthur and the Sino-Russian attempts to
transform North Korea, Manchuria, Sinkiang and Tibet into
strong air and military bases and, thereby, threaten the security
of Asia and the world.Y®* On its own part, India ought to have
sought to allay the fears and suspicions that its sheer physical
bigness would create in the minds of its neighbouring States
by offering them no-war and mutual aid pacts.?®* The PSP
also condemned the Soviet aims of expansion in South Asia~
by drawing the Governments of the region within its orbit and
thus bringing cold war to the region.}* It opposed the forma-
tion of the Warsaw Pact which drew the East Europsan
Governments within the Sovict orbit.

The PSP has shown concern over the attitude of the
Government of India towards the Soviet moves for disarma-
ment. Though it has basically agreed with the Government of
India, it has felt the need for banning the use of nuclear wea-
pons and the increase in expenditure on armaments to secure
general disarmament.1® The Soviet role in international talks
on disarmament and on the signing of Moscow Nuclear Test-
ban Treaty in 1963 did not appear to the party to be some-
thing more commendable than the Westernl®* The Soviet
silence over the explosion of the first Chinese atom bomb in
Lop Nor in 1964 aroused suspicion in the minds of the mem-
bers of the PSP regarding the policy of Khruschev’s successors.

" Policy Staremant (Adoptied by the Second National Conference of
th; Praja Socialist Party held on 26-30 December 1955 at Gaya, December
1956, p. S1.

YSeen., 8, p. 29 ; We bufld for Soclalism, n. 2, p. 30.

Two Years of the Praja Soclalist Party, u. 8.

"See General Council Resolutions, Indore, June 1954, Two Years
of tke Prafa Socialist Party, n. 8, p. 27

WReport of the Second Natioral Confererce of the PSP keld at Gaya,
26.30 December 1955, n. 6, p. 223.

#*Subodh Roy, *India and USSR—tbe Khruschev Em"™. Jonots
1 May 1966, pp. .14,
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The PSP feared that Khruschev’s withdrawal from power
might prove to be a precursor to Sino-Soviet rapprochement
and might mean ‘““a menace to democratic forces in Asia and,
in particular, India in the context of the Sino-Indian Con-
flict”.} Though, at that critical juncture, a section of the
public opinion in India urged the Government to line up with
the Western bloc, the PSP disliked a permanent commitment
to the West, for that would undermine India’s independence in
international affairs and would create a new contradiction in
foreign policy.1® To the party, the proposed draft Nuclear
Non-proliferation Treaty of the Super Powers was highly
questionable and it demanded its total rejection by India.1® It
viewed the draft treaty as aconspiracy on the part of the
Super Powers for their hegemony in the nuclear field. At the
same time, it condemned the diplomatic pressure being exerted
by the USSR on India by threatening to stop military assis-
tance lest India signed the treaty.?® The party accused the
USSR along with other Big Powers of being “motivated not
by high ideal or ideological considerations but by sheer self-in-
terest and by motives of extending their spheres of influence”.?t
A non-proliferation treaty, according to the PSP, would be
meaningless in the context of China’s emergence as a nuclear
power. It urged the Government of India to draw the atten-
tion of the nuclear powers, specially the USSR, to the growing
Chinese threat to India’s security.?®

The PSP has been opposing India’s dependence on the
Soviet bloc on economic grounds also. From the beginning, it

176.N. Dwivedy's Press Statement, Janata, 25 October 1964, p. 6.

13M.R. Dandevate, “Chinese Nuclear Challenge to Indian Demo-
cracy’’, Janata, 29 January 1965, p. 11; Janata, 15 May 1966, pp. 1-2.

18 pSP Ninth National Conference, December 30-31, 1967-January 1,
1968, Kanpur, General Secretary’s Report, pp. 38-39 ; Brij Mohan Toofan,
“India and the Nuclear Nog-proliferation Treaty”, Janata, 12 May 1968,
p. 5; Brij Mohan Toofan, *Nuclear Treaty India’s Pitfall”, Janata, 14
July 1968, pp. 2-3.

104PSP in Parliament*’, Janata, 23 July 1967, p. 11; National Executive
Resolutions, Jonata, 28 May 1967, p, 6.

21Banka Behary Das, “Soviet Policy Bias : Protest ‘Must’ ”*, Janata,
11 August 1968, p. 7.

$1See Hem Barua's Statement, Janata, 23 July 1967, p. 11.
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had shown its dislike for too much reliance on foreign aid.*
It criticised the Government for its later tendency to ean more
on the Soviet bloc for economic and technical assistance. At
times, it even appealed to the people ““to exert pressure of
public opinion on the Indian Government notto become a
satellite of Russia under the compulsion of aid”.* The party
held that, like PL-480 funds from the USA, the rupee funds of
the communist countries had created a potential danger in this
country by paying and purchasing politicians and parties in
many ways.”S It felt that the economic penctrations by the
Soviet bloc would drag India into the Soviet camp and would
reduce it to a Russian dependency.

RELATIONS WITH USSR

Economic

As India attained independence, the PSP urged that in its
own interest free India must live on the friendliest possible
terms with Soviet Russia and seek inspiration from its
cconomic system. It had a great admiration for the Soviet
Union for the valuable work done in that country in “the
sphere of planping and nationalised economy.*® Inspired by
the Soviet planning, it had believed that in order to remove
the barriers to economic under-development India, too, should
have recourse to planning to .increase its productivity and
should seck economic assistance from Soviet Russia without
having any kind of political alignment with it.*?

Economic relations between the Soviet Union and India
started with the signing of the five-year Indo-Soviet trade agree-
ment in December 1953. Earlier, there were merely exchanges of
cultural delegations and films, art exhibitions and exchange of
the visits of artists and intellectuals between the two countries
which were looked upon by the PSP as “‘an alarming tendency

Y Parltamentary Debates, 10(2), 23 December 1953, Col. 3020,

$Nath Pai's Statement, Jarata, 8 September 1968, p. 14.

Ypeter Alvares’s Statement, Jarara, 15 Sepiember 1968, p. 15.

HeSocialist Patty Policy Statement : Foreign Policy”, Janota, 28
December 1947, pp. §, 11,

¥ Pradip Bose, “Economic Tie-ups with Red Nations", Jarato, 13
Jupe 1965, p. 11,
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of the Government of India to pander to the Soviets’’2?*
From 1954 onwards there was expansion in Indo-Soviet cultural
and economic relationship as a number of Indian artists, law-
yers, businessmen, journalists, economists, legislators, techni-
cians, and trade unionists visited the Soviet Union and their
Russian counterparts returned such visits. The Soviet aid pro-
gramme for India was also launched and implemented and trade
relationship between the two countries became close. In 1954,
the Soviet proposal to build a steel plant in India was viewed
by the PSP as “triumph for the communists”.?® Finally, the

Indo-Soviet agreement was signed in February 1955. It
" brought India a long-term Soviet credit at a low interest rate
for the construction of a big metallurgical plant at Bhilai in
Madhya Pradesh. This plant, as estimated, was to produce
mote than one million tons of steel and a corresponding quan-
tity of rolled metal every year. At the same time, under that
agreement the Soviets would also train the Indian engineering
personnel. At the end of the Russian leaders’ visit in December
that year, a trade agreement was further signed in New Delhi
whereby Russia undertook to sell to India a million tons of
steel together with oil-mining and other equipment in the
following three years in return for substantially increased
Soviet purchases of raw materials and manufactured goods. An
Ilyushin plane was also presented to Nehru as a gift from the
Soviet Government. Soviets’ economic and technical assistance
further increased after Anastas Mikoyan visited India in March
1956. As a result, towards the end of 1956 the Soviets offered
a credit of 500 million roubles at a liberal interest rate of
2.5% per annum.

In view of the probability of a massive Chinese aggression,
the PSP suggested that even military aid on large scale could
be had from the Soviet Union as India had already been
receiving financial " assistance from Moscow.3® A new five-year
Indo-Soviet economic agreement signed in December 1958 was

2sMadhu Limaye, “Foreign Policy : Some Points for Discussion™,
Spectal Convention of the Socialist Party, Pachmarhi, May 1952, p. 3.

M Acharya J.B. Kripalani's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 7(2), 30
September 1954, Col. 3533,

o Acharya Kripalani's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 35(2), November
1959, Cols. 1730-31.
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further welcomed by the party. In 1962, it whole-heartedly
supported the Government in respect of the deal of Sovict
MIG supersonic jet planes and held that India was at Jiberty
to obtain defence equipment from whichever country, whether
Russia or another, she could acquire on most advantageous
terms. A year after the massive Chinese aggression, the party
M.P.’s questioned in the Lok Sabha the delay in the supply of
all the twelve contracied Soviet MIG planes and in setting up
of the proposed Soviet MIG factory in India.® They suspected
the Soviet Government and feared that the Soviet Government
might be “tailoring its attitude and its action in this matter to
the needs of its ideological conflict in China™.?® Apart from
this, the Soviet offer to provide India with equipment and
technical assistance for setting up a helicopter factory
astonished them.

The party noted the big expansion in Indo-Soviet trade
following the Chinese aggression3 In 1962, Russia supplied
half a million tons of oil products to India and in 1963 she
received one million tons of kerosene products. In 1963 the
USSR decided to import shoes, some raw materials, raw jute,
iron and steel and even bananas from India. Finally, a five-year
Indo-Soviet trade agreement for 1963-68 was signed in New
Delhi. For the fourth five-year plan India expected aid to the
tune of Rs. 250 crores and Russia was to assist India in 50 pro-
jects. In 1959 India had trade with Russia to the tune of Rs. 18
crores whereas in 1967 it was to the tune of Rs. 170 crores.
The excessive economic and trade relations between the two
countries and India’s dependence on the Soviet Union led S.N.
Dwivedy to say that “We are not ina position even to speak
out our mind freely”.® In matters of planning, too, excessive
dependence on the Soviet Union and the Indian experts’ and
planners’ visit to the USSR before drawing up the next five-

%LV, Kamath's Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 18(2), 10 December
1962, Col. 5133,

3111V, Kamath's Statement, Lok Sabha Debares, 25(2), 14 February
1964, Col. 823.

n1yd,

M3ybodh Roy, n. 16,

15 N, Dwivedy, *Soviet Arms Supply to Pakistan”, Janata, 4 August
1968, p. 3.
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year plans were questioned by the party.®® The PSP feared
that the excessive reliance of the Government on the Soviets
might result in the Soviet penetration of India’s economic
set-up.

At the same time, in this new era of Indo-Soviet coopera-
tion, the PSP raised alarm against the possibility of Soviet
indoctrination in India with the coming up of the institutes
like the one of Russian Studies. In 1965 it urged the Govern-
ment to keep a watchful eye on such institutes and give the
assurance that they would not result in any kind of undesir-
able Soviet indoctrination.®” It wanted the Government to
ensure that the Indian students and people were safe against
the possibility of ‘‘the export of communist revolution to
India”.

The PSP further took the Government to task for the
agreement of the Press Information Bureau with the official
Soviet news agency, Novosti, for regularly circulating its
publicity material and photographs. Hem Barua, while tabling
a calling attention notice in Parliament, described Novosti as
“almost a counterpart” of the CIA.*® He criticised the
Government for its agreeing to act as an agent of an official
Soviet news agency and reminded the Minister concerned that
Radio Peace and Progress, managed by Novosti, had sur-
passed Peking in heaping abuse on India and its leaders.?®
Simular was also the reaction of S.N. Dwivedy, another PSP
M.P. in the Lok Sabha.

With regard to Soviet economic aid and assistance to India
PSP has often cautioned the people and the Government
“against displaced complacency arising out of magnanimous
offers of economic aid from countries which refuse to judge
issues of vital interest to India objectively”.4® It has been
urging the Government not to behave on issues of vital impor-
tance as a chient country of the Soviet Union under the
compulsions of economic assistance given.

#Editorial, “India and the Soviet Union”, Janara, 14 July 1968, p. 1.

37H.V. Kamath, “The Export of Revolutions”, Janata, 28 November
1965, p. 7.

$3¢pSP in Parliament”, Janata, 10 December 1967, p. 7.
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“Prem Bhasin’s Statement, Janata, 30 May 1965, p. 9. .
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Political

Among India’s major political issues causing concern with
the USSR have been the Kashmir question, the Sino-Indian
conflict, the Soviet arms supply to Pakistan and the Indo-
Soviet treaty (1971).

With regard to Kashmir, from 1948 along with the
Government of India the PSP has been appreciating the Soviet
Union for its support to India’s stand in the United Nations.
But, at the same time, the PSP has been poiating to the shifts
in the Soviet attitude. As carly as in 1950, in one of his arti-
cles in the Janata®t Dr. Lohia criticised the attitude of the
Indian communists and the Soviet Union reflected in their idea
of an independent Kashmir. He pointed out that the Soviets’
support to India on UN floor was guided by their own interest.
The party held that the Soviet gave India a preferential treat-
ment so that India would keep out of the iron ring of alliances
initiated by the Atlantic camp the sole aim of which was
containing communism. The PSP thus saw a “subtler game™.¢*
In 1953-54, while declaring India’s Kashmir policy as a total
failure, the PSP charged the Government and the Indian
communists for acting agents of Russian imperialism.®® The
visit of the Soviet leader to India in December 1955 and their
statements in Srinagar describing Kashmir as “one of the
states of the Republic of India™ caused a change in the atti-
tude of the Praja Socialists. They began appreciating the
Sovict attitude and expressed their sense of gratitude to the
Soviets for vetoing the resolution in the UN Security Council
and showing a clear understanding of the Indian case.dt The
PSP, again, visualised a shift in the Soviet attitude towards
Kashmir in 1965, when during the undeclared India-Pakistan
war, calling for a ceasefire, the Soviet Government cooperated

“'Rammanobar Lohia, “India and Pakistan : The XKashmir Tangle™,
Janata, 5 November 1950, p. S.

4 Rammanchar Lohia, *“Letters from Kashmir™, Jarata, 16 August
1953, p. 19.

45.N. Dwivedy's Karnal Conference address, Janata, 4 October 1953,
p. 12; Yed Bhasm, “Poliucal lntegration of Kashmir®, Jaenata, 13 June
1934, p. 7.

*Egijtotial, “UN Debate on Kashmir™, Janasa, 1 July 1962, p. 1.
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with other Great Powers in de-freezing this issue at the
UN level. Its representative, the party noted, agreed that “the
political issue underlying the present conflict shall be settled
finally”.®® This led the PSP to apprehend that the Russians,
who had been applauding the accession of Kashmir to India as
final and irrevocable, would now onwards give up their pre-
vious policy commitment and would cease to invoke their veto
in the Security Council. The party analysed the actual meaning
of the Soviet resolution and, for the time being, came to the
conclusion that the Soviet Union and other Great Powers were
anxious to bring about a cessation of hostilities and save
Pakistan from “ignominious defeat”.®® Later on, it sawin
Moscow’s policy a choice of neutrality between India and
Pakistan. The shift in the Soviet stand was, as the party felt,
encouraged partly by the position of the Indian Government
itself which suffered from ““uncertainty and ambiguity” regard-
ing Kashmir’s inseparability and partly by the new power-
balance politics in  Asia which had compelled the Russians to
toe up an opportunist line for weaning Pakistan away from
the Western military alliances and from the eantanglement with
Chipa.4?

As regards the undeclared India-Pakistan war in 1965, the
PSP was one with the Government of India in resenting the
Soviets’ treatment of India and Pakistan on a footing of
equalty. Earlier, 1o the context of the confrontation in the
Rann of Kutch, the party pointed to the neutral attitude of the
Soviet press, which preferred to treat both sides alike and
refused to blame either tor the conflict, and resented the like
treatment being given by the Soviets to both India and
Pakistan.® Dunng the full-fledged fighting in September 1965,
the party noted the Soviet policy of neutrality even in the
publicauon of news and radio broadcasts wherein more or

&speter Alvares's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 46(2), 24 September
1965, Cols, 7433-34.

¥ lbid.

411 ok Sabha Debates, n. 45, Cols, 7433-34 ; Peter Alvares, “Kashmir
and Power Balance in Asia”, Janata, 14 Noven.ber 1963, pp. 3-4; J.A.
Naik, “Indo-Soviet Relation and Kashmir™, Janata, 31 March 1968, p. 4,

2] A, Naik, 0. 46.



Relations with the Soviet Bloc 121

less equal frequency was maintained in referring to India aand
Pakistan.®” In its opinion, even the Soviet Prime Minister
Kosygin's mediation at Tashkent did not prove highly bene-
ficial as it only exposed the weaknesses of the Indian Govern-
ment which was led to accept a more complete Soviet neutrali-
sation on the issue.

The Sino-1ndian conflict of 1962 was as well testing for
Indo-Soviet relations. From the beginning, the PSP had been
suspicious of the role of the Soviet Union and had bzen ques-
tioning the unwarranted empbasis of the Indian Government on
the so-called rift between China and Russia and its hope that
the Soviets would prevent the Chinese from attacking India.®o
But, the party pointed out, just the reverse happened. At the
commencement of the Sino-Indian conflict Khruschev described
fndia as a ‘“friend” and China as a “brother” of the Soviet
people.ft To the PSP that meant a more favourable treatment
to “fraternal China” than to “friendly India”. It also took
note of Khruschev’s address to the Supreme Soviet on I2
December 1962 wherein he described the foreign policy of
People’s China as essentially based on *the principles of peace,
equality and friendly international cooperation” and practically
dismissed China’s aggression on India as ‘‘a sudden flare up
of a bloody border conflict”.5* The party inferred that Russia
had refused to hold China an aggressor and had thus “exploded
the myth of her benevolent neutrality in the Sino-Indian
conflict”.*® The Soviet publication of the Chinese map showing
some Indian territories as Chinese further gave an ample
ground to the party to suspect Russia. It believed that “Soviet
Russia was very cleverly playing the Chinese game of getting
dragged into the atmosphere of unreality, of distrust of all other
nations except communaist ones”.** It regretted the connivance

93 A, Naik, “Brief for Tashkent”, Jonata, 12 December 1965, p. 3.

ttHem Barua's Statement, Lok Sabks Debares, 13(2), 22 February 1963
Cols. 748-9.

“H.V. Kamath's Statement, Lok Sabka Debores, 9(2), 9 November*
1962, Cot, 390,

M3Subodh Roy, . 16,

Report of the National Executive of the PSP, New Delhi, November
19682, Janara, 11 November 1962, p. 7.

HHem Barua's Siatement, Lok Sobka Debaores, 9(2), 10 November
1962, Col, 728.
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of the Government at such unfriendly Soviet dcts. In the
context of the Chinese invasion it would have been satisfied
only if Russia would have come to India’s rescue. But, instead,
Moscow ridiculed and attacked the States which came forward
to help India and appeared to be worried whether the entire
country would go into the lap of the Western Powers.5s The
PSP was clearly disappointed at the Soviet attitude of placing
the two countries, India and China, on the same moral plinth
and of not condemning China for its atrocious and treacherous
acts. When, subsequently, the USSR and other East European
countries condemned China for its aggression against India,
-t appears that the PSP did not take any particular note of the
fact.

With regard to the Soviet supply of arms to Pakistan in
1968, among all political parties of the opposition the PSP
appeared to be the most vigorous with its protest. The party
felt that the Soviet decision had given rise to a situation which
was more serious than that of 1962 following the Chinese
invasion.’® As asserted by Nath Pai at the meeting of the
leaders of the opposition with the Prime Minister, the Soviet
action was viewed as likely to constitute a grave “threat to
the security of the country and to the peace of this sub-conti-
nent”.%” The party apprehended that the Soviet military aid
to Pakistan would seriously impair relations between India
and the Soviet Union.®® In this connection, it was with the
Government in seeing a shift in the Soviet policy and
believed that the Soviet decision was fraught with a great
danger. Peter Alvares viewed the Russian attitude as “an
outright departure from its ‘‘traditional” friendship towards
India.5® Addressing pressmen in Bangalore on 12 July 1968,
S.N. Dwivedy urged a re-orientation of India’s foreign policy,
for, in his opinion, India “cannot count on Russia any more”.

4S5 N, Dwivedy’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 13(2), 21 February
1963, Col. 552,

5sSurendranath Dwivedy, *“Soviet Arms Supply to Pakistan. Jonara,
4 August 1968, pp. 3-4.

s?Mulka Govind Reddy, “Tashkent and Arms to Pakistan®, Janata,,
4 August 1968, p. 5.

$RBanka Behary Das, n. 21,

®peter Alvares, “ArmsS to Pakistan", Janata, 28 July 1968, p. 5.
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He also demanded that a joint session of Parliament be con-
vened to discuss the issue which was of national importance.®
The party charged the Government for not event having passed
a single resolution *“‘voicing the feelings of this country and
disapproving of the action of the Soviet Union in supplying
arms to Pakistan”.61 “The only fitting response to the change
in Russia's policy”, suggested N.G. Goray, “would be to decide
to become sclf-reliant in matters of defence in as short a time
as possible”.%* Prem Bhasin, General Secretary of the party,
counselled : “we should stand on our own and not rely on
any country, be it America or Russia™.®

In the wake of the Bangla Desh Movement and the subse-
quent Pakistan aided Kessinger-Chou talks, India signed a
Treaty of Peace, Friendship and Co-operaiion with the USSR
on 9 August 1971, On that very day the Socialist Party came
into being as a result of the merger of the PSP with the SSP
and the ISP. The first thing that it did was to offer a strong
criticism of that treaty. Samar Guha a socialist member of the
Lok Sabha, observed :

“The reality of situation demands that we should have
friendly relations, very close relations with Soviet Russia,
but it is wholly unnecessary to codify this relationship
of friendship in the form of a treaty binding us to Soviet
bloc politics for 20 plus 5 years™.

The party raised doubts regarding the nature of treaty and
was apprebensive that if the treaty would mean a defence
shield against the aggressive design of Pakistan, in case of a
conflict, it might have more costly, more destrucuve and more
prolong result. In the context of the continuing Sino-Soviet
conflict it mught make China apprehensive that it is meant
against itself.*® India would have done better first to sound
the Chinese on the development in Bangla Desh.®¢ Certain

€ Russian Arms for Pakistan®, Janata, 21 July 1968, p. 3.

“Mulka Govind Reddy, n, 57.

Y>ee n, 1 ; Janara, 21 July 1968, p. 3.

#Prem Bhasin's Bombay adoress, Jonara, 14 July 1968, p. 12.
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o 1041,
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MeJanata, September 1971, pp. 10-11.
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clauses incorporated in this treaty might stand in India’s way
to act independently to give recognition to Bangla Desh. The
Socialists viewed the signing of the treaty a “historic deviation”
from the policy of non-alignment. The treaty might give
Russia a scope for extending her bases in the Indian Ocean.
It might have a serious impact on India’s economy and plan-
ning which is based on 80 per cent foreign aid and assistance
from the countries other than the Soviet bloc.6* The party,
thus, doubted the long term goal of the Indo-Soviet treaty and
held it as another Tashkant for India without fighting a war
or partially winning it.%*

Global Issues

Some major among issues of global concern which have
promineatly figured in Indo-Soviet relations have been the
Korean War, the Hungarian Crisis, and the Soviet-Czecho-
slovakia tangle.

With regard to the Korean War, at the point of its com-
mencement, the PSP accused the Indian Government of
adopting an essentially anti-Russian attitude. It held it wrong
for the Government to vote for US resolution which named
North Korea as aggressor.** The party believed that the logic
of India’s voting would lead this country to the position taken
up by General McArthur. Therefore, some of the Praja Socia-
lists thought that it would have been better had India refused
to be involved.®® They feared that India had annoyed Russia
and China and had given the impression to the world that it
was taking the US side against the Soviet.®¢ The PSP as well
regretted the Soviet attitude reflected in not compelling the
North Korean Government to provide facilities for the UN
Commission on Korea to organise democratic elections for
that country as a whole, thus to help restoring to it an everlast-

$*dSamar Guha, “Soviet Satellite for 20 plus § years”, Janata, 19
September 1971, p. 10.

$eBrij Mohan Toofan, “The Dic is cast, Lament is of no avail,
Janata, 24 October 1971, pp. 8-9.

& Parliamentary Debates, 10(1), 23 December 1953, Col, 3019.

*5Madhu Limaye, see n. 28, p, 2.

8 Parliamentary Debates, 8(1), 17 September 1953, Cols. 4009-10.
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ing unity.%” It held that what had happened in Korea had only
exposed the hollowness of the peace offensive organised by the
Soviet-led communists all over the world.®® It also criticised
Soviet-led communist China for having reacted violently against
the Indian resolution and accusing ladia of interference at the
instigation of “US imperialists”™.®® Thus it believed that in
relation to the Korean issue the Government of India did not
represent itself as an independent force outside either the Soviet
or the American camp.

In regard to the Hungacdian crisis of 1956, the PSP was
vigorous in its attacks against what it viewed as the pro-Soviet
policy of the Government. It believed that the Hungarian
struggle for freedom had started on 22 October with huge
demonstrations against the pro-Soviet Government in Budapest
and that on 24 October Imre Nagy assumed power on the
rising crest of a revolution, but Nehru did not give a single im-
portant statement till 5 November. It pointed out that even on
5 November, at the UNESCO Conference, Nehrn merely
passingly referred to Hungary at a time by which Nagy was
arrested, a Russian puppet was put in  his place and the entire
tragedy was at its “last act”.?® Nehru’s account of the Hun-
garian events submitted to the AICC, the party noted, had no
other source than the Russian press as it was the true copy of
Bulganin’s version which stated that the Nagy Government
had asked for the Russian help to suppress disorder. India’s
abstention at the time of the adoption of the first UN resolu-
tion on Hungary and Menon’s pro-Sovict speech at the time of
the second resolution led Jaya Prakash Narayan to say that “a
more perverse and false view of the situation could have
hardly been imagined””.? Earlier, the PSP had strongly reacted
apgainst Menon's reported statement that the developments

$'Rerort of the Eighth Natlonal Conference of the Soclalist Party, 1950,
Madras, p. 11,

ibtd.

“Madhu Limaye, “India's Mediation in Kores", Janata, 14 December
1952, p. 1.

"Jaya Prakash Narayan, “Mr. Nehru Blunders”, Janafa, 18 November
1956, pp. 2-3.
Nrbid.
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were Hungary's “internal affairs”.® At its Third National
Conference, it hailed the decision of the Nagy Government
which had denounced all Soviet military entanglement and
declared Hungary’s neutrality. It also denounced the baseless
and scandalous Soviet attempts at challenging “the moral
integtity and political honesty of the Hungarian freedom
fighters”.” The party was satirical in suggesting that, as the
Government of India had often described Hungary and other
East European States as sovereign States, it’should make efforts
for the protection of their sovereignty from the Russian
dominance. Later on, the party viewed it as the reversal of the
official policy of the Government of India when the latter made
a “sudden” pronouncement that Kadar’s was not a free
Government but an imposed one and welcomed the new trend.?
It urged the Government to support the total withdrawal of
the Soviet troops from Hungary and Hungary’s severance from
the Warsaw pact.?

On the issue of the Soviet intervention in Hungary, pre-
sumably, the PSP vitally influenced India’s attitude towards
the Soviet Union. It was considerably as a result of the severe
criticism that the Government changed its initial reaction. It
might have been an impact of the hue and cry raised by the
PSP that in his Lok Sabha speech of 19 November 195676,
while discussing international situation, Nehru appeared
reversing his stand on Hungary.

With regard to the Soviet-Czechoslovak tangle of 1968, the
PSP held that the performance of the Government of India in
the Security Council and its abstention on the crucial seven-
nation resolution had made a nonsense of the Prime Minister’s
assurance on the floor of the Lok Sabha that India would

*The Hindu, 12 November 1956.

Bangalore Resolution (Delhi, 1956), p. 14.

" Janata, 25 November 1956, pp. 1-2.

®Asoka Mehta’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 9(2), 19 November
1956, Col. 416.

6Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru stated : ¢“.,.but the major faet is that the
people of Hungary, or a very large part of them, claim freedom from out-
side control or interference objected to the Soviet forces and wanted them
to withdraw. Thatisa basic fact which I think nobody can deny™. See
Lok Sabha Debates, 9(2), 19 November 1956, Col. 378.
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support Czechoslovakia’s right under the Charter “when the
issuecame up before the Security Council™.?? It regretted the
attitude of the Government which, according to it, involved a
betrayal of India’s tradition.?® While moving the adjournment
motion in the Lok Sabha, Surendranath Dwivedy deplored
India’s abstention.”® N.G Goray, the party chief, appealed for
sympathy and support for the Czechoslovak peopie and wished
that India and like-minded countries would convey to them
“that they are on their side in .this unequal struggle and not
on the side of those who seek to stifle and chain them”.%0
Prem Bhasin, General Secretary of the party, appreciated the
stand taken by Sucheta Kripalani in Parliament and the rare
courage of conviction shown by Asoka Mehta, in supporting
her and resigning from the Government.8! Nath Pai asked the
Government not to shitk from its responsibility.8® The party
appealed to the Government to initiate steps in every forum for
protecting Czechoslovakia’s sovereignty.®® It also urged the
Government not to behave as a “client country of the Soviet
Union™.%¢ Thus the PSP played the effective role of an opposi-
tion party by exerting the pressure of public opinion on the
Government.

RELATIONS WITH OTHER COUNTRIES
East Germany

From the beginning the PSP had opposed the role of the
Soviet Union and the other Great Powers in the partition of
Germany and of Berlin. As early as in 1947, inits policy
statement it had demanded the withdrawal of foreign authority

"'Prem Bhasin's Statement, Janata, 1 September 1968, p. 31.

T¥Nath Pai, “Delhi Betrays Nations Tradition™, Janata, 15 September
1968, pp. 5-8.

"Surendranath Dwivedy, “Indira playing the Game of Aggressors”,
Janato, § September 1968, p. .

MN.G. Goray's Statement issued on July 25, 1968, Janata, 4 August
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HPeter Alvares's Statement, Jarata, 15 September] 1968, p. 15.
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and armies from Germany and had urged the Government to
make endeavours for the reconstitution of national govern-
ment for that country as a whole.8% In its resolution adopted
by the Second National Conference in 1955, it urged the
Government of the Soviet Union ““to agree to the unification
of Germany on the basis of free elections’’.?® It expressed its
fear against “‘the authoritarian, expansionist and dictatorial
policy of the Soviet Union’ which had brought East Germany
and other European countries within its “‘sphere of influence
and economic and political dominance”.?? It accused the
Government of India for its connivance at the Soviet “colonial
domination” in Bast Germany.®® It would like the Govern-
ment to champion the cause of the freedom of the German
people.?® At the same time, it regretted that the Government
had, in fact, no policy for East Germany. It criticised the
Government for its refusal to have diplomatic relations with
East Germany® and pointed out that Chancellor Kiesinger’s
departure from the old Hallstein doctrine meant a better
opportunity for establishing India’s diplomatic ties and trade
relations with the German Democratic Republic.®® The Praja
Socialists would have liked the Government to work for “a
demilitarised, neutralist, independent and United Germany”
free from the military alliances both of the Western Powers
and the Soviet Union.” Nehru’s endorsement at the Belgrade
Conference of “the realities of two Germanies” was rated by
them as *“‘an act of gross ingratitude” towards the Germans.9?
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They urged NATO as well as Warsaw Pact powers to make a
“start by releasing both East and West Germany from their
respective war pacts™.” In 1968, they appealed to the Govern-
ment of India for protesting to the dispatch of East German
troops to Czechoslovakia and suggested that, like Sweden and
Norway, India should also withdraw from the Leipzig fair to
be held in East Germany.®

Yugoslavia

Indo-Yugoslav relations have concerned the PSP from the
beginning. As early as in 1947, in its Policy Statement, while
describing the rigid features of the Russian system, the party
regretted “the excommunication of Tito by the Cominform™.%8
The ‘‘imperialist and expansionist acts of the USSR™ and
Tito's revolt against Stalin revealed to the party facts about
the Soviet variety of colonialism which appeared to be consis-
ting of “as much exploitation as political and ideological
domination™.®? It held that the main cause of the Yugoslav
breach with the Soviet Union, as narrated by Tito himself,?8 lay
in the aggressive tendencies of the USSR and its economic
dominance over the Yugoslav market. The PSP thought that
this new Soviet overlordship resulted in the exploitation of the
Yugoslav economic system and the breach was only natural®®
and condemned the Soviet policy of economic exploitation and
dominance. In 1956, it observed that the Soviet Union was as

- intolerant of even honest differences as to exclude Yugoslavia
from the Comecon and to suspend  all its aids promised under
an international agreement.19° Yugoslavia’s only crime was
not to join the Russian bloc and allow itself to be like other
East Evropean countries under Soviet control and domi-

*!Nripendranath Ghosh, “Berlin Diary-V™, Janara, 1 March 1959,
op. 9-10.
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nance.l%? The PSP pitied the harsh Soviet economic sanctions
against Yugoslavia and the withholding of Soviet economic aid
to that country.1®® It regretted that the Government of India
did not utter a single word against the Soviet attitude towards
Yugoslavia.1®® It has been all through impressed by the Yugo-
slav social experiments and economic order. But the limita-
tions placed on the individuval’s frecdom in that country were
disappointing. On his return from the visit to that country in
August 1958, the ex-veteran of Indian socialism, Jaya Prakash
Narayan, voiced anxiety over such limitations as in the case
of Dijilas and other Social Democrats.’®® The party urged the

- Government of Yugoslavia to be liberal in its approach
towards individual freedom.

The PSP has been welcoming economic and trade relations
between India and Yugoslavia. It admired the Yugoslav
experiments in decentralising the economic structure, It viewed
the association of the workers with the management and the
running of the factories as inspiring!® and urged the Govern-
ment to emulate the Yugosiav example. It welcomed the
economic assistance offered to India by Yugoslavia following
the Chinese invasion,1% Tt hoped for better economic coopera-
tion with Yugoslavia after Lal Bahadur Shastri’s visit to that
country in the middle of 1965.197 It wanted the Government
to make efforts for obtaining industrial aid from Yugoslavia
for the Fourth Five-year Plan and promoting trade with that
country. It praised Yugoslavia’s policy during the undeclared
India-Pakistan war of 1965 marking that country as one among
the few countries who supported India on that occasion.1%
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From time to time, the PSP has shown its concern also over
the joint declarations of the Indian Prime Minister and the
Yugoslav President on international politics. Their faith in
non-alignment and international peace and their efforts to
promote the bilateral relations between the two countries have
been receiving its endorsement. It has often felt inclined to
doubt Yupgoslavia’s continued adherence to non-alignment!®?
because of its close attachment with the Soviet bloc after
Khruschev's exit. It has often feared that, as practised by
India and Yugoslavia, non-alignment would continue to have
a vague meaning. 110

SUMMING UP THE ATTITUDE

The attitude of the PSP towards India’s relations with the
Sovict bloc appears to  have borne effect. Fundamentally, the
party believed that the Government of India should, in India’s
own interest, have the friendliest possible terms with the
countries of the Russian bloc. But, at the same time, it has
been opposed to what it has viewed as India’s excessive
attachment with the bloc. The party has been severe in its
criticisms of India’s dependence on the Soviet Union. On
issues of international imporfance, the docile reactions of the
Indian Government to what it has viewed as the wrangs done
by the USSR have irked it as essentially not being in con-
sonance with the basic principles of India’s foreign policy.

It appears that the PSP has been guided ideologically in
being suspicious of the Soviet Union. The suspicion is presum-
ably also a by-product of its past experiences with the com-
munists and, very much so, the result of the observation of the
Soviet attitude towards East Buropean countries. The party
has, as such, often doubted and questioned the increasing
Soviet influence on India more than the influence of the West.

The attitude of the PSP towards India’s relations with the
Soviet bloc appears to have had some cffect on the official

1822 Editorial comments on joint communique on non-alignment
Isced after the talks of President Tito, President Nasser and Prime Minis-
ter Indira Gandhi at New Dethi, Janata, 30 October 1966, p. 1.

B 7enata, 17 July 1966, p. 2.
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policy. Particularly in relation to the Soviet Union, the alarms
raised by the PSP have been often effective. As has also been
seen earlier, the party influenced the official policy in matters
like Hungarian and Czechoslovak explosions of nationalism
against Soviet domination.



8
Relations with China

The PSP has been critically vigilant over India’s relations
with People’s Republic of China (PRC) with a sense of deep
concern, Disagrecing widely with the Government, it has con-
tinved to urge some changes in its China policy for the sake
of India’s territorial integrity.

BASES
Assessment of Chinese Intentions

From the very coming into existence of the communist
government in China, the PSP has felt that the attitude of the
Government of India towards it has been fluctuating with the
change in situations. The attitude of the PSP, too, towards the
China policy of the Indian Government has to be viewed in
terms of the phases of that policy—{rom 1948 to 1958, till
1962 and thereafter.

In the first phase, the PSP broadly supported the policy of
the Government. With the Government it welcomed the for-
mation of the new regime in China in 1949 and, with it,
cxpected that the event would greatly help the promotion of
peace and goodwill in Asia.! It hoped that the new Chinese
government would respect the integrity and tradition of
independent socialist movements in Asian countries and help
in the building up of a third camp in Asia outside the two
power blacs.® It urged the Government of India to make
cfforts for keeping Mao Tse-tung away from the influence of

Editorial™, Janara, 29 May 1949, p. 3.
MEld,; Bipin Lal Das, **Will Mao fall in Line with Third Camp ?**
Jarats, 25 July 1950, p. 8.
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Moscow.® It stood for the recogaition of the PRC in UN and
for its seat in the Security Council in place of the Nationalist
Government so that China could play its legitimate part in
world affairs.4 It urged for full moral and diplomatic support
to communist China against Formosa.? The Socialists would
like all Asian governments to maintain correct diplomatic and
friendly relations with the Peking Government and to seek its
cooperation in the development of peace and progress in Asia.®
They, however, were critical of the Indian Government inas-
much as they viewed its attitude towards communist China as
“policy-less and vague” and suggested strengthening of tradi-
tional ties and friendship between the Governments.?

After the Chinese military action in Tibet in October 1950,
the party pointed out some weaknesses in the China policy of
the Government. Underlining the expansionist trend in the
Chinese action,® it accused the Government for not lodging
a protest strong enough to compel the Chinese Government
to decide the lot of the Tibetans on the basis of their free
votes or plebiscite.? It attacked the Government for recognising
China’s sovereignty over Tibet,

Subsequently, refusing to share the make-believe of the
Government about the Panchshila principles of the Sino-
Indian Agreement of 1954,1° the PSP made 1ts apprehension
clear that by merely formally subscribing to those principles
China was going neither to respect the territorial integrity and
sovereignty of its neighbours nor to promote Asian anti-
imperialism and peace. It doubted commumst China’s pledge
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in view of its political and military alliance with the Soviet
Union.? It raised the alarm that communist China might emerge
as the sole dominant power in Asia. The Chinese publication
of a new map wherein border territories of some other coun-
tries were shown as Chinese also led the party to alarm the
Government against ‘““the aggressive design of China”.2®
In spite of the Sino-Indian cooperation at the Bandung Con-
ference, (1955), the Praja Socialists continued to suspect
China's intentions. Its suspicions came true.1?

In the second phase, from 1959 to 1962, the PSP was
extremely critical of the policy of the Indian Government. In
1959, the PSP raised alarm against Chinese expansicnism
in view of the Tibetan developments. India, as it held,
could never “‘condone, nor remain a passive spectator to
efforts to reduce its ancient neighbour Tibet into a colony™ 14
Keeping in view China’s deliberate plan of action on the
northern borders of India from NEFA to Ladakh, it urged the
Indian Government to end all vacillations, firmly resist
Chinese expansionist strides and be prepared to take “such
measures, military and diplomatic, as to compel China to quit
Indian territory’ in case the Chinese failed to do so within a
stipulated period. 25 After China’s refusal to recognise the
McMahon Line as the traditional Himalayan frontier between
India and China, the party warned the Government against
the dangers of a “weak-kneed” policy towards China.2® It
held the Government responsible for its faillure “to inform
the people of Chinese aggression that commenced three months
after the signing of the peace treaty”.}? It also charged the
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Government of India for not correctly assessing the role of
“the communist dictatorship in China” and leaving its Hima-
layan frontiers unguarded even after the rape of Tibet.28 It
took a serious note of China’s incursions 1n NEFA and
Ladakh and vigorously criticised the Government for showing
no firmness in its policy.1® It completely disapproved of the
New Delhi talks with the Chinese delegation in April 1960 and
opposed any negotiations. At the same time, it alerted the
Government against China’s policy towards Burma, Nepal
and Pakistan aimed at isolating India from the bordering
countries.?®

Following fresh border incidents of 1961 in Ladakh, the
PSP insisted that the Government was solely responsible for
the inviolability of the Indian territory and asked for the
resignation of the Defence Minister.?! It voiced a strong
opposition to any eventuality of compromise or adjustment
with China and wanted a “policy of vigilance and prepared-
ness”.2® In July 1962, at the instance of the Chinese encircle-
ment of the Galwan river valley outpost, it asked the Govern-
ment to shed its lingering illusions about the real Chinese
intentions.?® In October 1962, in view of the massive Chinese
attack, it stood by the Government, urged complete national
unity and wanted all steps to be taken for repelling the
Chinese.?* It attacked the Government for the defects in impro-
visation, division in the army ranks, etc., which, in its opinion,
led to reverses, and was agamnst the acceptance of the Chinese

18N,G. Goray's Press Statement, Janaza, 27 March 1960, p. 6.

»g N, Dwivedy's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 43(2), 29 April 1960,
Cols, 14784835,

20As0ka Mehta’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 50(2), 20 February
1961, Cols. 518-19.

1Asoka Mehta's Press Statement, Janata, 26 November 1961, p. 2;
Janata, 10 December 1961, p. 7.

12Asoka Mehta’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 60(2), 7 December
1961, Col. 3892; Asoka Mehta’s Press Statement, Janata, 10 December
1961, p. 7.

#New Delhi Resolutions of the National Executive, July 1962, Janara,
29 July 1962, p. 4.

S N, Dwivedy’s Press Statement, Janata, 29 July 1962, p. 2; H.V.
Kamath's Press Statement, Janara, 28 October 1962, p. 2.
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offer of cease-firc which was unilateral.”s It also disapproved
the acceptance of the Colombo Proposals of the six non-
aligned Asian powers.

Subsequently, the PSP accused the Government of neglect-
ing India’s defence with its “unwarranted” dependence on the
Sino-Soviet rift. It often questioned Nehru for placing too
much empbasis on the possibility of the development of the
rift and for deviating from *‘the path of wisdom, statesman-
ship and self-respact™.*® It believed that the rift was oaly a
transitory affair and could not be banked on. After the first
Chinesc nuclear explosion in 1964, it visualised the possibility
of the Sino-Soviet rift deepening over India, and as such,
urged the Government of India to formulate its policies
accordingly as long as the rift paid.**

Norms

The attitude of the PSP has varied towards the norms of
India’s relations with China. For about a year after the
establishment of the communist government in China, the
party believed that the {ndian Government was secking to base
India’s relations with China on the norms of peace and
cooperation which, as it viewed, were in conformity with the
basic principles of the foreign policy. Accordingly, itsup-
ported the Government over recognising the commumst
government, establishing friendly relauons with it and working
for its Great Power scat in UN.*®

By December 1950, in the wake of the Chinese military
action in Tibet which it condemned as ‘“‘invasion™, the PSP

“Dzlhi Resolutions of the National Executive, November 1962, Janara
11 November 1962, pp. 7-8.

*¥tiem Barun's Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 13(2), 2 February 1963,
Col. 749; Nath Par’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debares, 14(3), 18 March 1963,
Col. 4303,

Hem Baruas Statement, Lok Sabho Dcbases, 34(2), 28 September
1964, Col. 4074; J. Bandyopadhyaya, “India and the Sine-Sovict Conilict™,
Janara, 27 December 1964, pp. 2-3.

HuEdnonal”, Jerara, 13 November 1949, p. 13 Report of the Eighth
National Cenference of the Sociatist Party, Muodras, July 1950, 0. 4, pp.
111112 Dr. Lohia, “Foreagn Policy : Party v. Government™, Janasa, 9
Dscember 1951, pp. §-2.



138 India’s Foreign Policy : PSP

worked out a “‘Himalayan Policy” for the area in consonance
with its own objectives of democracy, freedom of all nations,
socialism and a third camp in world politics.?® Under the new
formulation, it resented the lukewarmness of the Government
towards the Chinese “aggression™ in Tibet believing that it
was India’s duty to take up the cause of Tibet’s freedom.
Subsequently, it disapproved of the principles of Panchshila as
the norm.?® These principles, it pointed out, were not new to
China for they had been enumerated and adopted earlier in
the programme of the Chinese Pcople’s Political Consultative
Conference of 29 September 1949 as ““the guiding principles of
Chinese foreign policy”.3! It viewed them as “‘only the old
.wine in new bottle with Pandit Nehru as the taster.3® It rais-
ed doubts about their efficacy in the Lok Sabha. Commenting
on these principles Asoka Mehta stated :

“The principles were undoubtedly welcomed but when it is

realised that Iibet...is described in that very treaty as ‘the

Tibet region of China’, the valuable principles lose much

of thetr motive power”.%

Acharya Krnipalan held the Panchshila agreement as a
“surrender” of lndian rights in Tibet. While discussing its
futility 1n the Lok Sabha, he observed :

“This great doctrine was born in sin because it was enun-

ciated to put the seal of an approval upon the destruction

of an ancient nation which was associated with us spiri-
tually and culturally”.3¢

Suresh Desaj, “Himalayan Relations Conference'’, Janata, 31
December 1950, pp. 1-2; Nagpur Resolutions of the National Executive,
November 1950, Himalayan Policy for India (Socialist Party, 1951,
Bombay), p. 20.

Raja Hutheesingh, *‘lndia-China Agreement, A Myth, A Miracle”,
Janata, 12 September 1954, pp. 4-10; The Sino-Indian Agreement of April
1954 was based on the principles of (1) mutual respect for each other’s
territorial integrity and sovereignty, (2) mutual non-aggression, (3) mutual
non-interference in other internal affairs, (4) equality and mutual benefit,
and (5) peaceful coexistence.

31bid.

82 1bid.

u1,0k Sabha Debates, 1(2), 29 September 1954, Col. 3711,

810k Sabha Debates, 18(2), 18 August 1958, Col. 1676.
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Later following the Tibetan revolt and the Sino-Indian
border hostility, the PSP vigorously criticised the Panchshila
agreement and denounced it as meamngless and impossible,
signed by nations at the height of absurdity and devoid of any
regard for the liberty and territorial integrity of the co-signa-
tory.*®

In 1959-60, keeping in view China's deliberate aggression in
NEFA and other sectors, the party urged the Government not
to rely on China and to refuse to talk until 1t would make
negotiations conditional upon the acceptance of these frontiers
and would vacate the aggression and restore unressrvedly the
status quo ante bellum.®® On the occasion of Chou En Lars
visit to India in April 1960, the party called for an assurance
from the Government before the talks started that the vacation
of these territories by the aggressor would precede formal
negotiations on minor rectihcauions of borders”.’" India’s
insistence on negotiations against China’s buulding up 1ts otfen-
sive strength in the entire border area led the PSP to raise the
alarm that negotiations for renewing a treaty of any kind with
China under those circumstances would be futiie.”8 it wanted
categorical assurance from the Goverament that it would not
enter into any treaty with China whether 1t would be friend-
ship treaty, non-aggression treaty, cooperiive treaty or whatever
good name that 1t pleases to give to it”3% Later on, the
increasing Chunese border incursions and the deterioraung
situation 1n Ladakh compelled the PSP to tnsist that no
negotiation or talk or discussion with China could be carried

Acharya Kripalani, “*Panchsheela’, Janata, 27 December 1959 and 3
January 1960, respectively, p. 3, pp. 5-6.

M Repors of the Fifth Natlonal Conference of the PSP, November 5-9,
1959, p. 243,

*S.N. Dwivedy’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 40(2), 16 March
1960, Col. 6267; Janara, 27 Maich 1960, p. 6.

"Shubaneshwar Resolution of the Nauonal Executive, December
1960-January 1961, Junate, 8 January 1961, p. 7 ; see also Asoka Mehta's
Press Statement, Jonara, 10 December 1961, p. 7.

“'Nath Par's Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 60(2), T December 1961,
Col. 3592,
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on in such humiliating circumstances.*® Immediately after the
Chinese aggression in October 1962, the party clearly and
firmly opposed the proposal for negotiations on the basis of
the withdrawal of the Chinese forces to the position occupied
by them before 8 September 1962 and urged the Government
that there “could be no compromise or temporising in recover-
ing every inch of our territory in Ladakh as well as in NEFA™ 41
It demanded an honourable condition becoming a self-respect-
ing nation.

After China’s declaration of unilateral cease-fire in Novem-
ber 1962, the PSP pointed out that there had been much
controversy regarding the neutral nations’ efforts for an
amicable settlement of the dispute on the basis of the inter-
national norms of negotiation. It was not opposed to peaceful
negotiations and methods but to the “peaceful surrender jn the
name of peaceful negotiations™.4* As such, it boldly held that
the dispute could not be settled through negotiations. It pointed
out that negotiation would carry meaning only if there could
be reconcihauion between the conflicting interests of the parties.
But here 1n this case there appeared the least possibility of any
reconcihation with China who wanted to grab India’s territory
by naked force.*® It, therefore, refused to accept the Colombo
Proposals and re-1nsisted on having no negotiations until the
last 1nch of India’s “‘sacred soil” was freed. It reminded the
Government that all its talk of negotiation in the past had
proved futile because of Chinese intransigence.*

Later the explosion of China’s first atom bomb, the party
noted, shattered all illusions and called for all determination
and preparations.4® It urged the Government to dismiss any

“S.N. Dwivedy's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 6(2), 13 August
1962, Cols, 1495-97.

“PDclhi Resolution of the National Executive, November 1962, Janara,
11 November 1962, pp. 7-8.

*Nath Par's Statement, Lok Sabla Debates, 13(2),24 January 1963,
Col. 6243.

5. N, Dwivedy’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 13(2), 21 Fzbruary
1963, Col. 555.

i44bid,

¢sNath Par’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 35(9), 23 November 1964,
Cols, 1294-97.



Relations with China 141

forther possibility of negotiations with China. It called for
negotiation with other nuclear nations and viewed India’s
policy of non-aligament as of no relevance in the context of
China.4s

BILATERAL ISSUES

Recognition of China in the UN

Following the formation of the communist government in
China, the PSP asked the Government of India to make
utmost efforts to secure a place for China in the United
Nations and extended its cooperation over the issue. It noted
the clash of interests between the Super Powers on that account
and demanded seating of China in the Council.4? It was un-
happy with the attitude of the United States and other countries
of the Atlantic camp inasmuch as they were not permitting
the new China to play its legitimate partin the council of
nations. But it did not like the Soviet boycott of UN on
account of this issue.’® It, however, believed that in the absence
of China the UN could not be competent to act **as a tribune
of world conscience™.*® It held that UN prestige in Asia would
reraain low as long as China continued to be excluded from
the organisation.°

Formosa and Offshore Islands

With respect to the problem of Formosa and its offshore
Islands, from the beginning the PSP was one with the Govern-
ment of India in voicing disapproval of the unilateral US
intervention. Supporting China’s claim over Formosa, it held
that “such an intervention is bound to further complicate the
international situation and aggravate the teasion between the
two great powers™.5! Keeping in view the tensions prevailing

“N.G. Goray's Statement on China’s hydrogen bomb explosion,
Tribune (Ambala), 20 June 1967.

Y"Report of the Eighth National Conference of the Socialist Party,
Madras, July 1950, n. 4, p. 112.

Ibid.

*Dr. Rammanohar Lohia’s Statement, Janata, 11 February 1951,

"®Madhu Limaye's Statement, Janata, § August 1954, p. 15.
$Se2 0. 4, p. 112,
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between China and the USA on the issue of Formosa, it urged
the governments concerned “‘to accept temporarily the existing
frontiers and make efforts so that a confederative tendency
might well flow out of such a move”.5® In 1958, as the posses-
sion of these islands by the Kuomintang intensified the bitter-
ness between the USA and communist China and created an
intolerable situation, it envisioned that at least the islands of
Quemoy and Matsu would have to be handed over to com-
munist China.5® It described Formosa as “a giant shadow in
the body politics of the world” and held that on the successful
solution of the Formosa problem the peace of the world and
also the peace of Southeast Asia would depend.®® It feit that
the efforts of India and other well-meaning nations of the
world in this direction had proved futile. It was of the opinion
that it would be possible for the people of Formosa to settle
their own problem through a plebiscite under the auspices of
neutral nations as UN agents. The people of Formosa might
decide either to become part of the People’s Republic of
China or to remain independent. As regards Matsu, Quemoy
and other offshore islands, the party held that “‘their problem
is intimately connected with the problem of Formosa™58
Later, with India’s embitterment of relations with China, some
of the Praja Socialists suggested a shift in the Indian stand
on Formosa. They also wanted communist China being kept
out of UN, They would like nationalist China to stay in
UN, India getting China’s permanent seat in the Security
Council.5® They viewed such drastic and strong measures
against China as “‘essential and proper”.

Tibet

The PSP had been warning the Government of India right
from early in 1950 against its attitude towards the PRC over
Tibet. Following the Chinese military action in Tibet in

Dr. Lohia’s Statement, Janara, 14 October 1951, pp. 1-2.

5 Janata, 21 September 1958, p. 2.

“Hem Barua's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 23(2), 8 December
1958, Col. 3825.

$1bid. -

8Janata, 2 July 1967, p. 11.
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October 1950, the National Executive of the party defined the
action as “an act against Asia and the world, the Tibetan
people and India”, and asserted that “the people of Tibet may
decide in a free vote or plebiscite their form of government or
of alliance with the outside world” and wanted the Indian
Government to press upon the Chinese Governmant to achieve
a scttlement with Tibet along these terms”.57 The party alerted
all Asian peoples against the danger so demonstrably exhibited
in Tibet and urged “the people of India to assist the Tibetan
people in maintaining their independence”.®8 Later on, when
on 23 May 1951 the Sino-Tibetan Agreement was concluded,
it entirely disagreed with the Indian Government over its
expression of satisfaction with that agreement. It believed that
China aimed at smothering ‘“the freedom of the small King-
dom of Tibet which had been virtnally independent for cen-
turies”.® In 1953, Nehru's denunciation of the Praja
Socialists® attempt in Delhi to observe “Tibet Day” as *‘chil-
dish” was strongly resented by the party. It redrew the Prime
Minister’s attention towards the aggressive desigas of China
over unarmed and peaceful Tibet.8° In 1954, while discussing
the official policy on Tibet in the Lok Sabha, Acharya
Kripalani stated :

“We feel that China, after it had gone communist, com-
mitted an act of aggression in Tibet. The plea is that
China has the ancient right of suzerainty. This right is out
of date, old and antiquated. Itis theoretical; it was never
exercised or very rarely exercised and even then in theory.
It had lapsed by the flux of time...I consider this as such a
colonial aggression on the part of China as any colonial
aggression indulged in by Western nations’.81

" ;’l‘f’;gpur Resolutions of the National Executive, November 1950, n.
¥8141d. :
*Acharya J.B. Kripalani's Statement, Parliamentary Debates, (1, 17
Seprember 1953, Col. 4009,
YJauzta, 27 September 1953, p. 3.
1Lok Sabha Debates, 5(2), 15 May 1954, Cols. 754849,
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The PSP deemed Tibet a “buffer state” between India and
China and held that “in international politics, when a buffer
state is destroyed by a powerful nation, that nation is consi-
dered to have committed aggression against its neighbours™.%
The party continued to hold China’s occupation of Tibet “as
a deliberate act of aggression”.%?

The signing of the Sino-Indian Agreement in April 1954 on
trade and intercourse between India and Tibet led the PSP
further to caution the country against the acts of the Govern-
ment.® It noted that China and India had “mutually agreed
for the establishment of Indian Trade Agencies at Yatung,

- Gyantse and Gartok in Tibet and of Chinese Trade Agencies
at New Delhi, Calcutta and Kalimpong in India” and that
detailed provisions were “made with regard to pilgrims and
customary trade”.% It further noted that the Agreement was
accompanied with a Note of 29 April 1954 under which the
Government of India promised to withdraw completely within
six months their military escorts stationed at Yatung and
Gyantse and to hand over to the Government of China at a
reasonable price their twelve rest houses in Tibet as well as
“the postal, telegraphic and public telephone services together
with their equipment operated by the Indian Government in
Tibet region of China™, This was further supplemented by the
trade Agreement of 14 October 1954 under which many other
matters concerning Sino-Indian border trade, commercial and
non-commercial payments, etc., were settled.% While pointing
out the weaknesses of the agreement, the PSP suggested that
the Indian Government ought to have pressed for a referen-
dum in Tibet before it acquiesced in the lot of the Tibetans.®
It viewed it as ‘‘the first step towards India’s surrender to
international communism™.%8 It pointed out that the agreement

62 1hid.

$3Acharya Kripalani's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 7(2), 30 Septem-
ber 1954, Col. 3835.

8Gee n. 61,

¢sMukut Behari Lal, n. 13, p. 17,

$8]bid.

§7Janata, 30 May 1954, p. 17.

*8Madhu Limaye, “India-China and Asia”, Janara, 11 July 1954 p. 9.
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showed “for the first time the possibility that a meeting
between the two Prime Ministers could be an advantage to
China”.e®

At the instance of the Tibetan revolt of March 1959, the
PSP condemned ruthless Chinese efforts to liguidate Tibet’s
distinctive personality and assured its profound sympathy with
the Tibetans. It demanded from the Government of India the
grant of asylum to the Dalai Lama and measures for securing
Tibet’s autonomy.? It observed 29 March 1959 throughout
the country as “Tibet Day” as a mark of solidarity with the
Tibetans, In a press statement N.G. Goray, the General
Secretary of the PSP, held it as ““a planned anmbilation of a
simple people and their personality” and compared it with the
Hungarian revolt of 1956.7* He questioned the propriety of
India’s role and urged his partymen throughont the country
to raise the voice of protest.? In his address of 29 March in
Bombay Asoka Mehta accused the Government for delay in
expressing its views in clear terms. He disputed the idea that
“Tibet was entirely a matter of internal affairs of China”.™
When Nebru, in his press statement, clarified the Government
stand on the question of giving asylum to the Dalaj Lama and
assured that it would accept hundred per cent responsibility
for his sccurity, the party appreciated the attitude.* The
National Executive of the party voiced “the right of self-
determination for the people of Tibet” and asserted that India
should not remain passive spectator to the efforts to reduce
Tibet, an ancient neighbour, into a colony.” The Tezpur
statement of the Dalai Lama also led the party to express its
concern over the well-being of the Tibetans. It believed that if
the Government of India failed to recognise the national

“Raja Hutheesingh, n. 30,
1 "'Editorial, *“Mad and the Dalai Lama”, Janara, 29 March 1959, pp.
WWenata, 29 March 1959, p. 3.
" bid,
:‘Janam, 5 April 1959, p. 8.
’:Jariara. 12 April 1959, p. 11; Janata, 24 May 1959, p. 11.
Co:mbatorc Resolution of the National Executive, June 1959, n. 14,
P. 42; New Delhi Resolution of the National Executive, Janata, 26 April
1939, pp, 3.5,
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character of the Tibetan revolt because of its friendly relations
with China, “it would not be only failing in its duty but also
appear to the imperial world as partisan”.” It urged “a firmer
attitude” towards China and called for exposing its imperia-
list, colonial policy in Tibet.?” It was unbappy with the
various ““vacillating”, “‘uncertain” and “‘confusing’ utterances
of the Indian Government concerning Tibet,?8

In October 1959, when Ireland and Malaya sponsored the
question of the violation of human rights in Tibet 1n the UN
General Assembly and the Indian delegate abstained, the PSP
strongly deplored the non-cooperation of the Indian delegation.
It maintained that the negative stand taken by the delegation
would run “counter to the policy adopted by the Government
of India on the issue of the violation of human rights in South
Africa and elsewhere™.” The party viewed the Indian stand on
the issue as a betrayal of the Tibetans.® Later, when, on 22
September 1960, a fresh resolution on the violation of human
rights in Tibet was introduced by Malaya and Thailand and
the Tibetan issue was included in the agenda of the General
Assembly, the party welcomed it and hoped that India would
support the resolution. It expected India to vote on the
resolution in a manner consistent with its stand against
colonialism.81 But as the Indian delegation abstained, it

denounced the Government and charged it for its indiffe-
rence,??

TSummary of J.B. Kripalani’s speech, Janata, 12 April 1959, pp. 3-4;
“Editorial”, Janata, 26 April 1959, p. 2.

T"H.V. Kamath's Gangtok Statement of 2 July 1959 and Nagpur
Statement of 2 August 1959, H.V. Kamath, Communist China Colonizes
Tibet, Invades India (Praja Socialist Party, New Delhi), pp. 35, 43.

78] B. Kripalani's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 34(2), 12 September
1959, Col. 8016; Lok Sabha Debates, 35(2), 25 November 1959, Cols.
1732-33.

7*Bombay Resolution of the National Executive, October 1959, n. 13,
p. 44.

%9Nath Pai's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 46(2), 30 August 1960,
Cols. 5958-59.

8t fanata, 6 November 1960, p. 3.

115 N, Dwivedy’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 47(2), 22 November
1960, Cols. 1647-48. '
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The PSP observed “Tibet Day” on 10 March 1963 to
commemorate the anniversary of the Tibetan revolt and urged
the Indian government to change its policy, recognise the Dalai
Lama as the real ruler of Tibet and support the Khampas in
their struggle against the communist rulers.®®  The Note of the
Indian Government of 1 October 1965 to Peking calling the
Chinese presence in Tibet an ‘““act of aggression” gave a new
hope to the party.® Itsaw in this its own impact on the
official policy and appreciated India’s sharp rejection of the
Chinese charges concerning the Tibetan refugees. While
discussing the Tibet issue in the Lok Sabha, Nath Pai declared
that, by “‘betraying Tibet”, the Government of India had not
only harmed Tibet but also put “India’s security in jeopardy".*®
He observed a change cven in Soviet Russia’s attitude towards
Outer Mangolia and Tibet and expected a similar change in
India’s stand.

Border Conflict

In 1958 the PSP found out that while the border violation
of India by China “began as far [back] as the Iatter half of
1950 when units of the Chinese forces entered the Ari area of
Tibet from Sikiang through Aksai plateau in Ladakh, its
planned incursion into Indian territory started with the cons-
truction of a highway of great military importance from Tibet
to Sikiang across the plateau™.® 1In 1954, the party had
pointed to the figuring of some of the border territories of
India in the new map of China.®? It had continued noting the
Chincse violations of the Indian territory in Baraboti in Uttar
Pradesh in 1954, of Nelang-Jadhange area in April 1956, of
Khurnak Fort in eastern Ladakh in October 1957 and
February 1958, of Damzan in September 1955, in Kanrik of
the Spiti area of Punjab in 1956 and 1957, of Walong in the

$enata, 17 March 1963, p. 15.

;‘Gopal Shastri, *New Hope for Tibet", Janota, 14 November 19685,
P

YLek Sabha Debates, 6(2), 14 July 1967, Cols. 11976-80.

#Mukut Behari Lat, n. 13, p. 19.

*YAcharyn Kripalani's Statement, Lok Sobka Debates, 5(2), 15 May
1954, Cols. 7548-4%.
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Lohit division of NEFA in September 1958 and of Lapthal
and Sangcha Malla on the border of Uttar Pradesh in October
1958.%8  Early in January 1959, H.V. Kamath, a member of
the National Executive of the PSP, made out that the area
occupied by the Chinese in Ladakh itself was actually about
11.000 square miles, and not 6,000 square miles as declared
officially by the Indian Government. He counsetled the Govern-
ment “to explore through a conference of Bandung nations
the possibilities of a concerted trade boycott of China in
Southeast Asian countries”.#® The PSP pointed to the fact
that in Ladakh, taking advantage of the inaccessible region,
the Chinese had constructed a highway from Gangtok to
Yarkand and had shced away hundreds of square miles of the
Indian territory and, in the NEFA area, had resorted to oéen
aggression.®®

The stand of the Government of India on the McMahon
Line as the international frontier between India and Tibet
caused the concern of the party. It expressed concern over its
White paper revealing that from 1954 China had been showing
“scant regard” for the McMahon Line.”* It underlined the
Chinese reply of January 1959 that “the border between India
and China had never been formally delimited and that the
McMahon Line had never been accepted by the Chinese
Government™.”® Tt upheld the official stand that these
boundaries had been defined by long usage, international
treaties and considerations of material alignment and the
McMahon Line had already been accepted by Chou En Lai in
1956 in course of his discussions with the Indian Prime
Minister.9® It held further that the boundaries now subsisting
between India and China followed the natural watershed line

t¢sMukut Behari Lal, n. 13, p. 19.

#9H.V. Kamath, “New Delthi under-rates Chinese Mepace®, Janata,
10 January 1959, p. 6.

38Delhi Resolutions of the National Executive, August 1959, Janata, 6
September 1959, pp. 1, 3-6; Acharya Kripalani’s Statement, Lok Sabka
Debates, 34(2), 12 September 1959, Col. 8013.

»uEdjtorial”’, Janata, 13 September 1959, p. 1.

91 bid,

93“Editorial”, Janata, 20 September 1959, p. 1.
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and there was no reason warranting any change.®™ At its Fifth
National Conference in 1959 the party asked the Government
to insist upon China’s “‘unequivocal acceptance of the Me-
Mahon Line and the traditional Himalayan frontiers” as “a
pre-requisite for any negotiation™.?s Welcoming the firm tone
of Nehru's letter to Chou En Lai, the PSP insisted that
“discussions concerning China’s recognition of traditional
frontiers should not be confined to minor rectification. 98

On the occasion of Chou En Lai's visit to India in April
1960 to discuss the border issues, the PSP along with other
opposition partics barring the communists, completely disso-
cinted themselves from the invitation extended to him. It
appealed to the people to keep away from the public reception
and directed its units to hold demonstrations and public
meetings on 17 April 1960, It demanded vacation of the
aggression in Ladakh and Longju and recognition of the
McMahon Line by China® Along with other opposition
parties excepting the communists, led by Acharya Kripalani it
stated in a letter to Nehru their stand on the proposed talks
between the two Prime  Ministers. It was hoped that there
would be “no dilution of the Indian Government's stand in
regard to our boundaries” and that nothing would be done
which might be construed as *‘a surrender of any part of Indian
territory®’.?8

Drawing the attention of the Lok Sabha to China’s new
Aksai Chin road in Ladakh, the party charged the Government
for showing no firmness on the issue.”® It urged such steps
s would enable the people of the affected areas to feel that
“they are the architeet of their destiny and equal partners in
the progress and prosperity of the nation™.’®® The unprovoked

Ibid,

S Report of the Fifth Notioral Confesence of the PSP, November 5.9,
1959, n. 15, p. 243.

" Jorara, 29 November 1959, p. 5.

¥ Jcrota, 21 March 1960, p. 12

%M Ps Caution on Froatier Discussion™, Jarata, 10 April 1960, p. 4.

SN, Duivedy's Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 43 (2), 29 April 1960,
Cols. 14784-5.

Mahubaneshwar Resolution of the National Executive, December 1950,
Jenato, § Janunty 1961, p. 7.
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and naked aggression of China in Longju and its continued
occupation over there led the party to remind the Government
that its urgent task lay not only in strengthening its defence
but also in “developing these regions and keeping the people
content and satisfied.””'®! The increasing activities of the
Chinese agents in Sikkim and Bhutan and the presence of well-
armed and equipped 50,000 Chinese troops all along the
Himalayan frontiers from Ladakh to NEFA led H.V. Kamath
to characterise the posture of the Government of India as
shameful and pathetic, that of ‘not yielding an inch but
peacefully surrendering thousands of square miles of its
territory to China”.®> In July 1962, Nath Pai, Mukut
Beharilal, Farid Ansari, all PSP M.P.’s urged in a letter to
Prime Minister Nebru to requisition an emergency session
of Parliament to discuss the dangerous and deteriorating
situation in Ladakh.!® On 13 August 1962, in a statement
in the Lok Sabha S.N. Dwivedy offered full cooperation of his
party to the Government and declared that “there cannot be
any talk, any negotiation, any discussion unles$ first the
Chinese withdraw from our territory”.’® In September, he
also urged the Union Government for adequate military pre-
parations to repel Chinese intrusions in NEFA.

China vis-a-vis Nepal

Ever since the 1950 Chinese military action in Tibet, the
PSP has been showing a deep concern over China vig-a-vis
Nepal. It questioned India’s policy of non-intervention, or
its indifference to, the events of Nepal and other Himalayan
regions, 2% In 1954, it raised alarm against the aggressive
design of China as appeared in Nepal’s territories being
shown Chinese in the new map of China.)®® In 1959. it

1 Janata, 12 March 1961, p. 8.

102Bhopal Press Conference Statement of H.V. Kamath, Janata 3
December 1961, pp. 9-10.

103 Janata, 29 July 1962, p. 2,

1081 ak Sabha Debates, 6 (2), 13 August 1962, Col. 1495,

12iDr, Lohia’s Note on A Himalayan Policy, Himalayan Policy for

India ,n. 99, pp. 3-6.
88 ok Sabha Debates, 5(2), 15 May 1954, Cols. 7548-49,
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expressed its concern over the insiduous Chinese propaganda
and a veiled campaign for the formation of a Himalayan
Federation consisting of Nepal and other Himalayan regions
under its suzerainty. The party viewed it as the most dangerous
sccret plan  against the sccurity and integrity of India.l%?
The mobilization of the Chinese troops, tanks and builldozers
on the borders of Nepal and other Himalayan states led the
PSP to point out that unawareness and inactivity of Govern.
ment towards the peoples of the regiou had made them doubt-
ful of India’s capacity to defend them against eventual Chinese
aggression.®® At the instance of the coacentration of the
Chinese troops on the other side of the frontiers of Nepal,
Bhutan and Sikkim, the PSP drew the attention of the Govern-
ment to the strategic importance of these territories and asked
it to be aware of its dutics and responsibilities. The alarm
raised by the PSP had a greatinfluence on the official stand,
for Nehru himself admitted 1n the Rajya Sabha India’s respon-
sibility with respect to the defence of Nepal, Sikkim and
Bhutan,2%

In 1960, the PSP fclt concerned over China's conclusion of
treaties with Nepal and Burma viewing them as a plan to
isolate lndia from its 1mmediate seighbours.t™® It also rased
alarm agains! the anti-India Chinese propaganda in Nepal. It
hoped that the Government of Nepal would not strengthen
the hands of its own and the Chinese communists poised on
the Nepal-Tibet frontier. It alerted the Government of Nepal
that if India would be one of the countries “‘to be liberated”,
Nepal too would be similarly honoured 1™ It urged the lndian

17 Mukut Bzhari Lal, 0. 13, p. 35; H.V. Kamath, “"Chinese Plot to set
up Himalayan Federation™, Janara, §5 August 1959, pp. 9-10.

et 1 v, Kamath, *Nebru may leave Nation in Lurch", Janata, 27
September 1959, p. 3; Acbarya Knpalan)’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates,
3%2} 25 November 1959, Col. 1738,

MONehru's Rajya Sabba Speech of 8 Docember 1959, Jawahaclal
Wehry, India’s Foreign Policy (Sclecied Speeches, September 1946-April
1961, Delhi, 1961), p. 375.

13 N, Dwivedy's Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 47(2), 22 November
1960, Cols, 1638-39,

IH.V, Kamath's press statement, Jaraza, 12 February 1961, p. 4.
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Government to make efforts against China’s plans, It pointed
out that as an independeat country between India and China,
Nepal was poised in critical circumstances. Viewing India’s
policy towards Nepal as supine, the party feared the possi-
bility of Nepal gradually gravitating towards China. The
building of the Lhasa-Kathmandu highway and the presence
of the Chinese technicians and personnel in Nepal further led
the PSP to raise alarm against the “sinister ends”.2*2 It would
have liked the Government to strengthen its defence links
with Nepal. It condemned the attitude of “‘touch-me-notism”
towards Nepal and some other Southeast Asian countries. It
pointed out that “this policy had led to the weakening of the
bonds of friendship to the extent that in Nepal, for instance,
the Chinese presence is much stronger than the Jndian”.118
The PSP held that India’s negligence was mainly responsible
for China’s exploitation of Nepal through the construction of
roads and bridges. Keeping in view  the Chinese penetration
in Nepal, it wanted a constructive Indian policy towards that
country. It demanded alertness against the operation of the
Chinese agents inside Nepal and urged efforts for the protec-
tion of democracy in that country against the potential

Chinese threats.

The Chinese Aggression

Following the massive Chinese attack the PSP leaders met
Prime Minister Nehru on 21 October 1962 for a joint apprai-
sal of the latest developments in Ladakh and NEFA, and
assured him of their “whole-hearted cooperation in the task of
psychologically and physically preparing the people for resis-
tance to Chinese aggression”.24 They wanted the task to be
pursued with “firmness of will and singleness of purpose”.
Asoka Mehta declared : “We must sink our differences and
make a common cause with the Government in fighting the
Chinese menace”.13% The PSP blamed the Government for the

1rl V. Kamath’s press statement, Janara, 3 December 1961, pp, 9-10.

1%General Secretary’s Report of New Delhi National Executive,
August 1967, Janata, 10 September 1967, p. 3.

MKV, Kamath's press statement, Janata, 28 October 1962, p. 2.

8 )anata, 28 October 1962, p. 3.
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foss of national frontiers and pointed out that the reverses had
resulted from the lack of preparations and failure of foresight
on its part. It declared that the aggression “so brutally real,
must and will be repulsed...There can be no compromise or
temporising in recovering every inch of our territory in Ladakh
as well as in NEFA".2® [t opposed the proposal for negotia-
tion on the basis of the withdrawal of the Chinese forces to
the position occupied by them before 8 September 1962 and
demanded severance of diplomatic relations with Chinall?
While assuring warm sympathy and whole-hearted support to
the Government, H.V. Kamath, deputy leader of the PSP in
the Lok Sobha, stated : “The Himalayas are not todaya
physical barrier...They are ideological frontiers between
democracy and communism...And this communist conspiracy,
the international communist conspiracy, must be scotched on
the heights, not at the foothills of the Himalayas".11® The
PSP stood for “‘speedy, consolidated action™ and opposed
“inept vacillation and inept theorisings™ about the Chinese
attack.}?® It endorsed the Prime Minister’s resolution on the
proclamation of emergency.

With regard to the unilateral ceasefire by China and its so-
called peace proposals, at a public mecting in Bombay on 22
November, Asoka Mehta, the PSP Chairman, wanted the pro-
posals to be viewed with decpest disbelief, as “not just tricky
but fraudulent”.2® S.N. Dwivedy requested the Govern-
ment to reject the Chinese proposals and stick to the “policy
of non-alignment”,*** The PSP supported seeking assistance

from all friendly countries.

Colombo Proposals

The PSP outrightly rejected the Colombo proposals. On 23
Januvary 1963, speaking in the Lok Sabha, S.N. Dwivedy

Deihl Resolutions of the National Executive, November 1962,
Janata, 11 November 1962, pp. 7-8.

U,

\stok Ssbha Debates, 9(3), 9 November 1962, Cols. 350.9,

Y“Hem Barua's Statemeat, Lok Sabka Debates, 9(3), 10 November
1962, Col. 727.

Y28 1anata, 2 Dacember 1962, p. 15,

1M Lek Sabha Debates, 16-11 (3), 10 December 1962, Col, 5134.
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declared :

I feel the Colombo proposals were dangerous in their impli-
cations and disastrous in their consequences for this country;
politically and militarily they were advantageous and favour-
able to our enemy...failed to realise the basic issue bet-
ween India and China. It is war. It is not border con-
flict”,12#

While rejecting the Prime Minister’s resolution calling for the
acceptance of the Colombo proposals in the Lok Sabha, Nath
Pai held the Colombo proposals as ‘‘Peking proposals” which,
instead of taking the direct route from Peking to New Delhi,
chose to take circuitous route of Cambodia, Rangoon and
New Delhi.’** The party also refused to accept them on the
ground that it “sought to equate the aggressor with the victim
of aggression” and permitted him to enjoy the fruits of aggres-
sion”** It observed “Anti-compromise day” on 1 February
1963 and opposed what it viewed as a peaceful surrender of
the Indian territory in the name of peaceful negotiations, It
held that the acceptance of the proposals made “a de facto
cease-fire line into a dejure one’™ and, as such, betrayed “a psy-
chology of defeat and loss of nerves”. 1°® It pointed out that
“out of six neutral nations that assembled at Colombo, the
sympathies of four lay on the other side”, for the UAR was
virtually “isolated”, Prince Sihanouk of Cambodia was already
committed to Peking and Ghana, too, offered full support to
China.*® The PSP charged the Government for reinducting
“yagueness” in India’s China policy!*” and asked the

127 ok Sabha Debates, 12(3), 23 January 1963, Col. 6046.

123/ ok Sabha Debates, 12(3), 24 January 1963, Col. 6236.

1t4New Delhi Resolutions of the National Executive, January 1963,
Junata, 10 February 1963, p. 11.

125Hem Barua's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 13(2), 21 February
1963, Cols. 745-48.
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1215 N, Dwivedy's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 13(2), 21 February
1963, Col, 555.
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Government to resign.1?

China vis-z-vis Pakistan

The PSP also felt concerned over the growing collusion bet-
-ween China and Pakistan. As carly as in 1961, it warned the
Government against the probability of the formation of a Sino-
Pak axis.?*® In 1963, the Pindi-Peking accord was viewed by
the PSP as “a marriage of convenience”, ‘“a piece of sheer
chauvinistic opportunism’ and ‘‘an unholy alliance” solemnised
on the altar of hostility to India.}® In course of his thirty-
five minutes® talk with Prime Minister Nehru on 27 May 1963°
H.V. Kamath tried to alarm the Government against the pro-
bable military danger from China and Pakistan and emphasised
that it would be wrong to think that Pakistan, because of its
close attachment with the West, could not go very far.'® The
party belicved that these two countries had over-ruled the ideo-
logical considerations and had been suffering from “revolu-
tionary chauvinism” and “importent anger™.13 The urgency of
the situation arising out of the concentration of Chinese troops
on the northern borders and the Pakistap-China collusion
to browbeat India led the party to urge “a firming of will and
rededication to the cause of defending the country's free-
dom” 3%

Early in 1965, the PSP alarmed the Government against
the eventuality of a Sino-Pak adventurist plot in Kashmir.?*
In August 1965, it saw in Pakistan’s raids in Kashmir a Sino-
Pakistan design, planned in such a8 manner that before the

13 Report of the Sixth National Conference of the PSP, Bhopal, June
8-10, 1963, p. 93.

1Asoka Mehta's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 50(2), 20 February
1961, Cols., 918-20 ; Janarq, 23 July 1961, p. 3.

™ Nnth Par's Stntement, Lok Sabha Debates, §4(2), 18 March 1963,
Col. 4500,

M Jonata, 2 June 1963, p. 11,

1Hem Barua's Statement, Lok Sabha Debotes, 21(2), 16 September
1963, Col, 6350.

WiNew Delhi Resolutions of the National Executive, August 1963,
Janata, 1 September 1963, pp. 5-6; “General Secretary Report”™, Jorata,
17 May 1964, p. 1.

™ifem Barua's Statement Lok Sabha Debares, 40(2), 1 April 1965,
Col, 7221
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end of December, or even in October, India’s frontiers might
be raided by both Pakistan and China.l® Later, China’s
ultimatum to India led the PSP to point out that ‘‘so long as
Pakistan’s collusion with China continues...the compulsion to
launch an offensive against India would persist”.!* It, as such,
wanted adequate preparations against the challenge of the two
dictators, “whenever and from whichever quarter it might
come”.1%7

The party held that the Peking-Pindi axis had “‘a sinister
significance” for India in view of China’s fast development of
nuclear armoury and its continuing build-up in Tibet.!*® The
big display of tanks and jet fighters acquired by Pakistan from
China and the replenishment by her of her arms also caused
concern to the PSP1® It would like the attention of the
Western powers being drawn to the danger of Sino-Pakistan
conspiracy threatening the whole of Southeast Asia. It
regretted that the Government of India had taken no purpose-
ful steps against the fraudulent collusion.4® It asked the
Government to face the realities of the situation and mobilise
itself.

Threat to Bhutan

In October 1966, the PSP felt seriously concerned with
the Chinese threat to Bhutan. It viewed China’s design against
Bhutan ‘‘as a part of its imperialist, expansionist plan for
establishing its hegemony over Asia’.1il It wanted India to
respond promptly to Bhutan’s call with all necessary steps.

135 N, Dwivedy’s Statement, Lok Subha Debates, 44(3), 22 August
1965, Col. 1543.

18New Delhi Resolutions of the National Executive, November 1965,
Janata, 21 November 1965, p. 3.

1§ N. Dwivedy, “Sino-Pak Conspiracy Against India—An Analysis”,
Janata, 27 March 1966, p. 1.

1 Editorial, “The Peking-Pindi Axis”, Janata, 27 March 1966, p. 1.

PSP Ninth National Conference, December 30-31, 1967-January 1968,
Kanpur, General Secretary’s Report, p. 36.

MoNationa! Executive Resolutions, Janata, 7 July 1968, pp. 9-10.

M uycknow Resolutions of the National Executive, October 1966,
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Recalling Nehru's declaration of 1959 that aggression against
Bhutan would be regarded as aggression against India, it told
the Government that time had come to demonstrate that India
really meant it. It warned : “The time is now, delay is
dangerous” .24

The Chinese Treatment of India’s Diplomats

The Chinese treatment of the Indian EBmbassy staff in
Pcking in June 1967 caused concern to the PSP, It pointed
out that the arrest of the two Indian diplomats for taking
photographs of an ancient Chinese architecture was apainst
the prevailing rules of civilized nations. The trial of one of
them in absentia, the declaration of another as persona non
grata, the order against them to leave the country and the
treatment meted out to them by the Chinese Red guards on
their way back were the point of bchaviour which the party
viewed as “inhuman and brutal”. ¥ It approved India’s
retaliatory measures of stripping a Chinese diplomat of his
diplomatic status and declaring another official in the embassy
as persona non grafa as “‘justifiable”. It supported the Indian
Government further over curbing the movements of the
Chinese diplomats. It wanted the Government to be stiffer by
severing diplomatic relations with China for the sake of
India’s “self-respect and honour® 246

Attack on Nathu La (Sikkim)

In September 1967, the PSP raised alarm against the
Chinese attack on the Indian position at Nathu La (Sikkim).
The party viewed it as another instalment of *Chinese
cxpansionism™. Prem Bhasin, General Secretary of the PSP,
and S.N. Dwivedy, party leader in the Lok Sabha, congratu-
lated Indian troops on having successfully repelled the Chinese
onslaught, but “cautioned the Government against com-

Yrbhid. s PSP Nirth Natloral Conferernce, December 30-31, 1967-
January 1, 1968, Karpur, General Secretary’s Report, 1. 139, p. 37.

MIRditorial, A Challenge”, Jonata, 18 June 1967, p. 1.

U P3P in Parlisment™, Janata, 25 June 1967, p. 13; Hem Barua's
Statemnent, PSP in Parlioment (Praja Socialist Party, {967), p. 15.
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placency in the matter”. Recalling that similar incidents in
the crucial September days of 1962 had climaxed in a full
scale attack on Ladakh and NEFA, the Praja Socialists
pointed out that “the situation called for no lowering of the
guard, and for a state of utmost preparedness”.X® Dwivedy
expressed surprise over the callousness of the Government
which had decided to send its Defence Minister abroad for he
feared that the Chinese action in Nathu Lal might be “a
preclude to major action” with a conjoint, eventual invasion
from Pakistan also.}48 N.G. Goray shared his concern.¥? He
held that any dialogue with China appeared “impossible” and
characterized it as “a measure of complacency and pain that
our Army Chief was touring abroad at this critical hour”.1¢8

GLOBAL ISSUES

Major issues of global significance, prominently figuring
in the Sino-Indian relations, have been the problems of
disarmament, anti-colonialism and anti-racialism.

In 1963, it took a serious view of China’s refusal to accept
the test ban treaty and raised alarm against the eventuality of
China’s nuclear adventure.*® The Chinese explosion of atom
bomb in October 1964 added urgency to the issue of disarma-
ment and caused additional anxiety and burdens for India
leaving it askance whether it should become a nuclear power
or seek nuclear support from the two super powers.3% Speaking
in the Lok Sabha, Nath Pai declared :

“The explosion by China in defiance of the treaty at
Moscow, in defiance of world opinion, was not a freak,

8 Janata, 17 September 1967, p. 11.

M p1d., p. 15.

W1The Searchlight (Patna), 19 September 1967,

18 PSP Ninth National Conference, December 30-31, 1967-January [,
1968, Kanpur, General Secretary’s Report, n. 139, p. 40.

1New Delhi Resolution of the National Executive, August 1963,
Janata,; 1 September 1963, pp. 5-6.

15%Pradip Bose, “China’s Bomb and India’s Choice”, Janata, 18
October 1964, p. 13; Editorial, *This Changing World”, Janara, 25
October 1964, p. 1.
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nor just the blowing of a cracker by an erratic child, it
was the culmination of a certain process which she has laid
down for herself. We have to think of, judge and cvaluate
it against the background of the Chinese overall strategy,
Jong-term policy, long-range objective in the whole of Asia
and the world” 151

.

The primary objective of producing nuclear weapons, the
PSP held, had been the fulfilling of the long-term Chinese
goals of nationalism, chauvinism and expansionism. It wanted
the Government of India to cxert itself utmost to create a
climate of opinion where serious discussions on disarmament
be resumed and efforts be made to bring China within UN.»**
Early in 1965, it apprehended a fresh Chinese nuclear explo-
sion in the near future and held that it added *‘a sinister
dimension to the political situation in Afro-Asia, particularly
in {the] South-East Asia®.2** It would like the Government
not to give priority to its ideal of Ahimsa and to the terms of
the Moscow Treaty as higher and nobler than that of
preserving the sovereignty and independence of the country.
At the same time, it rejected the possibility as well as
desirability of a nuclear umbrella to be provided jointly by the
USA, the UK and wished that “early steps should be taken to
accelerate this development to a level in a shortest possible
time so that all the weapons of defence including nuclear ones
could be produced by ourseives”.15t As such, it would have
liked the Government to reorient its nuclear policy and
manufacture atom bombs as a deferrent against the eventuality
of the Chinese onslaught on Indian freedom.® It resented
the proliferation and cscalation of nuclear weapons
as opposed to the conventional ones and advocated the
alternative to have a firm assurance of “nuclear retaliation”

Lok Sabhka Debates, 35(2), 23 November 1964, Col. 1296,

tpradip Bose, “India, China and the World, Janata, 6 December
1964, . 3,
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or “a nuclear shield” from any one of the major powers in the
event of war with Chinal5® Keeping in view China’s fast
developing nuclear armoury, it urged the Government to
develop nuclear weapons at all costs.’™

The explosion of the hydrogen bomb by China in 1967 led
the PSP further to raise alarm. In a press statement N.G.
Coray warned the Government that “with every explosion the
distance between China and India is widening and the political
balance in Asia is getting violently disturbed”.258 The PSP
would like India either to develop India’s own nuclear arma-
ment or to enter into a pact with any nuclear nation which it
would consider reliable. It found little relevance in the present
nuclear policy of the Indian Government and called for a total
revision of the same.

In regard to anti-colonialism and anti-racialism, the PSP
had been urging the Government to seek cooperation and
support of the PRC. It would like India to have the good
will of the PRC in the elimination of foreign domination
from Asia®® In 1954, Madhu Limaye stated : “The Western
dominance in Asia will not end finally unless China, Japan
and India pull together”.1%®® The PSP hailed the Sino-Indian
cooperation with regard to the Geneva Agreement on Indo-
China and saw in it “a great blow to Western Colonialism”.18!
It believed that the Sino-Indian collaboration had proved
fruitful also in respect of the liberation of Asian countries. It
was of the opinion that the agreement on Vietnam, the
liberation of Laos and Cambodia and China’s direct conversa-
tion with West European countries were mainly the result of

18Peter Alvares, “Chinese Blast and India’s Defence Problem®,
Janata, 29 January 1965, pp, 15-17; Subhas P. Padhya, ‘“Borderand the
Bomb", Janata, 18 August 1965, pp. 22-23.

Lok Sabha Debates, 47(2), 15 November 1965, Cols. 1979-80;
“Editorial’, Jarara, 15 May 1966, p.1; N.G. Goray's Statement, Zhe
Times of Indfa (Dethi), 27 May 1966.
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1MRammanohar Lohia, “Concerning Our Attitude Towards Red
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161 1bid,



Relations with China 161

India's efforts to bring China to peace area.l®* It further
noted with satisfaction Sino-Indian cooperation at the Bandung
Conference (1955).

On the vital question of racial discrimination, the PSP
was not satisfied with the more academic Sino-Indian
discussions at the Conference table. It welcomed a unity of
outlook between the two countries over the issue and believed
that together they were successful to a great extent in sceking
the cooperation of other Asian and African nations.}* The
Second Asian socialist conference also urged for liberation of”
the subjected people of Macao.!® The Praja Socialists wanted
from the two Governments positive steps for stopping human
exploitation and racial discrimination in the African
countries.

Later on, as the gulf between India and China widened
owing to the Tibetan issue and the other border conflicts as
discussed carlier, the PSP was one with the Government of
India in accusing China of having nco-colonial and im-
perialistic ambitions in Asia and Africa and elsewhere in the
world. Its resolutions warned the Government against the
Chinese colonial design and urged for an anti-China front with
the United States and the USSR.165

Astan Issucs

Major Asian issucs bearing on Sino-Indian relations have
been the Korean War, the Japanese peace treaty, the for-
mation of SEATO, the Bandung Conference and the Vietnam
War.

In the context of the Korcan War at its commencement,
the PSP understood that China did not trust India’s neu-
trality. It appeared to the party that India bad annoyed China
and had given an impression that it was taking the Anglo-
American side as against Russin and China. When India

2\ fadhav Golhale, “*An Asian Polizy™, Joraetz, 19 Decamber 1954,
e 3-8,

Wilansea, 1 Mav 1955, pp. 1, H-12,
Y tarara, 18 November 1956, . 11,

_ LY, Ramath's Statement at the Fiphth National Conference of the
PSP, Hinfestan Times (New Delkin, 28 December 1965,
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tabled its peace resolution at the close of 1952 and China
accused India of “hostile actions of having entered the Anglo-
American camp’,108 the PSP saw in it the confirmation of its
impression. It believed that China’s haughtiness and arrogance
was the result of the impression that India was acting as “an
agent of Anglo-American camp”.2%7? Later, when India
accepted the Chairmanship of Neutral Nations Repatriation
Commission in Korea, it came with facts and figures to prove
that the Chinese and the North Koreans, inspired by Russia,
had not been cooperating with India in its task.}6® It would
like the Government to ask China not to block Korean unity
and sovereignty emerging through free elections under inter-
national supervision.16°

With regard to the Japanese Peace Treaty, the PSP had
been suggesting that India and China should make combined
efforts for Japan’s guaranteed neutrality, the USA having to
withdraw its forces.!™® It believed that by agreeing to the
American tutelege Japan had ex-communicated itself from the
Asian community and could stage a comeback only if it would
abrogate the security treaty with the United States and would
achieve a peaceful settlement with Chinal™ It urged the
Government of India to offer its good offices for this purpose
and seek cooperation from the PRC.

The formation of SEATO, the PSP noted, was denounced
equally by the Governments of India and China. It held that
SEATO had perpetuated the intrusions of the West in Asia
and had created artificial Asian divisions into communist and
anti-communist nations. It would like India and other nations
to try removing “weaknesses and fear”. The policy which
sought to range Japan and China or South Asia on opposite

1*Madhu Limaye, *“India’s Mediation in Korea”, Janata, 14
December 1952, pp. 1-2.

18 Ipid.

18 Acharya Kripalani’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 23 December
1953, Cols, 3019-20,

18°Madhav Gokhale, n. 162.

1" Rammanohar Lohia, “A Five Point Foreign Policy for India’’, 23
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11Madhu Limaye’s Statement, Janara, 8 August 1954, p. 15.
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-sides permanently must, in the opinion of the PSP, be deemed
to be inimical to the long term interest of Asia™.}?? It urged
-efforts for the building of an Asian Community and India’s
better understanding and cooperation with Peking on the
issue.2?® It held that Sino-Indian record on Panchshila in 1954
had given admission to China into the ‘Peace area’ in Asia
and cxpected that through their joint efforts other free
Southeast Asian countrics could be kept away from “SEATO
deliberations” 1" It would not like the Government of India
40 depend upon the sweet words of China, but to have
China’s active cooperation in the matter,

The Bandung Conference was another important Asian
jssue bringing India and China together. The PSP noted that
it was the fiest Asian-African Conference which brought as
many as twenty-nine nations on a common platform. Of
particular significance to it were the cooperation between India
and China on many issues of international importance and
their combined cfiorts to save the conference from a total
wreck. It appreciated China's role in  promoting the solidarity
among the countries of Asia and Africa.l? QOn the whole, for
the Praja Socialists, the Bandung Conference had sown the
sced of greater cooperation between India, China and other
Asian and African nations.

Keeping in view China’s subsequent expansionist policy in
Asia and its strained relations with India, the PSP questioned
the attitude of the Government of India towards the Vietnam
War. It urged the Government to take a pre-eminent part in
‘the protection of democracy in Vietnam.!''® The party held
that if North Vietnam, supported by communist China, would
take over South Vietnam, it would create a serious threat to
India and other Southeast Asian countrics. It, as such, wanted
India to be cautious in its support to Hanoi against the United

iMadha Limaye, "SEATO—An Asian View', Jdrata, 24 October
1934, po. 3.5,

“hid; Asoka Mehta's Statement, Lok Schha Debstes, 7(2), 2
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States and in its appeal to the United States to prevent an
escalation of the conflict.V?? It believed that India had no
alternative than to accept the fact that only the United States
could “contain” communist China’s military expansionism.?’8
Though the PSP approved India’s efforts for peace in Vietnam
it emphasised that by containing China in Vietnam the United
States was ensuring India’s own defence against China’s expan-
sionist policy.}”® As such, the Praja Socialists held that India's
support to communist China and North Vietnam would be a
policy against those who offered a better alternative than
communism to the Vietnamese people.

SUMMING UP THE ATTITUDE

The attitude of the PSP towards India’s relations with the
PRC appears to have been that of raising alarm at every
critical stage. Fundamentally, the party disagreed with the
China policy of the Indian Government which it found weak-
kneed and most often wanting. It has viewed the Indian re-
fusal of cooperation to various efforts at international levels
against the wrongs done by China as esseatially inconsistent
with the basic principles of India’s foreign policy.

The PSP continued to have premonitions about China and
from a very early stage it had been visualising bitterness in
Sino-Indian relations and alerting the Government against the
expansionist designs of communist China. It has been vigorous
and, at the same time, reasonable and constructive in its pro-
test against what it has viewed as thz weak and vacillating
policies of the Goveranment towards China. It had begun
alarming the nation and showing its posture of determined
resistance to communist China much ahead of the actual
occurrence of the Chinese aggression, maybe, especially
because of its ideological antagonism to communism.

The attitude of the PSP towards India’s relations with
China appears to have had often influenced the official Indian
policy. Particularly in relation to Tibet the alarm raised by the

177 Janata, 14 February 1965, p. 2.
17spradip Bose, ‘‘India and the Vietnam Crisis”, Janata, 14 May
1965, op. 5-9.
N Yedater Alva-es, “3Iscilation Renders Peace in Vietnam Urgent”,
Janata, 16 July 1957, pp . 5-6 ; Natioaal Exscutive Resolutions, Janara, 17
November 1968, p. 5.
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PSP was effective. As has been scen earlier, the party had a
considerable influence on the official policy about the steps to
uphold the territorial integrity of the country and to defend
Sikkim, Bhutan and Nepal.



9
Relations with Pakistan

The PSP has been keenly concerned over India’s relations.
with Pakistan. Agreeing widely with the basic policies of”
the Government, it has continued to suggest changes.

PHASES

Partifion onwards

To start with, the PSP broadly supported the Pakistan:
policy of the Government. It advocated close friendly rela-
tions with Pakistan and wished that there should be no
hostility between the two countries. At Nasik, in March
1948, Purshottam Trikamdas, the chairman at the Sixth Annual
Conference of the Socialist Party, declared, “There is no-
reason why even after partition India and Pakistan should not
live in peace”? Keeping in view the dispute over Kashmir
the party fully supported India’s intervention and warmly
welcomed the accession of Kashmir to India. It expected
that the Government of India would “spare no effort to
strengthen their [Kashmiris] hands in their fight against
communalism and two-nation theory of Pakistan™?® It was
not ready to accept the partition of Kashmir. It wanted the
Government to make efforts for a kind of ‘federative or
confederative solution”, or “a foreign policy union”, or “a
no war pact” between the two countries to seitle their
problems.®

1Report of the Sixth Annnal Conference of the Sociaiist Party, Nasik,
March 1948, p. 69.

2Lucknow Resolution of the National Executive, 28- 29 December 1948
(Socialist Party, Bombay, 1949), p. 2.

3Rammanohar Lohia, *Struggle against Communalism within and
across the Border™, India and Pakistan (Socialist Party, 1950), p. 2. ~
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Pointing out the incidents in East Pakistan involving the
minorities, the party asked the Indian Government to guarantee
jointly with Pakistan in words and in deeds the fullest protec-
tion of all minorities in both the countriesd Clarifying the
stand of the party on minorities in Pakistan, Jaya Prakash
Naravan asked for every measure, including the sending of
forcas to East Pakistan, to protect the minorities there. He
rejected the idea of the exchange of populations between the
two countries.® The party pledged support to the spirit of
reconciliation engendered by the Nehru-Liaquat pact. The
agreement, in its opinion, would “either be the turning point
in India-Pakistan relationship or the prelude to an inescapable
conflict".8

Nebrp-Liagoat Pact onwards

In the second phase, from April 1950 to September 1938,
the PSP viewed India’s Pakistan policy full of weaknesses and
advocated firmness. Keeping in view the Liaquat-Nehro
Agresment, the party stood for India-Pakistan amity’ and
urged the Government to adopt “‘a realistic policy towards
Pakistan which would fuily guarantee the frontiers of Pakistan
and would in turn compel Pakistan to enter into a bilateral
guarantee of common policy on minorities, trade and foreign
affairs.® Asking for a clearly defined policy, it pointed out that,
even on the issue of Kashmir, lack of theoretical insight of
international Jaw would involve wider complexity and would
present problems of foreign policy between the two countries ¢
It held that weaknesses of India’s foreign policy had led Pakis-
tan to bzcome g seat of the economic and political influences

‘Rewa Resolution of the National Execative, March 1950, n. 3, p. 21.

SJaya Prakash Nacravam, *‘Before Delhi Agreement aod after”, n. 3,
Pp. 10:11; The Hitavada (Nagpur), 8 March 1950,

¢Ascka Mehta, **“Nehru-Liaguat Pact™, Janata, 16 April 1950, p. 5.

YJaya Prakash Narayan, “Why Socialist Party Supports the Delhi
Pact™, Jorzra, 14 May 1950, pp. 5-6.

‘Rammasohar Lotua, *India and Pakistan : The Suprems Weapon™,
Jararz, 12 November 1950, pp. 5-6.

'Rammanohar Lohia, “India and Pakistan: The Kashmir Tapgle™,
Jaratz, § Novembsar 1950, p. .



168 India’s Foreign Policy : PSP

of the Atlantic bloc® Keeping in view such complications, it
«demanded an early solution of the outstanding problems
between India and Pakistan. With regard to the treatment of
the minority community in East Pakistan, it asked the Govern-
ment to take all possible effective steps, not merely by sentiment
but by action, like putting pressure on Pakistan including the
imposition of economic sanctions and cutting off all trade
relations.11 1t held that the failure to solve the Kashmir issue
had brought about US-Pakistan military agreement in 1953
and had presented a threat to the whole of Asia.2® It, as such,
felt that it would be very much worthwhile for both the
Governments “‘to sit together determined to find a satisfactory
solution.”® It warned the Government of India againsta
weak and vacillating policy over the issue of Kashmir in UN.#
It stood for a clear declaration that plebiscite would not be
considered as a means for solving the dispute.1®

Keeping in view the tensions being built up by Pakistan
against India, the incessant firing in Assam borders and the
steady squeezing out of the minority people from East Pakis-
tan, the PSP urged the Government to uphold India’s position
firmly on these and otherissues aand avoid “miscalculations in
all quarters™.’® It demanded from the Government an early
solution of the canal water dispute through the arbitration of
the World Bank and an immediate repulsion of border raids.
‘What it wanted was a policy of “firmness with friendliness”

1sMadhu Limaye, ‘Foreign Policy : Some Points for Discussion”,
Special Convention of the Socialist Party, Pachmarhi, May 1732, pp. 1-4.

tAsoka Mehta, “Refugee Problem in Bengal is All-India’s Responsi-
bility”, Janata, 2 November 1952, p. 12; Acharya Kripalani, *The Healing
Tough"’, Janata, 9 November 1952, p. 1,

12Acharya Kripalani’s Statement, Parliamentary Debates, 10(2), 23
December 1953, Col. 3021; Two Years of the Praja Socialist Party (Praja
Socialist Publication, Bombay, 1954), p. 31.

1tpatna Resolution of the National Executive, January 1954, Two
Years of the PSP, n, 12, p. 33.

WeEditorial”, Janata, 17 February 1957, pp. 1-2.

18Acharya Kripalani's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 1(2), 25 March
1957, Col. 730.

16Bombay Resolution of the National Exccutive, May 1958, Janata,
26 May 1958, pp. 11-12; Report of the Fourth National Conference of the
PSP, Poona, 1958, p. 133.
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-towards Pakistan®™ Its persuasions may be viewed to have
borne on the signing of the Nehru-Noon Agreement in
“September 1958,

"Nehru-Noon Agreement onwards

In the third phase, after the Nehru-Noon pact was signed
and a military regime came up subsequently in Pakistan in
-October 1958, the PSP appreciated the attitude of compromise
being pursued by the Government of India and expected better
economic and cultural contacts between the two countries and
an amicable settlement of their outstanding dispute. General
.Ayub Khan made a statement on his take-over that he wanted
-friendly relations with India. The PSP urged the Government
1o respond to Pakistan’s appeal and help in removing mutual
-suspicions and hostility and create such conditions in which
even the difficult problems between them might be satisfactorily
solved.2® At the same time, it raised alarm against the potential
-danger of the risc of military dictatorships in neighbouring
-countries and called for a change in India’s basic attitude
towards Pakistan.l® It would not like border incidents to be
“viewed as “insignificant” and would like the Government to
have “stringent measures” for the protection of the peoplein
border areas.®® The gestures of Pakistan’s new regime like its
-constant forays against India’s borders, forcible occupation of
Indian villages and shooting down of Indian Air Force planes
led the party to urge the Government of India to request the
United States to discoatinue its military aid to Pakistan.*
Subsequently, in 1960, Pakistan's desire for a closer relation
between the two countries and amicable settlement of boun-
-dary disputes and other financial issues was welcomed by the
PSP.* It regretted that, because of the attitude of the Govern-
ment of India, financial agreement could not be signed between

Ibid,
1 Janata, 9 November 1958, p. 2.

YHem Barua’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 23(2), 8 December
1958, Cols. 3827-28.

) "Acharya Kripalani's Statement, Lok Sobha Debates, 23(2), 8
December 1938, Col. 3717,

BNew Dethi Resolution of the National Exccutive, April 1959,
~Jarata, 26 Aptil 1959, p. S.

1eEditorial™, Janara, 17 February 1960, p. 2.
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the two countries at Peshawar., It, however, appreciated:
Morarji Desai’s statement concerning the India-Pakistan

friendship and the solution of all outstanding disputes between.
the two countries.>® On the occasion of the Indian Prime

Minister’s visit to Pakistan for the settlement of the canal

water dispute, the PSP urged him to persuade Pakistan for a.
“no war pact”.?* The party hailed the joint communigue issued

simultaneously in India and Pakistan at the end of the visit. It

welcomed the provisions in the communique regarding the

settlement of the Indus water question and the elimination of
border disputes. The proposals for a meeting between the

Finance Ministers of the two countries to resolve the difference-
on financial matters and for a ministerial level conference for-
implementing the border agreement and resolving outstanding
differences for the promotion of cooperation between the two-
countries on scientific and technical matters were also welcomed:
by it.?8 But some of the Praja Socialists questioned the Govern-

ment and held the canal water treaty as ‘‘one-sided”.*® The-
party regretted the decision concerning the transfer of Berubari.
to Pakistan and held that the Government “has no authority
whatever to liquidate the very citizenship of any Indian.
national”.’

By the middle of 1961, the PSP showed concern with the-
deterioration in India-Pakistan relations. Despite India’s
generous efforts for reasonable agreements, President Ayub-
Khan had steppad up his tirade and had created an impression
in the United States that its security had a danger from India
in the absence of adequate US military aid. In view of Presi-
dent Ayub’s visit to the United States and the mention in the
joint communique on his talks with President Kennedy
regarding the use of US arms by Pakistan, the PSP raised an,

Janata, 3 April 1960, p. 2.

¥ Nath Pai’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 46(2), 31 August 1960,
Cols. 5956-57.

ss¢Editorial”, Janata, 2 October 1960, p. 1.

25Asoka Mehta's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 48(2), 30 November-
1960, Col. 3189. .

27Bhubaneshwar Resolution »f the National Executive, Janata, 8.
January 1961, p. 7.
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alarm against the eventuality of US missiles being supplied to-
Pakistan.®® It regretted the “hate India™ attitude being

developed in Pakistan and appreciated the Indian stand over
Kashmir.®® It further alerted the Government agaiast the anti-
India attitude of Pakistan's press and pecople over the issues

of Goa and Ladakh3® When, in 1962, the Kashmir issue was

going to be debated in the Security Council and India’s

representative in UN refused to negotiate the issue on the
basis of a cease-fice line, it wanted direct negotiations with

Pakistan.’! It urged adequate efforts for the settlement of other
problems as had been made in the case of canal water disputes
and deprecated “mutual recriminations™.3* It endorsed Nehru’s
statement that no settlement, provisional or otherwise, between
China and Pakistan regarding the territory of ths part of
Kashmir illegally held in possession by Pakistan would be
acceptable to India.® It underlined the need for strengthening
India’s defence potentialities to meet aggression from Pakistan®*
which might ensue after Pakistan failed in the Security
Council to secure India’sagreement on plebiscite in Kashmir.®s

Chigese Attack onwards

In the fourth phase, commencing in the autumn of 1962,
in view of the pro-Chinese attitude of Pakistan during the
Chinese attack on India, the PSP urged the Government for
better relations with Pakistan and, later, welcomed the move:

8 Jarata, 23 July 1961, pp. 3-6.
13D.P, Singh's Statement, Rajya Sabhz Debates, 35(1), 22 August 1961,.
Cols, 1189-80; Nath Pai, “Some Aspects of India’s Foreign Policy™,.
Jansta, 27 August 1961, pp. 11-12.
0Asoka Mehta's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 60{2), 4 December
1561, Col. 2963; *'Editorial”, Janata, 17 December 1961, pp. 1-2.
US.N. Dwivedy's Statement, Lok Seblka Debates, 1{2), 27 April 1952,
Cols. 1392.93,
3*Hem Barua's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 212), 30 April 1962,
Cols. 1664.65.
¥Jerata, 13 May 1962, p. 2.
H.V, Kamatl's Statement, Lok Sabha Debares, 4(2), 30 May 1962,
Col, 7847; Jarara, 1 July 1962, pp. 3-4, S.
BeEditorial’, Jorato, 1 July 1962, p. 13; “Editorial™, Janaro, 7 July
1562, p. 1.,
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for talk between the two countries.®® Tt, however, suggested
building up “military strength and position to meet the com-
bined challenge of Pakistan and China”™.® As against the
-subsequent Pindi-Peking accord it urged the Indian Govern-
ment to warn the two countries and condemn their unholy
alliance.®® It criticised Pakistan’s attempt to blackmail India
on the issue of Kashmir through the display of antagonism to
“Western arms aid to the latter, for the display was aimed at
taking maximum advantage in the face of the serious Chinese
-threat.® It raised alarm against the dangers of Pakistan’s
collusion with China.4® It would like the Government of India
not to agree to mediation on Kashmir unless and until it was
-convinced that Pakistan’s attitude ‘““has at least undergone
-some noticeable change”. ¢t

The communal frenzy, which arose early in 1964, led the
‘PSP to expose the weaknesses of the official policy. It ex-
pressed its dissatisfaction with the “tardy and timid” approach
rtowards the question of minorities and refugees and condemned
sthe Government of India for not being straightforward and
realistic in its policy.t? It urged immediate steps and search
for some permanent solution of the problem.

The explosive events in Kashmir and the intransigent atti-
tude of Pakistan, backed by some of the Western nations in
-the UN Security Council, led the party further to suggest taking
a firm stand apd warning Pakistan’s Western allies.®® It held
ithe Government wrong for not moving to integrate the whole

36S.N. Dwivedy's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 11(2), 10 December
1962, Col. 5133.

3"Hem Barua’s Statement, Lok Sabhka Debates, 13(2), 22 February
1963, Col. 752.

38Nath Pai's Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 14(2), 18 March 1963,
+Cols. 14496-14500.

39 Janata, 25 May 1963, p. 2.

40New Delhi Resolution of the National Executive, Aurust 1963,
Janata, 25 August-1 September 1963, pp. 5-6; Surendra Mohan, “India and
*Sino-Pak Challenge™, Janata, 4 August 1963, p. 3. )

‘1Hem Barua's Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 4(2), 16 September 1963,
-Col. 6355.

3 Janata, 19 Jannary 1964, p. 11; S.N. Dwivedy's Statement, Lok Sabha
Debates, 25(2), 12 February 1964, Col. 329.

@Nath Pai's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 25(2), 19 February 1964,

+Col.1550; New Delhi Resolution of th2 National Executive, February 1964,
Janata, 23 February 1964, p. 4.
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of Kashmir with Indian Union.#* At the same time, it urged
the Government for a tough deal with regard to the protection
of minoritics and demanded a2 firm action against infiltration
from Pakistan.4® On the occasionof Ayub-Shastri meeting
and their joint endeavour for India-Pakistan amity, it firmly
held that the rapprochement could not be had at the cost of
“India’s self-respect or legitimate interest” or “of bartering
away” India’s territory. It warped the Government against
its connivance at all sorts of ‘'depredations and daily humilia-
tions in the vain hope of one day being called friends™.4¢
Subscguently, in April 1965, the PSP raised alarm against
the probable danger of Sino-Pakistan collusion in Kashmir
and other areas and urged for stengthening India’s defence
against Pakistan’s military activities across its frontiers.!
Immediately after Pakistan’s attack in the Rann of Kutch, the
party charged the Government for complete ignorance of
Pakistan’s manoeuvrings early in 19654 With regard to
the India-Pakistan agreement on the Rann of Kutch, it found
the Government of India implicitly cxceeding the mandate
given to it in conceding to the tribunal the right to determine
the whole area of the Rann of Kutch as a “disputed territory™.
The party Jamented the miserable performance of the Govern-
ment of India, its Jack or “determination” and beicg “‘evasive
in its approach to the country’s vital iaterest” 4> It held that
by accepling the terms of the agreement the Prime Minister
had “betrayed” the nation and had violated the pledge

-

$3.N. Dwivedy's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 29(2), 14 April 1954,
Col. 103986,

455N, Joshi’s Press Statement, Janara, § April 1954, p. 24; Hem Barua,
“Tough Deal with Pakistan Needed”, Janata, 19 April 1964, p. 23; Nath
Pal’s Press Statement, Janara, 26 April 1964, p. 3.

6Jonaa, 18 October 1964, p. 3: Nath Pat’s Statement, Lok Sabha
Dzbater, 35(2), 23 November 1964, Col. 1272,

“"Hem Barua's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 40(2), 1 April 1965,
Cols, 7226.7.

SN, Dwivedy's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 42¢2), 28 April 1955,
Cols, 11651-55.

““Pre;y Bhasin's Statement, Jariata, 11 July 1955, p. 7.
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-solemnly given to Parliament.® The way the Indian Government '
reacted to Pakistan’s aggression over the Rann of Kutch was,
in the opinion of the PSP, a classic instance of its “piecemeal
.and spineless policy”.%!

Undeclared War onwards

Satisfied with the performance of the Government in the
undeclared India-Pakistan war in September 1965, the party
-supported the Government over crossing the cease-fire line into
Pakistan to push out the infiltrators and prevent further
infiltration and urged the Government to liberate the Pakistan-
held part of Kashmir,’® It alerted the Government against
the possibility of communist China’s involvement in Pakistan’s
.adventure against India and wanted full preparedness to meet
the eventuality.%® In its opinion, the acceptance of the uneasy
cease-fire under the Security Council Resolution was no solu-
tion of the problem and, as such, wanted the Government
never to deflect from the position “‘that Kashmir is an integral
part of India”.® When the Government accepted the Soviet
invitation for & talk at Tashkent on India-Pakistan questions
-including Kashmir, it urged the Indian team to insist on Pakis-
tan’s acceptance of the position that “this dispute should be
solved by bilateral negotiations” and wanted that, as a mark
.of such acceptance, the question be taken out of the UN
Security Council”.%%

“Tashkent Agreement onwards
In the last phase, from the signing of the Tashkent Agree-

50V, Kamath's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 44(2), 17 August
1965, Col. 482.

51New Delhi Resolution of the National Executive, Janata,2 August
1965, p. 13.

525 N, Dwivedy's Statemeat, Lok Sabha Debates, 44(2), 24 August 1965,

-Cols. 1545-46.

83 Janata, 29 August 1965, p. 1.

sNew Delhi Resolution of the National Executive, November 1965,
Janata, 21 November 1965, p. 3.

35 A, Naik, “Brief for Tasbkeat”, Janata, 12 December 1965, p. 3.
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xment of January 1966 onwards, the PSP has felt that India’s
<fforts for amity have proved futile. As such, it has not extend-
.ed its support to the agreement and has held that the agreement
Jhas not only involved withdrawal from Haji Pir, Kargil and
Tithwal but has also further complicated the Kashmir issue.®
“The party has been convinced that by signing the Tashkent
Declaration the Government violated the pledge, it gave to
Parliament earlier, that it would not allow the Kashmir issue
‘to be discussed at Tashkent. In view of the growing pressures
by the Big Powers, the party has been warning the Government
against retreat from the position that “Kashmir is an integral
part of India”.>*

The PSP has heid that, despite the Tashkeat agreemeant, the
Fakistan-China collusion has continued to pose a threat to
India. It has been regretting India’s acquiescence in the policy
-of both the Super Powers to wean Pakistan away from China.®
It has raised alarm against the military preparation of Pakistan
and the military assistance it has received from China viewing
them as violations of the Tashkent agreement.®® The PSP has
-questioncd India’s subsequent feelers for discussing the Kashmir
jssue with Pakistan and has held it as being contrary to its
“basic stand’".°® The shift in the Soviet stand on Kashmir and
its military assistance to Pakistan has further led the party to
press the Government to view the matter “very seriously”.% It
has repeatedly pointed to the fact that at every stage after the
Tashkent declaration Pakistan has created hurdles in its
implementation.® In its opinion, the Soviet arms aid to Pakis-
tan and Pakistan’s coliaboration with China are posing a
threat to India's security. It has, as such, urged readiness to

3*New Delhi Resolution of the National Executive, February 1966,
Janata, 27 February 1966, p. 10,

Ybid.; S.N. Dwivedy, ' Tashkent Breach of Faith with Parliament™,
Jenata, 27 February 1966, p. 5.

MN.G. Goray’s Statement, Janara, 20 February 1956, p. 8; Editorial,
“The Peking-Pindi Axis™, Jararta, 27 March 1965, p. 1.

394Editorial’, Janate, 15 May 1966, pp. 1-2.

13"Hcm Barua's Statement, PSP in Parliament”, Janara, 18 Juae 1967,

B EN
“S.N, Dwivedy's Press Statement, Janata, 21 July 1968, p. 3; “The
-General Scerctary Report®, Jamara, 7 January 1968, p. 6.

“'Mulka Govind Reddy, “Tashkent and Arms to Pakistan", Jarasa,
4 August 1968, pp. 5-6.



176 India’s Foreign Policy : PSP

meet the situation and has regretted that the Government has.
taken no purposeful steps to this end.®

The PSP has further pointed out the weaknesses of the-
policy as apparent in not settling the issue of the replacement
of Pakistan’s police by the Indian in Dabagram and other-
enclaves, causing further aggravation of tension between the-
two countries. It would like efforts being made for an agree-
ment over the enclaves.® )

BILATERAL ISSUES

Minorities

From the beginning, the PSP has been urging the Govern-
ment of India to make adequate arrangements for the-
protection of the minority Hindus and Muslims in the two
countries.®® In view of the occurrences in East and West
Bengal eatly in 1950, it wanted both the Governments to join
their hands “to gnarantee in words and deeds fullest protection,
and opportunity to all minorities religious, cultural, political-
and otherwise”. ° “It welcomed Nehru’s suggestion for a Joint
Enquiry Commission and a joint tour of both the countries by
their Prime Ministers and wanted a firm and positive Indian
poise towards Pakistan.®” Jaya Prakash Narayan demanded.
that all possible avenues for a peaceful settlement be explored.
Clarifying the stand of his party taken by its National Execu-
tive at Rewa, he suggested various measures for the solution,
of the problem and wanted Pakistan being told that if it would
not be able “to protect the minorities, something could be done

t3Goregaon Resolution of the National Executive, June 1968, Janata,
7 July 1968, p. 10; S.N. Dwivedy, **Arms Supply to Pakistan™, Janasa, 4
August 1968, pp. 3-4.

st“Pak High-handedness in Enclaves™, Janata,1 September 1968,
p. 14.

65Purshottam Trikamdas’s Presidential Address, n. 1, p. 69.
66Rewa Resolution of the National Executive, March 1950, and

Lucknow Resolution of the National Executive, March 1950, India and’

Pakistan, u. 3, pp. 21-24.
S1bid.
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by an international force”, and, if it would not agree, the only
alternative would be “to send a force to East Bengal”.®s
Dr. Lohia wanted the sternest and readiest police action against
communal rioters in India as ‘‘a part of wider policy towards
Pakistan". He urged the socialists to observe March 19 as an
“All India Day" to press for a pro-Muslim and anti-Pakistan
policy and demanded firm action against Pakistan to check the
slaughtering of human rights there.®> The party welcomed the
signing of Nehru-Liaquat Pact in April 1950 and expected that
the agreement would stop painful communal tensions and
would induce refugees to return to their ancestral homes.’® It
pointed out that there had been a sanction behind every
minority agreement and held that the violation of agreements
would mean a war or an outbreak of violence in both India
and Pakistan.”* In 1952, it urged the Government to put all
possible pressures on Pakistan for protecting its Hindus going,
if necessary, even for economic sanctions and severance of
trade relations.”

Later in 1956-57, the party urged the Government not to
hesitate in taking “Strong action’ against Pakistan if the flow
of refugees was not stopped.” In 1964, it once again showed
a deep concern over the squeezing out of helpless minoritics
in West Pakistan. It held that the extermination of Pakistan’s
minorities posed a challenge to the democratic and secular
character of India."® It sharply criticised Shri Gulzarilal
Nanda, the then Home Minister, for his failure to realise the
scriousnsss of the situation and to go into the root of the
problem and found the Government as not being “straight-

©Jaya Prakash Narayan, n. 5; The Hitavada (Nagpur), 8 March 1950.

£°5¢e n, 3; Press Statement of Dr. Lohia, Janata, 12 March 1950,
p. 15,

feAsoka Mehta, n, 5, p. 5.

""Rammanohar Lohia, “India and Pakistan: Two Nations One 7",
Jenara, 29 October 1950, p. 5.

“1Asoka Mehta, *“The Refugee Problem in Bengal Is All India’s
Responsibility™, Janata, 2 November 1952, p. 1.

" The Election Manifesto™, Janata, 6 January 1957, pp. 1-4.

SN, Dwivedy's Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 25(2), 12 February
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forward and realistic” in its policy.?® It urged immediate steps
of help for safe and planned transit to persons belonging to
the minority community in West Pakistan willing “to cross
the border and settle in India.”® On the occasion of the Home
Ministers’ Conference, S.M. Joshi, the PSP Chairman, urged
India to be firm and positive over finding solution. He wanted
the Government to insist on Pakistan agreeing to take back
all Mouslim immigrants from Pakistan, “failing which they will
be pushed out of India, if necessary by force”. He charged the
Government for its unwillingness and inability “to take any
effective step to safeguard the life and liberty of non-Muslim
minorities in East Pakistan” and declared that “the Indian
Government would be held responsible for the grave conse-
quences”.’” Later on, Nath Pai, Deputy Chairman of the PSP,
wanted India to “‘give wide publicity in the foreign countries
through her embassies to the atrocities committed on minorities
in East Pakistan™.’8

Kvacuee Properties

The PSP has been urging the Indian Government to come
to a permanent arrangement with Pakistan in regard to the
wider question of properties left behind by refugees in both the
countries. As early as in 1950, while Nehru-Liaquat agreement
was being signed, it urged the Indian Government to take up
the issne. As the issue was not taken up, it viewed the agree-
ment as “fragile and upstable™.”® It would have liked the
Government to set up a Joint Commission of the two countries
to help solve the problem.®0 In 1956-57, at the instance of the
unending problem of refugees from Pakistan, the PSP wanted a
firm dealing with Pakistan in respect of the evacuee properties.8!
In 1964, it wanted to see that the Evacuee Properties Act,

*sIbid.,

?tNew Delhi Resolution of the Natiopal Executive, February 1964,
Janata, 23 February 1964, p. 2. '

?7Asoka Mebhta, n. 5; Janata, 16 April 1930, p. 5.

8 Janata, 26 April 1964, p, 3.

"9Asoka Mehta, n. 5; Janata, 16 April 1950, p. 5.

80 [We Build for Socialism (Platform of the Socialist Party, 1951), p. 43.

81See n, 91; Janata, 6 January 1957, pp. 1-4.
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which was applicable to West Pakistan refugees, was made
applicable also to the refugees of East Pakistan.® It urged the
Government to press Pakistan “to pay full and immediate com-
pensation for the properties of refugees who have come to
India”.8?

Kashmir

From the very outset, the PSP had urged the Government
of India to help the people of Kashmir against those who
wanted to coerce them into joining Pakistan.®* In December
1948, it welcomed the decision of the Kashmir National Con-
ference in favour of Kashmir’s accession to India and expected
that the pcople and the Government of India would be fully
-conscious of the issues involved in the Kashmir struggle and
would make every effort to help and cooperate with the people
of Kashmir in their fight against communalism.5® It opposed
the idea of the partition of Kashmir and warned the Govern-
ment against it.8% Holding Kashmir as legally a part of India,
it condemned Pakistan as “an unashamed aggressor™.

The party vigorously attacked the one-sided attitude adop-
ted by the United Nations and regretted that “communsurate
action’” had not been taken against Pakistan.87 It supported
the Indian Government on its rejection of UN arbitration as
well as the steps of the Kashmir National Conference for
convening a Constituent Assembly elected by the adult popula-
tion of Kashmir and believed that “‘after that stage the issue
should be scttled between India and Pakistan themselves
without any outside intervention”.®8 With regard to India’s
agreement for a plebiscite in Kashmir, the party would like its
fulfilment only on the condition that the invading troops would

#35.N. Dwivedy’s Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 25(2), 12 February
1964, Col, 339,

£38.N. Joshi’s Press  Statement, Janata, 8 April 1954, pp. 16, 24.

Hpurshottam Trikamdas address, n. 1, p. 69.

BLucknow Resolution of she National Executive, 28.29 December 1948,
0. 2, pp. 3-8,

MIbid,

*"Rammancher Lohin, n, 9; Jarata, 5 November 1950, p. 5.
B1e Build for Socialism, n. 80, p. 52.
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be withdrawn from Kashmir and the entire religious propaganda
by Pakistan would be stopped.?® It pointed out, that after
the Delhi Agreement on the accession of Kashmir to India,
Pakistan had nothing to do with the plebiscite which was a
unilateral announcement of the Government and an under-
standing between the Indians in Kashmir and the rest of India.%°
It further pointed out that the plebiscite was not an original
issue before UN, for reference was made by India to it only
with regard to the aggression. It was opposed to any third
party intervention in Kashmir and asserted that “‘the accession
of Kashmir to India is complete de jure and de facto”® 1t
called upon the Governments of India and Pakistan to sit
together and find out a satisfactory “solution without the
interposition of any outside agencies.”®* Some of the Praja
Socialists believed that the settlement of the Kashmir dispute
was necessary for the maintenance of an everlasting peace in
Asia. They held that, even if the possibility of a plebiscite
in Kashmir would be ruled out, the need for an agreement
would remain.”® So they counselled settling the issue through
mutual negotiations.?*

Pointing out weaknesses of the Indian policy, Ganga Sharan
Sinha, Chairman of the party, stated :

“By referring the Kashmir dispute 1o the UN and then
letting Russian leaders comment on the merits of the dispute
the Government has allowed the problem to develop into

891 ohia’s New York Public Statement, Jarara, 23 September 1951,p.5;
Lohia's Madras Press Statement, Janata, 18 November 1951, p. 3.

$oAcharya Kripalani’s Statement, Parliamentary Debates, 10(1), 17
September 1953, Cols, 4013-14,

"Acharya Kripalani's Siatement, Parliamentary Debates, 10{1), 23
December 1953, Col. 3021; Presidential Address by J.B. Kripalani, Report
of the PSP Annual Convention, Allahabad, 29-31 December 1953, p. 29.

92The Patna Resolution of the National Executive, January 1954, Tivo
Years of the PSP, n. 12, pp. 22-23.

99Resolution of the Second Congress of the Asian Socialist Con-
ference, Janata, 18 Novembar 1936, pp, 4-10; Om Prakash Saraf, “Inside
Kashmic”, Janata, 25 November 1956, p. 5.

8 Lok Sabhka Debates, 1(2), 25 March 1957, Col, 689; Lok Sabha
_Debates, 1(2), 25 March 1957, Col. 730.
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a cold war issuc between the East and the West, which is
bad for an uncommitted nation like ours™.%®

“The PSP wanted it to be known that if Pakistan genuinely
wanted to develop friendly relations with India, it would have
to accept Kashmir as a part of India.®® In 1960-61, in view
of the increasing sign of friendship between India and Pakistan
it expected that the Kashmir dispute would be solved and the
old *“dark episode of hostility betneen the two countries would
be brought to an end”.*? But when the efforts proved futile,
it wanted the decision of the Constituent Assembly of Kashmir
regarding the irrevocable accession to be conveyed for good to -
the Government of Pakistan.?s

In 1962, when the Kashmir issue was raised in the Security
Council, the PSP urged for direct negotiations.®® Along with
other political parties excepting the Swatantra, it supported
the stand of the Indian Government that “the accession of
Kashmir to the Indian Unjon was irrevocable and no further
discussions on the point were permissible”.1%® The party
deplored the failure of the Security Council to persuade Pakis-
fan to vacate aggression. It again opposed the Western idea
of third party mediation and considered it as an attempt to
“blackmail” India1®

In 1964, the party rescnted the anti-Indian posture of the
British delegate in the Security Council over the development
arising out of the Hazratbal affair in Kashmir. It continued
asking the Government all through to remove all restrictions
in the way of frce movement of people from the rest of India
in Kashmir and to complete the integration of that State which

" Ganga Sharan Sinha, **What the PSP Stand for™, Janata, 3 March
1957, p. 12,

YoJanata, 9 November 1958, p. 2.

YJerata, 3 April 1960, p, 2.

*D.P. Singh's Statement, Rajya Sabka Debates, 35(1), 23 Auvgust 1961,
Cols. 119091,

#38.N. Dwivedy's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 1(2), 27 April 1962,
Col. 1393,

Wenata, 11 July 1962, p. 1.

‘8 snata, 28 May 1963, p. 2; Hem Barua's Statement, Lok Sabha
Debates, 21(2), 16 September 1963, Col. 6355.
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the Indian Union and influenced to some extent the policy of
the Government.20®

Border Issues

In regard to border issues with Pakistan, the PSP was
fundamentally in agreement with the policy of Government
of India. Tn 1958, it viewed with grave concern the practically
incessant firing resorted to by Pakistan on the Assam border
for two months resulting in deaths of Indian nationals and
heavy damages to Indian properties.t® It regretted that no
effective steps had been taken by India to maintain the inviola-
bility of its border and to resist Pakistan's unwarranted actions.
It felt that the Secretarial Level Conference held between the
two countries had proved inadequate to cope with the
situation.’® It asked the Government to seek the solution of
border issues in accordance with the accepted international
practices.1%® Discussing the border incidents, Acharya Kripalani,
in one of his statements in the Lok Sabha said :

“I agree with the Prime Minister that they are insignificant
accidents in our relationship with Pakistan. However,
I am afraid they are not so insignificant for the people
who suffer from them and lose their lives”,1%

The party objected to Pakistan’s claim over Tukegram. Hem
Barua, a leading M.P. of the party from Assam, stated in the
Lok Sabha :

“Tukegram is a part and parcel of the Indian territory.
Palistan never claimed it before. The claim first arose
when, in September 1958, Pakistan attacked it and force-

1c2Statement of Lal Bahadur Shastri, Minister without Portfolio,
Lok Sabha Debates, 25(2), 12 February 1964, Cols. 257-58.

103The Report of the Fourth National Conference of the PSP, Poona, May
25-28, 1958, n. 16, p. 133.

204 1bjid.

131hid.; Acharya Kripalaoi's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 18(2), 18
August 1958, Col. 1680.

206Lok Sabha Debates, 23(2), 8 December 1958, Col. 3717.
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fully annexed it...J do not want Tukegram to be
held as ransom for the Pathoria Reserve forest. That
cannot and must not be allowed”.1%?

The PSP welcomed the joint defence offer made by Presi~
dent Ayub Khan in 1959, It found nothing very foolish in the
sugcestion of “joint defence” with Pakistan regarding India’s
castern borders.2

The party expressed its deep concern over the question of
the transfer of Berubari to Pakistan as a part of the Nehru-
Noon Agreement. 1t recorded its protest against the decision
and its sympathies for the unfortunate people of the area and
felt convinced that ““a Government enjoined by the constitution
to safeguard the civil liberties of every single citizen in the
country has no authority whatever to liquidate the very citizen-
ship of any Indian national.2®® It urged the Government to
request Pakistan to leave the territory with India in the
interest of peace between the two countries.?®

The PSP upheld the attitude of the Government of India
on border issues as “generous and reasonable”!l and con-
demned Pakistan for its aggressive desigos.

Canal Water Dispute

Regarding the canal water dispute, the PSP stood from the
beginning for a settlement with the assistance of the Inter-
pational Bank1® It shared the willingness of the Indian
Government to cooperate with the Bank for the solution of the
problem and endorsed its stand concerning the utilisation of
the Sutlej water.® The Fourth National Conference of the
PSP supported the World Bank arbitration and suggested that
“its Award already given must have a predetermined time limit

YW Lok Sebka Dekbates, 23(2), § December 1958, Cols. 3829-33,

1% fenata, 13 December 1959, pp. 5-6.

028ee 1. 27.

1°Presidential Address of Asoka Mehta at the Bhubaneshwar National
Council meeting, Janata, § January 1961, p. 3.

M Rajya Sabka Pebates, n. 98, Col. 1189..

MEditorial, “Canal Water Dispute®’, Janara, 8 July 1954, pp. 12-13.

:z"i\;ussaﬁr. “Settling Canal Water Dispute™, Jarata, § July 1954,
. 12-13.
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beyond which India cannot postpone her development needs’ 114
In 1960 it welcomed the Prime Minister’s visit to Pakistan for
the final settlement of the dispute and the signing of the canal
‘water treaty.

But the party was not fully satisfied with the terms of the
treaty. Asoka Mehta viewed them as “not fair”. He charac-
terised it as ‘‘one-sided treaty”, a kind of ‘‘second partition”
which reopened all the wounds that had started “healing”. He
remarked that “the country has been let down by those whom
the country had been accustomed to trust’”.115 The PSP
considered that the signing of the treaty, instead of easing the
‘tension in that area, had aggravated the situation. It would
have liked the western rivers to go to Pakistan and the eastern
ones to India.

The Rann of Kutch

On the issue of India-Pakistan conflict over the Rann of
Kutch, the PSP disassociated itself from the official policy which
it beld responsible for Pakistan’s intrusions in that area. It
pointed out that the Government had failed to take adequate
steps against Pakistan’s manoeuvres early in 1965.11° It
disapproved of the subsequent agreement on the Rann of
Kutch. Commenting on the agreement, Prof. Mukut Behari
Lal, a PSP M.P., urged the people to concentrate their atten-
tion on the urgency to build up sufficient will and strength to
face valiantly both the Chinese menace and Pakistan’s intru-
sions. He believed that while ‘““this agreement may to some
extent ease tension, butis no guarantee against Chinese-Pakistani
collusion and aggression”.1" Prem Bhasin, General Secretary
of the party viewed the agreement as basically only ‘‘a vindi-
cation of the resolution of international dispute by peaceful
negotiations without recourse to war”.*'® The party held that,

1M Report of the Fourth National Conference of the PSP, Poona, May
1958, n. 16, p. 134,

118 Lok Sabha Debates, 48(2), 30 November 1963, Cols, 3184-89.

1163, N, Dwivedy's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 42(2), 28 April 1965,
Cols. 11652-4,

117 Janata, 11 July 1965, p. 7,

11]bid,
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by agreeing to refer that India-Pakistan border dispute to a
-tribunal, the Government had exceeded its mandate and viola-
‘ted its solemn pledge to Parliament given by the Prime Minis-
ter.’¥? Ip course of the Lok Sabha Debates on the agreement,
two lcading PSP members, Hem Barua and H.V. Kamath,
drew the attention of the House to an important provision
whereby the Government of India was drawn into the accep-
tance of a de nove consideration of that border. They pointed
-out that there was a basic difference between the word “‘demar-
cation” and ‘‘determination”, the word actually ussd in the
preamble of the agreement, for whercas demarcation meant
-only the transference on the ground, inconcret¢ terms of a
national line demarcating the boundaries between the two
-countries, “determination’ meant the actual ascertainiog of
the location of the boundaries 1*°

Along with the Jan Sangh and the SSP, the PSP vigorously
-opposed the Kutch agreement and coasidered it as the out-
come of pusillanimity towards Pakistan., It held it as a
“stupid™ and “shameful® pact making it ambiguous as to who
-committed the aggression against whom.*! Later the PSP
also condemned the arbitration of the Rann of Kutch Tribunal
-and Jaunched a countrywide agitation against its acceptance.

The Undeclared War

With regard to the undeclared war between India and
Pakistan in September 1965, at the very outsct, the PSP raised
-alarm against the presence of a large number of Pakistan’s
heavily armed infiltrators inside Kashmir and urged the Govern-
ment to take immediate steps to push them out and move
further to liberate Pakistan-held part of the State}®

Following the occurrence of military clashes, the National
Executive of the PSP assured the Government of its unstinted

1New Delhi Resolutions of the National Executive, 13-15 August
1965, Jarata, 29 Avgust 1965, p. 13,
2*Hem Barua's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 44(2), 16 August 1965,
-Cols, 146-47 : H.V. Kamath's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 42(2), 17
August 1965, Col. 482.
;"N.\'. Goray, A Stupid, Shameful Pact”, Janata, 18 August 1965,
pp. 3-4.
SN, Dwivedy's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 4412), 24 August
1965, Cols, 1543-46.



186 India’s Foreign Policy : PSP

and unconditional support. It underlined the limited objectives.
of the Government as trying to take all necessary measures to-
prevent Pakistan’s infiltrators from crossing the border

and to let Pakistan realise that its policy of “unending.
harassment does not pay and that Kashmir must be recognised.
as a part of Indian territory”’.2*® In course of the Lok Sabka

discussions of 24 September 1965 on the Security Council:
resolution calling for a ceasefire, Peter Alvares wanted that

“ceasefire” must not be unilateral and that there should not be-
“any withdrawal” from the present position unless guarantees

were available to satisfy the military experts that it would never-
be possible for Pakistan ‘‘to either send infiltrators or extend

an aggression on India’.14 The party held that India’s com--
mitment was only to a simple ceasefire and never to going.
back to the August S Line and urged the Government not to

return the position gained under any circumstances by with-

drawing from Kargil and Haji Pir pass.’*® It held that the-
root cause of the conflict lay not in Pakistan’s pretended

anxiety to safeguard the democratic right of the Kashmiris to

self-determination but in its collaboration with China to destroy

the bastion of secular democracy and peaceful progress in

India1*® The party warned the Government in all seriousness.
against sliding back from its pledged words and its firm deci-

sion to hold Kashmir “as an integral part of India”.

Tashkent Agreement

On the Tashkent agreement, the PSP did not support the-
Government of India. It reacted sharply against what it viewed.
as India’s surrender at Tashkent. N.G. Goray, S.N. Dwivedy
and Shishir Kumar, PSP leaders in Parliament, voiced opposi-
tion.}?” On 15 January 1966, Prem Bhasin. the General Secre-
tary of the party welcorned Mahabir Tyagi's protest resignation.

123New Delhi Resolutions of the National Executive, September 1965,
Janata, 19 September 1965, p. 3.

128 Lok Sabha Debates, 46(2), 24 September 1965, Cols. 7628-30.

1285, N., Dwivedy’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 47(2), 15 November -
1965, Cols. 1980-84.

126New Delhi Resolution of the National Executive, November 1963,.
Janata, 21 November 1965, p. 3.

174The Secretary Report*’, Janata, 6 February 1965, p. 4.
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from the Government and observed :

“If the only consequence of Mr. Kosygin’s mediation at
Tashkent was to establish parity between the aggressor and
the aggressed and to clear the hurdles in the way of a
discussion on Kashmir, in terms of the Security Council
resolution, then Indian people will have to reassess the
gains and losses at Tashkent” .18

The party “would have been extremely happy to welcome
the Tashkent Declaration, if it were to pave the way fora
penuine and lasting peace without jeopardising the security
and integrity of India”.1®® It felt that by signing the agreement
the Government had not only deviated from its earlier assu-
rances that it would not withdraw from Haji Pir, Kargil and
Tithwal, but had also complicated the Kashmir issue by allow-
ing it to be discussed at Tashkent. It pointed out that the
Declaration contained no reference to a “po-war pact” and
stated that the spokesmen of Pakistan bad made it clear that
the infiltrators in Kashmir had the right under the UN Charter
to fight with arms in defence of the right of self-determination
for the people of Kashmir, an interpretation not challenged
by the Indian spokesmen.2™®

The PSP warmed the Government against considering the
Tashkent Declaration as “an isolated event”. It held that it
would give rise to demands for the settlement of the dispute
with the Chinese aggressor in the “spirit of Tashkent™.}3

Bangla Desh (East Pakistan)

From the beginning, i.e. March 1971, the PSP was alert
in repard to the political development in East Pakistan.'a
It joined the Government in supporting Sheikh Mujibur
Rahman, the leader of the Awami League, over bis demand

BSPSP Ninth Natioral Conference, December 30-31, 1967-January 1,
1558, Gerercl Seeretary Report, p. 35.

1New Delhi Resolutions of the National Executive, Febroary 1963,.
Jerate, 27 February 1965, p. 10.

BUbid,

Wrhid,

113 Editorial, “Pakistan in Melting Pot™, Janata, 14 March 1971, p. 2..
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for liberation of the people of Bangla Desh. The party joined
the unanimous resolution passed by both tke Houses of
Indian Parliament condemning ‘‘actrocities on an unpreceden-
tal scale upon an unarmed and innocent people” and expressing
“‘sympathy and solidarity with the people of East Bengal in
their struggle for a democratic way of life”. It also supported
the resolution which called upon “‘all peoples and Governments
-of the world to take urgent and constructive steps to prevail
upon the Government of Pakistan to put an end immediately
to the systematic decimation of people which amounted
genocide”.’8b It asked the Government of India to take a
firm decision in giving an immedjate recognition to the sovereign
State of Bangla Desh. It held that ”Bangla Desh having
-declared its independence is no longer a part of Pakistan”.'®¢c
As far back as 31 March and 1 April 1971 Samar Guha, a PSP
‘M.P., visited the border areas and met several important
‘leaders of Swadhin Bangla Desh and urged the Government
-of India to help the people and the Government of Bangla
Desh for the benefit and success of their battle of liberation.'3!d

Condemning in unequivocal terms the reign of terror
unleased by the Government of Yahya Khan against the people
-of Bangla Desh, the Standing Committee of the PSP called
upon “the Indian Government to recognise Bangla Desh
-de facto and extend to its people every possible help to preserve
their identity and freedom”. It deplored the attitude of
reluctance shown by the Super Powers and the UN Secretary
-General.®®e As far back as in April 1971, the party strongly
urged the Governments of India, Russia and other countries
1o enter into pact with the Government and people of Bangla
Desh and provide them all possible help in driving out
Pakistan’s army of occupation and in securing its membership
of the United Nations.?3!f It deplored China’s sinister cons-

1314 Editorial, “Recogaise Bangla Desh®® Janata, 4 April 1971, pp. 1-2,

183¢ Jbid.,

1314 Samar Guha, “Let’s Help Bangla Desh™, Janata, 4 April 1971, pp.
*5-6. See “Now is the time for Aid—Guha", Janata, 11 April 1971, p. 4.

1%e Recognition of Bangla Desh Appeal PSP, Janata, 11 April 1971,
p. 4.
131f Janata, 18 April 1971, p. 7
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piracy in supporting Pakistan’s militarists in their efforts to-
suppress brutally the Jiberation struggle of Bangla Desh.®'g.
S.N. Dwivedy in a radio broadcast talk urged the Government
to shake off all hesitations and to extend all-out support—money,
men and armaments to the liberation movement of Bangla
Desh.*h

On 7 May, Samar Guha urged the Government to take
the following steps without delay : (1) immediate de facto reco-
gnition to the independant democratic Government of Bangla
Desh; (2) all-out assistance to the Bangla Desh Government; (3)
mobilisation of international opinion for the personal safety
and release of Sheikh Mujibur Rahman; (4) offer of all training
facilities for the army of Bangla Desh; (5) move the U.N.,O,
for reprimanding censuring Pakistan for violation of the charter
of Human Rights in Bangla Desh; (6) ask for the U.N. help
for giving relief to shelter to citizens of Bangla Desh; (7) arrange
deiivery of all Bangla Desh funds deposited with the Govern-
ment of Bangla Desh as also for exchange of their money with
Indian currency; (8) offer adequate financial help; (9) convene
an international confcrence in India for mobilising world
opinion in support of Bangla Desh.1®!}

In view of the mounting problem of the refugees from
Bangla Desh, the party bescame more critical of the vexed and
confused policy pursued by the Government. It felt that the
Government had missed the opportunity to recognise and
liberate Bangla Desh and, as such, the return of refugees had
become a “myth”.3*j Some of the Socialists strongly criti-
cised the attitude adopted by the Unitd States with regard to
supply of arms and economic assistance to Pakistan.'*'k They
thought that such assistance would hamper the solution of the
problem of refugees and the Bangla Desh.

In August 1971, the party charged the Government for its
policy of drift and dodgery with regard to the issue of the

11 Jbid.

M Jenata, 18 April 1971, p. 7.

1§ Janata, 30 May 1971, pp. 8-9.

M § Samarendra Kundu, “Erosion of Policy on Bangla Desh”, Janata,.
18 July 1971, pp. 14-12,

11k Rabati Nath Sarkar, *America and Bangla Dash’, Janata, 18 July
1971, p. 13,
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-yecognition of Bangla Desh. It feared that by inordinately
:pursuing such policy India might commit "a Himalayan
blunder.?3!

The Socialist Party resulting from the latest merger in
August, showed their dis-satisfaction with the signing of the
Indo-Soviet Peace Friendship and Co-operation Treaty on 9
August 1971.%*'m Indira Gandhi’s subsequent visit to Moscow
in September and the Indian Defence Minister’s statement that
Bangla Desh would certainly emerge as a free country gave
-some hopes to the party members. The Soviet assurance of
massive help to India, and Kosygin’s statement inemphatic terms
that Pakistan’s aggression against India would not be coun-
-tenanced, enhanced their hope for the desired solution of the
problem of Bangla Desh.**'n Samar Guha, convener, National
-Co-ordination Committee on Bangla Desh, regretted at the
India’s External Affairs Minister Swaran Singh’s derogatory
remarks at the Simla meeting of the Congress High Command
that there is possibility of a political solution of Bangla Desh
problem within the framework of Pakistan. He held that
““the Government of India had no business or right to make
such suggestion™. He raised the hue and cry that “if the issue
of independent Bangla Desh goes down India will have a
volcanic situation within its territory more terrible than that
of pre-partition days”. He further reminded that India should
not forget that “‘the issue of survival of secular nationalism
will be finally settled in the soil of Bangla Desh.”**g Prem
Bhasin also warned the Governmeat that the incalculable
sufferings and the legitimate aspirations of the people of
Bangla Desh should not become a plaything of international
politics at the hand of Big Powers.’®'p Surender Mohan, Joint
-Secretary of the Socialist Party, said that the two Governments
were ‘‘secking to impose an unnecessary and indecisive war

131] Samar Guha, “Why Recognition of Bangla Desh Right Now”,
Janata, 8 August 1971, pp. 3-11.

131m See Chapter Seven.

131n Janata, 3 October 1971, p. 5.

1319 Janata, 17 October 1971, p. 10.

181p Prem Bhasin, ‘‘Bapgla Desh—Communalists & Communists”,
-Janata, 24 October 1971, pp. 1-3.
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.on the Indo-Pak sub-continent and to follow it up by imposing
.a profonged frustrating and tense peace through UN interven-
tion". He added : “India will have to pledge itself to taking
.determined action which will brook no interference from friends
or foes and no inhibition from the machinations of Big Powers
.or the United Nations”¥%q

After the return of Prime Minister Smt. Indira Gandhi in
November from her successful European and American tours,
Peter Alvares, member of the National Ad-hoc Committee of
-Socialist Party issued a statement in wrging that there should
now be no hesitation on the part of the Prime Minister to
accord recognition to Bangla Desh”. He felt that the
recognition to Bangla Desh and the assurance of India’s non-
alignment between Russia and China should be linked
together.’®y  When by the middle of November 1971, India’s
diplomatic efforts to pressurise the Yahya Khan regime failed
.and the Mukti Bahini decided to give a final assault on
Pakistan's army occupation, the Socialists urged the Govern-
ment of India to give an immediate recognition, and enter into
-a Jong term treaty with Bangla Desh and, on the basis of such
a treaty, to extend to that country political, military and
-economic assistance. They pledged to defend India’s national
honour, maintain interpal security and actively co-operate
with ail national efforts to meet any probable Pakistani
aggression.1¥s,

Along with the Government of India, the Socialist Party
strongly resented the fact that the Communist China made a
blistering attack on India in the third Committee of the United
Nations alleging that the crisis in the Southeast Asian region
had been caused by India’s policy of intetference in the internal
affairs of Pakistan and arguing that the instance of a similar
Indian intervention of 1959 in Tibet. The Socialists held these
charges as “venomous™, as “the bite of a Krait” and as
untruthful as “the stories of Baron Munchausen”.®t When

Mg Janata, 14 November 1971, p. 3.
¥r Ibid.

) 1315 Samar Guha, “Bangla Desh : The Final Phase”, Janata,
21 November, p. 4.

Iy “Editorial™, Janata, 28 November 1971, p. 1.
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India was accused in the UN Security Council for an attack:
on East Pakistan and countries like Belgium appeared equating.
the West Pakistani military Junta and the Mukti Bahini, the
party strongly objected to such trends. It also felt concerned
over the fact that China and Western Powers deliberately
ignored the refugee problem and the issue of East Bengal
autonomy and merely prescribsd for “an immediate” stop of”
hostilities.’lu  After Pakistan attacked India’s western border
on 3 December 1971 and a stage of emergency was proclaimed
in India, along with other Indian political parties the Socialists-
themselves pledged to defend India’s territorial integrity. They
thanked the Soviet Union for the three uses of their Veto in
_ the UN Security Council and hailed the recognition of Bangla
Desh by the Government of India declared on 6 December 1971.
After the West Pakistani army surrendered in Dacca and the
Government of Bangla Desh began to function more effectively
as a sovereign nation, the Indian Socialists were the first to-
welcome the reality of a Socialist State in Asia.

At the close of December, the national ‘Ad-hoc’ Committee
of the Socialist Party urged the Indian Government to work
for a long term settlement with Pakistan in terms of a non-
aggression pact, repatriation of prisoners of war, common de-
fence and foreign policy and abolition of visas and establish-
ment of open frontiers and pending that kind of settlement, for
an interim measure of truce on the basis of immediate release of”
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman, recognition of Bangla Desh by
Pakistan, some token compensation to the people of Bangla.
Desh and consolidation of the cease-fire.}*'y

ISSUES INVOLVING BIG POWERS

US Military Aid to Pakistan

In the opinion of the PSP the United States has been
vitally involved in India-Pakistan relations. It has linked troubles.
between India and Pakistan from 1953 onwards with the US-

131y Prem Bhasin, “Untying the Chinese Knot", Janata, 5 December
1971, p. 10

13y The Times of India, 30 December 1971,
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pakistan military agreement?® which, in its opinion, has been
a blow to Asian solidarity and has been having its “inevitable
repurcussions on Asia”1%, not only of disturbing the existing
balance among Asian nations, but also of endangering the
peace and security of India.}®

In 1959, the party held that while India would welcome any
increase in US economic aid to Pakistan, it could not acquiesce
in US military assistance to Pakistan, ‘‘particularly when the
military regime there threatens India™. It felt that the US-
Pakistan pact would serve neither the cause of peace nor the
vital interests of either Pakistan or the United States. It would
merely sow dissensions in Asia and threaten peace in the Indian
sub-continent.3% It urged the United States to discontinue
the aid and appealed for giving a serious thought against its
supply of missiles to Pakistan.J® Keeping in view the strength
of Pakistan’s Air Force resulting from the pact, it asked the
Indian Government to start a campaign against it and to look
for assistance from other countries. 18

At the same time, the PSP believed that the US attitude
towards the Kashmir issne had worsened India-Pakistan rela-
tions. It held that US support to Pakistan in the UN Security
Council had encouraged developments in Kashmir. It blamed
the United States for ignoring the question of Pakistan's
aggression and, instead, adopting pressures for ‘plebiscite’ 13

MAcharva Kripalani's Statement, Parliamentary Debates, 10(1), 23
December 1953, Col. 3021.

WiAllahabad Resolutions of the National Executive, December 1953,
Two Years of the Praja Sacialist Party, n. 13. p. 30.

1MJ.B. Kripalani's Presidential Address, n. 91, p. 29,

¥ New Delhi Resolutions of the National Council, April 1959, Janara,
16 April 1959, p. 5.

P8bid: Acharya Kripalani's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 13(2),
14 March 1958, Col. 4985,

. "H.V. Kamath's Bhopal Press Statement of 19 July 1959, Janota,
;9*;;12“3! 1939, pp. 3-10; Asoka Mehta's Statement, Janata, 23 July
v p‘ 3‘

2 Rajya Sebha Debates, n. 98, Col. 1190 : H.V. Kamath's Statement,
Lk Sabba Debates, 4(2), 30 May 1962, Col. 7834,
¥See 1. 95 ; Janata, 1 July 1962, p. L
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In refation to the issue of the Rann of Kutch, it blamed the
United States for its direct support to Pakistan.14® With regard
to the undeclared war of 1965, the PSP was with the Govern-
ment in deploring US threats for cutting the supply of arms to
India.14!

Soviet Supply of Arms to Pakistan

The PSP noted that the Soviet Union had been playing a
crucial role in the India-Pakistan relations continuing to support
for long India’s stand on Kashmir in the United Nations as
against Pakistan and, of late, by supplying arms to Pakistan.

Recalling that ever since the origin of the Kashmir dispute
the Soviet Union had held Kashmir as an integral part of
India,}** the party viewed it as a shift in the Soviet stand with
regard to Pakistan in 1965, when, during the undeclared war,
the Soviet Union appeared trying to save Pakistan from an
“jgnominious defeat”. 1t held that the reasons for the Soviet
manoeuvres at Tashkent lay in the Soviet intention to wean
Pakistan away from the Western alliance and the Chinese
entanglement.143

The PSP viewed the Soviet supply of arms to Pakistan in
1968 as constituting a threat to the peace and security of the
sub-continent and endangering the relations between two
countries, The party was unhappy with the docility of the
Indian Government towards the Soviet Union and called for
India’s self-reliance in the matter of defence against further
dependence on the Soviets,14¢

Britain’s Attitude

The PSP has shared the concern of the Government over
Britain’s continued support to Pakistan on the Kashmir issue.
Britain, in its opinion, had always misrepresented the issue for
siding with Pakistan. It pointed out that at the SEATO con-

105 N. Dwivedy’s Statement, Lok Sablia Debates, 42(2), 28 April 1965,
Col. 11656.

Uipeter Alvares’s Statement, n. 124.

H2Chapter 7, n. 41, n. 45 and n. 47.

“31bid,

1Chapter 7, n. 57, n. 59, n. 62 and n. 63.
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ferences, Britain and other Commonwealth countries did not
hesitate to express their opinion in favour of Pakistan.** In
1964, 1t shared the furious resentment of the Indian Govern-
ment against the British delegate’s misrepresentation of facts
and open support to Pakistan, It deplored the British stand
and demanded severance of the Commonwealth link.13¢

In the context of the undeclared Kashmir war of 1965, the
PSP found Britain's attitude at its worst. It made out that
Britain was expecting that the Chinese threat would cause a
diversion to India's military forces and Pakistan would be
saved from a defeat and had exposed its “partiality” towards
Pakistan 347

China-Pakistan Collusion

In the opinion of the PSP, ever from 1960-61 Peking had
been making efforts for the formation of some sort of “axis”
with Rawalpindi. The party held that China mainiy aimed at
isolating India from the neighbouring countries14® It was
apprehending Pakistan's rapprochement with China, had raised
alarms against their “sinister designs’ and had urged adequate
military preparations to meet the challenge of “the two dicta-
torships™.2%® It raised its voice against Peking-Pindi border
agreement involving the transfer of some parts of “Azad
Kashmir” to China.1%

During the undeclared India-Pakistan War of 1965, the
PSP pointed out that the Chinese ultimatum to India was
intended to help Pakistan and bhad precipitated the Security
Council ccasefire resolution which came before the three day
period of the Chinese ultimatum had expired3s! It held that

13 Acharya Kripalani's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 3(2), 28 March
1956, Col. 3606 ; Gangar Sharan Sinha, n. 95; Janata, 23 February 1964,
.4,

HeENath Pai's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 25(2), 19 February 1964,
Cols, 1549-53 ; New Delhi Resolution of the National Executive, February
1964, Jarara, 23 February 1964, p. 4.

W Chapter 6, n. 101,

18 Lok Sabka Debates, 50¢2), 20 February 1961, Cols. 918-19.

Chapter §, n. 135, n. 136 and n. 137.

M Chapter 8, u. 130,

HPeter Ahares's Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, n, 124, Cols, 7432-35.
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China’s fast developing armoury and its military assistance to
Pakistan had created danger not only to India but to the whole
of South-East Asia. It urged the Government to take purpose-
ful steps against the “fraudulent” China-Pakistan collusion,152

CERTAIN ASTIAN ISSUES

Muslim Nations

Among the Asian issues, Pakistan’s manoeuvres against
India among the Muslim nations had been causing concern to
the PSP. RBarly in 1953, it expressed its apprehensions over
Pakistan’s attempt to form a Middle East Defence Organisa-
tion (MEDO) consisting of Islamic nations such as Iran,
Jordan, Syria and Turkey. The party held that such an orga-
nisation would be a threat to India’s relations with these
countries.’®® 1t feared that MEDO would weaken Tndia’s
position in its Kashmir dispute with Pakistan. The PSP con-
demned the formation of the Baghdad pact as it included
Pakistan and believed further that it would intensify the
growing international tension in West Asia.’”® It also noted
that India’s support to Egypt during the Suez crisis and its
growing closeness with the UAR led Pakistan to revive the
Baghdad pact with the assistance from Britain and the USA.
It urged the Indian Government to leave the Islamic nations
of the Baghdad pact and their friends to work in their own
way and to make efforts for peace and understanding with the
majority of Muslim nations.1®® The PSP was with the Govern-
ment in supporting Afghanistan’s claim for Pakhtoonistan and
retorted with the logic that Pakistan had been using in the
case of Kashmir,15¢

During the undeclared war of 1965. the PSP pointed out
that none of the Tslamic nations except Malaysia had explicitly

1s25ee Chapter 8, n. 139 and n. 140.

18233 B.S. Chaudhari, “The Middle East Defence Organisation™, Janata,
15 February 1953, p. 12.

18¢Policy Statement (Adopted by the Second National Conference of
the PSP held at Gaya, 26-30 December 1955, New Delhi, 1956), p. 91.

1855, Natrajan, “Cross-current in West Asia”, Janata, 15 August 1958,
pp. 20-22.

158Asoka Mchta, “Changing Face of Asia¥, Janata, 16 May 1963,
pD. 34, 14.
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supported India. It noted that Indonesia and Jordan advo-
cated open support to Pakistan despite their close relations with
India3s? The party was inclined to doubt generally the atti-
tude of Muslim nations towards [ndia.

Later in 1969, the PSP feit concerned over the Rabat
Conference of the Islamic nations. It held that Pakistan, in
manipulation with other Islamic nations, created a very un-
comfortable diplomatic situation at that summit by compelling
the Indian delegation to withdraw. It viewed the insult asa
severe blow to India’s honour and self-respect.?®® It held that
the decision to send India’s representative to the conference
ran counter to secularism and believed that the Government
had brought the nation shame and humifiation.?*® It mobilised
effective public opinion against the recurrence of such a fiasco
in future,}®

Regional Security

Apart from the considerations of Muslim nations, the PSP
has also shared the concern of the Indian Government over
Pakistan’s cfforts for getting into Asian regional security
arrangements with the Western Powers with its designs against
India. It condemned the formation of SEATO and the
Baghdad pact. The party regretted that the Indian Govern-
ment had failed to stop the formation of such regional security
pacts which, by including Pakistan, had endangered the peace
of India and also Asia as a whole® At the same time, it
held that Britain’s support to Pakistan on issues like Kashmir
owed mainly to Pakistan’s membership of those pacts.}¢* The
PSP, as seen earlier, urged the Government of India not to be
much bothered with the countrics of the Baghdad pact and to
leave them to work in their own way.1%3

15ipeter Alvares's Statement, n, 151,

t8New Delhi Resolution of the National Executive, November 1969,
Jerata, 23 November 1569, p. 3.
1811V, Kamath's Press Statement, Janara, 2 November 1969, p. 6.

4"*S.N. Dwivedy’s Lok Sabha Staternent, Jarata, 23 November 1569,
pod
MAcharya Kripalani's Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 7(2), 30 Scp-
tember 1954, Col. 3835 ; Report of the Second National Conference af the
PSP, Gaya, 26-3G December 1955, p. 226,

I Lok Sabka Debates, 3(2), 28 March 1936, Col, 3606.

M15ee 0. 155,
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SUMMING UP THE ATTITUDE

The attitude of the PSP towards India’s relations with
Pakistan appears to have been expediency-oriented, Funda-
mentally, the party has been agreeing with the Government for
a close cooperation with Pakistan. But on occasions it has been
of the view that the Government has sought to appease
Pakistan and bas failed to defend India’s borders when it
ought to have been firm. Its criticisms of the Government
have often proved effective and fruitful, particularly in relation
to the Kashmir issue. Its anti-Pakistan posture on some of
the occasions might be viewed as having been conditioned by
its ardent nationalism or by its worry to do well at polls.
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Other Important Regional
Issues and Relations

The chapter aims at dealing with some such jmportant
regional issucs and retations of India’s foreign policy as have
involved the concern of the PSP from the point of view of its
attitude but have not been covered specifically and adequately
in the previous chapters.

THE ARABS AND ISRAEL

Ever since the coming into existence of a Jewish State of
Israel, the PSP has been questioning the Government of India
for not having diplomatic relations with it. It has been consis-
tently urging the Government to accept Israel's proper place
in the community of nations and to make efforts for removing
the frictions between the Arabs and Israel. As early asin
1948-49, it swanted the Government to recognise Israel asa
State and give it full diplomatic status in relation with India.l
it would like India to make moves for a “‘collective settlement”
of the Arab-Israel conflict.* In 1950, Dr. Lohia put forward
his idea of “‘federative approaches™ between the two sides. He
underlined the need for amity and pzace between them and
urged the Indian Government to expedite the grant of recogni-
tion to Israel,®

The PSP continued objecting to India’s Israel policy. In

'H.VY. Kamath's Statement and the reference of his questions of
August 1948 and March 1949 concerning Israel, The Constituent Assembly
Debates, 4(1), 6 December 1949, Cols, 233-34.

YReports of the Eighth National Conference of Socialist Party, Madras,
812 July 1950, p. 225.

*‘Rammanohar Lohia, Third Camp in  World Affairs (Bombay, 1950},
e 13
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1955, it raised hue and cry over the fact that India did not
act to prevent Israel’s exclusion from the_Bandung Conference.
Instead of ignoring Israel, India shou!d have made efforts for
mutual accommodation between the Arabs and Israel. If the
Arabs would reconcile themselves to Israel’s existence as a
fact and the Jews would accept the Arab viewpoint on the
question of taking back the Arab refugees halfway, it might
“not be beyond the persons of human ingenuity to evolve a
formula on the basis of which a permanent peace treaty could
be concluded’’.* The PSP apprehended that the aggravation
of the Arab-Israel conflict might lead to a widespread con-
flagration.®

In view of the Suez Crisis, in 1956 the party was strongly
critical of the encroachment and oecupation by Israeli troops of
Egyptian territories and appealed to Israel for withdrawing
their troops within their borders and restore the starus quo
ante bellum.® 1t expected the United States to exert its influence
and authority for achieving a lasting peace settlement following
the question of all hostilities for the sake of peace in West
Asia.” The party charged the Government of India for its
“inaction” reminding it of its responsibility for establishing
peace in the region. While sharing the censoring attitude of
the Indian Government towards Israel, it would have liked
something being done by the former to reduce the tension
between the latter and the Arab States in view of the fact that
India recognised Israel as a State.? The PSP praised Israel’s
socialism and urged the Arabs to take a lesson.®

$Prem Bhasin, *“Afro-Asian Conference and Isreal”, Janata,
26 January 1955, p. 13,

§Report of the Second National Conference of the PSP, Gaya, December
26-30, 1955, p. 142,

6Bangalore Resolution (Delhi, 1956), p. 13.

bid.

BAsoka Mchta's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 9(2), 19 November
1956, Cols. 406-7; Acharya Kripalani also declared : *“There is no doubt
that the way Israel was established in Palestine was a great injustice done
to the Arabs...But now the Israel State is a fact which cannot be ignored™.
Lok Sabha Debates, 10(2), 25 March 1957, Col. 727.

9Acharya Kripalani, “Socialists Alone Can Heal the Wound of War™,
The New Socialist \Special Number, June 1958), p. 46; Acharya Kripalani's
Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 18(2), 19 August 1938, Cols. 1674-75.
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in 1963, the party questioned the Government with regard
to not giving de jure recoguition to Israel. The party viewed
Deputy External Affairs Minister Mrs. Lakshmi Menon’s state-
ment to that effect made in Jordan as a challenge to the
fundamental policy adopted by the Government vis-a-vis
Istael.l® It wanted the Arabs to adjust themselves to the
development and Jook for a settlement of all the issues on “an
international basis”.2* It also expected a re-orientation of
Isracl’s attitude towards Arab minorities in reciprocity to Arab
guarantecs for the security of its borders.

Subsequently, when India granted de jure recognition, the
PSP strongly demanded the establishment of diplomatic relations
with Israel. It wanted the Indian Government to review its
Israel policy and wondered why, having accorded recognition
to lsrae! and permitted the establishment of its consulate 1n
Bombay, the Government fought shy of exchanging ambassa-
dors with it. It disliked Indian interests in Israel being looked
after by the British Embassy in that country. It urged the
Indian Government to give up appeasing the Arabs and 1o open
a consulate in Israel'* The party disapproved of the Indian
condemnation of Israel at the Cairo Non-align Conference of
1964.2> 1t felt disappointed at the ‘ double fogic” of refusing
to support Israel as it was established on the basis of religion.*
it would like India’s relationships with the Arabs to be based
on certain criteria, not on an “‘unilateral’” and ““timid friend-
ship” but on a “raciprocal basis”.'® 1t behieved that “‘friendly
relations with Arab countrics are compatible with similar

*Hem Barua's Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 21{2), 16 September
1963, Col. 6553.

'Surendra Moban, “Israel and the Arabs”, Janara, 8 Apnl 1964,
rT.

BH.Y. Kamath Bombay Press Statement, Janata, 2 August 1954,
p. 14,

PNath Pai’s Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 35(2), 23 November 1964,
Col. 1287,

MHem Barua’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 4025, 1 Aprl 1965
Col, 7226,

1SN, Drivedy's Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 87(2) 1
ent, » Novem
1955, Cols, 1978.89, > -
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relations with Israel”.?®
As the Arab-Israel conflict occurred in May 1967, the PSP

wanted the Government to declare India’s neutrality. It
recalled that in the war forced on India by China and Pakistan
the Arab States were neutral and some of them even sympathi-
sed with Pakistan and regretted that the Indian Government
had learnt no lesson and continued ‘““to kow-tow to the Arab
States and particularly to President Nasser”.!” The PSP
suggested that the Government of India “‘should collaborate
with other nations in striving for the return of peace in West
Asia and not worsen the situation by blindly supporting the
UAR”.”® Nath Paj, a top PSP leader. described M.C.
Chagla’s Lok Sabha statement on the developments in West
Asia as “a wretched document drafted by some section officer”
failing even to reflect the concern of India for the prevention of
the outbreak of hostilities and for the preservation of
peace.”® The PSP also deplored the fact that nine members
of the Indian personnel of the United Nations Emergency
Force were killed and many others injured by Israel’s attacks.
It appreciated India’s protest lodged with Israel. But it saw
in India’s policy ‘‘double talk”, a tendency to put “Arab
interests before Indian self-interest”.*® Keeping in view the
Arab intention to destroy Israel, the least that India could have
done, according to the PSP, was “‘to adopt a posture of strict
neutrality side by side with its efforts to restore peace in West
Asia”®* But with its unreserved support to the Arabs, it
exposed itself and became a laughing stock of the world, It
also saw no reason behind abandoning the resolution in the
Security Council insisting on the withdrawal of belligerent
forces ‘““to the positions held by them on 4 June [1967] after

1*The Resolutions adopted by the General Council of PSP at its
meeting at Lucknow from October 7-9, 1966, 4 Socialist Alternative—PSP
Election Manifesto , 1967, p. 16; Nath Pai's interview to the “Hindustan
Times”, Janata, 25 December 1966, p. 2.

174 V. Kamath’s Bangalore Statement, The Iimes of India (Delhi),
25 May 1967.

18 Janata, 28 May 1967, p. 2.

9 )anata, 18 May 1967, p. 4.

1Editorial, “*Strange Posture”, Janata, 11 June 1967, p. 1.

211bid,
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having so gallantly advocated it earlier.”* H.V. Kamath wrote
a letter of appreciation  to the Times of India on its editorial

. condemning New Dalhi’s West Asian policy as “‘shameful”. He
held the editorial as “‘pointed and vigorous*” and remarkable
for its “balanced approach and refreshing realism.”*® The
party pointed out that by taking side in the war India had lost
the chance of playing a useful role in UN towards restoring
normalcy in West Asia and had suffered a major defeat in the
Asian crists “without firing a single shot™.%

The PSP welcomed the Prime Minister’s unequivocal
declaration in the Lok Sabha that India could not be a party
to the aim of destroving Isracl as a nation. It also welcomed
India's imtittive in the Security Council and declared its un-
reserved support for the resolution India moved.?* But on the
whole the PSP was critical. Its Chairman, N.G. Goray stated :

“The attitude of the Government of India during this
episode was a pitiable spectacle of injustice compounded
with imprudence. The Arab support to India was at no
time unconditional, but India’s support to President Nasser
always was, It will be our standing shame that India’s
support remaincd unconditional even when Mr. Nasser
openly declared that his objective was the destruction of
Israel” .=

While criticising the attitude of the Government towards
the conflict the PSP wanted it to work for the establishment of
an everlasting peace. It held that Israel’s “astounding military
suceess did not eliminate the need for coming to terms with its
immediate neighbours.”** The party felt that it would be
better if India would help the Arabs in restoring peace and
arriving at an honourable solution.*® In its opinion “‘a speedy

11hid,

Warata, 18 June 1967, p. 9.

PSP in Parliament (PSP, 1967), p. 14.

B Resolution of the Standing Committee of the National Exccutive

which met under the Chairmanship of Triloki Singh, M.P., Janara, 18 June
1967, p. 7.

YJanata, 23 June 1967, p. 3.
*TEditorinl, “Isracl and the Arabs™, Janara, 16 July 1967, p. 1.

o I’;Slrg{a Kriti, “Indis’s Role in West Asia™, Janata, 12 May 1968,
1423 ~12.
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and just solution” lay in restoring the lost territories *“to the
Arabs together with the provision of the meaningful and work-
able guarantee for the security of Israel”.*

Aloug with the PSP, the Jan Sangh and the Swatantra
Party, the PSP wanted India’s friendly rclations with Israel as
well as with the Arabs.

POLICY FOR SOUTH AND SOUTHEAST ASIA

Ever since India’s independence, the PSP has been asking
the Indian Government to formulate a separate policy for
South and Southeast Asia. At the very start, it wanted the
Government to take a lead in organising a regional alliance of
the Southeast Asian countries in furtherance of the objective
of having a Third Force.?® Itstood for close economic and
political relations being developed with Pakistan, Burma,
Ceylon, Indonesia and other countries of the region.! It
pointed out the ineffectiveness of the existing policy for the
region which appeared to have no means of filling up of the
vacuum caused by the withdrawal of the French, the Dutch
and the British.>® It believed that only with the collaboration
of some of the governments of the region could India help
securc the region from the dangers of armed communist
groups™ It deplored the fact that India neglected the region
by not taking the lead for bringing together its neutral countries
and shaping them into a positive Third Force of Peace and
Socialism.®

The PSP continued focussing the strategic importance
of the region. It was unhappy over the fact that Asian coun-

MGoregaon Resolution of the National Executive, June 1968, Janata,
7, July 1968, p. 10.

s policy Statement, (Socialist Party, First Published in 1947, Second
Revised Edition 1949, Reprined in 1951), p. 37, Resolutions : National
Executive, Lucknow, December 29-30 (Socialist Party, 1949), pp. 1-2.

apr, Lohia’s Statement, Chapter 2, n. 33.

3tAsoka Mehta, Foreign Policy—A Socialist View, (Socialist Party,
1950), pp. 5-7. ,

B Report of the Eighth National Conference of the Socialist Party,
Madras, 8-12 July 1950, n. 2, p. 81.

33Suresh Desai, “For a Third Force of Peace and Socialism™, Janata,
13 August 1950, p, 16, Chapter 2, n. 36.
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tries were not looking for a new course of defence treaties and
arrangements outside either power bloc.®® Taking into its
consideration the five-power colombo proposals of April 1954
over the crisis in Indo-China, the party disagreed with the six-
point Nehru Plan and would have liked the cease-fire in Indo-
China to bz linked with the idea of a Constituent Assembly to
be elected under an international supervision followed by the
withdrawal of foreign armics of the two contending forces.
That, in its opinion, would stabilise peace in Southeast Asia.®®
The Colombo plans for regional economic and political arrange-
ments put forward by Burma, Ceylon and others were hailed
by the Praja Socialists. But they were disappointed with
the reactions of the Indian Government that “such anp
arrangement might drive China to suspicion™.?’

The PSP condemned the manocuvres of the Atlantic camp
resulting in the formation of the Southeast Asian Treaty
{Defence) Organisation (SEATO) in 1954 which drew the
South Asian governments in its war orbit. It, as such, urged
upon *‘such states of South Asia as want to pursue the policy
of independence from either camp closer together and devise
measures of mutual assistance™. %8

The PSP held that in South and Southeast Asia India
carried a special responsibility. It belicved that India “has to
be the bastion of strength to the neighbouring countries in
maintaining their independence against varied threats”.® But
not even “elementary economic and cultural cooperation™ was
being attempted.®® The region, the party further believed,
could not be isolated from China’s global war strategy. In

. #3Allahabad Resolution of the Natijonal Council, December 1953, Tiro
1 ;cr.r of the Praja Socialiss Party, (Praja Socialist Publications, 1954), pp.
29.20.

168 tEditorial, “Result of the Colombo Conference”, Janata, 9 May

4.p. 2

¥G.S. Bhargava, “The Colombo Confercnce—A Summing up™,
Janatn, 16 May 1954, pp. 19-20.

~‘Ir}dorc Resolution of the General Council, June 1954, Tivo Years of
the Praja Socialist Party, n.35, p. 31: Policy Statement (Adopted by the
Second National Conference of the PSP held at Gaya, 26-30 December
1955), New Dethi, 1956—p. 91.

:’;;f;-’r'c’n Manifesto—Praja Socialist Party, (New Deihi, 1962), p. 14.
1.
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1964-65, it held both Jakarta and Peking responsible for creat-
ing dissensions and disorder in this region. It would like the
Government not to follow “a policy of Micawberism™.¢t ]t
felt that India’s image in the region was being steadily eroded
and almost destroyed. The Chinese explosion of the atom
bomb in 1964 led the party to fear that China might use atom
bombs for blackmailing India and other South and Southeast
Asian countries. The fact that no Asian country condemned
China for going nuclear disappointed the PSP.**

In view of the prospects of US naval bases being built in
the Indian Ocean, the British military presence in the South
Asia rimland and the Chinese potential threat in Thailand and
other Southeast Asian countries, the PSP believed that only
‘““a strong and determined India could ask the Chinese to hold
back, the Americans to quit, and the others to stay away®B.”
The party was mainly worried over the danger of Chinese
cxpansionism in Southeast Asia and urged the Government
of India for a reappraisal of 1ts policy. It strongly held that
a clear way to meet the danger would be not in the shape of
“an American-based alliance” but through well-coordinated
efforts by Asian countries themselves to move towards a close
defence alliance and a vibrant ideological programme which
would solve their “economic and social problems and demons-
trate the superiority of the democratic methods over the
Chinese”.!* There being no move of that kind, the PSP held
that the “barren policy of India becomes an invitation to
Chinese expansionism and a justification for American inter-
vention™.*d It feared that a “sterile and timid™ course could
only lead to the subversion of the integrity of one nation after
another and that, failing to help build Asia’s collective ramparts
against the Chinese menace and American intervention, the

41Hem Barua’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 35(2), 23 November
1964, Col, 4073.

1*Nath Pai’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 35(2), 23 November 1964,
Col. 1299.

©Surendra Mohan, “India Must Decide on Her South Asia Role”,
Janata, 29 December 1965, pp. 107-110,

“Syurendra Mohan, “Towards Peace and Freedom in South Asia,
Janata, 5 June 1966, p. 7.

45Delhi Resolution of the National Executive, August 1967, Janata,
27 August 1967, p. 6.
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Government of India was betraying “the call of history and the
cause of democracy and human freedom’.** It pointed to
India’s attitude of “touch-me-notism” towards all those who
joined SEATO and to its passive role with regard to other
countries of Southeast Asia as having led to the weakening
of the bonds of friendship to a great extent. It cited Nepal's
example, the Chinese presence in that country being much
stronger than the Indian. The party noted the increasing
Chinese subversive activities in Thailand.®* Keeping all these
in view, it had begun doubting if the Indian Government had
any awareness of the radical changes in Asia’s power relations
following the withdrawal of the European powers from the area.
It would Jike India to go in for a fresh initiative in seeking
closer collaboration and cooperation with Souteast Asian
nations to own ‘‘her share of responsibility in the Indian
ocean which has become an area of crucial importance”.*8

The PSP held that India’s sporadic efforts could not be the
substitute for “a cohesive and a long-term policy”. It felt that
an early termination of the brutal conflict in Vietnam could
create the necessary atmosphere for a new alignment of nations.
1t pointed out that only with faith, determination and humility
could India awaken the region ““to face the challenges and the
opportunitics” that awaited them.’

The views of the PSP appeared to have impact on India’s
official stand on “the area of peace™®® and on its subscquent
economic and political ties with the countries of the region.

Indian Settlers in Ceylon

The PSP has been deeply concerned with the policy in
regard to the persons of Indian origin in Ceylon. From the
beginning, it had characterised the policy as perverse as it had
failed to sccure them full and cqual citizeaship rightss! and had
practically nothing to secure recognition for them as Ceylon’s

“Ibid.

::"'ﬂ\c Secretary's Report™, Janara, 10 September 1967, pp. 3-4.
Goregaon Resolutions of the National Executive, June 1968, Janata,
7 July 1968, p. 9.
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citizens.® It urged taking firm and intelligent steps with
regard to the matter and would like Ceylon being compelled to
accept all descendants of the Indian labourers borm in that
country before its independence as its citizens. It hoped that a
civilised government like the Ceylonese would recognise the
obvious fact and settle the problem to the satisfaction of all
concerned. The party, however, stood for mutual goodwill
and a spirit of accommodation on all sides.5* It desired cordial
relations between the two countries with a just and equitable
solution of the problem.

In 1960, on the occasion of the visit of Ceylon’s Prime
Minister, Mrs. Bandaranaike to India, the PSP demanded
settlement of the issue.®® In 1961, the PSP appsaled to the
Government of Ceylon to consider sympathetically the diffi-
culties of the Tamil-speaking people and ‘‘to restore to these
people the assurance of being free and equal citizens in the
democratic state of Ceylon™.5 With respect to settlers it urged
specification of a time-limit in which they would choose either
India’s or Ceylon’s citizenship ° As Hem Barua stated in tbe
Lok Sabha : “The so-called stateless millions in Ceylon are
morally and legally Ceylonese citizens and the Ceylonese
Prime Minister by her various overtures is simply trying to
beguile India.”%7

In 1964, the PSP welcomed the Indo-Ceylon agreement
signed by Mrs. Srimavo Bandaranaike and lLal Bahadur
Shastri. But the interpretation of these proposals by the Prime
Minister of Ceylon was disappointing to 1t, for that reduced the
Indians in Ceylon to the status of second class citizeas.

5*Vijvek, *The Indian.-Descended Ceylonese”, Janata, 31st July 1960,
p. 14,

83)pid.; Janata, 28 August 1960, p. 2.

5tNath Pai’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 46(2), 31 August 1960,
Col. 5957.

*s\ladras Resolution of the National Executive, June 1961, Janata,
25 June 1961, p. 8.

56Nath Pai's Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 56{2), 16 August 1961,
Cols. 2476-77.

S'Lok Sabka Debates, 34(2), 28 September 1964, Col. 4068.
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M. Surendram, party Chairman in Tamilnadu, vigorously con-
demned the agreement as “harming the interests of the Ceylon
Indians generaily and particularly the Tamilians’.*8 The PSP
held that by the agreement the whole process of integration
and assimilation of Indians would bz gravely jeopardised if the
Ceylon Government would go on with its threat to keep them
on a different list.5® It pleaded with Ceylon not to have a
policy like the one of the apartheid in South Africa.*

With the formation of Dudley Senanayake’s Government
in Celyon in 1965, the PSP urged it to accept its full responsi-
bility for the Indian Ceylonese and “strongly deprecated
atlempts from India to perpetuate a most unjust arrange-
ment™.® It asked the Indian Government to make efforts for
ensuring proper security of the lives and properties of the
Indians in Ceylon and wanted the two countries to develop not
only political relationships but also close economic ties. It
hoped for India’s favourable trade relations with Ceylon
during the new Senanayake regime following the final settle-
ment of the question of the pzople of Indian origin in that
country.t*

Nepal

From the very beginning, the PSP has been urging for a
clearly defined policy towards Nepal. It has persistently wished
for a representative, responsible and democratic government in
that country regretting that the policy of the Government of
India in this matter was neither clear-cut nor vigorously
pursued.83

" Janata, 22 November 1964, p. 9.
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In March 1949, the Seventh Annual Conference of the
Socialist Party regretted the continuance of an obligarchic and
hierarchical rule in Nepal which restricted the civil liberties of
its people and obstructed members of the Nepal National
Congress in their struggle for a representative government.®!
The Conference expressed its solidarity with that party in
Nepal, sent its greetings to its President, Bisheshwar Prasad
Koirala, and his six hundred supporters in prisons and urged
the Government of Nepal to revise its policies and immediately
release them.%® The party also requested the Government of
Nepal for a better treatment of its political prisoners and
hunger strikers and appealed to the people and the Government
of India for sympathising with Nepal’s brave freedom fighters
in their struggle against tyranny.®® It pointed out that the
tyranny of a small clique in Nepal had caused a vacuum and,
unless its people were “‘actively helped to self-rule, Atlantic or
Soviet powers would inevitably rush in”.%” The party wanted
the pzople of Nepal being helpad in Glling up the vacuum with
their own self-rule and urged the Indian Government “to give
up its policy of doing nothing”.®

It warmly greeted the “brethren” in Nepal who bravely
asserted the claims of democracy against the Rana Tyranny.
The Ranas, who derived all their powers from the King and
were never supported by the psople in any elections, had set
up a rnew “usurper Governmenl”. It strongly urged the
Government of India ‘““to withdraw recognition from the
Kathmandu usurpers and open conversation with the leaders of
the Nepali Congress’.®® It expected the leaders of the Nepali
Congress to pull down the usurpers’ authority and form a
Committee of People’s Power and abolish all vestiges of

“$Patna Resolution of the Soclalist Party, March 1949, n. 63.

*51bid.
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feudalism and serfdom.” It was dissatisfied with India’s policy
of non-intervention, believing that would mean a support to
the status quo and tyranny and would give a chance to the
Atlantic and the Soviet camps to fill up the vacuum.? It urged
the Government for a genuine policy of a third camp having
its application also to Nepal.

The PSP was not satisfied with the state of affairs in Nepal
even after the end of the century-old Rana obligarchy. It
regretted the non-emergence of a stable self-government. It
was sad over the splitin the Nepali Congress in 1952 which
brought about a paralysis in the organised political forces,
neither elder nor younger Koirala succeeding to build up mass
consciousness. Bhim Dutt and others, in its opinion, only
sabotaged the very working of the democratic faith. As early
as in 1953, it feared that, if the chaotic situation persisted,
China might take advantage®®

When, in 1954, the Indian parliamentary delegation faced
anti-Indian demonstrations at the Kathmandu airport, the PSP
viewed it as an omen in India-Nepal relations deteriorating
further with King Tribhuvan's address to the Advisory
Assembly. His charges of India’s interference in Nepal's affairs
were viewed by it as a “‘betrayal” of “indefensible malicious
ignorance and perverted sense”.”® It wanted the reasons for
Nepal's hostile feelings for India to be found out. It was
unhappy over the delay in Nepal’s entry in UN and deplored
the fact that India did nothing to get the Prime Minister of
Nepal invited to the Colombo deliberations of April 1954.7% A
few years later, it welcomed cfforts at restating and reaffirming
unbroken relationship between the two countries.’® It suggested
special precaution being taken in appointing India’s ambdssadors
to Nepal, for they had not only to be able but informed,

“Ibid,
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*N.G. Goray, *Troubled Nepal®, Janara, 16 August 1953, p. 17.
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sympathetic and understanding.™

The PSP was very happy with the results of Nepal's general
election in 1959, Tt congratulated the Nepali Congress on its
most convincing victory against heavy odds. It hoped that the
Nepali Congress would lead the country to economic and
social reconstruction.” Asoka Mehta welcomed Nehrn's
declaration, occasioned in 1959 by the Chinese aggression
against India, on the immemorial ties between the two coun-
tries. He prided in joint India-Nepal patrolling of Nepal's outer
borders particularly in view of the fact that the Chinese forces
had crossed in Nepal in August that year and had refused “to
recognise the traditional border between Nepal and Tibet”,’8
The PSP also welcomed the eadorsement by the Seventh
General Conference of the Nepali Congress of Nepal’s policy
of positive neutrality and non-alignment.”™

Following the dismissal of the B.P. Koirala Ministry by
King Mahendra in December 1960, N.G. Goray declared :
‘‘The sudden throttling of democracy in Nepal by the king
must come as a rude shock to the Indian people ... one thing
is clear : he has not acted wisely”’.8° The National Executive
of the party drew the attention of the Indians to “the coup de
etat” spelling *‘a threat both to the progress and stability of
Nepal and to the security of both Nepal and India™.8! It
believed that the urges of the Nepali people could not be thwar-
ted for long and that B,P. Koirala’s party would occupy its right
ful position. On 15 January 1961, the Bombay branch of the
PSP observed ‘‘Nepal day”. On that occasion Asoka Mehta
deplored the wanton destruction of democracy in Nepal.®?

76Davendra Prasad Singh's Statement, Rajya Sabha Debates, 22(1),
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The party, however, had pot the Jeast intention that India
should interfere in Nepal’s internal affairs.8® It hoped that
King Mahendra would not” allow Nepal's own and *'Chinese
communists poised on the Nepal-Tibet frontier” to grow
stronger.®  The PSP also hoped that the new Prime Minister,
Dr. Tulsi Giri, would continuz to be a democratic socialist
and would help to prevent “the communist avalanche in Nepal™.
It withed for an carly restoration of a form of government in
Nepal which would reflect the will and the wishes of its
people.®®

The PSP had always stood for India’s developmental econo-
mic assistance being given to Nepal. In 1961, it appreciated
India’s decision to continue aid. But it feared that the aid
being given could not be properly utilised in the deteriorating
political situation with the great discontent on account of the
continued detention of the popular leaders and the dissolution
of elected Parliament. It also feared Nepal’'s unsatisfactory
defence position resulting from that kind of situation.®® It
was, therefore, in the interest of lIndia's security that efforis
were made by India towards the establishment of a responsible,
representative and popular government in Nepal.

In 1961-62, apprechending a fresh Chinese aggression against
India, the PSP urged a change in the Indian attitude towards
Nepal. Attacking its ‘*‘supine policy”, 1t drew the atiention
of the Government towards the sinister design behind the
Lhasa-Kathmandu road.8? It warned Nepal also against the
Chinese plan to suck it into 1ts own orbit along with other
neighbouring states. .

The-removal of Rishikesh Shahk from Nepal's Foreign
Minister’s post on his return from Delhi further caused concern
to the PSP in 1962. It was surprised over the re-instatement

34V, Kamath’s Bhopal Press Statement of 31 January 1961, Janara,
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of Giri as the Foreign Minister and hoped for pro-India swing
in Nepal’s attitude.®® Keeping in view Nepal's strategic
importance, the PSP wanted economic ties being developed
further with that country. It was satisfied with the new joint
Indo-Nepalese projects, for instance, the river training and
power-production undertakings.®

The PSP expressed grave concern at the continued incar-
ceration of a large number of Nepal’s socialist leaders including
B.P. Koirala.”* In December 1967 some important PSP
leaders expressed their grave concern over the fast-unto-death
decision of the Nepali Congress leader, Girija Prased Koirala,
as his demands for the relcase of political detenus were not
being met. They strongly urged the king of Nepal “to take
immediate action to save the situation”.”* In 1968, the party
was joyous over the rclease of B P. Koirala, Ganesh Man
Singh and others after more than eight years’ continued
incarceration and expected that the remaining political detenus
would be released soon.®*

Burma

The PSP has also been seized with India-Burma relations.
From the beginning it has been critical of the Indian policy in
relation to the Indians in Burma and has been pressing for
their full and equal citizenship rights.®

Ever since India’s independence the PSP has stood for
close economic and political relations with Burma. It wanted
close association of Burma’s socialist movement as well as
Government to strengthen the **Third Force” of Socialism and

88 Janata, 7 October 1962, p. 5.

89As0ka Mehta, *“Changing Face of Asia”, Janata, 26 May 1963,
pp. 4-5; S.N. Dwivedy's Statcment, Lok Sabha Debates, 47(2), 15 Novem-
ber 1965, Col. 1983.

*0New Delhi Resolutions of the National Executive, February 1966, PSP
Ninth National Conference, December 30-31, 1967-January 1, 1968, General
Secretary Report, pp. 41-42,

*1fanata, 14 January 1968, p. 2.

92New Delhi Resolution of the National Executive, 1968, Janara,
17 November 1968, pp. 3-15.

93Report of the Eighth National Conference of the Socialist Party,
Madras, July 1950, n. 2, pp. 81, 232,



Relations with Burma 215

Peace.’’ The party had all admiration for socialist Burma
and its rclations with the rest of the world.®®* The only point
causing its regret was the lot of the Indians in the country who,
it felt, had themselves caused suspicion and hatred in the
minds of the Burmese with their behaviour.®® It appreciated
Burma’s approach to the problem of communist threat. It
noted Defence Minister U Ba Swa’s repeated proposal at the
Calombo Conference of 1954 for closer cconomic relations
as “a nucleus of an ultimate defence arrangement”.® It was
unhappy over the posture of indifference maintained by the
Government of India.

In 1956, the PSP felt concerned with the developments on
the Sino-Burmese frontier. It pointed out that the Panchshila,
to which India, Burma and China were committed, made it an
imperative for the big countries 1o *“disarm fears and apprehen-
sions"” of their small neighbours™.®® [t wanted India’s ties of
friendship with China and Burma being maintained and
strengthened and fratecnal peace being preserved in the area.”
In 1960-61, noticing the Burmese rapprochement with China,
it asked the Indian Government to make it clear to the Burmese
Government that China’s inteniions were malicious and to
work out an agreement with that Government.!??

In 1963, the arrests of U Ba Swe, U Kyow Nyein and other
socialist pioncers of all-Asia stature shocked the PSP. It
expressed “its solidarity with them for their faith in the value
of Democracy and Socialism’. 1!
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In consistency with its stand on the issue, in 1964 the PSP
regretted Burma’s new policy of confiscating the property of
the people of Indian origin and reducing them virtually
to a state of nakedness.'® It vigorously criticised the Indian
Government for what it viewed as a ‘‘tragic spectacle of
ruthlessness with the splendid indifference and unconcern of a
dead mummy”.?® [t was not satisfied with the Indian Foreign
Minister’s talks with the Burmese Government. It urged the
Government to seek UN help.

Malaysia

Ever since India’s independence, the PSP has been persuad-
ing the Indian Government to promote effective relations with
Malaya and Singapore. As early as 1947, it attacked the
Government for not placing a demand in UN for the with-
drawal of foreign authority and armies from Malaya.l®* In
1950, it urged the Government to support the Malayans in
their freedom struggle against the Britishera'® The Indian
appeal to the Malayans for a non-violent resistance against the
imperialist rulers was, in its opinion, futile, for the rulers were
making no positive efforts to encourage peaceful resistance,1%¢
The PSP found the Indian Government wanting in vigour of
its protest against the colonial rule in Malaya and demanded
its atonement.’” Following the grant of independence to
Malaya and the subsequent formation of Malaysia, it urged the
Indian Government to develop political and economic ties
with that neighbour. The party voiced India’s obligation for
the sympathies and help it had given along with other
Commonwealth countries against the Chinese attack of 1962108
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In 1965, it took the Indian Governmeat to task for not
protesting to Indonesia’s dispatch of troops against Malaysia,'®
and was unhappy that not even unqualified support was shown
to the latter.

The PSP appreciated the Malaysian stand during the
undeclared India-Pakistan war of 1965. It welcomed Malaysia’s
direct support to India and wanted India to develop closer
relations.*® It would like the Indian Government to express
gratitude and support it directly against the confrontation posed
by Indonesia.!

Indonesia

For a pretty long time from the begianing, the PSP had
been all admiration for India’s relations with Indonesia, It
appreciated India’s role in the Indoaesian freedom struggle
against Dutch impzrialism, supported the [ndian Government
in its condemnation of the Netherlands and urged positive
steps in UN regarding the withdrawal of foreign authority and
armies from Indonesia.’’*> It waated diplomatic relations with
the Netherlands being severed and economic blockade being
imposed against the Dutch vessels.)??

Following Indonesia’s indepsndeace, the PSP urged develop-
ing India’s friendly relations with it especially to strengthen
the area of the Third Camp of Socialism and Peace.'™ It
suggested a regional defence pact with Indonesia along with
other Southeast Asian countries and pleaded for an Indian
Ocean Pact with them.!' It appreciated Indonesia’s policy of
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neutrality. But it feared that lack of positive policy might
subject Indonesia to American influence™® and cautioned the
Government of India that unless it made efforts for consoli-
dating a third area of peaceful nations, Indonesia and other
Southeast Asian nations might not remain as neutral as they
appeared.l!’

In 1954, the PSP welcomed the Indonesian Prime Minister’s
visit to India and appreciated his enlightened statesmanship,!18
It showed awareness of the internal communist danger looming
over Indonesia and of the counter forces in that country which
rallied round the cry of Islam!!® and underlined the need for
the policy of guaranteed neutrality enjoyed by Indonesia along
with India and Burma which, it believed, would also provide
an excelient opportunity to them for furthering their indepen-
dent policy.1? It had all appreciation for Indonesia condemning
SEATO and other cold war alliances jointly with India and
others at the Bandung Conference of 1955.

Later on, the PSP noted the changes occurring in India’s
relations with Indonesia. Particularly, with the deterioration in
Sino-India relations, it found that process of change reaching
its climax. The PSP, as has been seen earlier, regretted over the
complacence of the Government of India in relation to the
Indonesian confrontation of Malaysia.’® During the undeclared
India-Pakistan warin 1965 it raised a voice of protest against
India’s relations with Indonesia being continued.*® It asked
the Government to find reasons for such apathy, indifference
and callousness from Indonesia and was so to believe that
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India’s image in that country was eroding. In the post-Sukarno
period, when the new regime decided to re-enter UN and re-
establish friendly relations with all Asian nations including
India, the PSP appreciated the change' and stood for streng-
thening cordial and friendly relations with Indonesia.

RELATIONS WITH JAPAN

The PSP has been deeply concerned over India’s relations
with Japan. In the early post-war phase, it urged the Indian
Government to place a demand in UN for the withdrawal of
forcign authority and armies from Japan.}*! It advocated a
policy of guaranteed neutrality for Japan and held that it might
make the withdrawal of American forces from Japan easier
and engble Japan to keep an army of its liking. It fouad
India’s Japan policy merely ‘‘formalistic and procedural™ with
no positive content.’*> Dr. Lohia attacked Nehru for not
evolving & positive policy and pleaded for an all-Asian
guarantee for Japan as a defeated nation. Such a guarantee of
neutrality had “‘a juristic precedent in the Act as passed by
America for the perpetual neutralisation of the Philippines®.1%¢
The party pointed out that even Stalin wanted that kind of
policy for Japan. It criticised US policy in Japan and the
establishment of US military and naval bases in that country.}**

The PSP viewed the Colombo Conference of April 1954 as
incomplete without Japan's participation?*® and regretted that
by accepting US tutelege Japan had practically excommunicated
itsell trom the Asian community.’*® It would like landia to
persuade Japan to abrogate the security treaty with the US. It
made out that the prestige of UN in Asia would remain low as
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long as it would continue to exclude Japan and other Asian
States from its membership.’®® The Indian Government, it con-
tended, had “failed to support Japan’s claim for a proper
position in the comity of nations and to work for a closer
understanding and economic coordination between Japan and
free countries of Asia”.1® India, according to the PSP, ought
not to act as China’s partisan against Japan, for its legitimate
role was that of a “reconciler”.1* It pointed out that Japan’s
socialist forces had a clearer appreciation of India’s foreign
policy and, as such, it would not be difficult to get Japan closer
to India.!®® It would like Japan to participate actively in the
economic development of Asia and join in mutually beneficial
trade with other Asian countries.!3*

In 1961, the PSP welcomed the visit of Japan’s Prime
Minister to India. It was happy to see India’s relations with
Japan getting closer and the basic outlines of India’s Japan
policy changing.}®® It wanted the Government to develop not
only political but also close economic ties with Japan.1%8

AFRICAN ISSUES
Freedom and Colonialism

The PSP had been urging the Government of India to make
efforts for the colonial emancipation of the African peoples. In
1947, the policy statement of the Socialist Party was :

‘*“Vast areas of Africa...are still under foreign domination.
Therefore, the struggle for freedom has to continue until the
last vestige of imperialist domination has been destroyed.

The Socialist Party will support all popular movements
aimed at achieving this end’’.1¥*

1300bid.

11Asoka Mehta’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 7(2), 29 Scptember
1954, Cols. 3706-7.

12 pylicy Statement, n. 30, p. 32.
131pid.
13¢tMadhav Gokhale, n. 120, pp. 3-5.

135Asoka Mehta’s Statement, Lok Sablha Debates, 60(2), December
1961, Col. 2962.

16S.N, Dwivedy’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 47(2), 15 November
1965, Col. 1983.

137 Policy Statement, n. 30, p. 32,
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The party felt that the Indian Government was not playing a
positive role in UN with regard to the freedom of African
peoples, demanded its positive drive for the withdrawal of
foreign authorities and armies from the territories of the African
countries and urged it to make international efforts for the
reconstitution of national authorities in these territories.1%8

In 1950, the party viewed with a great concern the fact that
the peoples of North Africa were still under the domination of
European powers. They had the inherent and inalienable right
“to manage their own affairs in a manner that would enable
them to become equal partners in the society of free nations™.1*
The party sent its greetings to the people of African countries
Jike Tunisia, Morocco, Algeria and others who were struggling
for freedom and assured them of solidarity and full support in
their struggle for emancipation.1*® Dr. Lohia wanted the Indian
Government to invite freedom fighters like Emir Abdul Karim,
Taib Salim, George Padmore and Dr. Azikiwe of North Africa
as its guests for bringing about a spontaneous, unfettered and
powerful anti-imperialist force.?®® The party would be happy
with a situation which would permit *‘to keep them away from
alliances with either camp’.1%*

In 1953, the PSP felt decply concerned over the mounting
reign of repression and violence in Kenya, Tunisia and other
colonies of French North Africa. It was unhappy with the
moves “‘such as the contemplated creation of a Central African
Federation, the banning of the Kenya African Union, the insis-
tance upon the continued occupation of the Suez canal area
and the policy of divide and rule in Nigeria”.14® The party
wanted the Indian Government to take up their issues in world
councils and support them in their struggle against colonial
rule. It also noted the rapid rise of the sentiment for a free

Yibid.,, pp. 38-39.

13Tke Report of the Eighth Natlonal Socialist Party Conference, 1950,
Mzdras, 0. 2, p. 83.

Hagbid,
1Rammanohar Lohia, n. 106, pp. 17-18.

2 Bulld for Socialism (Platform of the Socialist Party, 1951),
IR

'*'Betul Recolution of Special Convention, June 1953, Tivo Years of the
PSP, 1. 35, pp. 26-27.
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and united Africa and underlined the urgent need for summon-
ing an All-Africa Conference of freedom figthers to keep Africa
disentangled from either power bloc and to combat tyranny
and injustice through mass civil resistance.!44

The PSP deplored the Indian policy towards Britain in
Africa, its mere verbal protest against the French rule in
Tunisia and its general slackening with regard to the African
struggle against imperialism.!® In 1955, the party welcomed
friendship between India and the countries of Africa and held
that for the nations of Africa the future lay in steering clear
of the rival blocs, in combining to resist colonial tyranny and
in forging links of mutual cooperation for their economic
development.11¢

At the Asian Socialist Conference of 1956, the PSP wel-
comed the emergence of Sudan, Tunisia and Morcco as sovereign
nations and welcomed Gold Coast’s impending independence.
It looked forward to the early resumption of the movement
towards independence in Nigeria. extended its support to the
freedom movements in Algeria and Kenya and felt deeply
concerned over “the severe repression faced by the peoples in
these countries”.1% The party also deplored the denial of
political and educational facilities to the pcople of Congo and
Central Africa.

In 1958, the PSP viewed with deep concern and alarm the
mounting aggression of colonial powers in North, South, East
and West Africa where the peoples’ wishes were being repressed
in a way “repugnant to any civilised nation”.1® It deplored
the arrests, persecution and banning of political organisations
in Uganda, Tanganyika, Zanzibar, Mauritius and Algeria. It
decleared its solidarity with all African organisations leading
the freedom struggles and pledged its support “to the valiant
peoples of Algeria, Kenya, Cameroons and other States of

MeIhid,

145 4llahabad Resolutions of the National Executive, December 1953, n.
35, pp. 28-29.

YeReport of the Second National Conference of the PSP, Gaya,
December 26-30, 1955, n. 5, p. 142.

U7 fanata; 18 November 1956, pp. 9-10.

M8Report of the Fourth National Conference of the PSP, Poona,
May 25-28, 1958, p. 134.
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Africa Jooked in the fight for freedom™.1*® It held that the
creation of free and resurgent Africa would be “an act of
redemption that would save world freedom™.23°

The PSP further took note of the popular uprisings in
Belgian Congo, Kenya and Central Africa. It condemned
Portugal’s determination not to part with power and Britain's
resorting to constitutional subterfuges like the formation of
the Central African Federation. It also condemned the policy
and tactics of the European settlers in Africa and called upon
the colonial powers “‘to respect the African’s urge to freedom.1%
It urged that the liberal policies adopted by certain European
powers in West and North Africa should be extended to other
regions and no opportunities should be left to European settlers
to mainigin their overlordship. The PSP called upon the
Indians settled in the various parts of Africa ‘“‘to appreciate
the Africans' sentiment and identify themselves with the Africans
in their stuggle for national emancipation”.!%*

In 1961, the PSP drew the attention of the Government
of India towards the newly liberated states of Africa. It
underlined the growing tendency of integration in Africa as in
the formation of a union of Ghana, Mali and Guinca. It
expected the Indian Government to seek inspiration from them
and help them in their greater and closer cooperation. It
deplored developments in Aungola and Mozambique where
repressive measures were being stepped up. It urged the
Government to give de jure recognition to the provisional
Government of Algeria 153

In 1964, the PSP rcjoiced over the emergence of Africa as
a free continent, but felt deeply concerned over the meek
protest from the Government of India regarding the freedom
of Indian patriots being subjected to humliation in that conti-

Wi,

O Ibid., p. 135.

INew Delhi Resolutions of the National Executive, April 1959,
Jersia, 26 April 1959, p, 5.

1Yhid,

'$'D.P. Singh's Statement, Rojya Sabka Debates, 35(1), 22 August 1961
Cols. 1193-99; Nath Pai's Statement, Lok Sabka Debates, 59(2),
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nent.’®" 1t held that the Rhodesian development would prove
a threat to the freedom and development of its neighbouring
countries 15° In 1966, it welcomed the rise of a new African
State of Bostwana as “a star of freedom for yet another
African people” 35¢

The PSP is, of late, happy over India’s full moral and
material support to the freedom fighters in South Africa,
Angola, Mozambique and Rhodesia and believes that it is
India’s duty *‘to see that freedom thrives in Africa whose
peoples are being put to slavery” !5

Upsurge for Racial Equality

The PSP has also continued to deplore racial inequality
being practised in some African States. From the beginning, it
has been questioning various South African legislations denying
liberty and equality to the Indian settlers.’®® Yt opposed the
participation of the Government of India in the Cape Town
Round Table Conference (1950) with regard to such legislations
and executive actions and urged the Government to warn
South Africa against its policy of the apartheid.15® At a press
conference in 1951, Dr. Lohia urged the Tndian Government to
take up in UN the question of racial discrimination not only
against the Indians in South Africa but also other coloured
peoples who had been denied equal rights in the other parts of
Africa.160

The PSP also pointed to the denial of racial equality in
Kenya and Central Africa. It deplored the atrocities in Kenya
over the native people by the white settlers.2®! It felt concerned
also over the “‘veritable reign of terror” against the Indians in

18¢{Nath Pai's Statement, Lok Sabhu Debates, 35(2), 23 November 1964,
Col. 1289.

1555, N. Dwivedy’s Statement, Lok Sabha Debates, 47(2), 15 November
1965, Cols. 1984-90.

156Muslaihuddin Ahmad, **Bostwana : New African State”, Janara, 20
October 1966, p. 5.

15"Mulka Govind Reddy, *“Africa Must be Liberated"”, Janata, 23
November 1969, p 5.

158 Janata, 24 July 1949, p. 17,

159 Report of the Eighth National Conference of the PSP, Madras, 1950,
n. 2, p. 220,

160Janata, 9 December, 1951, pp. 1-2.

181 Betul Resolution of Special Convention, June 1953, n. 143,
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(hat country.}¥* It held that such terroristic acts in other states
of Africa amounted practically to a total war against the
African people.1® At the second Asian Socialist Conference in
1956, it deplored the racist policy pursued by Central Africa,
Fenvan authorities, and Belgium in Congo and called upon all
co!o;linl powers ““to stop the massacre and accept the struggle
as an incvitable historical process to secure fundamental rights
and to achieve self-determination 1¢!

At the Poona Conference in 1968, the PSP viewed with a
deep concern the policy of apartheid rampage in South Africa,
treason (rials and terrorisation staged in Kenya and the
Cameroons and constitutionally imposed racial discriminations
in Rhodesia and Nyasaland.1®5 In 1960, it drew the attention
of the Indian Government to the mass killing of the demon-
strators in South Africa and supported protest against such
naked violation of human rights and dignity.1%¢ It viewed the
revolt against Portuguese domination over Angola in 1962 and
the resistance to the imposition of a racist and undemocratic
constitution of Central African Federation as “‘the expressions
of a yearning for elementary human rights™.3% It greeted brave
African peoples and pledged its support to them in their
struggle against these injustices.

In 1964, the PSP further supported the upsurge of the
coloured people for racial equality in South Africa and
Rhodesia. It appealed for the release of South African political
prisoners and strongly deprectated the imposition of a ban by
the Government of South Rhodesia on the national democratic
parties of that country.2®8 It held the imperialist, racialist white
minority Government in Rhodesia as a “threat to the freedom
and development of the neighbouring countries like Malawi,
Tanganyika and Congo™.1*? Some of the Praja Socialists stood
for the solution of the Rhodesian issue through partition and

Y'Parliamentary Debates, 18(1), 17 September 1953, Col. 4011,
1Policy Starement (PSP, 1956, November), p. 81.

84 anats, 18 November 1956, p. 11.

85500 n, 148,
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urged the liberation of African majority area from the tyranni-
cal racist regime of Ian Smith.17® The PSP called for a positive
action on Rhodesita and held that mere condemnation of
racial discrimination would not be enough.t?1

1"0Chapter 3, n. 119; Mulka Govind Reddy, n. 157, p. 5.

171Hem Barua's Lok Sabha Statement of 8 April 1970, The Statesman
(New Delhi), 9 April 1970,
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Summary and Conclusions

S»UM’MING UP THE ATTITUDE

The attitude of the PSP towards India’s regional relations
and issues discussed above appears to have been cssentially in
consonance with its basic foreign policy objectives. Fundamen-
tally, it has been apreeing with the Government. But on some
of the issues and relations it has been demanding improvements
from time to time.

The PSP favours equal friendly relations with Israel as well
as with the Arabs against the nation’s pre-independence view
of the history of the Palestine question which it had shared
with other parties. The fact that Israel subscribes to democratic
socialism has been presumably the main consideration behind
the post-independence change in its outlook. Its attitude
towards the Indian policy for South and Southeast Asia has
been puided by its notion of India pioncering and piloting
regional cohesiveness, political, economic and military, for
their collective assertion as an independent force in world
politics and as a bulwark against communism. On the issues
concerning the people of Indian origin, the party has been
reacling vigorously and demanding from the Indian Govern-
ment steps for just settlement of such issues with the other
governments concerned.

The PSP stands on the issues and relations discussed in
this chapter have been effective and valuable. As has been seen
earlier also, they have often galvanised India’s policies and
actions,

i As a radical wing of the Indian National Congress, with its
distinct identity in it as the Congress Socialist Party, the PSP
had shared the foreign policy concern of the Indian national
movement in a major way from May 1934 to March 1948,
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The last cighteen months of the period were those of the
foreign policy of India’s first national Government In course
of the fourteen years of that phase of its career it had developed
its own foreign policy perceptions, behavioural traits and
dispositions and had left its impacr on the nation’s pre-indepen-
dence foreign policy outlock.

For the first four years of the period, the Socialists raised
alarm against the eventuality of the Second World War and
voiced the desirability of Indians having no truck with the
British concerns over it. They condemned and opposed Impe-
rialism, Fascism, Nazism, and Japanese Militarism, sought to
promote the solidarity of Asian and African countries and
their national movements for freedom, admired Soviet
socialism and wanted the latter two classes of forces to work
together against those of the first. While doing these, they
considerably influenced the INC in its sympathies communi-
cated from time to time to Abyssinia, Spain, China and
Palestine as the victims of the forces of imperialism and
fascism.

From May 1938, the Socialists started perceiving that com-
munists all over the world including those at home were
identifying Russia’s national expansionism with the progressive
strifes for just world order. They rejected that kind of identi-
fication. shed the illusion they had earlier and mooted the idea
of a third camp.

Though not altogether defiant, they attacked the inclination
in top Congress [eaders like Mahatma Gandhi and Jawaharlal
Neliru to “collaborate’ with Britain and its allies in their war
efforts. The hue and cry raised by them was an important
factor behind the final “Quit Tndia™ demand put to the
Britishers. :

By March 1948, when the CSP emerged as an independent
political party known as the Socialist Party of India, some of
its significant dispositions were already formed in its resentment
over the partition of the country, the caution that it wanted
for India against Russian expnsionism, its stand that the Arab
cause in Palestine was just and its advocacy for a third camp
of nations which would act independently of the two power
blacs of the post-war world and would strive for an egalitarian
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intcrnational order based on national freedom and socio-
cconomic justice among nations.

2. To the extent non-alignment, pursucd by the Indian
Government 35 the key principle of India’s foreign policy,
cicnified functioning in international politics independently of
thyc two cxisting rival power blocs, the PSP agreed. Butits
basic disagrecment OVeT the matter lay in that the official
policy was devoid of the primacy which, in its opinion, should
have been necessarily attached to the genuine frecdom of all
nations, their equality and the progressive reduction of
economic disparitics between one and the other among them in
terms of the living standards of their various pecoples. It, as
such, viewed the efforts of the Indian Government for preserv-
ing peace as directed merely tow ards a mechanical preservation
of the existing power equilibrium and conspicuous with its
privilegcd status of the Great Powers. India’s role in the
Korean, Hungarian and Czechoslovak crises confirmed that
hasic objection of the PSP which disapproved of what it viewed
as the tendency of the Government, 1n the first of these cases,
to side sometimes with the Atiantic bloc and sometimes with
the Soviet camp and, in the other two, with the latter.

The party would have liked the Government to act clearly
independently of cither power bloc and make efforts for the
emergence of @ third force or third bloe of nations which,
despitc the reverse drives of great power blocs, would help
preserve world peace and promote trecdom of nations and
socio-cconomic justice among them. With that kind of concept
the PSP did influence the Government towards seeking the
cmergence of an area of peace or 2 third area. The two ideas,
however, were pot identical in the sense that the latter, unlihe
the former, did not shelter any bloc spitit.

The PSP would have hked India to give a drive lor
coordinating the foreigtt policies  of uncommitited nations,
preferably, at least, of those of the countries of South, South-
cast und West Asia. 1t attacked the tendency of ihe Indian
Government to take for granted the rival regional collecuive
defence arrangements of the Great Powers without making uny
well-pursued posiuive efforts 1o undo them 1 the interest of
universalist coliective securty. It was unhappy over the tact
that Indiz made no cndeavours at the non-aligned summtls
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towards the emergence of the third bloc.

3. The PSP was one with the Government over the princi-
ples of anti-colonialism and anti-racialism to the extent the
latter worked with them for championing the rights and claims
of dependent peoples in Asia and Africa irrespective of the
racc or gurop to which they belonged. But it was sore over
India’s “fecble™ protest against the exploitation by Britain,
France and Portugal respectively of the subjected peoples in
Malaya, Kenya, Aden and the Central African Federation,
Tunisia, Morocco, Indo-China and Algeria, and Goa and
Angola. It joined hands with the Government in condemning
Dutch imperialism in relation to the Indonesian struggle for
freedom and for the liberation of West Irian, but would have
liked it also to condemn the imperialist behaviour of the United
States in Lebanon and Vietnam. It attacked what it viewed
as “Russian neo-in perialism’ and “Chinese neo-colonialism.
The party was agitative over the *passivity” of the Indian
Government in relation to the Dutch, Chinese, Russian and
American intciventions respectively in Indonesia, Tibet, Hun-
gary and Czechoslovakia, and Lebanon and, with its gestures,
had its impact on the conduct of the Government towards
modulating some of its initial postures and stands over them.

It viewed the official pursuit of anti-racialism as inhabited
und lacking in vigour on acount of India’s membership of the
Commonwealth which also included racist South Africa and
Rhodesia. In 1950, it asked the Government to withdraw
from the Round Table Conference on the question of Indians
in South Africa and to take a Jead in organising democratic
nations against the practice of a pernicious doctrine like the
one on which the policy of the apartheid was based. In fact,
the party appeared becoming emotional inasmuch as it asked
the Government to lead a demand for Rhodesia’s partition
between the African-majority and the white-inhabited regions.

4. The PSP upheld the desirability of receiving foreign aid
with a view to bringing India economically and industrially at
par with developed nations and had no basic objection to govern-
ment technical and finarcial assistance coming from various
foreign powers. But it was emphatic about not having any policy
strings, political or cconomic, attached with the aid, It feared
that excessive economic aid like that from the United States
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and other Western powers might undermine the independence
of foreign policy. It would like aid being preferred through
UN and other international agencies. It valued cconomic
collaboration among the underdeveloped nations particularly
in South, Southeast and West Asia.  Such 2 regionalist angle
more particularly in relation to South and Southcast Asia was
guided largely by its considerations for preventing the spread of
communism. 1ts drives along such lines influenced the official
policy slowly, yet increasingly.

The party continued emphasising the need for basing the
nation's cconomic development on its own resources. It
demanded govcmmcmal take over of big plantations and
rrade for accelerating the formation of capitak Viewing the
growth of private sector as being incompatible with planned
cconomy, it spelied the fcar that that might lead to one-sided
foreign trade. It looked at foreign loans as dangerous, for
paying them back might involve the cxport of steel and
agricultural products and India’s trade might be adversely
affected.  Its assessment of US private capital as “pernicious”
and its suggestions for utilising the PL-480 funds for promo-
tion of education through the University Grants Commission
had an impact on the policy of the Government.

5. The PSP accepted the fundamentals of India’s defence
policy. Butit perceived a number of defects in it.  The policy
was rather too much disassociated from the people, was based on
extreme secrecy and lacked a proper drive for organising and
training the personnel satisfactority. There were several other
defects  like unwarranted  ministerial interference, excessive
groupism, rampant casteism, unusual transfers and retrenchments
of the civil cmployecs of the Defence services, and subordination
of the requirements of the defence of the country to political
prejudices and foreign policy dogmas. There were deficiencics
also in staffing military intelligence and effecting coordination
of work and policies among the ministries of Defence, Defence
Production and Finance.

The party was at the forefront of the opposition in charging
the Government for its military failures and drawbacks of
political leadership in relation to the Chinese invasion of
1962 and its pointers borc 8 good deal of influence on the
subsequent improyements that the Government brought about
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in its defence policy. It asked the Government to strive for
self-sufficiency in every branch. of weaponry including the
production of nuclear weapons. Unlike some other opposition
parties, it opposed the idea of secking a nuclear umbrella
which, in its opinion, might do way with the independence of
foreign policy.

The PSP had a constructive defence programme of its own.
It would like the defence organisation to be democratised
through the widest association of the people with defence
efforts. It stood for the co-existence of defence and socialism
and would have liked the former being organised not only for
the sake of a geographical entity but also for defending a new
cgalitarian society. It wanted a Defence Council to be set up
with members drawn from the ruling as well as opposition
partics. It suggested agricultural communities and labour
cooperatives being formed in border areas with the armed
forces to supplement their efforts.

The party was unhappy over the fact that the Government
had done nothing to explore the possibilities of regional defence
cooperation and had, in fact, stubbornly refused to move for
associating like-minded Asian countriesin a collective defence
arrangement mndependent of the super powers. On its own
part it would have such links forged among countries from
Japan to Afghanistan which, however, under the official stand,
would cut across the spirit of non-alignment. It would have
very much hiked a coordination of the defence policies of all
the Siates in the Himalayan region with India’s.

6. Beside the basic principles and aspects of India’s foreign
policy, covered above, its relations with the two great power
blocs, the two hostile neighbours and the various regions of
world politics were also of keen concern to the PSP.

The PSP shared the attitude of the Government towards

+ the Western bloc over general issues like world peace, disarma-
ment, Suez crisis, Lebanese crisis, Vietnam War and Arab-
Israel conflicts. In respect of the Vietnam War, however, the
attitude of the party reflected a deflection in the wake of China’s
assault on India in 1962. It began justifying US involvement
in that war as being against China’s expansionist designs.
Its continued pressure on the Government for adopting - a
stiong attitude towards* Western imperialism influenced the
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the official policy and was considerably a factor of India’s
military action against the Portuguese colonial authority in
Goz, Daman and Diu. It also continued pressing the
Government for countering actively the military, political and
cconomic manoeuvrings of the West for its domination in
Asia.

With respect to the United States, the PSP disapproved of
India’s cxcessive dependence on American money. It waonted
funds Jike those of PL-480 to be so used as not to cause any
interference in India’s own way of life and, as such, disfavoured
the abortive scheme of Indo-US Educational Foundation. It
was unhappy over the developments like the devaluation of
the rupce under US pressure and the fertiliser deal with the
United States. Insofar as US attitude in relation to the
Kashmir question was concerned, it agreed with the reactions
of the Government.

As regards Britain, the PSP continued to attack India’s
membership of the Commonwealth viewing it as inconssteat
with non-alignment, for it impelled a passive linking of the
country with the Anglo-American bloc, and inconsistent also
with the principles of anti-colonialism and anti-recialism. It
found the membership undesirable on economic grounds as
well and went once to the extent of observing an anti-Common-
wealth day. It fully shared the resentment of the Indian
Government over the British role in the Suvez crisis and the
partisan British bchaviour showing an unconcealed partiality
for Pakistan in course of the undeclared war of 1965.

The party would like the Government to improve its policy
for the West as well as the Soviet bloc by making cfforts for a
demilitarised, neutralist, independent and unified Germany.

In relation to the Soviet bloc, the PSP was happy that
its countries gave India cconomic, technical and military
assistance and supported it over the Kashmir issue. But it
continued disapproving vehemently the acquiescence of the
Indian Government in what it viewed to be the undesirable
phenomenon of the Soviet “sphere of influence™ in the Balkans
wnd Central Europe. It went on accusing the Government
from time to time for an excessive leaning towards, and
dependence on, the USSR, As in the case of the Indo-US
Educational Foundation, so also in relation to the Institute of
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Russian Studies it showed a strong disapproval and atiacked
the operation of the Soviet ncws agency, Novosti, in India
likening it to the American CIA. It censored the Indian
Government as strongly as it could for its initial stands on
both the Soviet military intervention of 1956 in Hungary -and
the military intervention of the Warsaw Powers in Czecho-
slovakia about twelve years later and, at least in relation to the
Hungarian crisis,succeeded in compelling the Government to
modulate its initial stands. During 1958-63 the party continued
to fear that the Soviets were dubious over the Sino-Indian
border conflict, believing that they would favour China and let
India down, and continued questioning the trust that the Indian
Government seemed (o be placing with them. It as well
continued pressing its thesis that the Soviet support to India
over the Kashmir issue was aimed at compelling Pakistan to
look to the USSR rather than to China and the United States.
It disapproved of India’s response to the Soviet offer of good
offices leading to the Tashkent deal which, along with the
subsequent Soviet supply of arms to Pakistan, it viewed as only
confirming its own thesis. But, when India signed a Trcaty
with the USSR, the party in its new form as the Socialist
Party took a strongly critical view of it.

As far as China was concerned, the disagreement of the
PSP with the Government was far wider than its agreement
with it. Only at the beginning of India’s relations with new
China it supported the Government over recognising the
communist regime and seeking its cooperation for world peace,
anti-colonialism, anti-racialism and Asian solidarity and
harmony. Following the Chinese military action of October
1950 in Tibet, it started noting and pointing out defects in the
China policy of the Government. Over the Panchshila prin-
ciples dovetaliscd to the Sino-Indian agreement on Tibet in
1954 it refused to nurse any optimism and took them as a
make-believe rather than as any real basis for attaining either
peaceful co-existence between the two countries or a general
harmony in Asian relations. A new map that was published
in China subsequently in 1954 only confirmed its premonitions
and Jed it ta warn the Government against the Chinese design.
At the instance of the Khampa rebellion of 1959 in Tibet, it
accused the Government for leaving India's Himalayan
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frontiers unguarded and asked it to treat the Chiness repression
in that buffer State as an aggression  against India. It attacked
the Government subscquentiy for its abstention from voting
in the UN General Assembly on the question of the violation
of human rights in Tibet Later, it appcared drawing the
satisfaction that its stands had resulted in influencing Indis’s
Tibet policy to some extent.

Following the Chinese attack on Indin in 1959, some, though
not all, Praja Sociilists usked tor introducing a change in
Iadia’s stand on Formosa by establishing relations with the
KMT Government and for thus sezking to keep China out of
UN. The party as a whole wanted the Governmeant to ensure
the defence of Sikkim, Bhutan and Nepal for the sake of India’s
own territorial integrity. It disassociated itself from the Govera-
ment in relation to the visit to New Deili of the high-power
Chinese delegation headed by Chou En Lai in April 1960,
asked the countrymen to keep away from public receptions for
the Chinese and directed its units to hold demonstrations
against the talks. What it apprehended was pzaceful surrender
by the Government in the guise of peaceful negotiations.
Following the massive Chinese attack on India in 1962, it
disapproved of the acceptance of the Colombo Proposals. -It
raised an alarm over the Pindi-Pcking accord of 1963 viewing
it as *‘a piece of sheer chauvinistic opportunism™ and demanded
adequate preparations against the joint challenge from the two
ncighbouring dictatorships. At the instance of the first Chinese
nuclear explosion it demanded & re-orientation of India’s
nuclear policy towards the manufacture of nuclear weapons as
a deterrent against any nuclear onslaught likely from China.
The shift in its attitude towards the Indian stand on the Viet-
nam War, noted earlier, was the result of its fear of Chinese
cxpansionism  vis-a-vis the interests of democracy in the
region,

The PSP gave a broad support to India’s Pakistan policy
over various issues. But it continued offering its own suggestion
from time to time. On thc question of minorities in East
Pakistan, the party appearcd to be flambuoyant inasmuch as it
asked for the imposition of cconomic sanctions apainst Pakis-
tan, culting off trade rclations, dispatching armed forces and
forcing Pakistan to take back all its Muslims who bad emigrated



236 India’s Foreign Policy : PSP

to India. It continued to keep the Government tight over
maintaining that Kashmir was an integral part of India.
Whereas some of its members welcomed the provisions of the
Indus Water Treaty, others viewed it as unfair for India and
even as the *“second partition” of the country. The party
questioned the transfer of Berubari to Pakistan more particu-
larly with respect to the legal propriety of the termination of
citizenship of the Indian nationals inhabiting it. As regards the
Rann of Kutch issue the party charged the Government as
having exceeded the parliamentary mandate in agreeing for
arbitration, condemned the arbitration award aund launched a
countrywide agitation against the same being accepted. The
Tashkent agreement met with its disapproval as it involved
India’s withdrawal from the territorial gains, strategically
important, made during the undeclared war through the
occupation of Kargil and the Haji Pir Pass. The party
continued to be sore over several Muslim nations showing pro-
Pakistan attitude from time to time in various India-Pakistan
disputes and bitterly opposed India’s abortive bid to participate
in the Rabat summit of Muslim nations as something
silly which went against its self-respect. Ia the wake of Bangia
Desh movement, the party gave coansistently all-out support to
the Indian Government towards the liberation of the new
State.

Notable among the trends of the attitude of the PSP to-
_wards some other important aspects of India’s foreign policy and
external relations was the post-independence shift in its outlook
on the persistent Arab-Israel tangle presumably because Israel
subscribed to democratic socialism. As soon as Israel emerged
as a State, the party started pressing for the establishment of
diplomatic relations with it and continued to ask for a properly
friendly spirit being maintained towards it instead of the
indifference in order to keep the Arab countries appeased. It
continued pointing out that a number of Arab countries often
acted against India’s interest and none of them took its side
against Pakistan. With that kind of attitude towards Israel

- pis-a-vis the Arabs, it would have liked the Indian Government,
in 1955, to secure to Israel its right to participate in the
Bandung Conference and, in 1967, to keep strictly neutral in
relation to the military conflict between the two sides,
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The other notable trend of the attitude of the PSP lay in
its regionalist angle for South and Southeast Asia. It would
like the Government to pursue a specific policy of rallying the
countries of the region around itself as a political, cconomic,
military and cuoltural nucleus of a regional force acting
independently of the two existing blocs, filling in the vacuum
caused by the exit of colonial powers and forging a bastion of
democracy against the spread of communism and the rise of
Chinese expansionism. It would have liked Indonesia being
restrained from confronting Malaysia and being dealt with
strongly for its open partiality towards Pakistan in 1965.
Early in the sixties it would have liked Burma being dissuaded
from sceking rapprochement with China. It wanted a meticu-
lously careful handling of relations with Nepal for keeping it
under India’s influence as against China’s and also inducing
the preservation of democracy in that country. With a broader
point of view for an Asia policy, from the very early ffties it
continued urging for friendly relations based on mutual respect
and commonality of interests with Japan which it would like to
see free from US domination.

Another trend, not developed claborately, lay in the concern
of the PSP over India’s Africa policy. It would have liked
India to be active in promoting its own solidarity with the
African freedom movements and to pursue consistently a well-
laid policy of encouraging the cmergence of a powerful,
uncommittcd, anti-imperialist and anti-racialist force of the
African States,

7. The attitude of the PSP towards India’s foreign policy
could be observed primarily in the quality of its perception of
the cnvironmental factors bearing on the policy, it basic
principles and major aspects, the issues that it faced from time
to time and the pros and cons of the lines of action pursued by
the Government. The perception appeared generally to be
clear, intelligent, reasonable and considerably unprejudiced.
But certain spots of prejudice in it like a deep endearment of
democratic socialism, an aversion for communist expansionism
and a fesvent patriotism affected from time to time its qualities
in relation to some specific points of the foreign policy.

The dispasition of the PSP, as a parliamentary-democratic
party of the opposition, to react to the foreign policy of the
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Government was conditioned by that type of perception. The
area of its agreement with the Government was rather wide.
Though the spirit of agreemeat was candid, it was unreserved
only in relation to critical and emergent external situations for
the nation. Normally, even while agreeing on official principles,
policies and stands, it pointed to their defects and put forward
its own suggestions for improvements which were often con-
structive, generally charged with ideological and patriotic
fervour and, as such, often oblivious of practical difficulties
besetting their implementation and, at times, emotional. But
whenever a situation called for it, the party readily volunteered
its sincere support and active cooperation to the Government,

As has been seen above, there were only a few points of
the foreign policy in relation to which the party almost persis-
tently disagreed with the Government. The disagreement was
mostly derived from the spots of prejudice in its perception.
The party was generally censorial, but constructive, in pro-
jecting its disagreement. Nevertheless, there were occasions,
though not many, when it sought to show the Government
down, indulged in rhetorics to play on public sentiments and
aimed at propaganda for itself. It was led generally by the
consideration of effecting changes in the stands of the Govern-
ment and, for that, it depended on the pressure that it brought
to bear on the latter with the force of arguments and analysis,
hue and cry and agitation. On the whole, its behaviour was
more rational than emotional

Though not very often, the party did, at times, reflect
divisions in its ranks over foreign policy issues, Such divisions,
though not major and not alien to a democratic party,
betrayed incohesiveness of approach as and when they appsared.
Shifts in its attitude towards certain issues could also be
observed from time to time. But the attitude was consistent to
a remarkable degree. Nonetheless, on the whole, it was flexible

rather than rigid. ) .
As would appear from this resume, with the given attitude

the PSP had a good deal of mmpact on the Government in
shaping principles, assessing situations, adopting policies,
taking stands on international issues and conducting the foreign
policy generally. That was a matter of credit in view partic'u-
larly of the fact that the party was never formidably strongand



Summaory and Conclusions 239

continued to lose its strength duc to frequent splits and
{runcation as well as the nature of politics and circumstances in
the country with which its middling ideological position and
sober ways failed to fit favourably.
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