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Abstract

Indian independence in August 1947 came througtitiparand the transfer of power
to Congress. India inherited a region destabilibgdthis partition and an economy in
desperate need of reconstruction and developmentia lalso entered into a world
fundamentally destabilised by the end of the Sedafmdld War, the onset of the Cold War
and the re-imposition of European colonial autlyorit Southeast Asia. Within this context
and in an attempt to disassociate India’s inteonati approach from that of the Raj, Nehru
espoused the two main pillars of India’s foreigriggoas neutralism and anti-colonialism.
However, through the selected case studies andoginglarchival materials from India, the
United Kingdom and the United States, this reseatallenges the existing monolithic
notions of both neutralism and anti-colonialismttd@minate studies of India’s external
affairs. The case studies are as follows: the eatemplications of the transfer of power,
Indonesia’s freedom struggle, Indian entry into @@mmonwealth and Sterling Area, the
Malayan Emergency, the Colombo Plan and Gurkhauiteeent. Together they expose and
explore several key themes: India’s imperial tramsi and legacy, the Cold War and
colonialism/decolonisation in Southeast Asia, exdéraffairs and national identity, and
India’s nascent relationship with a Communist ChiAtso, and fundamentally important,
was India’s need for economic development and Hosvdffected its policies in South and
Southeast Asia, for example development as the em®vCommunism, and its relationship
with the UK, its empire and the Commonwealth. Tihissis provides a nuanced analysis of
the first years of Indian independence that fillerees in the existing narrative and
historiography that emphasise an idealistic andaityogoverned foreign policy. Through the
following examination it is possible to recast kadis a key Cold War player in South and
Southeast Asia that balanced its national intengt$t the need to publically adhere to its
espoused foreign policy principles.
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Introduction

India from Colony to Nation-State: A Re-Reading ofindia’s Foreign

Policy in Southeast Asia, €.1945-1955

1) Introduction

India achieved independence in August 1947 afted @€ars of British
domination ended with partition and the transferpofver to the Congress Party.
Jawaharlal Nehru, the first Prime Minister, inheditthe colonial administrative
structure, the Indian Civil Service (ICS) and a {twds proportion of the Indian
Army. However, India also inherited a region desigdd by partition and conflict
over a disputed Kashmir and an economy in despenatd of repair and
development. Moreover, India entered a world funelatally destabilised by the end
of the Second World War, the onset of the Cold Wémflict and the re-imposition of
European colonial authority in Southeast AsM/thin this international system
India positioned itself on the world stage as a aed potentially influential country.
India, as a new state, with no established forpjity (as this had been handled by
the British) had to formulate and define its bdsi®ign policy principleex nihila
The new state, however, could not completely estiapeonfines of its geography
and the legacy of British regional polityndia had myriad hurdles to overcome in
the first years of independence and its domestasdargely defined its responses

to international events.

This thesis, therefore, explores how Indian pokswlved and how it was

! Christopher Bayly and Timothy Harpérgotten Armies: Britain's Asian Empire and theWath
Japan(London, 2005), this is one of the most incisivel @womprehensive introductory accounts of
the political and social aspects of the war in 8and Southeast Asia. Bayly and Harper manage to
weave multiple individual stories into a meta-ntwethat provides an overview of the region in the
1940s and 1950s. For an account with an emphadiseodnited States (hereafter US) and the end of
the Pacific war see Ronald H. Spectarthe Ruins of Empire: The Japanese Surrenderthedattle

for Postwar AsialNew York, 2008) and for an account that says ingtlmew but provides a concise
overview see, Jost Dilffer, ‘The Impact of World WM& on Decolonization’, in M. Frey, R.W.
Pruessen and T.T. Yong (ed3he Transformation of Southeast Asia: InternatioRalspectives of
Decolonisation(New York, 2003), pp. 23-34.

2 For example India stepped in to the role thatBtiish had played in Nepal as Lord Curzon’s buffer
policy also served the needs to protecting thétoeyrof the independent state.
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Introduction

applied in practice in light of both global and destic developments. The chosen
case studies analyse India’s external affairs laticen to parts of Southeast Asia in
the context of the early Cold War and decolonisatio this way, it is possible to
chart India’s integral role in the Asian Cold What has until now largely only been
addressed in order to chart the roots of the BagpdDanference and the formal
declaration of the Non-Alignment movement. Furthere) the thesis addresses how
Nehru and his government presented foreign pobcthé Indian public and to what
extent Indian foreign policy was constrained by lmubexpectations, and,
importantly, to what extent domestic political imgives influenced foreign policy.
The case studies enable an examination of episodexlia’s foreign policy that
have either been neglected in the existing liteeatar are in need of re-evaluation
and as such can contribute to our overall undedgignof India’s foreign policy.
Southeast Asia is the geographical focus of thesi) but this is not an area or

regional history and does not purport to coventhele of Southeast Asia.

In September 1946, Nehru, as head of the Interime@umnent, announced
the embryonic underpinning features of India’s fgmnepolicy when he broadcast to
the population that ‘we propose, as far as posstbl&kkeep away from the power
politics of groups, aligned against one anotherictwthad led in the past to two
world wars and which may lead to disasters on amnexaster scalé€.’Moreover,
Nehru announced that an opposition to colonialistd the protection of Indians
abroad would be two of India’s aims and guidingipiples. Nehru hoped to achieve
these goals not through military strength, but digfothe use of diplomacy based on
India’s moral, non-violent characteristics, whicke ktlaimed derived from the
teachings of Buddha and were most recently peigohih M.K. Gandht: This
announcement has consequently informed all accairtsdian foreign policy, and
it is in the effort to execute these foreign polayns that this thesis is concerned.
The importance of these first years of independeresl to be stressed to expose the
nuances of India’s foreign policy. However, the aifrthe work is not to attempt to

re-define neutralism/non-alignment, as much ink hhksady been spilled in the

3G.H. Jansemfro-Asia and Non-Alignmergtondon, 1966), p. 116.

* See the article, published under the auspiceh@fGovernment of India (hereafter G.O.l.) by
Vijayalakshmi Pandit for a succinct examination tbése historical influences, ‘India’s Foreign
Policy’, Foreign Affairs34 (1955/56), pp. 432-40.
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Introduction

pursuit of this, but rather to examine how a preéesneutralism actually operated in
the cases examined. Bandung is often cited aspbgea, the defining moment of
India’s international achievements for its partlie emergence of the Third World
and the birth of the non-aligned movement, andoalgh its myths are now being
challenged, this thesis looks at the nuances ifaBdoreign policy’ Rather than

seeking to chart the path to Bandung, or havingdBag's shadow projected back,
this research focuses on the context of India’atiels in the first years after

independence.

With the two key basic features of India’s foreplicy of non-alignment or
neutralism and anti-colonialism noted, it is neeegsto take account of the
determinants that informed and exerted an influen@x Nehru’s foreign policy. At
independence India was a country that had beemeaviay the economic impact of
the Second World War, and was struggling to recdran crippling inflation and
acute shortagésFurthermore, India was predominantly agrarianhvinly some
2% of the total workforce employed in factories1i®47’ Moreover, to compound
the difficulty of a small industrial base, in 194i&t two products, jute and cotton,

represented over 30% of the total industrial oufput

The Indian population, 381 million in 1947, despgeriodic shocks from
famine and disease, continued to grow at a pacerided by Dietmar Rothermund
as a parabolic ascent, which strained already dimagricultural productioh.At
independence the G.O.l. faced the immediate taslowfrolling price inflation and
providing sufficient food for its ever-growing pdgtion. India had recent and bitter

experiences with food shortages: as chaos sweptgdhrAsia in 1942-1943, the

® For a prime example of the orthodox handling ofiang see, Vijay Prashatihe Darker Nations:

A People's History of the Third World A New Presole's HistoryNew York and London, 2007).
For a most perspicacious examination of Bandungteed 966 work by the journalist G.H. Jansen,
Afro-Asia and Non-Alignmerft.ondon, 1966).

® See the War Cabinet's Report of the Committee miah Financial Questions, WP (44) 398,
19/7/1944, CAB 66/52/48.

" B.R. Tomlinson,The Economy of Modern India, 1860-19¥®Jume 3The New Cambridge History
of India (Cambridge, 1996), p. 95. For studies of Indiac®fomy in the twentieth century see, P.J.
Cain and A.G. HopkinsBritish Imperialism, 1688-200qSecond edn, London, 2002), Dietmar
RothermundAn Economic History of India: From Pre-Colonial &#mto 199Second edn, London,
1993).

8 Tomlinson, The Economy of Modern India, 1860-19p095.

® Production was largely limited by a combinationlatk of irrigation, lack of machinery and the
relatively small size of most holdings. Rothermufd,Economic History of Indjg. 173.
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Introduction

supplies of rice to India dried up and as India @degendent on imports of rice there
were acute shortages resulting in the Bengal fafifiais experience reinforced the
need to increase domestic production of rice, bihé short term it was crucial that
rice supplies from elsewhere in Asia continued,olhdictated that international, and
at the least, regional stability was essential.hWhe threat of inadequate food
supplies from Southeast Asia, the G.O.l. was faeitil heavy expenditures for food

from other areas, which often involved large amsuwitscarce hard currenty.

The industrial development of India was a key aimmalian nationalists,
who blamed the British for deliberately retardinglustrial growth and draining
India’s wealth during the years of the Rajccording to Nehru, the key proponent
of planning, India’s crushing poverty would be bestved by a commitment to
democratic social transformation as the integrat pfindia’s economic stratedy.
Development, for Nehru, was the key to freeinggheple from the grip of poverty
and communalism and was an integral part of thatione of a modern nation-state
in the place of colonial Indi¥. As parts of Southeast Asia were in the throes of

unrest, moreover, India was subject to uprisingdearCommunist Party of India

19t is not necessary to enter into the Failure Exgfe Entitlement (FEE) -Food Availability Decline
(FAD) debate here, but it is clear that declineide imports from Japanese occupied Asia contribute
to FEE, see Sen for his groundbreaking argumentttigafamine was not the result of an over-all
shortage of food grains, Amartya K. SdPoverty and Famines: An Essay on Entitlement and
Deprivation (Oxford, 1981), p. 63. For debate on the issues Gmkar Goswami;The Bengal
Famine of 1943: Re-Examining the Datd@he Indian Economic and Social History Revigw
(1990), p. 445-63, Paul R. Greenoughipsperity and Misery in Modern Bengal: The Famufe
1943-44(New York, 1982), M. Mufakharul IslamiThe Great Bengal Famine and the Question of
FAD Yet again, Modern Asian Studie41 (2007) and Sugata Bos&tarvation Amidst Plenty: The
Making of Famine in Bengal, Honan and Tonkin, 19425, Modern Asian Studieg4 (1990), p.
699-727.

1 See Nehru's letter of 7/1/1949 on the dollar siaraand food imports in G. Parthasarathi (ed.),
Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief Ministers, 194964, Volume 1, 1947-1948lew Delhi, 1985),
pp. 258-259. In response to this dual problem th@.Greinvigorated a ‘Grow More Food Campaign’
in 1949. Nehru reported to his Chief Minister in fgla 1949 that the Government had resolved to
eliminate the food deficit within two years, let&B/1949 inibid., p. 300.

12 See Rothermundyn Economic History of Indjgp. 132-133. Accusations of conscience economic
retardation and wealth draining perpetrated byBtitsh formed some of the first and most sustained
attacks against colonialism in India, see DadalNeoroji, Poverty and Un-British Rul¢London,
1901) and R.C. DutThe Economic History of India in the Victorian Ag@®ndon, 1906).

13 Nehru in Interview with R.K. KaranjiaThe Mind of Mr. Nehru: An Intervieweited in Francine R.
Frankel,India’s Political Economy, 1947-1977: The Gradual Revolu{Guilford, 1978), p. 3.

1 For accounts of the origins and debates on demop in India see, Benjamin Zachariah,
Developing India: An Intellectual and Social Hisgpr.1930-5GNew Delhi, 2005); Frankel,India’s
Political Economy, 1947-19774Guilford, 1978); Medha Kudaisya, ‘“A Mighty Adventure”
Institutionalising the Idea of Planning in Post-@uhl India, 1947-6Q Modern Asian Studied3
(2009), pp. 939-78 and Tomlinsofhe Economy of Modern India, 1860-1970
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(CPI) leadership which were believed to be on ardiem Moscow? What needs to

be ascertained is to what extent, if any, thesentevbad an effect on Nehru's
opinions of the Malayan Emergency and developmelseswvhere in Southeast Asia
and in China. In essence, we need to chart thednthat domestic developments

had on external affairs and vice versa.

The fruits of industrial development would alsoefridia from dependence
on capital goods and manufactured goods importstdachieve this measure of
self-sufficiency it was necessary, in the shortnteto import large quantities of
capital goods and technical assistance. This kadjetated that India remain within
the Sterling Area (a trading bloc based on commpietransactions in sterling) in
order to secure the import of sufficient capitabde and releases of dollars from the
Area dollar pool. The existing literature has bedgaraddress the question of the
importance of economic development to Indian foreign policy; however, few authors
go any further than stating that India required edegment aid, as a basic
determinant, and linking this fact to their argutiseon non-alignment, the so-called
suckling two cows argument. This research tackles this suckling argument by
asserting that in the years under discussion, &dfyethe 1940s, India only had one
cow to suckle from, the West, and it was througlpleying the fear of India and
Southeast Asia falling prey to and not joining 8wviet camp that India attempted to
extract economic assistance from the United Kingdbareafter UK) in particular,
but also the US. Underpinning all of India’s foneigolicy ventures was the need for
both domestic and international peace and stabibty economic recovery and
growth as envisaged in Nehruvian developmental ntan India’s struggle to
control inflation, moreover, sharpened Nehru’s awer to the economic impacts of

war. Nehru later elucidated his fear in refereneeAmerican production for the

15 For Nehrus thoughts that Moscow used Calcutta to direct@bmmunist Party of India see, letter
dated 7/11/1948 in S. Gopal (ed9elected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Sevielsime 8
(New Delhi, 1989), p. 301.

® The suckling argument was first made by Michal d¢tl, see ‘Observations on Social and
Economic aspects of “Intermediate Regime#i Jerzy Osiatynski (ed.follected Works of Michal
Kalecki: Volume V: Developing Economi@@xford, 1993), pp. 6-12. A. Appadordihe Domestic
Roots of Indigs Foreign Policy(New York, 1981); Michael BrecherNehru: A Political Biography
(London, 1959); Judith M. Brown,Nerhu: A Political Life(Yale, 2003); Werner Levi, ‘India Debates
Foreign Policy’,Far Eastern Surveg0 (1951), pp. 432; K.R. Narayanan, ‘Foreign Policy’, in Jag
Mohan (ed.),Twenty-Five Years of Indian Independedew Delhi, 1973), pp. 74-86 and Lawrence
K. Rosinger, ‘India in World PoliticsFar Eastern Surve$8 (1949), pp. 229-33.
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Korean War that ‘Inflationary tendencies will be m@nd more marked all over the
world. The US will buy up raw materials in all padf the world and pay heavily for
it. Thus prices will go up and will affect Indiadd*’ Nehru continued this theme in
explicitly linking the issues of rearmament, initet and development goods, and
argued that ‘In the economic sphere this [rearmdjmeeans very heavy armament
expenditure and all raw materials necessary fowilt be sucked into the war

machine. This will result in much higher prices anfiation. It will also result in

capital goods not being available to us or to coesisimilarly situated'®

An Indian commitment to anti-colonialism was onetlué clearest examples
of impact of the historical legacy of colonialism @s foreign policy, and is first
seen in the actions taken against Dutch colonialisindonesid? Anti-colonialism
co-existed with Nehru's belief that Asian natiosals could be the answer to
Communist subversion, and emphasised the importahagationalism as a key
defence against subversighBut Nehru himself recognised the interwoven natire
Communism and colonialism when, in guidelines fomaeting of the United
Nations (hereafter UN) General Assembly, he assdetteat ‘The Communist
movements and revolts in South East Asia are sbujewith the movements for

independence that it is difficult to separate th&m.

Anti-colonialism and an aversion racism, two of tigealsitic pillars of
Indian foreign policy, were, as Maxwell argues,rbmom India’s recent history, but
the continuation of these messages also servedntmaoe the Congress message in
the post-independence periddThe recent history and cultural heritage provided
base to external affairs in so much as the forgigiicy of any country has to be

acceptable to the general populace and the poliglit. Therefore, it has to be

" G. Parthasarathi (edJawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief Ministers, 19464, Volume 2, 1950-
1952(New Delhi, 1985)dated 31/12/1950, pp. 302-3.

18 | etter dated 1/2/1951 ibid., p.321, and Nehru reiterates his point again or2i4/1951, pp. 376-
77 and again on the 18/2/1952, p. 568.

9 The definition of colonial power becomes more agubius with the Soviet domination over Eastern
Europe that Nehru refused to define as imperialesthe countries had their own seats at the UN.

20 Anita Inder Singh,The Limits of British Influence: South Asia and tAaglo-American
Relationship, 1947-5@ ondon, 1993), p. 65.

21 Nehru, 12/9/1948, cited in Gopal (edS) Gopal (ed.)Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second
Series, Volume {New Delhi, 1988), p. 611.

22 Neville Maxwell, ‘Reconsiderations, Jawaharlal NehOf Pride and PrincipleF-oreign Affairs52
(1974), p. 633.
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based at least in some part on the alleged northaerepted values of the courftty.
Domestic imperatives and experiences link to teeesof what impact the project of
nation-building had on India’s foreign affairs, atal what degree there was an
attempt to unite the country and to help createrse of nationhood behind external
affairs when the rallying call of the freedom mowarh was no longer applicable,
and thus to a certain extent the espousal of tla@wss of neutralism and anti-
colonialism served a rhetorical purpose. The Casgrearty was the dominant
political force within India, but it faced oppositi from the CPIl and from the
socialists that had broken away from Congress. Bbthese bodies mounted severe
criticism of Nehru, both in the press and in the Constituent Assembly; moreover,

Nehru also faced questions from within his own Gesg Party?

The G.O.l. was anxious to disassociate indepenttetia’s foreign policy
from that of the Raj at the same time as maintgirtime central tenets of the
Congress platforrf Authority in a newly independent state derives lpdrom the
leaders’ role in the independence struggle, andNé@hru’'s case this was only
amplified with the death of Gandhi in January 1%®l then Sardar Vallabhbhai
Patel in 1953° Any infringement or suspicion of infringement ofdian sovereignty
was unacceptable to the populace or the elitealscde, and thus Nehru had to be
overly cautious in his relations with outside posviast there be an opportunity for
accusations of impinged independence in foreigaimsft’ This is a contributory
reason why in the press and in subsequent acadéerature moral methods,
neutralism and anti-colonialism are emphasisedhatexpense of calculations of

power politics.

The reality and responsibility of power and Indidise economic situation

2 Nehru acknowledged as much in his guidelineseédridian Delegation at the UN, see ‘Basic
Principles: Guidelines for Upcoming UN General Aabdy, 12/9/1948, in Gopal (ed$WJIN,

Volume 7 pp. 609-610.

%4 For the period 1946-1950, the proceedings of thesGtuent Assembly provide a narrative for this
debate and criticism.

5 Benjamin ZachariaHyehru(London, 2004), p. 157.

26 See Paul R. Brass, ‘Patel, Vallabhbhai Jhaverf@i5/6—1950)’ Oxford Dictionary of National
Biography Oxford University Press, 2004 [http://www.oxforddcom/view/article/35403, accessed 2
March 2010].

2" In this thesis public opinion is gauged througtvsgaper reports, through questions at public
meetings, through how the G.O.l. attempted to imfopinion with details of speeches and is
crucially taken from the G.O.l.’s own appreciatiafigpublic opinion.
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did much to moderate Nehru’s and the G.O.l.’s apginoto international affairs, as
did Southeast Asia’s chaotic post-war politicaliaiton leading to apprehension over
Communist victory in China. Nehru balanced the dmisaplaced on him by an
expectant party and population to continue the @By platform and policies
abroad with the realities of power. Nehru was & fiveliever in the virtues of anti-
colonialism, but he was also a realistic operatothe international stage, and he had
to play by the exisitng rules to try to get thirdygme. Exporting the message of anti-
colonialism abroad was also a way to reinforce Cesgy domestic position, as
exporting its normative values to the outside waliinonstrated a certain sense of
continuity from the pre- to the post-colonial pelsp and as the UK's High
Commissioner, Archibald Nye described Nehru as‘é&xernal architect of New

India.’?

The Case Studies

First, a few words are necessary on the scopeegbithject to delineate what
the project is and what it is not pretending tolhdia rarely makes an appearance in
general historical studies of the Cold War in Seasit Asia for example in the
recently-releasedOxford History of Southeast Asia in World Historgr the
Cambridge History of the Cold WA Moreover, the most notable recent addition to
global Cold War studies, Odd Arne Westadi$ie Global Cold Warmays scant
attention to Indid’ This research addresses this absence by presémtiiagas a key
participant in the Cold War in Asia. This is noharrative history of decolonisation
in Southeast Asia, but contributes to its undeditajmby examining India’s role in
various episodes. Nor is this work intended to bleilateral history of the Indo-
British relationship, although it does contribubethe existing historiography which
is dominated by attempts to chart the decline efrtationshig® The emphasis on

8 Archibald Nye to CRO, Despatch No. 41, Ref. P/319/1949, DO 142/479.

29 Craig A. LockardSoutheast Asia in World Histof@xford, 2009); Melvyn P. Leffler and Odd Arne
Westad (eds)The Cambridge History of the Cold War, Volume ligids (Cambridge, 2010).

%0 Odd Arne WestadThe Global Cold War: Third World and the Makingsoofr Times(Cambridge,
2005).

%1 The Indo-British connection was above all elsg/@tsiotic one, in which each side attempted to
secure the most from the other, and the most defexpression of this was the Commonwealth. The
majority of the existing literature exists in arteapt to chart the decline of the Indo-British
connection in economic terms with little referemnocehe wider relationship. Michael Lipton and John
Firn produced an extensive piece of research, lmitwork is focussed on the period from 1960
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Britain arises from the dual fact that Britain whe pre-eminent power in the region
in the period under discussion and was also India'sest international relationship.
Through an examination of these case studies, nisugvealed about the exercise of
Indian foreign policy in its first years of freeddma region that has previously been

neglected by the existing historiography.

The first case study analyses foreign affairs @ ¢bntext of the transfer of
power, and the extent to which the ability to pisecits own foreign policy was seen
by the political elite and public as an integraftfd independence and not simply as
a symbol of it. Nehru and Congress fought to ke®p international identity of
British India as opposed to both India and Pakiseceding from the Raj and so
neither one having an existing international idgngven as the new state tried to
distance itself from the imperialism of its predes@ whose international identity it
claimed. The chapter also examines how India’s &ck foreign service, a colonial
legacy, strengthened Nehru’s personal control adifm policy and how it increased

the importance of personal contacts in the condiictternational relations.

Rather than being a simple case of India suppoisign nationalism, the

next case study, the Indonesian nationalist movéerfnindependence from the

onwards, as the authors explained, ‘we are tryingxplain the delayed but rapid erosion of whad les
than twenty years ago seemed a strong, stable eadefully decolonised relationship’, séae
Erosion of a Relationship: India and Britain sint860(London, 1975), p. 1, and for a very similar
argument also see Michael Lipton, ‘Neither Partngrsior Dependence: Pre-Decolonisation, Inertia,
Diversification and Para-Protectionism in Indo-Bitit Relations since 1947’, in W.H Morris-Jones
and G Fischer (edsRecolonisation and After: The British and FrenchpExence(London, 1980),
pp. 158-192. In a similar vein, focussing on theresnic components of the relationship, B.R.
Tomlinson produced a short chapter on post-1948-British trade relations and the weakening of
economic complementarities, semperial Power and Foreign Trade: Britain and Indig&00-1970,

in Peter Mathias and John Davis (ed¥)e Nature of Industrialisation, Volume V, Intelioatl Trade
and British Economic Growth from the Eighteenth Dento the Present DagyOxford, 1996), pp.
146-162. This argument is extremely similar to thedade by B.R. Tomlinson inThe Political
Economy of the Raj, 1914-1947: The Economics Obbaisation in India(London, 1979). Debo
Prasad Barooah, again focussed more on the detailifacts and figures than on the implications for
the relationship in practice, is the most comprehenwork from the subcontinent|ndo-British
Relations, 1950-1960New Delhi, 1977). The work of Baudsev Chattei§i in part the
counterbalance in asserting that, ‘On the eve ®S&cond World War...India remained an important
asset on the economic balance sheets of Britishefiasm’, seeTrade, Tariffs and Empire:
Lancashire and British Policy in India 1919-1989xford, 1992), p. 474. For further accounts @& th
Indo-British relationship see, A.K. Banerjfindia and Britain, 1947-68: The Evolution of Post-
Colonial Relations(Calcutta, 1977); M. Lipton, ‘Growing Mountain, Shrinking Mouse? liach
Poverty and British Bilateral AidModern Asian Studie30 (1996), pp. 48522; Shri Ram Sharma,
India’s Foreign Policy: The British Interpretations, 1987 (Gwalior, 1961) and Maurice Zinkin and
Taya Zinkin,Britain and India: Requiem for Empiféondon, 1964).
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Netherlands, makes it possible to examine Nehru ladéh on the domestic and
international stages bridging both pre- and podependence. This chapter firmly
places Indonesia within India’'s own transfer of powlinking to the previous
chapter, and explores the attitudes and actioriadi regarding an independence
movement. Moreover, the research examines the metnowhich Nehru conducted
relations with Britain and the US, and the pres®Neéru exerted upon them to bring
the conflicts to an end through demonstrating haihm sought to set himself up as
the voice of Asia when in dialogue with the UK a&hd US.

The Malayan Emergency, the subject of the thirdotdra and the first time
that primary archival material from the Indian govaent has been employed, is an
investigation of Indian attitudes towards a Britblony, and towards a specifically
Communist-directed anti-colonial rebellion in a ooy that was home to
approximately 600,000 Indiafi$.More importantly, Malaya supported the dollar
earnings of the Sterling Area through its rubbed &in exports to the US, which, as
India was a member of the Sterling Area, affectsdvery economic survival and
development, a fact that was only reinforced bydisdvartime accumulated sterling
balance$® The balances not only provided a means to coveia’h balance of

payments deficits, but also served as a pool of development capital; however, from

%2 The Secretary of State for the Colonies quotedtdted population as approximately 5,800,000,
with 2,200,000 as Malays, 2,600,000 as Chinese&@®J000 as Indians, figures in CP (48) 171,
1/7/1948, CAB 129/28. The 1931 census gave thewaflg figures, total population: 5,849,000,
comprised of 44.4% Malays (2,596,956), 39.2% Chings292,808), 14.3% Indians (836,407) and
2.1% (122,829) others, cited in A.J. Stockwell, itBh Imperial Policy and Decolonisation in
Malaya, 1942-52'Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth Histdt® (1984), pp. 68-87. Ton That
Thien, India and South East Asia, 1947-1960: A Study dfalis Foreign Policy towards the South
East Asian Countries in the Period 1947-196&neva, 1963), p. 227.

% The balances are looked at in more detail in the@onwealth chapter. The sterling balances, built
up by India for services and men during the war amadunted to £710m in March 1944, at the end of
1944 some £1004m and £1160 million by 1945. Thedfviigure represents the result of work done
by the War Cabinet Committee on the Indian FindnQaestion, WP (44) 398, 19/7/1944, CAB
66/52/48. The £1004 figure was calculated by LasdiniMaynard Keynes in May 1945, cited in
Overseas Financial Policy in Stage Ill, WP (45) ,3CAB 66/65/51. The £1160m amount was the
figure for the end of the war agreed between Ind@presentatives and the Treasury in August 1947,
cited in Chancellor's Memorandum CP (47) 213, dabé®f1947, CAB 129/20 and CM (47) 70
Conclusions, 7/8/1947, CAB 128/10. For accountthefaccumulation of the balances see, J. Fforde,
The Bank of England and Public Policy, 1941 {&&ambridge, 1992), R.S SayeFRnancial Policy,
1939-45: History of the Second World Wdrondon, 1956) and Benjamin Zachariah, ‘Imperial
Economic Policy for India, 1942-44: Confusion aneBRjustment’, in B. Pati (ed Jurbulent Times,
India, 1940-44(Mumbai, 1998), pp. 185-213. For the basic detaild workings of the dollar pool
within the Sterling Area see, Kenneth M. Wrightolar Pool in the Sterling Area, 1939-195Zhe
American Economic Revied (1954), p. 559-76.
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14 August 1947 the releases were determined by sesetalof negotiations with

Britain 3

The existing literature addresses Malaya insofait atates that Nehru was
less severe towards the British than towards DatahFrench actions in the region.
There are two aspects emphasised within this, driehmasserts that Nehru did not
view the Malayan Communist Party (MCP) as a legitimnationalist part}, The
other strand argues that criticism was restrairee@m@tain was the colonial power
and because India was a member of the Commonwfeaifth1949. Michael Brecher
argues that Indian membership of the Commonweasulted in more restrained
criticism of British colmial policies; S.N. Misra asserts that the Commonwealth link
negatively affected India’s positive goals; whilst A.K. Banerji argues that it was
because Britain treated her colonies humanely hatlihdia was a member of the
Commonwealth that saved her ifraa scolding; moreover, Sushil Chandra Singh
argues that Nehru was far more interested in wiitig the actions of other European
powers because of the Commonwealth ffihis existing body of work fails to
develop the hypothesis that it proposes, but thesis investigates why Nehru
referred to the Malayan Communists as bandits andrists, India’s perception of
what was happening in Malaya, and how it affectetid’s material interests through

regional security and the Sterling Ar&aThis research argues that both Malaya and

3 There has been only one serious attempt to exatiéneegotiations, B.R. Tomlinson, ‘Indo-British
Relations in the Post-Colonial Era: The SterlindgalBaes Negotiations, 1947-43Fqurnal of Imperial
and Commonwealth Histord2 (1985), pp. 142-62, but this fails to take d&imalysis beyond 1949 and
also fails to account for the Colombo Plan.

% S.N. Misra,India: The Cold War Year§1994), p. 171 and D.R. SarDesai, ‘India and Sdiskt
Asia’, in B.R Nanda (ed.)ndian Foreign Policy: The Nehru Yeafdew Delhi and London, 1990), p.
83. Also see Anita Inder Singh who writes that desjts anti-colonialism, India described the
Malayans as terrorists and bandithe Limits of British Influenge. 49.

% Banerii, India and Britain, 1947-68: The Evolution of Posti@nial Relations(Calcutta, 1977), p.
261; Brecher,Nehru p. 581; Misra, India: The Cold War Yeayp. 221 and Sushil Chandra Singh,
‘America, India and the Commonwealth’, in Verind@rover (ed.),International Relations and
Foreign Policy in India, Volume 5, Great Britaino@monwealth and India Foreign Policy(New
Delhi, 1992), pp. 307-308. M.S. Rajan also disceigdaims that there was “Undue Influence” on
Indian foreign policy, ‘India and the CommonwealtAustralian Journal of Politics and History2
(1966), p. 230. David Goldsworthy examines Indiaitiaism in the context of anti-colonialism
directed at the British Empire from all quarterst hocusing on the mid-1950s and beyond, see
‘Britain and the International Critics of British Baialism, 1951-56 Journal of Commonwealth and
Comparative Politic®29 (1991), pp.1-24. For an overview also see Zirdeid Zinkin,Britain and
India: Requiem for Empire

37 Philip Deery, ‘The Terminology of Terrorism: Makmy 1948-52’,Journal of Southeast Asian
Studies34 (2003), pp. 213-47, has attempted to map tlengihg definitions and representations
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Indian entry of the Commonwealth should howeversben as part of the same
process as opposed to Indian moderation being sataesult of Commonwealth
membership. However, the execution of Indians indyla was considered neither
acceptable nor humane either by the G.O.l. or gy Itidian press and public

opinion3®

The next two case studies are closely connecteddantbnstrate that in
certain cases Indian foreign policy was above lak elriven in the background by
material considerations and to a certain extenstéding balances: Indian entry into
the Commonwealth and involvement in the ColombanRi& 1950 for economic
development in South and Southeast Asia. Severakswvaddress why Britain
wished to retain India in the Commonwedithhut few ask why India, after two
years of Dominion Status from 1947, remained withia Commonwealffl and the
majority of accounts from the Indian subcontinezit fo employ British sources and
rely on statements from Nehru, both public andha tok Sabha as their main
source bas&. Membership, negotiated in April-May 1949, was & kenet of Indian
foreign policy, partly dictated by the economiclitary and diplomatic exigencies of
being a newly independent state. This research dstmades that to understand

India’s actions, Commonwealth membership has tplaeed within its international

according to the British Government, but no reded@s been done on the international definition of
the Emergency.

% For an example see the following articlesTihe Statesmafindian Hanged in Malaya Under
Emergency Regulations’, 5/5/1949 and ‘Ganapathayeldrotest Delivered’, 7/5/1949, cited in 12-
R+1/1949, MoEA, R+| Branch, Ministry of External f&irs (MoEA), NAI.

39 with the Indian Independence Act 1947, both Inaiial Pakistan came into being as Dominions
until such a time as their national constitutioasl lbeen formulated by their Constituent Assemblies,
and for India this was January 1950. For works Wigikplore British motivations for seeking India to
remain within the Commonwealth see, Anita Inderg8in‘imperial Defence and the Transfer of
Power in India, 1946-1947International History Reviewd (1982), pp. 571-83Decolonisation in
India: The Statement of 20 February 194[fiternational History Reviews (1984), pp. 1999;
‘Economic Consequences of India’s Position in trem@onwealth: The Official British Thinking
1949’, Indo-British Reviewl1 (1984), 106-; ‘Keeping India in the Commonwealth: British Politica
and Military Aims, 1947-49 Journal of Contemporary Histor0 (1985), pp. 4684; The Limits of
British Influence R.J Moore Making the New Commonwealtixford, 1987); Endgames of Empire
(London, 1988), and Tomlinson)ndo-British Relations in the Post-Colonial Era: eTISterling
Balances Negotiations, 1947249

40 Michael Brecher:India’s Decision to Remain in the Commonwe3altrournal of Commonwealth
and Comparative Politic42 (1974), pp. 62-91.

1 Zubeda K. Khanlnternational Politics and Indi& Foreign Policy Under Nehr(2000) and S.R
Mehrota, ‘India and the Commonwealthin B.R. Nanda (ed)indian Foreign Policy: The Nehru
Years(New Delhi and London, 1990), pp. 24-41.
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context. The thesis also examines how membership presented to a sceptical

political elite and population.

The scholarship on the Colombo Plan is largelyptaduct of historians of
foreign policy, overwhelmingly British foreign poii.*? As such there is a lack of
scholarship examining both India’s role in the fatation of the plan and India’s
rationale for participating in the plan; moreover, the existing scholarship fails to
adequately examine the impact of the sterling lz@armn the development of Indian
and British policy in South and Southeast Asia.tlr@nmore, there is little in the
literature that suggests that British plans wereialy driven by its involvement
with India; whereas this research demonstrates Indian agency in the formulation of

the Colombo Plan.

The final case study again bridges the gap from tor@ost-independence in
its analysis of Gurkha recruitment, its importafmelndia, Nepal and Britain in the
context of accusations of betraying India’'s antea@l roots and the spectre of
China across the border. There is very little @xigshistoriography on the Gurkhas
outside the confines of military history, but thésearch demonstrates their domestic
importance for Nepal, and how through debate albloeir continued recruitment
Nehru was able to simultaneously satisfy the comgetiaims of Nepal, Britain and
Indian public opinion.

Historiographical Overview

The detailed historiography of each case studysisudsed in turn within the
relevant chapters, but what is necessary here éxamination of the broad lines, the
defining contours, of the general literature onidrsdforeign policy. The existing
accounts of Indian policy are largely determinedthy source materials available
which are examined below. Moreover, there is a latkcritical debates in the
historiography, but one of the few examples is hinghly-politicised case of the
China War.

“2 There is one work which examines India’s role, @n this is dominated by its analysis of British
foreign policy, see, Philip J. Charrier, ‘Britaimdia and the Genesis of the Colombo Plan, 1945-51’
PhD thesis, University d€ambridge, 1995.
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The literature is largely centred on the discussibrthe concept of non-
alignment, resulting in a poverty of analysis oheat aspects of India’s foreign
policy, especially the nuances of anti-colonialisBroadly speaking the general
literature on Indian foreign policy can be dividatb three groups: those that argue
that India’s foreign policy was based on a realistlculation of India’s position and
the international environment; those that argue that India’s foreign policy was
realistic but also based to a certain degree oaligle assumptions and principles
based mainly on India’s past experience as a colony; and lastly those that argue that

India’s foreign affairs were directed by principkesd ideals alone.

E. Malcolm Hause, in 1960, entered the debate theekey determinants in
Indian foreign policy by arguing that Indian foreigolicy was based on the
principles of Panchsila. The five principles arstdd as mutual respect for each
other’s territory and sovereignty, mutual non-im&gtion in internal affairs, equality
of mutual benefit, mutual non-aggression and pesef-existencé® These in turn
were based on the ‘deep-rooted historical tradsti@and memories which are
embodied in a philosophical and spiritual nonmatsin.”* Significantly, Hause
fails to acknowledge that material factors playesy asignificant role in the
formulation of India’s policy, and instead relies @ reading of India’s past to
explain the present. Hause, bordering on the hagpddcal, as much writing on
Indian foreign policy does, continues that, ‘thesacepts not only gave Nehru the
courage to stand alone, and the feeling of secwtitgn he does stand alone, but they
virtually give him no other choice that to chart mmependent course in world
affairs.” The only concession that Hause makes to mategterminants is that he
argues that ‘to avoid the charge of showing fawemi to either the East or the West,
Nehru has extended his political policy of nonatigmt to the economic sphere, thus
allowing himself freedom to accept assistance ldtiatls, anywhere, if the terms are
acceptable?® Hause, therefore, suggests that the material legilcn was simply an

afterthought in the formulation of Nehru’s foreigalicy. Not only does Hause fail to

4 E. Malcolm Hause, ‘India: Noncommitted and Nonadigh The Western Political Quarterlg3
(1960), p. 70.

“Ibid.

“|bid., p. 71.

“8 |bid., p. 75.
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test his hypothesis, but, following the bulk oétature, he employs a limited source

base and fails to utilise government archives.

Similarly, A.P. Rana, in 1969, attempted to explamdia’s adherence to non-
alignment as a security policy by tracing its ilgelual and idealistic roots. The
paper focuses on the influence of Gandhi on pofmynation and argues that
‘Gandhi’s influence on India’s international retats was pervasive and can best be
ascribed to a kind of diffusion of the elementshef personality through Nehru’s
psyche*” The Gandhian approach, argues Rana, with thé ade®n-violence and
non-coercion, made Nehru recoil from power polititsit defined the existing
system and its resulting conflicts. For Rana iraéomalism, in the form of non-
alignment, was the result of this influence on Nehru; moreover, he argues that the
national interests were identified with an inteimaal society of state®¥.In addition,
Rana removes non-alignment from its Cold War cangexl argues that the policy

had an identifiable identity before the emergerfahe conflict.

B.R. Nanda has released several works on Indiagidiompolicy and in 1990
argued that the two planks of Indian foreign pqlitye liberation of colonies and the
promotion of peace, resulted from a hatred of dalem and war, and thus
historical circumstances in a similar fashion tor&yanan in 197% Furthermore,
Nanda argued that the ability of India to pursuénaependent course in its external
relations and to spurn the advantages of associatith the West was due to
Nehru’s ‘clear eyed appreciation of the post-waration in its historical context’
Nanda explicitly argues that Nehru did not takeidnicito non-alignment based on

calculations of national interest in securing materand aid, and he argues that ‘In

*" A.P Rana, ‘The Intellectual Dimensions of IngidNon-Alignment’,Journal of Asian Studie28
(1969), p. 299.

“8 |bid., pp. 302-03.

“9B.R. Nanda (ed.)ndian Foreign Policy: The Nehru Yeafldew Delhi and London, 1990), p. 2. An
interesting point to note here is that this editelime was published under the auspices of theiNehr
Memorial Museum and Library, and it is improbaltattany work of a critical tone would find its
way into the volume. Narayanan, ‘Foreign Policyi, Mohan (ed.),Twenty-Five Years of Indian
Independencepp. 74-86.

°0 Nanda (ed.)Indian Foreign Policyp. 5.
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1947-49 when India unfurled the banner of non-aignt it seemed neither the best

way of ensuring her national security nor of ohitagreconomic aid>*

Vijayalakshmi Pandit, Nehru’'s sister, elaborated itlealistic aspects, both
roots and aims, of Indian foreign policy by arguth@t neutrality was an approach
to peace that was not new, but that was based entfhditional outlook, both
philosophical and historical? Tracing these roots back some 2600 years to
Gautama Buddha and the emperor Asoka some 2308 gegar, Pandit sets up a
tradition of peaceful conduct and positions Garaththe modern interpreter of these
traditional approache.In this way Pandit overtly links foreign policy thi the
teachings of Gandhi, linking to the work of Ranad a&xposing the wishes of the

Indian Government to link their foreign policy teetlegacy of Gandhi.

Making the case for a largely pragmatic and raalistreign policy, Werner
Levi described Nehru as a realist who knew thatpitimary aim of foreign policy
was the survival of the statéLawrence K. Rosinger, in a similar approach tchbot
A. Appadorai and Michael Brech&ralso highlighted this theme of independence in
foreign affairs, but Rosinger takes account offtw that Nehru argued that foreign
policy was ultimately the outcome of economic ppland that until the economy
had developed properly then the general courseadbrmuld tend to be vague and
groping® This line of thought has been somewhat neglectednbre recent
accounts, but it raises the crucial point that dredpolicy was developing in these
early years. Rosinger further argues that the factietermining India’s foreign
policy were in large part decided by the conditiangder which India became
independent; these include strong remaining ties with Britain, a geographical
separation from the USSR and a level of dependendbe US’ This combination

allowed Indian leaders time to make up their miadgorign policy; time that was

*Lbid., p. 21.

%2 pandit, ‘Indias Foreign Policy’, p. 433. Also see, David Tayor'Pandit, Vijayalakshmi (1900—
1990)',0Oxford  Dictionary of National Biography Oxford University Press, 2004
[http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/47741, acsed 4 June 2012].

>3 pandit, ‘Indias Foreign Policy’, pp. 433-34.

* Levi, ‘India Debates Foreign Policy’, 49-52.

%5 Brecher,Nehru: A Political Biographyand A. Appadorai, ‘India’s Foreign Policymnternational
Affairs 25 (1949), pp. 37-46.

%6 Rosinger, ‘India in World PoliticsFar Eastern Surve8 (1949), p. 229.

" bid., p. 230.
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anxiously sought to allow India to repair its econo Furthermore, Rosinger asserts
that taking an independent stance may well haveased India’s bargaining power

abroad for foreign assistance.

Prior to Levi, Appadorai surveyed Indian foreignlipp as it stood in 1948
based on public statements and newspaper repgpzaddrai identified the key
tenets of Indian foreign policy as follows: keeping away from power blocs; working
with others for international co-operation agwbdwill; upholding the principles of
self-determination for subjugated peoples, especially Asians; fostering good relations
with its neighbours and maintaining that the preseof Europeans in Asia was an
insult®® The vast majority of accounts of Indian foreigripp are based on this
combination of aim8’ Appadorai continued to ask if maintaining this ckiof
independent foreign policy was possible, which hguad is only answerable by
seeking a three-fold analysis of the Indian Natio@angress, the complexity of
present day problems and looking at the economicnaiitary position of Indi&’
What follows is a comprehensive, if somewhat shamalysis that allowed
Appadorai to interpret the three main consideratiohindia’s foreign policy: whole
hearted co-operation with the UN, non-alignment auholding the weak and
oppressed natior’s. Appadorai maintains that India was so keen orrmatigonal co-
operation and collective security because of itgebéhat settling disputes by war
was unjust, and because peace was essential &nahtreconstruction, which he
argues ‘illustrates...the blend of two factors whiptvern India’s foreign policy-
enlightened self-interest guided by justite.With regards to subject peoples,
Appadorai is less forthcoming with his analysis angues that India’s own recent
history determined this stance. Although Appadsranalysis is brief, it identifies

the themes in Indian foreign policy that frame shbsequent literature.

One of the most cogent accounts emphasising betmtterial determinants

of Indian foreign policy and the idealistic and mloaspects is Brecher's 1959

%8 Appadorai, ‘India’s Foreign Policy’, p. 37.

5% Sankar N. Maitra, in 1967, lists the four pillaxs, anti-colonialism, non-alignment, peaceful co-
existence and the renunciation of force in thelesagnt of disputes inA New Look at Foreign
Policy’, Economic and Political WeekB/(1967), p. 793.

€0 Appadorai, ‘India’s Foreign Policy’, p. 38.

1 Ibid., p. 40.

62 |bid., p. 41.
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biography of Nehru in which he argues that ‘Indiaews on international affairs
may be traced to many sources, some tradition&lerst contemporary> The
experiences of colonialism and racialism playedimportant part in moulding
attitudes, as did the proximity of two powerful Gomist neighbours in the form of
Russia and Chin. But for Brecher, the key to India’s foreign polieyas the need
for economic development, which determined that wai@s required from all
available sources and suggested that global peaseessential. In conclusion, he
wrote that ‘Indeed, all other factors which shapéid’s world-view are subordinate

to this consideratiorf®

India’s world-view in turn shaped her foreign pglievhich Brecher argued
consisted of the following pillars: anti-coloniatis anti-racism, non-alignment, a
recognition of Asia’s importance, mediation in mmational tensions and a third
force of non-aligned natiorf8.Brecher and Appadorai represent the middle ground
between interpretations that favour an idealisticaorealistic foreign policy, a
position to which many adhere with varying degreeemphasis on the balance of
idealistic and material or realistic fact§fsBoth of these accounts also demonstrate
the use of the main source materials for accoumtslrmlian foreign policy:
newspaper articles, public statements and broasleast parliamentary debates. This
work adds to this existing historiography by examgnthe interplay between the
espoused guiding principles of Indian foreign pplend the somewhat differing

reality of Indian actions in certain cases.

The main themes of Indian policy, argues JudithBvbwn, were beginning
to crystallise by the end of 184she highlights that the policy would be an
independent one, it would pursue world peace, itld/@also combat racism and

imperialism, but it would also work for a revivaf Bsia’® Brown concurs with

&3 BrecherNehru: A Political BiographyLondon, 1959), p. 212.

 Ibid., p. 213.

%5 |bid.

8 |bid., p. 215.

7 See the later book by Appador@ihe Domestic Roots of Ind&@Foreign Policy Also see, B. M.
Jain also follows this path when he argues thataligmment, as the foundation of India’s foreign
policy, was defined and articulated by Nehru onghemise of bi-polarity in his own ideological and
philosophical manner in order to safeguard natiodafence and security and to promote
development, B.M. JairGzlobal Power: Indias Foreign Policy 1947-200@lymouth, 2008).

% Brown, Nerhu: A Political Life(Yale, 2003), p. 245.
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Brecher in that geography heavily influenced Irglipblicy outlook: she needed to
build bridges with both Pakistan and China; it was at the centre of Asia and thus
involved the US and Britain. Brown argues that aignment was not neutrality at
all, but it was a stance that left India free tdga issues on their merits and in
relation to India’s interesfS.These interests, somewhat inadequately analysex in
biography, reinforced a policy of pragmatic respant foreign issues and a stance
of non-alignment, and in Brown’s view Indian foreigolicy was an intertwining of

idealism, pragmatism and self-interest: this thebarts this intertwining’

K.R. Narayanan maintains that the foreign policyisked by Nehru was the
result of historical circumstanc&sEchoing Appadorai in 1948, Narayanan asserts
that foreign policy was not defined by idealism internationalism, nor was it
defined by the pursuit of national interests, dutvas defined by the continuous
endeavour to reconcile and bring into line with feamther these two sets of
consideration§? Following Narayan, but moving closer to an analysased solely
on the idealistic aspects, on this key issue ddlidm versus realism P.N. Masaldan

argues that:

He [Nehru] was conscious of the duty of every naloleader and
government to protect the country’s national inderéut Nehru’s broad
outlook, his wide perspective, and his sense nlyt ahhistory but also of
future developments in the world, made him usumitgrpret the national
interest in a manner that did not conflict with Higgh principles of
internationalism and humanisth.

Though Masaldan fails to present a detailed picbiinghat he takes to be the
national interest, his argument suggests littlesitan existed between achieving the
national interest and maintaining certain pringplevhereas this thesis explores
tensions between the two. Masaldan’s analysis dvag tquestioned, however, when

he slips into the realms of hagiography writingttlaticisms of Nehru ‘do not

%9 pid.

bid., p. 246.

2 Narayanan, ‘Foreign Policy’, in Mohan (edljyenty-Five Years of Indian Independeneer4.
Ibid.

3 P.N. MasaldanJawaharlal Nehrus Foreign Policy: Determinants, Principles and Caond

(Nagpur, 1977), p. 8.
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detract much from the greatness of Nehru’s idead the magnificence of his

principles.”™

The main lines of argument have changed little fithm first accounts of
India’s foreign policy emerged in the form of comigorary commentary in the late
1940s. As late as 2009, Sumit Ganguly and Manje@&agdesi argued that ‘India’s
policymakers chose, quite deliberately, to igngr&emic constraints and decided to
pursue an explicitly ideational foreign policy withmostly disastrous
consequence$” The recenRoutledge Handbook on South Asian Polifickows
similar lines of argument: ‘more geographically esive, less traumatised by
partition, and less hamstrung by its own interradusity concerns, India’s political
leaders were able to initially articulate a foreigolicy premised less on survival
than on an ideological commitment to internaticsrali nonalignment, and an active
solidarity with colonial peoples® What these accounts assume is a mythical
freedom that the G.O.l. was able to formulate itdices within a vacuum, as
opposed to in reaction to both its domestic neaus the state of international

affairs, as this research demonstrates.

Indian foreign policy found its roots in the legao§ colonialism and the
idealistic concepts formed by the leaders of Indiad, although these factors
influenced Nehru and the G.O.l., the defence ofarahd the furtherance of the
national interest were the paramount determinantadia’s foreign affairs. Nehru’s
own thoughts on the construction of foreign polean be summarised as such: ‘A
policy must be in keeping with the traditional bgedund and temper of the country.
It should be idealistic...and...realistic. If it istnidealistic, it becomes one of sheer
opportunism; if it is not realistic, then it is likely to be adventurist and wholly

ineffective.”’

Nehru was an idealist, yes, but also a realist wil the moderation
of responsibility on assuming independence placglials material interests at the

core of his diplomacy, though he never let the ogualing principles of Indian

" bid.

5'3. Ganguly and M.S. Pardesi, ‘Explaining Sixty Meaf India’s Foreign Policy’|ndia Review8
(2009), p. 4.

8 Vernon Heuwitt, ‘International Politics of Southias in Paul Brass (ed.Routledge Handbook of
South Asian Politics: India, Pakistan, BangladeSh,Lanka and NepglLondon, 2010), p. 407.

" Congress BulletinNo. 5, June-July 1954, p. 246 cited in Brechahru: A Political Biographyp.
217.
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foreign policy be forgotten. Through the examinatad the selected case studies this
thesis provides in-depth studies to fill in sometloé silences in India’s foreign

policy and as such contributes to the existing g@rigstory of Indian foreign policy.

Sources

The absence of government archival materials in hmat the existing
historiography encourages a following of the limegagated by the G.O.I. in its first
years of power. This work is not an attempt tod#ie governmental archive above
any other source material, but rather to integtia¢evaluable information in foreign
repositories with that available in Indian archive$he source base for the vast
majority of accounts on Indian foreign policy fratime subcontinent consists of a
narrow range of materials from public statements Nwhru and other senior
politicians, parliamentary debates, newspaper tepand more recently edited
volumes of collected documents and has fundamgntfiected the existing
historiography® Few examples better serve to illustrate the prdpefes relying on
public statements, particularly Nehru's, as a réamrindian foreign policy than the
following preface to a collection of Nehru's speeshpublished by the Indian

Ministry of Information:

This volume was designed to meet the need forrimdin one place the
main lines of India’s foreign policy. No better rhed could be adopted
than to present it in the words of the one who tis@scountry’s principal
spokesman’

Public statements and speeches, most often traedmita the radio and
through newspapers, formed and still form the bagidence for the study of India’s
foreign policy, and continue to inform the very isasnderstanding of India’s foreign
policy and its study. This reliance, however, obaies many of the nuances of

India’s foreign affairs, and there is little ackrniedgement of the domestic audience,

"8 For examples of collected see, S Gopal (€8e)ected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru: Second Series
(New Delhi); G. Parthasarathi (ed.), Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief Ministers, 194964 (New
Delhi) and Prabha Chopra (edThe Collected Works of Sardar Vallabhbhai Pggw Delhi).

9 preface tondia’s Foreign Policy: Selected Speeches, September-Apdi61961 (New Delhi,
1961). This collection was published whilst Nehraswstill in office by the Ministry of Information
and Broadcasting.
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or in fact the foreign audiences, for which puldtatements were produced. Thus,
what is needed is an account of Indian foreigncyalhat integrates this acceptance
of public statements more as rhetoric with an aialgf why these public statements
were produced and their domestic significance énlégitimisation of Congress and

the Indian state.

Debates from the Constituent Assembly, 1946-195@, thereafter from the
Lok Sabha, provide a way of assessing the politicalogue of the disagreements
and criticisms of Nehru's foreign poliff. These aforementioned materials are
valuable in the sense that they reveal what wasbeotg said in parliament and
public as much as they communicate what was saidlelss so for constructing a
comprehensive narrative. This can be remedied, henvby theFar Eastern Survey
and Pacific Affairs which both provide an excellent and invaluablelemion of
contemporary analyses of the events in South andh8ast AsiaThe Statesman

(Calcutta) also offers an excellent contemporaslyasis of events.

The Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehi®&WJN provide us with a limited
record of Nehru's correspoatte; there are two problems, however, with this
resource apart from the fact that it is very hgaetited having been published
under auspices of the Nehru Memorial Museum andabyp(NMML), the guardians
of Nehru’s papers. First, there is a heavy empl@asidomestic affairs, and secondly
the volumes consist only of outgoing correspondeacel are thus devoid of the
context of the discourse in which the communicatiavere produced. Despite
footnotes that seek to provide parts of the missitlg of the conversation, the
reader has no reference to the tone, purpose|sletairevious letters and has to rely
on a reading of Nehru's resporiSeThis problem can be overcome, to a certain

degree, by employing foreign archives to fill ir thilences.

A problem with the existing historiography is thect that the majority of

researchers rely on what these statements sagetvédue, and fail to interrogate

8 The Lok Sabha was the Lower House of the IndianigPaent and succeeded the Constituent
Assembly after the inauguration of the Republidamuary 1950.

81 R.J. Moore also notes this deficiency of the aita, ‘It is a limitation of the Gandhi and Nehru
collections that they do not include inwards cqumslence’, ‘The Transfer of Power: An
Historiographical Survey'$outh Asia: Journal of South Asian Studg4986), p. 84.
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their sources. Public statements, and Nehru's iticodar, are often taken as true
reflections of policy and intentions, so are pankatary debates and statements.
Moreover, there is little account taken of the aunde, but as Ton That Thien
suggests, we should be concerned with ‘India’s sleather than with her word®’
Further light is shed by the British High Commisso warning London that many
of Nehru's speeches were delivered extempore, rakireto thinking aloud than a
detailed exposition of India’s direction in worltfars, and that Whitehall should not

place too much emphasis on such statenfénts.

The reason for this reliance on certain materglkhe relative inaccessibility
of Indian government archives. The Ministry of Exed Affairs (MoEA) retains
possession of the bulk of its records from 194&tehs no effective 30 year rule and
the 2005 Right to Information Act further tightentte restrictions over the release
of material$* Without any systematic transfer of materials, ¢hix; as Zins and
Boquerat argue, ‘a veil of secrecy in India thateotmajor democratic countries
lifted long ago.®® This secrecy, which only applies to the post-1pdfod, is further
compounded by the fact that Nehru's own paperd) last Prime Minister and as
Minister of external affairs, remain the possessibthe Gandhi family under lock
and key at NMML in New Delhi® Nehru's descendants rarely grant access to the
post-1947 papers and in most cases access is gfantefficial publications only,

further reinforcing the reliance on t8&VJN

82 Although Thien fails to fully follow his own adwég see Ton That Thiemdia and South East Asia
p. 5.

% Nye to CRO, Despatch No. 18, Ref. 9/243, 6/5/1949,142/479.

8 Cited in article by Claude Arpi and Subroto Ralansparency & History: India’s Archives must
be Opened to World Standards’tdtp://independentindian.com/2009/01/01/indias-aesrmust-be-
opened-to-world-standarddast accessed 12/01/2010. On the perilous statedia’s archive see
three recent articles on tiNew York Timeblog, India Ink: Notes on the World’s Largest Darazy,
http://india.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/03/21/repairthg-damage-at-indias-national-archives/#more-
27531 http://india.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/03/20/in-indlistory-literally-rots-away/ and
http://india.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/03/22/indiaskaves-how-did-things-get-this-badast accessed
22/3/2012.

8 Max-Jean Zins and Gilles Boquerat, ‘Introductioin’,Max-Jean Zins and Gilles Boquerat (eds),
India in the Mirror of Foreign Diplomatic ArchivedNew Delhi 2004), p. 7.

8 Similarly, the papers of V.K. Krishna Menon aredanthe care of the NMML and the only way to
access the post-1947 material is with the direnijssion of the Indian Prime Minister and personal
experience has proven that attempting to gain adoegost 1947 materials from the Nehru Memorial
Museum and Library is near impossible.

23




Introduction

Few historians acknowledge or address this absamed&e comment or
explore the implications of relying on public staents for the study of Indian
foreign policy. One of the few historians to ackimesdge actively the difficulty of
accessing Indian government sources is Robert JMa¥on in his examination of
the US wheat loan to India in 1981In response to this limited access to materials,
the foreign archive becomes a most useful repgsibrdocuments with which to
examine Indian foreign policy, a process that Zind Boquerat describe as using the
foreign diplomatic archive as a mirf8r.This approach is in itself replete with
questions of reliability, but it does allow the eascher an additional source of
documentary evidence. However, as Zins and Boquengie, foreign archives
cannot be taken as a direct reflection of Indiatmal policy since this would lead
to a one dimensioned image of reafityt is with this problem in mind that one must
approach the use of foreign diplomatic sources. ¢i@wv many continue to rely on
public statements without fully interrog@g such sources; for example, Dennis
Merrill wrote that ‘Indian Government restrictiohsiited access to official files and
manuscript collections for the years after 194@, fublished government reports
were made readily availabl® Merrill fails to ask why the Government reportsreve
published in the first instance, and fundamentalkes them at face value rather than

interrogating their production and purpose.

This thesis employs various materials from Indiateh and the US. Despite
the restrictions noted above, the MoEA have relkasene records to the National
Archives of India (NAI) and they represent an imadle source of primary
documents. Little has been released on the isstt'edommonwealth decision, the
Colombo Plan, or Indonesia, but there is some mé&iion on the Malayan

Emergency’ These are utilised in conjunction with materiabrfr newspapers,

87 R.J. McMahon notes that ‘Present security resriston Indian government documents preclude a
full examination of India’s decision-making process ‘Food as a Diplomatic Weapon: The India
Wheat Loan of 1951 acific Historical Revievb6 (1987), p. 50.

8 See Zins and Boquerat, ‘Introduction’, in Zins @uoluerat (eds)india in the Mirror of Foreign
Archives(New Delhi, 2004).

8 |pid., p. 8.

% Dennis Merrill,Bread and the Ballot: The United States and Irgliconomic Development, 1947-
1963 (Chapel Hill and London, 1990), p. xiii.

1 Many requests for files from the NAI catalogue,isthis in itself only a partial record of the
aggregate materials, are returned with the ubigaironym N.T. ‘not transferred’, and are stiliche
by the Ministry of External Affairs which refused telease them. Here follows a sample of some of
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public statements and edited series of documerdsidimg the Letters to Chief
Ministers series and th&WJN Nehru’s letters to the Chief Ministers provides a
narrative of events constructed by Nehru at fohthjgintervals®® These letters not
only provide another source with which to build @rderstanding of Nehru’s view,
but they also reveals how important he considenéefnational affairs to be in the
new Indian state by his assiduous reporting ofrinatttonal events and India’s

responses to Provincial Governments that had moimdoreign affairs-

From the UK, the materials available at the Natioh&hives in Kew are
used extensively, and in particular files from themmonwealth Relations Office
(CRO). The files of the High Commission in New Delhe used to provide a record
of official communications between Britain and ladi but also informal
communications in the form of personal conversatiand meetings. In addition, |
have made several successful requests under theeldfre of Information Act,
although certain files remain closed as they contaformation pertaining to the
ongoing situation over Kashmir, and have utiliseglvly-released files on the
Gurkhas This research, moreover, augments the departmeatatds with the
private papers of, amongst others Chakravarti Rg@al@chari and Stafford Cripps.

By integrating public statement sources and editdkbctions, reading them with a

the files that | attempted to view: Indonesian Aa114-F.EA, Vol.II, 1946; Asian Conference on
Indonesia, File No. 14 (I, 1949; Malaya Emergency Regulations: Death Sentence of Shri
Sambasivam, 67 (5M(M)1949; Recognition of Bao Dai Government, 817-IANZ, 1949;
Communism in Malaya, 7(M)SEA/SS(S), 1955; Commonwealth Conference of Foreign Ministers at
Colombo, 12/IXPP, 1950; South East Asia- Communism Spread of in South East Asia, 19(50)-BC
(C), 1949; Report about Gurkha Soldiers in Malaya, 16(3)-R,E.949 and Files on the Sterling
Balances, 33-(93)-U.K. As these files were not otied they have not been listed in the
bibliography.

%2 The focus of these letters was supposed to be stamaffairs, but foreign affairs often took
precedence over domestic issues. The letters prasode real insights in to how Nehru considered
India’s place in the world, see the chapter W.H.rfideJones, ‘Shaping the Post-Imperial State:
Nehru's Letters to Chief Ministers’, in Michael Tddle (ed.),Imperialism, the State and the Third
World (London, 1992), pp. 220-241.

9 Also see Dennis Kux, who discusses the importafiche letters for building an understanding of
Nehru’s thinking, but fails to address the sigrafice of the practice of sending foreign affairsaips

to his Chief Ministers, ‘America Meets India: Jawadhl though the Eyes of US Officials’, in Max-
Jean Zins and Gilles Boquerat (edsgia in the Mirror of Foreign Diplomatic Archive@New Delhi,
2004), p. 33.

%1n a letter of 22 May 2009 the Foreign Office reipd that they had made redactions to certain files
under Section 23 of the FOI Act 2000 i.e. inforroatsupplied by, or relating to, bodies dealing with
security matters. Furthermore, certain files wélimain closed for a further period of time, and some
files will remain closed indefinitely under Secti@(1) of the FOI Act 2000.
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critical eye, alongside materials from the NAI afuteign archives, this thesis

demonstrates aspects of India’s foreign policies flave until now been overlooked.

As can be seen from the above introduction, previiudies of India’s early
foreign policy, whilst providing erudite studies @értain topics, have failed to fully
explore Indian external affairs in the early yeafsthe Cold War in relation to
Southeast Asia and nationalist movements, the Britcsh relationship, or the
impact of material and domestic factors, includipgpular opinion, on the
formulation and execution of Indian policy. Throughexamining the early years of
India’s independence, this research contributes deeper understanding of India’s
foreign policy. Southeast Asia in the context ofstlstudy is taken to include
everything east of Burma and south of ThaildhBach case study is now taken in
turn, each with its own introduction and conclusiand followed by an overall

conclusion.

% For purposes of clarification Southeast Asia i&tam as here apart from within the context of
direct quotations if they differ from this method.
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2) The Transfer of Power in India: Inheriting the Raj, ¢.1945-
1948

There are various heated debates on what the Erbpigeeathed to its
colonies, but one that was of indisputable valuelnia was the international
identity of the Raj. This chapter, therefore, exagsithe realm of foreign affairs in
the process of India’s transfer of power, whichoalsrovides the contextual
framework for a nuanced exposition of India’s fifstay onto the world stage as an
independent nation, and the subject of the nextpteha Indonesia’s freedom
struggle. This is not an attempt to comprehensigatyey India’s transfer of power,
but rather to elucidate those aspects which haeaairig on the formulation and
exercise of India’s foreign policy, which have beaaglected in the existing
historiography. On the contrary, one of the central points of tbimpter is to
introduce foreign relations during the Interim Goweent, and to demonstrate how
closely linked to sovereignty and independence dkercise of an independent
foreign policy was in Congress and Nehru’s mindj #re legacy that this provided

for future developments.

India’s transfer of power produced myriad probleand hurdles to overcome
in the administration of both domestic and foreddfiairs, and in the establishment or
inheritance of the international identity of theotwew states created from the Raj.
Nehru and the Interim Government pursued buildirigraign service and inheriting
the international identity of the Raj so that aitiBh departure, India would be able
to continue building links with other nations aredain membership of the UN that
in turn served to legitimise Congrégmsition as inheritor state to the BritisAhe
literature on the transfer of power can also beérfiefin this examination of both the

inheritance of the Raj’s international personaldpd Indonesia as it exposes

! The academic concentration on the domestic effsfatse transfer of power, dominated by the chaos
following partition, has obfuscated the internaéibdimensions of the transfer of power, and there i
therefore real scope for further research on theereal transfer of power. For the two most
informative, if somewhat aged, reviews of the itere on the transfer of power see, R. J. Moore,
‘The Transfer of Power: An Historiographical Surye§outh Asia: Journal of South Asian Studdes
(1986), pp. 83-95 and H.V. Brasted and C. Bridgehe Transfer of Power in South Asia: An
Historiographical Review South Asia: Journal of South Asian Studi€q1994), pp. 93-114.

2 This examination is not one of the strict histofysuccession or secession in international law, bu
rather of the political motives behind Nelsw@and Jinnah's approaches.
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something of the dynamic in operation between thge@hment of India (hereafter
G.0.1.) and Congress before the Interim Governnagwk then between the Interim

Government and the British Government thereafter.

Succession or secession: ‘Hindustan’ as the interti@nal heir of British

India

From 1918 to the close of the Second World Wariapdssessed a fledgling
international persona, firmly controlled by the &ioy and Secretary of State for
India to serve the complementary needs of Britisheifjn policy’ Wartime
exigencies, however, necessitated an Indian Ageme@l in Washington and
Chungking to liaise on wartime issues, and twodndj both former members of the
Viceroy’s Executive Council rather than the IndRwlitical Service (IPS), held these
posts’ Moreover, a US Commissioner was appointed in Dathiwell as limited
Dominion representatioh.This fledgling international personality belongéal
British India and was controlled by Britain, butdid ensure that there was a very
small number of Indians with experience in thedfief external affairs. The war also
expanded the scope of Indian interests from beaigumscribed’ to the Indian
Ocean, Middle East and Central Asia to include Beast Asia, the Far East and also

the US and Africa, a process that was strength@heddependence as India took

% India was invited to the Imperial War Conference in 1917; was a signatory of the League of Nations

and had a delegation; was a member of the International Labour Organisation and had sent an official
delegation to the San Francisco conference in 1Bd5more examples see T.T. Poulose, ‘India as an
Anomalous International Person (1919-194ijtish Yearbook of International Law4 (1970), pp.
204-205. For India and the League of Nations sed, Keenleyside, ‘The Indian Nationalist
Movement and the League of Nations: Prologue tolthi#ed Nations’,India Quarterly 39 (1983),

pp. 281-98.

* Chungking was the Nationalist capital in China &idMuhammad Zafrullah Khan was sent there
as India’s representative whilst Sir G.S. Bajpasweant to Washington. Khan subsequently became
Foreign Minister of Pakistan, for basic details littie analysis see Terence Creagh Cdere Indian
Political Service: A Study in Indirect Ruleondon, 1971), p. 258.

® J.L. Kember, ‘India in the British Commonwealthhél Problem of Diplomatic Representation,
1917-1947', PhD thesis, Institute of Commonwealthd&s, 1976, p. 139. Australia and India, for
example, exchanged High famissioners in early 1944; responsibility for handling relations was
awarded, after debate, to the Department for Iredaverseas which was restyled the Department of
Commonwealth Relations. Wavell reported to AmergtthSo far it has been preoccupied mainly
with the grievances of Indians in the Dominionst inufuture will have to take a much wider view’,
Wavell to Amery, 23/3/1944, Doc. 438 in Nicolas Margh (ed.) with E.W.R. Lumby;he Transfer

of Power, Volume IV: The Bengal Famine and the Neeroyalty 15 June 1943-31 August 1944
(London, 1973), p. 83.
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charge of her foreign affaifs.

As independence approached in the summer of 1% fitign agreed upon
and planning in train, the international reperonmssiof the decision to divide British
India came to the fore.Nehru forcefully argued to the departing Britishatt
‘Hindustan’ was the successor state to the intemnak personality of the Raj and
should take on all extant international obligatioftgeign treaties, recognitions and
diplomatic mission§.Nehru employed the Cabinet Mission Plan of 194Bigsnain
defence, citing that throughout the negotiationstfe transfer of power the only
way he was prepared to accept the creation of Rakigas on the basis of groups of
Provinces seceding from IndiaConversely, Jinnah put forward the case that both
Hindustan and Pakistan would be completely nevestdahus both succeeding rather
than just Hindustan’s succession. Jinnah emphasieddoth states should be seen
as independent and equal in every way. This formstegral part of Jinnah’s efforts
of ‘keeping Indian geography and politics on sefmtaut parallel tracks’, in doing
so his aim was to contest the Congress’ claim poesent all-India and thus inherit
the unitary state structure bequeathed by thesBritiolonial staté’ Whereas for
Nehru ‘India was continuing in every way the sarard the fact that dissident
Provinces were to be allowed to secede must nearruypt the work of the

Government of India or its foreign polic}’

® See ‘Conduct of Foreign Affairs Affecting Indiatian Interim Government in Office’, CP (46)
329, 30/8/1946, in CAB 129/12.

" The plan to partition India into two Dominions wagreed on 3 June 1947 by both Congress and
the League, the date of British departure was lalsaght forward by Mountbatten from June 1948 as
laid out in Attlee’s February statement to Augu8tZ. There is an extensive historiography on the
transfer of power, most of it still attempting tade the origins of partition, but for a generadiew
see, R.J. Moor&gndgames of Empirg.ondon, 1988) and on Attlee’s February statenieparticular
see, Anita Inder SinghpPecolonisation in India: The Statement of 20 Febru®47, International
History Review6 (1984), pp. 191-99.

8 First mention of this issue was in a letter frorbef to Turnbull, 5/6/1947 from New Delhi to
London, Doc. 76 taken from Mountbatten’s Paperd\icolas Mansergh (ed.) with Penderel Moon,
The Transfer of Power, Volume XI: The Mountbatteefdyalty announcement and reception of the 3
June plan 31 May-7 July 194Fondon, 1982), p. 144.

® Minutes of 41st Viceroy's Staff Meeting, 10/6/194¥oc. 126 in Mansergh (ed.) with Moohhe
Transfer of Power, Volume Xp. 238.

10 Also see Ayesha JalaDemocracy and Authoritarianism in South Asia: A @amative and
Historical PerspectivéCambridge, 1995), pp. 12-13.

" Quoted in Viceroy's Personal Report, No. 81, Repafr 3% Meeting of leaders to discuss
administrative consequences of partition, 5/6/194F(0/6/123: ff 114-21, IOR.
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Nehru’'s Hindustan approach found support from thigidB in India and
London: as Mountbatten noted to Lord Listowel, 8&my of State for India from
April 1947, Jinnah was merely damaging the prospetHindustan by objecting to
Nehru’s view of successidfi.In asking London for advice on the disadvantades o
Jinnah’s secessionist idea, Mountbatten opineditheduld be easier for Hindustan
to inherit all of the international obligations thie Raj** Furthermore, and telling of
the scope of freedom that Nehru had during therimteGovernment period,
Mountbatten argued that ‘all of the diplomatic Regantatives of India are nominees
of Nehru. London’s favour for Nehru's Hindustan thesis wased with a
modicum of self-interest. The India and Burma Cotteri received a memorandum
by Lisotwel, which argued that India’s overseasrespntatives were nominees of
Nehru, and that ‘Hindustan will...take over the maehny of Central Government
that is concerned with external relations and b&lable to function de facto as the
successor Government. Whereas, if there were two new states then intieme
obligations would lapse and would need to be refiggal, and as such Britain
would not immediately be relieved of its respongipiuntil treaty positions had
been made both politically and practically satigfag™® The British were above all
interested in leaving the machinery of governmentndian (Congress) hands to
ensure that it had the tools to play its part i tbgion and the Commonwealth as a

democratic, stable natidn.

Following further entreaties from Mountbatten inppart of Nehru's
formula, the India Committee deferred to the Vi@EB'(BdViCE:.LS Such insistence on
this matter must be seen within the larger framé&wrMountbatten’s attempts to
leave India as amiable to Britain as possible. Nedwnd Mountbatten now pushed
London to clarify the position in the drafting d¢fet Independence Bill, arguing that

the legislation had to make it as clear as possiliieh state was the inheritor of

12 Telegram from Lord Mountbatten to Lord Listowel68947, No. 1358-S, R/3/1/153: f 46, IOR.
For biographical details of Listowel see, Georggand, ‘Hare, William Francis, fifth earl of List@v
(1906-1997) Oxford Dictionary of National Biography Oxford University Press, 2004
[http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/65196, acsed 2 Aug 2011].
13 Telegram from Lord Mountbatten to Lord Listowelp NL358-S, 9/6/1947, R/3/1/153: f 46.
14 | |ai
Ibid.
5 |ndia and Burma Committee, 1B (47) 99, 13/6/194/P&J/10/81: ff 252-4, IOR.
16 ||a;
Ibid.
" India was ultimately left in the possession of tépresentatives and missions abroad.
181B (47) 31, 16/6/1947, L/IP&J/10/81: ff 241-50.
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British India’s international personality.However, as the Foreign Office iterated, it
was as much for Britain to formulate the legislatisuitably so as to encourage
inference of Hindustan as successor as it was fberonations to recognise
Hindustan as such, for example in the &NThis reasoning did not carry much
weight with Congress, which remained insistent thae made as clear as possible
that Hindustan was to all intents and purposesdinee internationally legal entity as
British India?* The gravity of the disagreement between Jinnah NMekru was
enough to threaten the continuation of the CoretituAssembly, reported
Mountbatten, but he was able to mollify Jinnah raétesuring the more reasonable
Liaquat Ali Khan that the succession of Hindustasuld have no impact on the fair
division of the financial and capital assets of B&?? Nehru, however, continued
insisting to Mountbatten and thus London that Hbsld have been made perfectly
clear that the international personality of theséwg India continues and that India
continues to be the parent state exercising allrights and performing all its
obligations under international treati&s.For its part, London had to balance
inferring that Hindustan would succeed the Raj vafiposition from the Muslim
League to any explicit clause in the Independenite®BListowel reiterated the
British position to Mountbatten explaining why Land had refused to alter the
wording of the Bill despite Congress entreatiestdwel wrote that it was not for a
clause in the Bill to determine the outcome, ashmugsts on the treatment of the
Dominions by international bodies and nations drat the existing provision does
give a ‘hint’ of the ‘position as it will in praate be immediately after %ugust.®

The Independence Bill was left as it stood, thetifri satisfied that it gave an

' Mountbatten to Listowel, No. 1719-S, 3/7/1947, /RIB54: ff 22-30, IOR.

%0 istowel to Mountbatten, No. 7893, 19/6/1947, LIP&0/81: ff 232-3.

2 Congress Comments on Draft Independence Billgtalm from Mountbatten to Listowel, No
1719-S, 3/7/1947, R/3/1/154: ff 22-30.

22 Telegram from Mountbatten to Listowel, 14/6/1980c. 202 in Mansergh (ed.) with Moomfhe
Transfer of Power, Volume Xpp. 394-395.

2 Note from Nehru, telegram from Mountbatten to aigel, No. 1767-S, 5/7/1947, R/3/1/154: f 84.
24 Telegram from Mountbatten to Listowel, 2/7/1947cD 463 in Mansergh (ed.) with Moofihe
Transfer of Power, Volume Xpp. 831-832.

%5 |istowel to Mountbatten, 5/7/1947, Doc. 514 in Margh (ed.) with MooriThe Transfer of Power,
Volume X] p. 907.
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inference to other sovereign powers of their opings Hindustan as the successor

state whilst mollifying Muslim League oppositiéh.

This succession-secession debate feeds into sdaegal ones concerning
the transfer of power, but it was above all elsgymbolic battle for international
legitimacy which in turn reinforced Congress as thgitimate heir of domestic
authority. Maintaining the international identiiyy legal terms, of the British Raj
served to validate the new state, anchor it tgptist unitary, central authority in the
context of partition and also continued the morm@cpcal aspects of its pre-existing
presence in international affairs and internatiobaldies. Congress had been
prepared to sanction partition if it resulted ire ttnaintenance of a strong central
apparatus of control, which was essential to car@}l provincial regionalism leading
to further secession and was also crucial if a ynogne of economic development
was to be effectivé’ The failure to prevent the partition of India hemed Nehru's
determination to build a strong, unified nationtstavithout further secessiofs.
Inheriting British India’s international persongliserved to reinforce the Congress
claim as the successor authority over the centratary government of the Raj in
the domestic sphere. The inheritance of India'®rmdtional identity helped to
maintain a sense of permanence and continuityarptwer, relevance and authority
of the centre during the turbulence of partitiorhicth was essential if the newly-
created Dominion was to survive in place of the.RHje possession of the
international identity of the undivided India gae newly-independent nation-state
legitimacy for its new politically and territoriglicontiguous state. In one of the few

discussions of the topic, Ayesha Jalal notes fhiismised the psychological impact

% The Partition Council reached a similar conclusions August 1947, but what the Council did was
essentially to confirm the decisions already reddhe Britain that Nehru’s India was the inheritdr o
the international personality of the Raj. For aebrliscussion of this issue, but one that firmly
concentrates on international law and thus is dewdiany political/diplomatic analysis, see K.P.
Misra, ‘Succession of States: Pakistan’'s Memberghifhe United Nations’Canadian Yearbook of
International Law 3 (1965), pp. 283-84. For a somewhat superficaloant of the subsequent
decisions taken at the UN see Yuri Nasenlayaharlal Nehru and India’'s Foreign PoligfNew
Delhi, 1977), p. 7. The UN decided that India integt British India’s membership and that Pakistan
would have to apply for membership.

27 On the issue of calls for independence in HindyeMty provinces and Princely States see, Jalal,
Democracy and Authoritarianism in South Azambridge, 1995), pp. 15-16. Jalal fails, howeter
explicitly link in the theme of centrally directelévelopment.

2 H. Srikanth and C.J. Thomas make a similar arguiimerelation to the Naga resistance movement,
‘Naga Resistance Movement and the Peace Processriheast India’,Peace and Democracy in
South Asidl (2005), p. 57.
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of partition, allowing the Congress leadership tex alive the fiction of India’s
political unity surviving the sub-continental dios even after the loss of its
geographical integrity had been recognised intenally.”?® To reinforce this,
Nehru regularly reported Indian success in theriatonal field to his Chief
Ministers in the Provinces, giving them prominemser domestic affairs in many
cases despite foreign affairs being a reservedesulipr the central government.
Nehru maintained this correspondence so that itdcearve as a means for the
numerous Provinces to associate with the centragrgonent in an attempt to bring
political legitimacy to the newly-created politicalnit of India and forestall
potentially destructive regionalisfi.Many of these themes are evident in the
integration of the Princely States into the Indlanion, and manifest themselves
most clearly in the absorption of Hyderabad in 19&®wever, there is little
discussion of the impact of foreign policy and higliinternational personality in

these processés.

Nehru’s idea of succession was not limited to thaseas formally part of
British India, but also extended to the nominatiglependent Princely States over
which British paramountcy (akin to suzerainty) wbuapse with the transfer of
power, but would not be transferred to either @& tiew Dominiong? Nehru was

adamant that no Princely States should be awargadnthtic status by foreign

2 Jalal,Democracy and Authoritarianism in South Agia16.

%0 For an example of a scholar who employs the ktbert fails to ask why they were being written
see, Dennis Kux, ‘America meets India: Jawaharkthi though the Eyes of US Officials’, in Max-
Jean Zins and Gilles Boquerat (edsyia in the Mirror of Foreign Diplomatic Archive@New Delhi,
2004), p. 33.

31 The integration, or lack thereof, did of courseegiise to one of India’s most intractable foreign
policy issues, Kashmir. Patel made it abundantarcto the Princes that for the future of a secure,
stable and prosperous India there is no other mptian cooperation, ‘By common endeavour, we can
raise the country to a new greatness while lackirofy will expose us to fresh calamities...[the]
alternative to co-operation in the general inteyéstanarchy and chaos which will overwhelm great
and small in a common ruin.” Patel's Historic Staémt on Policy and Programme of State
Department, 5/7/1947, in Prabha Chopra (e@io)Jected Works of Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel, Volume
12, 1*' January 1947-31 December 194¥ew Delhi, 1998), pp. 121-122Patel emphasised to the
Princes that ‘This is a priceless opportunity ie thistory of our country. If we work shoulder to
shoulder we will reach the country at the top mgigtatness, but if we do not get united, we will
invite new troubles.’ Patel in Statement to thesrsilof the Princely States, 5/7/1947bid., pp. 122-
124.

32 Ronald Hyam gives the figure of 560 Princely StateBritain’s Declining Empire: The Road to
Decolonisation, 1918-1968Cambridge, 2006), p. 5 and lan Copland gives tiguré of
approximately 600, also see Copland for the modbegiate and exhaustive account of the Princes in
the transfer of power iThe Princes of India in the Endgame of Empire, 19947 (Cambridge,
1997), p. 8.
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states, which would undermine his claim for a terially contiguous India as the
successor stafd.With the lapsing of paramountcy, the Princely &ain essence,
were expected to choose to accede to either dibéominions, and if diplomatic
status was awarded to them this would serve toligighthe fissiparous tendencies
of the subcontinent rather than the Indian Unioat tNehru envisagef. Nehru's
feelings on this subject ran high in the last menti the Raj, as he histrionically
accused the Political Department of ‘operation scuttle’; Nehru wrote to Mountbatten
that paramountcy did not lapse, but was inheritgdhe successor governmént.
This was one legacy that the British refused tovalio succeed to Nehru’s India, and
each Princely State had the right to accede toobriee Dominions with the centre

taking responsibility for defence, communicatiomsl &oreign affairs onl)?.6 In this

% Bhagavan makes the interesting argument that iINehw in the process of Indian consolidation
both a microcosm of and a prototype for what heclld see transpire on the world stage, that Nehru
saw the integration of India in the shadow of th¢, E@nd he linked the process of Indian Unionisation
with global, rights-based government — the newdnabuld have to exist in line with what the UN
was going to be.” Manu Bhagavan, ‘Princely Statesl ahe Making of Modern India:
Internationalism, Constitutionalism and the Pogin@l Moment’, Indian Economic and Social
History Reviewd6 (2009), p. 430.

34 Sir Aubrey Metcalfe reported to Chatham House thatultiple successor states emerged ‘if the
fragmentation went further, the position would treeceven more complicated, and foreign relations
would assume a shape found only in the Balkans:lridia’s Foreign Relations Now and in the
Future, International Affairs21 (1945), p. 491. One such example of a Prinstye threatening
independence was that of the territorially and dgraphically significant state of Hyderabad under
the Nizam, who was the the most senior of the mmglieinces, entitled to the coveted 21-gun salute
and usually a key supporter of the British. The adizhad appointed a Trade Commissioner in
London who was himself was on his way to Parisisoubs the establishment of diplomatic relations
after the lapse of paramountcy. See the articleCGwmpland for details of Hyderabad, ‘Lord
Mountbatten and the Integration of the Indian Stat#® Reappraisal’ Journal of Imperial and
Commonwealth Histor21 (1993), p. 393. For more on Hyderabad seeMé&Ron,Integration of the
Indian States(Bombay, 1961); for the Telengana movement see, Barry Paviefhe Telengana
Movement, 1944-195New Delhi, 1981); Simon C. Smith, ‘Conflicting Commitments: Britain and
the Portuguese Possessions in India, 1847-1%dUth Asia: Journal of South Asian Studis
(1997), pp. 17-34 and see Taylor C. Sherman, ‘filkegration of the Princely State of Hyderabad and
the Making of the Postcolonial State in India, 1983, Indian Economic and Social History Review
44 (2007), pp. 489-515 for an article that atteniptslemonstrate the impact of Hyderabad on the
formation of the Indian state and its formative exi@nce with the inherited colonial state apparatus
% Gopal reports that on this occasion, as Mounthattealled in an interview with the author that ‘In
fact, as usual he completely lost control of hirfisal S. Gopal,Jawaharlal Nehru: A Biography,
1889-1947, Volume Orgondon, 1975), p. 360.

% V.P. Menon provided this three-subject-transfeution once Mountbatten’s attention had been
turned to the problem of the Princes in June/J@%71 see Coplandlhe Princes of India in the
Endgame of Empire, 1917-194Zambridge, 1997), p. 254. There has been relgtiitde written
about the Princely/Indian States as partition ctathre lion’s share of historical inquiry, but sée t
article by lan Copland, ‘Lord Mountbatten and timebration of the Indian States: A Reapprajsal’
the above book b¢opland; V.P. Menon, The Story of the Integration of the Indian Stai@embay,
1961); R.J. Moore, Escape from Empire: The Attlee Government and tidgah Problem(Oxford,
1983), pp. 29G14; Sir Conrad Corfield, ‘Some Thoughts on British Policy and the Indian States,
1935-47’, in C.H. Philips and M.D. Wainwright (edsjhe Partition of India: Policies and
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context the integration of the States can be sseamaact of foreign policy as they

were sovereign bodies.

The Princely States were integrated into an Intllaion that needed to claim
legitimacy - to create some form of territoriallgntiguous and recognisabliedia’-
part of the identity of this new state is foundtie foreign policy ideals espoused,
but not always followed by Nehru. The attempt teate and develop a broad foreign
policy was very much a part of the larger procdsshaping a new India from the
legacy of the Raj and needs to be seen withindbigext. Indonesia, for example,
was a rallying point reflecting India’s new sovergly, emphasising the point both to
Indians and to the international community at laryehru revealed how closely
related he considered Indian foreign policy anddisdmage abroad when during a
Constituent Assembly debate he commented thatrigattgublicity is so intimately
aligned with external policy that normally everyuotry has its external publicity

organised by its Foreign Officé”’

Nehru sought to control the international identityd to preserve as much as
possible the territorial scope, of the Raj by inégimg the Princely states into India.
This exercise provides further evidence of thentite to employ India’s external
identity as a means to integrate diverse statesaaeds into the Indian Unidf.
Foreign policy, or the presentation of India’'s entd persona based on certain
principles, was one integral part of the ‘Nehruvistate and served as a means to
help unify the amorphous and multifarious stateat@e by the British departure.
Congress’ commitment to creating a geographicadiytiguous state led Nehru and
Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel to ‘absorb’ Hyderabad,l#éingest intransigent state not to

have acceded to the Union, in 1948. Nehru and R&elsecured the return of some

Perspectives, 1935-194Fondon, 1970), pp. 52334; E.W.R. Lumby, ‘British Policy Towards the
Indian States, 1940-7’, in C.H. Philips and M.D.ikveright (eds),The Partition of India: Policies
and Perspectives, 1935-194Fondon, 1970), pp. 95-103 and H.V. Hodson, ‘TheleRof Lord
Mountbatten’, in C.H. Philips and M.D. Wainwrigheds), The Partition of India: Policies and
Perspectives, 1935-194Fondon, 1970), pp. 117-126.

37 Speech in the Constituent Assembly, 15/3/1948|nifia’s Foreign Policy: Selected Speeches,
September 1946-April 19New Delhi, 1961), p. 237.

% Neville Maxwell makes a similar argument but omlgplies it to Kashmir: ‘the acquisition of
Kashmir for India was to Nehru the validation ofetlpan-Indian or geographical concept of
nationalism which he described as “secular” — acoste refutation of the “two-nation theory” under
which Pakistan had come into existence.’, ‘Jawath&tehru: Of Pride and Princigld=oreign Affairs
52 (1974), p. 637.
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Frenchlogesand began to negotiate the return of French amaidreese settlements

in India>®

One further demonstration of the importance of rimaional affairs in the
pre-independence period is that of the Asian RelatiConference (ARC), which is
in turn used in the construction of the narratieading to Bandung. Following his
South-East Asian tour, on which Gopal argues tlimirsuggestion came from Aung
San of Burma, Nehru used the Council in March 18#@®romote the idea of an
Asian gathering on Indian soil, although he stoodvm as the chair of conference
organising committe&. With the formation of the Interim Government andhxu’s
installation as member for External Affairs, thediam Council of World Affairs
announced its intention to hold an Inter-Asian Rete conference in Delhi in either
February or March of 194%. Reflecting Jinnah’s frustration with succession-
secessionpawn the organ of the Muslim League, denounced the ARGn ill-
conceived attempt on the part of Congress to impdiselu imperialism over the
continent, especially those Muslim nations fightiiog freedom from the Britisf’
For Nehru, the ARC was designed as a demonstrafidndia’s place within the

world, and within the region, with the coming ofl@pendence, but it was neither an

% The logeswere old trading posts and sites of factorieshef Erench East India Company, Nehru
unofficially asked Prime Minister George Bidaultliey could be ceded as a sign of goodwill to India
and as they no longer had any value of strategitfigance. Bidault agreed and they were transéerre
on 6 October 1947, see Gilles Boquerat, ‘Framdeolitical Interactions with India through Quai
d’'Orsay Archives (1947-1972) in Max-Jean Zins antle& Boquerat (eds)india in the Mirror of
Foreign Diplomatic ArchivegNew Delhi, 2004), p. 14. The return of larger rigle possessions was
negotiated between India and France in the 1950s harrative acconut see, A.J. Dastur, ‘India and
Foreign Possessions in India’, in M.S. Rajan (dddia’s Foreign Relations During the Nehru Era:
Some Studie$Bombay and New York, 1976), pp. 166-198.The cafs¢he return of Portuguese
enclaves, Goa being the largest, falls well outsigeremit of this thesis, but see chapter twchim t
recent thesis by Paul M. McGarr, ‘Anglo-Americani®iens with South Asia under the Kennedy and
Macmillan Governments, 1961-63', PhD thesis, Rdyalloway, University of London, 2008. Also
see the article by Smith, ‘Conflicting CommitmeriBsitain and the Portuguese Possessions in India,
1847-1961',South Asia: Journal of South Asian Studi@1997), pp. 17-34.

“0 For two recent examples see Vijay Prashiat: Darker Nations: A People's History of the Third
World A New Press People's Histgiijyew York and London, 2007) and to a lesser exfdmaham
Itty, ‘From Bandung to NAM: Non-Alignment and Indigoreign Policy, 1947-65Commonwealth
and Comparative Politicd6 (2008), pp. 195-219.

“1 Gopal,Jawaharlal Nehru: A Biography, Volume One, 188979 308 and ‘Linking the Culture
of Nine Nations’, reported from New DellManchester Guardiar,4/1/1947, p. 8.

2 For overviews see G.H Jansétfto-Asia and Non-Alignmeigt.ondon, 1966); David Kimiche, The
Afro-Asia Movement: Ideology and Foreign Policytloé Third World(Tel Aviv, 1973) and Tilman
Remme, ‘Britain, the 1947 Asian Relations Confeenand Regional Co-operation in South-East
Asia’, in A. Gorst, L. Johnman and W. Scott Lucasly), Post-War Britain, 1945-64: Themes and
PerspectiveglLondon, 1989), pp. 109-134.

4 5ee reports in Despatch No. 36, UKHC New DellCabinet Office, 25/4/1947, DO 35/2246.
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attempt to establish some form of Hindu empire, was it to form an anti-colonial

platform or bloc. What the conference revealed wWshru's trepidation and

unwillingness, to support without reservation alitianalist movements that
requested assistance. The principle of anti-colsniawas not to be applied to
situations in reality in all cases. What needs g¢ordcognised about Indian foreign
policy in these early years after independenceénds it was to a certain extent a
process of translating core principles imaginedstlain anti-colonial platform to the

realities of international affairs.

Mrs Sarojini Naidu, Chairman of the Organising Coittee, sent the official
invitations to the various governments. These &tiahs were then passed to
unofficial delegates from relevant organisationghwsimilar remits to the Indian
Council of World Affairs. Naidu reported to the gouments that ‘At the suggestions
of many eminent persons in India and outside, tinkah Council of World Affairs,
which is a non-political body devoted to the promgt of international
understanding and co-operation, has decided tonmgaan Inter-Asian Relations
Conference consisting of representatives from siaA Countries* The aim of the
conference was to review the position of Asia ia plost-war world, exchange ideas
on all-Asia problems and study ways of promotingsel contacts between invited
countries®® The ARC was a clarion call for Asian nations aruonies to self-
identify themselves as such and to enter into disdo The ARC was not a demand
for the immediate end of colonialism, it did notoptl damning resolutions, but it
was a call for the increasing dialogue, communicai@nd co-operation between
Asians?® As Gopal put it ‘the broad purpose of the BandGogference, in line with
the Asian Relations Conference at New Delhi in 19%hould be to reassert the
importance of Asia and Africa in the worlt. The ARC certainly achieved its aim,
as it influenced US responses to Indonesia by segunore support for Indonesia
than would otherwise have been awarded. A memoraruthe Deputy Director of
the Office of Near Eastern and African Affairs (&fiid) read in part that the ARC

4 Letter from Mrs Sarojini Naidu to Chief Secretaoythe Government of Singapore, 12/9/1946, CO
537/ 2092.

> Ibid.

%6 Jansen rightly places much emphasis on the fattlie ARC set out at the first meeting, under
Nehru’s guidance, that no resolutions were to et Afro-Asia and Non-Alignmenp. 53.

7 S. GopalJawaharlal Nehru: A Biography, 1947-1956, Volume Tlondon, 1979), p. 238.
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‘clearly indicated desire for greater integratidnAsian countries to protect Asian
interests against domination by western powers.rfgae indifference or opposition
to Indonesian cause will strengthen the move towaidtic federation which might

be detached or even antagonistic toward the wedmocracies®

The ownership of the foreign affairs portfolio wel several domestic purposes
for Nehru: it enabled him to claim an area of ekperin which he was the
unrivalled voice of Congress and by extension Indihis also reinforced his
position within Congress by providing him with amea over which he had
uncontested power in contrast to the power wieldgdPatel and his right-wing
followers in Congres% For Nehru, these two episodes of succession aression
were also partly about acquiring all the accoutnetmef nationhood. Claiming to be
the true successor state to the Raj served tdnedé India as the true heir of the
nationalist struggle as opposed to Pakistan, andl&ineously to place Congress at
the centre of the new state. However, without tkelefon of an Indian foreign

office, there was little utility in inheriting thaternational personality of the Raj.
The Need to Build a Foreign Service

When Nehru became the member for External Affamsthe Interim
Government from September 1946, he took over dgdorthat needed to create and
develop the administrative and physical instruméotsexercising its duties, which
had hitherto been a predominantly British, anddbrgegional affair’ The Viceroy
headed the Department and the IPS (a wing of tti@rnCivil Service, ICS), which
W. Murray Hogben described as an ‘elite Britishviss’ of roughly 30 per cent ICS

“8 Villard to Counselor (Bohlen), 29/7/1947, 501.BQ@J47,FRUSVolume 6, 1947, p. 994.

“9 This point is particularly pertinent when examiriacconjunction with arguments like those of S.
Corbridge and J. Harriss that Patel had at leasthmif not more, authority than Nehru, in
Reinventing India: Liberalisation, Hindu Nationatisand Popular DemocradCambridge, 2000), p.
44,

%0 For the regional boundaries of colonial foreigfamé see, J. Onley, ‘The Raj Reconsidered: British
India’s Informal Empire and Spheres of Influence in Asiel Africa’, Asian Affairs40 (2009), pp.
44-62; W. Murray Hogben, *An Imperial Dilemma: The Reluctant Indianisation of the Indian Political
Service’,Modern Asian Studie$5 (1981), pp. 751-769 and R.J. Blyth, ‘Britairsugs India in the
Persian Gulf: The struggle for political control1828-48',Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth
History 28 (2000), pp. 90-111. Judith M. Brown also ndtes underdevelopment of India’s foreign
service in ‘Nehru — the Dilemmas of a Colonial Iritance’, in J. Dilffer and M. Frey (edd}lites
and Decolonization in the Twentieth Cent(Basingstoke, 2011), p. 188.
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officers and 70 per cent Indian Army Officers (eeting the frontier aspect of the

Department’s rolej’

The Department remained firmly in the hands ofiBitmembers of the IPS,
despite the larger process of Indianisation prbedriby the Lee Commission’s
recommendations of 50 per cent of annual recruitnfi@nindians and as Kember
notes that ‘a greater number of officers of the @&pent were British than in a

department not reserved for the Vicerdylord Bentinck’s aphorism of the early

®! Hogben, ‘An Imperial Dilemma: The Reluctant Indsation of the Indian Political Service’, p.
752. Sir Olaf Caroe recounts in his unpublished@phical manuscript that each year approximately
5 men chosen to join the IPS: 2 from the ICS ar8lf@sm the Indian Army. Caroe also notes that
there was no direct recruitment for the IPS, it waitly by invitation only, ‘Five Autobiographita
Narratives of Sir Olaf Caroe’, MSS EUR.C. 273/138R.

2 The Commission was charged with examining the sopeublic services. Also see ‘Conduct of
Foreign Affairs Affecting India with an Interim Gexnment in Office’, CP (46) 329, 30/8/1946, CAB
129/12 by the Foreign Office, which reads in phattthe Department ‘though increasingly Indianised
over the past twenty years, still contains a gneajority of British officers.’ Indianisation remaira
neglected area of study in terms of the operation of the late imperial period; British loner-term
planning (if any existed); the Transfer of Power and the institutional inheritance that India was
bequeathed. However, for a starting point and fdisaussion of the Lee Commission see David C.
Potter, ‘Manpower Shortage and the End of Colosiiali The Case of the Indian Civil Service’,
Modern Asian Studieg (1973), p. 56. Potter’s article argues thatBnigish had to withdraw from
India after the war due to an insufficient supply European men on whom they could rely to
continue their rule; an insufficiency that developed over the last 30 years of the Raj and independently

of the nationalist movement. The argument, howefals to look closely enough at whether the
British could trust those Indian members that isvpedominantly composed of by 1945. Also see
Kember, ‘India in the British Commonwealth: The Blem of Diplomatic Representation, 1917-
1947, p. 43 in particular and Hogben, ‘An Imper@ilemma: The Reluctant Indianisation of the
Indian Political Service’, p. 756. One of the moshcise and informative narratives can be found in
The Indian Civil Service, 1601-1930ondon, 1965, first published 1931) by an old I@®mber,
L.S.S. O'Malley at the start of the 1930s and foe 1{CS as a whole see Philip Woodruff’s two
narrative volumesThe Men Who Ruled India: The Foundét®ndon, 1953) andhe Men Who
Ruled India: The Guardiand.ondon, 1954), which were also published in andaged version under
the alias Philip MasonThe Men who Ruled IndiLondon, 1985). In one of the few accounts that
attempt to link the process of Indianisation to ttesfer of power see, Peter Robb who argues that
manpower shortages meant that informal Indianieadiothe ICS as a whole had taken place before
the turn of the century, a process that was officiandorsed by the Public Service (Islington)
Commission of 1917, which proposed 25 per centigiidr Government posts for Indians, and was
further reinforced by the Montagu-Chelmsford Referof 1918 which suggested that one third of
senior positions should be given to Indians, PBuob, A History of India(London, 2002), p. 155
and T.H. Beaglehole, ‘From Rulers to Servants: TB8 and the British Demission of Power in
India’, Modern Asian Studie$l (1977), p. 239. The Lee Commission of 1923 &&tbthe ratio of 40
per cent European, 40 per cent Indian and 20 perfcam promotions from Provincial service which
would provide for roughly 50:50 by 1939. By 19221 were already simultaneous examinations in
London and Delhi. However, neither the Islingtonn@uission, the Lee Commission, nor the 1908
Hobhouse Commission on Decentralisation really tedcthe Political Service, see Hogben, ‘An
Imperial Dilemma: The Reluctant Indianisation of timdian Political Service’, p. 756 and O’'Malley,
The Indian Civil Service, 1601-193€hapter 9. There were significant peaks and tisuig European
recruitment in the interwar periods. Recruitmenswaspended by 1943 and at the start of 1947 there
were 510 Indians to 429 Europeans, although thigggek provided by Potter fail to reveal the
relative seniority or departmental location of I@&mbers, see David C. Potténdia’s Political
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nineteenth century, therefore, still held true ¥@ars later when he wrote of the ICS
that the Government had ‘the iron hand of powertten one side, monopoly and
exclusion on the othe?® Indianisation was slow, inconsistent, rarely matgs, and
the majority of those recruited went to the NWFRher than the Indian (Princely)
States or farther afieff. As with the defence and finance ministries, th&519
Government of India Act continued the practice @rchy in ensuring that foreign
affairs remained firmly wedded to British controf central government, The
British Government handled India’s wider foreigrfagé within the context of

empire defence and to ensure a fundamental comptenity between the twd.

Administrators From ICS to IA@lew Delhi, 1996), p. 69. For further accountstaf Indianisation of
the ICS see, Clive Dewey, ‘The Education of a Rul@aste: The Indian Civil Service in the Era of
Competitive Examination’English Historical RevievB8 (1973), pp. 26285; Clive Dewey, Anglo-
Indian Attitudes: The Mind of the Indian Civil Sieer (London, 1993); Benjamin Zachariah,
‘Rewriting Imperial Mythologies: The Strange Cagd®enderel Moon’South Asia: Journal of South
Asian Studie®4 (2001), pp. 53-72 and Arudra Burra, ‘The Ind@iril Service and the Nationalist
Movement: Neutrality, Politics and Continuity, @ommonwealth and Comparative Politid8
(2010), pp. 404-432. For an account of the IPSyld IPS hand see, Coefhe Indian Political
Service: A Study in Indirect Ru{eondon, 1971). For a contemporary Indian takeswents see the
political pamphlet, ‘The Public Services in Indiy Hirday Nath Kunzru published by the Servants
of India Society, Allahabad, 1917.

%3 Lord Bentinck cited in O’MalleyThe Indian Civil Service, 1601-1930. 205.

%4 Indian labourers abroad, of which there were axprately four million, was not in the remit of the
department as their needs fell under the scopéefDepartment of Education, Health and Land
where Sir G.S. Bajpai learned the ropes of the Q% four million is a 1947 estimate by Hyam in,
Britain’s Declining Empire: The Road to Decolonisation, 89B68 p. 8; also see K.P.S. Menon,
Many Worlds: An AutobiographfLondon, 1965), p. 134. The Department of Indi@nwerseas was
created in 1941 and was subsequently restyled gpadment for Commonwealth Relations in 1944,
For a general account of the Department's workrduthe Raj see, P.J. Brob3the Future of the
Great Game: Sir Olaf Caroe, India’s Independence] the Defense of As{®hio, 2005).

%5 The most insightful and authoritative accounthaf 1935 Government of India Act is provided by
Carl Bridge, who debunks the orthodox myth that powas transferred to India as part of a long-
term British blueprint:Holding India to the Empire: the British ConserwegiParty and the 1935
Constitution(New Delhi, 1986). Instead limited power was dewedl to the Provincial level whilst
retaining the unitary centre firmly in British hanénd outside the realms of political discussiora |
similar vein also see P.G. Robhe Government of India and Reform: Policies Towdrdlitics and
Constitution, 1916-192¢{London, 1976) and B.R. Tomlinsonhe Indian National Congress and the
Raj (London, 1976) and also Corbridge and HarriBginventing India: Liberalisation, Hindu
Nationalism and Popular Democradg which it is argued that the 1935 continued pinecess of
steering nationalist politicians and politics awagm the centre towards the Provinces, p. 7. The
G.O.l. emphasised its continued control in negatist with the Foreign Office over certain
responsibilities in the Persian Gulf, see Blythrit&@in versus India in the Persian Gulf: The stilegg
for political control, ¢.1928-48’, p. 97.

*6 Sir Aubrey Metcalfe, Foreign Secretary of the G.@ the late 1930s, described the relationship
thus, ‘His Majesty’'s Government is the ultimate wwoling authority of all relations between India
and foreign countries, but in practice the Goveminaé India, as subordinate authority, offers advic
and to a certain extent pays the piper’, see addyeen by Sir Aubrey Metcalf on 24 April 1945 in,
‘India’s Foreign Relations Now and in the Futurgiternational Affairs21 (1945), p. 485. Metcalfe
was Caroe’s predecessor at the Department of Eattaffairs and although he was more than able he
left little impression on Caroe who described M#tas ‘a Carthusian, a good scholar, and the write
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K.P.S. Menon was one of the few Indians to enter alm of India’s external
relations before 1939, and was the first Indiangassl to one of the two main
sections of the then-called Foreign and Politicap&tment as Deputy Secretary in
1925°" The ‘Political’ of the Foreign and Political refed to relations with the
approximately 560 Princely states in India, and ‘Bweign’, to which Menon was
allocated, handled external affaifslt was during his time in X section that Menon
‘realised how little the Government of India undBaitish rule was concerned with

the world.?®

Within the context of war, there had been suggestifivom the G.O.l. in
1941-42 and again in 1945 that Indians become rhdhe involved in foreign
affairs. Wavell, his predecessor Lord Linlithgow vimg been unwilling to
countenance such a development, wrote to L.S. AngSagretary of State for India,
in the autumn of 1944 reporting that he and Olab€dSecretary of External Affairs
Department) had been discussing the wisdom of emgomore Indians in

diplomatic posts abroad, particularly in the Pers@ulf and Afghanistaf’ Wavell

of prose English in a most beautiful hand. He was ambitious. But he lacked the creative urge, and
was pre-eminently the staff officer on the civitlsiwho oiled the wheels...It followed that, while
nothing much went wrong or rusty in his time, theras nothing very memorable to record.” See
‘Five Autobiographical Narratives of Sir Olaf Cato®ISS EUR.C. 273/1-5, p. 82, IOR. Ernest Bevin
reported to Cabinet on the implications of an limeGovernment, ‘there has, therefore, up to the
present, been no difficulty in securing the rectigniof the fundamental unity, under His Majesty’s
Government’s control, of British and Indian foreigalicy’, see ‘Conduct of Foreign Affairs Affecting
India with an Interim Government in Office’, CP {4829, 30/8/1946 in CAB 129/12.

" The Foreign and Political Department was renanted External Affairs Department in 1937.
Menon, Many Worlds: An Autobiography. 134; Brobst, The Future of the Great Game: Sir Olaf
Caroe, India’s Independence, and the Defense df, Asi 31 and Kember, ‘India in the British
Commonwealth: The Problem of Diplomatic Represématl917-1947’, p. 47.

8 Menon’s Foreign section was further divided betw&e-the NWFP, Afghanistan and Nepal; N —

the Near East; and X — the rest of the world.

%9 Menon,Many Worlds: An Autobiography. 138. Coen provides the following descriptidrite
responsibilities of the service, which ‘had thretes: diplomacy in the States, administration a th
Frontier, and consular functions in limitrophe ctigs’ in Coen,The Indian Political Service: A
Study in Indirect Rulep. 260.

50 wavell to Amery, 28/8/1944, Doc. 674 in Mansergl.j with Lumby, The Transfer of Power,
Volume 1V p. 1230. Also see, Brobsthe Future of the Great Game: Sir Olaf Caroe, #4li
Independence, and the Defense of Agia 31-34. Caroe had in fact received a propfvsat one of
the few Indians in his service, at the time Depbégretary, A.S.B. Shah, who proposed a 50 per cent
Indianisation of the External Affairs Departmenisthtiea received the endorsement of Caroe and his
Viceroy's Study Group, an informal body of Britigtfficials concerned with the future position of
Indian in geostrategic and geopolitical terms, Btpbhe Future of the Great Game: Sir Olaf Caroe,
India’s Independence, and the Defense of Agié82. For another example of the literature poed
during the war years see ‘American Policy in Asmimemorandum by Guy Wint with a comment by
Sir G.S. Bajpai, dated 24/1/1943, L/IP&S/12/726, I@Ry Wint continued to write on India for the
remainder of his life especially in tidanchester GuardianFor accounts of L.S. Amery see, Wm.
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argued that ‘sooner or later India will have to her own Foreign Service, and it is
most desirable that we should gradually build upadre of Indian officials with

diplomatic training®*

The twin issues of Indian personnel and India’'sresas representations
converged around the figure of G.S. Bajpai, theiadmdAgent-General in
Washington, who serves as an example of the inagdritish awareness of the

need for trained Indians in foreign stati6Ad.ords Halifax (British Ambassador in

Roger Louis,In the Name of God Go!: Leo Amery and the Britishpite in the Age of Churchill
(New York, 1992); L.S. Amery, John Barnes and David Nicholson, The Empire and Bay: The Leo
Amery Diaries, 1929-1948 ondon, 1988) and Deborah Lavin, ‘Amery, Leop@tarles Maurice
Stennett (1873-1955)0xford Dictionary of National BiographyOxford University Press, 2004
[http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/30401, acsed 4 Aug 2011]. Sir Olaf is an extremely
interesting character who on leaving India produoee of the fundamental texts on geo-strategy and
the paramountcy of the Middle Eagtells of PowefLondon, 1951). Also see Brobdthe Future of
the Great Game: Sir Olaf Caroe, India's Independgnand the Defense of Asidarendra Singh
Sarila, The Shadow of the Great Game: The Untold Storyndfals Partition (London, 2006);
Katherine Prior, ‘Caroe, Sir Olaf Kirkpatrick Kruei$1892—-1981)'0Oxford Dictionary of National
Biography Oxford University Press, 2004 [http://www.oxforddcom/view/article/30901, accessed 5
Sept 2011] and ‘Five Autobiographical NarrativesSaf Olaf Caroe’, MSS EUR.C. 273/1-5, IOR.

51 wavell to Amery, 28/8/1944, Doc. 674 in Mansergid.J with Lumby, The Transfer of Power,
Volume 1V p. 1230. Amery was receptive and suggested thdhdian may head up Kabul when
current First Secretary left, but the Foreign Gffimised objections. See Amery’s reply to Wavell,
28/9/1944, Doc. 25 in Nicolas Mansergh (ed.) wieméerel MoonThe Transfer of Power, Volume V:
The Simla Conference, Background and ProceedingSedtember 1944-28 July 194Bondon,
1974), pp. 50-52.

®2 The Agent-General was a wartime post to assistérco-ordination of the war effort. An ICS man
of the highest calibre, Bajpai had been appointetard Balfour’s team for the Washington Naval
Conference in 1922 and in 1941, as Whitehall aigbdroverseas representation by an Indian, was
sent as Agent-General to Washington. $eiet War Cabinet Memorandum by L.S. Amery and A.
Eden, WP (44) 221, 24/4/1944, R/30/1/4: FF 56-R léhd SarilaThe Shadow of the Great Game:
The Untold Story of Partitignp 115, but be warned the book, written by an ARCViceroy
Mountbatten is both selective and creative indgisree base and borders on fanciful/conspiracy theor
territory. Also see Olaf Caroe, ‘Bajpai, Sir Girghankar (1891-1954)', rev. B.R. Nandaxford
Dictionary of National Biography Oxford University Press, 2004
[http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/30544, acsed 3 Jan 2010]. Apart from this examination by
Caroe there is a palpable lack of literature on. ®&pai, the man who assisted Nehru in the various
positions, for example see, R.J. Modugking the New Commonweali®xford, 1987), p. 201. Also
see Bajpai's obituary iThe Times of IndiaCentre Pays Tribute to Late Mr. Bajpai: |deaviian

and Builder of India’s Foreign Service’, 7/12/1954, 7. This absence is especially noticeable in
comparison to the scholarly and public interesWik. Krishna Menon who is the protagonist in
several articlesand biographies; for example T.J.S. George’s hagiographidrishna Menon: A
Biography (London, 1964) and more recently Paul M. McGd, Serious Menance to Security”:
British Intelligence, V.K. Krishna Menon and thedian High Commission in London, 1947-1952’,
Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth Hist@§ (2010), pp. 441-69 and “India’s Rasputin”?KV.
Krishna Menon and Anglo-American Misperceptiondrafian Foreign Policy Making, 1947-1964’,
Diplomacy and Statecraf22 (2011), pp. 23960; also see Katherine Prior, ‘Menon, (Vengalil
Krishnan) Krishna (1896-1974)YQxford Dictionary of National BiographyOxford University Press,
2004 [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/3143d¢cessed 27 Feb 2010] and Michael Brecher,
India and World Politics: Krishna Mends View of the WorldOxford, 1968). Under the auspices of
the Indian Council for Cultural Relations, Suhadhakravarty has also produced a hagiographical
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Washington), Wavell and Anthony Eden (Foreign Seeyg argued in concert for
the raising of Bajpai’s profile in Washington areasoned that by giving him his
own mission independent of the British and Ministerank they could take ‘steps
now to place India on the world stage, at leasta &ominion with an independent
diplomatic voice®® In fact, Bajpai had been treated very much likemiddon
representatives in Washingt6hAdvocating their course of action, they reasoned
that it was ‘better to take the present opportutotyrain Indian diplomatists under
British guidance...than to be rushed at a later st¥g@/avell's commitment to
improving India’s representation abroad, and it teesult of increasing the number
of suitably trained diplomats, also found expressio his Simla proposals of June
1945, which were ultimately rejected by Indian omdlists®® The newly-elected
Labour Government eventually decided to allow thenge after prompting by
Ernest Bevin (Foreign Secretary) and Pethick-Lasee(Secretary of State for
India), the US, however, failed to award any changes in statusisiwiihe
constitutional position in India was unclear andttse plans failed due to American

refusal rather than British intransigerféePostponement did not dampen Wavell’s

account of Krishna Menon’s contributions to Indi¥,K. Krishna Menon’, Indian Horizons45
(1998), pp. 45-51Further research is needed is a study examiningoteeand influence of Bajpai in
the larger framework of India’s foreign policy, whi can only add to our understanding of the
dynamic of policy and decision-making under Nehru.

% ‘Indian Minister at Washington’ Joint War Cabiridemorandum by L.S. Amery and A. Eden, WP
(44) 221, 24/4/1944, CAB 66/49/21.

* For an example see ‘The Prime Minister's MeetinghwDominions Representatives in
Washington’, WP (43) 430, 5/10/1943, CAB 66/41/30.

%|ndian Minister at Washington’ Joint War CabineeMorandum by L.S. Amery and A. Eden, WP
(44) 221, 24/4/1944, CAB 66/49/21.

%6 See Wavell to Pethick-Lawrence, 5/8/1945, Do #Miicolas Mansergh (ed.) with Penderel Moon,
The Transfer of Power, Volume VI: The Post-War Bh&ew Moves by the Labour Government, 1
August 1945-22 March 194&ondon, 1976), p. 27. Part of the British offerlbdian nationalists was
to diplomatically upgrade the Washington and ChumgkMissions. The proposal in Cabinet,
however, had to be postponed to a later date pgnditifax’s return to London for consultations, but
the significance of the episode derives from the fhat there was an awareness that past actiehs ha
resulted in a dearth of suitable men for an Ind@eign corps. See Discussion of WP (44) 221, in
WM (44) 74" Conclusions, 9/6/1944, CAB 65/42/32.

7 See ‘Indian Diplomatic Representation in Washingtdlemorandum by Pethick-Lawrence, CP
(45) 147, 4/9/1945, CAB 129/1. The Cabinet agreethé upgrading of both the Washington and the
Chungking stations, CM (45) 88Conclusions, 4/10/1945, CAB 128/1 and see Indid Borma
Committee Paper, IB (46) 10, 22/1/1946, Doc. 37Mansergh (ed.) with MooriThe Transfer of
Power, Volume VIpp. 836-37. It is hard not to come to the coriolushat progress towards this end
point would have been swifter if Churchill had taten so anti-Indian: Amery accused Churchill of
having a ‘Hitler like attitude’ to India, see Wakeldiary entry for 7/9/1944, in Penderel Moon {ed.
Wavell: The Viceroy’s JourngOxford, 1997), p. 89. For biographical detaildPathick-Lawrence see
Brian Harrison, ‘Lawrence, Frederick Wiliam Petkic Baron Pethick-Lawrence (1871—
1961)',Oxford Dictionary of National Biography Oxford University Press, 2004
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enthusiasm for developing talent as he appointdél@gation for the San Francisco
conference on the UN, and concluded with alachst tl think the experience has
been good for then?®

With the inexorable approach of independence, withicontext of relative
administrative and practical ignorance, and witle throcess of establishing
international representation underway, the taskdelthe existing Indians that had
gathered experience in the field, and the depaingsh, to begin to design and
construct a foreign service, both in Delhi and iissions throughout the worfd.It
is difficult, however, to ascertain who most infheed its early development through
lack of documentary evidence, but Menon, KrishnenMeand Lord Trevelyan all
claim some part’ However, as in the case of a foreign service, deificiency
obscures the fact that much of Nehru’'s predominadnceirecting India’s foreign

police resulted from the absence of a fully devetbprofessional foreign service.

In terms of personnel, the vast majority of Britidficials left India as power
passed to Congress, as did many of the Muslim mesrddethe ICS, and thus to a
large degree personnel continuity was broKeBritish practice and institutional
continuity was, however, to remain as Nehru decwedhe British system of career
diplomats, and an initial three dozen ICS offio@ese picked to form the core of the

new Ministry’? But of these, only Bajpai, Menon and two otherd kay prior in-

[http://Iwww.oxforddnb.com/view/article/35491, acsed 2 Aug 2011] and for Bevin see Lord
Bullock’s, Ernest Bevin: Foreign Secretary, 1945(6kford, 1983).

% Wavell to Pethick-Lawrence (now Secretary of Sfateindia), 5/8/1945, Doc. 4 in Mansergh (ed.)
with Moon, The Transfer of Power, Volume, L 32.

% Also see Kember, ‘India in the British Commonwhalthe Problem of Diplomatic Representation,
1917-1947, p. 71.

% Menon,Many Worlds: An Autobiography. 274, GeorgeKrishna Menon: A Biographyp. 142,
and Humphrey Trevelyaihe India We LeffLondon, 1972), p. 243. The very physical admraiste
demands of the transfer of power in terms of bogdihe missing components of the instruments of
states are palpably absent in the current litegatur

" Trevelyan informs us that Nehru was in fact vecgepting of the British that worked under him,
and even asked them to stay on. Nehru, Trevelyported, harboured no bitterness, see Trevelyan,
The India We Leftp. 242. For a brief overview of some of the legaof administrative partition see,
Jalal,Democracy and Authoritarianism in South Asia: A @anative and Historical Perspectiypp.
1-29 in particular and also see the various voluaié¢se Transfer of Poweseries.

2 Menon, Many Worlds: An Autobiographyp. 274. Manning the foreign service was of such
importance to Nehru that Provincial governmentsewasked to spare suitable men, those with
knowledge of foreign languages and countries, imudey 1947 and fifteen Emergency Commissioned
Officers were immediately enrolled into the newelign service, reported in US Embassy New Delhi
to Washington, Despatch No. 1015, 25/3/1947, 748:0847, RG 59, NARA. Also see the enclosed
article The Statesmarnindia to Have Diplomatic Service’, 27/9/1946.
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depth experience of diplomatic relations, and seat with the task of organising
this new Ministry that much of Menon’s time as fgre secretary was spent. The
guantity, not the quality of those men availablen@nage India’s foreign affairs, was
the issue and not as Bandyopadhyaya’s argueshiaiS, princely, and Sandhurst
generation of men...were not properly qualified...fdne t appreciation and

implementation of the bold and imaginative foreggmd defence policies pursued by

Nehru.”®

Bajpai’s experience was considered invaluable tandependent India, and
despite having earned criticism in India for hisrgeéved role in anti-India
propaganda in the US during the war and having laek&ay collaborator with the
British by serving on the Viceroy’'s Executive CoilndNehru invited Bajpai to
become the most senior civil servant in the MdBANehru passed up Menon for
the pro-Western Bajpai, as Secretary-General oMbEA shortly after the transfer
of power as his experience, skills as a diplomat archronic shortage of trained
men trumped past transgressiéhBajpai was also well-respected in Britain and the

US and had a history of personal relationshipsddrduing his years of service; for

3 J. Bandyopadhyaya;he Making of India’s Foreign Policy: Determinantsstitutions, Processes
and PersonalitiegRevised edn, New Delhi, 1980), p. 319.

" See letter from Nehru to Menon, 12/10/1947, inG®pal (ed.),Selected Works of Jawaharlal
Nehru Second Series, VoluméNew Delhi, 1986), pp. 583-584. Also see the réaeticle Burra,
‘The Indian Civil Service and the Nationalist Movemt: Neutrality, Politics and Continuity’, pp. 404-
432. Trevelyan wrote about Bajpai that he ‘earrfesl respect of British and Americans during his
service in Washington. He conducted himself witgnity and honesty tempered by adroitness’ for
which ‘he was abused by his countrymen’ see Trerelyhe India We Leftp. 238. Also see Josef
Korbel who noted that Bajpai was ‘a small man watlshy smile, perfect manners, and ivory-cut
hands, with the English of Shakespeare.’ Josef &pbanger in KashmifPrinceton, 1954), p. 123.

S Trevelyan,The India We Lefipp. 237-243. Trevelyan served with Bajpai in t# during the war
and was in Nehru's confidence until after the Tfansf Power. Nehru made Trevelyan pick the title
of the head of the Ministry of External Affairs froa selection of three. This example serves as a
microcosm of the more general procedure of the INQower inheriting the framework of the
colonial state, through necessity. Prior to thegfer of power, however, Nehru quipped that ‘I kin
it was Voltaire who defined the "Holy Roman Empir@ something which was neither holy, nor
Roman, nor an empire. Just as someone else orceddie Indian Civil Service, with which we are
unfortunately still afflicted in this country, a®ither Indian, nor civil, nor a service.’ Cited letter
dated 24/4/1932 in Nehr@limpses of World History: Being Further Lettershisc Daughter, Written

in Prison, and Containing a Rambling Account oftblig for Young PeopléSecond edn, Bombay,
1962), p. 96.
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example Alan Campbell-Johnson described him asriNelaccomplished Secretary

for External Affairs.”®

Sourcing experienced personnel was just one isgidaced India and as can
be seen from the debate over succession or secessis clear that the British
realised that India needed to develop its indepeindapabilities. As such, Nehru
was afforded the latitude to appoint representataleroad at the time of the Interim
Government, a necessity that he was anxious ta’Sthtenon was the first Indian
Ambassador to China in October 1946 and Asaf Alsveppointed as the first
Ambassador to the US in February 194 Krishna Menon went so far as to make
contacts with the USSR and Nehru sought representhy November 1946, despite
British consternatio® France established a presence in February 194didake
Netherland$?

The physical task of establishing missions abroad @ne that required both

time and capital outlay, but it was also one tHédgred the chance to very publicly

% Meeting between Bajpai and Campbell Johnson, 2848, in Alan Campbell-JohnsoMission
with Mountbatten(London, 1985), p. 290. There is, unsurprisingly, paper trail in the Indian
documents to fully corroborate this course of esetlitis clear, however, that Bajpai was invariably
held in high regard by those that worked with hind as Philip Woodruff (aka Mason) noted,
‘Among the Indians of the ICS were men of the highealibre. No civil service in the world could
hope for abler men than Bajpai, Hydari, TrivdeivHMenon...’, see WoodruffThe Men Who Ruled
India: The Guardiansp. 300. Bajpai had evidently proven himself tohNeas a more than able
diplomat as Nehru fiercely defended him when qoestil by Menon. Nehru commented that, ‘He has
done his work with very great ability and has l|dyatarried out the policies we have laid
down...Personally | do not know how | could have ieatron during the last difficult few months
without the help of Bajpai in the Foreign Ministrgee letter from Nehru to Menon, 12/10/1947, in
Gopal (ed.)SWJIN, Volume,$p. 583-584. For the opinion that Bajpai was Yestern see, Robert J.
McMahon, The Cold War on the Periphery: The United Statedid and PakistarfNew York, 1994),

p. 44. Loy Henderson noted that ‘Bajpai’s suggestiand his interest in strengthening India-United
Nations compensated to an extent for Nehru's akssh Loy Henderson Papers, Box 27, Oral
History Interview, by Richard D McKinzie, Harry Sruman Library, June 14 and July 5 1973,
Library of Congress, p. 180.

" As an example, in May 1947, the G.O.l. reportext frermission had been granted by the King for
Missions in US, China, USSR, France, the Nethedaantd Siam (Thailand), and they would soon
add Nepal to the list, see Mr Harris to Sir A. Leltes, 19/05/1947, Doc. 484 in Nicolas Mansergh
(ed.) with Penderel MoonThe Transfer of Power, Volume X: The Mountbatteneidyalty:
Formulation of a Plan, 22 March-30 May 194lzondon, 1981), p. 895.

8 Sarila, The Shadow of the Great Game: The Untold Story asfitn, p. 257, MenonMany
Worlds: An Autobiographyp. 228, and Kembertindia in the British Commonwealth: The Problem of
Diplomatic Representation, 1917-194/. 354. For details of the numbers of Indians legegx in the
External Affairs Department see, Hogben, ‘An ImpeBbilemma: The Reluctant Indianisation of the
Indian Political Service’, p. 766.

9 Benjamin Zacharialyehru(London, 2004), p. 158.

8 Boquerat, ‘France’s Political Interaction with ladhrough the Quai d’Orsay (1947-1972)", in Zins
and Boquerat (edshndia in the Mirror of Foreign Diplomatic Archiveg. 12.
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announce India’s independent status. The most sygnbrample of this was the
transformation of India House to the new High Cossian in London. Krishna
Menon, in an effort to demonstrate India’s newlyawimdependence asked for a
reorganisation of India’s presence in London. 8tgffjumped from 600 to 1,800, a
fleet of limousines was acquired and a palatial sramin Kensington Park Gardens
purchased in an effort to symbolise Indian freedand sovereignty® India,
however, had to choose where to spend its limigsdurces, but by November 1947
India has established or taken over a core of st@neissions abroad, and by 1952
the number had reached over ®0whatever the precise figure, India made a

concerted effort to extend its presence oversetifirst years of independen’??e.

The internal organisation of the MoEA, coupled witie dearth of trained
individuals, further reinforced Nehru's dominanceep Indian foreign polic§?
There was, for example, no dedicated research amnplg department. By the
beginning of 1951, however, the MoEA had at ledshtified the need for monthly

foreign affairs departmental meetings to:

review the work done in the field of foreign affawithin their Branches
and by our Missions, principally on the basis o theriodical reports,
special reports and other communications receivedh four Missions
during the month; to discuss the world situation in light of India’s foreign

81 For a description of these changes see Gekrighna Menon: A Biographyp. 156.

82 For the figures see, Kembeindia in the British Commonwealth: The Problem dplbmatic
Representation, 1917-194%. 70. Warren F. lichman puts the number of Missiat 12 in 1947,
‘Political Development and Foreign Policy: The Caddndia’, Journal of Commonwealth Political
Studies 4 (1966), p. 222.The Statesmarcalculated that there were 19 Missions in 1946,
‘Strengthening Indian Diplomatic Corps’, 29/6/1948,4. Not all of these missions were starsed
nihilo; for example the Representatives in Malaya and other locations with large Indian populations,

for example Mauritius, were upgraded from the nofitipal role of Agents. Washington would have
been upgraded from the Indian Supply Mission, faicl Bajpai had been the Agent-General from
1941-1945. A.M. Wainwright claims that by 1950, iladhad 193 diplomats in 43 countries, 19 of
which were Asian and 6 of these were colonies. fleigitaken from Appendix to Memorandum by N.
Chakravarty, MoEA, 25/9/1950, EA 1(1) 50, 1-12, NaAited inThe Inheritance of Empire: Britain,
India and the balance of power in Asia, 1938(B%&stport and London, 1994), p. 124.

8 The Economisteported in June 1948 that the plan was to sthemgthe number of diplomats to
240 by the end of 1948, and then to 320 by the end of 1949; from then on it was intended to employ
some 24 recruits a year, the same as the BritishigioOffice, reported 29/6/1948, p. 4.

84 The Americans, for example, doubted think thateheould be a really functioning Indian Foreign
Service until 1949 at the earliest, in part becaasahe predominant British influence in the
department which selected only the right type afidn and thus contributed to the delays, see US
Embassy New Delhi to Washington, Despatch No. 1058/1947, 745.00/3-2547, RG 59, NARA.
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policy; and general to co-ordinate, as far as possible, all information
received in this Ministry on the international sition®°

Palpably absent from this exercise in departmemtiédnalisation, however,
was any reference to either utilising informatiarthe formulation and execution of
foreign policy, or any reference to the ministeghkl. Despite these omissions, the
first meeting took place the following month ane tirst item on the agenda was
Southeast Asia, thus demonstrating the region'oitapce for Indi&® The fact that
there was only an embryonic foreign service impéatpon Nehru’s position and
reinforced his importance within the sphere of mxdéaffairs. Without a developed
and efficient foreign office the G.O.l. and Congreslied even more on Nehru, as
Brecher argued ‘in no state does one man domiagegh policy as does Nehru of
India. Indeed, so overwhelming is his influencet thdia’s policy has come to mean
in the minds of people everywhere the personatpalf Pandit Nehru® Brecher’s
statement is near to the mark, but there are iostamvhere Nehru was heavily
influenced by others, for example the decision tontain India’s position within the
Commonwealtli® However, Congress was not, as Michael Edwardaseardhappy
to leave Nehru to it. Rather the Constituent Asdgnidlecame a space for the
discussion of the direction of Indian foreign pglf¢ Masaldan, whilst discussing the
formation of determinants in foreign policy formtitan, asserts that ‘India’s foreign
policy, therefore, was in a special sense, NeHarsign policy.?’ Furthermore, in
his panegyric article arguing for fresh thinking fameign affairs after the death of

Nehru, Sankar N. Maitra argued that ‘The post-Svara was dominated by

8 ‘Monthly Foreign Affairs Departmental Meetings’,dvhorandum by BFHB Tyabji (Joint Secretary)
and US Bajpai (Under Secretary), 31/1/1951, NoAR/B1L-UK, File N0.21-9/51-UK, NAL.

8 Resume of Main Points Made at the First Monthlyrefign Affairs Departmental Meeting,
22/2/1951, File No. 21-9/51-UK, NAI.

87 Michael BrecherNehru: A Political Biography(London, 1959), p. 564. McGarr suggests that ‘It
was Nehru, and Nehru alone, who dictated that Imdiald champion the virtues of non-alignment,
anti-colonialism, and racial equality’, “India’seRputin”?: V.K. Krishna Menon and Anglo-American
Misperceptions of Indian Foreign Policymaking, 194964’, p. 256.

8 \.K. Krishna Menon played an integral role in tiplomacy in the decision, a fact that has been
neglected in Indian foreign policy accounts. Menmas the first High Commissioner to the UK
appointed in July 1947, see Note from Nehru toe&ttidated 11/7/1947, Doc. 74 in Nicolas Mansergh
(ed.) with Penderel MoorTransfer of Power, Volume Xll: The MountbatteneYiyalty: Princes,
Partition and Independence, 8 July-15 August, 1@6hdon, 1983)pp. 110-111.

8 Michael Edwardes, ‘lllusion and Reality in Indid&sreign Policy’ International Affairs41 (1965),

p. 50.

* P.N Masaldan,Jawaharlal Nehris Foreign Policy: Determinants, Principles and Caond
(Nagpur, 1977), p. 1.
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Jawaharlal Nehru, and in no sphere more so théoréign policy of which he was
the planner, architect and enginéér.Deepak Lal, in the following month,
commented that ‘India’s foreign policy between 19i7d 1964 was conceived
almost entirely by one man — Jawaharlal NefifuNeville Maxwell provides a
concise appreciation of Nehru’'s centrality, arguitit ‘Nehru’s policies were
India’s and vice versa’, during his time as Priménister ‘foreign policy, in its

conceptualisation, articulation and execution, s private monopoly’, which

Jayantanuja Bandyopadhyaya terms ‘monopolisticsgiiztion’®® This is not to

suggest that Nehru operated completely outsideotb# of the rest of the Indian
state, especially during the years of Patel's inoeincy at the Home Ministry, and

public opinion played a crucial role in the presgion of Indian foreign policy/

Keenleyside offers a moderately dissenting voicehigm formulation that
‘Nehru was more the dominant articulator than theefc architect of India’s
emerging international identity prior to 1947 Whilst this may hold more relevance
in the pre-1947 period, post-1947 foreign affaiese@vprimarily Nehru’s domain, one
that was insulated more than any other from interfee from the rest of the

Government. Nehru, however, did not operate incaiwen: he had to take account of

%1 Sankar N Maitra:A New Look at Foreign Policy Economic and Political WeekB/(1967), p. 793.

92 Deepak Lal¢Indian Foreign Policy, 1947-64Economic and Political WeekB/ (1967), p. 879.

% Maxwell, ‘Jawaharlal Nehru: Of Pride and Principle 633 and BandyopadhyayBhe Making of
India’s Foreign Policy: Determinants, InstitutionBrocesses and Personalitigs 287.

% One clear of example which demonstrates that Neaduto consider the opinions of the rest of the
Cabinet, at least at times, was that of the redmgniof China. Patel wrote to Nehru expressing
concerns that India was about to recognise Chimaeidiately following the end of the UN session,
‘my own feeling’, he wrote, ‘is that we do not sthto gain anything substantial by giving a lead in
the matter and that, while recognition must comenso or later, if we are somewhat late in the
company of other, it would be worthwhile delayindpia’ Patel felt so strongly on the issue that he
asked for it to be discussed in Cabinet, which ats/&vo connected aspects to the conduct of India’s
foreign policy. It suggests that there was litttgamised, Cabinet or interdepartmental opportuioity
the discussion of foreign affairs, but it also rm#gethat when deemed necessary Nehru's choices were
called into question by his senior colleagues. |B&ger from Patel to Nehru, 6/12/1949, in DurgasDa
(ed.),Sardar Patel’s Correspondence, 1945-50, Volume, ¥idreign Policy in Evolution-Constitution
Making-Political and Administrative Problen{ghmedabad, 1973), pp. 86-87. Nehru responds that
India’s decision is connected to when other Commeaith countries recognise, and that it should be
done before the Colombo Conference, and Nehru ptehto assert his authority over foreign affairs
‘If you like, I shall put it up before the Cabin@&ut the date depends on so many factors thatlit wi
have to be left open. Most members of the Cabiage lhardly followed these intricate conversations
and consultations. But as you are interested, Il shaourse consult you before taking any action.’
Nehru to Patel, 6/12/1949, in Das (edSardar Patel's Correspondence, 1945-50, Volume, VIII
Foreign Policy in Evolution-Constitution Making-Ratal and Administrative Problemgp. 87-88.

% T.A. Keenleyside;The Inception of Indian Foreign Policy: The Non-KelContribution, South
Asia: Journal of South Asian Studi#$1981), p. 64.
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the rest of the G.O.1., and crucially operatedeaction to the rest of the world. One
further result of this underdeveloped apparatustate was Nehru’s propensity to
depend on personal contacts, especially in Britasnis demonstrated in the case of

Indonesia’s transfer of power.

Once independence and thus legal equality withrositetes is achieved,
Warren lichman argues, newly-independent statds gel@ical equality, that is, full
and equal participation in the ‘political organs tbie international systeml In
India’s case, inheriting the international persoof the Raj assisted in the
legitimisation of the new Indian state and its cainjovernment and membership of
the UN, for example, further reinforced this trefithe UN, in the same vein as the
Commonwealth, provided a country like India withe thmeans to attempt to
circumvent the paucity of personnel and Indian gmes in foreign nations. Through
engagement in the UN and the Commonwealth, Indmatde to communicate with
far more states than their scarce network of Miss@nd personnel would otherwise
allow. Despite his irritation at the inability di¢ UN to settle the Indonesia dispute,
Nehru had to continue to engage with it as India \ah the time applying for

membership of the Security Council.

The cost of establishing India’s national preseatm®ad did not pass without
comment and Nehru was forced on several occasiodsfend the sums spent by the
MoEA. This defence reveals dimensions of his timgkon the importance of foreign
affairs as he argued that ‘we cannot be an independation and not have those
foreign relations® ‘It is not out of vanity’, Nehru argued, that ladépreads across
the globe, ‘but in the protection of Indian requients.?® He continued to contrast
India’s situation with that of Pakistan asking thesembly ‘Are we going to ask
England to look after our foreign interests...Is ttheg type of independence that we
contemplate?® What is independence? Nehru continued, ‘It cosdistdamentally

and basically of foreign relations. That is thet ifsindependence. All else is local

% |ichman argues a similar point in ‘Political Despinent and Foreign Policy: The Case of India’,
Journal of Commonwealth Political Studi&$1966), p. 218.
% speech in the Constituent Assembly, 8/3/19#8jia’s Foreign Policy: Selected Speeches,
9Sgeptember 1946-April 196 New Delhi, 1961), p. 239.

Ibid.
% In the first years after independence Pakistanlargely reliant of British representatives oversea
see Nehru’'s Speech in the Constituent Assembly1 848 inibid., p. 240.
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autonomy. Once foreign relations go out of yourdsaimto the charge of somebody
else, to that extent and in that measure you arendependent:”® He finished with

the absolute declaration that ‘If we are an indepen nation we must have foreign
relations. In fact we cannot carry on without theéfh. This minor debate over the
cost of foreign establishment takes us to the hafaNehru’s emphasis on India’s
interaction with the wider world. The exercise ofdign relations was not simply an
expression of independence, but an integral andtantive aspect of that freedom.
Nehru attempted to persuade a doubting ConstitAeaembly of this by asking

‘What does independence consist of? It consistsldomrentally and basically of

foreign relations. That is the test of independefnte

By the time of the transfer of power, India washe process of adapting the
framework institutions left by the departing Biiitiso the needs of a country that
aimed to have contacts with as large a number ofoms as possible. This
administrative and institutional challenge occurcestemporaneously with India’s
first major foreign policy venture the ongoing iesof Indonesia’s freedom struggle.
In pushing to inherit the international personalitl the Raj the importance and
significance that Nehru and the G.O.l. placed derimational affairs is clear. The
exercise of foreign relations was for Nehru notyoal demonstration of political
freedom, but was an integral part of that freedomh served to legitimise Congress
as the inheritor state to the Raj. The first dertratisn of this was Indian

involvement in Indonesia’s struggle for independenc

100 | hig.

101 |bid.

192 Constituent Assembly of India Debate, 8/3/194%irGopal Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru,
Second Series, Voluii® (New Delhi, 1990), p. 451.
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3) “Every Possible Help”: Indonesid

Whilst India's transfer of power continued towards its end pdirdonesia
provided Nehru with an opportunity to demonstratehie wider world and to India
itself that India was in control of its own foreigmolicy, to emphasise Indian
sovereignty, and allow India to present its fimialy into foreign affairs as remaining
faithful to Congress’s anti-colonial roots. Theiaa$ also fitted into India’s goal of
extending its influence in Southeast Asia and prisg itself as a moral leader of
Asia. Indonesia was also juxtaposed against Indiatscess in negotiations for a
transfer of power when, for example, Vijayalakshtandit compared Indian success
of a Constituent Assembly with the continuing stiegin Indonesia, Burma and
Indo-China?

Nehru skilfully made the transition from nationalisader to Prime Minister
with the responsibility for the nation’s foreigrfafs, and was able to make at once
entreaties to the UK and US, asking for assistambést publicly denouncing
imperialism in Asia and giving little publicity tthe extent to which his influence
and action rested on the UK and US. Nehru exploltetia’s existing bilateral
relationships with Britain, and to a certain degtlee US, and presented himself as
the voice of Asia, based on his position as then®rMinister of an independent
Asian state. In this position he provided the Westgowers with portends of the
disasters that would come from Dutch actions ireAsid exploited their developing
fear of losing Asia to Communism. Nehru's stanoel approach was inherently
moderate, there is no doubting his anti-colonialibot how he pushed his case was
moderate, nuanced and tailored to each situatibichawvas amply demonstrated by
proceedings of the Asian Relations Conference (AR the toning down of
Indonesian nationalist demands at the Indoneside@amce in New Delhi in January
1949. This chapter is structured to present isdiareign policy in the context of the
Second World Was legacy in Southeast Asia and Indonesia in pdaticli is not a

narrative of the Indonesian freedom struggle buhera an exposition of its

! ““Every Possible Help” from IndiaReported from New Delhi, 25/7/194Manchester Guardigrp.
8.

2 Constituent Assembly of India Debate, 20/1/19&0ume 2, last accessed 19/6/2010 on

http://parliamentofindia.nic.in/Is/debates/debdttna.
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interactions with India’s own transfer of power aatly foreign affairs.

As the British prepared to leave India, the fouitdett of India’s international
personality and foreign service had been laid. 8neously, Nehru took an intense
interest in Indonesia as India’s first foray intaternational affairs straddled its
identity as colony and nation, and this interests want confined to the post-
independence period. Therefore, it becomes possiblEhart India’s international
transformation from a colony to a nation-state eisamg its own foreign policy, and
to see the continuities that run over the suppasedura of August 1947. This also
enables an examination of Nehru's transition froatianalist leader employing
rhetoric without too much regard for responsibility leader of an independent state

where rhetoric was tempered by the responsibilifgsower?

The existing literature on India’s role in Indoreess largely limited to
general studies of foreign policy based on pulpieeshes and newspaper reporting.
Partly as a result of this less than rigorous hisab investigation, Indonesia has
entered the national memory as India’s first standthe post-war world, an
impression that Nehru certainly helped to cultivdtelonesia is assumed to be a
simple case of unreserved support for Asian naligma versus European
colonialism, and as such is often treated in aayrand meretricious manner, but
through this process it is robbed on any otherthdepid its ability to help analyse
India’s entry onto the world stageTon That Thien, for example, argues that

Indonesia was India’s first action on the worldgstand simultaneously was its first

% For introductory narratives see, Bob Moore’s dbntion (Part Three) in Martin Thomas, Bob
Moore and L.J. ButlerCrises of Empire: Decolonisation and Europe’s Imakf6tates, 1918-1975
(London, 2008), pp. 27344; Robert J. McMahon, Colonialism and the Cold War: The United States
and the Struggle for Indonesian Independence, 19 (Ithaca, 1981); Christopher Bayly and
Timothy Harper,Forgotten Wars: The End of Britai® Asian EmpirgLondon, 2007); H.A. Poeze,
‘The Cold War in Indonesia, 1948ournal of Southeast Asian Studié8 (2009), pp. 49347,
Martin Thomas, ‘Processing Decolonisation: BritStrategic Analysis of Conflict in Vietnam and
Indonesia, 1945-1950', in C.E Goscha and C.F Osterm (eds), Connecting Histories:
Decolonisation and the Cold War in Southeast Ak@5-1962(Stanford, 2010), pp. 84-120 and also,
Marc Frey, ‘The Indonesian Revolution and the Falithe Dutch Empire: Actors, Factors and
Strategies’, in M. Frey, R.W. Pruessen and T.T.gréeds),The Transformation of Southeast Asia:
International Perspectives of Decolonisatigtew York, 2003), pp. 83-104.

* D.R. SarDesai makes a similar point in arguing #watry into the Interim Government had a
restraining influence on Nehru, one that was dennatexl by his differing approaches to Indo-China
and Indonesia;India and South-East Asiain B.R. Nanda (ed.)ndian Foreign Policy: The Nehru
Years(New Delhi and London, 1990), p. 80.

5 One such cursory treatment is that of Michael Beedndia and World Politics: Krishna Menon’s
View of the WorldOxford, 1968).
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example of unreserved support for an Asian freedoowvement, but, crucially, he
fails to connect the international support for Indsia with India’'s domestic
transformation from colony to state examined in phevious chapter or to examine
Nehru's methods.

A further aspect is added by Tilman Remme, who @sep that Nehru'’s
reaction was one of genuine outrage, but it was s¢en as an opportunity to engage
in anti-colonial rhetoric and unite the smallera@sicountries behind hifiThere are
two points of contention with this: first, this des any connection to the domestic
scene and the kudos that Indonesia could bringoriidy, the anti-colonial rhetoric
was rather moderate and nebulous in the way intwiiwas only ever directed at
the Dutch or French, and by and large left thei®riunscathed. Andrew Roadnight,
moreover, argues that India had less complex n®tihan other countries for
supporting the Republic and did so ‘based on ita ealonial past and the wish of
Pandit Nehru...to carve out a world role for indepemdAsian state$It is in an
effort to challenge these reductionist assumpt@imsut Indian foreign policy that

this chapter takes Indonesia as its subject.
The Aftermath of war and Indian Independence

In August 1945, as the war in the Pacific drew wase, European colonial
powers made preparations to return to those paBsutheast Asia conquered by the
Japanese in late 1941 and 1942, which debunkedhitie of Western superiority,
and irrevocably shattered the pre-war political andnomic dynamic of the regidn.
The task of re-taking vast swathes of Asia streigtitom Burma to Indonesia with a

force numbering some 1.3 million men from the Bhtand Indian armies fell to the

® Ton That Thien)ndia and South East Asia, 1947-1960: A Study dfals Foreign Policy towards
the South East Asian Countries in the Period 1989601Geneva, 1963), p. 98.

’ Tilman RemmeBritain and Regional Co-operation in South-EastaAdi945-49London, 1995), p.
12.

8 Andrew Roadnight, ‘The Greatest Prize in SouthAas: United States’ Policy Towards Indonesia
in the Truman and Eisenhower Years’, PhD thesisyésaity of Warwick, 1998, p. 75.

® For an overview see A.J. Stockwell, ‘Southeastafisi War and Peace: The End of European
Colonial Empires in Nicholas Tarling (ed.JThe Cambridge History of Southeast Asia, Volume:Fou
From World War Il to the Preser{Cambridge, 1999), pp. 1-57. For detailed and wedearched
narrative accounts of the invasions and occupatiotise region see Christopher Bayly and Timothy
Harper, Forgotten Armies: Britairs Asian Empire and the War with Japélnondon, 2005) and
Ronald H. Spectoin the Ruins of Empire: The Japanese SurrendertheBattle for Postwar Asia
(New York, 2008).
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British-led South East Asian Command (SEAC) under tommand of Admiral
Louis Mountbattert? Indian troops made up the vanguard of the fopteshing the
Japanese from the borders of India in 1944 at Iippat as the advance into
Japanese-occupied territory continued they sergethe re-conquering armies for
the vanquished European pow&rsThis was not what Subhas Chandra Bose had
intended for Indian troops with his designs for thelian National Army (INA)
formed from Indian troops captured at Singapordébruary 1942 The French
and Dutch, themselves emerging from military octigpa had inadequate military

strength to take immediate responsibility for tHeimmer colonies, and subsequently

1% Remme,Britain and Regional Co-operation in South-EastaAsi945-49 p. 38 and see Ashley
JacksonThe British Empire and the Second World \lawsndon, 2006) for by far the most complete
study of the British Empire’s and India’s contrilout to the Second World War. The scale of the
Indian Army’s contribution to the Burma campaign $buth East Asia Command was publicly
revealed with the cessation of hostilities: 70 gemt or approximately 700,000 troops came from the
subcontinent. This number was in addition to th@,@020 in Europe at the end of hostilities therel an
some 450,000 in various capacities in India, sedidn Army’s Role in Reconquest of Burma’,
4/9/1945, The Statesman p. 3. Moreover, Admiral Lord Louis Mountbatten & extremely
interesting figure in the history of the Second Wowar and especially in the history Indian
Independence, serving as the last Viceroy and ils¢ Governor-General of India. For a fairly
comprehensive biography see, Philip Ziegountbatten the Official Biographff.ondon, 1985 and
Philip Ziegler, ‘Mountbatten, Louis Francis Albafictor Nicholas, first Earl Mountbatten of Burma
(1900-1979) Oxford Dictionary of National Biography Oxford University Press, 2004
[http://Iwww.oxforddnb.com/view/article/31480, acsed 4 Aug 2011]. For a less than favourable
account on Mountbatten’s tenure as Viceroy seal&taNolpert, Shameful Flight: The Last Years of
the British Empire in IndigOxford, 2006).

Y Marc Frey notes that ‘The Dutch and French depermfe British troops in the region’, but the
British in turn depended on their Indian troopspr@ol, Legitimacy, and the Securing of Interests:
European Development Policy in South-East Asia ftbenLate Colonial Period to the Early 1960s’,
Contemporary European Histo2 (2003), p. 398.

12.32,000 Indian troops were amongst the 130,000sBriubjects captured with the fall of Singapore
on 15 February 1942, see Keith Jeffémhe Second World Warin Judith M. Brown and Wm. Roger
Louis (eds),The Oxford History of the British Empire: Volume The Twentieth Centur§Oxford,
1999), p. 319. The Indian National Army, closeljated to the Azad Hind Government of Subhas
Chandra Bose, was formed of captured Indian Arnopps in occupied Southeast Asia, mainly
Singapore, by the Japanese. The aim of which wasdist them in defeating the British and pushing
them out of India. The INA did in fact fight in Irhpl against the Indian Army. The closest Bose got
to establishing a free India was to occupy the Amaia Islands. Bose, a leading Indian nationalist and
former president of the Congress, led the INA uhid mysterious death in 1945, for a brief
biographical note see, Leonard A. Gordon, ‘Boséghds Chandra (1897-1945pxford Dictionary

of National Biography Oxford University Press, 2004
[http://Iwww.oxforddnb.com/view/article/47756, acsed 10 March 2010]. There are several works
that deal with the INA, but many are of dubiousligyafor excellent accounts see, Bayly and Harper,
Forgotten Wars Sugata Bose and Ayesha Jalal, Modern South Asia: History, Culture, Political
Economy(London, 1999); Stephen P. Cohen,‘Subhas Chandra Bose and the Indian National Army
Pacific Affairs 36 (1963-1964), pp. 41429; Benjamin Zachariah, Nehru (London, 2004); W.F.
Kuracina, ‘Sentiments and Patriotism: The Indiantiddeal Army, General Elections and the
Congress’s Appropriation of the INA Legacyodern Asian Studied44 (2010), pp. 817-856. The
best way to follow the narrative of the INA and &fermath involving the INA trials in Delhi is
through theTransfer of PoweEeries of published documents in 12 volumes.
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depended on the British to re-impose order. Fadddthe alternative of chaos and a
power vacuum, SEAC used Indian troops to exercesmpbrary authority in
Indonesia, Indo-China and Malaya. This was not, éxa@#x, a simple case of British
authorities acting as proxy for its European alliestead, the British attempted to
remove themselves from any political wrangling anaintain order. But this ideal
was soon realised as ill-founded as nationalistgsoresisted the re-imposition of

control.

With the pace of demobilisation in Britain quickegidue to the manpower
shortage, SEAC was increasingly composed of iteimdontingents, and the British
found themselves dependent upon Indian troops artchas Bayly and Tim Harper
argue ‘the availability or otherwise of the Indi#mmy to suppress dissidence
determined events not just in Burma and Malaya, éxé¢n in Indo-China and
Indonesia®® For Anthony Stockwell, ‘when the British eventyalfeconquered
Burma, they did so by virtue of Indian resourcesragh as their own’, because
SEAC, as M.E. Dening, Mountbatten’s chief politiealvisor, noted at the time was
becoming ‘more and more a purely British Indiaramff*

The analytical focus of this chapter is firmly amdbnesia, which Sukarno,
who took the role of President, proclaimed as tlpuBlic of Indonesia on 17
August 1945 after Japan’s hold on power had slippedy. General MacArthur’s
insistence that no landings take place until theiaf instrument of surrender had
been signed resulted in the fledgling Republic ngkcontrol of a large part of
civilian administration and beginning to establikk trappings of sovereign control
in Java. It was into this ambiguous situation owdo exercised sovereignty and
authority that SEAC began to land troops in latpt&mber 1945 to carry out their

mission of disarming and repatriating the Japanese; releasing prisoners of war

13 For an exposition of the impact of the manpowaristye and the end of Britain’s empire in South
Asia see, Hugh Tinker, ‘The Contraction of EmpireAsia, 1945-48: The Military Dimension’,
Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth Histohy (1988), pp. 218-233 and Bayly and Harper,
Forgotten Warsp. 75.

14 A.J. Stockwell, ‘British Decolonisation: The Redoand the RecordsContemporary European
History 15 (2006), p. 574nd Stockwell (ed.)British Documents on the End of Empire: Series B,
Volume 3, Malaya, Part I, The Malayan Union Experimy 1942-1948London, 1995), p. 211.
Dening later returned to the Foreign Office in Londand was the chief architect of British policy in
Southeast Asia culminating in the Colombo Planasa
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(POWSs) and internees and all whilst maintainingeatd The British and Dutch
Governments exchanged notes on 25 August 1945lagiipy that the Netherlands
Indies Government would resume as rapidly as maichke full responsibility for the
civil administration of the Netherlands East Indi@qhe situation in Indonesia,
however, was far more complex than either partyailhy realised. As the troops of
SEAC re-entered colonial territories they were nalaly welcomed not as
liberators, but rather as proxies for their absemti vanquished former colonial
masters in France and The Netherlands. For hisSuéka@rno urged cooperation with
the forces of SEAC as they land€ddowever, the task of SEAC was made no easier
by rising tensions between released Dutch civitaats, the few Dutch troops in the
area and nationalists. In response to the cleaat®in that the Republic was well-
established and in effect governing on the grotimel British attempted to bring the

nationalists and the Dutch together for prelimintis'®

Mountbatten concentrated his few troops on the $es ports of Jakarta,
Semarang and Surabaya, and it was in Surabayahtndiercest fighting since the
war broke out. As SEAC attempted to enter the aitg rescue POWSs, the confused
situation over authority quickly led to a breakdoaincommunications and fighting
broke out between Brigadier Mallaby’s troops and tbcal pemuda. The 6,000,
mostly Indian troops were set upon by some 20,@@@ll pemuda armed with
Japanese weapons and the result was a loss ofZ28nefficers and men. Mallaby
himself was killed attempting to organise a ceaseft which point the commander
of SEAC forces, General Christison, demanded thaires be surrendered on pain
of bringing his entire forces to bear on the dgy.the next morning the British had
deployed one and a half divisions to avenge MallalWthin the context of
continuing to rescue POWSs, whilst being attackegémuda forces, the leaders of

SEAC and London continued to push the Dutch towaed®nciliation and were

!5 The first major landing was on 15 September 194¥akarta, the Indian ?Division disembarked

on 25 September 1945 see Bayly and Hafpangotten Warsp. 169.

16 Details in note from Lord Halifax to US SecretafyState, No.60 (18/92/46), 856E.00/1-2646, RG

59, NARA. Prior to the British and Indian landinddpuntbatten issued instructions to the Japanese
not to hand over power to any ‘Javanese factio®aming nationalists, but this was precipitated not

by any desire to pre-emptively deny power to thigonalists rather it was to ensure as smooth a hand
over of power as possible, ‘Lord Louis’ Order tpgan Java’, 27/9/1949 he Statesmanp. 1.

17 proclamation to the People of Indonesia’, 1/1@8 3 he Statesmarm. 1.

'8 Bayly and HarperForgotten Warsp. 174. These talks achieved little as van Moals limited by

his powers.
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alarmed at their inability to see the reality of thitered dynamic in the colony. The
coming withdrawal of SEAC troops added some urgencthe lack of settlement
between the Dutch and the Republic as Archibaldk@l&err was sent in as a
trouble-shootel?

Within this context, Sukarno actively sought Indigrarticipation in
Indonesia’s struggle. For example on 4 Octobel5lif4vas reported that Bandong
(Bandung) Radio in Java had broadcast two messddkanks, one to Australia and
the other to Nehru expressing gratitude for hispsuid® Nehru actively used
Indonesia to bolster both his position as Congsps&esman on foreign affairs, and
to raise his and India’s international profile Ibgr example, accepting Sukarno’s
invitation to visit Java in October 1945. Nehrup@sded, via Reuters, that ‘If | can
be of any service to the cause of Indonesian fr@eldshall gladly visit Java in spite
of urgent and important work in Indi& The trip, though never realised due to lack
of transport and safety fears, was neverthelesodsimative of Nehru's attempts to
build an international profile and the concomitprifile of the most internationally-

minded man in the Congress.

The use of Indian troops in Indonesia and vocifer@oengress opposition to
the practice has to be examined through the comte#te INA trials and general
disquiet in India following the end of the war, tredease of Congress leaders from
imprisonment, and the approach of post-war elesti@vhilst there is not sufficient
space to provide a full and nuanced expositiorhefitnpact of the INA trails on the
transfer of power, it is necessary to note thatanjunction with the use of Indian
troops in Indonesia it represented a perceivedtticethe loyalty of the Indian Army
and was a rallying point for nationalist criticisagainst the British. Equally as
pertinent is the fact that the INA prolonged theliém interest in Southeast Asia
sparked by the Second World V¥ar.

In the week following the surrender of the Japarasaey, the issue of the

9 Later Lord Inverchapel, CM (46) 5, 15/1/1946 Miesit CAB/195/3.

20:gpkarno’s Message to Nehru’, 4/10/1945e Statesmanp. 3.

2L ‘Nehru May Visit Java’, 9/10/1945he Statesmarmp. 7.

225 N. Misra argues that the INA was a contribuffator in the growing relationship between India
and Southeast Asindia: The Cold War YearéNew Delhi, 1994), p. 165.
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INA was raised at a reception in Nehru’s honouMarree where he opined that
although those misguided men had unfortunately castgnl themselves with the
Japanese, it would be a terrible waste if ‘thedears and men and their precious
lives were liquidated by way of punishment by thetigh.””®> These fears were
somewhat allayed when a week later it was annoubgetthe G.O.l. that the rank
and file of those that joined the INA would be eded, but the leaders and those that
perpetrated particularly heinous crimes would billtried®® The G.O.l. made pains
not to excuse those that joined the INA, but imesisthat their circumstances
mitigated their crimes. Congress erupted into actigyanising the legal defence of
those still facing prosecution from the ranks om@ess high command, including
Nehru.

In conjunction with the INA trials and their appraion by Congress for
political capital, the use of Indian troops in Maa Indo-China and Indonesia
evoked wide criticism in India amongst Congressdéga and the population at
large? In the immediate aftermath of the Japanese suereas SEAC attempted to
carry out its work, Congress expressed its anxatthe ‘attempts being made to
maintain the political and economic subjection afrf@a, Malaya, Indo-China and
Indonesia.” The Congress Working Committee added ti®o continue imperialist
domination in these countries under whatever guisald be a repudiation of the
professions made by the United Nations in war-teme would sow the seeds of
future wars?® The presence of SEAC thus caused disquiet atetfimposition of
European empires, and augured further protests frmlia concerning the role of
Indian troops. The British with their Indian troopsund themselves trapped in

Indonesia, however, until their task of rehabildatwas completed.

Congress politicians, Nehru in particular, warneldude Auchinleck, the

Commander-In-Chief of the Indian Army, that it woude politically impossible to

2 ‘Indians who joined the Japs’, 23/8/194%e Statesmarp. 9.

24 ‘Indian Soldiers who joined the Enemy’, 28/8/1928¢ Statesmam. 3.

% Despite finding its way onto both Congress andgueaelection manifestos Zachariah argues that
some senior Congress members admitted that if @segrame to power they too would purge the
army of INA men, see ZachariaNehru(London, 2004), p. 127, and also see, Kuracinantighents
and Patriotism: The Indian National Army, Generldions and the Congress’s Appropriation of the
INA Legacy’, pp. 817-856.

6 «gybjection” of South-East Asia’, 22/9/1948lanchester Guardiarp. 6.
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use Indian troops to put down nationalist rebefliamfraternal countrie¥. Two days
after British and Indian troops landed in Java, Nedxpressed his disquiet at the use
of Indian troops in a press conference in Allahalcadhmenting that ‘It is monstrous
that our own people and our armed forces shouldnygloyed to suppress those for
whom we have the fullest sympathy’, and he warredBritish that ‘it is likely to
lead to grave and far-reaching consequerf@dsehru and V.K. Krishna Menon both
petitioned London and Mountbatten to cease thetipeaof employing Indian troops

to restore order; Menon wrote to Clement Attlee that:

The role assigned to the Indian army in the presentext does not appear
to be that of a force fighting either for the deferof their homeland or
against Japanese fascism and militarism, but that interventionist force
to regain dominion for the French, Dutch or othempérialist and
occupying power§?

Indian complaints did not go unnoticed, and thdigriand Americans were
well aware of the implications of using SEAC in #rngg other than its strict role of
rehabilitation, but it was a role that was incraghi difficult to define as SEAC
came under attack by various nationalists in Ind@eBritain was eager not to get
embroiled in a Dutch reconquest of Indonesia, ded WS demanded that all US

Lend-Lease insignia be removed from any equipmehidonesia?’

Nehru and Congress presented the actions of SEAghtasolonial rather
than as a necessary legacy of the Japanese surranden this way integrated the
current use of Indian troops into the nationaliasec against the British. In early
October, the All-India Congress Committee (AICChdenced the use of Indian
troops to put down nationalist movemetits?andit Hirday Nath Kunzru echoed
Nehru’s vocal indignation but focussed on Indo-@histating that ‘the Government

of India owes it to this country to explain fullyhy Indian troops were used to

27 Bayly and Harperforgotten Warsp. 90. For biographical details of Auchinleck sBeian Bond,
‘Auchinleck, Sir Claude John Eyre (1884-19810)xford Dictionary of National BiographyOxford
University Press, 2004 [http://www.oxforddnb.coreiwiarticle/30774, accessed 2 Aug 2011].

28 ‘Nehru Resents Use of Indian Troops’, 1/10/198%e Statesmamp. 6.

2% Krishna Menon to Clement Attlee, 27/9/1945, Box Eile 1 — H, Krishna Menon Papers, Nehru
Memorial Museum and Library, New Delhi. This is onfethe few pieces of information gatherable
from Menon’s papers as they remained closed t@rekers for the period from the end of 1946.

30 Us secretary of State Byrnes asked the British Botth to strip all US insignia from its
equipment on 24/10/1945, reported 25/10/1945, ‘Leedse War MaterialManchester Guardiam.

5.

31 ‘Nehru Resents Use of Indian Troops’, 1/10/198%e Statesmarmp. 6.
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suppress the freedom movement in Indo-China and pdua they actually paid in
this connexion® Furthermore, Nehru delivered a speech at the anAlEC
meeting auguring the development of a third worldr &rguing that ‘There is a
perilous resemblance between the war of Britiseri@ntion in Indonesia and the
other war of intervention which Fascist Italy andaNGermany waged in Spain and
which was the prelude to world war tw8.’He continued ‘we have watched British
intervention with growing anger, shame and helpless that Indian troops should
thus be used to do Britain’s dirty work against fsigends who are fighting the same
fight as we.3* Reference to the Dutch, or the French in Indo-&his palpably
absent in this example as the Congress deliberatetpciated SEAC’S actions
directly with the British in their attempts to ugi the events as a stick to beat the
British with as a part of their own nationalistugigle. In directly relating the two
examples of India and Indonesia, Nehru sought &sgut India’s own struggle as
part of an international movement and as a threapgace and stability whilst

minimising Indian culpability in the use of its dars.

Lord Wavell, Viceroy from 1943, expressed appref@nsoncerning the
domestic difficulties that the use of the IndiamArin Southeast Asia could cause,
telling London that ‘the situation in French Indti@a and the Netherlands East
Indies will give us some trouble. Indian troops areolved in both places, and we
shall be attacked for allowing His Majesty’s Goweent to use them to suppress
national movements® Although he appreciated the necessity of disarrtimg
Japanese and rehabilitating POWSs, Wavell presseddroto ‘disengage the troops,

both British and Indian, and leave the businessh& French and Dutchi® He

32 \pandit Kunzru’s Protest’, 1/10/194%he Statesmarp. 6.
zi Nehru’s Speech at the AICC, 1/1/1946, Reportethftidaipur Manchester Guardiarp. 6.

Ibid.
% Wwavell to Pethick-Lawrence, Despatch No. 36, W9@pb, L/PO/10/22, IOR. For a recent
biographical account of Wavell see, Victoria Scalafj Wavell: Soldier and Statesmghondon,
2006), for an older account see Ronald Lewihe Chief: Biography of Field Marshal Lord Wavell
(London, 1980); also see Bernard Fergusson and Judith M. Brown, ‘Wavell, fbald Percival, first
Earl Wavell (1883-1950)Oxford Dictionary of National BiographyOxford University Press, 2004
[http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/36790, acsed 4 Aug 2011], and for a somewhat brief
examination of Wavell's relationship with Whitehadee Irial Glynn, “An Untouchable in the
presence of Brahmins” Lord Wavell's Disastrous Refeship with Whitehall During His Time as
Viceroy to India, 1943-7'Modern Asian Studiedl (2007), pp. 639-663. For Wavell’s own edited
views see his journal edited by Penderel Moon (&dyell: The Viceroy's JourngDxford, 1997).
% Wavell to Pethick-Lawrence, Despatch No. 36, 11285, L/PO/10/22.
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repeated his entreaties, having cabled Mountbatieguing that ‘Indian troops
should be disengaged from what is represented dsetbe suppression of patriotic
risings.®” Wavell also had to consider the morale of the Indian Army; he wrote to
Pethick-Lawrence, Secretary of State for Indiat thhave just had a letter from the
Commander-in-Chief expressing grave concern atpthesible effect on the army
both of the INA trials and the propaganda abouir thedian Army, not INA] use in

Indonesia3®

These words of warning did not fall on deaf earsLondon, but the
circumstances in Indonesia, what Pethick-Lawrerderred to as the ‘intransigent
Indonese’, required not only that the existing &mditroops remained, but that
additional troops be sent to Java, and so Waved inéormed that ‘there is no
alternative to continued use of Indian troops weJa’ Despite the pressing needs of
SEAC, Wavell saw the situation through the prisnthef domestic situation in India,

and his response to Pethick-Lawrence read in part:

| think it right to let you know privately that imy opinion loyalty and

discipline of the Indian Army may be subjected éweze strain (A) owing

to the agitation about the INA, as to whose condlerlings will be sharply

divided, and (B) by demobilisation. I think it mastportant that we should

not add further strain of commitments in Netherkaigst Indies or French

Indo-China?®

Auchinleck echoed Wavell when in a report on tlaesof the Indian Army

in case of nationalist or communal disturbanceswaened the Chiefs that ‘the
situation in India is, therefore, extremely delecatOur action in Java...is already
being represented as European repression of nhtipriaings of Eastern peoples ...
it may have a serious effect upon the loyalty &f thdian Armed Forced® Wavell

added that ‘we have from the first been represebtethe politicians and the Press

37 Wavell to Pethick-Lawrence, Despatch No. 37, 4905, L/PO/10/22.

3 Letter from Wavell to Pethick-Lawrence, 16/11/194%c. 213 in Nicolas Mansergh (ed.) with
Penderel MoonThe Transfer of Power, Volume VI: The Post-War Bhaew Moves by the Labour
Government, 1 August 1945-22 March 194éndon, 1976), p. 489.

39 pethick-Lawrence to Wavell, 16/10/1945, Doc. 1dbid., pp. 346-347.

“CWavell to Pethick-Lawrence, 17/10/1945, Doc. 1did., p. 360.

1 nternal Situation in India: Appreciation by Coramder-in-Chief’, 1/12/1945, Doc. 256iiid., p.
583.
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here as supporters of Dutch imperialism’, a theina¢ Nehru continued post-194%.

Pethick-Lawrence repeated these themes when wathen@abinet of the
possibility of full-scale revolt in India in theading months of 1945, warning that
‘Indian leaders were advocating their views witbwjing vigour and determination.
Indian opinion was disturbed on certain issues,tbgsituation in Indonesia and the
trial of members of the INA?® The use of Indian troops, dictated by circumstance
rather than choice, limited British responses ® d¢hisis in Indonesia and saw calls
for withdrawal fall on stony ground. The gravity thfe situation, however, was not
lost, as evidenced by the fact that Lord Halifaxcdssed it with Dean Acheson. He
wrote that the continuing Dutch-nationalist staleendas undesirable consequences
both on the manpower situation in this country amsbfar as Indian troops form a
large proportion of the British forces in the Nethrds East Indies on the Indian
political situation.** Therefore, there were two interconnected concabmsit the
use of Indian troops in Southeast Asia: nationalsainly Congress, opposition
within the context of a fractious domestic envir@mnhat the time of the first post-
war election; and the loyalty of a war-strained Indian Army. Wavell concluded that
‘from an Indian point of view it continues to ben@st embarrassing business and

the sooner we are out of it, the betfér.’

As Central Assembly and Provincial elections inidndrew closer and the
prospect of an Indian Interim Executive Councilrfeed the situation threatened to
become more than embarrassing. The G.O.l. remihdedlon of the analogous
situation that could occur if a Government at tleamtce made the withdrawal of
troops from Java a test case. ‘They would argueithadia was really to become a
Dominion in the near future’, wrote Wavell, ‘it wasthinkable to use Dominion
troops against the wishes of the Indian Governriférithe result, Wavell predicted,
was either face withdrawal or resignation of arefimh Government, and he even

went so far as to argue that withdrawal may beavipo for forming an Interim

“2\Wavell to Pethick-Lawrence, Despatch No. 39, 24285, L/PO/10/22.

3 India and Burma Committee, |.B (45)"7®eeting, 19/11/1945, Doc. 217 in Mansergh (edthwi
Moon, The Transfer of Power, Volume, L 501.

4 Lord Halifax to US Secretary of State, No. 60 @IB46), 26/1/1946, 856E.00/1-2646, RG 59,
NARA.

5 Wavell to Pethick-Lawrence, Despatch No. 43, 2(/249, L/PO/10/22.

6 Wavell to Pethick-Lawrence, Despatch No. 48, 28/325, L/PO/10/22.
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Government! Although this situation did not materialise in #teort-term, the issue
of Indian troops abroad continued to aggravateonatist sentiment and the INC in
particular exploited the issue for its own gainstidns of protest against the use of
troops were raised in the newly-elected CentraleAddy in January 1946 as
Congress sought to demonstrate its understanditigstablish its credentials in the

realm of international affair

With Nehru’s acceptance of the External Affairstfio in September 1946,
the more vitriolic attacks on British use of Inditraops ceased, reflecting a reduced
number of Indian troops abroad and that Nehru veas lmimself the figure head of
India’s foreign affaird? At his first press conference on assuming offidehru
expanded on the general guiding principles of Isdiareign policy, part of which
was establishing contact with the world and drawicigser to her Asian
neighbours? As such, Nehru continued to push for the withdiavidndian troops
from countries such as Indonesia. With independendde horizon, it was impolitic
for Nehru, in his capacity in the Interim governmand as Congress leader, to allow
to go unopposed the use of Indian troops againsbnsathat he hoped to form
relationships with after independeriéeThis pronouncement was largely an empty
gesture as SEAC was already in the process of beaumnd down, and the British

had pre-emptively planned for the recall of Indiesops from foreign operations as

" |bid. For the withdrawal proviso eventuality see, Whvel Pethick-Lawrence, Appreciation of
Political Situation, 27/12/1945, Doc. 315 in Mamger(ed.) with Moon,The Transfer of Power,
Volume V] p. 686, and it was of such concern that Waveibrged it in his diary, see entry for
22/12/1945 in Moon (ed.)fhe Viceroy’s Journalp. 198. Also see Mr Turnbull (Private Secretary t
the Secretary of State for India) to Mr Blaker (leipal Private Secretary to the President for the
Board of Trade), 7/2/1946, ‘Note on the proposedo@blogical order of Cabinet Delegation in
India’, Doc. 408 in Mansergh (ed.) with Mooihe Transfer of Power, Volume,\fip. 915-916.
Congress would have been placed in a contradigtasition in demanding freedom from British rule
at the same time as Indian troops controlled Sasthasia and this became an even larger issue as
the Interim Government took shape in September 184 senior members of Congress found
themselves in positions of power from where citicicould be launched against them. See ‘Conduct
of Foreign Affairs Affecting India with an interilovernment in Office’, Joint Memorandum by
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs and SecretdrState for India, CP (46) 329, 30/8/1946 in CAB
129/12.

“8 Thien also notes that in the Assembly the G.Ods Werated for allowing troops to be used in
foreign countriesindia and South East Asia, 1947-1960 89.

9 For example Montgomery reported to the Cabinddétember 1946 that ‘it must be assumed that
Indian troops could not be used for the suppressionternal disturbances in Burma’ cited in Tinker
The Contraction of Empire in Asia, 1945-48: TheidMily Dimension’, p. 228.

50¢India’s Policy Abroad’, Reported from New Dell27/9/1946 Manchester Guardigrp. 5.

*1|n fact, India was attacked at the Asian RelatiBosference for having allowed Indian troops to be
used abroad, see G.H. Jangking-Asia and Non-Alignmeritondon, 1966), pp. 56-57.
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Dutch and French troops became available in langenbers? The announcement
that Indian troops would begin to be withdrawn frimdonesia had been made by
Auchinleck on 1 March 1948. There remained, however, the paradox of sending
messages of sympathy to the Indonesians whilsaintlioops were still stationed
there*

In fact, the last British and Indian troops lefdémesia not long after Nehru’s
press conference as part of the winding down of GEEhd were praised by Dr
Sjahrir for their discipline and efficiency. Six mibis later Defence Minister, Sardar
Baldev Singh, requested the return of the few ramgitroops in Asia by the end of
1947%° Thus the issue of Indian troops had largely, aitfonot entirely, been
neutralised by the time the Interim Government s&srn in, but the larger problem
of Indonesia was still an ongoing issue that Netoak a lively interest in, as did
India as a wholé® Rather, Nehru concentrated his attention on theuBle’s battle
for independence from the Dutch, both for the yhat the Interim Government was
active and as Foreign and Prime Minister of IndtaraAugust 1947. Congress and
the Interim Government had to face the problemsheftransfer of power as the
approach of independence inexorably continued. Rimmabove analysis of Indian
troops abroad, it is evident that Nehru and Corgjmesin weapon was to presage
the consequences of the continued use of Indiaps$rabroad, warnings which the
British G.O.l. took seriously enough to ensure tin@asures were in place to return
all Indian troops as soon as possible. This auguirdire consequences did not die
with the promised withdrawal of Indian troops, loather served as one of Nehru’s

2 Nehru's speech in Constituent Assembly, 28/10/1946S. Gopal (ed.)Selected Works of
Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Series, Volunm@&8w Delhi, 1985), p. 533.

%31/3/1946, Reported from New Delilanchester Guardiarp. 8. The Cabinet had decided that all
troops would be withdrawn by November at the vatgst, see CM (46) F8Conclusions, 14/8/1946,
CAB 128/6, also see ‘Imperial Troops in SoutheastaAWithdrawal from all Foreign Territories’,
The Statesman22/11/1946, p. 1. The number serving overseaSedptember 1946 was 274,900
according to Tinker in ‘The Contraction of Empine Asia, 1945-48: The Military Dimension’,
Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth Histdr§ (1988), p. 225.

** 7achariahNehry p. 156.

%5 ‘Army’s Fine Work Done in Indonesia’, Reportedritd_.ondon Manchester Guardiar30/11/1946,

p. 7. See telegram G.O.l., Defence Department toeSsry of State for India, 22/3/1947, Doc. 4 in
Nicolas Mansergh (ed.) with Penderel Modine Transfer of Power, Volume X: The Mountbatten
Viceroyalty: Formulation of a Plan, 22 March-30 M&947(London, 1981), p. 5.

%8 Wavell wrote in his diary for 18/9/1946 that ‘tomla the end [of cabinet meeting] the matter of
Indian troops in Indonesia and Burma cropped upl Behru became very eloquent and almost
aggressive, rather to the embarrassment of sonmisafolleagues, | think’, in Moon (edWavell:
The Viceroy’s Journalp. 351.
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key diplomatic devices with the UK and the US oW Indonesian dispute.

However, as British and Indian troops left Indomediighting escalated
between the Dutch and Indonesians and continuedniittently until 1949. These
intervening years of Dutch-Indonesian internecinerfare continued to provide
Nehru with one of his first tests on the internasibscene. Indonesia provided Nehru
with the opportunity to call on the UN to demontgras efficacy as the international
community’s arbitration council. Indonesia represented for Nehru the first example
of putting an international issue before both tren€ituent Assembly, and more
widely before the nation, which he took a symbolnafia’s entering the international
field.® At a press conference, for example, Nehru madefdtewing statement
when asked about Indonesia ‘The Government of latkantensely interested in the
preservation of peace in the world and in the saibn of freedom by all people
who at present lack it he continued ‘in pursuantéhis policy they adhered to the
UNO and associated themselves with the UNO ChZrter.

As independence continued to approach, Nehru ceresid steps for
Indonesian nationalists to take in the face of Buibduracy and failed negotiations
for a resolution of their disputes. Before the adpgnof the First Police Action,
Nehru had warned Amir Sjarifuddin about the conseges of trusting the Dutch
implementation of the Linggadjati Agreement andticaed that they would try to
get hold of the Republic's army and territory. Nelsuggested either international
arbitration, appealing to the ‘Big Three’ to apglsessure on the Dutch as the best
course of action, if not the next step was the®¥Nehru held the Dutch in perpetual
suspicion and was still considering the idea ofiteation as the Police Action
approached, but was advised by Bajpai that bottisBriand American support
needed to be secured before suggesting arbit/#tiOne of Nehru's key approaches
throughout this episode was to exploit its conmectvith the UK and its fledgling

bilateral relations with the US, by consistentlypyding the UK and the US with

57 ““Every Possible Help” from Indiafrom India, Reported from New Delhijanchester Guardian
25/7/1947, p. 8.

°8 Foreign Policy for India, Constituent Assembly loflia Debate, 4/12/1947, in S. Gopal (ed.),
Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Saf@sme 4(New Delhi, 1986), p. 595.

5% Nehru at Press Conference, reporteditie Statesmar2/7/1947, p. 4.

€0 | etter to Amir Sharifoeddin, 6/7/1947, in S. Gogald.),SWJN, Volume, 3. 355.

®1 Note by Nehru, ‘An Impartial Tribunal for Indonasinibid., p. 358.
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portends of the destructive effect that Dutch imsigence would have on Asia and
Asian nationalism. Nehru’s main diplomatic tool.etéfore, of warning of the
consequences of inaction by the UK and the US vessgded to both exploit and
reinforce his position as leader of the largesepwhdent Asian nation. One of the
first examples of this approach was in anticipatddutch action amidst talks of a
build-up of Dutch armed forces. Krishna Menon, byisttime Indian High
Commissioner in London, presented Lord Listowelhwdn exposition of the
regional consequences of continued Dutch previoitdhat was to set the tone for
future Indian communications with both the Briteshd American governments. This
message read in part that the ‘disturbed statargfimportant segment of South East
Asia will be a constant threat to the peace ofwhele of that region and economic
recovery of the world will be hampered by paralysiseconomic recovery in

Indonesia®?

Due to the persistent failure of negotiations betwvehe two parties, the
G.O.l. felt that under the terms of the Liggadjagreement all matters of dispute
should be taken to arbitration. “The G.O.l. arengaio suggest this course of action
to both the Dutch and the Indonesians’, Nehru wrbigt ‘they would be glad
if...United Kingdom and Government of United Stateshbof whom are conscious
of urgent need of restoring stability and peacelrtdonesia will lend strong
diplomatic support to this propos&f.’Listowel was again cabled by the Interim
Government asking for British intervention in thentext of the breakdown of
negotiations between the two sides as the Dutcinetdecided whether or not to
take military action and as the Indonesian Premésiared on Radio Jogjakarta that
the Dutch were determined to avert the road of @e@be message emphasised to

Listowel the wider, regional implications of cowefliin Indonesia, by stressing that

62 Cable to Krishna Menon, 8/7/1947 ibid., p. 3.

63 Cable to Lord Listowel, 8/7/1947, iibid., p. 360. In emphasising ‘stability’ there areosty
parallels with the case of Palestine in the UN \ddence by Bajpai’'s report on a conversation with
the Lebanese Consul-General in India, Tariqg G.,¥Ya&fiere he emphasised that India’s interest in
Palestine was not derived solely from a moral dgb a strategic standpoint, ‘We wanted fair
treatment for the Arabs also a settlement that djosib far as possible, ensure peace in Palestine,
since tranquillity and progress in that region, ethtonstitutes an approach from the Mediterranean
to our own shores, is of direct interest to us¢&d of conversation as described by Bajpai, 34719
File No. 46(1) AWT/47, cited in Rami Ginat, ‘Indénd the Palestine Question: The Emergence of the
Asio-Arab Bloc and India’s Quest for Hegemony ie fhost-Colonial World’Middle Eastern Studies

40 (2004), p. 206.
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‘hostilities in Indonesia will be a threat to peaifewhole of South East Asia and a
hindrance to economic recovery of the woPti.In addition to what India termed
their ‘strong moral sympathy’, emphasis was plasedhe more physical dangers to
India, arguing that ‘Indonesia is a source of fosmapply whose security and
prosperity are of vital importance to Indf&.The threat to peace that the ongoing
Indonesian situation represented was not the ardgan that the G.O.l., both pre-
and post-independence, sought a solution to thegro Indonesia was a key source
of foodstuffs for India and in the face of perehnfaod shortages, and the
concomitant expenditure in hard currency in secudtiernative sources of food, a

swift resolution to the problem was imperatie.
First Police Action, July 1947

The Dutch launched their Police Action (Operatiedeict) on 20 July 1947
less than one month before India itself reachedpeddence and India greeted the
news with immediate public and private condemnatiérthe Dutch. The violent
action ended on 4 August 1947 after a UN resolutalled for an end to the fighting
and it is India’s part in securing an end to thiesstilities that this section examines.
This was handled not through the Viceroy, but destrably by the Interim
Government and Nehru on the advice of Bajpai amdutth Krishna Menon in
London. The Interim Government was therefore, featf awarded full freedom of

movement in this field.

As the Dutch forces attacked, Sutan Sjahrir wagetliag to India to seek
assistance as the authorised agent of the Repablithe arrived in Delhi carrying

communications from President Sukarno, which fohmeconfirmed that the ‘so-

8 Cable to Lord Listowel, 18/7/1947, in Gopal (e@YJN, Volume, . 360.

6 Rather unhelpfully theSWJNgive no further details as to the authors of #$8$ of cables to
Listowel, but it is assumed that it is the voice Méhru transmitted through the Department for
Commonwealth Relations. Cable to Lord Listowel /8947, inibid., p. 359.

® The G.0.1. had an agreement with Indonesia, sigmedly 1947, for the delivery of some 700,000
tons of paddy to India in exchange for Indian coneugoods, seiid., p. 368 — footnote 2. In an
effort to save precious hard currency the Goverrimeaily pushed its ‘Grow More Food Campaign’,
for examples see G. Parthasarathi (ethyvaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief Ministers, 194964,
Volume 1, 1947-194New Delhi, 1985), pp. 258-259. The departing iBhitvery conscious of the
need to secure food and increase food productiothéodual purposes of averting famine and saving
hard currency as evidence by their efforts in ¢éisgjsindia negotiate food supply agreements and
allowing the use of blocked sterling balances Far purchase of tractors, see Delegation Report No.
15, Telegram No. 41, 20/1/1948, E/10466, L/E/9/308&.
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called police action by Dutch is an extirpation dong prepared military campaign
whose real purpose is to inflict complete militalyfeat on Republi®’ The aim of
this, Nehru opined, was to prepare the ground faol#ical settlement that was
entirely favourable to the Dutéf.The bold Dutch actions brought into stark relief
the precarious position of the Republic, its apilid defend itself, and the larger
issue of the continued spectre of European colienialwhich added urgency to

India’s response to the crisis.

The Republic actively sought to capitalise on ilfling relationship with
India and personal contacts with Nehru and at aspoenference in Delhi, Sjahrir
reported that he hoped that India, and Australighimexplore the possibility of
giving assistance through negotiation and arbérdfi Sjahrir sought to build on
India’s previous statements of support and the sfisrin and practicality of India’s
approaching independence and entry onto the wtalgesas a sovereign nation. The
attacks provided Nehru with an opportunity with @hito launch India onto the
world stage, especially as Sjahrir was presentethiDand as Indian troops, albeit
under British control, were initially linked withvents. Nehru replied to Sjahrir's
entreaties by offering ‘every possible help’ ancktdnically asking what would

become of the UN Charter if this kind of attack wassible”’

Dutch action was a shock, but one that Nehru watlypprepared for as
evidenced by his repeated entreaties to the BrighAmericans. Nehru reported to
Krishna Menon that he was continuing to communicaith the UK and the US
about the possibility of arbitration and stressthg grave consequences of the
conflict.”* ‘We must invoke the UNO’, hopefully in conjunctievith the UK and the

USA', Nehru wrote, but ‘if necessary then on oumo\* However, appealing to the

67 Cable to VK Krishna Menon, 25/7/1045, in Gopal.Je8WJN, Volume, . 364.
68 |Ihi

Ibid.
89 «Every Possible Help” from Indiafrom India, Reported from New DelHijanchester Guardian
25/7/1947, p. 8. Also see the chapter S.E. Crawtidnesia’s Diplomatic Revolution Lining Up for
Non-Alignment, 1945-1955, in C.E. Goscha and C.Bte@nann (eds)Connecting Histories:
Decolonisation and the Cold War in Southeast AB85-1962(Stanford, 2010), pp. 238-257, which
highlights the Republic’'s dependence on othersaking up defence of its case.
70 ““Every Possible Help” from India Reported from New DelhManchester Guardign25/7/1947,
p. 8.
I Cable to Krishna Menon, 22/7/1947, in Gopal (€8\)JN, Volume, 3. 341.
72 | 1i

Ibid.
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UK, US and eventually the UN was not the only attibat Nehru was prepared to
take and it was at this point Nehru sought KrisMenon’s counsel regarding the
feasibility of stopping Dutch flights over Indianm\&reign territory and stopping in
Indian territory’® This would be a very public and symbolic action avould not be

taken lightly, but in conjunction with press comeces by Sjahrir it provided
publicity for both the Republic and India’s role.urthermore, it served to

demonstrate that the Interim Government was inrobof Indian territory.

In another highly symbolic moment, Sjahrir madettiar public statements
in attempts to garner support for the Republic he Constituent Assembly. He
warned that the Dutch would never succeed in @stabyj a new empire in the East.
In support of that end, Mr Kripalani, Congress Rfest, assured Sjahrir that the
G.O.l. would exert all its influence in the intetiomal sphere to assist Indone&la.
The Constituent Assembly thus played host to a pebjic display of Indian support
for Indonesia, and as such the success of India jwdaposed against the dire

situation with which the Republic was faced.

Meanwhile, Sukarno made appeals to the US to sefighting and support

the British in their offer to mediaté.With little immediate success, however, the

3 1bid. Nehru reported to Rajendra Prasad on the Indo-Ghigenflict that ‘As for stopping planes,
we do not allow any military planes to go. If anylitary personnel is carried this must be done
secretly and without our knowledge. We cannot sioj planes without a breach of international law
and our agreements.’ Rajendra Prasad Papers, 948l/File No. 14-C/48, NAI. The wider case of
the Indo-China is outside the purview of this teebut it is necessary to state that Nehru did tiee
Viethamese a certain level of moral support. Howeuadia was also hopeful to come to
arrangements with the French for the settling @hEh enclaves in India, in the same letter to Rrasa
as above, Nehru wrote that * we fully sympathis¢éhveitruggle for freedom in Indo-China and we
have expressed our public sympathy with Viet-Nanis hot clear however, how we can help them.
We cannot raise the issue at the UNO as we areneatbers of the Security Council [this did not
prevent Indonesia’s case being raised]. We haveeliewdone our utmost to bring pressure on the
French Government...In the UN France has sided wstloruimportant issues. In regard to French
possessions in India also their attitude, thoughesehat dilatory, is not unfriendly and we hope to
arrive at some settlement before very long.’ Alse,SGilles Boquerat, ‘France’s Political Interantio
with India through the Quai d’Orsay Archives (198972)’, in Max-Jean Zins and Gilles Boquerat
(eds),India in the Mirror of Foreign Diplomatic Archive@New Delhi, 2004), pp. 11-32. Bajpai re-
iterated the link between French possessions inalaeid Nehru's attitude over Indo-China in
conversation with Noel-Baker, ‘if the French behdsensibly in India, Nehru might well support
them in Indo-China’, Record of Conversation, 1118209, F/19390, FO 371/76026.

" ‘Indonesian Appeal to India’, Reported from NewildeManchester Guardigri27/7/1947, p. 6 and
also see ‘Dr. Shariar Addresses Members of Coestitdssembly’ inThe Statesmar2,7/7/1947, p. 1.
Jivatram Bhagwandas (aka Acharya) Kripalani lagér Congress to form the Kisan Mazdoor Praja
Party after his defeat in the 1950 Congress Presalelections.

s ‘Appeal to U.S., Reported from Jaka#anchester Guardigri25/7/1947, p. 8.
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G.O.l. decided that the most suitable option wasotally present the case to
representatives of the British Government. Nehatrutted Menon to call on Bevin
and to convey to him that the Dutch attack had c@®ea ‘climactic shock?®
Moreover, Nehru wanted Menon to further emphadiserégional ramifications of
the conflict, writing that ‘prolongation of the cftiot is likely to threaten the peace
of the whole of South East Asia and to hamper ttanemic recovery of world by
paralysing economic recovery of IndonesfaThis repeated line of argument was
not simply employed in dealings with the British jpkaying on their fears of chaos,
but rather reflected the material concerns of thaseommand of Indian foreign
policy. Nehru thus asked Menon to communicate Iadlasire for the UK to suggest
a ceasefire and arbitration, failing this thenwiele dispute should be submitted to

the Security Council for consideratiéh.

Nehru did not immediately take the issue to the WN{ rather sought
conciliation through other means, which is revaglimso much as it exposes a level
of trepidation on Nehru’s part. This delay is expéal by understanding that this was
Nehru’s first foray into international affairs afadlure for India in attempting to take
the lead without support could have proven disastréndian opprobrium at Dutch
obduracy was tempered somewhat by India’s limiwmps for action and efforts to
persuade the UK and US to exert pressure on thehDmas based on advice from
Bajpai and a realisation that India had few caaplay. If India had referred the
case to the UN without some indication that it vablé supported by the UK at least
and her efforts were stymied or ignored then it Mdobave been a far from
auspicious start to India’s own foreign policy. Aliayiure in this field would not only
have been an embarrassment for India, but alsodvoate undermined Nehru's
claim to be the most internationally-minded man @ongress. Nehru thus
encouraged and cajoled the UK to take the leadstvhaitlvising in private and

warning about the destructive impact of Dutch ingdesm in public.

6 Cable to Krishna Menon, 22/7/1947, in Gopal (€8\)JJN, Volume, 3. 362.
Nehru had asked Listowel to arrange a meeting ltvBevin and Krishna Menon, and, in an insight
into the lack of India’s infrastructure for intetimnal affairs, asked Listowel to supply Menon with
copies of the previous telegrams. Cable to Lordolel, 18/7/1947, inbid., p. 361.
77 |hi

Ibid.
"8 bid.
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Time was of the essence, however, as the Dutchlgwifade significant
gains into Republican territory. Menon was thushatised to inform HMG that if
they did take the issue to the Security Councihtimalia ‘would be happy to support
any demarches that they may maKeOnly if the British failed to take the issue to
the UN did Nehru see India taking the issue to @mmeral Assembly itself. This
dependence on the British is indicative of two g¢isinthat Nehru sought to exploit
Britain’s position as a great power with vast exgreee in international relations, but
it also demonstrated a certain trepidation on Nelpart on committing a soon-to-

be-free India to such a bold mo¥’e.

With the wheels set in motion, Nehru subsequerdgued a further press
statement denouncing Dutch aggression as ‘an aditaything which the new spirit
of Asia will not tolerate® Nehru continued in vitriolic fashion attacking Bpean
colonialism that was in stark contrast to the dipdey behind the scenes and
asserting ‘no European country...has any businessdoits army in Asia. Foreign
armies functioning on Asian soil are themselvesoafrage to Asian sentimerit’
Nehru concluded by publicly attempting to broade& hdonesian crisis into a test
case for proving the mettle of the UN, ‘If other mmgers of the United Nations
tolerate this or remain inactive, then the Uniteatibhs Organisation ceases to Fe.
Nehru’s strong condemnation demonstrated to thdigthmat India was defending
another colonial territory and was in control &f @wn policies. The statement, and
others like it, was also designed to work alongsluke quieter, private diplomacy
being employed with the UK and US by demonstratirggposition of authority and
influence that India enjoyed and emphasising thehtef Asian indignation aroused
by Dutch action&€? Nehru was, in this instance, able to wear two, lw@te of an anti-

colonial leader and one of the leading diplomataofpotentially powerful and

9 Ibid., p. 363.
8 A similar approach was also being made throughAtmerican Ambassador in India. Krishna
Menon was instructed to inform the British of thEpeoaches being made to the US, Cable to Krishna
Menon, 22/7/1947, iibid. Grady to Secretary of State, No. 561, 23/7/185B6E.00/7-2347, RG 59,
NARA.
81 On Dutch Aggression in Indonesia, 24/7/1947, ip&ded.), SWJIN, Volume,$p. 363-64.
82 | i

Ibid.
8 |bid.
8 Remme argues briefly mentions that in private Netsked the UK and the US to do all they could
to influence the Dutch whilst in public he madérbwn that he considered Dutch actions an affront
to the whole of AsiaBritain and Regional Cooperation in South-EastaAdi945-49p. 93.
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influential nation.

Krishna Menon and Nehru remained in regular coraaet the course of the
next few weeks and in response to Nehru’s ingtonstof 22 July, Menon saw both
Bevin and Listowel and concluded that HMG was $ytampressed with the
urgency and the gravity of the situation and weaking steps to help end the
hostilities®® The UK and US subsequently jointly offered thejodd offices’ to the
Dutch, who it would appear only for public faceds#hiey would give the offer due
consideration. In the absence of immediate resuMshru demonstrated his
frustrations with the UK and the US with an arguirterMenon that ‘no one in India
or anywhere in Asia will believe that if Governmerdf United Kingdom and of
USA really desired to bring this conflict to an emldey could not do it immediately
without military intervention® Nehru's censorious tone and his frustration at
inaction was reinforced when placed in comparisohis and India’s own limited
scope for action. The time for formal offers of rnagiwn, Nehru opined, was over,
and the US and UK needed to bring their influercédar on the Dutch who were

economically dependent upon their goodiil.

Nehru began planning for the UN and if the US arki feliled to settle the
issue and it went before the Security Council, Kmes Menon was to take the stand
for India. Time, however, was of the essence agCihvencil was due to enter recess
on 12 August® The instructions from Nehru once again reveal atage
predisposition not to immediately take the cas¢heo UN and rather to attempt to
induce the UK and the US to take action, largelythe hope of effecting an
immediate resolution rather than a more protragieztedure at the UN. Nehru
admitted as much to Menon with the speed of Dutittoras destroying Indonesian
resistance and the inaction of the UK and US wieewtote that ‘personally | must
express profound disappointment at slowness witlclwthese two Great Powers
have handled a situation of great urgency and girsteenational importance. Even

though appeal to the United Nations may bring nmédiate relief to hard-pressed

8 Footnote 2, Cable to VK Krishna Menon, 25/7/1045Gopal (ed.)SWJN, Volume, . 364.

8 Cable to VK Krishna Menon, 25/7/1045,ibid., p. 365.

8 Ibid. Also see copy of telegram given to the US Ambdashy Bajpai, Telegram, No. 583, Grady
to Secretary of State, 27/7/1947, 856E.00/7-2647 58, NARA.

8 Cable to Krishna Menon, 26/7/1947, in Gopal (€8\)JJN, Volume, 3. 366.
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Indonesians, it will rouse moral conscience ofwheld.’®® Frustration with the pace
of events and lack of immediate progress doggedWN#toughout the settlement of
the Indonesia question, and as Nehru’s frustragi@w so did his anger at the UK

and US for their trepidation.

Within the context of Dutch military success, Nehnstructed Menon to
inform the British that unless success has beererbgdhem on 29 July then India
would submit the issue to the UN under Article 3%he Chartef® Nehru's patience
with the UK and US had clearly come to an end, thig was also a last minute
gambit to push the UK and US to further increassgure on the Dutch. Nehru gave
the UK one last try at the Dutch when they askeddstpone reference to the
Security Council for 24 hour8.Nehru also began to feel pressure from his domesti
audience as he wrote to Menon ‘I have to considembiounting pressure of public
opinion in India and in Asia and can no longer yeépproach to the United
Nations.?? One such incident of the public sympathy with Inelsia manifested
itself on the streets of Calcutta where studentatestrators came to blows with the

police as they contravened a public order bannirgip demonstration®’

Simultaneously and predominantly as a symbolic uyesemphasising its
control of Indian sovereignty and foreign policy dano demonstrate action
independent of a multi-lateral approach to the Wi Interim Government took
unilateral action and barred Dutch planes in thenfof KLM charter flights and
Dutch military flights from using Indian airspacAt a press conference Nehru
explained that ‘The mere presence of a coloniahregr foreign troops is an insult
and a challenge to Asia endangering peace and miiegeeconomic recovery?

Although India was not a member of the Security @alytaking the issue there was

33 Cable to Krishna Menon, 28/7/1947 jid., p. 367.

Ibid.
91 At a meeting on 28 July 1947, Bevin asked Menaraféurther 24 hours in which he would make
one last attempt with the Dutch. He also reported he had decided to stop all supplies to the Dutc
See Cable to Krishna Menon, 29/7/194il., p. 377.
92 Cable to Krishna Menon, 28/7/1947 jid., p. 367.
% The Reuters report of the incident can be founthénfiles of the India Office Library, ‘India and
Indonesia’ dated 11/1/1949, L/P&S/12/1373, IOR.
% ‘Indian Help to Indonesia’ Reported from New Deldianchester Guardiari29/7/1947, p. 5. Cable
to Krishna Menon, 28/7/1947, in Gopal (e&WJN, Volume, . 367.
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preferable to waiting for the General Assembly teemin six weeks’ timé> With
India’s own independence only a fortnight away, Nieéxercised a sovereign right
and on 30 July 1947 India duly submitted its conmléo the UN as did Australia,
and with some urgency the Security Council adopteesolution on 1 August 1947
calling for both sides to halt hostilities, and bhaides subsequently accepted US
offers of Good Office$® As planned, Menon was instructed to present Iadiase to
the UN, Sjahrir was also to assist in presentirggdhse, and in this way India was
providing the Republic with an asset that was otiss denied it because of the
absence of sovereignty — the right to take and tdebarievance in the UN. Nehru
warned Menon, when approaching the case at thendfNjo appear to favour either
the West or Eastern bloc, writing that ‘In confotynwith our declared policy of
nonalignment with either Western or Eastern Bla@onsider it especially important
that as our spokesman in the Indonesian case youldshvoid all appearance of
leaning more for support to one side that to thieeio?” The Security Council
ultimately called on the Dutch and Indonesians dase hostilities and settle their
differences through arbitratiofl. Despite the relative success of achieving a UN
Resolution, Nehru remained dissatisfied with thdolmesia situation and wrote to
Menon that ‘I feel that the UK and USA have givedirect encouragement to the
Dutch.”® In the weeks immediately preceding independertwerefore, India had
already embarked on its first major foray into intional affairs. Despite achieving
success in securing a ceasefire UN Resolutionhéyaist quarter of 1948 any hopes

of further progress were lost in stalemate.
The Second Police Action, December 1948

In the aftermath of the first police action andhwét ceasefire in place, Hatta
wrote to Nehru to seek advice as the Dutch operateidformal economic blockade
of the Republic. Nehru’s advice to Hatta, whilstreshishing the Dutch, warned him

to be careful to take on actions that could ‘prajadyour position in international

% Cable to Krishna Menon, 31/7/1947 id., p. 380.

% Security Council Resolution 27 (1947), S/459, 19&/7,
http://www.un.org/Docs/sc/unsc_resolutions.html

97 Cable to Krishna Menon, 31/7/1947, in Gopal (e8\)}/JN, Volume,%. 380.
% Security Council Resolution 27 (1947), S/459, 19&/7,
http://www.un.org/Docs/sc/unsc_resolutions.html

% Cable to Krishna Menon, 23/8/1947, in Gopal (€8\)JN, Volume, 4. 433.

76




Indonesia

eyes.!® Calling on the international community through tbN and through
bilateral contacts had proved successful in achge first UN resolution and this
further reinforced Nehru's strategy of utilisingtemational opinion to the best

possible effect.

Indonesia was discussed in its regional context Nghru's first
Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ Conference in Octob@48 alongside Malaya and
Indo-Chinat®* With an effective stalemate between the Dutch trel Republic
continuing, Nehru emphasised the grave consequénaesuch actions could entail,

and reported the following to his Chief Ministers:

| pointed out that the USA and the UK Governmentsii, to some extent,
share in the unpopularity of the Dutch in Asiatawas generally believed
that the Dutch would not take any military meastufréise USA and the UK
wanted to stop them. My arguments had some eff@ct,| know that both
the USA and UK Governments brought considerablssue to bear on
the Dutch to refrain from any such actiSh.

Nehru reflected on India’s actions, ‘I think it mdye said that owing to
India’s insistence on this issue, Dutch militaryi@e did not take place then or up
until now’.!®® Progress, however, was not forthcoming in negotiatbetween the
two parties. Nehru again reflected on actions te daer Indonesia, communicating
to his Chief Ministers that India had taken up stygupport for the nationalists, and
had been in contact with several governments, ekt US in particular, with the
result that ‘I think | can say that our action Imstmatter had produced some results.
It may even prevent further Dutch aggression, thowg cannot be sure of that”
Nehru’s prediction did not hold and as the end @48 approached, the Republic,
under intense pressure from the Dutch and witke lprogress on the diplomatic
front, sought Nehru’s advice on actions to takiné Dutch launched another police
action. Nehru neatly summarised his policy of thst two years to Hatta when he

wrote that ‘| have discussed Indonesian situatigpeatedly in London and Paris

190 cable to Hatta, 20/9/1948, in S. Gopal (eBglected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Series,
Volume 7(New Delhi, 1988), p. 648.
101 “The Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ Conferenddote to the Cabinet, 6/11/1948, in S. Gopal
(ed.),Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Volurm{@&8w Delhi, 1989), p. 250.
102 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 6/12/1948 in Parthadairéed.), Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief
ll\él3inisters, 1947-1964, Volume 1, 1947-199232-233.

Ibid.
104 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 16/11/1948ilrid., p. 222.
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with representatives of various Governments, animted out the imminence of
Dutch military action and very grave consequendes would follow.*®® On the
success of his efforts Nehru could not claim awading success, but he did impress
on Hatta that much sympathy was expressed and ‘smtien was also taken to
impress Dutch’ as to the consequences of theipmr&ti® Nehru reiterated this
message in communication with Sukarno, where hehasiges that ‘| laid stress on
the dangers of the situation there and took a gtlioe against the Dutch policy’ but
in contrast to the admission of doubt of his owficaty to Hatta he wrote to
Sukarno that ‘I know that | produced a great déaftect on both the UK and the
USA.'Y7

As the situation in Indonesia deteriorated and a&riM reported to Bajpai
that there were ‘feverish preparations’ for miltaaction by the Dutch, both men
continued their efforts with the UK and U%.Nehru's resolve strengthened with
each action taken by the obdurate Dutch, to thengxhat in November 1948 he was
willing to consider giving the Republican Governrmerile and what other facilities
could be granted to the fleeing Governm&ntThroughout the Indonesian crisis
Nehru remained moderate in his approach and althbegriticised the UN, the UK
and the US, he never publicly lost faith in theméite objectives of the UN. The
moderation in this case was a microcosm of theelafgansition that Nehru
underwent from nationalist leader to national leamempared to others in Congress
that were less well acquainted with internatioritdies. Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel, for
example, attacked the moribund UN’s delays, acgusiof having done nothing to
solve the Indonesian crisis, which the American Bssy report of the speech
concluded was fairly representative of wider Cosgrand national opinioi’ The
next day Nehru, somewhat defensive of his own pohés portfolio as well as his

claim to represent India’s foreign identity, reladfPatel’s comments claiming full

122 Cable to Mohammed Hatta, 4/11/1948, in Gopal (&JN, Volume, . 373.
lbid.
197 etter to A. Sukarno, 24/11/1948,ilid., p. 377.
198 Cable to Bajpai, 7/11/1948, ihid., p. 373.
1991bid., p. 374.
110 Text of speech iHindustan Times2/10/1948, Telegram from New Delhi to Washingtbtu.
1154, 845.002/10-548, RG 59, NARA.
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faith in the UN despite certain decisions (Kashnhiaving gone against Indt&

This action publicly highlighted Nehru’s moderatioha more forthright Congress
member, one which was the only credible threat éh's position, but it is also
demonstrative of Nehru's dilemma of balancing tlalities of foreign affairs with

public and political opinion.

Nehru continued his earlier line of attack in cansuately understanding and
exploiting the measure of UK and US fears whenniséructed Bajpai to emphasise
that the Dutch would never regain full control ofdbnesia, that they would be
engaged in intense guerrilla warfare and thus theiunable to contribute to any
European war. The consequences for Asia would lzésgrave, Nehru warned that
‘large parts of Asia will be violently against Dhtand to some extent against UK
and USA for passively supporting Dutcfi? Nehru personally emphasised this to
Attlee, writing that Dutch action would let loossuth a volume of bitterness and
hatred in South East Asia against not only the &iddinds, but also other Western
Powers that | shudder to contempldté As the Communists in China steadily made
progress towards Nanking, and in light of the spre@Communist uprisings, Nehru
warned Attlee that ‘the situation would give a abeto the Communists...to play a
more important role as defenders of Indonesiardvee™'* Nehru played on British
fears as the situation in Southeast Asia deteadrademonstrating Indian policy in
microcosm on the relationship between stability aatonal freedom. The need for
stability was not limited to Indonesia, but ratherthe whole region, as Nehru later
wrote in a memorandum that ‘The only way to hawbiity in Indonesia and
thereby help stability in South East Asia, is flee indonesian Republic to be firmly
established and to function in a completely indeleso manner-*°

11 1bid. From a year before Indonesia makes it to the fuNher evidence of Nehru's belief in the
utility of the UN can be found during the attempisfind a solution to the Palestine. In response to
Asaf Ali the Indian Ambassador in Washington on #ubject of an Asiatic Nations Organisation
Nehru responded that ‘it should be borne in mirat the Government of India’s policy is based on
wholehearted support of the United Nations and tthi@iGovernment of India are strongly opposed to
any suggestion tending towards the establishmeatrisfal organisation.’ ‘The United Nations: Note’,
5/9/1946, in S. Gopal (ed.pelected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Sevielsime 1(New
Delhi, 1984), p. 440.

112 cable to Bajpai, 7/11/1948, in Gopal (e&YWJN, Volume,§. 374.

113 etter to Attlee, 25/11/1948, ibid., p. 378.

14 pid.

15 Note by Nehru, 28/6/1949 in S. Gopal (e&gJected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Series,
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Philip Noel-Baker, Secretary of State for Commonittedrelations, and
Nehru were in regular correspondence throughout3184d the former warned
Nehru at the end of November that the Dutch wowltiatcept a Republican army
and would not yield over the supreme command ofRbderal Army. Nehru took
this as further evidence of Dutch obduracy and a$ of a larger scheme to re-
impose strict colonial rule over the whole of Indeia*° India, Nehru argued, could
not advise the Republic to accept Dutch demandsfalfydrealised that this could
lead to military action, but even if the Republieased to exist then the ‘ideal of
Republic will remain and will be fought for to tEttend.**’ It was the Dutch, Nehru

told Noel-Baker, and not the Indonesians who shbeldnodifying their stancg?®

Despite his earlier admissions of frustration viita lack of action by the UK
and the US, Nehru placed emphasis on the abilitheftwo powers to control the
Dutch when he wrote to Sukarno and Hatta not tmiséed by Dutch threats as ‘it is
not easy for the Dutch to start military actionview of grave warnings by United
Kingdom and American Governments who are now matgreésted in preventing
this in view of deteriorating situation in Chind? This confidence was soon to be
destroyed as the Dutch launched a second Poligemethich galvanised the world
against the Netherlands and allowed Nehru an oppitytto demonstrate to the

international community, and to Indians, India’sezging foreign policy role.

The Netherlands once again resorted to ‘policeoatét the end of 1948, in
an attempt to resolve the problem of the IndoneBapublic and make it bend to
Dutch will and ultimately join a Federation of it#sign on its terms. Nehru was
willing to do all he could to assist the Indonesiaout was ever respectful of the UN
and international law. In response to requestslitwaa government-in-exile to
operate from India, Nehru claimed that this woukbehd on the URE® Nehru,

Volume 1ANew Delhi, 1991), p. 370.
Ej Cable to Noel-Baker, 30/11/1948, in Gopal (e8\WJN, Volume,$. 380.

Ibid.
“8pid.
119 Cable to A. Sukarno, 29/11/1948iilid., p. 379.
120 cable to Government of Indonesia, 8/11/1948ipid., p. 375. This moderate attitude, arguably
softened by the realities of power and respongjbilias a far cry from a British worry in the week
before independence. Nehru had enquired aboutghebdities of the plans to be left to the Indiam a
force, which Air Marshall Sir Thomas Elmhirst infed was an attempt by Nehru to calculate the
feasibility of sending forces to assist the Repytdiee Viceroy's Personal Report, No. 15, 1/8/1947,
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however, authorised the sending of a plane to cokey members of the Indonesian
cabinet, who were due to arrive by 20 December,asal authorised the lending of
small sums of money to the Indonesians, mainly tfeg maintenance of their
representatives in foreign nations largely in dorefto keep up their international

profile.?

In his initial thoughts to Menon, Nehru treated the Dutch with opprobrium;
maintained that the aggression would have leng- effects; and was scornful
towards the UK and US who he argued had let theatson go this far by not
pushing hard enough with the Dutté.However, in communication with the two
powers Nehru laid the blame squarely on Dutch cbdurNehru’s note to Menon
contained a précis to be sent to the UK and thediBmunicating India’s views on
the world situation in which he admitted that ‘t&A and the UK Governments
have strongly advised the Dutch not to take militaction, but the Dutch have not
been very cooperative in this respeét.’'Once again, the telegram demonstrates
Nehrus attempt to emphasise that Indonesia was an oper) an issue that
threatened East-West relations and was an eveemresymbol for the wider
anachronistic practice of colonialistf. Nehru continued this line of reasoning in
correspondence with long-term friend Stafford Csipfhne same man who had been
authorising India’s generous sterling balance emitints. In response to Cripps’
anxiety over the advance of Communism in Asia, Nehgain lambasted the
‘excessively stupid’ Dutch within the context ofatiic Southeast Asig> The
Dutch mission in Indonesia, and the French in I@dera, Nehru argued, is
supported by Marshall Aid and with the passivestaace of the UK and the US, but

if this policy continues then Southeast Asia wil lost to Communisrf? This line

L/PO/6/123. Nehru'’s careful refusal to take unilatection against the Dutch mirrored the refusal t
assist Ho Chi Minh with transport and passportlitées for a potential force raised in India, see
SarDesai;India and South-East Asian Nanda (ed.)indian Foreign Policy: The Nehru Yeans. 80.

121 Note on Indonesian situation, 16/11/1948, in Gdeal.), SWJN, Volume,&. 376 and Note to
Finance Minister, 18/11/1948, ibid., p. 376.

122 etter to Krishna Menon, 19/12/1948,ibid., p. 272.

123 <The Asian Situation: A note to the Foreign Seckétak4/12/1948, iribid., pp. 329-330. This was
later sent in December 1948, see Cable to Indiam¥nin United States and Britain, 15/12/1948, in
ibid., p. 381.

124 <The Asian Situation: A note to the Foreign Secketar4/12/1948, inbid., pp. 329-330.

125 etter to Sir Stafford Cripps, December 17-18/92, inibid., pp. 335-340.

128 bid., p. 337.
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of argument, that colonialism fostered resentmg@atnuwhich Communism thrived,
was taken up by Nehru time and again in his effartend colonialism, and in the
short-term achieve a more accommodating imperialifmt worked with

nationalists.

Indonesia itself was not isolated from the thréa€ommunism in Southeast
Asia, but the forces of the Republic swiftly disgegd a PKI uprising in mid-1948.
As Nehru reported to his Chief Ministers, ‘the gall young Republic, fighting for
its freedom against the Dutch, was faced by a Comishuprising.**” Their swift
action removed the immediate threat of Communisromfrthe Indonesian
independence struggle and in doing so gained thenor@ sympathetic ear from
both the UK and the US. B.K. Nehru, in the waketleé Madiun Affair, again
emphasised India’s fear of Communism and attempdedxploit US fear of its
spread as he told Butterworth (State Departmeiat) tte uprising had galvanised

Indian determination to see swift end to the Dututenesian disputE?

In the face of Dutch obduracy and the bald aggoessf the Second Police
Action started the previous day, Nehru addressedatinual AICC in Jaipur on 19
December 1948, where he again argued to his feQawgress members that this
action was only part of the problem of foreign ruleAsia and that ‘their action is
contrary to all principles of the United Nationsatter.?° The AICC remained, as it
had done in the years before Indian independenkey alatform and public event at
which to discuss and pronounce on internationalistf As international frustration
at the Dutch increased Nehru was better able uatsithimself as the voice piece and

de facto champion of Indonesian freedom.

In the wake of Dutch military action, Nehru hurrdigdvrote to Attlee and
once again presented an exposition of how Asiajusitindia, viewed the action.
Nehru continued with the themes of how damaging Ehdch flouting of its

authority hadeen to the UN; how Dutch actions were equated with imperialism as a

127 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 16/11/1948, Parthasar@tl.), Letters to Chief Ministers, 1947-1964,
Volume 1, 1947-194%. 221.

128 Memorandum of Conversation, B.K. Nehru with Butterth, 22/9/1948, Box 17, folder 63.2-
Indonesia, Records of Office of South Asian Affait839-53, Lot 54D341, RG 59, NARA.

129 Address at Plenary Session of Congress meetinkaipur, 19/12/1948, in Gopal (edSWJN,
Volume 8p. 383.
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whole and threatened relations between the East and West; and with new emphasis
how ‘since Holland is a member of the Western Uraod clearly dependent for its
economic and military rehabilitation upon US and,léss extent, UK, it seems
inevitable that at least the people of Asia shdbidk that Anglo-American aid is
being used by the Dutch to crush the IndonesiaruBlEp**® The theme of the
flouting of UN authority had not been employed la¢ time of the First Police
Action, but now the Dutch acted in direct contrai@m of the UN Resolution of
August 1947, and India had made much noise absytaitt in the UN Resolution.
Throughout the Indonesian crisis, Nehru employed Asian opinion’ card time and
again both to play on British and American fearsosing Asia to Communism and
to strengthen his own position as their main soofdaformation and voice of Asia.
‘There will be prolonged and fierce guerrilla wadgan Indonesia’, Nehru told Attlee
‘Nationalism throughout South East Asia will activally itself with Communist
and any other element that may be prepared tal@rstruggle for freedom against

colonial imperialism**

As India had to create its own diplomatic servitehad not yet sent its
representative to Holland and would not in the $esmable future, but this did not
prevent India floating the idea of expelling thet&luAmbassador-** This was a
symbolic warning to the two Western powers andsifjaificance of an Asian power
sending home the representative of a Europeanmatis not lost on either the UK
or the US'* India’s communications during the crisis were ootfined to the UK
and US, but it was also in contact with Burma, ©ayand Pakistan. In a cable to
Burmese Prime Minister Thakin Nu, Nehru reporteat tthe US and Australia had
tabled a resolution in the Security Council, whiokdia would support, demanding

that troops return to their pre-hostility positiomsd a Good Offices Committee to

130 Cable to C.R. Attlee, 20/12/1948, in S. Gopal \eBelected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second
Series, Volume New Delhi, 1990), p. 143.

31 1bid., pp. 143-144.

132 Remme Britain and Regional Cooperation in South-East A&ig45-49, p. 98.

133 cable to C.R. Attlee, 20/12/1948, in Gopal (e&WJN, Volume ,9p. 144. TheManchester
Guardianreported that the Indian Ambassador in Washingtahinformed the State Department that
India was considering breaking off diplomatic tieh the Netherlands. ‘India’s Indonesian Policy:
US Urges Caution’, Reported from Londdmanchester Guardigr6/1/1949, p. 5.
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report on condition&®*

Attlee responded to Nehru, emphasising British tmnation at Dutch
intransigence and that the British continued tavetrfor a settlement. Nehru,
however, was dissatisfied with both the UN Resoluaand the part taken by the UK
in the Security Council, and he passed a note ishida Menon to convey to Attlee,
in which he argued that the Resolution acceptecdibaggression by asking for a
ceasefire allowing the Dutch to keep hold of theiritorial gains->> Nehru'’s ire was
directed at Britain for its failure to support thkS-Australian resolution and the
memo stated that ‘It will be most unfortunate ié impression spreads in Asia that
the UK Government is passively supporting the Duiclndonesia*® This was one
step too far for the British who took umbrage athiNes insinuation of passive
support and swiftly informed him of their displessuwhich Nehru immediately
explained as a misunderstanding, stating that riigr part, | am both aware and
appreciative of your own and Mr Bevin's persondbefto restrain the Dutch and
sincerely hope that these efforts will be continaed will succeed®” The US, in
the meantime, had acted and stopped all Marshdlté\the Netherlands East Indies
on 22 December 1948. As was his modus operandighiaut the Indonesia crisis,
Nehru sought to connect the disparate episodeshabscin Southeast Asia and
employ them in his relations with the UK and the.W4S such, Nehru wrote to
Cripps that ‘I should like you to appreciate whhitlais is leading to in South East
Asia...unless the USA and UK come to the decision tioéonialism in South East
Asia must end, their prestige will go down, andaimoment of real crisis in South
East Asia they will have few friend$® Nehru related Indonesia’s treatment with the
wider advance of Communism and with Malaya by cuontig his letter to Cripps
stating that ‘I have mentioned all this becauss itery relevant in considering the
guestion of the spread of Communism in South Eata.A> Nehru attempted to
exploit his personal relationship with Cripps ovke issue of Marshall Aid as he

wrote to the Chancellor covering a range of topims, centred on the lethargy of

134 Cable to Thakin Nu, 22/12/1948, in Gopal (eBWJN, Volume,$. 145.
135 Cable to V.K. Krishna Menon, 30/12/1949,lxd., p. 149.
136 i
Ibid.
137 Cable to C.R. Attlee, 7/1/1949, iivid., p. 157.
138 | etter from Nehru to Cripps, 18/12/1948, CAB 12341
139 |a;
Ibid.
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British actions easing the way for Communist adeanevhich Nehru admitted was
making him anxious to'® As the US highlighted, however, stopping aid wiobé

taking unilateral action outside the authority fug UN**

With the Second Police Action underway, Nehru pded a neat précis to his
Chief Ministers to keep them informed: India hadienergetically lobbying the
UK and US since October and warning them in perdothe ‘grave danger of the
Dutch indulging in military action*** Nehru had not only castigated the Dutch, but
had warned the US and the UK that if a Dutch attaekt ahead then part of the
blame would fall at their feéf> Nehru warned that as the Marshall Plan was
supporting the Dutch, it was also supporting th@as in Indonesia, and as such the
Western Union would suffer a loss of prestige afsia would turn away from the

Western Union and the policies that the USA and.tKestood for.***

Nehru continued to employ all means available ta:tpressure on the UK
and US, belief in the validity of the UN, moral sapt for the Republic, and the
‘immediate step that we are taking is to stop KLAigHts across India-*> Nehru
took this action in concert with other nations aasked that Burma deny KLM
landing facilities, as India, Ceylon and Pakistaad hannounced a ban on 24
December 1948 Nehru communicated to the Chief Ministers somegHie had
also made strikingly apparent to the US and UK thatas brought to the fore the
whole question of European Imperialism in partdsh ... the habit of ignoring Asia

still continues. But now with the developments mdnesia, there has been a rude

140 Nehru wrote that ‘Why do the Dutch behave in this/? Because they are excessively stupid and
lacking in understanding. But that is not enougheyl could never act in the way they have done
unless they had the active or passive supporteofdBA and the UK.’ Letter from Nehru to Cripps,
17/12/1948, CAB 127/134.

141 Meeting on 3/1/1949 at the State Department, seendfandum of Conversation, 3/1/1949,
501.BC Indonesia/1-348RUSVolume 7, 1949, p. 123.

142 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 23/12/1948 in Parthatiiréed.), Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief
Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume 1, 1947-1949247.

143 |pid.

144 1bid. The Indian Ambassador, Sir Benegal Rama Rau eckuggestions to stop ERP aid in
discussions on 3/1/1949 at the State Departmemt, Memorandum of Conversation, 3/1/1949,
501.BC Indonesia/1-34%RUSVolume 7, 1949, p. 123. For an excellent textreERP within the
context of European reconstruction see A.S. Milwditte Reconstruction of Western Europe, 1945-
51 (London, 2003).

145 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 23/12/1948 in Parthasiaréed.), Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief
Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume 1, 1947-1949248.

146 Remme Britain and Regional Cooperation in South-East Adi@4549, p. 98 and cable to Thakin
Nu, 22/12/1948, in Gopal (edJWJIN, Volume,P. 146.
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shock.'#’

Nehru’s frustration at the Dutch and lack of firatian by the UN was clear
when he explained that the UN had failed to thegthe nettle of Dutch aggression
in Indonesia*® The Security Council subsequently adjourned whtlanuary 1949,
with the Dutch effectively having ignored the twesolutions already passédand
it was in this atmosphere of frustration that Nelfeit it necessary to begin to
organise a conference for interested parties in Relhi following prompting from
Thakin Nu**® This conference has become part of the establishadtive of Indian
foreign policy and is presented as an example dials strident and independent
anti-colonialism. However, the conference has arfare nuanced significance than
as evidence of India’s strident anti-colonialisnggimning with the fact that Nu

prompted Nehru to call the conference.

Once again, as with the virulent comments regarthieguse of Indian troops
in Indonesia, this strong statement came at the toh the All India National
Congress annual meeting. Indonesia thus againggdywehru with a platform with
which to exercise his authority in India’s foreigffairs and also be seen to be
defending Asia against imperialism in the eyes & tHlomestic and political
audience. Nehru expressed his frustration with 8seurity Council’s lack of
decisive and firm action when he wrote to the Ciifisters that ‘owing to the
delay of the Security Council in dealing with timstter, we decided to convene a
conference in New Delhi at ministerial level, ofpresentatives of the Asian
countries, plus Egypt and Turkey” This conference was not born out of a desire to
create a third bloc, nor to circumvent the UN laiher to demonstrate to the UK and

147 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 23/12/1948 in Parthas#réed.), Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief
Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume 1, 1947-1949248.

148 \Asian Conference on Indonesia’, Reported from Na&lhi, Manchester Guardign3/1/1949, p.
8.

149 UN Security CouncilResolution 63 (1948) of 24 December 1928 December 1948, S/IRES/63
(1948), available at: http://www.unhcr.org/refwdddcid/3b00f18530.html [accessed 13 July 2011]
and UN Security CounciResolution 64 (1948) of 28 December 1,928 December 1948, S/IRES/64
(1948), available at: http://www.unhcr.org/refwdddcid/3b00f1193c.html [accessed 13 July 2011]
%0 See American Embassy telegram to Washington, 2948/, 845.002/1-2749, Box 6077, RG 59,
NARA.

151 Australia and New Zealand also both invited altftownly willing to send observers. Nehru to
Chief Ministers, 1/1/1949 in Parthasarathi (edawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief Ministers, 1947-
1964, Volume 1, 1947-194p. 256.
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US both India’s unique position in the Asian woaldd the disquiet of Asian nations
as Nehru wrote to his Chief Ministers that ‘In tiimy of Asia they now think of
India and the line India may or may not take. Taugeat burden of responsibility is
cast upon India™® In Nehru's mind, however, this responsibility wast so much
by design as by default ‘but facts and circumstaraze compelling India to play an

important role in these developing world events.’

The delegates mainly represented regional and Aaitories, including
Australia and New Zealand. The UK, US and otheiofean powers did not receive

invitations because, as Nehru explained to Krisfieaon:

had we invited UK as an Asian power, how could weehleft out USSR,
or France or USA...exclusion of the USSR, USA andhEeawould have
brought protests from all three. Even though we hmigave ignored
France, we could not have ignored USSR and USAugian of last two,
along with UK, would have introduced into confererall the distrusts,
rivalries and rancours which have paralysed theig@gcCouncil*>*

The prospect of a conference raised concern froth the US and UK that
Nehru was attempting to circumvent the authoritytled UN, and that he was
attempting to form some kind of Asian blbc. However, as Gopal notes ‘the
presence of Australia and New Zealand was sufficieatimony that this was a
regional conference and not the first step in trenktion of an Asian bloc animated
by hostility to the West:®® The conference was, rather, an attempt to denaiastr
India’s regional importance and awareness, and, thatalready noted, Nehru
presented himself as the voice of Asia whilst ddinaky demonstrating Indian

efforts.

Nehru again employed the fear of Communism in figrts to achieve his
ultimate aims in Southeast Asia, and in this cantiedonesia. In an effort to placate
US concerns about Nehru’s anti-American tone imrggo Indonesia and the calling

of the conference, Nehru informed Henderson thatdfa failed to take the lead in

152 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 17/1/1949itvid., p. 262.

123 |pid.

154 cable to Krishna Menon, 9/1/1949, in Gopal (eBWJN, Volume,$. 158. Inviting the UK and
the US would have turned the Conference into a-@@durity Council meeting, S. Gopdgwabharlal
Nehru: A Biography, 1947-1956, Volume T(kondon, 1979), p. 55.

155N Asian Bloc Says India’, Reported from New Dieldanchester Guardiar9/1/1949, p. 5.

156 Gopal,Jawaharlal Nehru: A Biography, 1947-1956, VolumeTpz 55.
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removing the last vestiges of the European colasyatem in Asia then the USSR
would do so in a manner that would strengthen Comstunfluence in the various
national movementS’ In light of presaging a collapse in East-Westtiehs,
Nehru was asked by the US to make a public statereewphasising that the
conference on Indonesia was not intended to suppbam complement, the UN in
exchange for a US declaration of support for thefe@nce->® Not only was Nehru
willing to placate the US. But it is also of impamte that Nehru, despite his lack of
confidence in the UN on this matter, had not yeden#& patently clear that the
conference was to strengthen, not weaken, the UihriNcalled the conference at
the request of others in the heat of the momentbagdn to see the potential folly of
the decision in that the responsibility for whateliappened at the conference was
with India. An MoEA official, therefore, emphasisad press questioning that the
point of the conference was to support, not circemivthe Security Councit’
Bajpai consequently organised a press conferenezewte and Nehru made efforts
to emphasise the conference’s complementary ndtardational aim, and asked for
the US to hold up their end of the bargain anddassistatement of support for the
conference in the spirit of East-West co-operatf8riNehru confirmed that he had
stressed the co-operative aims of the conferendmaér with Henderson, citing that
he hoped it would both relieve concern in the \Wasl frustrate those in India and

Asia who wanted to cause an East-Westft.

In his attempt to maintain the focus of the confess Nehru intended to
‘confine the conference to the Indonesian questialmne.’®®> The conference
decided on three aims: to recommend to the SecGutyncil immediate steps the
Dutch should be called to take; to recommend further action to be taken in the case

that the Dutch failed to comply and finally the tsef up of administrative

157 Record of Conversation between Henderson and Netiti1949, Telegram No. 27 from US
Embassy to State Department, 8/1/1949, 890.00/18@9%59, NARA.

%8 Henderson in fact provided Nehru with brief guiglinotes to include in the statement see
conversation between Nehru and Henderson, 7/1/T@8gram No. 27, 8/1/1949, 890.00/1-849, RG
59, NARA.

%9 press Report from US Embassy to State Departrh@fit/1949, 890.00/1-1149, RG 59, NARA.

160 Bajpai informed the US Embassy that a press cenéer would be held on 14/1/1949, Donovan to
State Department, 13/1/1949, NIACT 51, 890.00/191FRG 59, NARA.

161 Nehru in conversation with Henderson, 14/1/1948, Embassy to State Department, Telegram
No. 8, 890.00/1-1449, RG 59, NARA.

162 Minutes of Cabinet Meeting, 19/1/1949, in Gopal. JeSWJN, Volume,$. 165.
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machinery to ensure the co-ordination of actiobin countries for implementing
the decisions of the conferent®.The conference got underway by emphatically
clarifying that any measures to deal with Dutchraggion should be in accordance
with the principles of the UN Chart¥f Nehru argued that the conference ‘is not
intended to bypass the Security Council, but toreap upon it the strength of our

feeling on this matter:®

The conference concluded with recommendationsHerSecurity Council:
all leaders to be freed immediately. All pre-Decemii948 territory should be
returned to the Republic; Interim government should be formed; all Dutch troops
should leave Indonesia by a certain date to bedddciby the Good Offices
Committee; elections to a constituent assembly should be no later than 1 October and
that power should be handed over to a United Statdsdonesia by 1 January
1950!% The first resolution made several suggestionscrid by Nehru as
feasible, which sought to achieve an immediateefeasand lay the foundations for
a final settlement of differences. The resolutiafiez! for the immediate release of
all political prisoners; full freedom to allow the Republic to function and the
restoration, before 15 March 1949, of the territbgld by the Republic before 18
December 1948. It also called for the establishneéran interim government with
full control over defence and external affairs; elections for a constituent assembly;
and a transfer of power no later than 1 Januarg.T% second resolution sought to
establish some form of suitable machinery for ctinion with concerned parties to
ensure the implementation of measures. The thgoluéon, as Nehru commented in
his closing address, ‘indicated that wider sphdreamperation which is becoming
more and more necessary...\We have to explore andnidatievise such methods for
consultation and cooperation within the framewofkhe United Nations as are to

our common advantage and the advantage of the Wofl@ihis was not an attempt

183 bid.

164 «“End Colonialism in Asia”: General Condemnatiohutch at Delhi Conference’, Reported from
New Delhi,Manchester Guardigr21/1/1949, p. 8.

185 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 17/1/1949 in Parthadaréed.), Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief
Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume 1, 1947-1949263.

166 Asian Countries Forming New Political Group: Sass of Delhi Conference: Holland Urged to
Transfer Power to Indonesia this Year’, ReportednfiNew Delhi,Manchester Guardiar24/1/1949,

p. 5.

187 Concluding speech at the Asian Conference on lesian 23/1/1949, in Gopal (ed$WJN,
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to create a third bloc, but rather to continue tespnt an Asian perspective to the
Western powers and the UN as Nehru had been attemphroughout the
Indonesian crisis. For India, Indonesia represkan international coming of age; it
was a chance to externally demonstrate the soveyeand legitimacy of the new
state of India. Nehru wrote that the conference hm@&n ‘a great success
which...enhanced the prestige of India all over thelav’*®® The political capital of
holding the conference, albeit not a wholly sucttéssonference, was used to
deflect domestic criticism of negotiating entryarthe Commonwealth in January
1949 as Nehru employed it as evidence for the ieddgnce of India’s foreign

policy whilst nominally a Dominiof®

In retrospect, Nehru complained that the Securitgur@il’'s January
Resolution on Indonesia was inadequate althoufpiilitwed the Delhi Conference
lead on many matters. However, Nehru wrote to Ratethe subject and informed
him that ‘one result of our convening it has beepush the Security Council some
considerable distance and they are going to propassolution which, though not
entirely satisfactory from our point of view, stif on the whole favourable to the

Indonesians"°

How much the Security Council followed Delhi isba¢gable when
the resolutions passed in Delhi were sensiblepredse and constructive and made
it easy for the Security Council to adopt similgppeoaches’* The 8-Point
memorandum that the Conference produced and swohtittthe Security Council
was reflected in the eventual UN Resolution: immediate ceasefire; release of
political prisoners; holding elections and a transfer of power by 1 January 1950. Two
points failed to square with the Security Coungii®posals: that of an immediate
total withdrawal and complete freedom on the imeegovernment. Most pertinent
for this investigation is that the proposals putard by the Conference were by and

large already extant in both Resolutions 63 anduéd in US proposals for a third

Volume 9p. 165.

188 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 24/1/1949 in Parthadaréed.), Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief
Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume 1, 1947-1949270.

189 press Conference of 26 January 1949, New DelBetetary of State in Washington, 28/1/1949,
845.002/1-2749, Box 6077, RG 59, NARA.

170 Nehru to Patel, 26/1/1949, in Durga Das (e83rdar Patel's Correspondence, 1945-50, Volume
VIII, Foreign Policy in Evolution-Constitution Makg-Political and Administrative Problems
(Ahmedabad, 1973), p. 102.

"1 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 3/2/1949 in Parthasar4éu.), Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief
Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume 1, 1947-1949273.
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resolution*’? What it is difficult to ascertain is the knowledteat the Conference

parties had of the drafting of the third resolutiand the extent to which this
influenced their own drafting of proposals. Wheramining US documents it is
difficult to detect any consideration of the proplsshanded to the President of the
Security Council by Nehru on 23 January 1949, whefact the Resolution had
already been drafted. In short, there is scanteend that the Security Council, and
the US in particular, was considering altering trpfoposals in light of any
decisions made in Delhi. But both the Delhi prog@smd the US draft resolution
drew heavily on the existing agreements and pregaready made in negotiations,

and the result was proposals that were similairmand toné."®

Both the Security Council Resolution and the prafosarrived at by the
Delhi Conference were heavily based on the undwisig that both disputing
parties still held to the Renville Agreement, nayredtablishment of a United States
of Indonesia and a transfer of power. Aside frome thatter of ceasefire and
delineating lines of control, the bulk of the regamns were primarily concerned
with ensuring the continuation of negotiations dwdh provided strikingly similar
timetables for action. The important point to takem the Security Council
resolution was that Nehru was dissatisfied thdaiied to go as far as the Delhi
Resolution:’* The Conference resolution itself fell short of trinal proposals put
forward by the Indonesians, namely the immediat@osition of air and sea
restrictions on Dutch traffic to Indonesia; imposition of sanctions by conference

countries if the Security Council failed to act; and providing money and supplies to

172 UN Security CouncilResolution 63 (1948) of 24 December 1928 December 1948, S/IRES/63
(1948), available at: http://www.unhcr.org/refwdddcid/3b00f18530.html [accessed 13 July 2011]
and UN Security CounciResolution 64 (1948) of 28 December 1,928 December 1948, S/IRES/64
(1948), available at: http://www.unhcr.org/refwdddcid/3b00f1193c.html [accessed 13 July 2011]
and the last resolution UN Security CounBigsolution 67 (1949) of 28 January 1948 January
1949, S/IRES/67 (1949), available at: http://wwwemdrg/refworld/docid/3b00f242c.html [accessed
13 July 2011].

173 The two American drafts iFRUS neither of which mention the upcoming Confereirc®elhi,
the SWJNalso fail to mention the connection between the s$&ts of proposals as does the UKHC
report to the CROSWJINVolumes 9 and 10, UKHC to CRO, Despatch No. 3, R8f44, 31/1/1949,
F2669, FO 371/76147 and see Jessup, Acting US Bapegive at the United Nations to the Acting
Secretary of State, 17/1/1949, 501.BC Indonesi@491 RG 59, NARA and Jessup to Acting
Secretary of State, 18/1/1949, 501.BC Indonesi8A91RG 59, NARA.

174 Namely the Delhi Conference wanted a return toptieeDecember 18 boundaries.
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the Republi¢”> We need to ask the question of how seriously tbecept of
sanctions outside of the UN was considered, asWNkad consistently argued that
only the UK and the US had the power to effect ange on the Dutch and that
Nehru shied away from taking any actions that cauddtravene international law.
The Delhi Conference was for all intents and puegosa symbolic talking shop
where the delegations could simply demonstrater thigility to discuss. As Anita
Inder Singh notes, the resolutions from the Comiegebore out Nehru's attitude as
‘they were moderaté-*® The conference was more a forum for venting @#ést and
working with the Security Council, and its modeoatistems largely from Nehru’s
stewardship. Commenting on reportage on the widgifEance of the conference,
Nehru stated that there had been a turning poinhistory ‘This fact is well
recognised’, he wrote, ‘by competent observersoaélr the world. It means new
alignments and a new balance of power, if not rtben in the near future.” Despite
the fact that Nehru repeatedly denied attemptingéate a third bloc ‘it is inevitable
that as a result of this conference and other saule countries of Asia will come
closer together and that India will play a leadpagt in this. This brings India new
responsibilities "’

In the wake of the conference Krishna Menon andirBewet in early
February 1949 to discuss the implementation ofrésslutions, or lack thereof. In
response to a demand from Menon for further detal8ritish policy in response to
less than speedy actions by the Dutch, and astamattto get the Commonwealth
as a whole involved, Attlee cabled all Commonwe&itime Ministers:’®Attlee saw

two objectives, both of which chimed with Nehruisrothoughts: first to achieve a

75 The last of these was an extremely sensitive issiernational law and Nehru was very wary of
getting tangled. See UKHC New Delhi assessmenthef Delhi Conference, UKHC to CRO,
Despatch No. 3, Ref. 08/44, 31/1/1949, F2669, FO7147.

176 Anita Inder Singh,The Limits of British Influence: South Asia and tAaglo-American
Relationship, 1947-195@ ondon, 1993), p. 60. Inder Singh, however, feol@xamine the interaction
between India, the US and Britain in this instanod simply claims that the US saw the action of
calling the conference as anti-American.

Y7 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 3/2/1949 in Parthasargéu.), Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief
Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume 1, 1947-1949274.

178 Krishna Menon saw Bevin at the former’s requesideertain British thinking in response to tardy
Dutch response to the Security Council's Resolyt88/1949, Record of Meeting, dated 4/2/1949 F
2092/1071/2. Bevin consequently writes to Menon itdorm him that Attlee cabling all
Commonwealth Prime Ministers and keeping them mfet of British actions, 16/2/1949, F 2552,
FO 371/76147. Attlee sent his telegram on 15/2/1949ing informed the Americans of the lines of
British thinking.
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lasting settlement for Indonesia and secondly twolgand strengthen UN authority
in regard to this and other disputé$Attlee was also candid in his exposition of the
nationalists, who needed to concentrate on theppmof rule after the Dutch and
ensure that they are in a strong enough positiodotso. Attlee employed equal
candour in explaining the dangers if the Dutchefhito act appropriately: if the
Dutch ignored the UN, the UN would have to then asg sanctions and the Dutch
could leave the UN. Attlee also highlighted the glamof the nationalists not fully
cooperating and hiding behind the UN commissionasd that any prolongation of

the conflict that weakened the authority of the plblyed into Russian hand€.

Attlee explained to his fellow Commonwealth Primenidters that Britain
had instructed its Ambassador in the Hague 'to @sgpron the Dutch the need for
speed in announcing their plans and for fulfilmerttheir programme and of
Security Council Resolutiond®* Attlee also implored that ‘In these
circumstances...[we] use every channel to impregh®tndonesians the difficulties
that lie ahead and that, in the long run, theivat#n is in their own hands, however
much sympathy and help they may get from friendside.*®* This last plea was
directed at India in particular. This was a direetlection of Nehru’'s policy of
encouraging the British to exercise their influensgh the Dutch to effect a
settlement. Nehru replied to the telegram postehagteeing with his assessments of
the potential dangers, but jumping on Attlee’s asseent of the nationalists as an
obstacle to the lasting peace so desifedNehru was patently not totally satisfied
with the substance of the UN Resolution as ‘It &ibrt in several respects of the
very moderate resolution adopted by the Delhi Qemfee’, but it had to be

respected and worked witf*

Nehru was increasingly frustrated at the sometiwesk reprimands that the

Dutch received from the US and the UK, noting tlay ‘address occasional

i;zAttIee to Commonwealth Prime Ministers, No. 48/215949, DO 35/2860.

Ibid.
181 |bid.
182 |bid.
183 Cable from Nehru to Attlee, 18/2/1949, in both Gopal (ed.),Selected Works of Jawaharlal
Nehru, Second Series, Volume (New Delhi, 1990), p. 377 and UKHC New Delhi to GRNo.
é§35, 18/2/1949, DO 35/2860 and F2629, FO 371/76147
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homilies to the Netherlands, and for the rest ranaaguiescent, or seek to make the
Indonesians agree to Dutch terrf§.’By March 1949, negotiations had slowed
considerably and the American diplomat Cochramgited to keep the talks alive. It
was at this time that Nehru received a request filmenDutch Government, asking
for Indian assistance in persuading the Republicarsttend the proposed Round
Table Talks resulting from Louis Beel's (Governoeftgral of Dutch East Indies)
February 1949 plans in response to the Securityn€lbtf® Nehru responded
negatively to the request, in light of the factttime was not satisfied with the
substance of the 28 January 1949 resolution anldeitmore that he did not view the
most recent Dutch entreaties as satisfying the ddmaf the Security Council.
Instead, Nehru cabled to Indian representativekanDelhi Conference nations and
his representative at the UN to further emphasiseneed for full implementation of

the Security Council's Resolutidfi’

The Security Council, Nehru proposed in concerhviitistralia, needed to
again discuss the stalemate in Indonesia duringr tiiay sessiort®® Nehru's
ultimate fear was for continued stalemate follovegdurther Dutch military actions,
and he wrote to Bajpai that ‘We cannot possibly aensilent and just wait for the
Security Council to be a little more generotf€.1t was at this point that Nehru
raised the possibility of acting upon the secorsbligtion of the Delhi conference
and organising an informal meeting of the intemsparties that attended the
conference in Januafly® With the failure of the two sides to establishiaterim
Government by 15 March 1949, the UN Commissionridonesia was instructed to
bring the two sides together for a preliminary @ahce to settle the issues of the
return to Jogjakarta, the ceasefire and the rele&sgrisoners. The preliminary
Round Table conference opened 15 April 1949 anidhately led to a successful

conclusion resulting in Indonesian independencesutite Dutch crown.

As soon as the Dutch showed significant signs aipromise and an end to

185 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 15/6/1949 in Parthadaréed.), Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief
Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume 1, 1947-1949374.
186 Reported in telegram to Zafrullah Khan, 3/3/194%Gopal (ed.)SWJN, Volume 1(pp. 378-379.
187 hi
Ibid.
188 Note to Bajpai, 31/3/1949, ihid., p. 383.
189 |pid.
190 Nehru asks Bajpai’s opinion, but no response nit&WJN Note to Bajpai, 31/3/1949, ibid.
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the conflict was in sight, India reacted by softgnits tone and stance vis-a-vis The
Netherlands. Once the Republic took possessionogfakarta, and Round Table
talks planned at The Hague, Nehru both removed#meon KLM flights in place

since December 1948 and also sent the Indian Asablas, Mohan Sinha Mehta to

Holland®!

On the conclusion of Round Table talks in The HadgJehta, reported
that ‘This will be a very important event in thelifoal development of South-East
Asia.”*®? Nehru concluded on India’s role in the Indonesi@edom struggle with
the rather terse report to his Chief Ministers that United States of Indonesia was

to come into existence in the next fortnight of$o.
Conclusions

In conjunction with the previous chapter this cleaphas contextualised
India’s earliest forays into international relasowith its own transfer of power and
with Indian domestic history. Moreover, it has pd®d a more nuanced account of
the role India played in the decolonisation of Indsia focussing on the Police
Actions. Once Indian troops had been removed frodomhesia, the key Indian aim
was to see a peaceful and acceptable resolutithe tdispute between the Dutch and
the Republic. Indonesia can also reveal aspedtsda’s last months of colonial rule
and from the available evidence, it appgaima faciethat Nehru was given a free
hand in the prosecution of India’s nascent forgugicy contrary to Zachariah’s

argument that the Interim Government did not hageeat deal of powéer?

Nehru supported the Republic for a variety of reasoonnected to and
directly reflecting the changes in India’s statusni colony to nation-state.
Furthermore, Indonesia was compared to India's osutcess in achieving
independence. The cause of Indonesia was widelgostgal by the majority of the
public opinion and Congress, partly because dfritswith the use of Indian troops
abroad. Indonesia was, above all, a relativelyratefiissue, and one that was widely

discussed in the Indian press thanks to the leghtiydian troops in Southeast Asia

191 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 20/7/1949 in Parthadaréed.), Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief
Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume 1, 1947-1949415.

192) etter from Mehta to MoEA, 11/11/1949, File No211IANZ/49, NAI.

193 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 15/12/1949 in Parthatfaréed.), Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief
Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume 1, 1947-1949503.

194 ZachariahNehru p. 156.
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and the INA. Nehru exploited the situation to maksetand and set an example in
international affairs (in contrast to the quagnaf&Kashmir and Nehru’s own Police
Action in Hyderabad). Impassioned attacks on thécRubordering on histrionics,
demonstrated Nehru’s strength of feeling on thedsd$eeling that he was able to
translate into action thanks to the relativelyigtitforward nature of the Indonesian
freedom struggle. Moreover, it was a chance foridnt demonstrate its broad
foreign policy principles in action and to distaritself from the legacy of the Raj.
The issue was clear cut in the eyes of India: & aasblatant and aggressive

European imperialism.

The timing was ideal and allowed Nehru to reinfdn¢g position as the most
internationally-minded man in Congress and to assstt demonstrate Indian entry
onto the world stage as power was being transferoethe two newly-created
Dominions. Supporting Indonesia outwardly demonsttathe continuity of
Congress as anti-colonial in the transition frortiaralist movement to government.
The fact that Indonesia was the largest Muslim tguon earth did not pass Nehru
by in the context of Pakistan, as he felt a ‘sgesaisfaction at championing the

rights of a Muslim people®

Supporting Indonesia’s case in the face of violepoavided India with a
means to attempt to present itself as the moratleleaof Asia through its
championing of Indonesian freedom. However, asAlRE demonstrates, Nehru did
not intend India to be the sole champion of all freedom movements; India could
provide moral support for freedom movements, buhsstaunch opposition to the
Dutch would not be the default response to impisriat®® The rhetoric of anti-
colonialism, it would seem, became moderated inrda world of international
affairs. Nehru and India’s newly-won internationstitus were exploited by a
Republic that struggled twin official international recognition; for example, when
India and Australia took the case to the UN. Ashsuadia at times acted as a

conduit for the Republic and as a champion of Ied$tan nationalism, albeit in a

195 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 6/12/1948 in Parthadaréed.), Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief
Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume 1, 1947-194sp. 232-233.

196 Nehru strove to ensure that the ARC did not eistabhdia as the advocate for all instances of
nationalist opposition to colonialism, for examplely moral support was offered to Indo-China. For
a narrative of the ARC see JansAfrp-Asia and Non-Alignment
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moderate fashion exploiting the tools at India'spdisal. The use of the tools
available to an independent state also came wehrésponsibility of adhering to
international law, which Nehru was adamant sho@dupheld. The threat to peace
that the ongoing Indonesian situation representag mot the only reason that the
G.O.l., both pre- and post-independeno@ght a solution to the problem; Indonesia
was a key source of foodstuffs for India. In thespect Indonesia acted as a
microcosm of India’s Southeast Asia policy of saayistability, in this case through
the ending of Dutch rule over Indonesia. In thergethat followed Indonesian

independence, the relationship with India was ts&ay bilateral contacts.

Nehru fully utilised the existing contacts that ingossessed, in part because
of the absence of a more fully developed foreigrvise. India was also able to
exploit its administrative weakness when it refusedend its Ambassador to The
Hague until a resolution to the problems had beend. The UN also emerged as a
key tool for India, not purely because of Nehrdisughts on the utility of the UN
from a principled angled, but more so becauseabkd India to interact with a far
larger number of nations than would otherwise besiide. This episode also shows
Nehru as somewhat mercurial at times, for one mormerpraised the UK and US
for their assistance and efforts with the Dutch #mel next he lambasted them for
passively allowing events to continue. Nehru's @plivas manifold and at times
stressed both the statesman and nationalist leademtities. Through his
communications with the UK and also the US, Nehtenapted to establish himself
as the voice of Asia. Nehru used this position aseRploited Western fears of
Communism for his own ends. Nehru partly explaihesdmethod of emphasising to
the US and Britain that Dutch actions, viewed aadéaken with their concurrence,
were damaging to Western interests in Asia becausas true, but also because he
calculated that it would have more effect than @up appeal about help to
Indonesia®” Nehru's experiences over Indonesia contributethdiia’s decision to
remain in the Commonwealth and to co-operate vaghUK in Southeast Asia.

197 Note by Nehru, 28/6/1949 in Gopal (e@)VJN, Volume 1. 372.
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4) India’s Membership of the Commonwealth, 1945-1949

British India gained independence through partitinoto two Dominions
within the Commonwealth as a temporary, politicallypedient arrangement, a
‘pathway out of deadlocK’Accepted as part of Mountbatten’s June 1947 plan,
India’s Commonwealth status had to be addressetheasConstituent Assembly
constructed a constitution for an independent, mge republic in light of
Congress’s expressed desire for Purna Swaraj an@lMfectives Resolution passed
in January 1947.India was thus unable to acquiesce to a Crown knkl with the
failure of this approach the structure of the tiiadal Commonwealth had to be

changed to accommodate a willing India.

The reasons that India both wanted and needed Comeaith and Sterling
Area membership, and it is often a difficult taskdetermine the fine distinction
between the two, is the key question that the enagddresses. The negotiations of
entry are examined to expose the intricacies of phecess, but this is not
constitutional history. There is little reward imgply listing the base factors that
contributed to India’s decision, as this reveatteliexcept the diverse structural
components of any decision; what is required is an analysis of how the major factors
interacted with each other. The changing domestit iaternational situation that
India faced from independence and the evidencemérgence of rule, combined to
demonstrate to Nehru and the G.O.l. that its istergould best be served by
continuing association with the Commonwealth. Theategories of interest can
broadly be divided, not in any impermeable wayp:irgconomics that acknowledge
the unbreakable link between the domestic andrttezriational, international Asia,
international global, defence, Pakistan, Indianeadh and international legitimation.
India joined for a combination of these reasonsthis is not what was presented to
the wider world, it was presented with India adijvpursuing its goals rather than

being guided by the force of circumstances. Howetes research demonstrate that

1 W.D. Mcintyre, ‘The Strange Death of Dominion $i&f Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth
History 27 (1999), p. 196.

2 See Balram Singh Pavadya, ‘Nehru, The Indian Mati€ongress and India’s Membership in the
Commonwealth’, in V.T. Patil (ed.jtudies on Nehr@lLondon, 1987), p. 371 and Anita Inder Singh,
‘Keeping India in the Commonwealth: British Poliglcand Military Aims, 1947-49'Journal of
Contemporary Historp0 (1985), p. 469.
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it was a combination of these two pressures: cistante and national interest,
which at times were hard to distinguish betweery Kening points often obscure as
much as they seek to reveal, but the Prime Mirgstéeeting in October 1948

signalled Indian intentions to remain within then@aonwealth.

The experience gained in government, both in thma and international
fields weighed heavily on Indian appreciations lué walue of the Commonwealth
link. Initially reluctant to have a link, Nehru'sxgerience in international affairs in
particular convinced him of the value of close tielaships with members of the
Commonwealth, and potential future members in threnfof colonies. This was
only further compounded by the continuing polareabf the world and Communist
intrigues in South and Southeast Asia from ear§8lIhe experience of Dominion
status and pressing structural exigencies helpedjtbwing realisation that India’s
needs could be best served within the Sterling Aarghthe Commonwealth. Inds&a
sterling balances were instrumental in its decisimaking. Development has long
been viewed as a determinant in Indian foreigniraffdout the effect on policy is
another question entirely; it is one thing to say and another to explain and
demonstrate the nature of development on Indiatereal affairs. The economic
situation in which India found itself was a key idesata in its foreign policy. As
Nehru opined in December 1947, a country’'s forempticy is ‘ultimately...the
outcome of economic policy.'Development in the years immediately after 1947
until the formulation of the first five-year planas more about post-war efforts
towards reconstruction. The worst deficiencies drtine deprivation needed
rectifying, and at times overshadowed the G.Odira of using their resources and
sterling balances exclusively to fund capital goadports® The sterling balances
also meant that Indian development cannot be stgghfiiom the wider problem of

the British post-war financial settlement. The emores of the two nations, and the

% In 1947 Nehru had informed Mountbatten that enmatily and psychologically, India could not join
the Commonwealth, see W.D. Mclintyre, ““A Formula iaave to be Found”:India, Ireland and the
Headship of the CommonwealtiRpound Table€365 (2002), p. 401.

4 J. Nehru,Jawaharlal Nehrus Speeches, Wolume One, September 1946- May (N&48 Delhi,
1949), p. 202. Published by the Publications Darnsiof the Ministry of Information and
Broadcasting, Government of India.

® The G.O.l. wanted to reserve the total of the ozea for capital goods imports from the UK and the
US, but this was an impossible aim when India'sabe¢ of payments needed crucial support. But this
is not to say that India did not use the balanoeget capital goods. India would have to wait until
1951 and the linking of the balances to Colombadtlierbalances to serve this purpose alone.
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Sterling Area more widely, remained crucially imeven. One of the key
contributions that this chapter makes both to ttesis and to the understanding of
India’s decision is to actually examine the impoda and relevance of the sterling
balances and why their existence necessitated Comeaith membership in a more
detailed and nuanced way than hitherto dbn@echnically, joining the
Commonwealth was not a requisite for remaining wwittme Sterling Area, and so

why India decided to join the club is the questioat this chapter answers.

The spread of Communism in Southeast Asia hasl{abgen overlooked by
historians looking for India’s motivations. It isgaed that the insurgencies in
Southeast Asia and India’'s own Communist menadersedl some of those Indians
opposing a Commonwealth link, and hardened thoséawour. India had two
intimately linked aims in Southeast Asia, the erfdEaropean colonialism and
preventing the spread of Communism. The end of ggao colonialism, through the
granting of independence to national states, hreddahswer to preventing the spread
of Communism as far as J.A. Thivy (India’s Repréatve in Malaya) was
concerned, and Nehru shared this broad appreciatwguing that genuine

nationalism was the answer to the Communist mehace.

The principle of remaining within the Commonwealihd Sterling Area
largely decided by the benefits expected. Nehrs thad to square the circle and
achieve membership on a basis that would be addepia as large a proportion of
Indians as possible and consequently this chajgerexplores how Commonwealth
membership was presented to the Indian public. ddwsion was presented to the
Constituent Assembly and the population as an @cthoice, one that emphasised
the more attractive aspects of membership (pratectf Indians abroad, promoting
peace), and the loosely defined term ‘material HieneéWhat the G.O.I. was careful
to do was to deny any sense of necessity or ecandaterminism in membership:

India was in because India had made the conscieasidn to be in as equal and

® The only such attempt is by B.R. Tomlinsoimdo-British Relations in the Post-Colonial Era:eTh
Sterling Balances Negotiations, 1947-4®urnal of Imperial and Commonwealth Histdrg (1985),
pp. 142-62.

TJ.A. Thivy to S. Dutt (MoEA), 20/4/1949, in FileoN103-C.J.K/49, NAI. For Nehru see the letter
from Nehru to Louis D Gilbert, Editor of Corps Daphatique (Paris), 29/9/1948, in S. Gopal (ed.),
Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second S&fa@sme 7(New Delhi, 1988), p. 618.
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free members. Nehru and the G.O.l. publicly presgtihe case as one of voluntary
membership determined by the benefits that Indialccgain, and not as a vital
necessity in the traumatic international situatimwl challenging domestic economic
scene. This was a politically managed exercise doawvardly emphasised India’s

sovereignty whilst neglecting to acknowledge theessity of the decision.

Once it was realised that IntBainterests lay with the Commonwealth and
that India was willing to continue its membershiwp linked processes continued:
how to find a formula that would secure both Iridigovereign republic status, a
non-aligned stance and be acceptable to a broadrspe of public opinion. V.K.
Krishna Menon assured Mountbatten in April 1947t tathough India would
become an independent, sovereign Republic ‘sonmauia’ was being sought that
would allow a close association between the twadonat But, he continued,
‘initiative on Congress’s part is impossible; even the semblance of it would lose

them their position; it must come in some way from us [UK].’®

This chapter contributes to the existing historagdry by integrating the
decision to join the Commonwealth with Nehru’s otheoves in Southeast Asia, its
economic imperatives and its relationship with &rit and it also exposes the
intimate link between the Commonwealth, the Stgrimea, the Colombo Plan and
India’s imperative need for development aid. Ongmim the structural and
international forces crucially limited India’s roofer manoeuvre, and serve to
emphasise the all-too-often forgotten fact thatidndlid not operate in an
international vacuum. This research builds on trekwof R.J Moore who has
produced the most comprehensive analytical nagativevents, but re-examining
the narrative account of the constitutional debitiens helps to expose the
underlying importance of the link for India and ftme other Commonwealth
members. Several works address British motivations for iretay India in the
Commonwealth, but few ask why India, after the RuBwaraj Resolution of 1929

and two years of Dominion Status, decided to remathin the Commonwealth and

8 Diary Entry, 18/4/1947, Alan Campbell-Johnsdfission With MountbattefReprint edn, London,
1985, first published 1951), p. 66.
° R.J. MooreMaking the New Commonweal®xford, 1987).
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the Sterling Area in April 1948 There is a discernible trend in this historiognaph
that attempts to demonstrate that India joined dalgain benefits. For example,

Bimal Prasad notes the benefits, but not the niégesshe decisiort!

A further strand of the historiography, echoing G®.I. pronouncements at
the time, argues that, as B.R. Nanda demonstriatdi®’s decision took nothing
away from independence. Nanda, however, fails tmeot the material benefits with
the decisiort? Sarvepalli Gopal too argues that the decisionndidlimit freedom,
and argued that it would promote stability and pe&eit does acknowledge that the
spectre of Soviet expansion fed into the decisfdBchoing Gopal and Nanda, P.N.
Masaldan asserts that membership did not harm erdimce, but would promote
goodwill; however, Masaldan too fails to accept that material determinants

contributed*

Michael Brecher was the first to document systecaliyi the factors

involved in India’s decision to remain within theo@monwealth in 1949, and his

10 Despite Anita Inder Singh’s contestation that tihetives for India’s entry into the Commonwealth
have been charted there is still much work to beed&or accounts that analyse British motivations
for keeping India in the Commonwealth see, Anit@delnSingh; Imperial Defence and the Transfer of
Power in India, 1946-194/International History Reviewt (1982), pp. 5783; ‘Decolonisation in
India: The Statement of 20 February 194lhternational History Reviews (1984), pp. 1999;
‘Economic Consequences of IndigPosition in the Commonwealth: The Official Btiti§ hinking
1949, Indo-British Reviewll (1984), pp. 1064; ‘Keeping India in the Commonwealth: British
Political and Military Aims, 19449°; ‘Post-Imperial Attitudes to India: The Military Asgie 1947-
51, Round Table296 (1985), pp. 36@5; The Limits of British Influence: South Asia and #Ameglo-
American Relationship, 1947-5@.ondon, 1993); Moore, Making the New CommonwealtR.J
Moore,Endgames of Empir@.ondon, 1988); Tomlinson, ‘Indo-British Relations in the Post-Colonial
Era: The Sterling Balances Negotiations, 1947-48d Michael Brecher, ‘India Decision to Remain
in the CommonwealthJournal of Commonwealth and Comparative Politi@s(1974), pp. 62-91.

1 Bimal Prasad, ‘Nehru and the Commonwealth’, ininter Grover (ed.)International Relations
and Foreign Policy in India, Volume 5, Great BritaiCommonwealth and India’s Foreign Policy
(New Delhi, 1992), pp. 242-259There are few works from the subcontinent thatgkadocus on the
material or geostrategic factors that influencedMis decision-making process, some that do, but
only briefly, include S.R. Mehrotr&lndia and the Commonwealthin B.R. Nanda (ed.)indian
Foreign Policy: The Nehru Yea(®dew Delhi and London, 1990), pp. 324; S.N. Misra, India: The
Cold War YeargNew Delhi, 1994); Balram Singh Pavadya, ‘Notes and Memoranda: Mr Nehru, the
Indian National Congress and India’'s Membershigh@ Commonwealth’|nternational Studiest
(1962), pp. 298-311 and S.C. Gangal, ‘India and @mnmonwealth’,International Studiesl?
(1978), pp. 709-717.

2 Introduction in B.R.Nanda (edIndian Foreign Policy: The Nehru Yeaflew Delhi and London,
1990), pp. 6-7.

135, GopalJawaharlal Nehru: A Biography, 1947-195&Iume TwdLondon, 1979), pp. 45-46.

4 PN MasaldanJawaharlal Nehrus Foreign Policy: Determinants, Principles and Cant
(Nagpur, 1977), p. 16.
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perspicacious work remains the key text on theeiStdowever, Brecher’s article
lacked a depth of analysis and crucially failedlémonstrate the links between the
factors that Brecher identified. Seven componeBitscher argues, were involved in
the decision-making process- the emerging pattehi-polarity and the onset of the
Cold War; two sets of bilateral relationships, one with Brtathe other involving
Pakistan; turmoil in south east Asia and the Far East; India’s military weaknesses;
economic dependence; and the advocacy of opposition political partieawdver,
what is lacking from Brech& analysis is a nuanced evaluation of the sterling

balances.

Charrier’s unpublished PhD thesis goes some wagotmect the economic
situation of independent India with that of the Gonamwealth decision, and the
formulation of the Colombo PIdfi.He argues that material needs favoured Indian
acceptance of Commonwealth membership. SimilanytaAlnder Singh combines
strategic and material factors in her reading didn motivations for accepting the
Commonwealth connection, and highlights that then@onwealth provided a
means of maintaining a non-aligned stance but awpidsolation, and also that
India’s economic dependence on the Sterling Arezoter her balance of payments
dictated adherence to the Commonweditinder Singh also notes that India
calculated that she had a better chance of morerges releases if she remained in
the Commonwealth and Sterling ArffaHowever, as is demonstrated through this
research, generous releases were not always demsrdddia feared wasting the

balances.

Judith M. Brown echoes Inder Singh, arguing thadpagst other issues, easy
access to the sterling balances was a key detemtmafalndia’s decisiort’ B.S.
Pavadya argues that membership was ‘accepted mousb for sentimental reasons,

but rather for the tangible advantages believedadorue from Commonwealth

15 Brecher, ‘Indias Decision to Remain in the Commonwealth’.

16 Philip J. Charrier,Britain, India and the Genesis of the Colombo PE®5-51, PhD Thesis,
University of Cambridge, 1995.

" Inder SinghThe Limits of British Influenge. 83.

18 1bid., p. 39.

19 Judith M. BrownNehru: A Political Life(Yale, 2003), p. 254.
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membership, both in the national and internatidieddis.””® Whilst this may be true
there is little analytical value unless a more rugahapproach is taken to expose the
developing realisation of these benefits. Therariselephant in the corner when
discussing the Commonwealth, and its economic evpatt the Sterling Area,
which is the question of whether India had any oti®ice. This chapter builds on
the existing historiography by looking at the demisthrough Indian domestic and
international lenses, with a focus on the intecactdf the multiple variables that

entered the decision-making process.

The majority of accounts from the Indian subcontini@il to employ British
sources and, as access to official Indian sousearnable, rely on statements from
Nehru, both public and in the Constituent Assembly,their main source ba%e.
Nehru’s Selected Workprovides only a very basic narrative and fundamignfails
to reveal any underlying components of the decisibhe Commonwealth in
particular raises the issue of the absence of ingadicy documents: the question of
whether we can assume that India conducted a eostfib analysis. However, there
are very few explicit expositions of India’s forratibn of the pros and coA$What
we are able to do, however, is to read much intovthy that India conducted itself

vis-a-vis the sterling balance negotiations.
Early ideas about Commonwealth Membership

India became increasingly aware of the value ofGbenmonwealth link and
intended to remain in as long as a suitable formaldd be found. One crucial point
that is under-epmhasised is the fact that, as Gevdalker argued, ‘the link had not

20 pavadya, ‘Nehru, The Indian National Congressladi’'s Membership in the Commonwealth’, in
Patil (ed.),Studies on Nehrypp. 377-78. The benefits Pavadya identifies afertce weakness, trade
links, exchange reserves, Commonwealth as a fancpdace, settlers abroad, and ‘may’ also have
been the Kashmir issue and also the spread of Camsmun Southeast Asia, pp. 376-377.

21 For example Zubeda K. Khamternational Politics and India Foreign Policy Under Nehru
(2000) and Mehrotra;India and the Commonwealthin Nanda (ed.)|ndian Foreign Policy: The
Nehru Yearspp. 24-41.

22 In a rare elucidation of India’s motives, V.P. Men one of the most powerful civil servants in
India, and a key Patel advisor, informed the Bhitiligh Commissioner that India must stay in the
Commonwealth for four keys reasons: keeps trade agreements; continued use of British foreign
services in countries India as yet had no presence; growth of Communism disturbing and India wants

to be associated with anti-Communist counter-adtien by the Commonwealth including receiving
intelligence reports. Record of Conversation betwbdd&HC official and V.P. Menon, undated, DO
133/91.
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yet been snapped. There was something that cou.'§t Krishna Menon
retrospectively echoed Gordon-Walkemnalysis stating membership ‘was mainly
because of ... an existing connectihFurthermore, a letter from Pethick-Lawrence
to Wavell at the end of the latter’s tour of duty India reported a conversation
between Nehru and CariappaCariappa informed Pethick-Lawrence that ‘Nehru ...
saw no reason why India should leave the Commonivgabvided His Majesty’s
Government did nothing to antagonise India in tleantime 2° Pavadya argues that
Congress was willing to remain within the Commonliieaand so the problem
became not one of Britain persuading India, budtrafing an acceptable formula that
would allow a republic to entéf.Whilst there is merit in this argument, it faits t
acknowledge that there was opposition to the Inoknf within the Congress Party,
from other political parties and from public opinionore widely, and that at times
Nehru’'s frustration with Britain’s legalistic ap@ch brought to the fore real

concerns that a formula could not be found.

Expressing opposition to the link, Sitaramayyadtdit (Congress President),
argued with A.C.B. Symon (UKHC) in early 1948 thhe and his friends were
doing everything possible to ensure that India ssVvéher connection with the
United Kingdom and the British Commonwealth at ¢faliest possible daté®This
admission is in direct contrast to Pavadya who esghat because the Constituent
Assembly was Congress-dominated, and as Congresdearainated by the right
there would little trouble getting the Resolutioasped® How much the rank and
file of Congress were kept informed is difficult &scertairf’ Sardar Vallabhbhai

Patel's correspondence is conspicuously quiet antdite on the Commonwealth

% patrick Gordon-WalkefThe CommonwealtfiLondon, 1962), p. 137.

# Menon in 1965 interview with Michael Brechémdia and World Politics: Krishna Menos View

of the World(Oxford, 1968), pp. 28-29.

5 Cariappa was to become the first head of the iméliany post-independence.

26 |etter from Pethick-Lawrence to Wavell, 7/3/194P0/10/24, IOR.

%" pavadya, ‘Nehru, The Indian National Congressladi’'s Membership in the Commonwealth’, in
Patil (ed.),Studies on Nehrp. 371.

28 Minutes of Meeting by A.C.B Symon, 16/4/1948, D88189.

29 Pavadya, ‘Notes and Memoranda: Mr. Nehru, the amdNational Congress and India’'s
Membership in the Commonwealth’, p. 303.

%0 Nehru told Krishna Menon that the Congress Workilgmmittee, the Cabinet and the Congress
Party would be kept abreast of the general priesifut not of the details, Nehru to Krishna Menon,
11/11/1948 in S. Gopal (ed$elected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Sevidsime 8(New
Delhi, 1989), p. 253.
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until Nehru’s London visit in April 1948"

Immediately following Nehru’s October 1948 tripltondon the British High
Commissioner noted that Chakravarti Rajagopalack@advernor-General) was
‘definitely in favour of India remaining within th€ommonwealth’, but ‘the looser
and less formal the ties the bett&r.Despite bad press over Hyderabad and the
British attitude towards Kashmir that had done ma@tio help the Commonwealth’s
case, Rajagopalachari thought ‘that Nehru mighehsome difficulty in persuading
the Party to remain in the Commonwealth’, but ‘e mbt seem to think that Nehru

would be unsuccessful®

The Communist Party of India (CPI) opposed a liftdlowing Moscow's
line, as did the Socialists. Jayaprakash Narayeaffirmed Socialist opposition as
Nehru left for London in October 1948, arguing thatould be a betrayal of Purna
Swaraj** At the 1949 National Executive, moreover, the Slisti Party reiterated
that whilst they would support a real federation radtions ‘free from racial
discriminations and economic exploitation, [theydnoot be a party to India
remaining a part of the Britsh CommonwealfthThe attitude of the Socialists was
considered by Nehru before his October 1948 trip. Wlenon informed Shattock

31 Durga Das (ed.)Sardar Patels Correspondence, 1945-50, Volume,Vfdreign Policy in
Evolution-Constitution Making-Political and Admitrative Problems(Ahmedabad, 1973); Prabha
Chopra (ed.),Collected Works of Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel, Volurt2, 1% January 1947-31
December 1947New Delhi, 1998); Collected Works of Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel, Volufrg T
January 1948-31st December 19@9ew Delhi, 1998) andcCollected Works of Sardar Vallabhbhai
Patel, Volume 141* January 1949-31 December 19@%ew Delhi, 1999).

32 UKHC to CRO, Telegram No. 3848, 3/11/1948, DO 933/Pavadya argues that Rajagopalachari
thought link with Britain was desirable and the only other link could be a treaty; this Commonwealth

link would be more ‘flexible and nobler.” Pavadybotes and Memoranda: Mr. Nehru, the Indian
National Congress and India’s Membership in the @amwealth’, p. 303.

%3 UKHC to CRO, Telegram No. 3848, 3/11/1948, DO 933/

3 Details reported in UKHC to CRO, Telegram No. 35880/1948, DO 133/91. The US Embassy
reported on Narayan’s criticism of any Commonwedlik in the run-up to by-elections in United
Provinces, and enclosed ‘Association with Empird Wiean Goodbye to Sovereigntyhdian News
Chronicle 24/6/1948, in Telegram No. 725, US Embassy toeSbspartment, 24/6/1948, 845.00/6-
2448, RG 59, NARA. Also see Werner Levi, who argtlest the Socialist platform called for
withdrawal from the Commonwealth and neutralityttie Cold War,‘India’s Political Partie’s Far
Eastern Surveg0 (1951), p. 171 and A.K. Baneriji, ‘India and emmonwealth: The Nehru-Menon
Legacy that still Survives’'Round Table284 (1981), p. 348. T.A. Keenleyside places thitipal
positions on the Commonwealth issue within a lorigeeframe, ‘Nationalist India and the Issue of
Commonwealth Membership’Journal of Indian History60 (1982), pp. 227-250. Whilst examining
pre-1945 ideas on the Commonwealth is importaetbilik of analysis has to be located in the post-
1945 period in the immediate context of independenc

35 Resolution cited iThe Times of Indid|ndia’s Ties with Commonwealth’, 1/1/1949, p. 3.
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(UKHC) that ‘Nehru was...apprehensive of the politicapital which the Indian
socialists might make out of India retaining henmection.® The All-India Forward
Bloc, reorganised after Subhas Chandra Bose, passesblution that India should
opt-out of the Commonwealth. The General Secretaintained that India should
remain neutral and should do nothing to antagoRigssia in acquiescing to the
policy of the British CommonwealfHf. Domestic opposition to the Commonwealth
came from competing political parties as well asnsoconsternation within
Congress, and in his presentation of the benefiteelink Nehru explicitly sought

to assuage opposition fears.

The concept employed to explain the G.O.l.’s decdido remain is that of
India’s experience, both nationally and internagibn K.M. Panikkar, himself
largely pro-Commonwealth, confirmed this developtrtewards a more favourable
view of membership when he told Mountbatten tha¢hNi was now more firmly
persuaded of the need for Indo-British understaptfftMountbatten, as Governor-
General, provided London with suggestions on thepoitance of altered
‘nomenclature’ that would allow Asian countries teemain within the
Commonwealti? Whilst ‘individual Indian leaders are alive to thévantages of the
continued Commonwealth connection,” Mountbatteruady ‘their political position
has been weakened and the attitude of the Govetnatersely affected by the
policy adopted towards Kashmff’ However, Mountbatten had ‘purposefully
avoided discussing the subject, so far, with PaNdhru and Sardar Patel’, although

he was under the impression that they were amoogetimost alive to the

% Telegram from UKHC to CRO, No. 3499, 4/10/1948, D&3/91.

37 Details reported in UKHC to CRO, Telegram No. 3584.0/1948, DO 133/91.

3 K.M. Panikkar in conversation with Mountbatten/1/6948, in Campbell-JohnsoNlission with
Mountbatten p. 269. Soon after this meeting Panikkar leftib&r China to become the first Indian
Ambassador first to Chiang Kai Shek’s nationalisvernment and thereafter to the Communist
government. For Panikkar’s views on Indo-Britismoections see, ‘The Defence of India and Indo-
British Obligations’,International Affairs22 (1946), pp. 85-90. Mehrotra concurs that, &tel1946
and early 1947 Nehru’s thoughts were tending indihection of maintaining friendly relations with
Britain and the Commonwealth’;India and the Commonwealthin Nanda (ed.)|ndian Foreign
Policy: The Nehru Yeaypp. 30-31.

% On 25 February 1948, Campbell-Johnson notes thatunfbatten’s aide-memoire on the
Commonwealth, the nomenclature in particular, weady to be sent to London, in Campbell-
JohnsonMission with Mountbatterpp. 290-291.

40 campbell-Johnson, 25/2/1948jssion with Mountbatterp. 291.
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advantages of Commonwealth memberdhidowever much certain leaders were
aware of the advantages of membership, they haduare the circle by entering in a
way that did not alter their constitutional aims @pen them to accusations of
betraying Purna Swaraj. Information from Delhi derstoated that at this early stage
Krishna Menon was in favour of a link with the U&hd would continue to lobby for
an accommodation between the two sitfeBhe key question to ask is why these
first years of Dominion status helped to persuddeG.O.l. that its interests would
best be served by remaining within the Commonwed@thain attempted to ensure
that it did nothing to antagonise India, and to destrate the benefits of association

to India.
The International Context

Whether or not the Calcutta Youth Conference omgthiand initiated
Communist revolts to start throughout SoutheastaAsi a subject of intense
historical debate, but to many contemporaries trmment was viewed as the
beginning of an orchestrated Communist drive intSeast Asid> With the victories
of the Communist Party in China, the elucidation toé Zhdanov thesis and
insurrection in Southeast Asia, India grew incneglyi eager for stabilisation and
increasingly fearful of international isolation. &loverall stability of the region was
threatened by the spread @dmmunism; Southeast Asia represented a key area of
the world for India, and the spectre of expansipr@ammunism threatened nascent
links- economic, cultural and political- betweemlienand the region. As outlined by
Nehru for the Indian Delegation to the UN in Septem 1948, ‘We are most

intimately connected with South East Asia and weush therefore develop these

*1 See Mountbatten’s Aide-Memoire for Gordon-Walkérdia and the Commonwealth’, 25/2/1948,
DO 133/89.

42 A.C.B. Symon of the UKHC reported on a conversaticith G.S. Bajpai, Symon informed the
CRO that Bajpai had told him that ‘contrary to whgight be supposed, Krishna Menon was now
one of the strongest supporters of the British Comarealth’, Symon to CRO, 4/8/1948, P/85, DO
133/91. Also see the letter from UKHC to H.A.F. Rawid (CRO), 48/P/85 “B”, 14/9/1948, PREM
8/1008. Gangal also argues that Krishna Menon wasCpmmonwealth despite his left-leanings,
‘India and the Commonweatthp. 710. Krishna Menon himself retrospectivelyfiromed his support
for the Commonwealth in interview with Michael Bhet, ‘| think that it is true that at one time | sva
the only person who wanted it, the one single peratho wanted to keep membership of the
Commonwealth’, Brechemdia and World Politics: Krishna Menon’s View bt World p. 20.

3 This historiography is examined in the Malayan Egeacy chapter.
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contacts as much as possitifeAn expansionary Communist threat was, therefore,
not welcomed and made it onto a list by V.P. Menbfour key contributory factors
to India’s decisiorf®> This list is one of the very few discussions of ttange of

factors that entered into India’s decision-makingcess, and as such deserves note.

Communist uprisings from Burma to Malaya had a sobeeffect on
Nehru’s international view, as did the violencelmdia’s own Communists, and by
early 1949, Nehru described East and Southeastassleeing in a state of ‘flug®
This instability, Gordon-Walker argued, had the aopof making India realise ‘that
isolation might be dangerou¥.India clearly recognised the dangers of Communism
in Southeast Asia. As Nehru told the Indian Cabindtiovember 1948, ‘A link with
the United Kingdom and other Commonwealth counisegesirable as in these days
no country can profitably live in isolatio®® The informal structure of the
Commonwealth allowed India to avoid isolation whidsmultaneously upholding
formal neutrality. Moreover, Britain was the onlyajor power that had shown an
interest in the area and especially in developnasnan answer to Communism.
Vijaylakshmi Pandit informed the Congress Workingn@nittee, discussing the
Commonwealth in the run-up to the October 1948 mggethat she was convinced
that friendly relations with the UK had to be mained: it was impossible for India
to go to the Russian camp and the Americans wausdeé dollars and demand too
much of a quid pro qué‘.9 Attlee considered Nehru fully aware of the thréweit
Communism posed in Southeast Asia, and his Cabirlate 1948 that Nehru ‘had

specifically in mind the Communist threat to Sofhst Asia*® But the key issue

4 Gopal (ed.)SWJN, Volume,7Basic Principles: Guidelines for Upcoming Unithidtions General

Assembly’, dated 12/9/1948, p. 609.

> Record of Conversation between UKHC official anB.\Wlenon, undated, DO 133/91.

“% Letter dated 1/4/1949 in G. Parthasarathi (gdwaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief Ministers, 1947-

1964, Volume 1, 1947-194Blew Delhi, 1985), p. 307.

" Gordon-WalkerThe Commonwealtip. 136.

“8 Nehru's Report to the Indian Cabinet on his retfom the Commonwealth Prime Ministers’

Conference, 7/11/1948 cited in Gopal (e&YVJIN, Volume,&. 252. This advice by Nehru is also

evident in Warren F. lichman'’s article who arguleattmembership of the UN was key for India in

terms of the access it provided to the internatianana, Political Development and Foreign Policy:

The Case of India'Journal of Commonwealth Political Studiés(1966), pp. 216-230. Access that

this research demonstrates would otherwise be isifplesbecause of its limited resources, both

monetarily and in terms of personnel.

% Enclosure to letter from UKHC to H.A.F. RumboldRO), 48/P/85 “B”, 14/9/1948, PREM 8/1008.

0 Appendix to CP (48) 309, 15/12/1948, CP (48) 906te by the Prime Minist&r31/12/1948, CAB
129/31.
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here was to ensure that entry into the Commonwelidtmot appear to compromise
either India’s neutrality or her sovereignty. Irspense to a Constituent Assembly
speech on 8 March 1948, Symon reported that Nesttearning from experience in
two directions: first that it is not possible test an altogether clear course between
Scylla and Charybdis; and second, that idealism must give way to realism when
India’s own interests are at staR&é.The G.O.l. faced domestic hostility to close
association with Britain and its imperial systenSoutheast Asia. On the other hand,
Nehru had to balance the demands of domestic apimiith the realities and
responsibilities of international affairs. Nehrusmao longer able to speak freely as
he had done as a Congress spokesman, or evenefis dee he had done in the

Interim Government in 1946-47.

The Commonwealth, Nehru hoped, would help to premioternational
stability and in the future provide other colonwesh a path to follow, as Pavadya
argues: ‘India, by declaring itself a Republic, esévg her allegiance to the Crown,
yet opting to remain in the Commonwealth, set aguent that was availed of by
other nations that won independence from Britidh. R’ Such a precedent presented
an alternative trajectory from formal adherenceot® or other of the emerging
power blocs, and in this way supports an argumeait india was interested in an
‘area of peace Indian succession from the Commonwealth couldehsgrious
repercussions and damage both Indian and Commathwedluence, both in the
short term and in the longer term, as other cobbegan to win freedom. India in
the Commonwealth not only offered legitimacy to tinganisation, but also provided
India with international legitimacy in terms of ggtry onto the world stage and with
additional opportunities for political leadershim ian Asian context. Aubrey
Metcalfe, former Indian Foreign Secretary, asseskedfuture of Indian foreign
relations and argued that outside of the Commoritvelaldia ‘would suffer from the
want of adequate expert diplomatic representationforeign countries>® V.P.

Menon, in one of the few elucidations of Indiancc#ditions, echoed this assessment

L A.C.B. Symon (UKHC) to Patrick Gordon-Walker, Daggh No. 45, 16/03/1948, DO 133/70.

52 Pavadya, ‘Notes and Memoranda: Mr. Nehru, the amdNational Congress and India’s
Membership in the Commonwealth’, p. 298.

53 sir Aubrey Metcalfe;India’s Foreign Relations Now and in the Futuraternational Affairs21
(1945), p. 491.
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in conversation with the British and referred sfieally to Indian access to

Commonwealth intelligence reports on Communiéiihe Commonwealth, in the
same way as UN membership, assisted Indian entry the international stage at
breakneck speed, which otherwise would have takanynyears of pursuing the
traditional practice of establishing missions oeass® The Commonwealth was an
additional form of direct contact with leaders aad opportunity to exercise
influence beyond the realms of bilateral or UN tielas>® The Commonwealth was
very much a forum in which India could have a sfymoice, and could attempt to
use this to influence others in support of its posias on Indonesia. This positive
aspect was demonstrated in October 1948 when theddro Commonwealth

conference was the occassion for wide-ranging amtbtouctive discussion on a

range of topics.

Beyond international stability, defence was a kdgment in Indias
Commonwealth calculations, not in terms of obligas but of benefits. Baldev
Singh, Defence Minister, informed the Congress WgykKCommittee that the only
possible defence tie for India was with the B/KThe army was staffed by senior
British officers, and the equipment continued to $fpplied by British arms
companies and the British GovernmghtMilitary equipment from Britain was
essential for the continued operation and developnoé the armed forces and

especially the growth of the air force and navyp. Wlenon, moreover, argued that

54 Record of Conversation between UKHC official anB.\Wenon, undated, DO 133/91.

%5 Beth Kreling argues that the Commonwealth ‘fagiéd her [India’s] entry to the international
sphere’ in‘India and the Commonwealth: A Symbiotic Relatiop8hiRound Tabl€8 (2009), p. 50.

*° pavadya makes the argument that Nehru saw thesgseas opportunity for exchange of ideas and
experiences, ‘Notes and Memoranda: Mr. Nehru, thdiah National Congress and India’s
Membership in the Commonwealth’, p. 308.

" Enclosure to letter from UKHC to H.A.F. RumboldRO), 48/P/85 “B”, 14/9/1948, PREM 8/1008.
%8 For example, the Royal Indian Navy was commandedrte William Edward Parry until 1951, see
footnote 3 of S Gupta (ed.FWJIN, Volume,7p. 259. The reputed scientist and inventor P.M.S.
Blackett also served as an advisor to Nehru dunisgtime as Prime Minister, see R.S. Anderson,
‘Blackett in India: Military Consultant and Sciefidi Intervenor, 1947-72. Part OneNotes and
Records of the Royal Society of Londd8 (1999), pp. 25373; ‘Blackett in India: Military
Consultant and Scientific Intervenor, 1947-72. Fard’, Notes and Records of the Royal Society of
London 53 (1999), pp. 345-359 and ‘Empire’s Setting Suretrick Blackett and Military and
Scientific Development of India’, Economic and okl Weekly 36 (29 September — 5 October
2001), pp. 3703-3720. Also see the biography by My&, Blackett: Physics, War and Politics in the
Twentieth CenturyCambridge and London, 2004). Also see the arhigl®anikkar, ‘The Defence of
India and Indo-British Obligationsinternational Affairs22 (1946), pp. 85-90 who goes as far as to
argue that the UK and India needed a joint defermecil to co-ordinate the defence of the Indian
Ocean.
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the Chiefs of Staff made a ‘particularly powerfafgument that Indian equipment
was all British and that India would continue tdyren British advice for years to
come>® Adherence to British defence supplies was detezchioy both the existing
structure of the armed forces and Indiaterling balances, and Britain had made it
clear that the Commonwealth countries had preferenver others in the supply of
British arms?® The sale oHHMS Achillesis one prominent example, which was sold
to India and becamEIMIS Delhi On its arrival Nehru wrote that ‘This is a rather
special occasion from the point of view of our Nand our Armed Forces. It means
that our little Navy in a sense grows §p.The central importance of fully-
functioning armed forces was reinforced by thetfiygars of independence:
Hyderabad, the Telengana uprisings and the coniiitt Pakistan. The air force was
crucial to the defence of India’s tenuous hold @skmir as in times of trouble an air
lift might be the only way to move troops and defe®rinagaf? Pakistan and
Kashmir's influence on India decision has been addressed by many who have
examined the Commonwealth decision, over-emphasigesbme, and there is little
evidence that it was the defining impact on Ifsliadecision regarding the

Commonwealth.

A minor issue, but one that was lauded as demdiv&raf the benefits of
Commonwealth membership, was the freedom of movemehe UK that Indians,
and vice versa, would lose if India were to becomeforeign natiof>
Commonwealth membership was also presented by t@el.Gas a means to help

secure the interests of the millions of Indianshia Empire and Commonwealth, for

%9 Record of Conversation between UKHC official anB.\Wlenon, undated, DO 133/91.

%0 See ‘Military Advantage to India and Pakistan @nRaining in the Commonwealth’, which was
part of a set of ‘Talking Points’, that the Highi@mission in New Delhi requested from London, see
letter from the A.V. Alexander to Noel-Baker, 18848, DO 142/341. Wainwright makes the point
that armaments trade helped to rectify the steifimgalance between the two nations, but fails §o sa
whether the aim was to use defence transfers tiyréee balances, or to use the balances to peovid
defence stores to India, A.M. Wainwrigfthe Inheritance of Empire: Britain, India and thalénce

of power in Asia, 1938-58Vestport and London, 1994), p. 143.

®1 The cruiser was purchased by India on 5/7/1948s#tme time as sterling balance negotiations, see
Nehru to his Chief Ministers, 15/9/1948 in Parthatfa (ed.),Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief
Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume 1, 1947-1949196.

52 \Wainwright, The Inheritance of Empirg. 136.

83 ‘The Practical Economic Consequences of India'sddging a Foreign State’, Note by the Board of
Trade for Working Party of Official Committee on @monwealth Relations, GEN 276/3, 16/2/1949,
CAB 130/45.
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example in South Afric& Had India completely divorced from the Commonwealt
there would have been a direct impact on thosedifh origin abroad as elucidated
by the Colonial Office:

The fact that India had become a foreign State evondhke for disturbed
political conditions in the Colonies with Indianmmunities should any
substantial majority of the latter decide to becdmdian nationals. Their
disenfranchisement [relating to the colony in whitiey reside] would
presumably be complete and [would result in] theation of large alien
blocs without political right§®

This would then have raised the thorny issue of rights and status of
India’s broadly-defined migrant population in thedian domestic sphere, an issue
which Nehru sought to avoid. Furthermore, opinedl@olonial Office, ‘the fact that
India had become a foreign state would reduce asiraint which membership of
the Commonwealth could have upon Mr. Nehru's aalkigial policy.?® Despite the
protection of Indians abroad being presented assaiye benefit of membership, the
treatment of Indians in Malaya was used to attaekr and the Commonwealth
link as the Resolution passed through the Constitdessembly. The foregoing
factors in India’s decision were not as centraktes next two, trade and sterling,
which in turn relate to the stabilisation of SowbieAsia and in part explain Indian

hostility to expansionary Communism.

A large proportion of India’'s external trade washwihe Commonwealth:
approximately 45 per cent, and of this, 28 per ceas conducted with the UK,
which took 20 per cent of India’s total world trad®mposed largely dhter alia
tea, jute and leath&f.More than 60 per cent of India’s export earningsfrtea,
leather and unmanufactured tobacco came from Bfft@ipproximately 70 per cent
of India’s exports to Britain were covered by prefeces, but most of these were

primary products like tea, which India could if deebe find alternative customers

4 See Hugh TinkerSeparate and Unequal: India and the Indians in Briéish Commonwealth,
1920-195Q(London, 1976).
8 ‘|ndia and the Commonwealth’, Memorandum by théo@ial Office for the Official Committee on
g:eommonwealth Relations (Working Party), GEN 278/42/1949, CAB 130/45.

Ibid.
57 Annex “C”, ‘India’s Future Relations with the Commonwealth, licggions for Commonwealth
Countries, Memorandum by the Prime Minister, CP (49) 58 314349, CAB 129/33.
% D.P. Barooahindo-British Relations, 1950-19§Mew Delhi, 1977), p. 245.
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for, suggests Inder Sindgf.This argument, however, fails to acknowledge thet f
that any trade disruption would be catastrophiclfidia’s balance of payments and,
therefore, the standard of living of the averagdidn. British goods received
reciprocal preferences from India and largely cedeitems of higher value than
Indian products exported to Britain. For exampleiten enjoyed preferences on
motor vehicles, chemical preparations, electriggbagatus, parts and bicycles. In
light of Indian desire for machinery and finisheabds for industrial development,
there was little immediate risk of preferences peiithdrawn when Britain was the
only market capable of serving these needs in exgghdor sterling, and in light of
India’s fear that Britain divert capital goods theenative markets’ Thus, a key
benefit India could lose if she seceded from then@onwealth was the extant
trading benefits in the Indo-British Trade Agreemesf 1939 and imperial
preferenced V.P. Menon, in demonstration of its importancegditmaintaining
existing trade agreements as one of the four kaeyores why India wished to stay in

the Commonwealti?

India, furthermore, relied on sea-borne importssfoange of goods carried in
the merchant fleet of the Commonwealth (largely U&) and lubricants, capital
goods and machinery of all kinds, and certain a&eraw material$® Jute and
cotton were mainly produced in Pakistan, and argngk in Commonwealth status
would inevitably have an impact on this tradingat®inship. The British Treasury’s
contribution to the Commonwealth debate starklyl laut the limited scope for
Indian action; the costs of leaving the Sterling Area would have been prohibitive for

both India and the UK? The Board of Trade added that it was ‘in our iesérto try

% Inder Singh,‘Economic Consequences of IngiaPosition in the Commonwealth: The Official
British Thinking 1949, pp. 106-11.

" The Cabinet paper predicted that these preferenomsid gradually disappear, and once
industrialisation was underway para-protectionissasicome into force, but in these very early years
Britain was a crucial supplier, see Annex “Clndia’s Future Relations with the Commonwealth,
Implications for Commonwealth CountriesMemorandum by the Prime Minister, CP (49) 58,
14/3/1949, CAB 129/33.

" Inder Singh notes this also, but fails to directiyinect it to the development imperative of the ne
Indian stateThe Limits of British Influenge. 39.

"2 Record of Conversation between UKHC official anB.\Wlenon, undated, DO 133/91.

7 Annex “C”, ‘India’s Future Relations with the Commonwealth, licgtions for Commonwealth
Countries, Memorandum by the Prime Minister, CP (49) 58314349, CAB 129/33.

" The Financial Consequences of a Change in In@asstitutional Position’, Memorandum by the
Treasury for the Official Committee on CommonweaRblations, GEN 276/2, 16/2/1949, CAB
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to prevent India from going formally foreign, eithiey keeping her in her present
status or, if possible, by arranging some new stathich would be proof against

most favoured nation claims from third countriés.’

Indian business was not altogether opposed to ttran@nwealth link. A
sympathetic article on the subject in the Birla-ediastern Economistn 23 July
1948 demonstrated that business, as Governmentina@asingly alive to the fact
that Britain was the best hope for continued imgpartthe form of releases from the
balances® Of all foreign investment in India, Britain’s skeawas estimated at
between £150 million and £600 million, approximat@&0 per cent of the total,
mostly in private enterprises, which provided so#20 million in invisible
income!” On the reverse side, these British investmentsesemted industrial
expertise situated in India, which was acceptedhieyG.O.l. in the 1948 Industrial
Policy statement as necessary for India’s futureeldpment. India also relied on
Western countries for trained technicians, agairsem$al for economic

development®

Since the war, there had been a persistent deficéxternal trade resulting
from the import of grain, machinery and equipment lhdian industry, the most

developed in the East bar Japan, and consumer go@dsinter rampant inflatiof.

130/45.

S ‘The Practical Economic Consequences of India'sdBging a Foreign State’, Note by the Board of
Trade for Working Party of Official Committee on @monwealth Relations, GEN 276/3, 16/2/1949,
CAB 130/45.

® See letter from Shattock (UKHC) to H.A.F Rumbol@RO) enclosing the article, undated, DO
133/91.

" In a memo for the sterling balance negotiation$®f8 it was estimated that the maximum value of
British investments stood at £600 millions in 194BK Investments in India and Pakistan’,
Delegation Brief No. 14, undated, T236/1143. Alse §The Financial Consequences of a Change in
India’'s Constitutional Position’, Memorandum by tfeeasury for the Official Committee on
Commonwealth Relations, 16/2/1949, GEN 276/2, CAB/45. Also noted in Annex “C*India’s
Future Relations with the Commonwealth, Implicasidor Commonwealth CountriggMemorandum
by the Prime Minister, CP (49) 58, 14/3/1949, CAB®/B3. The 80 per cent proportion is provided in
Barooah,Indo-British Relations, 1950-196(@. 256. For the patterns of British investmenipost-
1947 India see B.R. Tomlinson, ‘Imperial Power &uadeign Trade: Britain and India, 1900-1970’, in
Peter Mathias and John Davis (edB)e Nature of Industrialisation Volume V, Intermatdl Trade
and British Economic Growth from the Eighteenth @ento the Present Day(Oxford, 1996), pp.
146-62 and ‘Foreign Private Investment in India @9350’, Modern Asian Studie$2 (1978), pp.
655-677.

® Annex “C”, ‘India’s Future Relations with the Commonwealth, licgdions for Commonwealth
Countrie$, Memorandum by the Prime Minister, CP (49) 58 314349, CAB 129/33.

™ Ibid. Also see, ‘Statement by Mr John J Mcloy, Predidénhe World Bank’, 9/5/1949, Enclosure
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Britain provided vital support in the form of retes from the sterling balances.
Much of the deficit was in dollar trade and to fuhés hard currency deficit, India
drew heavily on central reserves of the Sterlingarand purchased almost $100
million from the IMF in 1948-48° India made attempts to solve this problem,
particularly by switching to soft currency suppdiewithin the Sterling Area, and

thereby deepened immediate links and dependerttyeafrea.

As the President of the World Bank reported in repril949 ‘the food
situation dominates any approach to the Indianlproband his words capture the
core of the matter as India’s precarious balanggagiments was so crucial because
food shortage was an ever-present threat that éeehtly manifested itself in its
most destructive guise of famine in BenﬁalMoreover, at the start of 1948, within
the context of the post-war disruption of food proiibn, partition and the dollar
shortage, the Finance Minister Shanmukham Chetbfighy stressed the need for
self-sufficiency in food and argued that unlessidndeased to be dependent on
imported foodgrains she could not overcome the e@wan difficulties of the
future® Nehru reported the severity of the situation te Bihief Ministers in

February 1949: prior to the war the food deficitswan average, 3 per cent, but with

to letter from John Matthai to Patel, 21/5/1949Dis (ed.)Sardar Patel's Correspondence, 1945-50,
Volume VIII, Foreign Policy in Evolution-Constitati Making-Political and Administrative Problems
(Ahmedabad, 1973), pp. 74-79.

8 ‘statement by Mr John J. Mcloy, President of therM/Bank’, 9/5/1949, Enclosure to letter from
John Matthai to Patel, 21/5/1949,ibid., pp. 74-79. As part of this note, the Presidemntoesed the
loan of somewhat over $100 million to India for dlepment projects. Annex “C*India’s Future
Relations with the Commonwealth, Implications far@monwealth CountriesMemorandum by the
Prime Minister, CP (49) 58, 14/3/1949, CAB 129/33.

81 ‘Statement by Mr John J. Mcloy, President of therM/Bank’, 9/5/1949, Enclosure to letter from
John Matthai to Patel, 21/5/1949, in Das (e8grdar Patel's Correspondence, 1945-50, Volume, VIII
Foreign Policy in Evolution-Constitution Making-Ratal and Administrative Problemgp. 74-79.

82 ‘India’s need for Self-Sufficiency in Food Stredse4/1/1948,The Statesmarp. 6. Imports were
required to avert famine from multiple sources: #aiga, Burma, Siam, Argentina, Canada and the
US. VK.R.V Rao also notes the food shortages anfilhtion, ‘India’s First Five-Year Plan — A
Descriptive Analysis’ Pacific Affairs5 (1952), p. 6The Statesmaprovides a running commentary
on the food situation in India. For example the G.@ad an agreement with Indonesia, signed in July
1947, for the delivery of some 700,000 tons of gatdndia in exchange for Indian consumer goods,
see S. Gopal (ed.pelected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Ser@ame 3(New Delhi, 1985),

p. 368 — footnote 2. In an effort to save precibasd currency the Government really pushed its
‘Grow More Food Campaign’, for examples see Pasdtathi (ed.),Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to
Chief Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume 1, 1947-194% 258-259. The departing British very conscious
of the need to secure food and increase food ptimeiutor the dual purposes of averting famine and
saving hard currency as evidence by their effortagsisting India negotiate food supply agreements
and allowing the use of blocked sterling balanagstiie purchase of tractors, see Telegram No. 41,
Delegation Report No. 15, 20/1/1948, E/10466, LIEIS.
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the loss of Sind and Punjab that had risen to atwieand 7 per cent, which was
further compounded by a bad harvest resulting defecit closer to 10 per cent of
total requirement® This demand translated, from April-December 1948&) a call
of $75m out of a total deficit of $93ffi Whilst it did not dominate negotiations for
sterling releases, the food situation played hgawh the minds of India’s
delegation$® Any decline in the living standards of Indians wbble disastrous for
the Congress government, especially in the comettie nascent Cold War in Asia,
and as Inder Singh notes, the post-war economigalitical situation in India was

fertile soil for Communisni®

Reducing dollar expenditure on food would also asée a commensurate
amount of dollars to be spent on other imports, elgncapital goods, but the
inflation problem was further exacerbated by thertlye of foodstuffs, as Rao
noted in 1952 ‘there has been no possibility oflidgawith the inflation in the
absence of a substantial increase in the domestiduption and procurement of
foodgrains®’ In March 1949, one month before the Commonwealitfs Pneeting,
Delhi pledged to eliminate the food deficit withiwo years, but food remained the
key issue to be remedied when the First Five-Yéan Was formulated from April
1950% What can we conclude about India’s decision makirgn this basic

economic and financial information what can we ¢ode about? This is in part

8 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 15/2/1949, in Parthatldréed.), Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief
Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume 1, 1947-1949 293. Also see Rao, who comments that, ‘Impofts
food had reached new and startling levels afteretie of the war, the country’s basic food position
having been worsened by Partition’, ‘India’s Fiste-Year Plan — A Descriptive Analysis’, p. 6.

8 During 1948, imports reached 2.8m tones of graim®lving expenditure of Rs. 130 crores.
Importing large amounts of food had wider econoreffects as Nehru explained to his Chief
Ministers, ‘Another aspect of the economic situatiand a most vital aspect is the lack of dollars,
which we need so much. This is creating a seriguat®n. This lack of dollars is chiefly due tooft
imports.’ Nehru to Chief Ministers, 7/1/1949,ibid., pp. 258-259.

8 See article, ‘The Threat of Indian Famine: Littlepe of Immediate Relief’, Reported from New
Delhi, 7/8/1947Manchester Guardignp. 8.

8 Inder Singh.The Limits of British Influencep. 48. But Inder Singh does fail to acknowledge t
extent to which Nehru was a committed anti-Commtuiiike British were also acutely aware of the
dangers of India falling to Communism, for exam@ee the memorandum submitted to the
Commonwealth Economic Development Committee (Alao Eastern (O) Committee Working Party
on Economic Development) entitled ‘Economic Devetept in India and Pakistan’, which exposes
British fears of India’'s economic weakness tramstato increase in support for Communism, CED
(49) 5, 28/7/1949, CAB 134/96

7 Rao, ‘India’s First Five-Year Plan — A Descriptikaalysis’, p. 10.

8 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 9/3/1949, in Parthadarded.), Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief
Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume 1, 1947-1949300.
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illuminated through looking at the sterling balamegjotiations that took place in the
years before the April 1949 decision was made.

The British came to the conclusion that ‘Indiasde is conducted in sterling,
and it does not seem likely that she would wislte&wve the Sterling Area unless she
were impelled to do so by such a degree of politicstility to the Commonwealth
as would induce her to ignore the possible findrmasequence$? Reinforcing the
British impression when speaking to the Associathmbers of Commerce in
Calcutta at the close of 1946, Nehru opined thatrédtationship with Britain could
not be cut off suddenly and would remain ‘unlesstireak came in such a way as to
poison the future? Thus, India’s financial health was clearly deperidet times
upon the Sterling Area and releases from the baknwhich had a deep and
fundamental impact on its appreciation of the Comwmalth link and therefore
deserves attentiof.

The Accumulation of the Sterling Balances and Relesa Negotiations: A

Shared Interest in Stability

‘The very size of these sterling debts is itselfratection. The old saying
holds. Owe your banker £1,000 and you are at his mercy; owe him £1,000,000 and
the position is reversed John Maynard Keynes’ insight provides a startiognp
with which to consider the sterling balances in dmntext of the value of the
Commonwealth link, Indo-British relations, and ihgportance of the Sterling Area
and Malaya to India post-1947. From 1947-1949 the balances served to

8 Annex “C”, ‘India’s Future Relations with the Commonwealth, lications for Commonwealth
Countries, Memorandum by the Prime Minister, CP (49) 583114949, CAB 129/33.

% Speech delivered on 16/12/1946, reporte@ihia Statesmari7/12/1946, p. 1.

1 B.N. Ganguli provides a neat précis of some ofkién patterns of Indian trade in the first years of
independence and reaffirms the importance of tleeliSg Area and the benefits that India accrued
from membership, ‘India and the Commonwealth: EcoicoRelations’, in Verinder Grover (ed.),
International Relations and Foreign Policy in Indislolume 5, Great Britain, Commonwealth and
India’s Foreign Policy(New Delhi, 1992), pp. 378-398.

92 | ord Keynes, ‘Overseas Financial Policy in StagjeWP (45) 301, 15/5/1945, CAB 66/65/51.

% There is scant literature on the history of thelistg balances that takes the international mslitif
the issue as its primary focus of investigatione Elisting economic literature on the balancesbean
broadly divided in to two classes: works which pdava narrative account, for example L.S.
PressnellExternal Economic Policy Since the War, Volume Ot Post-War Financial Settlement
(London, 1986); Benjamin Zachariah, ‘Imperial Economic Policy fordla, 1942-44: Confusion and
Readjustment’, in B. Pati (ed.Jurbulent Times, India, 1940-4Mumbai, 1998), pp. 18313; B.
Dhar, The Sterling Balances of Indi&alcutta, 1956); H.A. Shannon;The Sterling Balances of the

119



Commonwealth

demonstrate the value of the Commonwealth linkntid, and can also be used to
examine the interplay of the economic and politlzalance of power between India
and Britain® Keynes struck at the heart of the matter withrisscient words: at
independence India had a joint stake in the stalofi the Sterling Area, the empire
and the Commonwealth, and depended on the willsgyred London to release
crucial funds from the balances. India was not, éx®r, as powerless as at first
seems, and exploited the knowledge that for palitieasons Britain wanted India in
the Commonwealth to extract economic concessiom® fan erstwhile unwilling
Treasury. The sterling balances, accumulated dufegSecond World War and
amounting to £1160 million by 1945, represented oinhe most important aspects
of the post-independence Indo-British relationsiigl signalled the reversal of the

debtor-creditor position, one of the pillars of tRaj®® Moreover, the balances

Sterling Area, 1939-49The Economic Journ&0(1950), pp. 53%4; and B.R. Shenoy, The Sterling
Assets of the Reserve Bank of In@i@w Delhi, 1996). The second group concentratethe impact

of the accumulation and release of the balanceth@mritish economy post-1945 within the wider
debate over the impact of sterling on Britain’s relative decline; for two examples see, A. Shonfield,
British Economic Policy since the Wérondon, 1958) and J.M. LivingstonByitain in the World
Economy(London, 1966). In a similar vein, for argumeraking the line that Britain had to continue
to invest freely in the Sterling Area to preventuam on the balances see, S. Strarfferling and
British Policy: A Political of an International Cwency in Decline(Oxford, 1971), pp. 191-2 and
Shonfield,British Economic Policy since the Wdrondon, 1958), p. 108. There are few accounts tha
focus on the international diplomacy surrounding telease of the balances: J. Ffortlee Bank of
England and Public Policy, 1941-§€ambridge, 1992) focuses on the role of the Bailkngland;
Aditya Mukherjee,‘Indo-British Finance: The Controversy over Indi&gerling Balances, 1939-
1947, Studies in Histor (1990), pp. 229-51 focuses on the domdstitan sphere; and Tomlinson,
‘Indo-British Relations in the Post-Colonial Era:eT8terling Balances Negotiations, 1947;48ho
attempts to chart the sets of negotiations undentdly India and the UK, also see Catherine Schenk,
Britain and the Sterling Area: From Devaluation@onvertibility in the 19506_ondon, 1994).

% Tomlinson notes that ‘the sterling balances dit make the problem of Indo-British financial
relations any easier to resolve, nor did it detaemexactly where the balance of power in the
forthcoming negotiations would lie’, however heldaio continue to examine the delicate nexus of
interests, both political and economic, that mdiesdase of the sterling balances so revealingean th
study of the post-colonial relationship, Tomlinsémdo-British Relations in the Post-Colonial Era:
The Sterling Balances Negotiations, 1947;40 143.

% In 1944 the figure was £1000m figure and represkrhe work done by the War Cabinet
Committee on the Indian Financial Question, WP (398, 19/7/1944, CAB 66/52/48. The £1160m
amount was the figure for the end of the war agtestdieen Indian representatives and the Treasury
on August 1947, cited in the Chancellor’'s memorandiP (47) 213, 5/8/1947, CAB 129/20 and CM
(47) 70 Conclusions, 7/8/1947, CAB 128/10. On dabtpillar of Raj see, B.R. Tomlinsoihe
Political Economy of the Raj, 1914-1947: The Ecoimsnof Decolonisation in IndiéLondon, 1979)
and P.J. Cain and A.G. HopkirBritish Imperialism, 1688-200QSecond edn, London, 2002) who
base their analysis of India very heavily on thekwaf Tomlinson and note that ‘When as a result of
the war, the financial and monetary imperativesciwhiad long underpinned the imperial mission
were removed, the imperial presence quickly folldive. 564. The figure, Tomlinson estimates,
represented some 20 per cent of Britain’s grosimeit product in 1947, sekhe Political Economy
of the Raj, 1914-194p. 140. India also built sterling balances in Hiest World War and these were
expended in exchange interventions to defend theeusee, G. Balachandran, ‘Reappraisal: Finance
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formed independent India’s foreign exchange resenaucially supported the
balance of payments in the first years of indepeodend served as a vital source of

development capitaf

The Defence Expenditure Plan 1940 set out thatMiigesty’s Government
would pay for ‘measures taken in India for Indifdsal defence, and a share of
measures “taken jointly in the interests of IndiaDefence and of
H.M.G.” *’Additionally, India produced vast quantities ofastial supplies for both
the military in India and domestic markets in Bntawhich manifested itself in a
large balance of payments surplus as British wartemports to India declin€d.
This surplus was initially used to repatriate Irglsterling debts held in London, but
by the outbreak of war in the Far East, the pre-tebts had been almost entirely
repatriated just at the point when war expenditaréhat field was set to increase

dramatically’® From this point on, Treasury gilts were depositedthe Bank of

and Politics in Late Colonial India, 1917-194Bputh Asia: Journal of South Asian StudiX
(1996), p. 100.

% See Liquat Ali Khan's 1946-1947 Budget speech firiciv he said that the balances were ‘the entire
reserve of foreign exchange which this country \udive at its disposal in the years to come for
purchases of capital equipment required for ourettggment programme and for meeting any
unfavourable balance of payments’, texfTime Times of Indid0/5/1947. Sterling as a percentage of
India’s foreign exchange reserves: 1950: 73; 1951: 69; 1952: 69; 1953: 97; 1954: 97; 1955: 98; 1956:

56; 1957: 44; 1958: 33 in Schenk, Britain and the Sterling Area: From Devaluation @mnvertibility

in the 1950sp. 30.

% This was otherwise known as the War Financiall&atnt of April 1940. Chancellor Kingsley
Wood, Cabinet Memorandum: Indian Sterling Balan&®®, (42) 325, 30/7/1942, L/F/7/2861, IOR
and CAB 66/27/5. The Chatfield Review of 1938 hadommended that Britain pay for the use of
Indian formations overseas in addition to the magaion and modernisation of the Indian Army,
seeReport of the Expert Committee on the Defence difr1938-39- cited in Hugh Tinker, ‘The
Contraction of Empire in Asia, 1945-48: The MilgaDimension’, Journal of Imperial and
Commonwealth Histor6 (1988), p. 232.

% For some basic information on the material ancheatic contribution of the colonies to the British
war effort see the recently released book by Dddjerton,Britain's War Machine: Weapons,
Resources and Experts in the Second World \andon, 2011). For a brief précis of the
accumulation of the balances from the Indian press ‘India’s Sterling Balances: Origins and
Progress of Accumulation’, iThe Times of India21/1/1947, accessed via ProQuest Historical
Newspapers, 8/12/2011.

9 War Cabinet Committee on Indian Financial Questicalculated that there was some £298 million
of sterling debt in 1940, ‘Report of the Committere Indian Financial Questions’, WP (44) 398,
19/7/1944, L/F/7/2861. Kingsley Wood reports thdlt aut £50 million of the debt had been
repatriated, Indian Sterling Balances, WP (42)32%,7/1942, L/F/7/2861 and CAB 66/27/5. The
upper limit of £357 million is a 1937 calculatioropided by the RBI which states that by 1946 £323
million of debt had been repatriated see S.L.N iffihe Reserve Bank of India, Volume 1, 1935-51
(Bombay, 1970, Reprint 2005), p. 37; the Official History of the RBI notes that, ‘thestaacquisition

of sterling by the country during the war providaa opportunity for the repatriation of its sterling
debt’, Simha,The Reserve Bank of India, Volume 1, 19355877 and see Chapter 13 in particular.
Published for the Reserve Bank with the Editoriahtnittee, C.D. Deshmukh, J.J. Anjaria, R.G.

121



Commonwealth

England in the account of the Reserve Bank of Iifidhe Chancellor, Kingsley
Wood, supported by Churchill, consequently argue@abinet for a readjustment of
the payment arrangements in July 1942, stating ‘tfh@anh now onwards India is
likely to increase her sterling balances...we arelyiko become heavily indebted to
India.”*** The erosion of Britain’s foreign capital and thew@mulation of debts to
India caused considerable consternation in Londbe. Cabinet heeded the advice
of Leo Amery, and Linlithgow, the Viceroy, who bo#ingued against the Treasury
and Churchill's idea of a revision of the settlemanthat point, citing the disastrous

potential political ramifications in Indi®? Churchill, however, remained opposed to

Saraiya, and B. Datta.

190 cabinet Memorandum: Indian Sterling Balances, WB (25, 30/7/1942, L/IF/7/2861 and CAB
66/27/5. For a contemporary précis of these eveedindia’s Sterling BalancesA Report Prepared
for the Indian Affairs Group of the Fabian Socieby A.C. Gilpin with a foreword by G.D.H. Cole
(London, 1946). The Reserve Bank of India had drdgn established in 1935, see R. Mathur, ‘The
Delay in the Formation of the Reserve Bank of Indifae India Office Perspectivdhdian Economic
and Social History Revie®5 (1988), pp. 133-169. The Reserve Bank was ledteld simultaneously
with the Government of India Act, see Balachandr&gappraisal: Finance and Politics in Late
Colonial India, 1917-1947’, and also see Simi#& Reserve Bank of India, Volume 1, 1935-51

101 <Cabinet Memorandum: Indian Sterling Balaric&§P (42) 325, 30/7/1942, L/F/7/2861 and CAB
66/27/5. Churchill's approach, described later bgeky, was the folly of ‘when driving to catch the
train for life or death, to lean through the windand tell the taximan that you do not mean to pay t
fare at the station because you have a moral cealsien against him.” Amery to Linlithgow,
28/7/1943, L/IPO/325, IOR.

192 Amery was at this time the Secretary of State Ifmfia in the wartime coalition. Sir Jeremy
Raisman, Finance Member of the Viceroy's Execu@eincil, wrote to Viceroy Linlithgow spoke of
the ‘enormous political dangers’ of any revisio/731942, Doc. 373, in Nicolas Mansergh (ed.) with
E.W.R. Lumby, The Transfer of Power, Volume tl “Quit India”, 10 April — 21 September 1942
(London, 1971), p. 503Also see the letter from Linlithgow to Amery, whiciso highlights the
negative political implications that any changetfte April 1940 settlement would have on moderate
Indian opinion, 31/7/1942, Doc. 379, in Mansergtl.evith Lumby, The Transfer of Power, Volume
II, p. 510. Amery argued with the War Cabinet th#ige ‘realities of the Indian situation...make
revision impracticable’ and that any attempt teathe settlement would ‘jeopardise...co-operation in
the manufacture of munitions and other war supplis®morandum WP (42) 328, 1/8/1942,
L/F/7/2861. In sum, Amery put forward the widelyicdhease in the G.O.l. and the India Office that
for Indian domestic political reasons there could be no readjustment of the financial arrangement;
moreover, in stark economic terms India was alresdhnomically overheating and inflation was on
the increase due to the vastly increased rupee issties. Kingsley Wood made the case that the
circumstances of April 1940 no longer reflected sitaation: namely, Japanese entry to the war and
the agreements between the United Nations whicleito leave no ally in debt to another. The war
had caused a distortion of the normal flow of gobesveen the two countries, Wood argued, and put
forward that the G.O.l. consider Britain's widefcet in the defence of India in light of the ‘wider
conception of India’s partnership in the general efiort’, 16/9/1942, WM (42) 125 Conclusions,
CAB 65/27/41. In light of Amery’s Memorandum andiftaan’s inputs, the Cabinet generally agreed
with Amery and Raisman on 6/8/1942 that the pdlltigsks in India were far too great to risk any
changes, but in the absence of Churchill the dmtigias postponed, see War Cabinet Conclusions,
WM (42) 105 Conclusions, CAB 65/27/21. When the i@abmet again to discuss the issue, it was
agreed not to push for a renegotiation of the esaitint at that point. The Chancellor did, however,
reiterate that because of the changed circumstahdbe war, the right remained to discuss an
‘adjustment’ at a later stage, 16/9/1942, WM (425 Lonclusions, CAB 65/27/41. The Chancellor
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the April 1940 settlement and the idea that Britaéd paid for the defence of India
only at the war’s end to be told to clear out atil swe India a vast sum of
money' India’s balances remained under discussion for the rest of the war; further
memoranda were submitted to Cabinet and a Standomgmittee on the Indian
Financial Question was established, which raisedféar in India that the debts
would be rescaled or cancelled at the war's 8hdvioreover, with the failed
attempts of the Indian delegation to get the qaastf the balances included at

Bretton Woods, it was clear that the issue woulkha be settled bilateralty®

A constant theme throughout the debates over thenadation of sterling
was an attempt by Amery and the G.O.l. to disarnea3ury criticism by
emphasising that the balances could be controlled eeleased at Britain's

discretion, and that they could bring benefits e British economy in terms of

attempted to hide behind the rhetoric of equal énrdnd contribution that the Lend Lease
agreements between the United Nations espouseet. fftther wrangling with Amery, the Viceroy
was informed of the Cabinet decision not to préssrhatter immediately but reserving the right to
discuss the issue at a later date, see WM (42)Ci2&lusions, 24/9/1942 The telegram sent to the
Viceroy see WP (42) 422 written by Churchill witmandments agreed by the Cabinet at WM (42)
129 Conclusions, 24/9/1942. The telegram concludat ‘His Majesty’s Government do not suggest
that a new Settlement should be negotiated at thgept juncture with the Government of India. A
further review and eventual adjustment of financ&htions between the United Kingdom and India
will assuredly be required in the light and in fr@mework both of the general financial settlement
between the Allied Nations and of the vital impada for all concerned of the speedy restoration of
the maximum volume of world trade.’

193 Amery paraphrased Churchill and reported the osttto Linlithgow, letter 16/9/1942, Doc. 753,
in Mansergh (ed.) with Lumbylhe Transfer of Power, Volume [Churchill wrote to Linlithgow a
week later arguing along the same lines, 24/9/1RA20/325.

194 Churchill harboured ideas about putting a countaim to India well until the 1950s, see WM (43)
106 Conclusions, 27/7/1943, CAB 65/35/16. Also semmorandum by Amery, WP (44) 368, CAB
66/51/18. In London a Standing Committee on Indmancial Questions was established to study
the problem of inflation in India and the growingléebtedness of the United kingdom to India, see
CAB 91/5 for the details, Committee established 083, WM (43) 111 Conclusions, CAB 66/52/48
and see note by E.E. Bridges, ‘Committee on Inéiaancial Questions’, WP (43) 367, August 1943,
CAB 66/40/17. The Committee included the Chancellodian Secretary, and the President of the
Board of Trade amongst others, and submitted fisrteon 19/7/1944, WP (44) 398, CB 66/52/48.
For an interesting article on the attitudes of &mdcapitalists see, Mukherjedndo-British Finance:
The Controversy over India’s Sterling Balances, 33947. Mukherjee, however, neither defines
who these ‘Indian capitalists’ are nor their redaghip with either the INC as an anti-colonial
platform or as the first independent G.O.1..

195 Mukherjee, Indo-British Finance: The Controversy over Indigterling Balances, 1939-194p.
242. A recent transcript of the Bretton Woods coerfee, the first to ever come to light, may well
shed light on the role, aims and tactics of thédndielegation in 1944, for the report announchng t
discovery of the transcript in the US Treasury hityrsee:
http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/finance/jeremywarn@dd15182/bretton-woods-uncovered-a-scoop-of-
sorts/ accessed 24/2/2012. There remains, however,|lda@aof research into India’s role in the
establishment of the post-war settlement.

123




Commonwealth

secured market§® On the political side, Amery argued that the beé@nmay have
been ‘the best guarantee of continued economitigrtawith India...and a real help
in keeping India within the British Commonwealti”At the war’s end, the issue of
the balances had to be resolved against the bgekdrhe transfer of power and in
the wider context of the post-war financial setégrmnand the UK’s and India’s
parlous economic conditiof® As Amery noted, ‘the real problem...will not be how
to find the money with which to discharge a dehtt bow to make sure that the
spending of that money by its recipients afterviae shall not damage our financial
structure or frustrate our efforts to balance sade by excessive immediate calls

upon us for goods and services without an equivatnrn in essential import&®

196 Raisman gave the Cabinet several options to #iiely fears over the strain sterling could have on
a weakened post-war economy. Raisman suggesteel dptéons: a reconstruction fund to import
capital and consumer goods into India as per areealgrplan. Secondly, he mentioned the
capitalisation of India’s sterling pension liabéi$. Lastly, Raisman highlight that a large amounint
sterling would be needed as a currency backing\dde(42) 105 Conclusions, CAB 65/27/21. In his
defence of the April 1940 settlement, Amery attesdpto placate the Treasury, ‘the Government of
India are prepared to meet the difficulties whitte tChancellor's Memorandum [WP (42) 325,
30/7/1942, CAB 66/27/5] foresees by the orderlyiligtion of any amounts outstanding: for
instance, by means of a development and reconistnuittnd, which would in fact by tantamount to
guaranteeing to United Kingdom manufacturers a-t@mg market for capital goods.” See Amery’s
Memorandum to the Cabinet in Response to KingslepdVWP (42) 328, 1/8/1942, L/F/7/2861 and
CAB 66/27/8. Looking to the future, Amery and Cippere keenly aware of the future benefits that
the balances could bring to the British economyiragae Amery WP (42) 328, 1/8/1942, L/IF/7/2861
and CAB 66/27/8 and Amery again makes the point @ltgaumulated sterling will mean orders for
British manufacturers in a letter to Kingsley Wodd,fact, the more | think of it, the more it seeno

me that the Indian accumulated sterling balancetewrr it is, is more likely to prove a blessingrth

a danger’, Doc. 457, 7/8/1942, in Mansergh (edthWwumby, Transfer of Power, Volume. lAlso see
Cripps during the war, ‘Note by the Lord Privy Seath drafts and notes’, which argued that the
balances represented a fund for Indian developn2édt1 942, L/E/8/2527, IOR. Furthermore, it was
argued that, when discussing possible Indian astregarding the treatment of British business and
capital outflows following independence, Pethickalcance revealed one use for the sterling balances
to Wavell. Pethick-Lawrence wrote that, ‘It is trif@t the Government of India may have to impose
control even on movements into sterling, and | gathat this was recognised in the recent sterling
balances talks. But it is also true that they arelependent on our goodwill in the matter of redsas
from the sterling balances (their prospective bagaof payments, apart from such use of the sterling
balances as we can permit, being heavily in dgficét we shall not be without means, if requirted,
influence them in the direction of fair treatmeat dur own people’, letter from Pethick-Lawrence to
Wavell, 14/3/1947, L/IPO/10/24, IOR.

197 Amery to Wavell, 28/7/1943, Doc. 63 in Nicolas Mangh (ed.) with E.W.R. Lumb¥he Transfer

of Power, Volume IV: The Bengal Famine and the Neeroyalty 15 June 1943-31 August 1944
(London, 1973).

1% For one of the most concise précis of the UK’samsic situation in the autumn of 1945 see Lord
Keynes' ‘Financial Dunkirk’ paper, CP (45) 112, 84/945, CAB 129/1. Also see WP (45) 301,
15/5/1945, CAB 66/65/51. See Pressngkternal Economic Policy Since the War: Volume e T
Post-War Financial Settlementhich is part of the official history of the Secowbrld War series and
provides a masterful overview of the challenges filheed Britain and also see, R.S. SayEnsancial
Policy, 1939-45: History of the Second World \flamndon, 1956).

199 s, Amery, ‘The Sterling Problem’, WP (44) 3687/2944, CAB 66/52/18.
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There was, however, neither a readjustment of 840 settlement, nor a counter-
claim made against India as the political ramifimas of such a move, especially of
jeopardising Indian entry into the Commonwealthlitated against attempting to
reduce the debt. The fear of such a move did noweker, soften in India and

remained ever-present in dealings over the balaaftesindependence.

Wartime expenditure had an immediate and perniciefiesct on India
through shortages and rampant inflation causingreetrardships, and as such the
exploitative nature of the accumulation of the baé&s (India had no say in its
declaration of war) added a moral dimension tostitement of the balanctS.The
balances entered Indian nationaligientral lexicon of British exploitation alongside
the drain theory, and thus added to the need #@rpibst-colonial government to
secure generous releases of the money so pairatlyed during the war yedrs.
For India, the balances were not a war debt, ncvrdribution under the banner of
lend-lease, but an extracted duty levied on an wapshed country to pay for a war
declared by Britain without their consent. Moreguwle sum was serviced at a very
low rate of interest'® To make the goods and services available to the ddtued
the leading industrialist G.D. Birla, India undeme'self-denial verging on

starvation...there were millions who died of famifg.’

The post-war release of the funds was by a sefieegotiated agreements
with the British, and the release over a long kb time, due to British penury,

rather than in the form of a lump sum, necessitatedntinued Indian interest in the

110 See Dietmar Rothermundyn Economic History of India: From Pre-Colonial & to 1997
(Second edn, London, 1993), pp. X% Andrew J. Grajdanzev, India’s Wartime Economic
Difficulties’, Pacific Affairs 16 (1943), pp. 189-205 and Rao, ‘India’s FirsteKear Plan — A
Descriptive Analysis’, pp. 3-2®espite the 1935 Act increasing Indians say inateinistration of
India, and the professed aims of the British Goremt going back to the Montagu Declaration of
1917 for increasing the association of Indiansviarg branch of Government and the eventual self-
governing institutions with a view to the realisetiof responsible government in India as a pathef
British Empire, the Viceroy Lord Linlithgow unilat@lly declared war for India in support of the
British without consulting Indian nationalists. Agesponse the Congress-run Provincial government,
which represented the majority of Provinces, resigim protest.

11 For the drain theory see, Ajit K. DasguptaHistory of Indian Economic Thougfitondon, 1993)
chapter 6 and see Dadabhai Naofjiverty and Un-British Rulé_ondon, 1901).

12 The debt was serviced at % per cent as opposedricet rates of between 2%-3 per cent. As B.M.
Birla wrote to Purshotamdas Thakurdas, India lagt an these interests payments, Purshotamdas
Thakurdas Papers, 1/6/1942, cited in MukherjealoBritish Finance: The Controversy over India’s
Sterling Balances, 1939-1947’, p. 233.

13 G.D. Birla,Indian Currency in Retrospe¢llahabad, 1944), p. 21, citediipid., p. 232.
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stability of the Sterling Area. Moreover, the prespof unilateral cancellation was
both politically fraught with danger and could haftendamentally undermined
confidence in sterlin§** However, Michael Lipton and John Firn's assertioat the
situation was ‘resolved after the election of thbdur Government in 1945, and an
agreement was quickly reached — to release théngtdralances in instalments’,
fails to consider the interaction of the politieadd economic factors that resulted in
hard bargaining between the two sid&sB.R. Tomlinson also fails to fully address
the political utility of the sterling balanc&¥. This research serves to re-orientate the
analysis of sterling away from Tomlinson’s 1985icket which is taken as the
seminal text on the balances and addresses th@-A&rgltric focus of treatment of

the sterling balances’

One key aspect neglected in the existing histosiplyy is that India was
deeply concerned about the swift run down of tharies, concluding that if a high
rate of releases continued there would be litttettefund the first of India’s future
development plans. As John Matthai, the Financeid#in explained ‘if we expend
our capital resources at the pace at which we baea expending them, easily and
quite probably the sterling balances will get exdtad before we knew where we
were.®In 1950, Matthai ‘made it clear that there can begnestion of any scaling
down of these balances and they must be fully abkslfor restoring the health to
our economy™® The All-India Congress Committee passed a reswiutin
September 1945 opposing the scaling down of thenlbak and stressing the reserves
would be used for developmért. Public announcements that India wanted
reasonable drawings was at once both economiclynd, and served as a

rhetorical device to defend from public criticisinl@wer than expected releases.

114 See FfordeThe Bank of England and Public Policy, 1941-5889.

15 M. Lipton and J. FirnThe Erosion of a Relationship: India and Britaims® 1960(London,
1975), p. 35. Barooah also fails to acknowledgamalyse the political component of the balances
and argues that both the British and Indian Govemtsdeserve credit for settlement of balances: the
former for not repudiating and the latter for beftexible in light of Britain’s financial difficulies,
Indo-British Relations, 1950-196f¢. 232.

116 Tomlinson,‘Indo-British Relations in the Post-Colonial Era:eT8terling Balances Negotiations,
1947-49 , pp. 142-62.

17 bid. For example Cain and Hopkins base much of thityais on Tomlinson’s arguments, see,
British Imperialism, 1688-2000

118 The Statesmarl3/8/1949, press cutting found in L/E/9/332, IOR.

119 John Matthai, G.O.I. Press Release No.1438 from Nelhi, 28/4/1950, DO 142/229.

120 See US Consulate to the State Department, 1/18/836.51/10-145, RG 59, NARA.

126



Commonwealth

The likelihood of India remaining within the Stewli Area, at the least, is
illuminated through looking at the sterling balamegotiations that took place in the
years before the April 1949 decision was made. Mastip of the Sterling Area did
not automatically entail full Commonwealth membépstor vice versa, but entry
was needed if India was to have a voice in decidinga policy through the
Commonwealth Finance Ministers’ Meetings. Moreover, if India was in the
Commonwealth then this politicised its membersHiphe Sterling Area, making it

more difficult to treat economic questions on soktonomic grounds.

India was in a difficult economic position post-wand post-partition and
needed the benefits of the Sterling Area, the absuaé India voluntarily opting to
leave the area were low and in this way, in redlagnits debts, India depended upon
the colonial empire for its sustenance. There wrefactors that have to be kept in
mind in reference to the settlement of the sterlbadances, and the first was to
achieve equilibrium in dollar trade. The key, acliog to British thinking, was to
restore the pre-war patterns of trade with the East: Malaya’'s earnings in
particular cancelled out deficits within the StegliArea as a whol&? India’s
demands have to be seen in this context of theadobnvertibility crisis, which
lasted from 15 July to 20 August 1947 .Despite the need to earn dollars, Britain
accepted the need for capital exports to India andthis point Tomlinson is
vague'** London explicitly informed high commissioners amduthe world in
December 1947 that they intended to ‘as far as ave.@ssist both Dominions in

their plans for economic developmett'With the explicit aim of stabilising India

121 For example Canada was not officially a membehefSterling Area.

1221t was not the inability of Europe to produce gsa@dgued the British, the problem was the lack of
dollars through the failure of the Far East to beéaout the deficit in the pre-war fashion. C.S.S.
Newton, ‘The Sterling Crisis of 1947 and the BltiResponse to the Marshall PlaEgonomic
History Reviewd7 (1984), pp. 396, 407; ‘Britain, the Sterling Area and European Integration, 1945-

507, Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth Histdry (1985), p. 167; ‘Britain, the Dollar Shortage,

and European Integration, 1945-1950’, PhD thesisivéisity of Birmingham, 1981 and Alan S.
Milward, War, Economy and Society 1939-1946ndon, 1977), p. 355, also see Milward’s masierf
The Reconstruction of Western Europe, 194%t%hdon, 2003).

23 During which time the American loan had to be drawpon three times, dollar drain was in excess
of $868 million, and was all but extinguished bg #nd of 1947, see Newton, ‘The Sterling Crisis of
1947 and the British Response to the Marshall Plan’400 and ‘Britain, the Sterling Area and
European Integration, 1945-50'.

124 Tomlinson,‘Indo-British Relations in the Post-Colonial Era:eT8terling Balances Negotiations,
1947-49.

125 CRO to Dominion High Commissioners, India No. 23/12/1947, DO 133/89.
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through industrial development and building heritaniy capability, the conclusion
was reached that Britain should ‘do all we can tovjgle capital goods-2® The
second factor to consider is that in Article 10tleé American loan agreement of
1945, the UK agreed to negotiate to ‘adjust’ trezlstg balances with the consent of
the holders.

The First Interim Settlement, 1947

As the time of the transfer of power approachedaiess to the sterling

¥” Mountbatten forwarded

balances had to be negotiated between Britain adig
Nehru’'s request that any agreement take into adcthen projected balance of
payments deficit (E40 million, largely for food ims) and stressed the function of
such a move in building a positive relationship ér&need to ‘increase the goodwill
that we are all working so hard to build df?’Goodwill, as Nehru had previously
told the British, was essential if India was to &min the Commonwealt® In the
context of the economic trauma of war, partitioa #ime domestic political situation
in India, the Chancellor Hugh Dalton authorised £38ion, and only £15 million
was expected to be needed for dollar purch&8ékhe Indian delegation had asked
for £48.5 million, but this was deemed to be egn@sby London in light of their
economic situation, and Nehru had only asked fdF dllion in his entreaties
Listowel spoke in India’s favour highlighting theeed for food, and a reasonable
release so as not to jeopardise India’s future neeshiip of the Commonwealtf?
Despite the dire debacle of the convertibility isjisindia successfully secured
generous releases of dollars and sterling to lask thhe next set of negotiations in
January 1948 The Statesmas key argument in their editorial was that ‘this

126 .5 E Asia: Policy Regarding India and Pakistardfenby the CRO prepared in the first half of
1948, 17/3/1948, DO 142/343.
127 Hitherto India had free access to the balances and could convert them to dollars; however, shipping
and goods shortages hampered any large scale pag;hbut India had placed large orders with
British industry.
128 | etter from Mountbatten to Listowel, 15/7/1947FI7/2870, IOR.
129 pethick-Lawrence to Wavell, 7/3/1947, L/IPO/10/24.
122 ‘Indian Sterling BalancésMemorandum by the Chancellor, CP (47) 213, 54871 TAB 129/20.

Ibid.
132 CM (47) 70 Conclusions, 7/8/1947, CAB 128/10.
133 The total sum of the balances was placed intoawamunts: No. 1 was where the balance transfer
would reside for current payments and No. 2 wheeeremainder of the balances would stay locked
away.
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agreement will assure India’s essential food impdif In light of Article 10 of the
American loan agreement, however, the British Gowvent refused to relinquish
their right to readjust the balances and no agreemas made between the two

sides as to the total sum of the balances withantellations or adjustmeht

Following the agreement, Shanmukham Chetty tookoghortunity to spell
out India’s plans for the balances and raised $see in his 1947 interim budget
speech following partition®® ‘Rapid depletion’ of sterling, Chetty told the Assbly,
‘caused some anxiety to the Governméfft.Chetty bemoaned the import of
‘unessential’ and ‘luxury’ goods as frittering awesgsources and thereby reducing
‘pro tanto the capacity of this country to financapital and developmental
expenditure abroad® The aim of the Government, Chetty continued, was t
finance day-to-day expenditure through earningsnfrexports: ‘we should draw
upon these accumulated reserves, broadly speakinky, for the purpose of
purchasing capital good§® This aim, however, was difficult to realise in the
economic context where the balances were usedpfosithe balance of payments.
Chetty announced a more restrictive import polayd it was this policy that the

British successfully won exemptions from during sedpuent balance negotiations.
January/February 1948: The ‘Difficult Wicket’ *4°

Following the convertibility crisis, the Sterlingéa became a discriminatory

bloc once more with dollar-pooling and rationingimgoduced-** Within this

134Britain’s Sterling Agreement with India’, 14/7/49, The Statesmarp. 1.

135 Yndian Sterling Balances, Memorandum by the Clefloc of the Exchequer, CP (47) 213,
5/8/1947, CAB 129/20. Article 10 committed the UK'adjust’ the sterling balances with the consent
of the holders. The convertibility crisis has be@vered many times, for a concise examination see
Newton, ‘The Sterling Crisis of 1947 and the BtitResponse to the Marshall Plan’.

136 Chetty was also an old ICS hand and had servetthemndian Delegation to Bretton Woods in
1944, and was yet another of the British-traineofgssionals that took office along with Congress.
Part of the explanation, it can be argued, fordiwiecentration of attention on the centrality of Neh
and other Congress leaders in successfully govginigia is that if not then British-trained ICS men
would share some of the praise.

137 Chetty's Budget Speech, 26/11/194iidiabudget.nic.in/bspeech/bs194748.plifst accessed
14/7/2010

138 |pid.

139 |pid.

140 stafford Cripps on to Raisman towards the enchefriegotiations, ‘| am very glad to see from
your telegram...that you are making good progrespittethe difficult wicket’, Telegram No. 499,
11/2/1948, L/E/9/303.

141 Newton ‘The Sterling Crisis of 1947 and the BtitResponse to the Marshall Plan’, p. 401.
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context, India and Britain met to discuss the ba¢anfor the first time since India’s
independencehowever, despite a relatively healthy sterling surplus iy beginning
of 1948, India had overspent her $60 million 19#iitl by approximately $90
million.**? In this context, Jeremy Raisman led the Britistegiation in Delhi to
negotiate releases of sterling and, more impogtanibllars*®* The Indian aim at
these talks was to secure reasonable releaseslafsdor the upcoming six month
period to support their balance of paymelﬁfsThe British aim was to secure as
small a release of dollars as possible commenswidte maintaining friendly
political relations, and maintaining trade linksdasafeguarding British economic
interests in India. The British were caught betwsewveral competing priorities: dire
financial, in particulaklollar, position; the need to maintain close political ties with
India, through the Commonwealth, and the need &sgive trading links with ‘a

country which is usually our largest single markét.

Narahari Rao, Indian delegation leader, soughtssuage British fears of
Indian profligacy and to maintain releases by infng the British that the Indian
cabinet ‘are most anxious to maintain the agreenmeits existing form, particularly
as regards the formal convertibility of releasesl &élme steady utilisation of the
balances™® In doing so, Rao exposed the long-term importasid@e balances for
the Indian state. At the same time, Rao attempaeprésent a responsible Indian
attitude to the dollar issue as he claimed thataleas now as ready to share the

147

burden of limiting dollars as the rest of the StgylArea™" The admission of

anxiety by the Indian delegation also exposed tiegir of the cancellation or scaling

142 Delegation Telegram No. 15, to CRO, No. 141, 20948, L/E/9/303. Sterling had been freely
convertible into dollars from July 1947, before B#tish Government accepted defeated and ended
free convertibility, and as such dollar rationimgroduced.
143 Sjr Jeremy Raisman had served in India for mamysyand was the Member for finance on the
Viceroy's Executive Council during the war, he alsas the first Vice President of the Viceroy's
Executive Council. For a brief biography of Raismsee, Anand Chandavarkar, ‘Sir (Abraham)
Jeremy Raisman, Finance Member, Government of Ifii#89-1945): Portrait of an Unsung
Statesman ExtraordinaireEEconomic and Political WeekB6 (2001), pp. 2641-2655.For the context
as seen by the Treasury see an unsent telegramCripps to Nehru, No.96, 11/1/1948, E10320/48,
L/E/9/303. The telegram was never sent after imtetion from the CRO and High Commissioner
claiming the telegram would have been counter-prtide in the extreme, UKHC to London, No. 70,
12/1/1948, E10355/48, L/E/9/303.
144 Financial Delegation Telegram No. 12 to CRO, N25,119/1/1948, E10458, L/E/9/303.
145 CRO to Chancellor, No. 264, 26/1/1948 and CRO Not&ttlee, 26/1/1948, L/E/9/303.
ijj Financial Delegation Telegram No. 12 to CRO, N25,119/1/1948, E10458, L/E/9/303.

Ibid.
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down of the balances as had been floated duringvéliewhich was an ever present
aspect of the negotiatioh® The convertibility crisis made the British initial

intransigent on the issue of a generous releaswltdrs on the basis of the severe
shortage in the dollar pool: ‘the basic fact isttlva are not (repeat not) in a position
to afford continuance of drawings by India uporerges of sterling area to finance

her dollar deficit}*°

The negotiations reached a point of breakdown thighpotential outcome of
having to put India out of the Sterling Area. Raasnreminded London that if too
harsh a treatment was insisted upon then ‘India¢ceeassion form the Sterling Area
would be bound to have its influence on the quastibher continued status as a
member of the Commonwealth® Symon supported Raisman's assessment,
reporting that he found ‘it hard to believe that timount of hard currency which is
at stake...can weigh seriously in the balance agalvestharm to our political and
economic interests which would result from a bresith India.™>* As India
threatened to leave the Sterling Area and desgiteadrlier assertions, the Treasury
was persuaded to act generously by the potentigicpbfall-out of punishing India.
Stringent dollars releases, it was argued by thHegdéon and the CRO, could
jeopardise future Indian entry into the Commonweft The CRO argued that if
India was to leave, or be pushed out of the Stpirea, then it ‘would receive a
strong push towards quitting the Commonwedth This connection between the
Sterling Area and the Commonwealth was at the hefathe importance of the
sterling balances. India, too, was banking on thétigal value of its continued
Commonwealth membership outweighing the cost dfatsl currency requirements,

and they were ultimately correct in their assumptes under the pressure of

148 The US attitude on sterling balances did not agsuiadian fears ahe Statesmareported that in
February 1948 the Congress Select Committee onigfoféd demanded that a Commonwealth and
Sterling Area conference be called to scale dowa Mlalances, ‘Sterling Balance Releases’,
11/5/1948, p. 1.

149 Outward telegram to Raisman, Delegation No. 111/2248, L/E/9/303.

150 Raisman to London (CRO), No. 173, 23/1/1948, EG2048, L/E/9/303.

151 Symon to Carter (CRO), No. 269, 2/2/1948, L/E/@30he CRO echoed the information coming
from Delhi, it prepared a paper for Cripps in whithtated that, ‘A breakdown of negotiations would
damage our political relations with India and migésult in her leaving the Commonwealth’, in brief
for the Chancellor from the CRO, 30/1/1948, L/E(B3

%2 CRO Note to Attlee, 26/1/1948, L/E/9/303.

153 ‘Note on India and Pakistan's Sterling Balances&pared by Turnbull (CRO) for the Chancellor
and sent to Attlee, 26/1/1948, L/E/9/303.

131



Commonwealth

circumstances London eventually agreed to genedoliar releases for India for a
six month period. London, however, managed to sea@ancessions from India.
First, India was to cover half of itsvn dollar deficit by drawing on the IMF; India
agreed to join the Sterling Area Statistical Conteaitto monitor her balance of
payments, and most importantly the releases dfrgjewere made in light of the fact
that India endeavoured to relax import restrictiofisis relaxation sought to ensure
that more British consumer and other goods in resaghply could enter India outside
of its restrictive import licensing scheme, whidscahad the effect of absorbing
purchasing power with consumer goods helping te éaflation in India->* This
potentially politically sensitive undertaking weekén as a gentleman’s agreement,
with no official mention of it in public, and it vganot included in the terms of the
agreement primarily to protect the G.O.l. and theeament from becoming a point
of criticism, and to lessen the impression of Indieeakness™ Indian dependence
on British capital good supplies was determinedhgylarge store of sterling and the
dearth of dollars, and one further aspect exposethd Indian delegation, and one
that ran throughout each subsequent negotiatios,the grave concern lest Britain

divert capital exports to other (dollar earning)rkeds°®

Indian public opinion followed the balances neguias and Rao argued that
the stringent dollar allowances had to be accongabby a more generous release of
sterling for presentation purposegs.Britain’'s High Commissioner echoed this
sentiment reporting that Chetty had concerns thay tvould be unable to defend
small releases of dollars in the Constituent Asﬂgr]ﬁﬁ India also began to engage

with its responsibility to ensure the viability tfe Sterling Area, as demonstrated

154 ON (AG) 20, 8/4/1948, T236/1142. Increasing consumood exports was a key aim for the
British, see EPC (47) 23, 1/12/1948, L/E/9/303 Raisman to London, Delegation No. 51, Telegram
No. 344, 12/2/1948, L/E/9/307, IOR. The British sthis relaxation as a way of securing long-term
commercial relations with India, EPC (47) 23, 118947, L/E/9/303. The OGL scheme was really a
hangover from wartime control of India’s economy bemained and formed a central tool in the so-
called ‘licence Raj'.

155 Government of India PressSterling Balances: A Record of Discussions heldh wite
Representatives of the United Kingdom Governmedt @onnected Discussion®resented to the
Constituent Assembly (Legislative) by Finance Mieis9 August 1948 (New Delhi, 1948).

1% Telegram No. 227, 29/1/1948, E/10611/48, L/E/9/30%e British High Commission in Delhi also
reported these Indian fears, ‘that ERP, WestermbJand the search for hard currencies may result in
depriving India of a large measure of United Kingdassistance in the way of capital goods’, see
Despatch No. 115, Ref. 48/P/85, UKHC to CRO, 3®Z%8, DO 133/89.

157 Raisman to London, Delegation No. 12, Telegram &, 19/1/1948, L/E/9/303.

%8 UKHC to CRO, Delegation No. 38, Telegram No. 252/1948, L/E/9/303.
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through its expressed willingness to conserve doland joining the Sterling Area
Statistical Committee. Furthermore, for all the thdaexchanges, India at no time
left the Sterling Area, reflecting its dependenceaacess to the benefits of sterling
and the balances. Although India did threaten tavde there is no way of
ascertaining the intent behind these threats, rétle argued that the threats were a
key bargaining technique. India’s access to thdirste balances and convertible
dollars ensured its import programme for the nexh®nths. In sum, India received

its allowance and remained in the Sterling Area.

The issue of the balances on Commonwealth memipersiais a key
determinant in the financial decision, but Brita@lso got concessions in terms of
relaxation of import licences. Both sides moderateelr initial positions: India’s
financial needs were to an extent met by Britaot,on financial grounds, but out of
the need to avoid a break with India. India bargdints way to a generous
settlement, and both sides accepted that the atieenof leaving the Sterling Area

was not an option.

In the summer of 1948, India and Britain once aga#t with the specific
aim of settling a new agreement for the sterlingafees. To place the financial
situation into context, India’s balance of paymemtssterling was approaching
equilibrium®® and the Treasury calculated that India had appratély £87 million
credit in her No. 1 sterling balance account andlcc@afford to import all that she
needed from her current earnings for the rest efyiar-® India went to London
with the aim of securing a three year agreemergnsure stability in her import
policy, a healthy dollar ration and continued calpgfoods exports until 1951. India’s
opening gambit to the British goes some way to akver dependence on the
balances: India proposed a shopping list of appraiely £800 million, mainly
capital goods, over three yeadf5This represented the bulk of its remaining stegrlin

balances, but was an opening bargaining offer rathen a final demand and the

159 E P.C (48) 44:Cabinet, Financial negotiations with India and Btki, Memorandum by the
Chancellor of the Exchequer, 1/6/1948, T 236/1143.

160 0.N.(48) 223 (revise)Cabinet ONC, Negotiations with India and PakistarSterling Balances
Report by Working Party, 27/5/1948, T 236/1143.

161 ‘Notes on the Indian and Pakistan Negotiationsiediuly 1948’, Undated, and Appendix A —
Timetable of Negotiations to preceding item, DO/P22.
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Indian delegation then suggested £250 million, tealfe convertible, over the course
of three year$® India remained firmly wedded to the idea of a ¢hyear agreement,
preferring lower releases for the stability of dtleenent to support her import
programmé®® Britain was initially unwilling to acquiesce to dian demands.
However, to avert a breakdown Cripps stepped idigouss the matter with Chetty,
and after some hard bargaining a compromise agmgemas reachetf* India
settled for lower releases, but achieved a three gettlement with a verbal British
commitment to keep capital goods exports at appratély £35 million a year. This
addressed Indian fears expressed in January, at@hBnformally agreed to further
help in the third year if necessary and if the $ymb capital goods in the UK had
increased. The British provided higher releases mare than their guide timeframe
of one year, but ensured Indian adherence to tir$t Area and avoided political

storms. The final agreement was agreed by Cripg<Ciretty on 24 June 194%

As for hard currency, £15 million for dollars wasleased from the central
reserves and the remainder of the deficit was aigabve met by drawings from the
IMF.*®® This quota was annual and so had to be renegbiiate year’s time: spring
1949.As in February 1948, India verbally agreed to fartrelax import restrictions
to allow entry to British goods in ample suppi{The connection between releases
and import restrictions was again kept informalasato avoid the misconception in
public that the British had extorted concessiomsnfrindia in return for balance
releases. Despite at the time having surplus sggrlindia achieved its three year
settlement with releases in the second and thiadsyand a healthy dollar ration, but
its demands were moderated by no additional reteaséhe first year. The British

achieved no immediate releases, but had to acqutesmdia’s demands for a three

162«Notes on the Indian and Pakistan Negotiationsediuly 1948’, Undated, DO 142/222.

183 |bid. The Statesmamlso reported that Chetty had made it clear thmtpiecemeal releases
acceptable, and that would like a two to three ytlement, ‘Talks on Sterling Balances Open’,
8/6/1948, p. 1.

'°* See CRO to UKHC, No. 1898, 25/6/1948, DO 142/222.

185 ‘Notes on the Indian and Pakistan Negotiationsediuly 1948’, Undated, DO 142/222.

186 See letter from Cripps to Chetty 9/7/1948, in G.®ress,Sterling Balances: A Record of
Discussions held with the Representatives of théednKingdom Government and Connected
DiscussionsPresented to the Constituent Assembly (Legigatby Finance Minister, 9 August 1948,
pp. 40-41 and ‘The Financial Consequences of an@hdn India’s Constitutional Position’,
Memorandum by the Treasury for the Official Comssgtion Commonwealth Relations, GEN 276/2,
16/2/1949, CAB 130/45.

167 CRO to UKHC, No. 1898, 25/6/1948, DO 142/222.
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year deal’” These terms were based on the immediate politiead for a token

release and longer term estimates of India’s firdmequirements®®

Indian public opinion had to be considered as titkan delegation would be
open to criticism if they returned to Delhi witheseingly meagre releases. The
eventual 1948 agreement was in any case wideligisgt in Indiat’® The sterling
balances were an emotive issue in India, and abaf@mh notes there was much
resentment that Britain was unable to fully satisigian demands for capital goods,
or dollars!’* There was, however, an appreciation of Britiskidifties by the G.O.l.
as opposed to public perceptions of rough treatrfrem the UK’ The Indian
delegation, therefore, faced the task of securimicgently generous releases to
satisfy Indian public opinion, against which had®balanced the increasing Indian

concern that the balances were being drawn dowooatigh a raté’®

The immediate political nature of the agreemeritiither revealed in letters
between Cripps and Nehru who opined that ‘We apaiethe spirit in which these
negotiations have been carried on and | trusttthsitwill result in promoting further
good-will between India and England. There is adfusf good-will and the
Mountbatten's, as | wrote to you, have added gye&dl it.”*’* The balances
represented more than simply a transfer of fund$ eame to be both a core

component of the residual post-colonial relatiopshnd a key factor in India’s

188 Following the main sterling agreement, the twoesidettled amount to be paid by India for
military stores and installations taken over by &©.1., and cleared up minor adjustments regarding
the wartime defence arrangements. In addition ladi@ed to purchase annuities from the UK for out
of which pensions to those previously in the ICSulddbe paid. The total of these adjustments was
approximately £250 million, see letter from CrigpsChetty, 9/7/1948, Chetty’s reply, 9/7/1948 and
Cripps to Chetty 9/7/1948 in G.O.l. PreSserling Balances: A Record of Discussions heldh wie
Representatives of the United Kingdom Governmedt @onnected DiscussionPresented to the
Constituent Assembly (Legislative) by Finance Mieis9 August 1948, pp. 44-48.

89 The Financial Consequences of a Change in In@aisstitutional Position’, Memorandum by the
Treasury for the Official Committee on CommonweaRblations, GEN 276/2, 16/2/1949, CAB
130/45.

170 Benjamin Zacharialyehru(London, 2004), p. 163.

1 bid., p. 162.

12 1n a despatch to London the UKHC informed the OfR& on the whole the agreement was well
received and there was a growing appreciation isBrdifficulties by some, Despatch No. 115, Ref.
48/P/85, 30/7/1948, DO 133/89.

173 This was noted by the British, ‘Notes on the Imdand Pakistan Negotiations, June-July 1948,
Undated, DO 142/222.

174 Nehru to Cripps, No. 931-PM, 3/7/1948, CAB 127/B48 also see, Gopal (edS\WJIN, Volume,7
pp. 429-430.
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decision to remain within both the Sterling Area &@ommonwealth. As Nehru told
Mountbatten, an agreement would lead to better nstaleding between the two
countries ‘while lack of agreement would have Hael apposite result® It was not
simply the bare economic facts that influenceddndictions, but the realisation that
productive negotiation and discussion could takegland result with a favourable
outcome. From the British point of view ‘lookediatthe broadest way the sterling
balances are clearly one of the major factors yikel influence our relations with
India.”*’® The handling of the sterling balances demonstratesl benefits of
association with the Sterling Area, and througls titie Commonwealth, at a time

when India’'s membership was under examination.

The Indian Cabinet accepted the proposals, andeager to confirm that
further advances may be necessary in the third geaan informal and friendly
understanding between the two governments, depéeng@m the circumstances in

the third yeat’’

Nehru thus reminded Cripps that ‘you may in faetdble to do
more in the way of capital goods. We hope thateake difficulties appear in the third
year, as they well might, your Government will beleato help us with further

78

advances™® Cripps assuaged Nehru's anxiety: ‘| hope that whatranged with

Chetty will deal with the point that you raise. Theas its intention™® Nehru was

aware that certain parts of the agreement weréylikebe criticised and noted that
‘indeed we were not happy in regard to some p&fid\Vevertheless, Nehru accepted
the agreement as reasonable for ‘there has besgating down’, the ever-present
Indian fear, and ‘we shall get adequate releaséiseitourse of the next three years

for our projects®*

What can again be ascertained from the negotiatsolmglia’s dependence on

the sterling balances, its membership of the $rlArea, and also India’s

75 Nehru to Mountbatten, 3/7/1948,ilid., pp. 185-186.
176 ‘Notes on the Indian and Pakistan Negotiationsediuly 1948’, Undated, DO 142/222.
Y7 Nehru to Cripps, No. 931-PM, 3/7/1948, CAB 127/54® also see, Gopal (edS\WJIN, Volume,7
pp. 429-430.
178 Nehru to Cripps, No. 931-PM, 3/7/1948, CAB 127/143
179 Cripps to Nehru, 10/7/1948, CAB 127/143. Nehrusampuently told his Chief Ministers that ‘we
have come to an understanding that in the third, yeaecessary, further advances can be made to
lljsso.’ Letter to Chief Ministers, 15/7/1948, in Gogeatl.), SWJIN, Volume, . 336.
Ibid.
181 |pid.
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determination to utilise the balances for developinmirposes even before the first
five-year plan had been formulated. Furthermore,dé&monstrated London’s
willingness to avert political breakdown at the enpe of financial prudency, and by
agreeing to a three year time frame the issueebttlances was, albeit temporarily,
settled so that it held less potential for criticigs India continued to consider its
future status within the Commonwealth. Nehru wadly faware that the UK was
eager to retain India in the Commonwealth and etqadahis knowledge in seeking
favourable sterling balance releases. Cripps peaviie Commons with a statement
on the balances, which serves as a suitable préegotiations, though naturally
difficult owing to the pressing needs of both coias, were conducted in a spirit of
mutual co-operation and understanding, which...augwel for the future

relationship between our countri¢&
April/May 1949: Indian Overspend and Reward

Despite the three year agreement, a serious detkoio in India’s financial
position, in both sterling and dollars, necessitdtather assistance from Britain in
the form of additional releases. Unlike any othatraf negotiations, however, India’s
membership of the Commonwealth had been agreediit 2949, and was to be
ratified mid-May by the Constituent Assembly. Thpcaming negotiations were
briefly mentioned during the Constituent Assembgpate on the Resolution when
Shri H.V. Kamath hoped that ‘the Financial delegati.will be able to prevail-upon
the UK Government to follow a more honest policythwregard to our sterling

balances®®

India’s continued membership of the Commonweal8ulted in favourable
financial treatment as they received all of theist@sce needed to rectify their
sterling overspend of some £90 million as opposeagreed limit of £40 million®*

By May 1949 even the Treasury conceded that ‘froengolitical point of view we

182 Cripps presenting balances Agreement to the Hofi@mmons, speech found in MS SC-17, 3,
15/7/1948, Special Collections, Private Papersiaei papers of Sir Stafford Cripps: MSS Stafford
Cripps, Bodleian Library, University of Oxford.

183 Shri H.V. Kamath's response to Nehru's introductiof the Commonwealth Resolution in
Constituent Assembly of India Debate, 16/5/1949,luve VIII, last accessed 19/6/2010,
http://parliamentofindia.nic.in.Is/debates/debdits/

1% See telegram from CRO to UKHC, No. 1397, 30/4/@ $412627, L/E/9/332.
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have to take into consideration the necessity ofviilig sympathetic consideration to
Indian needs, in view of her continued memberstiiphe Commonwealth’ and it
also recognised India’s importance as a stabiligiiegnent in Southeast AsiZ. In
discussing the Indian overspend, the British Ovag$éegotiating Committee (ONC)
agreed that ‘India, unlike such Commonwealth coestas Australia...thought more
of privileges than of the responsibilities of beimgthe SA" but ‘as we wished to
keep her in the Commonwealth, we could not threatemexclude her from the
sterling ared®® In other words they used the sterling balanceetmonstrate the key
benefits of Commonwealth membership. The balaneeged to encourage Indian
entry into the Commonwealth and then served asams® demonstrate the benefits

of association.

The British agreed to cover India’s sterling oversph, caused partly by a
relaxation of import licences pushed for by Britam 1948, and to keep India’s
working balance at £30 million whatever the costirtly a so-called tapering-off
period to avoid economic dislocation. They alsoeagrto release £50 million in
each of the next two yeal¥.As a quid pro quo, however, India agreed exemption
from a re-tightening of the import licences forte@m goods, which enabled Britain
to continue with their export target to India of281million per annum®® India had
also overspent its dollar allocation by 50 per ceiitich Britain waived rather than

asking for reimbursemen’

In addition, part of India’s decision rested on taet that full membership of
the Commonwealth, rather than just the SterlinggAhawd the benefit of giving India
a voice in deciding Sterling Area economic polici#ee Commonwealth Finance

Ministers’ Meetings, where policy was formed, wadyoopen to members of the

185 Memorandum by the Treasury, ON (49)199, 7/6/1948/9/332.

186 ONC (49) 9/6/1949 — meeting on the above Note/9/832.

187 India Financial negotiations, E/13735/49, 1948dian Import Policy: Note by Board of Trade’,
Undated, L/E/9/332. Also see letter from PresideinBoard of Trade to High Commissioner for
India, 1/8/1949, see House of Commons Parliamentary Papers,
http://parlipapers.chadwyck.co.uk/homeatzessed 12/12/2011.

188 ndia Financial negotiations’, E/13735/49, 1948dian Import Policy: Note by Board of Trade’,
Undated, L/E/9/332.

189 gee Tomlinson,‘Indo-British Relations in the Post-Colonial Era: eTisterling Balances
Negotiations, 1947-49p. 152; P.S. Gupta, Imperialism and the British Labour Movement, 1964
(New Delhi, 1975), pp. 306-307 and Simfiag Reserve Bank of India, Volume 1, 1935p5526.
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Commonwealth. Cripps, for example, described thé918ommonwealth Finance
Ministers’ Conference as a ‘Commonwealth confereaod not a sterling area
conference In this way India gained representation at thehésy table, and

satisfied demands of its equality with other memlmrthe Commonwealth.

India had to further demonstrate that it could imcthe best interests of
sterling rather than India alone in light of thenttoued drain of dollars. The British
approach was to use the offers of cuts by other l@omvealth countries at the
Finance MinistersMeeting in July 1949 to ‘make it morally incumbet India to
agree to similar cuts®® Following the British example, the Commonwealtadged
to cut dollar expenditure by 25 per cent from t8d8 figure!®? India also agreed to
limit dollar expenditure in line with these effaremd demonstrated its willingness to
co-operate as a fully independent sovereign natiohe Commonwealth. India’s co-
operation struck Cripps, and despite their dolisrspend of $84 million, he vetoed
the idea of any formal dollar quota and instead rde@ India full access to the
Empire Dollar Pool®® Despite the overspend India not only gained fotiess to the
dollar pool but Britain also let the overspend paghout calls for a reimbursement.
The Reserve Bank of India estimated that India a#mved to draw $140-150
million as opposed to only $60 million the previgiesar, which reduced India’s need
for IMF funding®* Cripps argued that as India agreed to cut dol&lms)g with the
rest of the Commonwealth, to impose a dollar ratiesuld be unacceptabf&
Cripps’ decision was, however, based on its palitrather than economic rationale
as he noted that it ‘seemed likely that this deaisvould improve our relations with
India.”**® India was now a fully integrated member of theritg Area, a full
member of the Commonwealth and contributed to nreasio strengthen sterling.
The future of India’s sterling balances from th@nt on became closely linked to
the Colombo Plan of 1950 for the economic develagneé South and Southeast
Asia.

190 The Commonwealth Finance Ministers’ Conferen&PC (49) 79, 9/7/1949, CAB 134/222.
191 Minutes of UK Officials Meeting, 29/6/1949, L/EBB2.
192 See ‘Meeting of the Commonwealth Finance Ministevemorandum by the President of the
Board of Trade, CP (49) 160, 21/7/1949, CAB 129/36.
19 ONC (49) 60' Meeting, 28/7/1949, L/IE/9/332.
194 Simha,The Reserve Bank of India, Volume 1, 193595627
izz Cripps, ONC (49) 60 Meeting, 28/7/1949, L/E/9/332.
Ibid.
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Through this examination it is possible to seedmubt simply as a powerless
dependent of Britain, but as a proactive state ubiised its political significance to
advance its material requirements whilst simultaisgo acknowledging that
adherence to the Sterling Area and through it tleen@onwealth was of vital
importance to India’s economic stability. The bakmegotiations demonstrated to
India that as a member of both the Sterling Ared tie Commonwealth it would
receive financial and economic support. Persistererspend and reward showed
India that even though it was unable to balanceg@gments there was a clearly
politically driven aspect to sterling releases.t@n treated India generously, though
not too generously, and economic decisions at estage of the negotiation process
were influenced to a large degree by the need ép kedia in the Commonwealth

and this was not lost on India.

Balance releases enabled India to begin its plansdonomic development
without seeking considerable assistance from eittidhe two superpowers. On a
more basic level, the release of sterling coveradtial imports of food, raw
materials and capital goods. Charrier notes tha tlegree of Indian dependence
upon the sterling balances is evident from the faat in 1948/1949, 79% of the
central government’s balance of payments deficihwall countries (£165 million)
was financed by releases by the sterling balariéésThis analysis is too
reductionist, however, as it was not simply abatecing balance of payments, but
also controlling inflation and the proportion of pi@l goods refers to the
development imperative. The crucial aspect wasadoland a continual stream of
capital goods from Britain. Furthermore, at theeiof the summer 1948 agreement
India had a surplus in her external trade. Indmaésmbership of the Commonwealth
was not simply a case of India attempting to securee generous releases, as Inder
Singh and Brown argue, because India was conceabedt the balance run down.
India wanted the capital goods that, thanks to db#ar shortage, only British
industry could provide, and deduced that she wdialde more chance of getting a
sustainable level of capital goods if an active aqdal member of the Sterling Area

and Commonwealth. In view of the improbability ofdla agreeing to any form of

197 Charrier, ‘Britain, India and the Genesis of the Colombo PI®¥5-51, p. 265. Figures from
Annex to Sterling Balances, August 1950 in FO 3Z2363.
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commercial treaty with the UK, the sterling balasm@so worked as a means of
assuring British assets in India were treated wiiti® respect, and increased the
likelihood of Indian membership of the Commonwealthus preserving trading
benefits.

India had already made it clear in January 1948lé&aving the Sterling Area
was not a favoured action, although it had madei®dgreats, and so required some
form of political assurance against possible repsiSrom Britain if overspend
reoccurred. Membership of the Commonwealth woullitipige any actions taken
regarding the Sterling Aréd® Britain was the ‘lender of last resort’ for Indiaand
exercised this role several times and India hackrisure that Britain remained
willing to support its balance of payments wheneassary. To that end, India did
attempt to moderate her spending and attempt t@a®c responsible member of
Sterling Area. Despite feeling that she had nomnbeeated as generously as she
would have liked in January 1948, India remainedhiwi the Sterling Area, a
decision moderated by the increasing realisatiomadia’s economic dependence on
sterling®®®

India’s membership of the Sterling Area determited financial relations,
and strictly speaking Commonwealth membership dad determine financial
benefits?® However, the Sterling Area was in essence thenfiia and economic
manifestation of the political Commonwealth. Thertstg Area on its own could
have served the fundamental financial needs ofajndut would do so without
providing any political influence or clout in Arealecision-making. India
acknowledged that as a full member of both the Commealth and the Sterling

Area it would be in a better position to influenissues of national interest. By

1% See Annex “C”, ‘India’s Future Relations with the Commonwealth, licgtions for
Commonwealth Countries Memorandum by the Prime Minister, CP (49) 58,314349, CAB
129/33.

19 The Financial Consequences of a Change in In@aisstitutional Position’, Memorandum by the
Treasury for the Official Committee on CommonweaRblations, GEN 276/2, 16/2/1949, CAB
130/45.

200 A Treasury paper for the Official Committee on Gonomwealth Relations phrased the situation
thus, ‘It is India’s membership of the Sterling Amather than her membership of the Commonwealth
which largely determines our financial relationghwiier and her departure from the Commonwealth,
as distinct from her departure from the Sterling@rwould have no immediate direct effect’, see
GEN. 276/2, ‘'The Financial Consequences of a Chamgalia’s Constitutional Position16/2/1949,
CAB 130/45.
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joining the Commonwealth India gained a seat atttpetable, both in terms of
general political policy and in economic managem@ummonwealth membership
was in essence conflatedth that of the Sterling Area; the economics and politics

could not be simply separated. Moreover, if Indiéngd the Commonwealth it
would be harder to eject her from the Sterling Arlethe need arose for fear of

precipitating her departure from the Commonwealth.

India’s interest in the integral stability of siad, moreover, needs to be
emphasised more fully than historians have preWoasknowledged. Without
markets and customers, India’s membership of tedifg Area would bring her no
benefits, in much the same way, as if India hadhese to spend her balances then
they too would bring little bonus. The Sterling Arphysically had to be defended,
and the value of Sterling also had to be defendeth of which India realised after
the transfer of power. Britain was fundamentally generous with balances as
commensurate with financial stability and ensuragpositive trade relationship,
much of which was based on the political need tepkdndia within the
Commonwealth and the Sterling Area and to emphasiae India’s endowment
fundamentally rested on the success of the restthef Sterling Area and
Commonwealtf’! India received preferential treatment because ef political
value, her potential influence in Southeast Asid har position as Britain’s largest
single market. It is the interplay between these sies that is the core of this
section and it serves to place the Commonwealttsidacwithin a longer time frame

than is commonly applied.

However, Attlee’s message to Parliament in lighthef worsening economic
situation in the UK at the end of October 1949 oagain raised the fear of some
form of readjustment of the balances and also elylilinks the balances with

stability for the first time:

Undoubtedly this is a strain on us. It is obviouglyte impossible that we
should pay off these sterling balances. At the séime, to close down
right away on them would be to ignore all their ¥&aWe have very great
interests in trying to preserve peace and stapi#ispecially in Southeast
Asia...We shall have to be far tighter in the futuras.was said by my Rt.

2011 particular Malaya.
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Hon. and Learned Friend [Cripps] in Washington ¢henust come a
settlement of all these thing%,

This settlement in many ways came together in tvenfof the Colombo Plan.
Whilst India’s releases were not formally tied be tPlan, India saw this as the best
opportunity to secure continued funding over a Ipegiod without risk of British
cancellation and as a contribution to stemmingtithe of Communism in South and
Southeast Asia. The final balance agreement tlgalagsed payments for six years

from 1951 was ultimately linked to the ColomborRla

Having explored the material factors behind IndigiBingness to remain in
the Sterling Area, it is necessary to examine #gotiations for Indian entry into the
Commonwealth as a Republic. This is not, howevaer,irdricate constitutional
history of India’s entry into the Commonwealth. Tkey issue was not the principle
of membership as this was largley decided by tlotofa discussed above, but the
terms on which India joined, and in shifting fodaghis aspect of the case study it is
possible to reinforce the argument that India was ihore concerned with
membership, and this in turn reinforces the argumbased on India’s joining out of

a combination of necessity and active pursuitohational interests.

Attlee initiated contact with Nehru in March 1948 ‘order to start a
discussion as to the future relationship of Indiad &he Commonwealttf®
Emphasising that the Commonwealth was ‘in effeet @ommonwealth of British
and Asiatic nations’, Attlee conceded that ‘it magll be that the title should be
changed, but it is my hope that the reality wilineén.?** His purpose was to
ascertain if ‘there is any real objection to thentowuance of India in the British
Commonwealth owing to the common allegiance toGhewn.?*® Nehru's response
was nebulous and claimed that there were strongvsviand so he was ‘not
attempting an answer at this sta@f®.The overall tone of Nehru’s letter indicated

hope for India remaining in based partly on Britigblicy toward India and the

202 Telegram No. 3135 from CRO to UKHC containing capfyAttlee’s speech to the House of
Commons, 27/10/1949, L/E/9/356, IOR.

203 Note from Attlee to Cripps, 9/3/1948, PREM 8/820.

204 attlee to Nehru, 11/3/1948, PREM 8/820.

205 |pid.

208 Nehru to Attlee, 18/4/1948, PREM 8/820.
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Mountbattens’ charm. Nehru ended that ‘I shall say much more at this stage
except to repeat the hope that India and Englatido@iclosely associated to their
mutual advantage. In a world full of conflict andfidulty this is even more
necessary that in might have been at any other.'@ithettlee reinforced the
message of his last communication, highlighting tHlexibility of the
Commonwealth and his belief that in these mattarformal exchange of view
between Prime Ministers is useful. Once these msaget into the hands of the
constitutional lawyers on either side, there isaager of rigid positions being taken

Up.'208

As the scheduled October 1948 meeting of Commorivéaime Ministers
approached, the Congress Working Committee dediugtdthe Indian Cabinet was
the only body to come to the final decisfSfiAt the October 1948 meeting, Nehru
was expected to sound out opinion in London and teéurn to report to Congress
and the Cabinét’ On his return to India Nehru was keen to streasrib decisions
or undertakings had been made, and that the Camstifssembly would have the
final say in the mattér* Nehru attempted to calm any rank and file Congfeass
that India’s independence was at threat by assutivegn that the Objectives
Resolution still held and India would become a selgm republic*? After Congress
had formally given their consent, the negotiatiensered Nehru’s remit of control,
but that does not mean that he was not mindful isfdetions. There was some
hesitation and suspicion among Congress membetsuNeld Krishna Menon, but
he thought that it would not be too difficult totgmembership througf? The
Congress Working Committee, Congress Party andr@akliere kept abreast of the

general principles, but as Nehru told Krishna Merr@would not go into detaifs?

No commitments had been made at the October Canferdut Ten Points

207 |pid.

298 Attlee to Nehru, 14/5/1948, PREM 8/820.

209 KHC to CRO, Reporting Conversation with V.P. Manbdlo. 3233, 14/9/1948, RPEM 8/1008.

219 YKHC to Secretary of State for Commonwealth Reteai No. 3537, 7/10/1948, PREM 8/1008.
21 Text of Speech in telegram from UKCH to CRO, EMP804, 13/11/1948, DO 133/91.

%12 Nehru reporting to Congress Party Members in thasfituent Assembly, 7/11/1948, taken from
the National Heraldcited in Gopal (ed.)SWJN, Volume,$. 252.

213 Nehru to Krishna Menon, 11/11/1948,ibid., p. 253. Rajagopalachari also suggested thieo t
High Commissioner, UKHC to CRO, Telegram No. 3823/8,1/1948, DO 133/91.

24 Nehru to Krishna Menon, 11/11/1948, in Gopal (e8WJN, Volume,®. 253.
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were drafted by senior Labour members and Nehrd,tla@se points represented a
starting point for setting out terms for India’s ntioued membership of the
Commonwealth. They were also written before th@ulaSession of the All India
Congree Committee formally agreed to a connectitmwever, on further inspection
the draft Ten Points contained insufficient linketvieeen the Commonwealth, Crown
and India to justify in international law the suiiste of the Commonwealth lifk
Lord Jowitt, like Mackenzie King, the Canadian ReirMinister, was anxious to
avoid any sense that the Commonwealth was throwidig out, but the Ten Points,

he was advised, were not legally sufficiétit.

Norman Brook!’ British Cabinet Secretary, advised that the onilgeo
options to provide a stronger India-Commonwealttk hwould be either to accept
that the King has some jurisdiction in respectrafid’s external affairs, or that the
King was Head of the Commonweafti.Nehru was informed that his Ten Points
were insufficient on 16 November 1948, that Britaias investigating the position
and that India should do the saf@.Nehru responded to the UK High
Commissioner that he had drawn up the Points witppS, and that the latter had
opined that whilst there may be some legal difficuit was important that
technicalities not be allowed to override broadelitisal considerationé? Attlee
had the same attitude, as expressed when he wrdehiru in March 194&* but as
the High Commissioner responded ‘the legal objestiput forward were not mere
technicalities but matters of substan@@.Pursuing Commonwealth membership on

the basis of the Ten Points would have left thengeof admission, and thus the

215 gee Extract from Minute to the Prime Minister frdformanbrook, CP (48) 254, undated, PREM
8/1008. For the Ten Points see enclosure to letter Krishna Menon to Attlee, 29/10/1948, PREM
8/1008.

218 5ee Hector Mackenzie, ‘An Old Dominion and the Neammonwealth: Canadian Policy on the
Question of India’s Membership, 1947-49ournal of Imperial and Commonwealth HistoRy
(1999), p. 90.

217 For biographical information on Normanbrook se@vid Theakston, ‘Brook, Norman Craven,
Baron Normanbrook (1902-1967Pxford Dictionary of National BiographyOxford University
Press, 2004 [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/arti82089, accessed 12 Jan 2012].

218 gee Extract from Minute to the Prime Minister frdformanbrook, CP (48) 254, undated, PREM
8/1008.

219 Telegram to Nehru, No. 3109, 20/11/1948, and th&HO handed note from Attlee to Nehru,
reported from UKHC, No. 4017, 19/11/1948, PREM 840

220 JKHC to CRO, No. 4017, 19/11/1948, PREM 8/1008.

221 attlee to Nehru, 14/5/1948, PREM 8/820.

222 JKHC to CRO, No. 4017, 19/11/1948, PREM 8/1008.
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substance of links, open to attack from foreigniamast challenging the validity of
Commonwealth economic links. As Attlee again reited to Nehru in delivering the

news of the Ten Points:

Our objective here remains...exactly as it was. Watwadia to remain
within the Commonwealth, and we believe in thetlighthe talks that you
and | and other Ministers have had in London, thdia herself shares that
view provided an acceptable basis can be féGhd.

Various proposals were made after the rejectionthef Ten Pints; for
example, the possibility of diplomats receivingith@edentials in the name of the
King was even raised in earlier conversations Bigpai, who thought that it was a
possibility?* The Crown link was expressed in this way when Commealth
Ministers met in Paris on 17 November 1848Bajpai communicated the substance
of the conversation to Nehru:

We have been thinking in terms of Commonwealtrzeiiship as link of
association among Commonwealth countries...It issnggested that India
should not be sovereign republic or that Head ateSshould be other that
President elected according to the provisions difaim constitution. What is
suggested is that as symbol of Commonwealth adsmtiauthority to
appoint Heads of Missions abroad should derive ftoenKing. This could
be achieved by permanent delegation by King to iees of Indian
Republic of power to appoint Heads of Missiéffs.

Following this telegram and the rejection of hisnTRoints, and facing
continued opposition from the Congress Parliamgriearty not to jeopardise Indian
sovereignty, Nehru wrote to Krishna Menon:

The very point the United Kingdom wishes to empéasior legal or
sentimental reasons is objected to here. Most peangl prepared to accept
the common citizenship idea plus a declaration tivet are in the
Commonwealth. If you go beyond this, there is diffiy...Our people
want to make it perfectly clear that they are mglamew start and that, as
the Constitution will itself declare, sovereigngsides in the people and in

223 pttlee to Nehru, No. 3109, 20/11/1948, PREM 8/1008

224 Record of Conversation between the Secretary afeSand G.S. Bajpai, 13/10/1948, PREM
8/1008. Moore notes that Bajpai denied any knowdetltat Nehru ever intended to retain a link
through the King in the external fielflaking the New Commonwealin 149.

225 Annex “B”, ‘India’s Relations with the Commonwetglt Note by the Prime Minister, CP (48) 286,
28/12/1948, CAB 129/31.

226 Text of telegram sent from Bajpai to Nehru, 171888 in Appendix to Annex “B”;India’s
Relations with the CommonwealthNote by the Prime Minister, CP (48) 286, 28/1289CAB
129/31.

146



Commonwealth

no one else in any shape or foffh.

The rejection was unexpected as Nehru had writteKrishna Menon, informing
him that he was discussing membership with the @msy Cabinet and Congress
Working Party, and if the response from all thremsviavourable, Nehru reasoned,
then he could inform Attle&® Despite Cabinet opposition to the substance of the
Ten Points, Nehru followed with an Eight Point pland emphasised that the issue
was political and not legéf® However, these points were quickly rejected asnaga
providing an inadequate basis to the relationsdmgl, through the points it was clear
that no substantial link to the Crown would be @ted?° Despite this legalistic
wrangling, the All-India Congress Committee Jaifsession, December 1948,
endorsed the prospect of India remaining within @@mmonwealth, if it could be

achieved without compromising Indgsovereign republic ainfd

Krishna Menon was charged with communicating Nehmistress at the
rejection of his revised Eight Points to the Bhtiswriting that ‘on the
Commonwealth situation his [Nehg} feeling is that he has been under a
misapprehension as to the basic agreements anesi&& Furthermore, he felt ‘left
“high and dry” after he had dealt with his side twithe greatest risk and
difficulty.’ >** Nehru further elucidated the points made by KrisiMenon in the
following days, writing to Cripps that ‘I have mséveral kinds of opinion and |
have gone dead against the current of opiniondralret | have persisted because |

thought this was the right coursé® Nehru also wrote to Patel that ‘I do not think

227 Nehru to Menon, 28/11/1948, cited in S. Gopldwaharlal Nehru: A Biography, 1947-1956,
Volume TwdLondon, 1979), pp. 49-50.
228 etter from Nehru to Krishna Menon, 11/11/1948Giopal (ed.)SWJN, Volume,§. 253.
229 | etter from Nehru to Krishna Menon, 16/11/1948ikiidl., p. 255. Letter from Krishna Menon to
Attlee, 11/12/1948, PREM 8/1008 and Nehru to Attle#/12/1948, PREM 8/1008, copy of Eight
Points also found in Annex A, tdndia’s Future Relations with the CommonwealtNote by the
Prime Minister, 31/12/1948, CP (48) 309, CAB 129/31
230 Attlee to Nehru, No. 3322, 16/12/1948, PREM 8/1008
231 18/12/1948, Mackenzie, ‘An Old Dominion and theANEommonwealth: Canadian Policy on the
Question of India’s Membership, 1947-49', p. 92 avehrotra, ‘India and the Commonwealth’, in
Nanda (ed.)Indian Foreign Policy: The Nehru Years 33.
izz Letter from Krishna Menon to Cripps, 23/12/1948B-127/143.

Ibid.
234 | etter from Nehru to Cripps, 17/18/12/1948, CAB7I3. There is also a letter dated 17/12/1948
in CAB 127/143 which contains much the same argurasrihe slightly later letter, Menon uses the
plural ‘letters’ when communicating to Cripps tinet had received communications from Nehru, and
it is relatively clear that both letters were swith Krishna Menon's letter of a 23/12/1948, which
Moore fails to recognise ikaking the New Commonwealin 153.
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there is the least chance of our going further tvhat we said in London. To that
we are prepared to stick still, in spite of som@agition in our country?® Cripps

responded to Nehru assuring him that ‘we are shggdthis closely with Krishna and
are determined to find a solution that is satigfigcto all of us — if that be humanly

possible — and we must make it possibfa.’

Crucially, however, Krishna Menon emphasised thedré could be no
prospect of a twoier Commonwealth; India would either be fully in or completely
out of the Commonwealtii’ Already facing criticism for its advocacy of
membership, any hint of subordinate status or lthdih was entering an agreement
on anything but an equal footing would have furttieelled criticism. Nehru
remained under pressure throughout this processnsore that the conditions of
India’s membership would be acceptable to Congress; for this more than any other

case was the meeting of India’s external and damsgheres.

Stalemate continued after the rejection of NehEight Points until Gordon-
Walker came up with the seeds of a possible sedthenbased in part on earlier
suggestions by Mackenzie King and Am&R/He suggested that ‘we must start
again from the fact that India wants to be in trem@onwealth and all its other
members want to accept her into memberstifiCould we not base ourselves on a
Commonwealth relationship resting upon the will ament of all its members’, he
argued ‘this would give us a real link to startmfré?*° Similar ideas also came into
Cripps’ orbit through George Blaker, an old ICS d¢hawho argued that the link,

which was extant, was the ‘fundamental communitputfook...and a desire on the

235 | etter from Nehru to Patel, 12/1/1949 enclosinigeteto Menon dated 12/1/1949, in Das (ed.),
Sardar Patels Correspondence, 1945-50, Volume,\Wbreign Policy in Evolution-Constitution
Making-Political and Administrative Problemgp. 1-2.
3¢ Cripps to Nehru, 7/1/1949, CAB 127/143. Nehru soime laconically replied, ‘1 am anxious to
settle the Commonwealth issue as soon as possilblda not think that a legalistic approach tcsthi
problem is going to solve anything.’ Nehru to Cepf7/1/1949, CAB 127/143.
%7 Note of a Meeting at No. 10, Downing Street of“Z2ecember between the Prime Minister,
Chancellor of the Exchequer, Mr Krishna Menon and Mordon-Walker, PREM 8/1008, and
reported in C.R. (49) 1, 7/1/1949, PREM 8/1008.
2% 5ee MooreMaking the New Commonwealth 162.
239 “The Link with India’, 31/12/1948, Annex C tdndia’s Relations with the CommonweadltiNote
?4)(/) the Secretary of the Cabinet, CR (49) 1, 3/191 ®REM 8/1008.

Ibid.
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part of all the Dominions, to remain in the Commeaith.>** Could the King not
be both King of certain Dominions and the Presidefitthe Commonwealth
separately asked Blaké? Gordon-Walker set the ball rolling by meeting wih

receptive Krishna Menon in January 194%.

By early 1949 the British had rejected the notiofh & two-tier
Commonwealth, with India unable and unwilling tacept a Crown link and with
Commonwealth citizenry an insufficient link, commbistory and common will to
remain associated became cardinal facts of thécmimip.z““As such, the existence
of the Commonwealth as an entity would depend onfat#o international
recognition, and had to stand up to the scrutinthoke who would wish to legally
challenge the association and its economic polidMth the publication of India’s
constitution due in July and time running out, reiais were dispatched early in
1949 to prepare for a Commonwealth Prime MinistéMeeting in April 1949 to
attempt to settle the matter through dedicateds ZAfKThe results of these diplomatic
missions demonstrated an almost complete prefertmcilndia within rather than
India outside the Commonwealth, which resultedha final abandonment of a

Crown link for India?*®

Nehru’s frustration with Britain’s past legalis@pproach was betrayed in a
letter to Patel as he wrote that ‘the result iseljjkto be an inconclusive

conference®’ It was the strength of the links and the benéfite Nehru expected

241 <|ndia and the Commonwealth’, Note by George Bla&&/1949, sent to Cripps and forwarded to
Attlee, 6/1/1949, PREM 8/1008.

242 |bid.

243 précis of meeting with Krishna Menon on 4/1/19%&ed 5/1/1949, PREM 8/1008.

244 Mackenzie, ‘An Old Dominion and the New CommonweaCanadian Policy on the Question of
India’s Membership, 1947-49’, p. 93 and C.R (497/1/1949, PREM 8/1008.

243 Details of this in India’s Future Relations wittetCommonwealth, Note by the Prime Minister, CP
(49) 58, 14/3/1949, CAB 129/33, Annex “A” and “B"ere to be shared with the Commonwealth
PMs of Canada, Australia, New Zealand and SoutlicAfrbut not India. Annex “C”, discussed
below, contains the details of the Official Comeitton Commonwealth Relations (Working Party)
on the political and economic implications of Ingiamembership of the Commonwealth based on
three potentials: full member of Commonwealth withiink to the Crown, India as foreign state with
strong treaty links to the Commonwealth, last thatia becomes a foreign state with no treaty
relationship.

246 gecretary of State for Commonwealth Relationsh® Prime Minister, No. 42/49, 20/4/1949
‘India’s Foreign Policy and her Relation to the Goonwealth’, DO 121/23.

247 etter from Nehru to Patel, 14/3/1949, in Das YeBardar Patel's Correspondence, 1945-50,
Volume VIII, Foreign Policy in Evolution-Constitati Making-Political and Administrative Problems
pp. 2-3.
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to accrue that pushed him to seek a compromisdi@olthat satisfied India and
satisfied the Commonwealth. At the Conference, Neamaintained contact with
Patel and far from bemoaning the overly legalisBdtish approach Nehru
communicated the increasing flexibility of the Bit as opposed to some of the
other Dominions on the issue of the Head of the @omwealth. Through mutual
discussion the participants agreed on lidimembership to be legally clarified
through declarations of intent. Nehru sought toaeenthe independent phrase ‘Head
of Commonwealth’ from any declaration and agreeme&hich he argued the British
would have agreed® India’s final entry to the Commonwealth as a rdjputvas
made possible by Indian acquiescence to the rewogrihe King as the symbol of

the free association of Commonwealth membBé&rs.

Patel fully endorsed Nehru and his team’s effantd@ndon and confirmed
that India’s intention to become a fully sovereigpublic had not been betrayed,
writing to Nehru that ‘by recognition of the King &lead of Commonwealth as a
symbol of free association of its members we dodesbgate from that statuS°
Patel did, however, raise the concern of the otBeminions issuing a joint
statement, emphasising their common unity throdghGrown, on the basis that it
could give rise to the impression that India wasiferior class’ of membe?> On
the final draft of the Declaration Patel congratedaNehru, confirming his view that
‘our membership will be full and equal...our objeetihas been achieved and our
position as Indian Republic fully safeguarded’, déimid is how he presented it to the
Indian public in a press conference prior to Nehmeturn®>> The Commonwealth
was expanded and the Crown as the only link of@agon was broken as India

joined the Commonwealth as a Republic.

248 Cable from Nehru to Patel, 23/4/1949, in Das (eB3rdar Patel's Correspondence, 1945-50,
Volume VIII, Foreign Policy in Evolution-Constitati Making-Political and Administrative Problems
pp. 12-13.

4% For a longer term view of the idea of the KingHmad of the Commonwealth see the article by
Mclintyre, “A Formula May have to be Found” Irelandndia and the Headship of the
Commonwealth’.

20 patel to Nehru, 23/4/1949, in Das (edprdar Patel's Correspondence, 1945-50, Volume, VIII
Foreign Policy in Evolution-Constitution Making-Ratal and Administrative Problemg. 15.

21 patel to Krishna Menon for Nehru, 23/4/1949ibil., p. 15.

2 patel to Nehru, 27/4/1949, iibid., p. 23. SeeThe Statesman‘Commonwealth Decision
“Momentous™, 29/4/1949, p. 1. For the full decldom to the press see letter from Nehru to Patel,
26/4/1949, in Das (ed.fardar Patels Correspondence, 1945-50, Volume, \Rdreign Policy in
Evolution-Constitution Making-Political and Admitritive Problemsp. 21.
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The April meeting was in itself revealing for whadn be gleaned from the
closing conversations of the assembled leaders, hagidighted that Nehru was
acutely aware and anxious about the chaotic sitmati Southeast Asia. Nehru told
the other leaders that Commonwealth ‘co-operationldvbe determined, not by any
formal commitments accepted in advance, but byr thieindly and understanding
approach to common problenfs®Using the example of China, Nehru continued to
argue not for mutual assistance in the face ofesgon, but rather ‘policy must be
so directed as to appeal to the great masses pfe#moughout Asia who were not
committed to any particular ideology but were instate of unrest due to the
dissatisfaction with their conditions in 1if&* Nehru explained that ‘the problem for
Commonwealth countries was how to combine a pdlarypreventing war with
preparations adequate to ensure that, if war caney, were ready to meet it. It
would be disastrous if, by concentrating on theosdcobject, they frustrated the
first.”?° This, Nehru continued, was why he deprecated timm of power blocs
that led people to think in terms of war. Rathee Commonwealth ‘must develop,
and pursue, a positive policy for preventing wardAn Asia must take the form of
removing the condition which encouraged the grositbtommunism?2°® This line of
thinking not only directly correlates with the acwiprovided by Nehru on the

Malayan Emergency, but was the central philosohjridl the Colombo Plan.

Nehru laid down the gauntlet in the many ways & BErime Ministers’
Meeting, and utilising the ongoing Indonesian stisairgued that ‘it was vitally
important that the democratic countries should dihing at this stage which might
cause those people to look elsewhere for inspiratind assistancé>’ Nehru

evidently had an effect on his fellow Prime Ministeas Chiefly:

agreed with Pandit Nehru that the primary objec€ofmmonwealth policy
should be to create, in countries exposed to conshimfluence, social
conditions in which it would be impossible for commism to flourish. It
was by these methods that the advance of commumissh be checked. In
Asia certainly, and possibly in other countriesoalsiilitary strength was

3 pMM (49) 6, Meeting of the Prime Ministers, 27/848, CAB 133/89.
254 [|Ai
Ibid.
255 | pid.
256 |pid.
%7 |bid.
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not an effective weapon against communist encroachfrf

Nehru joined the Commonwealth, as can be seentinerabove entreaties to
fellow Prime Ministers, to advance Indian natiomaérests through the stabilisation
of the international arena. This was not so mucbtase of the Commonwealth
moderating India’s stance on colonialism in Soushessia, but rather of India
forwarding its own policy to the rest of the Commaalth. Membership of the
Commonwealth did not equate to a moderation ofaimgiolicy regarding Malaya, as
is argued elsewhere, as India already possessemlagydh policy that changed little
until Malaya became independent. Michael Brechgues that Indian membership
of the Commonwealth resulted in more restrainedictsim of British colonial
policies; S.N. Misra asserts that the Commonwealth link negatively affected India’s
positive goals whilst A.K. Banerji argues that iasvbecause Britain treated her
colonies humanely and India was a member of the rGmmvealth that saved her
from a scolding®® What this research proposes is that India was kgtiza more
influential in the shaping of Commonwealth and Bhtpolicy in Southeast Asia
than hitherto acknowledged. Nehru was in fact enftirefront of fighting the spread
of Communism; the aim was to increase the standard of living for the average Asian
as a precursor to improved political freedom, ahid dual approach served to
promote the cause of anti-colonialism, albeit sioamd through its effectiveness as
an anti-Communist measure. Nehru’'s advice on Malaga a microcosm of the
larger vision of an Asia free from Communism andeacting towards political
freedom and Commonwealth membership enabled him comtribute to
Commonwealth discussions on the topic. On a farenmeercantile note, Southeast

Asia was an area of increasing exports for India, @ population with higher living

258 |hid.

%9 Banerji,India and Britain, 1947-68: The Evolution of Postl@nial Relationsp. 261; Michael
Brecher,Nehru: A Political Biography(London, 1959), p. 581; Misra, India: The Cold War Yearp.
221; Charrier, ‘Britain, India and the Genesis of the Colombo PES¥5-52, pp. 342343; Sushil
Chandra Singh, ‘America, India and the Commonwé&alth Verinder Grover (ed.)International
Relations and Foreign Policy in India, Volume 5g@fr Britain, Commonwealth and India’'s Foreign
Policy (New Delhi, 1992), pp. 307-308. M.S. Rajan dismssclaims of “Undue Influence” arising
from India’s connection with the Commonwealth, ‘iménd the CommonwealthAustralian Journal
of Politics and Historyl2 (1966), p. 230. Maurice Zinkin and Taya ZinkBrjtain and India:
Requiem for EmpiréLondon, 1964) have an interesting take on thaeiss anti-colonialism making
the case the Nehru had a singularly important impadhe direction of British policies as a refit
his educating the British people.
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standards would be able to afford more India wevessipport India’s econonfy°

In the public domain the freedom of India’'s choie&s emphatically
reiterated throughout the Commonwealth debate; there was some discussion of the
positive advantages and benefits, but litle menid the economic or financial
necessities of the link and Nehru was eager toetlisgmours of ‘secret talk$®*
Nehru went so far as to tell the Associated Chamb&Commerce in Calcutta that
India was in an economically strong positi6ff.’ On his return from London, Nehru
was careful to present the benefits of memberdilger than the factors which made
it necessary; for example, he emphasised that ‘economically we are as independent
as independent nations can B&.These comments echoed those made a few days
earlier when Nehru told a press conference thaCiramonwealth will ‘co-operate
in building up...industry?®* Nehru focussed on what the Commonwealth added, not
took away, he focussed on the benefits rather tinamecessity of the decision, was
silent on the issue of the sterling balances, aad wonspicuously quiet on the

spread of Communism in Asia.

It was clear to me that whatever the advantagebtrbig of any association
with the Commonwealth or with any other group, riogke advantage,
however great, could be purchased by a singleadbtaur pledges being
given up, because no country can make progressaing fast and loose
with the principles which it has declar&d.

Nehru made this declaration to the Constituent Adde on 16 May 1949 as he
presented the Commonwealth Resolution. The existstgucture of the

Commonwealth, Nehru argued, with allegiance to thieg as the central

260 B N. Ganguli notes that India had to increase espia an attempt to balance here tradeja’s
Economic Relations with the Far Eastern and Pad@ountries in the Present Centu(@ombay,
1956), p. 45.

281 For rebuttal of ‘secret talks’ s@iéhe StatesmariNehru Defends London Agreement’, 4/5/1949, p.
1.

262 gpeech to the Associated Chambers of Commercesu®al 16/12/1946 The Statesman
17/12/1946, p. 3.

263 Nehru’s opening speech to the Constituent Assent8y5/1949, Volume VIII, last accessed
19/6/2010 orhttp://parliamentofindia.nic.in.ls/debates/debdtts/

264 Nehru to Press Conference, 11/5/1949, in S. G(gxh), Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru,
Second Series, Volume IMew Delhi, 1991), p. 308-314lso see ‘Benefits to India from the
Commonwealth: Pandit Nehru Explains New Relatigpisti2/5/1949 inThe Times of Indigp. 6 and
‘Nehru Defends London Agreement’, 11/5/1948¢ Statesmarp. 1.

265 Nehru's opening speech to the Constituent Assent8y5/1949, Volume VIII, last accessed
19/6/2010 orhttp://parliamentofindia.nic.in.ls/debates/debdtas/
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organisational concept, was mutually exclusive whke expressed intentions of
India to become a sovereign republic. The speecthisid on dispelling the fears of
members of the Assembly, namely that India wouldureendering some of its hard-

won sovereignty or autonomy to the Commonwealth.

In the days before the Assembly debate, Nehru tlsedactic of branding
critics, largely the Socialists, as reactionaried af being trapped in a groo%.In
doing so Nehru attempted to disarm his opponentsitfin employing the rhetoric of
the national interest, but this did not silenceicsi The breadth of criticism caused
Nehru to write to Cripps that ‘there has been séieree criticism from our socialist
friends and others which has distressed #feWith Nehru and Patel behind the
Resolution there was little chance of rejectiort, diojections and amendments were
nonetheless raised by Assembly members. With Psitéhg silently, Nehru
presented the Resolution and gave members twoehbised on the fact that it was
an international agreement and so not open to icevisaccept or rejeéf?
Emphasising the choice between either acceptanogjemtion was part of an effort
to base the vote on Nehru's personal prestige afildence, which echoed his
opening words: ‘Nevertheless when | went, | cartieid great responsibility and |
felt the burden of it. 1 had able colleagues to iselvme, but | was the sole
representative of India and in a sense that futfiledia for the moment was in my
keeping.?®® There was fierce criticism and amendments wesedaieven though, as
H.V. Kamath (Forward Bloc) told the Assembly, thiegd been faced with a ‘fait
accompli’.270 Damodar Swarup Seth, moreover, accused Nehru whdndacted
beyond his authority’ and that he should have ‘mémdeDeclaration he gave at the
London Conference after the Constituent Assemblid Harmally accepted
it...thereby he virtually agreed to keep India a memaf the Commonwealtf™

Contrary to Pavadya’s assertion, not all membershefAssembly supported the

266 ‘Benefits to India from the Commonwealth: Pandéhku Explains New Relationship’, 12/5/1949
in The Times of Indig. 6.

267 Nehru to Cripps, 8/5/1949, in Gopal (e®)VJIN, Volume 1p. 304.

268 The UKHC reported that Patel remained silent tghmut the debate, Appendix 1 to Telegram No.
20, Nye to CRO, 15/6/1949, CAB 21/1824.

269 Nehru's opening speech to the Constituent Assentt8y5/1949, Volume VIII, last accessed
19/6/2010 orhttp://parliamentofindia.nic.in.ls/debates/debdtas/

270 ghri H.V. Kamath, Constituent Assembly of Indiabiaee, Response to Nehru, 16/5/194bid.

271 Shri Damodar Swarup Seth, Constituent Assemblydifs Debate, Response to Nehru, 16/5/1949
in ibid.

154




Commonwealth

decision and remained uneasy about formalising aledrelationship with its
incorrigible old colonial master and the imperigéisCommonwealth, particularly in

light of the situation in Malaya:

| feel that British imperialism goes its own waydatwill not be deflected
no matter what we do to try to cajole it or to wirover. It has its own
purpose. | am surprised that our Prime Ministerpwhrespected all over
the world for his idealism sometimes forgets theisgple things."2

Shibban Lal Saksena continued that ‘the executibGanapathy and the
refusal to commute the death sentence on Sambagiviualaya in spite of the
representations of the Indian Government clearbwsthat India cannot derive any
advantage from the membership of the Commonwealththat Britain and other
members of the Commonwealth cannot give up theipehmalist and racial
policies.?”® Association with British imperialism was also subeed by larger
accusations of joining the Anglo-American bloc: ‘Byning the Commonwealth
Shibban Lal Saksena respondeae are joining the third world war on the Anglo-
American side against Russia. That is why | am songly opposed to this

motion.?"*

Further calls were made to reject, or amend, theomdased on several key
themes: that it called into question India’s sovereignty; that it implied obligations
that fundamentally altered India’s neutral stantehie world and that could propel
India into the Western bloc and thus war; and that the Commonwealth was
unrelentingly racist and imperialistic in outlod&hibban Lal Saksena’s motion for
amendment, which sought to defer the decision affiir the Constitution had been
written and new elections based on a universalchize had taken place, was
defeated comfortably, but not without exposing Néhrdecision to a severe
mauling®’® There was fierce opposition to the Commonwealthvenaobut its

necessity was accepted by Congress high commauddthandecision was pushed

272 ghibban Lal Saksena, Response to Nehru, 16/5ih98f.

273 |bid. The Malayan Emergency and the cases of both Gémamnd Sambasivam, two Indians
involved in Malaya, are examined in the next chapte

2" bid.

275 5eeibid. The Times of Indiaeported that Saksena’s motion amendment was téefe®emand
for Division Fails’, 17/5/1949, p. 9; ‘Constituent Assembly Ratifies Commonwealth Agreement’,
17/5/1949, The Times of Indiap. 1; and ‘India ratifies London Declaration’, 18/5/1949, The
Statesmanp. 1.
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through using the personal prestige and influerfcddediru. Some two week’s later
the All-India Congress Committee met at Dehra Dod approved by ‘a very large

majority’ the Commonwealth decisiGf’

Conclusions

Nehru and the G.O.l. remained under pressure Aptil/May 1949 in their
efforts to find an acceptable formula by which lndbuld enter the Commonwealth,
and it is was by no means clear at the end of 1848this would be possible. The
continued efforts of both sides reflected the intgmace of the link. Once again, the
G.O.1. engaged in deft political window-dressingonaler to join the Commonwealth
on its own terms, gain benefits from membership prasent to the world that its
foreign policy principles remained unaltered. Wtiet G.O.I. failed to mention was
the combination of factors that pressed India piiosuing membership. This work
has avoided assigning reward to any one archifettteonew Commonwealth as no
one individual determined the course of events, made Commonwealth
membership possible. Rather it was a process thatlvied several countries in

continual debate.

This chapter contributes to the existing historégdry through its analysis of
the sterling balances and demonstrates how thendedawere involved in the
process of India’s position within both the StegliArea and the Commonwealth.
The balances were not mentioned, or lauded, asefiben order to avoid criticism.
Britain used the sterling balance negotiationsamanstrate to India the benefits of
association despite a parlous economic situatimialrecognised and exploited the
political side of the balances, but also recognibedi their economic situation left no

other choice but adherence and compounded theiofeancellation.

The public rhetoric espoused by the G.O.l. was dbase the benefits, not

necessityof the decision; this was independence added to and not taken d\uaye

278 Nehru to his Chief Ministers, 3/6/1949, in Partrashi (ed.)Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief
Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume 1, 1947-194®. 354-367 and also in Gop&WJN, Volume 11p.
280. The UKHC reported that the Resolution was gésy 227 votes to 6, OPDOM No. 21, for the
Period 19/5/1949 to 26/5/1949, DO 133/91.
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was quite strong opposition to India’s continuirsg@ciation with the UK, and much
of the public rhetoric employed was designed toamhis criticisms of Indian
membership. India’s sovereignty was sacrosanct Bligpuopinion would allow
nothing that even remotely resembled continued datiin or monarchical
connection with the UK. The entire performance méaging India’s entry had to be

done with all of the participants as equals.

India immediately set about actively using the Cammealth as a forum to
push for action against the root causes of CommumsAsia. As argued throughout
the thesis, this was composed of two parts: raidiamg standards through
development and national freedom through decoltinisawhich for Nehru were
essential components of the same solution. Whiadiider to detect is the extent to
which Nehru exploited the menace of internationam@unism to secure both
development funds for itself and Asia and for farthg its aim of the dissolution of
European empires. Nehru certainly feared the advaicCommunism and took
steps to counter it, but his answer to the threzdtip pushed two of his key

objectives of economic development and nationadoen.

Indian membership of the Commonwealth softeneddertain extent Indian
anti-colonial attacks on the UK, but the connecti®reeper than it at first seems
and was not a simple causal relationship. Memberdid not mean instant quiet,
and India failed to criticise British actions inuleast Asia for pre-exisiting reasons
of national interest, which in turn help to explaiumat she hoped to get from the
Commonwealth. Membership of the Commonwealth didautomatically translate
into a softening of India’s position. Rather, amgftening and membership of the
Commonwealth should be seen as part of the sammesgoof a moderation in
Nehru's appreciation of India’s position in light the volatility of the world

situation.

India did not join for basic economic needs ala®these could on a basic
level be served by remaining in the Sterling Ardmyt rather because the
Commonwealth served other needs too: namely asrwanfdor discussion on
international affairs, and by providing safety framternational isolation. India’s
financial and economic problems dictated that shd b shared interest in the
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strength of sterling, and more widely the systerftommonwealth co-operation that
supported and regulated the Sterling Area. Indimves towards this stance were
demonstrated by the Sterling Balance agreementuafnmger 1948, and their

increasing willingness to cut their dollar defitif.Access to the goods exchanged
for the commensurate writing down of India’s staglibalances helped to ease the
shortage of goods caused by war and partitionjratutn helped to dampen rampant
post-war inflationary tendencié& Entry was thus determined by a combination of
pressing concerns which precipitated an associatitinthe Commonwealth. India

joined both out of the necessity of its coloni@dey and out of a desire to further its
own national interests, both economically and tgloinfluencing Commonwealth

economic and international policies.

2’7 see ‘The Financial Consequences of a Change im’$n@onstitutional Position’, Memorandum
by the Treasury for the Official Committee on Commwealth Relations, GEN 276/2, 16/2/1949,
CAB 130/45.

28 W.F. Rivers argues that shortages not only cabgethe war but by the division of the country,
‘The Position of Foreign Business in India Tod&&cific Affairs28 (1955), p. 26.
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5) Indian Foreign Policy, the Malayan Emergency and
Regional Stability

As South East Asia Command attempted to stabitiserégion from Burma
to Singapore at the close of Pacific War, both Engch and French took steps to
recover their colonial possessions in Southeast. A%r these actions, the Dutch and
French governments earned themselves a severeriogn$tom Nehru, both as
leader of the Interim Government from September6184d as Prime Minister.
India, therefore, emerged on the world stage imtlbaths before independence in a
mood of defiant anti-colonialism. Throughout 194iidathe first half of 1948,
colonial tensions in South and Southeast Asia, a@gged by the increasing
polarisation of the Cold War, exploded into a sseoé Communist-inspired uprisings
and rebellions along the great crescent from Buoridalaya and SingaporeThese
uprisings posed myriad questions for India’s nasdereign policy, especially the

Malayan Emergency.

The swift Japanese advance into Burma and therirabader regions in the
Second World War sharply reminded India that, agae of the great arc from
Calcutta to Indonesia through Singapore, Malayaessnted a key strategic point
for the defence of its North-Eastern bordeMiith the decolonisation of India,
Malaya became by far the most economically valuallé strategically important
British colony East of Suez. Through its triangutade relationship, Malaya sold its
rubber and tin to the US in exchange for dollarsictv contributed to the reserves of
the Sterling Area dollar pool from which India dréts foreign exchange reserves.
With dollars so scarce in the immediate post-waioge Britain was committed to

doing all that it could to return to imperial casitof Malaya in order to ensure the

! See Christopher Bayly and Timothy Harpefsrgotten Wars: The End of Britais Asian Empire
(London, 2007), which can be read in conjunctiothwTimothy HarperThe End of Empire and the
Making of Malaya(Cambridge, 1999) and also see A.J. Stockwigtiperialism and Nationalism in
South-East Asia in Judith M. Brown and Wm. Roger Louis (edBpe Oxford History of the British
Empire: Volume 1V, The Twentieth Cent@xford, 1999), pp. 465-79. For an incisive andaise
analysis of the Second World War in Asia see, G@bpiser Bayly and Timothy HarpeForgotten
Armies: Britain's Asian Empire and the War with Japdmndon, 2005).

2 see Tilman RemmeBritain and Regional Cooperation in South-East Asl845-49 (London,
1995), p. 97.
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viability of the Sterling Ared. Malaya, however, erupted into an anti-colonial
uprising organised by the Chinese-dominated Mal&@mmunist Party (MCP), and
by the summer of 1948 ‘Malaya slipped inexorably iarmed conflict between the
forces of the state and the supporters of the M@Ritain reacted swiftly to the
threat and deployed over 40,000 troops to commatMICP whilst simultaneously

crafting a security state underpinned by emergeeagylations of sweeping power.

Britain initially feared that their actions in Mg would earn them a
scolding like the French and Dutch, but the G.@ads surprisingly taciturn in its
reactions to the Emergency. Contrary to BritishrdedNehru was reticent as it
became increasingly clear to him that Malaya haoetbield as it was part of a wider
regional phenomenon, and took the opportunity wsedBritain on how to remedy
the situation through improving the living and wioidk standards of the average
man. This advice was not confined to Malaya aldng,represented part of Nehru’s
solution to the advance of Communism in Asia: reenthe grievances on which it
fed.

The G.O.l. came to view the situation as a marafest of the larger
regional phenomenon of the advance of Communismeradidhe more real by the
continuing victories of the Chinese Communist Ralrgia’s reaction was further
determined by its own legacies of colonialism ia form a large Indian population
in Malaya and India’s reliance on the Sterling Ar8de nature of the threat
influenced India’s reaction as the spectre of Comisma threatened not only Malaya
but the immediate and future stability of a demticr&outheast Asia. The G.O.l.’s
reaction to the Emergency was thus influenced lrgrsé interconnected factors, the
combination of which demonstrates the complex adgon of material and

ideological policy determinants in Indian foreigolipy decision-making.

The economics of the Sterling Area and Indian dgwekent dictated that a

Sandrew J. Rotter:The Triangular Route to Vietnam: The United Stat&®at Britain and South East
Asia 1945-50, International History Review@ (1984), p. 55-57.

4 peter LoweContending with Nationalism: British Policy towar@®utheast Asia, 1945-6&lobal
Conflict and Security since 194bondon, 2009), p. 42.

® By 1950, the British has allocated 50,000 Bri#isimy and Gurkha troops to the fight the MCP, see
Philip Deery, ‘Malaya, 1948: Britain’s Asian Coldan?’Journal of Cold War Studie% (2007), p. 31.
For details of British troop deployments during tEenergency see, Karl Haclhefence and
Decolonisation in Southeast Asia: Britain, Malay@daSingapore, 1941-196&®ichmond, 2001).
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stable Malaya that continued to provide the ligtiare of dollars to the shared pool
was not only a priority, but a necessity for Indi@eonomic recovery and
development. Malaya, moreover, lay at a stratelgicatial junction of the Straits of
Malacca, ‘one of the world’s greatest arteries oéamic trade that separates the
Indian Ocean form the South China SeéMalaya also flanked the vitally important

harbour of Singapore, which was the centre of &ripower in Southeast Asia.

The overall stability of the region was threateney the spread of
Communism. Southeast Asia represented a key ard®e aforld for India, and the
spectre of expansionary Communism threatened tlseena links - economic,
cultural and political - between India and the oegiAs outlined by Nehru for the
Indian Delegation to the UN General Assembly int8ejper 1948 ‘we [India] are
most intimately connected with South East Asia amdshould therefore develop

these contacts as much as possible.’

The continued advance of the Chinese Communisy Ra@hina also had an
impact on the G.O.l. appreciation of both the MalayEmergency and its place
within the larger machinations of Communism in eaist Asia as Nehru’s at times
vehement anti-colonialism was tempered by his &a Southeast Asia dominated
by Communism. Dissecting the origins of the Malayamergency is outside the
scope of this thesis, but importantly at the timeia viewed it as part of the general
progress of Communism across Asia. Historiographitebate continues on the
origins of the crisis, but what is clear is thathin the context of other uprisings in
Asia, and with the victories of the Communists YantChina, it was considered by
India and Britain as all the more important to reivCommunist control of Malaya

and the surrounding arefés it looked increasingly likely that the Commusis

® Bayly and HarperForgotten Warsp. 8 and also see Michael Leifénternational Straits of the
World: Malacca, Singapore and Indonegisiphen aan den Rijn, 1978).

’ “Basic Principles: Guidelines for Upcoming Unitéthtions General Assembly’, 12/9/1948 in S.
Gopal (ed.)Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Séftame 7(New Delhi, 1988), p. 609.

8 There are three articles that concisely discussivelopment of the historiography of the Malayan
Emergency, see Deery, ‘Malaya, 1948: Britain's Asi@old War? Karl Hack, ““lron Claws on
Malaya”: The Historiography of the Malayan Emerggndournal of Southeast Asian Studig8
(1999), pp. 99-125 andrhe Origins of the Asian Cold War: Malaya 1948ournal of Southeast
Asian StudieA0 (2009), pp. 471-96. The ‘Communist Plot’ orhodox line follows that at the
Calcutta Conference in February 1948 in Calculta,Gommunist Party of Soviet Russia transmitted
orders to the MCP, amongst others, to take up dfarsexamples see lan Morrison, ‘The Communist
Uprising in Malaya’,Far Eastern Surve\l7 (1948), pp. 2828; Virginia Thompson and Richard
Aldoff, The Left Wing in Southeast Agidew York, 1950); Victor Purcell, Malaya: Communist or
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would win, Nehru wrote that ‘as China is in a stefalisintegration, there is little
threat to its neighbours for some time to come, vt is likely to happen is that
Communist Parties in other countries will be greahcouraged” Malaya, with
over two million Chinese was an obvious exampléidis China policy was not, as
argued by some, based on a naive assumption thadmmunist giant posed no
threat, but that the best way to counter that thveas through engagement and
inclusion in international and regional affaiPsAn expansionist Communist threat

was not welcomed and the only immediate alternatv@ritish control was Chinese

Free? (Stanford, 1954); M.R. Masani, The Communist Party of India: A Short Histdfyew York,
1954); Harry Miller, The Communist Menace in Malaydlew York, 1955) and J.H. Brimmell,
Malayan Communist Party: A Short Histofyingapore, 1956); Frank Trager, Marxism in Southeast
Asia: A Study of Four CountrigSStanford, 1965); Richard L. Clutterbuck, The Long Long War:
Counterinsurgency in Malaya and Vietngiew York, 1966) and more recently see, Roberkslat,
The Malayan Emergency: The Commonwealth's War 19865 (London, 1991). This orthodox view
was progressively challenged as early as 1958 lilf RuMcVey, The Calcutta Conference and the
Southeast Asian Uprising$thaca, 1958) who emphasises that Malaya was@yreinstable before
Calcutta and that Calcutta was only a part of agmhdissemination of the change in the internation
communist line. Anthony Short continued to questio® orthodoxy by questioning how far the MCP
planned revolt and how far British repression dr@xents, seéfhe Communist Insurrection in
Malaya, 1948-6Q(London, 1975). As Hack argues in a review of DeeiMalaya, 1948: Britain's
Asian Cold War?’, by the 1980s to 1990s authorshsae Richard Stubb$jearts and Minds in
Guerrilla Warfare: The Malayan Emergency, 1948-19&ihgapore, 1989) and A.J. StockwetiA
widespread and long-concocted plot to overthrowegoment in Malaya™ The Origins of the
Malayan EmergencyJournal of Imperial and Commonwealth Hist®@¥ (1993), pp. 66-88 favoured
complex and multi-causal explanations based onisBriactions, MCP actions and international
events, see H-Diplo Review Article, ‘Karl Hack on hiip Deery’, http://www.h-
net.org/~diplo/reviews/PDF/Hack-Deery.pgf 3. For Harper, the impetus came from pressorthe
MCP’s main support, rural Chinese as violence flava the forest fringe where the state was trying
to push them off of ecologically valuable or Mal@gserved lands. In Harper’s view both the MCP
and the government were responding to pressuresisdow, see Harpefhe End of Empire and the
Making of Malaya pp. 94-148. Deery argues a similar line to Haiipehat action in Malaya was a
conjunction between international trends and doimgsessures, sedalaya, 1948: Britaits Asian
Cold War?, p. 48. Also see the recent special issue ofJthenal of Southeast Asian Studfesm
October 2009: Geoff Wade, ‘The Beginnings of a ‘@C&ar’ in Southeast Asia: British and
Australian PerceptionsJournal of Southeast Asian Studi&® (2009), pp. 54365; Karl Hack and
Geoff Wade, ‘The Origins of the Southeast AsiandGWar’, Journal of Southeast Asian Studi&s
(2009), pp. 44448; Karl Hack, ‘The Origins of the Asian Cold War: Mgéa 1948’, Journal of
Southeast Asian Studid® (2009), pp. 471-496 and crucially in termsta@ tirections issues by the
Soviet Union at the Calcutta Conference see L&fsaova, ‘Did the Soviet Union Instruct Southeast
Asian Communists to Revolt? New Russian EvidencéhenCalcutta Youth Conference of February
1948, Journal of Southeast Asian Studi#s(2009), pp. 449-469.

® G. Parthasarathi (edJawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief Ministers, 194964, Volume 1, 1947-
1949(New Delhi, 1985), Letter 39, 17/1/1949, p. 261.

% For an account that follows the line of Nehru'duiee to view China as a threat based on the
subsequent war between the two nations see tlatracticle by Sameer Suryakant Patil, ‘India’s
China Policy in the 1950s: Threat Perceptions aaldies’ South Asian Survel4d (2007), pp. 283-
301. Neville Maxwell'sindia’s China War(London, 1972) is a must read account that debtims
myth that India was the victim of unprovoked Chimesggression. Hsiao-Ting Lin, Boundary,
Sovereignty, and Imagination: Reconsidering thenfieo Disputes between British India and
Republican China, 1914-47Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth Hista3® (2004), pp. 25-47.
Also see chapters on Colombo and on Gurkhas foeraorindia’s reaction to Communist vicory in
China.
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domination of Malaya.

In addition, Malaya was home to approximately 500,0ndians, few of
whom had Malayan citizenship.It is partly through examining the experiences of
two of these men, Ganapathy and Sambasivam, andiritre they casued in India,
that this chapter sheds light of India’s foreigrigpo These two men exposed the
tensions in India’s policies in Southeast Asia dhd extent to which the G.O.l
listened to public opinion. A direct result of laténeteenth-century imperialism,
these Indians contributed a large proportion of /dage labourers on rubber
plantations'? Overseas Indians were a constant reminder of d@onial past and
large numbers of Indians overseas was at odds Matwu’s efforts to create an
Indian state bounded by the territory India inlegtifrom the Raj. This issue was
also one that a large number of Indians in Indialddémmediately identify with and
the treatment of Indians abroad was one of therettananifestations of the ills of
imperialism. The treatment of Indians in Malayaaagart of the Emergency further
heightened attention to the conditions of Indiafsoad. The continuance of
egregious working conditions and the treatment mdidns in British colonial
repressions was equated by many in both the pressha opposition as a betrayal
of the independence strugdgfeThe communal dimension of Malaya provides an
additional reason why Nehru was willing to affortgetBritish time in Malaya.
Nehru’s own domestic experience, as he attemptetbrige an Indian national
identity, influenced his appreciation of Malaya atiet need to forge a Malay
nationality from the disparate identities of the ld&, Chinese and Indians. As the
Monthly Foreign Affairs Departmental Meeting minsiteoted ‘it does not appear as

if a solution of the Malayan problem would be ob&l by accelerating the pace of

" The Secretary of State for the Colonies stateddta population as approximately 5,800,000, with
2,200,000 as Malays, 2,600,000 as Chinese and @BD@® Indians, figures in CP (48) 171, 1/7/1948,
in CAB 129/28. The 1931 census gave the followiiggires, total population: 5,849,000, comprised
of 44.4% Malays (2,596,956), 39.2% Chinese (2,2%,814.3% Indians (836,407) and 2.1%
(122,829) others, cited in A.J. StockwelBritish Imperial Policy and Decolonisation in Matgy
1942-52, Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth Histoby (1984), pp. 68-87. For very similar
figures see Ton That Thiemdia and South East Asia, 1947-1960: A Study dfals Foreign Policy
towards the South East Asian Countries in the Reli847-1960Geneva, 1963), p. 227. G.O.l. put
the number of Indians in Malaya at 691,431 out tftal of 5,888,587 in mid-1954, Monthly Report
for period from 16/7/1954-15/8/1954, MR-8/55, Ale. 39-R&I1/55, NAI.

2 Tin mines were largely a Chinese concern.

13 Opposition in this case does not refer to anyciaffiParliamentary opposition as the Constituent
Assembly served as a parliament until 1951 and wearwhelmingly composed of Congress
members.
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self-government as the racial conflicts involved arery far-reaching in their
character**

The issue of India’s anti-colonial credentials vimgher complicated by the
ambiguity of the struggle in Malaya: the MCP wa€@mmunist party fighting for
national freedom from a colonial occupier. In a evidegional framework, India had
two intimately linked aims in Southeast Asia, thel ef European colonialism and
preventing the spread of Communism, both of whiiched to provide stability in
the region. The end of European colonialism, thiotige granting of independence
to national states, held the answer to preventegspread of Communism as far as
J.A. Thivy, the Indian Representative in Malayaswancerned Nehru shared this
broad appreciation and argued that nationalismyigemationalism, was the answer

to the Communist menacg.

Malaya fell somewhere between the lines of thisuargnt: a colonial
territory under Communist assault, but the only posapable of maintaining order
and establishing a national state was a colonialepoFor Nehru the choice was
clear: allow Britain to restore law and order in I8a whilst simultaneously
progressing the territory towards self-governmeint, part through economic
development. This approach remained the prefemedah position until at least
1956 when in his annual report on the UK the Indiagh Commissioner reported
positively that: ‘In Malaya British forces are aehing gratifying success in ridding
the jungles of the terrorist bands. But simultarsipusignificant steps were also
taken towards responsible self-governméhtNehru’'s approach of helping the
British stabilise Malaya and then decolonising atdimwell with Britain’s own
developing policy for the region, based in partlodia’s input, which involved a
gradual transfer of power to responsible, indepehdeccessor states who would

then maintain collaboration with the Wét.

4 Resume of the Third Monthly Foreign Affairs Depaental Meeting, 26/4/1951, File No. 21-9/51-
UK, NAI.

15 J.A. Thivy to S. Dutt (MoEA), 20/4/1949, in FiledN103-C.J.K/49, NAI.

16 For an example see the letter from Nehru to LBuilbert, Editor of Corps Diplomatique (Paris),
29/9/1948, in Gopal (ed.3WJN, Volume, . 618.

7 Annual Political Report from High Commissionerlotlia, London, D1515-UK/56, 4/4/1956, File
No. 14-14/56-UK, NAL.

18 Bevin explained it thus ‘Since the end of the vifag, policy of His Majesty’'s Government in South
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In order to satisfy a number of competing claimsitsnforeign policy, the
G.O.I. followed a policy of ‘keeping quiet’ both swoid any embarrassment to itself
from a doubting public and to Britain in its efferto quell the MCP and secure
stability in Southeast Asia more widely. With itslipy decided, India kept quiet and
avoided drawing attention to an ambiguous situatldowever, with the arrest of
two men of Indian origin, Ganapathy and SambasivanMalaya in 1948/1949, an
incredulous Constituent Assembly, press, politigaponents and public forced the
issue of Malaya into the political limelight as thieention of India was also focussed
on Nehru’s negotiation of Indian membership inte @ommonwealth. Through the

cases of these two men it is possible to furtharmemre the exercise of Indian foreign

policy.

There is, however, little in the current historiaghy of Indian foreign policy
on the Malayan Emergency; many of the accounts that do examine the Emergency
do so in passing and as part of a general sweégeafountries where the influence
of Communism was making itself felt. For examplee tndian Council of World
Affairs 1950's series on India’s neighbours fails tevote any time to the
Emergency® The case of Malaya, however, reveals many intigsam the Indian
world view that make for a more nuanced and morelyi grained picture of Indian
foreign policy in the early post-independence yealgere are two broad strands of
thought within the existing literature on India&saction to Malaya: one asserts that
Nehru did not view the MCP as a legitimate natimtglarty, for example works by
S.N. Misra and D.R. SarDesdi.The second strand proposes that criticism was
restrained due to the fact that Britain was theowil power and India a
Commonwealth member. Brecher argues that Indian beeship of the

Commonwealth resulted in more restrained criticanBritish colonial policies and

and South-East Asia has been to encourage theinlaggt aspirations of the that area for
independence...That the policy has been the righttbaee can be no doubt, and our support of
nationalism in South and South-East Asia provitiesest possible counter to Communist subversion
and penetration’, ‘Review of the International &tion in Asia in the Light of the Korean Conflict’,
CP (50) 200, 30/8/1950, CAB 129/41.

19 Nedyam Raghavarndia and Malaya: A StudyBombay, 1954). Raghavan was not only former
President of the Central Indian Association in Malabut the book was commissioned by the Indian
Council of World Affairs and was part of tihedia and Her Neighbourseries.

20 5 N Misra,India: The Cold War YeargNew Delhi, 1994), p. 171 and D.R. SarDeshidia and
South-East Asia in B.R Nanda (ed.)indian Foreign Policy: The Nehru Yeaf®dew Delhi and
London, 1990), p. 83. Also see Anita Inder Singhowirites that despite its anti-colonialism, India
described the Malayans as terrorists and banditgaAnder SinghThe Limits of British Influence:
South Asia and the Anglo-American Relationship,748@(London, 1993), p. 49.
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Banerji suggests that it was the humane treatmérteo colonies and India’s
membership of the Commonwealth that saved Briteamfcensuré! This chapter
demonstrates that both these strands help expidiarl policy and that, as argued in
the previous chapter, Commonwealth membership ad@d’s Malaya policy were
both part of a realisation of the danger of milit@ommunism rather than Nehru’s

restraint resulting from India’s Commonwealth menshé.

Two works of note that deserve attention are thafs&on That Thien and
Hugh Tinker. Thien’s 1963 chapter on Malaya is a most perceptive account;
however, there was little use of primary sourceemals and the work suffers for
this absencé Moreover, the major weakness of Thien's work it the argues that
Nehru paid little heed to public opinion, whichl$atio acknowledge the impact that a
broad definition of public opinion did have on tBeO.1.> Tinker’s work is more
concerned with the changing fate of those Indidmmead rather than an exposition of
Indian foreign relations, but nevertheless offemg of the few sustained pieces of
research into Indians in MalagaTinker’s research, however, does not take into
account the context of the Cold War, or India'sefgn policy. This research
redresses the problems with the existing literatwtech fails to pay adequate
attention to the Emergency in its own right, andekploring the implications for
both India’s actions in Southeast Asia more widalg the Indo-British relationship.

This chapter employs primary source materials fbmth the G.O.1., the first
time that such sources have been used, and frolwusagovernmental departments
in the UK to examine the initial Indian reactions to the Malayan Emergency; how the
G.O.l. perceived the Malayan Emergency in termgabnialism and Communist
expansion; how India’s interests came under threat; and how the government dealt

with Indians involved in the Emergency in respotseublic outcries. This work

2L AK. Baneriji, India and Britain, 1947-68: The Evolution of Posti@nial Relations(Calcutta,
1977), p. 261; Michael Brecher, Nehru: A Political Biography(London, 1959), p. 581 and Misra,
India: The Cold War YeartNew Delhi, 1994), p. 221. In the wake of the 1968o-Pakistani War,
M.S. Rajan analysed the varying calls for Indideave the Commonwealth during which he noted
that critics ‘believe that India has been “soft” British colonial policies and actions in the past-
Malaya, Kenya, British Guiana and Cyprus’, ‘Indiadathe Commonwealth/Australian Journal of
Politics and Historyl2 (1966), p. 230.

2 Thien,India and South East Asia, 1947-1960

2 |bid., p. 250.

24 Hugh Tinker,Separate and Unequal: India and the Indians in Brgish Commonwealth, 1920-
1950(London, 1976).
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will also further understanding of the place of Ma within the international scene
of Southeast Asia and the Cold War.

First of all, the chapter provides some contexttlom connections between
India and Malaya, both because they are vitallyartgnt and because they have
been so rarely documented elsewhere. The analyithen move to examine the
initial reactions of the G.O.l. and how these fitoi the rhetoric of Indiz foreign
policy. The chapter will continue to examine thees of two prominent Indians in
Malaya and their treatment under the Emergency R#&gos and assess the

relationship between G.O.l. actions and Indian joulgbinion.
India’s Economic Interests in Malaya: The Sterling Balanes

Despite the relative modesty of the size of th@dngopulation and the fact
that the majority of Indians in Malaya undertoolskiied plantation labour, India’s
economic interests in Malaya were considerablevesig a direct legacy of British
imperialism. Moreover, with the coming of independe, India sought to strengthen
both political and economic ties with Southeasta&3iThe chettiars (chettyars) of
southern India that had made their living in Maldngal substatial holdings; it was
estimated that Indians owned some 150,000 acresbiifer plantations valued at
some 450,000 tgits dollars; paddy fields valued at some 5,000,000 dollars; land
worth some 30,000,000 dollars in addition to shaamad securities worth some
200lakhs. All in all the sum invested by this orect®n of the population was
estimated at 15.5 crores of rupé&#s Attlee told the Cabinet when discussing

India’s interests in the Commonwealth, ‘Indians..dasubstantial interests in

25 Remme Britain and Regional Cooperation in Southeast A§@45-49 p. 97.

26 Telegram No. 1/30 from Singapore to Delhi, 22/28.9File No. 12(3)-R&I/49, NAI. Also see the
following table ownership of Rubber Estates in Mala 1931-1957, from Nicholas J. White,
Business, Government and the End of Empire: Mald942-1957Oxford, 1996), p. 299.

% of Total Rubber Estates % of Total Estate Acreage
Yeal Europear Chinese Indians and othe  Europear Chinesi Indians anc
others
1931 424 42.4 15.2 75.9 16.9 7.2
1947 39.2 41.1 19.7 74.5 17.1 8.4
195¢  28.7 50.C 21.: 69.€ 22.¢ 7.6
1957 24.1 52.9 23.0 65.7 24.5 9.8
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British colonial territories...There are large Indi@emmunities in...Malaya’ in
addition ‘large trading interests are also carwedby Indian citizens who are not
domiciled there®” Remittances from Malaya also benefitted Indiasnemy to the
tune of 10 million rupees annually (approximate®3million)® India’s trade with
Malaya was on the increase, reaching 15,804,11&t$Stdollars in January 1950
whilst Indian imports stood at only 5,293,795 staiollars, which made Malaya an
important market for an expanding Indian exporti¢raBy early 1950, India was the
largest supplier of textile goods to Malaya andttiied largest supplier of goods of

all types®

The Southeast Asian region as a whole was an aitegid dynamic part of
the pre-war global trading network, and it was inapige that this position was
restored with the cessation of hostilities in 19%be area produced a vast array of
commodities for international markets, and Singepfarcilitated a huge entrepot
trade. Food, in the form of rice, was the foremasstential commodity that the area
produced and exported, excluding Malaya which waetimporter. Without this
supply, the entire region of South and Southeast Aaced food shortages and
eventually famine, which was a real prospect immedy following the cessation of
the war® A bewildering array of essential commodities fapert also came from
the region: copra, coconut oil, sugar, teakwoodfeeo quinine, oil, tin, iron ore and
bauxite®* The British Foreign Office added jute, wolfram,raime and, of vital
importance, ‘virtually all of the tea in the wort®mes from Asia> The increasing

oil production in Borneo and Sarawak, moreovernpsed to save precious dollars

27 Annex “C”, ‘India’s Future Relations with the Commonwealth, lications for Commonwealth
Countrie$, Memorandum by the Prime Minister, CP (49) 58 314349, CAB 129/33.

% gee Thien)ndia and South East Asia, 1947-1960 227 and B.N. Gangulindia's Economic
Relations with the Far Eastern and Pacific Courgrie the Present Centu@ombay, 1956), pp. 73-
74.

% Report 16/2/1950-15/3/1950, Ref. No. 1-3/50-PS3/4®50, File No. 55-R&I/50, NAI. Also see
the work by Ganguli, which is remains one of fewt$eto examine India’s economic relations with
the Far East throughout the period under questiahia’s Economic Relations with the Far Eastern
and Pacific Countries in the Present Cent{Bpmbay, 1956).

%0 For details of the food crisis in the region séicholas Tarling, “Some Rather Nebulous
Capacity”: Lord Killearn's Appointment in Southedstia’, Modern Asian Studie?0 (1986), pp. 559-
600.

%1 Thien,India and South East Asia, 1947-196022.

32 PUSC Paper (32) Final, 28/7/1949, F17397/G, in37@/76030. This Foreign Office paper from
the Permanent Under Secretary’'s Committee formeddhndation of British policies in South and
Southeast Asia and can be found in ‘The United Horg in Southeast Asia and the Far East’,
Memorandum by Ernest Bevin, CP (49) 207, 18/10/12#8B 129/37.
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for the Sterling Ared&® Malaya’s real value, however, was its positionhimitthe

Sterling Area.

The key to both Indian and British economic intesés Southeast Asia was
Malaya’s position as a net dollar earner in therliBge Area from its exports of
natural rubber and tin. These two products wemgesgically valuable, but their true
importance comes from their place within the trislag trade pattern that supported
the dollar earnings of the Sterling Area. As demwaited in the previous chapter,
India remained a key member of the Sterling Argaraindependence, partly to
retain access to the sterling balances, and neegirthis position by its membership

of the Commonwealth.

As part of the pre-war triangular trade, Malayaktdgritish manufactured
goods and services, on which it ran a considerbdblance of payments deficit.
Malaya, however, sold its rubber and tin productornhe US, and, since its import
needs had been satisfied by Britain, took her trsl@lus payment in dollarg.
These dollars then serviced the Malayan deficithw@ritain and ultimately
contributed to the balancing of the overall Steylirea dollar deficit® Britain
estimated that in 1948 the US imported 371.1 nmllions of rubber, comprising
some 52% of their consumptidhThe US bought more from Malaya than from any
other country apart from Canada, but Malaya figuBs! as a destination for
American exportd! In 1928 this arrangement manifested itself in tbkowing
figures: US imports from Malaya reached $208 millidJS exports to Malaya

represented a paltry $16 million, which resulted isurplus of some $192 milligh.

With the acute post-war dollar shortage, the impué of a healthy

triangular trade was second to none in the eyaheBritish Government, which

33 pUSC Paper (32) Final, 28/7/1949, F17397/G, irB#@76030.

84 Ganguli, India’s Economic Relations with the Far Eastern dPacific Countries in the Present
Century p. 8.

% For more details of this trade relationship arsl iihplications for American involvement in
Southeast Asia see, Andrew J. Rotlére Path to Vietham: Origins of the American Commaitt to
Southeast Asi@lthaca and London, 1989), p. 55 afithe Triangular Route to Vietnam: The United
States, Great Britain and South East Asia 1945-50

36 See F5704, Paper prepared by the Economic Ireatiigg Department, FO 371/76049, undated.

3" Rotter, The Path to VietnarfLondon, 1989), p. 56.

% bid., p. 56. The US itself estimated that its averagevpar trade with Malaya composed of $135
million of imports against only $4.6 million of eafs, see US Trade with the Far East, 1934-36
average, Note to Mr Penfield, State Departmen{1947, 711.90/5-147, RG 59, NARA.
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lavished millions of pounds on restarting productafter war-time neglect by the
Japanese. As the Colonial Secretary, Creech Jargsed, Malaya was ‘by far the
most important source of dollars in the Colonialdtm® and it would gravely worsen
the whole dollar balance of the sterling area d@réhwere serious interference with
Malayan exports®® The Ministry of External Affairs (MoEA) and Nehwere alive
to the economic importance of Malaya when the nlgntRoreign Affairs
Departmental Meeting minuted that ‘The dollar elagncapacity of Malaya has not
been reduced on account of the disturbances .cdHelalaya remains an important
dollar earner for the UK and it is not likely ththe British Government will easily
give up its position both on strategic and presggeunds as well as for economic

reasons®

India, in most of the years under discussion, rateficit on its balance of
payments, and as a member of the Sterling Area drethe shared dollar pool and
gold reserves to settle her accounts. As Ganguksnthe tin and rubber trade
contributed to the ‘easing of the dollar crisis ahel stability of the sterling ared”
He fails, however, to make the connection with &wlisterling balances, and in
doing so fails to fully appreciate that the maimatece of the Sterling Area reserves
and thus the strength of sterling by Malaya, anteotmembers of the colonial
empire, was a key Indian interest. India’s balaot@ayments difficulties were, in
essence, covered by the earnings of the colonigiremFurthermore, as India held
some £1100 millions of sterling balances, blockedLondon, the entire foreign

exchange reserve of the country was at stake.

The sterling balances and India’'s membership ofStegling Area tied India
to Britain in a symbiotic relationship, in whichethnterests of one fundamentally

affected the interests of the otA&This symbiosis had a fundamental impact on

3% Arthur Creech Jones, ‘The Situation in Malaya’, @B) 171, 1/7/1948, CAB 129/28.

“0 Resume of Main Points Made at the Third Monthlyreign Affairs Departmental Meeting,
6/4/1951, in File No. 21-9/51-UK, NAI.

a1 Ganguli, India’s Economic Relations with the Far Eastern dpacific Countries in the Present
Century p. 75 Thien addresses this connection, but amlg passing reference, Thidndia and
South East Asia, 1947-1960. 224.

2 A memorandum submitted to the Cabinet for consiiem regarding Indian entry into the
Commonwealth in March 1949 noted that India, ‘iad$act, a major interest in maintaining the value
of sterling and in preserving her access to stgmirarkets since it is in the form of goods purchase
for sterling that she will ultimately spend herrBtey balances.” Annex “C”;India’s Future Relations
with the Commonwealth, Implications for Commonwkalountries, Memorandum by the Prime
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India’s reaction to the Emergency, to membershihefCommonwealth, and to the
Colombo Plan of 1950. India, therefore, had a vksgtéerest in the resumption of
Malayan production and trade. The Emergency frone 1948 threatened the health
of the sterling area with its first objective oh& maximum industrial unrest and
disruption of economic life** One further imperial legacy affected the G.O.l.s

reaction to the Emergency, that of Malaya’s Indiapulation.

Migration during the Raj left Malaya home to a krthdian population
representing approximately 10 per cent of the fotglulation of Malaya. The Indian
labour influx began in earnest under British ruiethe last half of the nineteenth
century with the development of Malaya’s plantatiodustries, and as Nedyam
Raghavan argues ‘English planters opened up thetgowith Indian labour®
Although wages were on average higher than thoskdia, working conditions
caused concern in the G.33.Indians, however, not only cleared the land, bso a
contributed to the development of the infrastruetihat supported Malaya’s

economic growth.

With the growth of the Indian community came theed for an official
Representative for the Indian community. One of fingt tasks facing Nehru’s
government in its exercise of foreign relations vilas problem of presence and

personnel in foreign territoriéS.In certain cases the G.O.l. had been allowed to

Minister, CP (49) 58, 14/3/1949, CAB 129/33.

43 Malcolm MacDonald, Commissioner General SouthAaig, CP (48) 171, 1/7/1948, CAB 129/28.
* Raghavanindia and Malaya: A Study. 61. Raghavan is echoed by Satyanarayana wies timt
the ‘growth and distribution of the South Indianpptation in Malaya were closely related to the
expansion of sugar, rubber, and oil palm plantatiocsee Adapa Satyanarayari&irds of Passage”
Migration of South Indian Labourers to SoutheasaA<ritical Asian StudieS4 (2002), p. 93. After
1870 the number of people emigrating from SoutHedia greatly increased, especially after 1883
when the British administration turned to the pe#&saof South India to meet the needs of the
plantations and to balance the rise in the Chipegrilation. The ‘Rubber Rush’ at the turn of the
twentieth century increased the demand for unskilleage labourers and attracted capitalists seeking
profits. For other aspects see, R. Shlomowitz andBilennan, ‘Mortality and Indian Labour in
Malaya, 1877-1933Indian Economic and Social History Revig® (1992), pp. 575; Amarjit Kaur,
‘Tappers and Weeders: South Indian Plantation Werke Peninsular Malaysia, 1880-197&outh
Asia: Journal of South Asian Studi@g¢ (1998), pp. 73-102 and the thesis by Mariettgatiall,
‘India’s Relationship with Non-Resident Indians, 1947-19®eMissed Opportunity? PhD thesis,
LSE,1999. Ganguli also provides some contextuadisan, India’s Economic Relations with the Far
Eastern and Pacific Countries in the Present Centpp. 70-71. Also see Hua Wu Yiglass and
Communalism in Malaysia: Politics in a Dependenpalist State(London, 1983).

“5 Working conditions continued to be an issue infbst-war period and represented one of the key
means by which Nehru argued the Communists weeetal#xploit colonial territories.

6 See Chapter One. For the early period of readpistrsee E. Judith AdamsCommonwealth
Collaboration in Foreign Affairs, 1939-1947: TheitBh Perspective PhD thesis, University of
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station representatives in colonies or nations Veitge Indian populatior€.Malaya
was one such example, where under Section 7 dhthan Emigration Act of 1922
an Indian Agent was appointed whose main duty veasnonitor the working

conditions of Indian labour.

With the Japanese invasion of Malaya in 1941 th&tipo lapsed until late
1945 when S.K. Chettur (ICS) was appointed to thst§ Despite the upgrade to
Representative, the job description remained ‘tal#ish close liaison with Malayan
Government in all matters affecting Indian inteseahd Indians of all classes, to
work for promotion of better and more harmonioutatrens between the two
countries and to constitute normal channel of compaiions between the
Government of India and the Governments in MaldY&Chettur was not long for
the post, however, and Nehru appointed John Algydihivy as India's new
Representativé’ Thivy had made his living as a lawyer in the int@r years, having
trained in London and had been a member of theamdtdependence Leagtle.
During the war years, Thivy played a key role ie INA and sat as a member of
Netaji's Azad Hind Government. In the immediate tpear he attended the Asian
Relations Conference in 1947 as a member of theydatlelegation, having been
the Founding President of the Malayan Indian Cosgyfeom 1946-47° Thivy was,
therefore, viewed as a friend of the Indian popoiain Malaya and an opponent of
colonialism, and he was regarded without too mucepscism by the British
authorities in Malaya® As a result of the large Indian population at toening of
Indian independence there was already a direceseptative of India in place in

Malaya.

Leeds, 1981.

" Ceylon, East Africa and Mauritius for example.

8 Accompanying the new incumbent was a re-styling) promotion from Agent to Representative, as
the government explained, ‘with the many new protderising out of conditions created by the war
and in view of the importance which India’s relasowith Malaya have acquired we now propose to
upgrade post to that of “Representative”, see G10.the Secretary of State for India, Telegram No.
9705, 22/11/1945, DO 35/3090.

9G.0.1. to the Secretary of State for India, TedegiNo. 9705, 22/11/1945, DO 35/3090.

*0 Tinker, Separate and Unequab. 308.

1 |bid., p. 292. As with most of the diplomats that Indidied upon in the early years of
independence, there is little written on Thivy.

52 For Thivy's performance at the ARC and his suggastor an‘Area of Peace denying airspace
and port facilities to Europeans involved in coldnivars see, G.H JanseAfro-Asia and Non-
Alignment(London, 1966), p. 57.

%3 Malcolm MacDonald spoke well of Thivy according Mye, see telegram to the CRO from the
UKHC Delhi, No. 2092, 1/7/1949, DO 142/404.
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Nehru’s independence day message to Indian comiesirtterseas was at
variance with the later policy on Indians abroadrasifested in Malaya. Nehru told
them that:

On this day of liberation the motherland sendsdifsactionate greetings to
her children abroad. She calls them to her sersiug to the service of
freedom wherever they might be. Every Indian abiieadrepresentative of
India and must ever remember that he has the hasfchis country in his

keeping>*

Nehru continued that ‘None of India’s childremerever they be, may submit
to anything which is against national self-respgctgainst the cause of freedom.
They must preserve their own freedom at all costd eespect the freedom of
others.®® Nehru later provided a more nuanced response &stigms in the
Constituent Assembly demanding greater action dralbef Indians overseas. He
argued that ‘This House gets mixed up. It wantsr¢at them as Indians and, with
the same breath, it wants complete franchise fmtin the countries where they are
living. Of course, the two things do not go togetfi2 The G.O.l. attempted to use
Malaya as a means with which to educate Indiang) boindia and abroad, about

the lengths that they could and were willing tatgan defence of overseas Indians.

Nehru’s potential influence on Indians abroad wasause of concern for the
British. As the British Military Administration (BM) began the task of rebuilding
Malaya, Nehru as the leader-in-waiting of the CesgrParty, and as its leading
authority on international relations, travelled $tngapore and Malaya in March
1946 to provide succour for the demoralised Indiammunity on one of his first
forays in a semi-official positiol What his visit reveals is the BMA's apprehension
over the possible political influence of Nehru, tidC and thus the soon to be

independent G.O.1., on Malayan polittThis apprehension continued to haunt the

: ‘Nehru’'s Message to Indians Overseas’, 15/8/194& Statesmam. 7.

Ibid.
%6 15/4/1948, cited in A. Appadoraindia’s Foreign Policy International Affairs25 (1949), p. 43.
" Tinker, Separate and Unequaid also WO 203/6259. Congress also sent a medission,
Harper,The End of Empire and the Making of Malapa68.
8 See WO 203/6259. The BMA initially sought to refublehru permission for his visit as the
Governor of Burma had done, but permission wastgchafter an intervention by Mountbatten that
ordered all restrictions on Nehru's movements fiedj see Note for COS, Ref. 171/CA ‘Proposed
Visit of Nehru to Malaya’ 22/1/1946 and extracterfr Minutes of Supreme Allied Commander’s
321" Meeting, 22/2/1946. An apprehensive BMA issuedriretions to keep Indian troops busy at the
time of public meetings addressed by Nehru sottiet would not be present in any great numbers.
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British as Malaya slipped into rebellion.
The Declaration of the Emergency

From before the beginning of the Emergency in JL9#8, the opinions of
the G.O.l. and the potential political influencattlit could command in Asia was a
key factor in British attempts to deal with its @olal possession. In the face of
increasing MCP disturbances throughout the earlynth® of 1948, which the
Government in Malaya considered as part of a généammunist drive into
Southeast Asia, the authorities attempted to dewieehanisms to effectively deal
with those troublemakers outside the existing adrmirders already in placé These
attempts centred on extending the Banishment Omndanao use on the entire
population, which had previously been vetoed far fef political repercussions in
India®® The British Colonial Office argued that on accouwft their existing
immunity, British Indians had increasingly becomeominent as leaders of
disturbances and the accompanied threats of viefén&fter initial reluctance, the
Colonial Secretary authorised the use of banishipewers on British subjects and
those who did not belong in Mala§awith the decision to extend the ordinance
made, it was argued that it would be wise to infdha G.O.l. of the intention to

issue banishment powers in Malaya, both out ofribed to inform the Indians of

The rationale behind this move was determined leyrtbed to maintain the morale and loyalty of
significant numbers of Indian Army troops (maintgth the famous "7 Indian Division) remaining in
Malaya as the backbone of BMA forces, see telegram General Messervy (Malaya Command) to
General Browning (SEAC), No. 0.2002, 15/3/1946. BMA need not have worried about Nehru
stirring up the troops as Nehru realised that ttsssee troops would form the army of independent
India and therefore wanted to maintain their loy#iie G.O.I., in short there is little to be gairfeam
causing upheaval in an army that is about to becameeof the key resources of Nehru's Government.
This attitude can be seen from Nehru's reactionthéoRIAF and Royal Indian Navy Mutinies in
1946. The BMA and the G.O.l. both expressed pddicaoncern about any public processions
involving ex-INA members on the basis of communatrhony as both the Chinese and Malays
resented the INAs involvement with the Japanese,Signal from Browning to Lane, 12/4/1946, No.
TOO:121211Z. An ex-INA Guard of Honour to meet Nelwas suggested by the local Indian
community, but the idea was shot down both by tMABthe G.O.I. and Nehru himself, see Signal
from Lane to Browning, 14/3/1946, Rear 195. Nehlnfioimed the Indian organising committee that
he wished to avoid processions as they wasteddimdeprevented him from meeting individuals, he
also agreed not to lay a wreath at the INA memaniaMountbatten’s request, see Extract from'288
Staff Meeting 16/3/1946. Also see S. Gopal, whantsaNehru as far less willing to acquiesce to
British conditions,Jawaharlal Nehru: A Biography, Volume One, 1889-1%4ondon, 1975), pp.
308-311.
%9 See Stockwell:“A widespread and long-concocted plot to overthgmvernment in Malaya”? The
Origins of the Malayan Emergency’.
2‘1’ Telegram to UKHC, P0l.8654/48, No. 1872, 21/6/1,948 142/404.

Ibid.
%2 etter from J.B. Williams to J.P. Gibson, 15/6/89DO 142/404.
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any possible returnees to their shores, but alsause:

It is of course recognised that to make a commuioicdo the Government

of India at this stage might well produce the cosioy reaction of protests

against our treatment of Indians, and that thishinize an embarrassment

before use is made of the banishment powers; on the other hand there will

presumably be protests sooner or later if the pswee used and it might

well be of use to anticipate them with a reasoneplamation of our

policy®

The Colonial Secretary’s initial hesitation wasdzhsn the likelihood of Indian
contestations, but as J.B Williams of the CO reedrdwe feel that in the form in
which the use of the law has been authorised...nsilplesgrounds have been given
for objection by the Government of Indf4.The greatest effort was made by the
British authorities to ensure that everything wasnel to reduce the G.O.l’s
opposition to these repressive measures. The Higmndssioner in Delhi was
informed of the decision and instructed to pass dkeision on to the Indian

authorities:

It is expected that a number of Indians will be agnthose to be deported.
Should the Government of India raise the matteh wadu you will be able
to emphasise that the Ordinance is not directethsigbndians as such, that
it does not apply to Indians who are Federal Qitsizeand that deported
Indians will almost certainly be Communists or dnal types who are
tools of Communisni®

The British further argued that the ‘case for vimes action against
Communist disturbances should be appreciated byGieernment of India...in
view of action taken by them against Communi&tsThe violent and disruptive
methods of Communists in India had so shocked Néhati he considered ‘the
Communists, with all their idealistic element ti&@tno doubt part of Communism,
have become bitter enemies of society and ordeindiia and have practically

become terrorist$? In response Nehru took firm actions against thisdt to Indian

63 | etter from J.P. Gibson to J.B. Williams (Colontzfice), Pol.8654/48, 28/6/1948, DO 142/404.
64 Letter from Williams to Gibson, 15/6/1948, DO 14Q4.
22 Telegram to UKHC Delhi, Pol.8654/48, N0.1872, 218818, DO 142/404.

Ibid.
57 Nehru to Chief Ministers, 2/2/1950, in Parthasdrd#ud.), Jawaharlal Nehru Letters to Chief
Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume 2, 1950-19%2 12. Nehru also commented that, ‘We talk of the
Communists in India and Burma, but it must be reitmemad that we are hardly dealing with the
economic doctrine of Communism. We are dealing adtive revolts, and what is more, rather brutal
and bloody revolts, where individual killing is imiged in.” Nehru to Chief Ministers, dated 9/3/1949
in Parthasarathi (ed.Jawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief Ministers, 194964, Volume 1 1947-1949
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stability and the British, therefore, hoped thais ttstance on his domestic
Communists would soften Nehru's opposition to suepressive measures in a
British colony with a large Indian populatihBritish fear of opposition, however,
manifested itself in other ways as ‘Counter measumeMalaya, though accepted
understandingly in official quarters, gave the Bras opportunity for another tilt at
British Imperialism.*® In the process of extending the framework of tygressive
measures to quell the Communist rebellion, theidribhad already conceded the
importance of the views and opinions of the G.M.policy production in Southeast
Asia. So let us turn to examine the initial reaasi@f Nehru to the declaration of the
Emergency in June 1948.

Indian Reactions to the Emergency

Integral to any examination of India’s reactions Malaya are Nehru’s
developing thoughts on the relationship betweemrgalism and Communism in
Southeast Asia. As he argued, ‘if colonialism caungis anywhere in South-East Asia,
the natural result will be a growth of CommunisthThe insidious economic effects
of colonialism such as those in Malaya, Nehru adgieethe British, provided the

grievances that the appeal of Communism exploiddghru, moreover, was well

p. 304.

% J.E Williams,‘The Colombo Conference and the Communist Insurgen@&outh and South-East
Asia’, International Relationg (1972), p. 94. The comprehensive repressionoofi@unists in India
exposes that the independent G.O.l. exploited nis&tutional legacy of repressive colonialism is
India. Moreover, this repressive facet of the Ind&ate did not go unnoticed by Krishna Menon.
When on a mission to ‘see and learn as much aastpessible of the principles and methods of the
British Secret Service’ at the invitation of theitBh largely on the issue of combatting Communists
T.G Sanjevi (Indian Police, Director of Centraldiigence Bureau), was attacked by Krishna Menon
for persecuting Communists in India. Menon accusedMinistry of Home Affairs, through Sanjevi
of ‘barbarous and inhuman’ actions against the Conists and that ‘the Government of India was
now acting exactly as the British Government ofidnbad acted against Congress.” See the letter
from Patel to Nehru, 6/1/1949, enclosing Sanjengjsorts of his January 1949 mission to London in
Durga Das (ed.)Sardar Patel's Correspondence, 1945-50, Volume, Adreign Policy in Evolution-
Constitution Making-Political and Administrative dtlems (Ahmedabad, 1973), pp. 25-29. The
G.O.l. also took the anti-guerrilla lessons devetband honed in Malaya and applied them in the
domestic context of dealing with the Naga rebelédsam. Employing the principles of the Brigg's
Plan, B.N. Mullik noted, ‘Following the plans adedtin Malaya to cut off the rebels from the
civilian population, it was planned to group théage.s. In Mullik’s opinion this grouping not only
solved the Naga problem, but had also ‘killed tleen@unists in Malaya.” Mullik was made Deputy
Director in the Intelligence Bureau and was plaitedharge of Internal Intelligence, in B.N. Mullik,
My Years with Nehru, 1948-19¢Bombay, 1972), pp. 313&325.

%9 Monthly Appreciation No. 6, June 1948, from thetiBh High Commission Delhi to Noel-Baker,
DO 133/70.

0 | etter dated 16/11/1948 in Parthasarathi (elhyvaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief Ministers, 1947-
1964, Volume 1, 1947-194p. 220.
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aware of the complexities, interconnectedness amtfusion of the developing
situation when he wrote that ‘the Communist movetsi@md revolts in South East
Asia are so tied up with the movements for independ that it is difficult to
separate thenf® This relationship between colonialism and Commmunis Asia
informed the G.O.l.’s understandings of the rodtthe Malayan Emergency. One of
Nehru’s first communications with Krishna Menonliondon after the Emergency
was declared revealed his desire to use the situéti push for an improvement in
the conditions of Indians in Malaya.Rather than focussing on the international
ramifications, Nehru concentrated on the reasong @bommunism was able to
command support. He identified the deleterious wwylkconditions of Indians in
particular as one of the key reasons why the Conshumovement was attracting
support in Malaya, despite also emphasising thdiahs were keeping away from

the troubles.

In explaining the labour situation in Malaya to I@&ief Ministers, Nehru
wrote that ‘in Malaya, the situation is unsatistagtfrom the Indian point of view.
Indian labour there has not had a square dealyatiare and, even in the recent
disturbances there, they have suffered, although tiave taken very little part. We
have alerted the attention of the United Kingdomo@ial Office to this matter.®
The situation in Malaya was, for Nehru, a microcasinthe larger state of Asia and
explained the appeal of Communism to the mass @fras He wrote to Cripps that
‘it is obvious that a movement of this kind coulot mave lasted long if it had only
the Communists behind it. There has been seriobsuta discontent and a
longstanding demand for improvement in labour cobos...Hence the
Communists function with a great deal of sympatliyothers.” A month later
Nehru reiterated his comments: ‘the positive sifl@gproaching a problem there,
that is to say the betterment of political and @enit conditions has not been
emphasised”® Nehru continued to push this theme to the Britisbth in their

actions in Malaya and in its conceptualisationh®f tegional answer to Communist

" Unlike the case of Indonesia, see ‘Basic Prinsipl6uidelines for Upcoming UN General
Assembly Meeting’, 12/9/1948 in Gopal (edSWJN, Volume,p. 609.

2 Telegram from Nehru to Menon, 24/7/1948khiu., pp. 651-654.

33/2/1949, Parthasarathi (edJgwaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief Ministers, 194964, Volume 1,
1947-1949p. 276.

4 Letter from Nehru to Cripps, 18/12/1948, CAB 12341

75 Letter from Nehru to Cripps, No. 44-P.M., 17/1/29€AB 127/134.
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advances®

As the British declared the Emergency, Nehru tolistha Menon that he
was ‘not prepared to condemn any violent revolutionfavour of political or
economic freedom’’ Nehru was reticent over the validity and aims fwé MCP
struggle, but as 1948 turned to 1949 and South&sist remained in chaos, he
strongly denounced their violent and terroristictimoels in the strongest terms as
‘something we Indians disliked intensef§. The abhorrence of violence, in part
based on his continuing domestic Communist troybleditated against any
sympathies that Nehru may have had for the widdtigad aims of the MCP. The
G.O.l. came down in favour of supporting Britishieas in Malaya as Nehru made
it clear that his government had ‘no sympathy wélrorists, whether Chinese or
Indian, and recognise that the first responsibiityHMG is [to] restore law and

order and ensure their maintenance.’

As the man on the scene, Thivy reported e Statesmaim July 1948 that
he suspected the Chinese-dominated terrorists laydavere directly under Chinese
control and were part of the Communist plot to tepfhe so-called capitalistic
regime®® In doing so, Thivy firmly placed the situation tiit the regional effort by
Communists to topple the existing regimes in Saaghésia, but stopped short of
condemnation as did the G.O.l.. The MoEA judgedaviduld be true to state that the
fortunes of the Malayan Communists were inextrigaiobund up with the progress
of international Communisn¥® The report continued that ‘morale got a big boost
when Communist forces triumphed in China in thédall949'. Had the nationalist
regime continued, ‘it is doubtful whether the MalayCommunists would have been

able to continue for any length of time. They wobkl/e had little support from the

8 Nehru, however, had little faith in the Coloniaffi@e as an efficient body, in an extract from ladi
News, on the topic of Indians abroad, Nehru comeeethat, ‘Many of their difficulties continue and
they are likely to continue. | am sorry to say that do not get much help from the British Colonial
Office. Not only do we not get much help, but thedags of the British Colonial Office are, indeed, a
revelation.’India News11/3/1948, enclosed in DO 35/2247.

" Letter from Nehru to Krishna Menon, 4/8/1948, iop@l (ed.) SWJN, Volume, p. 656.

8 The TimegLondon) 19/6/1950.

¥ Telegram from Nehru to Krishna Menon, 24/7/194&wpal (ed.)SWJIN, Volume, pp. 651-654.

8 ndians in Malaya not yet Affected by CommunisaMuders’The Statesmari9/7/1948.

8 Report from the Indian Representative in Malayaljtieal Report for 1952, Part One — Federation
of Malaya, Chapter Il — Emergency Situation, 3(4R%l/53, R&l Branch, Annual Reports, MoEA,
NAI.

178



Malayan Emergency

Chinese population in Malay&’A MoEA paper prepared in 1957 on the nature of
Communism in Indonesia provides further evidencthefassessment made by India
regarding the Emergency K. Gopalachari (Deputy @ wrote that ‘Unlike in
Malaya and Thailand where Communism came througial I€hinese and is,

therefore, suspect, in Indonesia it is an off-steomt parasite of nationalist partiés.’

Bajpai, betraying the Indian fear of the dominat@nSoutheast Asia by an
expansive Communist China, commented in 1950 tlidowt proper preparation,
the Malays could come under the control of the €sinimmigrant&? In the context
of the Communist victory in China, stressing comaluro-operation was aimed at
reducing the likelihood of any insidious externdiiizse influence being able to
exploit the internal situation and exert an infloeron Malayan politics. At the same

time this approach offered the best hope of treatrfue the Indian populatiofr.

In one of the first communications between the wavernments on the
Emergency, Bajpai made it clear to Terence Stfahat the first priority in Malaya
was the restoration of law and or8&in a similar vein to Thivy, Bajpai laid the
blame for the troubles on the Chinese and sougbktase the involvement of any
Indians by claiming that they had been led astyayhle Communist Chine$&.In
response to these initial Indian reactions andudsions with Bajpai, the High
Commissioner informed London that ‘While there hadween warnings against
infringing the rights of Indians on the pretextpulitical expediency, the arrests of

Indians have not been seriously criticised and Mrivy, who has been called to

82 pid.
8 Note on Communism in Indonesia, by K. Gopalachaeputy Director MoEA Historical Division,
30/9/1957, File No. 1950 — 20-38/50-M(M) — Miniswf/External Affairs Notes, NAI.
8 Memorandum of Comments by Sir Girja Bajpai withgRed to a Draft of Memorandum Prepared
by Loy W. Henderson, American Ambassador to InHiatjtled ‘Certain Aspects of the Foreign Policy
of India’, 7/2/1950, in communication from Henderdo State Department, 9/2/1950, 691.00/2-950,
RG 59, NARA.
8 Communal harmony was the mantra of Nehru's visit 6ther examples see Nehru's Press
Conference in Singapore, 17/6/1950, reported inNAgonal Herald18/6/1950 and his Address at
Public Meeting, 18/6/1950, reported in tNational Herald19/6/1950, in S. Gopal (ed.$elected
Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Series, Volum&a# || (New Delhi, 1993), pp. 401-405.
86 Mid-1948 seems to be the point at which they swedppver until that point Nye was Governor in
Madras. The Manchester Guardianeported on 17 June 1948 that Sir Terence wasnpiisir
Alexander Cadogan at the UN, p. 4.
:; UKHC to CRO, Telegram No. 2092, 1/7/1948, DO 102/4

Ibid.
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Delhi for consultations, was non-committal on thebjsct.®® Reinforcing the
opinions of Thivy and Nehru, the British High Conssibner noted that ‘it was
evident that Bajpai thought that there was a ptacréate a Communist diversion in
the Far East British fears over the Indian reaction to Malagéled to materialise
as India privately expressed concern over the esiparof Communism, but held

back from condemning international Communism inljguintil 1949.

In letters to his Chief Ministers, Nehru communezhtsome of his initial
thoughts on Malaya: ‘In Malaya there has also t@esarious rebellion but in view of
the superior striking power of the British Govermmthere, this revolt is likely to be
suppressed” Nehru further expanded on his first opinions wheortnight later he

wrote that in Malaya:

the strength of the rebellion is evidenced by thet that more and more
armed forces are being needed to suppress its lb&éan said by the British
authorities that it will take a long time to liqait this rebellion. Although
the rebellion may be Communist inspired, it coutd have assumed such
large proportions unless there was a great dedisebntent and economic
distress. It is strange that while every efforbésng made to suppress the
rebellion by force, little attention is being paéthe economic aspet.

Malaya was employed as an opportunity to press aiperBritish the need for
improvement in the standards of living of the vastpulations of South and
Southeast Asia, the so-called ‘economic aspece’ MioEA responded to Thivy that
‘you are probably aware that the Prime Minister higady impressed upon the
United Kingdom authorities the need for an enliget: and liberal policy in the
treatment of colonial territories and he might aitable opportunity impress upon
them again the desirability of a more liberal at# in the treatment of Malayan
problems.*® Nehru offered the British government advice on hmest to deal with
the situation; for example William Strang (incoming Permanent Secretary at the
Foreign Office) discussed Malaya with Nehru onfhaig-finding tour in early 1949,

when the latter suggested that it was the econamidition of the people that

8 Opdom Report No.55, 9-T6luly 1948, No. 2335, 17/7/1948, DO 142/404.

%9 UKHC to CRO, Telegram No. 8090, 1/7/1948, DO 1482/4

%1 | etter of 16/8/1948, in Parthasarathi (edawaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief Ministers, 1947-
1964, Volume 1, 1947-194p. 174.

92 etter of 1/9/1948, iiibid., pp. 193-4.

% Secret — Do. No. F.47-3/49-SIM(M) Corresponder@@Hivy from C.S. Jha Joint Secretary at the
MOEA, File No. 103-C.J.K/49, NAI.
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allowed the MCP to take support from the populaffoNehru also wrote to Stafford
Cripps in January 1949 that ‘about Malaya | do foota moment doubt the bona
fides of the British Government's policy, these dne difficulties they have to

face.®®

Nehru highlighted the Communist, in particular fBeinese, nature of the
insurgency in their dealings with the British whiésnphasising the reasons for their
success as a means to apply pressure on the Botiphrsue a more enlightened
policy. The G.O.l. was tacitly in support of Brhisictions against an insurgency that
was considered to be part of a wider Communist, @ithough was less willing to
assert this in public and its condemnation of MalayZommunists would come in
1949. Nehru rightly stated that the majority of elilon leaders were Chinese,
although his assessment that no Indian leader wawrk to have joined the ‘rebels’
was to later prove fals& Nehru continued to make the case that if condition
improved then the great mass of labour could benegarom the subversive
elements. Krishna Menon, however, directly equdtetiru’s eagerness to advise
the British with assisting them to maintain impésia in Asia®’ Nehru went so far
as to suggest sending Thivy to London for talkshwifie Colonial Office. Krishna
Menon was, however, concerned about how offeringcadand keeping quiet might
look when he and Menon discussed being ‘cast in rble of an ally of
imperialism.?® There was a delicate situation in play, and Nehas tacitly in
support of British efforts to quell what was essdlyt albeit Communist inspired, a
colonial rebellion. But this did not mean that Nelwas going to come out in
support of the British in public as this would haween unacceptable to the Indian
public and would have destroyed Indian claims, hewehetorical they may have

been, to a principled and fair foreign policy.

A range of terminology was employed when discus$itadaya. Care must
be taken, however, in ascribing too much emphasisatiations in nomenclature, as

Deery attempts to do with the British authoritias, there is little evidence of any

%4 Sir William Strang’s Tour in South-East Asia aheé t~ar East, CP (49) 67, 17/3/1949, CAB/129/33.
Also see Strang’s autobiograpliiome And AbroadLondon, 1956), Chapter VIII, pp. 239-250.
9 |etter from Nehru to Cripps, 17/1/1949, No. 44-R.WAB 127/134.
% Telegram from Nehru to Menon, 24/7/1948 in Gogal.\, SWJN, Volume, pp. 651-654.
97 i
Ibid., p. 653.
%8 Telegram 26/7/1948 cited in footnote No. 2ikiil., p. 655.
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clearly defined design or official terminology fase by the G.O.P? In public, the
G.O.l. initially generally followed the British lenof focussing on MCP methods and
described it as a band of terrorists, bandits aadoits. However, the term
Communist was not totally absent from discussidng, was usually found in
conjunction with terrorist, bandit or dacoit. Inidg so the G.O.l. hoped to downplay
the colonial and the Communist aspect of the M@, emphasised their violent
methods'”® Thus, the G.O.l. adopted the rhetoric of the cialostate not only in
reference to Malaya, but also for its own Communéstd in an attempt to strip all
political legitimacy from their actions. Howevem iprivate, the G.O.l. largely
employed the term Communists in conversations Bititain, and also in internal

communicatiort®*

Not all in India, however, agreed with tk&vernment’s appraisal; Blitz, a
leftist weekly, denounced the use of Gurkha tromp#alaya to suppress what it
called an Asian freedom moveméft. India was party to the 1947 Tripartite
Agreement alongside Britain and Nepal, governirg récruitment of Gurkhas, and
as suclBlitz called on the government to put pressure on Niepatase recruitment
and for the Indian Government to refuse transithts’® According to the
Communist Party of India (CPI), and in line wittetMoscow position, Malaya was
yet another example of Indian complicity with theeséérn powers and further
evidence of India’s Anglo-American directed foreigolicy. A pamphlet of the CPI's
1949 Conference complained that ‘The Governmerindia has not opposed the
colonial wars that are being waged by the impeatsliin Malaya, Vietnam,

Philippines and Burma...Nehru denounced the Malayatnigts as bandits and

% Philip Deery, ‘The Terminology of Terrorism: Malaya, 1948:5Zournal of Southeast Asian
Studies34 (2003), pp. 213-47. Perhaps with access to rbtee MoEA archive then some firmer
conclusions could be drawn.

190 \ery little work has of yet been done on the insional marketing or public relations of the
Emergency, but for some attempts from a Britishspective see, DeeryThe Terminology of
Terrorism: Malaya, 19482’,; Richard Aldrich, The Hidden Hand: Britain, America and Cold War
Secret Intelligence(London, 2001) and A.J. StockweltThe United States and Britag;
Decolonisation of Malaya, 1942-57in D. Ryan and V. Pungong (edgjhe United States and
Decolonisation: Power and Freedofhondon, 2000), pp. 188-206.

191 For an illustrative example see, Telegram No. 39ft@m Singapore to Delhi, 14/2/1949, which
describes the MCP as Communists, see File No. 28319, NAI.

102 Bjitz cited in Opdom Report No.55, 9¥18uly 1948, No. 2335, 17/7/1948, DO 142/404.

193 Opdom Report No.55, 9-T6July 1948, No. 2335, 17/7/1948, DO 142/404. Thaysof the
Gurkhas is examined further in the thesis.

182



Malayan Emergency

terrorists and thus helped the British enslaveth®Malayan peoplé®

As counter-insurgency operations developed, it inecall the clearer that the
Emergency was going to affect the lives of Indian$lalaya, and within a year of
the declaration two prominent Indians faced thetldgaenalty for subversive
activities in Malaya. The MoEA took an interesttire individual cases of Indians
being arrested under the Emergency Regulations.ekample in the fortnightly

reports from Singapore, the numbers of Indiancegtéwas a key thent&

Indian support for the British came in the formreficence and advice and
ultimately raised the question of India’s anti-aubd credentials in the face of a
sustained Communist insurgency against a colommalep Intimately linked to this
point was the political hue of the MCP and its cactions with a wider Communist
plot in Asia. The Chinese in Malaya represented rggority of the insurgents
involved in the Emergency, but the Indian commuiaityo participated in the trade
union movement, and often in senior positions. Twdividuals in particular,
Ganapathy and Sambasivam, found themselves at ltagp €nd of Malaya’s
repressive powers when arrested by the authontieder suspicion of terrorist
activities. As the news of the arrests broke inidnd threw into stark relief the
Government's stance on Malaya in both the Constitéssembly and India more
widely.

Ganapathy, a 24 year old Tamil (32 according to Bhéish), was the ex-
President of the Pan-Malayan Federation of Tradern$nand remained a prominent
figure in the trade union movement. Ganapathy h&sba wider political career and
was, like Thivy, an INA man and had also servedaamember of the Malayan
Delegation to the Asian Relations Conference in7t8%Ganapathy was arrested on
1 March 1949, found guilty of carrying a fire armnd sentenced to death in
Selangor on 15 March 1949 in contravention of tmeeEency Regulations, not

technically for being a Communist. Similarly, Samsivam, a clerk in the Labour

104 Cited in Taufiq Ahmad NizamiThe Communist Party and India’s Foreign Polifyew Delhi,
1971), p. 87.

195 Telegram No. 29123 from Delhi to Singapore, 11924, File No. 12(3)-R&I/49, NAI.

1% See Note/Letter by O.H Morris of the Colonial @&j 5/5/1949 No. 52849/64, PREM 8/967 and
Telegram from Singapore to Delhi, 16/3/1949, N&71/No0.3478, File No. 12(3)-R&l/49, NAI and
Telegram from Singapore to Delhi, 22/3/1949 No21Mo. 3717, File No. 12(3)-R&1/49, NAI.
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Union, was arrested in September 1948, and triethenSupreme Court on 2-3
March 1949 for unlawfully carrying a fire arm. Thmublic and parliamentary

reactions in India to these incidents are in staktrast to the private diplomacy
between India and Britain. Through examining thesesa of Ganapathy and

Sambasivam it is demonstrated that in public Ingia able to play the part that was
expected of it in defending the two Indians invalyéut at the same time the issue
never threatened Indian acceptance that the measuidalaya were necessary to

avoid chaos and secure regional stability.

However, Ganapathy, was not the first Indian tdfesués a result of the
Emergency Regulations despite G.O.l. assertiotisablndians kept away from the
trouble!®’ A steady flow of banishees returned to India fri@aya throughout the
Emergency and several other Indians were eithedr@hlsanged, but none produced
the same reaction as Ganapathy and SambasfaFo.account for the severity of
the reactions it is necessary to turn to the wimmrtext of India negotiating entry

into the Commonwealth and the deterioration ofitikernational situation.

The basic facts of this case were not at issue wiikivy made
representations to the Malayan Government, butstheerity and finality of the
punishment and the lack of consultation with th® G, which felt slighted and on
the back foot from the outset, made it harder lier Government to publicly manage
the situation. Krishna Menon, in his capacity agltHCommissioner, made it known
in London that the G.O.l. was thoroughly displeasdgth this kind of offhand
treatment by another sovereign nattBhinitial representations, however, met with
little immediate success, partly due to communigaissues involved in the network
of authorities involvett® but more importantly because the British ovgernintel

no prerogative of mercy which was in hands of théta® of Selangor under the

197 For example see Thivy's reportTine Times of India“Indians not siding with Terrorists”: Malaya
Unrest’, 23/5/1949, p. 7 and ‘Hanging of IndiarMialaya: Delhi Protest to UK Govt.’, and ‘Dr. B.V.
Keskar’s Views', 7/5/1949The Times of Indigp. 1.

108 | etter from Thivy to Gundevia, 9/5/1949, Ref. Nid5A/49, File No. 46-12/48-C.S.1I Part II, NAI
and also see the annual report from Malaya, 308B2/1File No. 3(42)-R&l/52, NAL.

10926/3/1949 Menon made representations in Londote Kp O.H. Morris, 5/5/1949, PREM 8/967.
110 A problem of imperial territories is that multipkithorities involved in these types of situations.
For example the Indians communicated with the CRfp then communicated with the CO, at the
same time the Attlee was also approached as wa®Bittish High Commissioner in India. An
additional layer of communication came from theidmdRepresentative in Malaya talking directly to
the Malayan authorities, who then in turn had wkléo both London, the Commissioner General for
Southeast Asia and the Sultans of the states iaydal
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Federation Constitutioht! Britain, moreover, did not wish to give the Indiathe
impression that in a case such as Ganapathy's;ypotiuld be altered to meet the

demands of Indian ‘public opinion'?

When Bajpai reported to Krishna Menon that Ganapatd been executed
on 4 May 1949 he complained that there should have been a stayxezution
until they had been informed of the reasons whyBthiésh supported the decision of
the local authorities, or explained why they faitedinterfere’™* The British High
Commissioner in Delhi took the brunt of Indian egentations, but in conversation
with both Bajpai and Keskar (Deputy Minister forr€ign Affairs) the complaints
centred not on the methods of colonial controher fact that Britain was engaged in
large scale colonial warfare, but again on the faat the Indians felt that they had
been treated in an off-hand manhérPart of the Indian frustration stemmed from
the claim that had the government been informealdwance of the execution, there
would have been less cause for complaint as thelGa@uld have been able to
practise some political window-dressing and cowdgiehsaved face in the press and
in public*® Whatever the intricacies of the situation in Malayndian public
opinion and political opponents, both from the laftd right and from within
Congress, seized the opportunity to accuse Nehrwoofplicity with British
imperialism and betraying the anti-colonial roct$rmlian nationalism.

The situation, however, had wider ramificationsatighe time Nehru had just
concluded discussions over India’s future withie t8ommonwealth at a Prime
Ministers’ Meeting in London. Bajpai elucidated ttamifications of the incident to
Krishna Menon writing that an ‘Execution, immedlgtdollowing success of
London’s Premier’s Conference, is most (repeat Jnestbarrassing for us as it

exposes us to charge of continuing association W@dmmonwealth which is

"1 The Federal Constitution replaced the defunct bimigperiment in 1948. For a thorough analysis
of the position of the Sultans during decolonisatsee, Simon C. SmittBritish Relations with the
Malay Rulers from Decentralisation to Malayan Indegence, 1930-195Dxford, 1995).

12 CRO to UKHC, No. 1530, 11/5/1949, PREM 8/967.

13 Ganapathy's execution was reported on the fromepaf The Statesmarindian Executed in
Malaya’, 5/5/1949, p. 1.

14 Telegram from Bajpai to Menon, No. 24232, 5/5/1%i% No. 12(3)-R&1/49, NAI.

1% Telegram from UKHC to CRO, X880, 12/5/1949, PREMIEF and also found in DO 142/405 and
see ‘Malaya Execution Condemned@ihe Statesmart/5/1949, p. 1.

118 Telegram from UKHC to CRO, X880, 12/5/1949, PRENIEF .
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unrelentingly imperialistic in outlook and actiori” Before the G.O.l. was mauled
too heavily in the press and by the ConstitueneAdsy, attention turned to the case

of another Indian in Malaya, Sambasivam.

Sambasivam was arrested in September 1948 andrirttd Supreme Court
on 2-3 March 1949 for unlawfully carrying a firemarTwo Assessors found him not
guilty, but the judge disagreed and ordered aiaéfor 22 March 1949 and this time
he was found guilty:® The next stage came with the Court of Appeal orA@SI
1949, where all three judges decided that therenmagason why the death sentence
should not be carried out and he was due to beuss@on 16 May 1949, the same
day that Nehru was presenting the Commonwealth IR&Es0 to the Constituent
Assembly. The primary aim of the G.O.l., therefomas to secure either a stay of

execution or to have the charges against Sambasivdrarawn.

As Nehru discussed India’s entry into the Commorithda London, Thivy
reported to Delhi on 30 April 1949 that the FederatCourt of Appeal had upheld
the death senten¢® When the Indian authorities learned of this depeient, the
representations made to the British and Malayahaaities were far more vigorous
than those previously delivered. Krishna Menon rhetd Listowel (Colonial
Office), on 6May 1949 to make their feelings perfectly clear. |Hr reported to
Bajpai that ‘representations have been as vigoesughey can be consistent with
good manners-®® Menon again made representations to Listowel and’9 May
1949, and pointed out the unfortunate timing sonsafier the Prime Ministers'
Conference, and highlighted the ammunition thas tave to the opponents of
Nehru’s policies? The G.O.1., swiftly and with alacrity, impressagon HMG that
another execution closely following that of...Gaadyy may have the worst possible

reaction on Indian opinion and may result in disast political consequence$?

117 Telegram from Bajpai to Menon, No. 24232, 5/5/1%i% No. 12(3)-R&I/49, NAL.

118 The Official Details of the case only reached 8RO from the CO in the second week of May,
Telegram from Malaya (Gurney) for CO, No. 553, 119619, PREM 8/967.

119 Telegram from Singapore to Delhi, No. 1/57, 30844, File No. 12(3)-R&I/49, NAI.

120 Telegram from Menon to Bajpai, No. 6693, 8/5/198i% No. 12(3)-R&1/49, NAI.

121 :Death Sentences on Indians in the Federation alfaiya for Carrying Arms’, Note for the Prime
Minister, PREM 8/967, undated.

122 Monthly Summary for the Month Ending May 1949, @4%04-Pt/49, NAI.
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The gravity of the situation was not lost on théi8n as Listowel reported
his conversation with Krishna Menon to Philip N&zker (Commonwealth
Secretary), writing that the ‘High Commissioner cloiled by saying that it was
most unfortunate that this should have happenet gfier the Prime Ministers’
Conference and that it would be an embarrassmerteioru on his return®
Listowel went quite some way in understanding thaidn position when he further
wrote to Noel-Baker that Krishna Menon’s ‘real altjevas to do something that
would maintain the prestige of his government arakenit easier for criticism in
India to be answered® The G.O.l. attempted to manage a situation that wa
causing considerable embarrassment at the timaebbthe most significant policy

decisions of post-independence India: membershipeoCommonwealth.

In a further attempt to make their representatioeard, Bajpai saw Nye in

Delhi and warned him that another execution so sdtar that of Ganapathy and on
the eve of Nehru's broadcast on the Commonwealthildvde ‘disastrous'®
Following this portend, Bajpai continued to eludal#hat his primary concern was
if this second man was executed at such a timenwtis Prime Minister was
explaining to the country the advantages which flisam the Commonwealth
association it would have a singularly unfortunaaditical effect and would present
the critics of the Prime Minister with a very effiee weapon with which to attack
him.*2

Krishna Menon again saw Attlee in London, who hadnpsed to do
everything within the limits of propriety to help solve India’s dilemma; Creech Jones
promised much the same, and the increased effprteebBritish reflects the wider
importance of the Commonwealth isSGeAt this point, Britain took a more active
role than previously and Henry Gurney, High Comioissr in Malaya, was told to
inform the Sultan of the situation and suggestetkercise of mercl?® As the date of

the expected execution and the Constituent Asseduedigte approached, Bajpai saw

izj Note from Listowel to Noel-Baker, 6/5/1949, PREKT.
Ibid.
125 Telegram from Delhi to Indian HC London, No. 242965/1949, File No. 12(3)-R&1/49, NAI.
126 Telegram from UKHC Delhi to CRO, No. X850, 9/5/894#REM 8/967 and DO 142/405.
127 Telegram from Indian HC London to Delhi, No.67%0/5/1949, File No. 12(3)-R&1/49, NAI.
128 Gurney reported to London on 11/5/1949, Telegram 563, that he had advised the Sultan of
Indian representations and reported that the eicutill not take place before 16/5/1949, PREM
8/967.
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Nye on Nehru's behalf. Nye then cabled London tierate ‘that Sambasivam
should be executed on the very day on which Prinm@siér is going to present to
Constituent Assembly for its approval the recenhdan declaration about India’s
relationship with the Commonwealth makes matterthal more unfortunaté®® As
with Ganapathy, the British could not unilaterailtyerfere as they had their hands
tied by the Federal Constitution. However, havingerapted to sell the
Commonwealth to a sceptical political elite and wypublic partly on the grounds
that membership would allow for better protectidnimdians abroad, Nehru was
placed in a very difficult situation. He now fact#e task of answering his critics
over the Commonwealth policy in the context of atead Indian and another
sentenced to death. Nehru’s considerable disquigteatiming of the situation in
Malaya was amply demonstrated when he asked Thivgdson with Gurney that
the execution ‘should be deferred in view of thie@fit might have on [the] current

political situation in India°

London’s earlier prompting of the High CommissioierMalaya bore fruit
as Thivy met with Gurney, and reported that he iveck Gurney’s assurance that
even if the Sultan denied the appeal, ‘he [Gurveglild delay the carrying out of
the sentence until the critical stage in the cursession of the Constituent Assembly
is passed'® When the Sultan ultimately denied the request, dbecession of
staying the execution was granted, as was a pettideave to appeal to the Privy
Council in London, the Empire’s ultimate judiciaddy** The British had informed
Thivy and Krishna Menon that the Privy Council wapossibility, rather than see
Sambasivam executed at such a sensitive ¥ih@he G.O.l. seized upon the
opportunity and absorbed the cost of the legabadti London, but informed Thivy
in Malaya that ‘too much publicity should NOT bevem to our share in appeal
since, in the event of failure of appeal, it mayyogxacerbate opinion in India and,

in Malaya, whatever result of appeal ... We sthdlicourse, continue to give appeal

129 Telegram from UKHC New Delhi to CRO, No. X895, 34/949, PREM 8/967 and DO 142/405.

130 Meeting dated 14/5/1949, Telegram from Gurney @ya) to CRO, No. 573, 15/5/1949.

131 Monthly Summary for the Month Ending May 1949, @l4%04-Pt/49, File No. 12(155)-Pt/49,
NAI.

132 Gurney reported to Thivy that he execution woubd take place before the 4/6/1949, keeping his
word about postponing the execution until the austage in the Constituent Assembly had passed,
Thivy to New Delhi, Telegram No. 1/72, 28/5/1948eMo. 12(3)-R&1/49, NAI.

133 Reported in a telegram from Thivy to Delhi, No73/ 28/5/1949, File No. 12(3)-R&I/49, NAI.
Also see Telegram from CRO to UKHC New Delhi, N@7%, 31/5/1949, DO 142/405.
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our backing quietly but effectively** The G.O.l. was also anxious lest its
interference in this case backfire into hostiligwards Indians in Malaya, and
threaten to destabilise communal relations, bub dls forestall requests for
assistance from Indians across the globe. By thddlmiof July, Sambasivam was
granted an appeal by the Privy Council, and evéigtaaquitted, but was rearrested
as soon as he was released in 195These case studies are not about the individual
men, Ganapathy and Sambasivam, but are concertiedhsiwider ramifications at
a sensitive time in India as Nehru negotiated thiiré composition of India’s
relations with the Commonwealth in the face of algtng political elite and public.
The cases of Ganapathy and Sambasivam, in comunetith the negotiation of
Indian entry into the Commonwealth, focussed aittenon the G.O.l.’s policy on
Malaya. As Nehru explained to Cripps, the situatioMalaya only further added to
criticism of Commonwealth entry and ‘it is put fawd as an argument for our not

continuing in the Commonwealtf®

In a rare public discussion of Malaya, Nehru disetackled the Ganapathy-
Sambasivam issue in his press conference to thiennain the topic of the
Commonwealth in May 1949. In an attempt to newgeabipposition and disassociate
Malaya from both the Cold War and the ‘freedom ggta’ and to lay the blame on
the Malayan Government rather than Britain, he chdat the cases had ‘nothing to
do with the cause of peace and war... the local gowent in Malaya...acted with
extreme folly.*®” Nehru attempted to disassociate the actions of Magayan
Government from Britain, and in doing so to neuseakriticism levelled against the
G.0O.1.’s decision to join the Commonwealtfi.Keskar also partook in the attempts
to lay the blame for the death of Ganapathy atféle¢ of the Malayan authorities
rather than targeting Londd® India largely followed Britain’s own line of

argument that Malaya had control of its own leggbtem and thus British

134 Telegram from Delhi to Singapore, No. 29945, 4984, File No. 12(3)-R&I1/49, NAI. Also see
telegram from Thivy to Gundevia, No.1/72, 25/5/19B8 No. 12(3)-R&I/49, NAI.

135 Telegram from Indian High Commissioner in LondorNlew Delhi, No. 8691, 26/7/1949, File No.
12(3)-R&I1/49 and Weekly Notes for the Cabinet foe tWeek Ending 15/4/1950, D.908-R&l/50,
NAI.

136 Nehru to Cripps, 8/5/1949, in S. Gopal (e@&lected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Series,
Volume 11(New Delhi, 1991), p. 305.

137 Nehru's Press Conference to the Nation, 10/5/18vi9jd., p. 315.

138 Nehru's Press Conference to the Nation, 10/5/18vi9jd., pp. 308-326.

13%9Dr. B.V. Keskar’s Views’, 7/5/1949The Times of Indigp. 1.
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jurisdiction had no authority, and in doing so mipted to isolate Malaya from
Britain and the Commonwealth. At the close of 19K8skar further argued to an
audience of students that India could not takehapetxtreme position of asking the
colonial rulers to leave, but without passing argrahjudgement on the character of
the colonial administration, he could most empladiiicreiterate that the exploited

people of Malaya had India’s full moral sympatfy.

The Commonwealth Resolution drafted at the Londom@onwealth Prime
Ministers’ meeting in April 1949 had to be ratifigt the Constituent Assembly, and
it was during this debate that doubts were airegr dndia’s position regarding the
nature of the relationship with an imperial poweshich had been specifically
focussed through the recent events in Malaya. Nehimself opened the
proceedings: ‘We join the Commonwealth obviouslycshese we think it is
beneficial to us and to certain causes in the wibid we wish to advancé®* It is in
opposition to these claims about the benefits —aemhamprotection of Indians abroad
and being better able to influence the processecbldnisation that the criticisms
came from the somewhat incredulous members, angusbfrom the left wing, of

the Constituent Assembly.

Replying to Nehru, Maulana Hasrat Mohani (Muslinagee) challenged the
resolution, arguing that ratifying it ‘is not only betrayal of the independence of
India, but it is a betrayal of all the efforts df Asiatic countries who are struggling
to gain their independenc¥? In this view, Mohani was echoed by Shri H.V.
Kamath who asked: ‘how far are we (India) committedthe maintenance of the
status quo of the Commonwealth generally, andqaatily in Malaya, in South-East
Asia...Colonialism is rampant; imperialism is rampant...Are we subscribing to

this?143

140 5peech on 9/11/1949 and answers responding ttiapesasked by students in the University
Senate Hall, reported in Despatch No.1005, 23/¥9¥8m US Embassy New Delhi to Washington,
745.00/11-2349, RG 59, NARA. Details of the spealsio reported in thelindustan Times
12/11/1949 and enclosed with the text of the speddve.

141 Nehru's opening speech to the Constituent Assenib#y5/1949, Volume VIII, last accessed
19/6/2010 orhttp://parliamentofindia.nic.in.Is/debates/debdits/

142 Response to Nehru ihid.

143 Shri H.V. Kamath’s response itid.
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One further example from a vocal foreign affairgicrwithin Congress
demonstrates the underlying opposition to Nehrugves. Shibbanlal Saksena

argued that:

If Britain had washed its hands of Imperialism abadlonialism in Asia,
then certainly she could tell the Malayan peoples& up their own
Government and withdraw as they did from India thty do not say so.
They say “We are sticking on in Malaya”...The deyshent in South East
Asia is a portentous development and so long as&J¥é&overnment is a
party to all these that are going on-and the UK &other member of the
Commonwealth, and whatever UK may say that the Yalagovernment
may decide what they like, UK cannot wash its hadéan of blood of
Ganapathy who was executed a few days ago andottieanindian who is
perhaps being executed today. The UK, through u¢or@al Office, is
responsible for what is going on in Malaya. Cansag with our hand on
our heart that so long as UK Government follows hsymlicy in
Malaya...that we freely and willingly continue tee bmembers of the
Commonwealth, because this declaration does naldayn any conditions
whatever for our continuance as members of the Comarealth?**

Saksena pleaded for India to stick to its prin@pl@oubting Nehru’s claims about
the benefits of membership. Saksena concludedIthame to it and that is that we
have agreed to freely co-operate in the pursupezfce, liberty and progress. Very
fine words but fine words butter no parsnip§.The focus on Malaya reveals deep
tensions in the Assembly but despite the assagémst the Commonwealth policy,
the resolution was eventually passed. These aritisi appropriated Malaya as a
focal point, and raised what was perceived by maspeing a betrayal of India’s
anti-colonial principles. The fact that the MCP wa€ommunist organisation was
little mentioned. The issue of Malaya was presensesd an example of the
continuance of an insidious British imperialismtthadia was doing little to criticise

and was, in fact, preparing to endorse with its imership of the Commonwealth.

Despite the fact that the immediate and heateitisrt over Malaya cooled
somewhat with the passing of the Commonwealth Ré&sal in mid-May 1949, the
G.O.l. still expected flak from opponents and thielew spectre of public opinion
over the continuing story of Sambasivam. This wasplg demonstrated, for
example, when Bajpai reported to the British theg G.O.I. would follow up the

possibility of Sambasivam applying for leave toit@t the Privy Council in the

144 Shibban Lal Saksena, Response to Nehihidh
145 | pid.
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main with the Malayan authorities and in London &weoid [a] situation in which

High Commissioner might be in difficulties with liath Press*®

At Dehra Dun, where Congress was to endorse thentomwealth decision,
Nehru again mentioned Malaya: Sambasivam was newatget of G.O.l. efforts.
Nehru gave a clear appreciation of the situatiorpart to demonstrate the limited
options available to India, but also as a form @fiGation to India that it was not
possible to defend the rights of all Indian emigsaacross the globe and thus
dampen expectations for action in any future caSegphasising the rule of law and
legal constraints, Nehru told Congress that theldylan Government has certain
laws equally applicable to all the inhabitants o&lda...the Government of India
cannot tell the Malayan Government that Indianesied under the same regulations
should not be treated just like the othéféThe G.O.I. aimed to reduce expectations
of intervention in cases where Indians abroad tieelndia for assistance. Nehru
continued to advise that Indians abroad look tdr tadoptive countries as home at
the opening of parliament in January 1980Keskar echoed Nehru during a speech
at Patna where he strongly criticised those whooeated Indian intervention
employing a hypothetical question and asking howians would feel if the British
press insisted that the British Government inteevdn save the life of an

Englishman sentenced to death by an Indian ¢durt.

With the experience of the Ganapathy and Sambasigases, Nehru
attempted to reduce the expectations of Indians &dlotoad and in India in regards to
the G.O.l.’s ability and willingness to protect oseas Indians by emphasising that
‘Indians in Malaya must be loyal to the land theselin and it integrate themselves
with other communitiest® This entreaty also served to reinforce Nehru'seoth
belief that without communal co-operation and hamndhere would be little

progress in Malaya’s transition to nationhood. Vhistressed this point to the

146 Telegram from UKHC to CRO, No. 1012, 31/5/1949, TX®/405.

147 Nehru's Speech at AICC Dehra Dun, 21/5/1949 in&¢ed.),SWJIN, Volume 1p. 346.

148 Text of statement in UKHC to London, Telegram R84, 1/2/1950, DO 142/479.

149 Speech on 9/11/1949 and answers responding tdiopessked by students in the University
Senate Hall, reported in Despatch N0.1005, 23/49%fom US Embassy New Delhi to Washington,
745.00/11-2349, RG 59, NARA. Details of the speedbo reported in thédindustan Times
12/11/1949.

%0 Nehru's speech in Singapore at the laying of thenélation stone of the Indian Association,
17/6/1950, reported in thdational Heraldin Gopal (ed.)SWJN, Volume 14, Part,Ip. 401. Nehru
visited Singapore from 17-18 June 1950.
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Ministry of External Affairs, arguing that raciabeality and communal harmony
would help remove fear and would allow the Chingseettle down to nice, quiet

lives rather than turning to Communist China.
Conclusions

The most instructive and revealing way to discusdian reactions to the
Malayan Emergency is to pose the question: whyNktiru and the G.O.l. ‘keep
quiet’ when over Indonesia and Indo-China they ediilagainst imperialism?
Fundamentally, the case of Malaya demonstratesidiari negotiation of interests,
principles and public pressures. First and foremdsiayan stability was intricately
linked to the overall health of the Sterling Arewlahis represented the most obvious
link to Indian material interests in Malaya. The Rli@&bellion, whatever its methods
and intentions, threatened the dollar earnings frobber and tin. Far from falling
foul of Nehru’s tongue, the British came to resg@stposition on Malaya, and were
broadly appreciative of Nehru's flexible attitude the wider issue of Malaya. As
General Harding (Far Eastern Command), Malcolm Mawd (Commissioner
General Southeast Asia) and Elser Dening (Head oofth®ast Asia desk at the
Foreign Office) all argued, ‘Nehru has on the whzden sympathetic to our position
in Malaya.™? MacDonald wrote to Cripps that ‘The more | sechiofi [Nehru] the
more | feel his greatness. | think he has quisyrapathetic understanding of our
problem in Malaya, and he is certainly always véargndly when we meet and

discuss it**3

Malaya both informed and reiterated Nehru’s coimmicthat the only
way to forestall Communist advances was througlorabination of both political
progress and economic progress, and it was throlugrexample of Malaya that

Nehru hoped to educate the British.

Turmoil in Malaya and in Southeast Asia was sonmmgththat Nehru
acknowledged, but that he was reluctant to publadpdemn until the middle of

1949'** Furthermore, Nehru reasoned that the MCP uprisiag Communist-

151 Review of the Situation in Malaya, Singapore, Hdtmng, Sarawak, Brunei, North Borneo and
Philippines (Far Eastern Countries) by J.A. Thiletter dated 13/4/1949, File No. 103-C.J.K/49,
NAI.

152 Singapore to FO, No. 1057, 31/12/1950, FN 120i/EQ 371/92916.

153 | etter from MacDonald to Cripps, 13/3/1949, CAB71134.

154 For the development of Nehru’s condemnation of @omism in Southeast Asia see the chapter
on the Colombo Plan.

193



Malayan Emergency

inspired and not nationalism as he recognised esykcted. Nehru saw the MCP not
as liberators or as true nationalists, but thatrdidmean that he was willing or able
to outwardly support the case of the British withdsk of domestic repercussions.
Nehru further reasoned that stability could be e in Southeast Asia more easily
by working with the British than against them, atfthat was not lost on the British.
The stability of Southeast Asia was of paramourgdrtance to Nehru, and with the
threat of Communist victory in China growing, Clseedominance of the MCP
raised the spectre of increasing Chinese influemcehe region. China was
increasingly seen as a long term threat to theilgyabf Southeast Asia and as
competition to Indian influence, with the MCP comspd mainly of Chinese, Malaya
was at the epicentre of Indian worries. Nehru wass teager to bring the Chinese
into the international fold and to treat them denfds as an attempt to neutralise

regional hostility.

The specific cases of Ganapathy and Sambasivanabdses us to see that
the G.O.l. was sensitive when it thought that isvieing kept in the dark and not
treated with the level of respect that it deemeckrsary as a sovereign power — a
legacy of its colonial identity. There are two gatid this: one is a heightened sense
of pride due to the fact that India was only relyedéecolonisd; the second part was
that being kept in the dark not only made Indigklgupotent in its dealings with the

UK but also provided opponents with a stick withiethto beat Nehru.

Once again Nehru was forced to try to reconcileesswdifferent pressures:
Indian opinion, world opinion and the balance demipting to balance a foreign
policy that satisfied both material and ideologicajuirements. Nehru preferred
progressive colonialism to Communism in Southeasa An the short term because
colonialism at least offered a semblance of stgbilihis is a key factor that has long
been overlooked in the study of Indian foreign @gland it was by way of historical
heritage that immediate stability in Southeast Asigant support of the British in
their efforts in Malaya rather than see the redadhunder the sway of the Chinese

and Russians.

Overseas Indians also factored into Delhi’s thigkilfNehru sought to

dissuade overseas communities from being too deperuh India for support over
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their domestic issues in other sovereign territoridowever, one must question Lal’s
assertion that Nehru’s foreign policy excludediseie of expatriate Indians from its
foreign policy both on the grounds that expatriata fluid concept and that Nehru
clearly did not exclude this group from his policymation’>® The issue of Indians

abroad had a resonance with the situation in Séiftiica, in particular, Ceylon,

Burma and East Africa, which were emotive issuas$ ¢ould not be ignored by the
G.O.l.. Thus the treatment of Indians in anothet phthe Commonwealth impacted
upon responses to the troubles in Mal&a he Indian population in Malaya was a
direct result of imperial enterprise and the lowges and deleterious working
conditions not only served as a reminder of thigdsy, but provided a grievance for
the MCP to exploit. Nehru continually pushed theti8n for better working

conditions for Malaya and for them to follow a presgsive path.

Nehru, moreover, was negotiating entry into the @uamwealth. It would
serve no purpose for the G.O.l. to take a widewwd the cases of Ganapathy and
Sambasivam and attack the entire enterprise ofsBrimperialism in Southeast
Asia. Criticism centred on Ganapathy and Sambasivam the British High
Commissioner reported the reaction to the arresbath Indians, writing that
‘Malaya for the first time since independence hame in for much criticism this
summer. This was occasioned largely by the deattesees...on two Indian trade
unionists of Communist leanings who were involvedterrorist activities in the
federated state$> Nye continued that ‘Congress and Leftist leadersvall as the
Press indulged in the most immoderate abuse of Naayan Government

stigmatising it as a “Planters’ Raj*>®

Sambasivam and Ganapathy were not the only twamsdio be caught up in
the Malayan Emergency, but were two of the mosh lpipfile due to the timing of
their trials and the subsequent attention paidheypress and popular opinion. The
G.O.l. was, therefore, prompted to attempt to resthe situation by demonstrating

support for Sambasivam and Ganapathy. In factintiean Representative in Malaya

%5 all, ‘India’s Relationship with Non-Resident Indians, 1947-199Blissed Opportunity? p. 8.
1% The G.0O.1. had exploited the new UN to make itsecagainst the discriminatory policies of South
Africa; for a recent account see Mark Mazowséo, Enchanted Palace: The End of Empire and the
Ideological Origins of the United NatioriBrinceton and Oxford, 2009).
iz; Nye to CRO, Despatch No. 41, Ref. P/243, 9/9/1949,142/479.

Ibid.
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and Singapore continued to work on the behalf afidns prosecuted under the
Emergency Regulations. M. Gopala Menon reportet dhang 1951, three Indian
rubber tappers were sentenced to death, and tHaeffdorts were made by this
Representation to save their lives, but they mét siiccess only in the last cas€.’
More prominent members of Singapore society théaeu tappers also fell foul of
regulations in 1951 for disseminating MCP materifisNone of these, however,
elicited such interest and intense reactions asake of the two Indians dealt with in
the spring of 1949.

Ganapathy and Sambasivam’s trials, moreover, reseaiething of the
ambiguity of the situation in Malaya, and in Indiahetoric of foreign policy. They
reveal how the impact of the press and public agpinnfluenced Nehru and his
government. The G.O.l. had to attempt to ratioeali;md defend its policy to an
incredulous public opinion that held their own patlist struggle dear. Crucially,
Malaya also illuminates the constraints acting updéehru, and especially the
reliance on the old British imperial system in Smast Asia. Despite the G.O.l.'s
general discretion over the Malayan Emergencyhtmeging of Ganapathy and the
potential execution of Sambasivam provoked a defafidndians abroad in reaction
to public outcry directed and enflamed by the peess opposition in the Constituent
Assembly. The criticism that emanated from the G,®owever, was specifically
targeted at the Malayan authorities and at theqale@al workings of the Emergency
Regulations and not at the overall project of déiiegp Malaya from Communism
and in the same action defending colonialism. F@n®le, Nehru was reported to
have informed a press conference that the Malay#ms&ties had acted with great
folly in their hanging of Ganapath$* Malaya was part of Nehru's realisation that
events on the ground did not necessarily fit neatly the ideological or principled
tropes that were so often espoused as guiding dimufation of India’s foreign
policy. It is the interaction of the cases of thése men with the wider regional
situation and Indian entry into the Commonwealtht tprovides an insight into

Indian foreign policy.

izAnnual Report for 1951, dated 20/12/1951, File 8(@2)-R&1/52, NAI.

lbid.
161 Reported that Nehru's speech took place on 114&/1Better from Listowel to Menon, 28/5/1949,
PREM 8/967.
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6) India and the Colombo Plan: Putting South Asia backn

Colombo

In a world racked by schism and confusion it istatéw whether free men
can long afford to leave undeveloped and imprisangzbverty the human
resources of the countries of South and South-&siat which could help
so greatly, not only to restore the world’s progigebut also to redress its
confusion and enrich the lives of all men everywetter

These words formed the closing remarks of the tepiothe Commonwealth
Consultative Committee entitled ‘Colombo Plan foro-Gperative Economic
Development in South and South-East Asia.’ This @amwealth initiative, known
as the Colombo Plan, aimed to raise the economaicdatd of living of Asians
through economic development set out in individaalntry plans and funded
through Commonwealth contributions. The ColombonPddso sought to lay the
foundations of future economic growth, and theretyymbat the spread of
Communism in Asia by providing a physical and psjobical assault against the
appeal of Communism. The Colombo Plan aimed tdit@ie the rehabilitation of
the region so that it could play its part in balagcthe world economy through the
export of dollar commodities for the Sterling Ar@ad the reducing of dollar
expenditures for food imports. The Report was lgr¢fee product of three meetings
held in 1950: Colombo in January, Sydney in May baddon in September. But the
seeds of what became known as the Colombo Platoeaied in the years before
1950.

India was actively involved and a key influencetire formation of the
Colombo Plan, as the plan served to satisfy sedarglaims of India’s foreign
policy: to foster regional co-operation, it wastpafrthe settlement of India’s sterling
balances, and it was an attempt to engage the Cameadth and potentially the US
in the development of South and Southeast Asigelargn the basis of halting the
spread of Communism in the region. Colombo, howetakes a back seat in the
existing historiography to India’s other regionabwes, for example the Asian

Relations Conference and the infamous Bandung @amfe of 1955. The Colombo

! “The Colombo Plan for Co-operative Economic Depetent in South and South-East Asia’, EPC
(50) 105, October 1950, CAB/134/226.
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Plan is one of the Commonwealth’s lasting legacied still provides technical
assistance to this day. However, it is absent filoenestablished narrative of India’s
foreign policy and the relevant volumes of ®elected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru
and the National Archives of India contain littieference to the Colombo meetings
further compounding its absence. With few Indiawegamental archival materials
to utilise, British records provide a basic nakatdf pertinent events and minutes of

meetings’

For Nehru economic development served the purpdssawing Asia for
democracy as opposed to either Communism or Westegperialism. Economic
development aimed to ensure that newly-independetibns could offer their
citizens a tangible improvement in their standastifiving, and to demonstrate to
colonial territories, Malaya for example, that opaal development, not
Communism, was the answer to their problems. Dewveént was not simply, as
Marc Frey argues, tdegitimise continued colonial rulé.’ Development was rather
part of the psychological counter-attack to Comraomthat Nehru prescribed to the
Western powers, and it was for this reason thatrtNeimphasised the threat to the
West. Moreover, he presented the satisfying of '‘Asmtionalist aspirations with
development, and also argued for development asansnof co-operation between
the East and West. Through the Commonwealth platfoindia was able to
contribute to the moulding of policies for Asia,damaintain not only a claim to be a
voice for Asians - not the leader of an EasterneFatibn as Charrier suggests - but

also to being a core member of a reformed Commoitiwéa

Nehru’'s alarm at Communist expansion was genuiseg\wedenced by his
own actions against Indian Communists, but was ateployed in an attempt to
exploit the interest of the UK, Commonwealth and U&n Aloysius Thivy, India’s

Representative in Malaya and Singapore, detailedery similar argument in

2 The story of Colombo from the British perspectalso needs to be re-examined with an emphasis
on sterling balances, but the task is outside theigw of the current work.

% Marc Frey,‘Control, Legitimacy, and the Securing of Intere&sropean Development Policy in
South-East Asia from the Late Colonial Period t® Harly 19605 Contemporary European History
12 (2003), p. 398. Whilst Frey's article is a wetmentry in an area that is all too often dominded
development studies rather than history, his adcsulimited in scope and ignores the central role
that India had on the evolution of developmentanitBeast Asia.

4 Philip J. Charrier,Britain, India and the Genesis of the Colombo PlE®#45-51, PhD thesis,
University of Cambridge, 1995, p. 1.
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conversation with the MoEA in early 1949 when hguad that Britain had to be
convinced that the only way to build a ‘bulwark sxgd Communism’ was to remove
racial discrimination and establish common equalitghts and duties in their
territories, and also in the economic field. Ifstisiould be achieved then there would
be a chance of ‘effecting some measure of democaack freedom in territories
under British rule® Thivy continued that ‘If we base our attack on th&l grounds
of (a) threat of Communism, and (b) India’s segurte may break down Britain's
selfish motives. Once Britain is won over, thenf ltaé battle for Asia’s freedom is
over. Britain will then become an active ally inetliask of breaking down the
resistance of the Dutch and the French in theiorgal policy.® This exposition
echoes the advice Nehru provided at the Commonkwenéeting in April 1949

concerning Malaya and Indonesia.

Additionally, India expected to benefit from the t@atial economic
development of Asia. Giles Boquerat, in a simisHion to the economist Michal
Kalecki, concludes his study of India’s foreign ailicy with the assertion that ‘the
Indian Government did not hesitate to take advantdghe East-West confrontation
to mobilize aid from both superpowefstHowever, this only holds true for the mid-
1950 period and beyond, whereas in this earli@ogdndia exploited a growing fear
of the spread of Communism to loosen the pursegstrof its Western allies. India’s
approach, to employ and exploit the fear of Commiumixpansion, developed

alongside its own increasing realisation of theggarof the spread of Communism.

Part of India’s emphasis on development as polieg what it would then
enable India to be involved as opposed to any fairpolitical or military approach,
which India would have been unable to reconcilehveitcommitment to remaining
free of formal obligations. The British were notnlol to this fact and it informed

their own formulation of their Southeast Asia p@gto a large extent as India was

5 Review of the Situation in Malaya, Singapore, Hdatong, Sarawak, Brunei, North Borneo and
Philippines (Far Eastern Countries) by J.A. Thiletter dated 13/4/1949, File No. 103-C.J.K/49,
NAI.

® Ibid. C.S Jha Joint Secretary at the MoEA replied tovyTthat G.O.l. already doing all it can to
press the needs of the people of Southeast Adidhéiucould appear as interference in the matiers
other governments. Jha’s letter, however, runsraonto continuing advice and actions of Nehru and
Bajpai in their conversations with both the Britishd the Americans, see letter to Thivy, April 1949
Do. No. F.47-3/49-SIM (M), File No. 103-C.J.K/49AN

’ Gilles BoqueratNo Strings Attached? India’s Policies and Foreigial,AL947-1966(New Delhi,
2003), p. 401 and see Michal Kaledkgsays on Developing Econom{&sissex, 1976).

199



Colombo Plan

considered the ‘the key to the whole South-Eastarsiegional co-operation.
Without India we can achieve littlé.For Nehru the approach also represented an
example of the efficacy of the Commonwealth conibedn international affairs and

as evidence of the benefits of India’'s membership.

The Colombo Plan provided India with a forum in @io take part, to co-
operate on the regional basis with other Asianonatiand in a way that satisfied
India fears that it was not obligated to follow aspecific line or policy. Colombo,
moreover, eventually provided India with a longatesterling balance solution at a
time when the fear of some form of readjustment palpable. India decided to co-
operate and contribute because assistance wasnallicted on a bilateral basis, and
so was able to maintain its principle of avoidingqhding treaties. The anti-
Communist aspect of the plan was seldom mentionguliblic discourse and was
certainly not emphasised by the G.O.l.. The rhetaf Colombo gradually
developed to underplay any Communist-directed dspeits inception, and chose

rather to concentrate on the raising the standaliding for its own sake.

Of central importance for India, as for the Commeaith and Sterling Area
as a whole, was that any success from the inidatwld have the overall effect of
increasing world trade and, through its concerraton agricultural assistance,
increase India’s access to food supplies. Developrserved as a means to increase
production in Southeast Asia in the hope of rebatandollar deficits, which in turn
benefitted all, and this aspect of the plan caieoctorgotten or lost in the rhetoric.
Setting Asia on the path to development would mdy caise the standard of living,

moving the territories closer to self-governmentit lalso provided India with

8 CO/967/84, No.69, October 1949 ‘The United KingdamSouth-east Asia and the Far East,
Cabinet paper prepared by the Foreign Office, citedNo0.196, A.J. Stockwell (ed.)British
Documents on the End of Empire, Series B, VolunMaBya, Part II: The Communist Insurrection,
1948-1953(London, 1995). Also see the two separate PUSCrpapat formed the report, PUSC
Papers No. 32 and No. 52 of July and August 19491if397/G in FO 371/76030. PUSC No. 32 and
No. 52 together formed the FO’s submission to Gethisee ‘The United Kingdom in Southeast Asia
and the Far East’, Memorandum by Ernest Bevin, 49 207, 18/10/1949, CAB 129/37.

® The final report noted that, ‘The increase in imes is likely, other things being equal, to conttéb

to the expansion of world trade’, ‘Final ReporttbE Commonwealth Consultative Committee on
South and South-East Asia about Co-operative Ecan@avelopment’, October 1950, EPC (50)
105, CAB 134/226. For example the submission pegpdry Malaya focussed on investment in
rubber plantations and tin mines in addition toiadture and irrigation, see FreyControl,
Legitimacy, and the Securing of Interests: Europ@auelopment Policy in South-East Asia from the
Late Colonial Period to the Early 1960p. 401.
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markets for exports crucial to its economic grovethd balancing development
budgets. As B.N. Ganguli argues, an important p@stirend was the continuance
and expansion of India’s imports, namely rice, #mmineral oils, from Southeast
Asia, which underlined India’s dependence on inpaft food and raw materials.
However, the link is not made that this expansidntrade figured into India’s

appreciation of expansionary Communi¥h.

The Planning Commission, under Nehru's leadershiypepared the
submission for the Consultative Commitiée.In their submission to the
Commonwealth Consultative Committee, what becameGblombo Plan, 80 per
cent of projects in the submission were alreadyeundy, as was the First Five-Year
Plan from 1951. To a degree, Colombo was a rhetlodievice that gave substance to
the rationalisation of existing projects in Indizdamade it a national pldAThe idea
of national development was crucial to Nehru's @pton of development as a key
means to unite a fissiparous nation. Colombo wasedification of India’s existing
projects, or planned projects, not exclusively émonomic reasons, but also for
forging a sense of national identity through a commant to economic development.
India was able to secure international assistanbstwmaintaining the national
control of planning. Constructing the plans also/ed as a means to clearly set out
India’s needs, its progress since the war, andmgfhasising the seriousness of their

need for assistance.

Within the context of Britain’s economic problenmspst recently manifested
in devaluation, India viewed the Colombo Plan ameans of securing regular and
secure releases from her accumulated sterling @edamamid continued Anglo-
American financial discussions and rumours of cHaen. Britain had indicated

that sterling releases would have to be addressetiei wake of devaluation in

10 5ee B.N. Ganguli, ‘India and the Commonwealth: riéenic Relations’, in Verinder Grover (ed.),
International Relations and Foreign Policy in Indislolume 5, Great Britain, Commonwealth and
India’s Foreign Policy (New Delhi, 1992), p. 379 and also his larger wdridia's Economic
Relations with the Far Eastern and Pacific Courdrie the Present Centu@ombay, 1956).

11 jerome B. Cohen, ‘Problems of Economic Developnierindia’, Economic Development and
Cultural Changel (1952), p. 198. Francine R. FranKeldia’s Political Economy, 1947-2004: The
Gradual Revolution(Second edn, New Delhi, 2005) remains the mostotigh analysis of India’s
developmental political economy.

2 For the 80 per cent figure see Antonin Basch, ‘Tméombo Plan: A Case of Regional Economic
Cooperation’ International Organisatior® (1955), p. 5. Whilst this article contains afusearrative,
there is seldom any mention of the anti-Commurspeat of the enterprise.
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October 1949, but India’s existing agreement regdin place until June 1951, after
which time the releases would again have to bed(-ielciupor?.3 Crucially, the
Sydney meeting in 1950 provided India with accestecthnical assistance from the
rest of the Commonwealth, linked to their Colomiodraission which then formed
the kernel of the first five-year pldf.Involvement also held the prospect of
American aid, both to India and more widely to thst of South and Southeast Asia,
through the demonstration of real progress towaslshelp, which the US insisted
upon as part of Truman’s Point Four programme.

Oakman argues that ‘To some extent, the Colomba Rias a facade, a
device intended to lure independent Asia into éarade with the Western bloc’, and
at the heart of this chapter is the question of Ihutfia fits into this interpretatiof?.
India’s role in where and when the idea originatesh in part be demonstrated
through examining the historiography. There aretiplel existing narratives of the
formulation of the Colombo Plan, but none as yeit thake India as a key
protagonist. Moreover, the Colombo Plan seldom &oampart of the narrative of

India’s foreign policy'®

The majority of the existing accounts end the agialgf Colombo at January
1950, but what is necessary is an emphasis on exagnithe subsequent
development of the plarf.Much of literature, for example, Ademola Adelekeda
including Percy Spender himself, focuses too hgawh Australia and the
contribution of Spender’s idea that ‘formed the riatrof the proposal that the

Commonwealth foreign ministers transformed into thelombo Plan®® Daniel

13 Cripps delivered a statement to Parliament to #ffsct on 26/10/1949, see EPC (49) 137,
14/11/1949, CAB 134/223.

14 Reporting on the Sydney meeting in May 1950, tre feeting of the Consultative Committee, a
British report noted the importance that Asian d¢des attributed to this aspect, ‘India, Pakistad a
Ceylon are obviously feeling acutely their lack roén with skills of all kind’, see CP (50) 123,
‘Commonwealth Consultative Committee on Economivéepment in South and South-East Asia:
Sydney, May 1950’, Memorandum by the Paymaster @&&neAB 129/40.

1> Daniel Oakmankacing Asia A History of the Colombo Plé&Banberra, 2010), p. 67.

® For example, Ademola AdelekePlaying Fairy Godmother to the Commonwealth: Thatéth
States and the Colombo Pladournal of Commonwealth and Comparative Polit (2004), pp.
393-411.

¥ Tilman Remme is the key example of tiBsitain and Regional Co-operation in South-EastaAsi
1945-49(London, 1995).

18 Ademola Adeleke:The Strings of Neutralism: Burma and the ColombanRIPacific Affairs76
(2003-2004), p. 594 and Percy Spenéercises in Diplomacy: The ANZUS Treaty and thim@bo
Plan (Sydney, 1969).
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Oakman, in a similar vein to David Lowe, also pRteo heavy an emphasis on the
Colombo plan as Australian poli¢y.Much of this literature focuses too tightly on
the proceedings of the meeting in Ceylon in Jand&§0, which thus lends weight

to the argument of Australian centrafifyThere are, however, other narratives to
consider, and as Lalita Prasad Singh notes it wedo@ that first vocalised the

kernel of the idea at the Colombo meetih§Vhereas Charles S. Blackton argued in
1951 that the issue was first raised at the Colondderence in January 1950, he
provides little detail on the voice that suggested This research, however, places
less emphasis on the meetings themselves anddrsigases on the communication

of ideas before, during and throughout the meetiogiscuss the Colombo Plan.

There is little established historiography on Indiad the Colombo Plan.
Whilst the January 1950 meeting in Colombo is opamtance, it is necessary to
establish its place in the wider narrative of ecbitoco-operation as an answer to
Communism, and doing so helps to reveal the ceratalthat India played that is
too often neglected. The seeds for ‘fruitful’ dissions were sown in October 1948
at Commonwealth discussions in London and continaedhe Commonwealth
Prime Ministers’ Meeting in April 1949. Lalita P Singh attempted a partial
rehabilitation of India’s role as he argued thavikPanikkar should be credited with
originating the idea for circulating a memorandum early 1949 containing
proposals for an economic assault against the app&ommunisnf> J.C. Kundra
argues that Colombo ‘definitely resulted in Indiggreement that Communism
should be checked throughout South-East Asia by@uoi action?* Although his

judgement on where the idea originated is uncledreaalso argues that the idea was

9 Daniel Oakman, ‘The Seed of Freedom: Regional Sgcand the Colombo PlanAustralian
Journal of Politics and History6 (2000), pp. 67-85 arfeacing Asia A History of the Colombo Plan
and David Lowe;Percy Spender and the Colombo PJaustralian Journal of Politics and History
40 (1994), pp. 162-76. Also see Lalita Prasad Sifiglk Politics of Economic Co-operation in Asia:
A Study of Asian International OrganisatiofMissouri, 1966), p. 177.

20 gpender himself underplays the 1949 Commonwealéetivig, Exercises in Diplomacy: The
ANZUS Treaty and the Colombo Plg8ydney, 1969).

21 See SinghThe Politics of Economic Co-operation in Agia,177.

22 Charles S. BlacktonThe Colombo PlanFar Eastern Surveg0 (1951), p. 28.

2 Singh does make mention of the fact that Spenuittize other delegates had seen a memorandum
focussing on economic needs of Asia by K.M. Panikkadian Ambassador to China, prior to the
meeting,The Politics of Economic Co-operation in Aggp. 177-178.

24 J.C. Kundra,Indian Foreign Policy, 1947-1954: A Study of Relat with the Western Bloc
(Groningen, 1955), p. 192.
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predominantly India® Kundra, however, fails to examine the close retethip
between Indian and British ideas on blocking Comismanand the crucial factor of
India’s sterling balances. For India, pushing tber®mic front as the means to stop
Communism was the only way to secure British ancehdly American
development assistance to the region. S. Gopalyu¢ebfficial biographer, also
gives little attention to Colombo and does so anlyeference to Communist China,

emphasising the centrality of the January 1950 imgeind Nehru’s role, noting that:

As for aggressive communism, it could be best redign South East Asia
by removing every vestige of colonial control anglesgthening the
nationalist forces. The Commonwealth Foreign Mast meeting at
Colombo in January 1950, agreed; Nehru secured general acceptance that
what was needed was not a Pacific pact on the fieATO but the
raising, with the assistance of the Commonwealtintites, of the
economic standards of the regfon.

An additional strand of the literature attemptsntiegrate the Colombo Plan
within the narrative of British and, to a lessetee, US foreign policy in Southeast
Asia, and it is thus not difficult to agree with é&ldke’s conclusion that much of the
literature on the Colombo Plan has focused ondleeaf the Western powers. This is
at odds with Oakman’s assessment that little attenhas been focussed on the
economic, political and strategic contéktOakman’s observation does, however,
have some merit: there is a palpable lack of liteeathat examines the role of, for

example, the sterling balances within the widertexinof the study of foreign

policy.

Tilman Remme, for instance, charts the developra&Btritish foreign policy
and the formulation of regional cooperation, in Beast Asi&® Britain, argues
Remme, crucially influenced by the need to secadah involvement, not active
Indian agency, concluded that economic assistarmsetihae best way to combat the
Communist menace. Remme, however, fails to adequately position Isdrale
within these policies, and in doing so misses #h&ral importance that the existence

of the sterling balances had in the formulatiorboth Indian and British policies.

% |bid., p. 192.

% 5. GopalJawaharlal Nehru: A Biography, 1947-1956, VolumeTlwondon, 1979), p. 65.

27 Adeleke, ‘The Strings of Neutralism: Burma and the ColombanPlp. 593 and Oakman, ‘The
Seed of Freedom: Regional Security and the ColoRiao’, p. 68.

28 RemmeBritain and Regional Co-operation in South-Eastad4i945-49,

2 |bid., pp. 2-3.
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Nicholas Tarling is among those who focus too Hgawh the UK, describing

Colombo as an ambitious strategy of British forefmiicy° Tarling acknowledges

the importance of India in Southeast Asia in gelndmat only in so far as he notes
that the British took account of the attitudesrafian leaders®

In 2009, B.R Tomlinson attempted to address th&topthe Colombo Plan
in tandem with that of the sterling balance probkemd concluded that the Colombo
Plan did little more than to regularise the paymeniartime debts and slow down
British economic recovery, but crucially fails tRaeine its significanc& Whereas
Schenk, in the context of her study on the impéc¢he Sterling Area on the British
economy, argues that ‘Instead, the plans to liels¢ntwo aspects of the sterling area
[balances and development] were rather disingenwsitsmpts to reduce UK
liabilities while manipulating America into provitjy dollar aid to the sterling
area.®® Schenk’s analysis is far too reductive as she #desentire scheme of
regional development as a disingenuous exercisextoact money from the
Americans in order to solve the balances probletmerahan exploring the intricate

links between Colombo and the sterling balari¢es.

Philip Charrier also made a valuable contributionthie historiography by
taking the policies of Britain, and to a lessereaxtindia, in Southeast Asia and
charting the development of the Colombo Plan witthi@ context of their regional
policies. Britain, Charrier argues, was eager &a a multi-lateral post-colonial

structure designed to satisfy the demand of themaists whilst safeguarding the

%0 Nicholas Tarling,The United Kingdom and the Origins of the Colomtar® The Journal of
Commonwealth and Comparative Polit@4 (1986), p. 3 anBritain, South East Asia and the Impact
of the Korean War(Singapore, 2003) also see the recent book by Retee, Contending with
Nationalism: British Policy towards Southeast Asl®45-65: Global Conflict and Security since
1945(London, 2009).

% Tarling, “The United Kingdom and the Origins of the Colomthan? p. 4.

%2 B.R. Tomlinson.*“The Weapons of the Weakened”: British Power, 8tgriBalances and the
Origins of the Colombo Planin The Formation of the New International Order in &sind the
International Aid Plan (Tokyo, 2009), p. 54.

¥ Catherine R. SchenlBritain and the Sterling Area: From Devaluation @onvertibility in the
1950s(London, 1994), p. 35. This accusation was alsderizy Australia, which claimed that the UK
was more interested in the economics than thedorpolicy, see Oakmaifacing Asia A History of
the Colombo Planp. 48.

34 The British Cabinet even reported that, ‘one eftihore valuable by-products of the Colombo Plan,
though not the primary objective, particularly @isds the United States, is thus likely to be that
this problem of war-time accumulations of sterlipglances will have been virtually solved.” EPC
(50) 101, 27/10/1950, CAB 134/227.
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economic interests of the colonial powétsAs for India, Charrier argues that it
wanted a narrowly Asian ‘eastern federation ledrja.”*® In contrast, this research
argues that India’s interest in Colombo was desigtte ensure that states in the
region had the necessary economic stability arehgth to warrant decolonisation,

and to assist those recently decolonised.

Ritchie Ovendale made a start on examining AngloeAoan relations in
Southeast Asia, as did Merrill and McMahon. Theseoants began to link the
issues of Communism in Southeast Asia, with US British policies for India, but
without more than a passing reference to ColoMdowever, it was in 1993 with
the publication of Anita Inder Singh'Bhe Limits of British Influencthat the set of
British, Indian and American relationships were ahsidered in the same wotk.
Inder Singh’s work, however, is directed in itsdsean the British relationship with
America concerning India rather than the individsat of bilateral relations.
Moreover, Inder Singh gives little attention to #@nomic factors that underpinned
the relationship and in particular fails to provideaterial on either the sterling
balances or the Colombo Plan. ‘Playing Fairy Godfather to the Commonwealth
Ademola Adeleke raises the question of why the Wiately bought into the plan,
and argues that it was for its own political antatstgic goals, informed by the
Korean War, and not in support of the Commonweatia; the US bought i,

22 Charrier, Britain, India and the Genesis of the Colombo P18#5-51.

Ibid., p. 1.
37 Ritchie Ovendale:Britain, the United States, and the Cold War in tBeEast Asia, 1949-1950
International Affairs58 (1982), pp. 4464; Dennis Merrill, ‘Indo-American Relations, 1947-50: A
Missed Opportunity in AsiaDiplomatic History1l (1987), pp. 203-26 and Robert J. McMahidme
Cold War on the Periphery: The United States, Indied Pakistan(New York, 1994). David
Reynolds, in his 1988-89 article, argues that ileedture of the late 1970s and 1980s was influgnce
by the sombre national mood in Britain as ‘decliaetered the national vocabulary, which resulted in
a seamier assessment of Anglo-American relatioas ¢éimphasised competition as much as co-
operation,‘Rethinking Anglo-American Relatiohsinternational Affairs65 (1988-89), pp. 89-111.
For a selection see, OvenddlBritain, the United States, and the Cold War intSdtiast Asia, 1949-
1950 and The English-Speaking Alliance: Britain, the Unit8thtes, the Dominions and the Cold
War, 1945-1951)(Winchester, 1985)David Reynolds, ‘A “Special Relationship™? America, Britain
and the International Order since the Second Wafddf, International Affairs62 (1985-86), pp. 1-
20; Lord Saint Brides, ‘Britain, the United States and South Asia Wm. Roger Louis and H. Bull
(eds),The ‘Special relationship: Anglo-American relations since 1943xford, 1986), pp. 29309;
Christopher ThorneAllies of a Kind: The United States, Britain ane: ttWar Against Japan, 1941-
1945 (New York, 1978); D.C. Watt, Succeeding John Bull: America in BritagnPlace, 1900-1975
(Cambridge, 1984) and Wm. Roger Louisnperialism at Bay: The United States and the
Decolonisation of the British Empire, 1941-194%ew York, 1978).
% Anita Inder Singh,The Limits of British Influence: South Asia and tAaglo-American
Relationship, 1947-5@_ondon, 1993).
39 Adeleke,‘Playing Fairy Godmother to the Commonwealth: ThetéshStates and the Colombo

206



Colombo Plan

Whilst Adeleke examines the Anglo-American diplomaarrounding the issue and
positions it within the broader context of LouisdaRobinson’s Anglo-American
coalition, there is extremely little on the plack India within the analysis and
Adeleke fails to engage with the economic aspedtthe problent’ Having
reviewed the existing literature, there is scopeafo interpretation that places India
in the fore, and crucial to any analysis of Ind&dions in Asia is an appreciation of

the threats posed by the growth of both domestcisternational Communism.

‘The Communist Party has been functioning in practcally open revolt in

certain parts of India’**

Nehru had long been committed to the economic dgwveént of India and
the strength of post-war Communism served to redefdis belief in the necessity of
raising the standard of living of Asians. There evéwo sides to the evolution of
India’s stance on Communism: domestic and intesnatji both of which were
closely linked. India’s international position o@munism was not an ideological
stance against Communist ideals and principlesabainst its expansionary moves
and methods and the fundamental threat that it doéseAsian freedom. India’s
policy towards Communism, stability through econorand national development,

was one of indirect action that reduced the chaatepen conflict and aggression.

India’s own domestic Communist problem was the keyits increasing
realisation of the threat that external Communisosepl to India itself and to
Southeast Asia. Domestic Communism was the latbesat to the national project,
and by May 1948 Nehru complained to his Principald®e Secretary that ‘the fact
of the matter is that the Communist Party has Wdaeationing in practically open
revolt in certain parts of India, indulging in émice, and sabotage and murdetn
spring 1948, Nehru was eager to publicly emphasis¢ the proscription of the
Communist party in West Bengal and elsewhere wetedimected by him, nor did

they represent any change in India’s internatigditics and should not be taken to

Plan, p. 395.
“CWm. Roger Louis and R. Robinson, ‘The ImperialishDecolonisation’ Journal of Imperial and
Commonwealth Historg2 (1994), pp. 462-511.
1 Note to Principle Private Secretary, 18/5/1948SinGopal (ed.)Selected Works of Jawaharlal
4N2ehru, Second Series, Volume(llew Delhi, 1991), p. 180.

Ibid.
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mean the expression of sympathy for one bloc orttem® Despite Nehru's
statement to the contrary, India agreed to agdststUS by providing the particulars

of known Communists in much the same way as theéyth Britain**

Nehru’s first public attack on domestic Communisse in July 1948 in the
Hindustan Timesn ‘Nehru Denounces Communists’ where he presetitenh as a
threat to India’s internal stability in the contettHyderabad and the proscription of
the CPI in West Bengal. Nehru provided an elucatatiof his approach to
combatting this insidious threat: economic recowehych in turn was dependent on
the general recovery of trafdfeCrucially Nehru still remained publicly reticenh o
the subject of international Communism in the fadecontinued criticism from

Moscow?®

By the beginning of 1949, in the domestic conteRgjpai stated in
conversation with the US Ambassador that the G.@fter a long hesitation, had
come out sternly against the Communists who weiegrto create chaos in India as
in other Asian countrie¥. H.V.R. lengar (Secretary to Ministry of Home Affs)
further elucidated India’s domestic take on Comrammto the British, which was at
the time free to operate in India apart from in @&nSuppression alone, he argued,
was no cure for Communism and whilst there werd0®,troops in Hyderabad,

remedial economic measures were also being t&ken.

Nehru's approach to domestic Communists fundamigntafluenced his
opinions on how to deal with international Commumishrough the amelioration of
economic conditions on a national basis. In essehceas not combatting
Communism, but combatting the conditions in whitlhrived, namely economic

hardship and the absence of national freedom. Bsipre was utilised in India, but

43 See details of Speech on 6 April 1948, in telegfaom US Embassy to State Department,
845.00B/4-478, RG 59, NARA.

*4 The US Embassy reported to the State DepartmaenttiV.R. lengar confirmed India’s willingness
to provide intelligence, 21/9/1949, 845.00B/9-21R& 59, NARA.

*5 Hindustan TimesNehru Denounces Communists’, 27/7/1948.

%6 5K Patil of the All-India Congress Working Comte# also came to the conclusion that the
Communists had become a menace to the internalitstalh India and spent little time in sharing shi
view with the US, see record of Conversation withlgfferson Jones lll, 7/9/1848, Enclosure to
Despatch No. 1043, US Embassy to the State Depatt®¥5.00/9-748, RG 59, NARA.

*" From reported conversations between Loy Hendersot Bajpai, 16/3/1949, Enclosure to
Despatch No. 240, 18/3/1949, 745.00/3-1849, R BRA.

48 Record of Conversation, Tour in New Delhi, 16-20849, Sir William Strang’s Tour of Asia —
Reports to Cabinet 17/3/1949’, CP(49) 67, CAB 129/3
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repression without reform was directly linked irdian public discourse with the
colonial repression of the British Raj. Repressitome, Nehru and the G.O.l. feared,
would continue to be used by critics to beat theegoment, and therefore a positive
policy was needetf. The Government cannot ‘look on supinely’ when bleuwas
created argued Nehru, but he also expressed coaeerrninternational and domestic
opinion over repression, doubting whether ‘we anenimg in this battle of gaining
people’s minds and heartS.'Positive action, in conjunction with repressionenh
necessary, therefore, was the only answer to theesic Communist threat.Their
actions did not fit with what Nehru saw as the igday politics’ of independence
and the best way, Nehru also opined, to discré@itGommunists in India was ‘to
lay stress on the violence, sabotage, terrorison, @hd to deal with it all vigour and
not to emphasise the fact of communi$mNehru's policies represent one of the
first expositions of hearts and minds tactics tlatattempted to push on the British
in their attempts to deal with Malaya.Nehru’s domestic problem informed and

reinforced his belief that economic development what Asia needed.

Despite any Soviet reaction, or internal criticighe G.O.l. would not allow
the Communists to undermine law, order and secumityndia. India’s domestic
Communist problem fundamentally influenced its tatte towards international
Communism as Southeast Asia experienced a seriesusthined Communist-
inspired uprisings from Malaya to Burma. These weesved as part of a Moscow-
directed assault launched at the Calcutta Youthf€2ence and Communist Party of
India Conference in February 1948. Thivy, the IndRepresentative in Malaya,
offered the view that the activities of the Malayaoammunist Party (MCP) were not
simply a result of economic conditions or the underatic nature of Malaya, but
that MCP actions took a firmer and stronger linection in line with the common

plan of action decided upon in Calcutta 1948dia began to make much of its

9 Nehru letter to B.C. Roy, Chief Minister of Wesergyal, 13/5/1949 in Gopal (edgWJN, Volume
11, p. 179.

0 Nehru to B.C. Roy, Chief Minister of West Beng22/5/1949 iribid., pp. 181-82.

®1 Nehru to B.C. Roy, Chief Minister of West Beng2®/5/1949 inibid., p. 184.

*2 |bid. For a short but informative argument based onidlea of ‘everyday politics’ see Dipesh
Chakrabarty, “In the Name of Politics” Sovereigntyemocracy, and the Multitude in India’,
Economic and Political WeekHB0 (2005), pp. 3293-3301.

%3 Nehru to B.C. Roy, Chief Minister of West Beng22/5/1949 in Gopal (ed.5WJN, Volume 1pp.
181-82.

54 Additional Note from Thivy to the MoEA, 6/2/1948 File No. MIC-1949-F.56-1/49-0SlI, NAI.
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internal efforts to combat Communism to the UK a@hd US. In the summer of
1949, whilst emphasising that India had no sympdtry Communism when it
manifested violently or in attempts to destroy esatNehru privately made it clear
that ‘we have, however, consistently refrained framy activity that may be
regarded as political hostility to Communist ideploas such or to communist
states®® Nehru’s emphasis on avoiding conflict reinforcéw tneed to combat
Communism by development and through satisfyingatets for national freedom.
He wrote to Vijaylakshmi Pandit that the ‘way tghHt communism is not by armies,
but by other methods and these are psychologicalvels as the adoption of

progressive policies?

India’s interest in Colombo was part of Nehru’'s wging realisation of the
complex nature of post-war international politicBhe victory of the Chinese
Communist Party at the end of 1949, and its re¢mgnsoon thereafter, played an
important role in the continued development of &sliapproach in Southeast Asia.
From condemning internal Communists, Bajpai prijaieformed Henderson in
February 1950 that India disapproved of the avoaiats, activities and methods of

international Communisny.

Colombo was the first time that the Commonwealth mé\sia, although it
was not, as Oakman argues, the first time thatrmsieembers were given the
opportunity to discuss their views of regional &sii Nehru, for example, had
previously stressed the need for a psychologicain@y-attack and positive
measures in the economic fiéftlinternational Communism threatened both India’s

internal security, and a stable region of freeareti In Nehru’s view of the situation,

5 Nehru to Vijayalakshmi Pandit in Washington, 19649, in S. Gopal (ed.Selected Works of
Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Series, VoluméN@w Delhi, 1991), pp. 389-390.

°6 Nehru to Vijayalakshmi Pandit in Washington, 16849, inibid., pp. 408-409.

" Memorandum of Comments by Sir Girja Bajpai withgRed to a Draft of Memorandum Prepared
by Loy W. Henderson, American Ambassador to InBiatjtled ‘Certain Aspects of the Foreign Policy
of India’, 7/2/1950, in communication from Hendardo State Department, 9/2/1950, 691.00/2-950,
RG 59, NARA.

8 Oakman, ‘The Seed of Freedom: Regional Security e Colombo Plan’, p. 69. Nicolas
Mansergh also notes that ‘The Commonwealth hadtlier first time come to Asia’, in ‘The
Commonwealth in AsiaPacific Affairs23 (1950), p. 18 as does Blackton, ‘The ColomtamPFar
Eastern Surveg0 (1951), p. 28.

%9 Letter from Percival Leisching (CRO) to Nye (UKH&porting on Nehru's closing remarks at the
Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ Meeting, 3/5/1949, [35/2921 and also see Minutes of the
meetings, PMM (49) 6, Meeting of the Prime Ministe27/4/1949, CAB 133/89.
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Communism ‘appears to us...to come in the way ofde®, it was anti-national,
he argued, and instead of concentrating on thebitdr@s of Southeast Asia, the
Communist movements thought ‘rather of a wider diqblicy in which the interest

of the Soviet Union are paramoufit.Part of Communist success in China was that
they had been considered as liberators from for@dgnerican) interference, which
had implications for Southeast Asia as Nehru argate@olombo: ‘they might be
regarded as a liberating and economic rather thamiligary force, and we must do

something to counter thi§"

The Commonwealth, Nehru argued at the London Comvealth meeting in
April 1949, ‘must develop, and pursue, a positiediqy for preventing war. And in
Asia must take the form of removing the conditioniatr encouraged the growth of
communism® Any moves, however, had to be undertaken in a thay did not
threaten India’s desire to remain outside of aryclir treaty directed against any
other. Colombo and a regional effort was also $8eNehru as a key way to reduce
the chances of international conflict, and to as&sian primacy in solving an Asian
problem as opposed to Europeans attempting to gedias problems with little

reference to Asians themselves.

‘The Communist Victories in China have made a tremedous difference
to Asia and the World'®®

These words from Nehru go some way towards denatirgjrthe profound
international impact of Communist victory in Chiiadia had to have relations with
its giant neighbour with whom it shared approxirhat2,500 miles of border
stretching from Kashmir to Assam in the east, watehe composition of its
government, and it was Nehru's policy to engagéerathan risk a confrontation
with the Communist leaders of China. As early aseJi949, Nehru argued that
India’s approach should be one of friendly expéotat and waiting to see what

happens$? This early approach was in part based on Nehegsling of Chinese

€0 Note by Nehru, 28/6/1949 in Gopal (e®WWJN, Volume 1. 370.

1 Nehru's comments at Colombo ‘Commonwealth MeetingForeign Affairs, Colombo, January
1950, Summary of Proceedings’, Annex to ‘The ColomBonference’, Memorandum by the
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, CP (50) 28/2/1950, CAB 129/38.

2 PMM (49) 6, Meeting of the Prime Ministers, 27848, CAB 133/89.

3 Nehru to B.C. Roy, 23/5/1949, in Gopal (e&)JN, Volume 1p. 184.

54 Note by Nehru, 28/6/1949 in Gopal (e®)WJIN, Volume 1. 370.
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nationalism, which he argued would eventually pretmnger than Communist
doctrine, but that it would take time for the Chiaeto overcome its influenée.
Nehru provided a further elucidation of his views®hina in conversation with Loy
Henderson, the American Ambassador, arguing th&nghkKai-Shek had alienated
Chinese nationalism, which the Communists clevextyloited to take over the
leadership of Chinese nationalism. However, interiee by Russia would be deeply
distrusted and resented due to the anti-foreigaetiraent in Chinese nationalisth.
Nehru reiterated his China approach in conversatiith President Truman on his
American trip in October 1949: it was an agrari@votution that had been so
mishandled by the Kuomintang that power had falley default to the
Communist$’ Bajpai echoed Nehru in asserting that Chinese Qamsm was
different from elsewhere and that the Chinese dedRussians would not make
happy bed-fellow§® This reading encouraged the notion that a friemuiydus
vivendi had to be reached, and part of this was speedygmémn of the new
government. India’s China policy was not, as argoyedome, appeasement based on
a naive assumption that the Communist giant posettineat, but that the best way
to counter that threat was through engagement acldsion in international and

regional affair$®

55 |nder Singh,The Limits of British Influen¢e. 67. Also see, Record of Conversation betwedh. M
Dening and Nehru, 18/11/1949, Ref. CS/24C, 25/49]1%nd between Noel-Baker and Bajpai,
28/11/1949, Ref. 2180/31, DO 142/479. The policyrigindship did not, as argued by Dawa Norbu,
come about as a result of the Chinese take ovérikiat, ‘Tibet in Sino-Indian Relations: The
Centrality of Marginality’,Asian Surve7 (1997), pp. 1079-1080.

% Record of Conversation between Loy Henderson alard\ 8/2/1950, with Regard to a Draft of
Memorandum Prepared by Henderson entitled ‘Certaipects of the Foreign Policy of India’,
9/2/1950, in communication from Henderson to S@épartment, 9/2/1950, 691.00/2-950, RG 59,
NARA. Also see, Note by Nehru, 28/6/1949 in Gopal.[,SWJN, Volume 1. 370.

7 Memorandum of Conversation by the Secretary oteSfAcheson) between himself, Nehru,
Truman and Bajpai, 13/10/1949, 845.002/10-1349 5R(NARA.

% Record of Conversation between Noel-Baker and @8a#8/11/1949, Ref. 2180/31, DO 142/479.

% For an account that follows the line of Nehru'dui@ to view China as a threat based on the
subsequent war between the two nations see tlatracticle by Sameer Suryakant Patil, ‘India’s
China Policy in the 1950s: Threat Perceptions aaldies’ South Asian Survel4d (2007), pp. 283-
301. Neville Maxwell'sindia’s China War(London, 1972) is a must read account that debtimks
myth that India was the victim of unprovoked Chimeggression and also see his “China and India:
The Un-Negotiated DisputeThe China Quarterly3 (1970), pp. 47-80. For another account that
asserts Nehru's naivity see, Michael Edwardesysitin and Reality in India’s Foreign Policy’,
International Affairs41 (1965), p. 51. For other general discussioes ldsiao-Ting Lin, ‘Boundary,
Sovereignty, and Imagination: Reconsidering thenffeo Disputes between British India and
Republican China, 1914-47Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth Histd@32 (2004), pp. 237,
Fred W. Riggs, ‘Tibet in Extremiskar Eastern Survegt9 (1950), pp. 22230; Parshotam Mehra,
‘India, China and Tibet, 1950-54mdia Quarterly12 (1956), pp. 32; ‘India’s Border Dispute with
China: Revisiting Nehru's Approachinternational Studies42 (2005), pp. 35365; Mahendra
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One vital point is that the Communist Party’s vigtavas afait accompli
with the Kuomintang isolated on Formosa, and asriNédid Thakin Nu of Burma:
‘there is not much choice left in the matter angl fiicts of the situation lead us only
to one conclusion® India argued that it was simply acknowledging fachereas
withholding recognition could only be based on thet that it was the Communist
Party that had triumphed. In conversation with D@mg the American Chargé,
Bajpai said that whether the world liked it or nbe Communists would establish
themselves as thde factoand de jure government. Non-acceptance of this fact
would push China towards the USSR, whereas accepitie@ Communists would
strengthen the patriotic elements leading to aiersal Titoism'* Ignoring the fact
did not mean the fact disappeared and rather thigowf this line, India decided to

award recognition although it delayed to allow Copmwealth consultatiof?:

However, there was clearly apprehension in Delhiraa recognised the
new Communist government in an attempt to neugaisy potential hostility. India
followed a policy of friendship because their pglibad to be clear, definite,
unambiguous and not half-heartédThis was to be a relationship built on
attempting to develop a friendship for containmantl engagement as opposed to
isolation. Nehru thus emphasised to Thakin Nu thay anti-China or anti-
Communist bloc in Asia had to be avoided lest ivoke the Chines&. Nehru
reasoned that China was not about to begin deglarar on neighbouring nations as
any interference would come in the form of infittea, agitation and would be
propagandist in natur8.Fears of the impact of Communist victory in Charathe
co-ordination of insurrections in Southeast Asiaeneinforced as delegates from 20

countries met in Peking under the World Federatbifrade Unions in late 1949,

Kumar, ‘Sino-Indian Relations 1950-59ternational Studie$ (1963), pp. 2B2; K. Gopalachari,
‘The India-China Boundary Questioriiternational Studie$ (1963), pp. 332; Norbu, ‘Tibet in
Sino-Indian Relations: The Centrality of Marginglitand Guanggiu Xu, ‘The United States and the
Tibet Issue’ Asian Survey7 (1997), pp. 1062-1077.

7 Nehru to Thakin Nu, Prime Minister of Burma, 1/1249, in S. Gopal (ed.Belected Works of
Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Series, Volume 14, P@xew Delhi, 1992), p. 501.

m Telegram No. 1105 from Donovan to State Departp2018/1949, 761.93/9-2049, RG 59, NARA.
2 Inder SinghThe Limits of British Influence. 69. Hong Kong, the Emergency in Malaya ang ver
large investments of approximately £300 million e key factors involved in Britain’s need to
recognise China’s new government.

3 Nehru to Thakin Nu, Prime Minister of Burma, 750D in Gopal (ed.)SWJN, Volume 14, Part |
p. 504.

" Ibid., p. 505.

5 |bid., p. 503.
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which concluded with a manifesto call for the noifis of workers in Asia to unite
and overthrow the imperialist yok&Adding to this impression, an Indian précis of
the situation in Malaya reported that the MCP ‘ntergot a big boost when
Communist forces triumphed in China in the fall®#9’, had the nationalist regime
continued, ‘it is doubtful whether the Malayan Coomists would have been able to
continue for any length of time. They would havd title support from the Chinese
population in Malaya™ As Mark Feer notes, Communism ‘made a fine art of
infiltration and subversion, and has never showrchmtespect for international
boundaries when afforded an opportunity to exténdway.”® Nehru emphasised to
Bajpai that the crucial point was that ‘armies di stop communist infiltration or
communist ideas. They have to be dealt with by rothethods, namely a strong
stable and progressive civil government undertakirajor reforms.”® This view of
China further reinforced the lessons learned fréra domestic experience with

Communism.

Communist victory in China further added to thesé@rig anxiety in Delhi
over Communism and Delhi was not reticent in shgathis with both the UK and
the US, as can be seen from discussions with thisiBHigh Commission. Bajpai
informed Roberts (UKHC) that the Belgian Ambassaplassed Nehru information
which suggested that the intention of a Communish& was to set up a system of
Soviet republics on the USSR’s model, starting watimongst others, Tib&t.Bajpai
reported that after discussions with Nehru the G.@mained as anxious as the
British G.O.l. to retain Tibet as a buffer statetvimen them and Chirfa. In

conversation with the Americans, Bajpai attemptedatsuage their misgivings

® See theTimes of Indiareport, ‘Communist Plan for Revolution in Asia’,/10/1949, p. 1, and

Milton Sacks, ‘The Strategy of Communism in Sougtiéssia’, Pacific Affairs23 (1950), p. 231, and

also Shao Chuan Leng, ‘India and Chirféggy Eastern Surveg1 (1952), p. 74. On the conclusion of

the conference see, ‘Peking Conference: Manifeststa’s Workers’, 3/12/194%he Times of India

p. 10.

" Report from the Indian Representative in Malayaljtieal Report for 1952, Part One — Federation

of Malaya, Chapter Il — Emergency Situation, 3(4R%l/53, R&l Branch, Annual Reports, MoEA,

NAI.

8 Mark C. Feer, ‘India’s Himalayan Frontigfar Eastern Surveg@?2 (1953), p. 137.

9 Nehru in response to Bajpai's note of 5/10/195.winich Bajpai argued that, ‘though a large

Chinese army or a Tibetan army under Chineseiratggn and leadership may not attempt an

invasion of India, the possibility of small forcesibbling through the numerous passes, and then

combining to make trouble for us cannot be and hatdbeen ruled out’, S. Gopal (edSelected

Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Series, VolurdePart Il (New Delhi, 1995), pp. 560-561.

:‘1’ Report of conversation between Bajpai and Rol§edd-HC), 18/9/1949, No. X.1652, DO 142/177.
Ibid.
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whilst at the same time revealing an important congmt of India’s decision to
recognise China’s new government. With other Asiations, particularly Burma,
ready to recognise Communist China, India wouldnban embarrassing position if
it were to be the only major Asian power not toeext recognitiofi> As Nehru

explained to fellow Commonwealth members at Colonihdia intended to show
firmness with China in anything affecting her ségubut otherwise to be cautiously

friendly®

The British initially wanted recognition discussatl Colombo, but India
sought to recognise before the end of 1949, whielpdd to sway Britain’s
timetable® The reluctance of other Commonwealth members @ihforced India’s
decision to recognise China before the end of 184%nita Inder Singh argues, an
Indian memorandum set out that a delay in recagmitcould embitter the
Communists, enable them to raise popular sentiragainst foreigners and hold
manifold commercial and economic problefnsvioreover, the existence of large
Chinese communities in many countries in Southdesa further counselled
recognition and engagement. This memorandum wasgeVer, largely concentrated
on the needs of the nations that it was sent ttJedsu wrote to B.N. Rau: ‘for us,
early recognition would be simple, since we needspecial safeguards to protect
political or economic interest8 What Inder Singh fails to recognise is that any

recognition of China had to be seen as India’s deoision and taken on its own

82 Bajpai in conversation with Henderson, 6/12/1%49orted in Telegram No. 1518, 893.01/12-649,
RG 59, NARA.

8 Record of Nehru's comments at Colombo ‘Commonvhelleeting on Foreign Affairs, Colombo,
January 1950, Summary of Proceedings’, Annex t@ ‘Tlolombo Conference’, Memorandum by the
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, CP (50) 28/2/1950, CAB 129/38.

84cm (49) 72 Conclusions, 15/12/1949, CAB 128/16. Batain on Chinese recognition see, Ritchie
Ovendale, ‘Britain, the United States and the Raitmm of Communist China’The Historical
Journal 26 (1983), pp. 13958; W.C. Wolf, ““To Secure a Convenience”: Britain Recognizes China —
1950, Journal of Contemporary Historg8 (1983), pp. 29926; Lanxin Xiang, ‘The Recognition
Controversy: Anglo-American Relations in China, 994Journal of Contemporary Histor@7
(1992), pp. 31%843; James T.H. Tang, ‘From Empire Defence to Imperial Retreat: BritgifPostwar
China Policy and the Decolonisation of Hong Kongpdern Asian Studie28 (1994), pp. 317-337
and Wm. Roger Louis, ‘Hong Kong: The Critical Phad845-1949', The American Historical
Reviewl02 (1997), pp. 1052-1084.

85 Whilst this memorandum is instructive, Inder Singiovides no details of its location in the
archives, The Limits of British Influengep. 69. There is a copy of what one assumes is the
memorandum in question in ti&elected Workesollection. The memorandum was sent to Britaip, th
US, Australia, Canada, Sri Lanka and Burma on 20240, in Gopal (ed.SWJN, Volume 14, Part |
p. 513.

% Nehru to B.N. Rau, Head of Indian Delegation te thN, 25/9/1949 in S. Gopal (edSelected
Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Series, Volugn@éw Delhi, 1992), p. 269.
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terms to a timetable of its devising, and thus sthéxtensive consultation took
place, the final act was individual: the art of danv-dressing was again practised by
India. Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel had, in fact, espeel concern over any independent
action on India’s part, arguing rather to act asnimers of the Commonwealth, the
UN or in mutual concert with other powers, as Indid not ‘stand to gain anything
substantial’ from early recognitidi.Patel’s strength of feeling about the process of
recognising Communist China moved him to take thasual step of discussing
foreign affairs with the American diplomat Donov¥rPatel expressed his concerns
that a Communist China, with Burma collapsing anide® vulnerable, presented
grave problems for India as Donovan dismissed ttgomn that swift recognition
would be rewarded with goodwill. Indian apprehensiover the timing of
recognition was evident as Nehru responded to carfoem Patel and argued that it
would be valuable for India to recognise earliartithe rest of the Commonwealth,
but in consultation with them, as India could rextagnise China after the rest of the
Commonwealth for if it did so ‘it would mean thatvihave no policy of our own,
but follow the dictates of other countriéS.Following this line of argument, Nehru
told Patel that recognition had to come beforeplamned Colombo Conference so
as to maintain India’s independence in foreignieffand avoid accusations of India
following the lead of other Commonwealth membetssTvas India’s recognition in

consultation with other powers rather than a joétbgnition®

Communist victory in China brought Communism evérser to India’s
border with Tibet and India’s largely-undefined @ers with China, which helped
define India’s policy of positive engagement. ‘liew of developments in China’,
Nehru decided to keep in close contact with reastio Tibet and acknowledged the
need to formulate a policy. Nehru continued to express his desire to see an

autonomous Tibet under Chinese suzerainty as hel tiestomary during the Rj.

87 patel to Nehru, 6/12/1949, in Durga Das (efigrdar Patel's Correspondence, 1945-50, Volume
VIII, Foreign Policy in Evolution-Constitution Maikg-Political and Administrative Problems
(Ahmedabad, 1973), pp. 86-87.

%8 Donovan to State Department, Telegram No. 1366,/4949, 893.01/11-449, RG 59, NARA.

8 Nehru to Patel, 6/12/1949, in Das (e@ardar Patel's Correspondence, 1945-50, Volume, il
87-88.

| bid.

L Nehru's Note to Foreign Secretary, 5/6/1949, ip&ded.),SWJN, Volume 1p. 389.

92 Nehru to V.K. Krishna Menon, 18/8/1950, in S. Glofeal.) Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru,
Second Series, Volume 15, PafiNew Delhi, 1993), p. 429.
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K.P.S. Menon’s also informed the US that small arexports to Tibet would
continue but Nehru refused to supply any large tityaof arms to the Tibetans, and
as Bajpai told the British, there was no chancédndia engaging in any military
adventure in Tibet India also strengthened its existing securityrageanents in the

border regiong?

India’s border policy emphasised that its terrabintegrity was sacrosanct
and this was a large contributory factor in itsisien to pursue a policy of friendly
engagement with China, which extended to campaggfon Chinese entry into the
UN Security Council, whilst attempting to strengththe buffer states on India’s
northern borders. For example, having lost theiticadhl outer-buffer of Tibet, India
had to strengthen the inner-buffers, including,cotirse, Nepal with which India
signed a Treaty of Friendship in February 185 addition, India had suggested to
the Nepalese Government that it needed to strengitself from Communist
infiltration warning that unless more enlightenedorms were enacted they might

fall prey to internal Communist-inspired uprisirngs.

After large numbers of Chinese troops entered Tibe¢he autumn of 1950,
Bajpai told Phillip C. Jessup that India was notathusiastic about China and was
concerned by TibeY. Nehru remained adamant that India’s territoriatdeos be
respected and he wrote to K.M. Panikkar that ‘ocositon is first of all that our
frontiers with Tibet, that is the McMahon Line, mgsand where they are...There is
no room for controversy on that matt&t.This defence of national boundaries was
publicly repeated in the Lok Sabha: ‘The McMahone.is our boundary, map or no

map. We will not allow anybody to come across thatundary.®® In November

9 K.P.S. Menon in conversation with Donovan, Henderso State Department, Deptel. 914,
10/1/1950, 793B.00/1-1050, RG 59, NARA and Noté&t8. Bajpai from Nehru, 9/7/1949 in Gopal
(ed.), SWJIN, Volume 1%p. 410-411 and see Record of Conversation betwémei-Baker and
Bajpai, 11/12/1949, F/19390, FO 371/76026.

% Feer, ‘India’s Himalayan Frontier’, p. 138.

% India also signed a similar treaty with BhutanAiagust 1949, see Norbu, ‘Tibet in Sino-Indian
Relations: The Centrality of Marginality’, p. 108Bor a concise contemporary exposition of the
buffer zone problem see, Feer, ‘India’s HimalayaonEer’, and also Riggs, ‘Tibet in Extremis’.

% Henderson in Conversation with Bajpai, reportedTelegram No. 1488, 2/12/1949, 893.00
Tibet/12-249, RG 59, NARA.

97 Memorandum of Conversation between Bajpai and Assddor at Large Philip C Jessup,
26/1/1952, 691.00/1-2652, RG 59, NARA.

8 Nehru to K.M. Panikkar, 25/10/1950, in Gopal (e8WJN, Volume 15, Partp. 438.

% The Lok Sabha replaced the Constituent AssemialyPseliament of IndigParliamentary Debates,
Official Report 20/11/1950, cited in Feer, ‘India’s Himalayan iiier’, p. 138.
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1950, India persuaded the UK and the US not to tdebiet in the UN as,
Guanggiu Xu argues, Nehru thought debate on theeissould not produce
results'® The reasons that it would not produce resultstagenost revealing: there
was physically nothing that any power could do mfoece any potential sanctions:
Communist Chia was not represented at the UN; and India’s overall policy of
friendship towards China and any UN action on Tit@tld have implications for
India’s own Kashmir problem. Any action over Tilmetuld of course had have had
an impact on the situation in Korea and risk beimguded in the settlement of
Korea. El Salvador condemned Chinese aggressioinenGeneral Assembly in
November 1950, and with all eyes on India theiedate simply expressed the hope
that the two parties would reach a peaceful seéfei® India’s reaction to the
occupation of Tibet was not determined by a lackeafisation of the geographical
and strategic consequences as argued by Parsho&mmaMut rather by the dual
realisation that nothing could physically be doogtevent it and that the best way
to combat any further Communist encroachment iraAgas to trust in fruits of

economic improvement and political freedom whilghyf engaging with China%?
India’s Neighbour: Burma

India’s commitment to ensuring stability in bordeyi countries was first
demonstrated by its willingness to provide funds Burma in concert with the
UK. The funds were designed to help the central gowent stabilise the country
largely against the Karen insurrection and Comntuadsivities and to enable the
purchase of essential supplies of rice. After Buifingt requested aid in January
19491°* Commonwealth ministers met in February and agaimpril 1949 to
discuss Burma and Britain and India decided tosa3siakin Nu’'s government with

arms and financial support as a short-term measdmést pushing for further

100 xu, ‘The United States and the Tibet Issue’, 3.0

191 Mehra, ‘India, China and Tibet, 1950-54", p. 11.

192 Mehra, ‘India’s Border Dispute With China: Reviisg Nehru’s Approach’, p. 358.

193 Much work remains to be carried out on Burma'selin India’s early foreign policy as there is a
real lack of well-researched history, but the asraflFar Eastern Survepnd Pacific Affairsdo go
some way to providing a contemporary analyticatatare. Indian assistance, as was noted in Britain,
would simply come from India’s sterling balances,irs effect from the UK, see record of meeting at
the Foreign Office, attended by both Dening and,Ney5/1949, F8338/G, FO 371/76034.

194 See ‘Financial Assistance to Burma’, EPC (49)5B12949, CAB 134/221.
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dialogue with opposition forcé€® Although this offer was rebuffed, Burma again
requested assistance, again accepted, althoughislistiare of any assistance would
be small® With no agreement reached by the time of the Cbmmmeeting, the
issue was again tackled, where again India offefdd million, the largest
contribution after Britain’s £3.75 million and th@an agreement was signed in June
19507 India’s financial contribution to Burma was frofs iown reserves in the

form of the sterling balances.

India feared that continued chaos in Burma wouleaten its commercial
interests and potentially trigger a flood of Indi@sidents in Burma back to India’s
Eastern states, which were already overstretch#drefugees from partition. Most
importantly, however, was Burma’s position as aewdorter of rice, 40 per cent of
the world’s exportable surplus; India purchased 50 per cent of its imports from
Burma as did Ceylon and Malaya received 40 per okit$ imports'®® Rice imports
into India and Pakistan were already half the lefethe 1930s and any reduction
would further stress food supplies and affect wieed may have necessitated
further dollar expenditure for foodstuffs. Burma&sop was exported through the
state monopoly State Agricultural Marketing Boarliethh had to purchase the crop
from producers, but with the collapse of pre-wardir channels the finance had to
be found through other channels. The sale of rise @rovided the Burmese
Government with crucial sterling funds as Burmaaerad a member of the Sterling
Area on leaving the Commonwealth. Indian assistaiecdurma, as part of a
Commonwealth initiative, demonstrated the lengths/hich it was willing to go to
secure its regional neighbours. India’s interesBurma, as with the regional as a

whole, was shaped by events in China.

195 Matthew Foley; Post-Colonial Transition, Aid and the Cold War iouth-East Asia: Britain, the
United States and Burma, 1948-6PhD thesis, University of Nottingham, 2007, p. $8e attempt
to link the two issues of aid and a roundtable eerice with the Karen ultimately proved too much
for the Burmese government which rejected the offer

1% UKHC to CRO, No. X1817, 20/10/1949, F15863, FO/38104. For timing of this request see
Nicholas TarlingBritain, Southeast Asia and the Onset of the Cadd (@ambridge, 1997), p. 351.

197 Foley, ‘Post-Colonial Transition, Aid and the Cold War inugh-East Asia: Britain, the United
States and Burma, 1948:6p. 101.

198 Foreign Office Briefs for Bottomley, 1/2/1949, BA01151/79G, FO 371/75693 cited ibid., p.
70.
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Indian Fear of Readjustment

With the deteriorating international situation, t@®mmunist threat was
exploited by India in an attempt to extract fundsnf both the UK and U¥?® One
such example of this comes from a conversation éetwFranks Roberts of the
British High Commission and Bajpai in the context aontinued Communist
victories in China, where Bajapi argued that ‘Willommunist danger threatening
Asia it was essential for India to be economicalfystrong as soon as possibfé.’
India, moreover, left no time in emphasising itsaficial needs to the British as
Nehru’s trip to the US approached, arguably underimpression that the British

would make a case for Indtad

The problem of development in South and Southeasf, Awhich was
increasingly accepted as the only viable solutmthe spread of Communism, was
closely connected to the existence of the sterlbajances. From the very
accumulation of the sterling balances, India fedinad under economic strain Britain
would unilaterally cancel the debt, and with deasiln at the close of 1949, the
prospect was once again raised. The Anglo-Amerioan agreement of 1945, in
fact, had committed Britain to seek a mutual restijient with the holders of the
balances and the economic strain on Britain. Indéa at the centre of connection
between development and sterling for two main nesisio was the largest holder of
balances, and was regarded as the key to SouthAR&st regional co-operation.
From before the Bombay Plan in 1944, India had reethdetermined to utilise the
balances for economic developmé&htindia, however, was eager to maintain the
settlement of the sterling balances on a bilatesaais, rather than as part of some

global financial settlement, for fear of losing autny blanket readjustment.

In tandem with the Colombo talks, the sterling haés remained a central

topic of discussion between the US, Britain ana @lmnada as all three worked

199 Telegram from UKHC New Delhi to CRO Reporting Cemsation with Bajpai, No. X 1653,
17/9/1949, DO 35/2921.
110 i

Ibid.
1 bid.
112 p Thakurdas, J.R.D. Tata, G.D. Birla, A. DalalRam, K. Lalbhai, A.D. Shroff, and J. Matthai,
Memorandum Outlining A Plan of Economic Developnfentindia: Parts One and Tw¢Part One
first Published 1944, both parts published in Landi945).
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towards a solution to the dollar shortdgeAt Tripartite talks in September 1949
there was broad acknowledgement that the balanadsshrved the purpose of
supporting much of Asia in the post-war years. dsvalso recognised, however, that
Britain was unable to maintain releases at sucigla rate'** The twin issues of a
resolution of Britain’s and the Sterling Area’s kol problem and defending Asia
from Communism through development formed a cepigee of British
conversations with the US during 1949-50. At thexatesion of the meetings a
public memorandum of understanding stated that stieeling balances required

further investigatiort:®

However, India and the other members of the Comneafttv had no
representation at these meetings, had no inputtiodiscussions and were only
partially informed of the conclusions of the megsin India and Pakistan both
complained vociferously at Colombo that discussiately affecting their interests
were being conducted, and decisions potentially enaithout prior or adequate
consultation*® This led to calls for all Sterling Area and Commaalth
governments to be fully informed of all negotiasoand talks as it vitally affected
their interestd’’ These Indian and Pakistani complaints continue@nwBritish
officials visited Delhi after Colombo despite an demtaking to furnish the
Commonwealth with select information and timely swoitation*'® Talks, the
Commonwealth was informed, would continue in the@rgpafter further detailed

investigation.

Anglo-American discussions did indeed continue e spring of 1950.
Whereupon details of a potential partial cancelfativere leaked, by the Americans

Schenk argues, which prompted resentment from laidéantinued lack of adequate

113 See Ursula Lehmkuhl, ‘From Conflict to Cooperatiénglo-American Diplomacy in Search of a
Postwar Design for Asia and the Pacific, 1945-19B&\ericanStudies 38 (1993), pp. 83-97.

114 ‘Report of the Washington Tripartite Talks’, tetan from CRO to UKHC, No. 187, 1/10/1949
and also see ‘The Washington Discussions, 7 9&ptember 1949’, Memorandum by the Chancellor,
CP (49) 101, 20/9/1949, CAB 129/36.

115 The intricate negotiations between the UK andUWiSeare not examined in depth here as the key
focus of the chapter is India’s actions. The beay wo examine these negotiations is through the
FRUSseries, the RG 59 series at NARA and throughites 6f the British Foreign Office.

1% see Report from Colombo, ‘Discussions at ColomhoWashington Talks’, Telegram No. 23,
11/1/1950, T 236/2686.

17 |pid.

118 Minute by Sir Herbert Brittain (Treasury), 1/2/199 236/2687.
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consultation® In light of these rumours, V. K. Krishna Menon s&ripps the
following demands continuing the themes from Colomnthat India be sent all of the
memoranda that had been sent to the US and @athadbefore anything else was
discussed, India should be allowed to put its sidihe story forward and that in the
future Britain keep India informed of all mattersdaapproach India for her reactions
to any proposals and allow her to make her viewswmto the other participant®
Cripps responded to these complaints by assettigigno actions could be imposed
on any balance holder, and reminded the G.O.I. that

Over the last few years we have given many sigrnsuofintention to deal
honestly and justly with India in this matter...Theseour sympathetic
treatment, year by year, of the question of releaseften in the face of
much criticism here, in reply to which we have hetd back from making
India’s case clear. We have also firmly resisted sunggestion for drastic
action - such as unilateral cancellation or thesgirey of “counter-claims”-
which would be as distasteful to us as it wouldubacceptable to India.
We feel that, in return, we are entitled to purslue subject, for the time
being, in the way we propose and to ask the Govemiof India to believe
that its interests will not be in the least prepedi thereby?*

This dialogue demonstrates that India remained ausnabout continued
access to its sterling balances, which fed intaamdvillingness to engage in the
Colombo Plan, and as Matthai reported India haddenit clear that there can be no
guestion of any scaling down of these balancestlaey must be fully available for
restoring the health to our econofi$.In May 1950, despite British efforts to
persuade the US to fund the sterling balances dsopa development package in
Southeast Asia, Acheson informed Britain that tfeeneld be no linking of American
development aid with a settlement of the sterliatpbces? In light of this refusal,
the British decided to continue as they had doneesihe war by negotiating releases
with each holder, which would now be influencedfimancial plans associated with
any submissions to the Commonwealth Consultativen@ittee’®* Britain thus

proposed to proceed by discussing with ‘India scheme of releases over, say, the

119Note: The Views of the Government of India on Trgpartite Talks’, 27/4/1950, T 236/2691. Also
see, SchenlBritain and the Sterling Area: From Devaluation@mnvertibility in the 195Q0%. 36.

120 copy of note sent by Menon to the Chancellor effixchequer, 21/4/1950, DO 142/229.

121 Note on the Sterling Balances on 26 April commated by the Chancellor of the Exchequer to
the High Commissioner for India in reply to the HGte of 21 April 1950, DO 142/ 229.

122 Matthai press release No.1438 from New Delhi, 2880 found in DO 142/229.

123 5chenkPBritain and the Sterling Area: From Devaluation@onvertibility in the 19509. 36.

124 “The Sterling Balances’, Memorandum by the Chaocebf the Exchequer, EPC (50) 58,
23/5/1950, CAB 134/296.
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six-year period 1951-57 ... the period envisagedtHe development programme to
be drawn up as a result of the Sydney ConfereficaVith this diverse context

examined, let us turn to the meetings that evelytuagulted in the Colombo Plan.

Nehru remained selective in his choice of inteorsl conferencesfor
example India initially refused to accept an intida to a conference proposed by
the Philippine President Quirino to discuss thaadion in Southeast Asia in spring
1949. He refused to send representatives to a pedponeeting because, as he
explained to Vijaylakshmi Pandit, it could not beatced from an earlier conference
with Chaing Kai-Shek and South Korea that resulteda joint communique
announcing a united front against Communism witbpecfor further consultation
and a broadening of the frofff As the invitation from Quirino failed to preclude
this subject from the conference it could be -eitHenestly regarded or
misrepresented as the promotion of some form df@mmunist bloc in Asid?’
Nehru was, in essence, only prepared to take amtirfunist measures on his own
terms that did not impinge on his desire to keegarcbf commitments. India, did
however, grudgingly acquiesce to attend the Baguioference from 26-30 May
1950, which is all but forgotten in the narrativé Asian co-operation but is
significant as the first gathering of fully indeplemt states of Southeast Asia and the

Western Pacific on a governmental let?l.

Prime Minister Senanayake of Ceylon, acting on @l¥fom London, sent
invitations to his fellow Commonwealth members tloe already roughly-scheduled

Foreign Affairs meeting in Colombo in January 1950As set out above, the

125 \Next Steps on the Sterling Balances’, Treasuriewith annotation from Liesching, 10/6/1950,
D0142/229.

126 | etter from Nehru to Vijaylakshmi Pandit, 19/7/99 Gopal (ed.)SWJN, Volume 12p. 389-
90. For the text of the communique see, Telegraxm fthe American Charge d’affaires Philippines
(Lockett) to Secretary of State, Manila, 12/7/19BBUSVol. 7, Part Il, 1949, pp. 1154-1155 and for
confirmation of India’s initial refusal see, Telagn No. 833 from Henderson to State Department,
23/7/1949, 890.20/7-2349, RG 59, NARA.

127 |_etter from Nehru to Vijaylakshmi Pandit, 19/7/59% Gopal (ed.)SWJN, Volume 12p. 389-90
and see, Estrella D. Solidum, ‘Regional Co-Operatmd ASEAN: The Philippine Experience’,
Asian Journal of Political Sciencg(1997), p. 54.

128 The conference is more fully integrated in thedtisgraphy of the post-war foreign policy of the
Philippines, for example see Solidum, ‘Regional @Queration and ASEAN: The Philippine
Experience’.

129 5ee ‘Commonwealth Meeting on Foreign Affairs, @obm, January 1950’, annex to ‘The
Colombo Conference’, Memorandum by the Secretarstafte for Foreign Affairs’, CP (50) 18,
22/2/1950, CAB 129/38.

223



Colombo Plan

beginning of the process of Commonwealth consoltatan be found in October
1948, continuing through to William Strang’s toun iearly 1949 and the
Commonwealth meeting in April 1949 where Nehru catted India to continuing
its membership of the Commonwealth. In July 194%MNehad suggested that the
guestion of what assistance other Commonwealth tdesncould give should be
discussed in Ceylon, 1958 Moreover, at the beginning of 1949, the Ambaseado
of India, Australia, the UK, and the US met infotlydo discuss the consequences
of a Communist Chinese victory, and it was here hdl. Panikkar presented his
ideas for the establishment of consultative mackife economic co-operation and
upon which the delegates reached a tentative censEn K.M. Panikkar wrote that
‘| thought the time had come to formulate a polishich would strengthen the
economic, social and political structure of theaare | wrote a memorandum the
main argument of which was that without immediatel adequate help in the
economic field, the political structure of SouthsE&sia would provide no more
than a frail barrier to the expansion of communisiDespite his admission that
‘the proposals in that memorandum formed the basishe discussions of the
discussions which led to the Colombo Plan, Panikkas only another, albeit

important, voice in the chorus calling for constive action**®

The Commonwealth link was crucial as India haddséen to be involved in
Commonwealth discussions and actions in Asia, totddéng a lead on Asian
questions or risk being locked out of any regiar@bperation, even if in public its
role was emphasised far less than behind closers dBollowing his stance on the
interconnectivity of development, national freedoamd Communism at the
Commonwealth meeting in April 1949, Nehru enthusially accepted the
invitation from Ceylon to attend a meeting in Colmmin early 1950 for a discussion
of Commonwealth foreign affairs. Subsequently, @@vernment of Ceylon were

duly informed that Nehru welcomed the idea for finst half of January 1958%*

130 Record of Meeting at the Foreign Office, 20/7/198® 35/2921.

131 The American Ambassador (Stuart) reported to tte@eSDepartment that a consensus had been
reached and included a copy of the memorandum rtStoicSecretary of State, No. 59, 8/3/1949,
890.00B/3-849, RG 59, NARA.

132 K M. Panikkar,In Two Chinas: Memoirs of a Diplométondon, 1955), p. 55.

133 |pid., p. 56.

134 Monthly Summary No.41, for Month Ending 14 Novemhi&49, dated, 23/11/1949, Ministry of
External Affairs, Monthly Summaries, File No. 128)8°t/49, NAI.
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Australia and Ceylon, as some historians arguéndlae provenance of the specific
proposal for co-operative development, but Nehrenegl the discussions on both of

the key topics at the conference: China and Sosthesia’>®

As the conference opened in early 1950, India sstgdethat as host
Senanayake take the chair and preside over theeguowys, not only to follow
custom, but to reinforce that the meeting was béielgl in Asia, discussing Asian
problems with the consent and participation of Asi@tions. After this Nehru
opened the discussions on Southeast Asia with fitisejpeated advice that there
must be a complete removal of foreign dominati@mfrthe region and the solution
of its pressing economic probleris.Far from the Colombo meeting overcoming
Indian opposition as Remme argues, India was a raosve participant and
presented its views which were largely in line witte UK and the rest of the
Commonwealth?” Continued foreign domination, Nehru further opinedas
comparable to American influence in China, and rhaye the same impact in
Southeast Asi&®® Nehru, however, added a rider to his analysis at&Vest
relations when prompted by Bevin stating that ha it wish to see the West go
from Asia, but he welcomed co-operation, what hadgé was domination and

control over Asian affairs>®

The meeting covered a range of topics from recamgniof China to the
Japanese Peace Treaty. On the issue of SoutheiastaAd Communism, Nehru
argued and was echoed by MacDonald, that succesislwaly come with the dual
satisfaction of both the urge for political freedommd the urge for economic
betterment. Which of the two would come first wagpaint that Nehru did not
attempt to answéf’ The conference subsequently drew to a close Wétirttention
to meet soon after to further discussions on ecana®mvelopment in South and

Southeast Asia under the aegis of a Commonwealtis@tative Committee. At

135 Nehru's comments at Colombo ‘Commonwealth MeetingForeign Affairs, Colombo, January
1950, Summary of Proceedings’, Annex to ‘The ColomBonference’, Memorandum by the
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, CP (50) 28%/2/1950, CAB 129/38.
136 j|ai

Ibid.
137 Remme Britain and Regional Co-operation in South-EastaAdi945-49p. 211.
138 Nehru's comments at Colombo ‘Commonwealth MeetingForeign Affairs, Colombo, January
1950, Summary of Proceedings’, Annex to ‘The ColomBonference’, Memorandum by the
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, CP (50) 28%/2/1950, CAB 129/38.
139 | |ai

Ibid.
140 bid.
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Colombo, therefore, one of Nehru’s strategies & fAsia of Western domination
was to emphasise the detrimental impact of the figao presence in Asia on halting
of the spread of Communism. Nehru, moreover, attechpo use the spread of
Communism to help extract development aid and teahassistance from the more
developed members of the Commonwealth. For thasByipart of the aim in the
ideological battle was to persuade Asians that th&trests would be best served by
democratic development in association with the WHSs also rings true to a certain
extent for Nehru’s thinking as his aim was to dee development of independent
nation-states without imperial influence of anydkend that emphasised the primacy
of national development. Nehru fully endorsed teas discussed at Colombo with
its aim of promoting regional co-operation and As@-operation with the West
through economic development and even its anti-Conish hue as long as this was
not presented as the sole motor behind the Commuadtiviee actions. India’s
approach was confirmed by the first meeting in @do about which Bevin wrote
‘There was...a remarkable unanimity of view as to itienace of communism and
as to the necessity of improving the standard fef dnd the social welfare of the
peoples of South and South-East Asia in order tobea this menacé®* Nehru's
approach also provides further evidence that howewwich India viewed
Communism as a threat it could be exploited inidgalwith the Commonwealth
and also the US. Despite British intentions for filen to secure its interests in
Southeast Asia, India took part in an effort tongaiaterially from the exercise and

to promote its ideas of regional polity.

As ever, the G.0O.1. was conscious of public opirémal in public interviews
and statements at the close of the conference, uNphesented Colombo as
‘satisfactory’, emphasising the mutual free exclgangopinions and that no formal
agreements had arisen, underplaying the scopeeoEtimferencé?® As with all of
India’s international affairs, Nehru and the G.®@dught to present their actions to
the public and to the Chief Ministers in the Pr@és as upholding the independence
of India whilst furthering its influenceCandidusin The Times of Indiaoted that

‘Pandit Nehru’s achievements were substantial thattore and after he arrived in

141 The Colombo Conference’, Memorandum by Ernestiie@P (50) 18, 22/2/1950, CAB 129/18.
142 Remme provides the most accomplished account @hiBs Colombo policy,Britain and
Regional Co-operation in South-East Asia, 1945-49

143:5cope of the Colombo Talks, No Formal Pacts’ 118950, The Times of Indiap. 1.
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Colombo’, referring to Chinese recognition, assiséato Burma and a forestalling of
recognition to Bao Dai, but there was also a mmederence to ‘something like an
informal Marshall Aid to Asia programmé&* In addition, Nehru reported to his
Chief Ministers:

The Commonwealth Conference held in Colombo did arotve at any
startling conclusions. Nor was it expected to iitespf what the press
wrote about it. These conferences are for mutuaswaitation and mutual
understanding from which, of course, a measureoebperation results.
But each country represented there is an indepénctimtry and has
ultimately to decide for itself. The questions dissed were recognition of
the new China, the situation in Indo-China, theadese peace treaty, aid to
Burma, and economic help to South and South-EdanAsuntries:*

Colombo, moreover, was used to publicly justify il foreign policy more
generally as at the opening of the Lok Sabha iruaian1950, India’s first as a
Republic, when Nehru emphasised Colombo and then@mwealth as examples of

friendly, constructive discussion without any deatign of national sovereignty®

Nehru remained anxious lest Australian motivatianthe Sydney meeting of
the Commonwealth Consultative Committee be miscoadtby others as an attempt
to build an anti-Communist bloc. Nehru wrote to fgajthat ‘our delegation must be
warned against falling into this trap...we are noingao make ourselves parties to
the creation of what might be called an anti-comistubloc in South East Asia®’
The aim was to combat Communism, the roots of Conisny, but could not be

seen to be anti-Communist.

Nehru pushed and exploited fears of Communism ppat the furtherance
of national development, both economically andtmalily. In communication with
Bajpai Nehru added that ‘to talk about raising exoit standards in order to counter
Communism is the wrong approach’ and he explaihat‘The grace of the act goes

and the people might be benefit feel that thim@dental to some other and more

144 qndian Political Notes: Balance Sheet of Colombenference’, 19/1/1950;he Times of Indiap.

6

145 Nehru to Chief Ministers, Letter 2 dated 18/1/1980G. Parthasarathi (ed.Jawaharlal Nehru,
Letters to Chief Ministers, 1947-1964, Volume Z@3952(New Delhi, 1985), pp. 3-9.

146 Text of statement in UKHC to London, Telegram 884, 1/2/1950, DO 142/479.

147 Nehru's note to General Secretary of the MinisifyExternal Affairs, 6/5/1950, in Gopal (ed.),
SWJN, Volume 14, Part, Ib. 438.
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opportunistic purposé?® Part of this approach is due to the fact that Netid not
want development to be seen solely as the answe&otomunism but for the
improvement of living standards in Asia as an enditself. Focussing on
Communism, Nehru added, ‘puts the question of emindelp to South East Asia
in the sphere of political controversy and conflté? Development, rather, should be

seen as a legitimate aim in its own right, arguetiny.

As decided at Colombo, the Consultative Commitiest fnet in May 1950 in
Sydney where the members decided that the bessemiraction was to draw up
country-by-country development plans with Indiasakey participant. The second
meeting was a meeting of officials rather than ifpreministers, and it is here that
development as an end in itself, rather than itsngmy aim being to halt
Communism, was emphasisedWith development leading to stable national units
enshrined as the means to combat Communism andheaspurpose of the
Consultative Committee, there was little discussibrthis aspect despite Nehru's
fears. Nehru thus sought to keep Colombo joint comgues at the least abstract
and away from any direct discussion of individuan@nunist countries. Nehru's
reluctance to associate India’s recognition of Camist China with the Colombo
meeting fits within this aim, and served to sepaty positive action at Colombo

from any discussion of Communism in specific coastin public.

Moreover, India desired to keep development prilpavithin the purview of
the nation-state, and to utilise development aseans for the strengthening of
nascent national unity through the removal of ecoicanequalities. At Sydney, the
Australians attempted to push too quickly by sugggsthe establishment of an
immediate emergency fund, the idea of which wasederded by both India and
Britain as both countries wanted to focus on loegat planning>* The Sydney
conference decided that in light of the desperatdrfor technical assistance then a
Commonwealth Technical Assistance Scheme wouldebesimmediately, funded

152
a

largely by Britain, but also with a smaller contriton from India.>* The crucial

48 |pid.

149 |bid.

150 For a report on the conclusion of Sydney see, n8ydTalks End in Agreement: Technical Aid
Fund to Operate Immediately: Next Conference tbddd in London’,The Times of Indigp. 1.

51 0akmanFacing Asia A History of the Colombo P|gn 49.

152 «Commonwealth Consultative Committee on Economiv&opment in South and South-East
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decision made at Sydney, however, was that eaditipating country prepare its
proposals for a six year development programmeeiginbin 1951 based on an
agreed questionnaire. These plans would then fdnm lasis of a further
Consultative Committee meeting in London in lat&d.9Although the idea behind
Colombo was some form of regional co-operationatleast the semblance of co-
operation, the second meeting enshrined the prin@cthe nation-state in the
process: ‘in the preparation of their statemerttsyauld be left to the countries

themselves!?®®

Nehru was, however, frustrated at the progressy@néy as is evidenced in
his communication with his Chief Ministers: ‘Bottorderences [Colombo and
Philippines] dealt, rather vaguely, with these satg and no immediate picture of
co-ordinated help has appeared’, Nehru continudle ‘attended both these
conferences, but we made it clear that we werejoining any group hostile to
another group® June 1950 marked the beginning of the Korean \vertlae threat
of escalation into global war, and this had two kedreffects: one was to strengthen
the need and desire for some form of psychologsshult against the poverty of
Asia, but it also made it more imperative than deeiColombo not to be seen as an
explicitly anti-Communist and anti-China measurarbbver, it reinforced his belief

in India’s significant role as a bridge between\test and East’

With the principle of designing long-term six ygalans agreed upon and
after the US comprehensively rejected British agitsnio link the settlement of the
balances to development in South and Southeast Bsiain decided to follow the
traditional path of arranging bilateral releasesa@ix year basis to coincide with the

length of Colombd>® However, India and Britain both remained hopefiaittthe US

Asia: Sydney, May 1950’, Memorandum by the PaymaStneral, CP (50) 123, 16/6/1950, CAB
129/40.

153 ‘Report of British Commonwealth Consultative Cortte®, Sydney, 19 May, 1950’ Ref.
CC/SY/Rep.1/Rev/1, Annex to ‘Commonwealth ConsidéaCommittee on Economic Development
in South and South-East Asia: Sydney, May 1950',mdeandum by the Paymaster-General,
16/6/1950, CP (50) 123, CAB 129/40.

154 Nehru's letter dated 30/5/1950 in Parthasarathivaharlal Nehru, Letters to Chief Ministers,
1947-1964, Volume, Dp. 116-117.

155 Korea falls outside the remit of this study laggélecause there is already a large corpus of
literature devoted to the Korean War which manageadequately examine India’s role, for a good
introduction see Inder Singfhe Limits of British Influence

1% “The Sterling Balances’, Memorandum by The Chaocebdf the Exchequer, EPC (50) 58,
24/5/1950, CAB 134/225. Sir Percival Liesching esaged, ‘a scheme of releases over...the six-year
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would become more involved in Colombd.India’s Planning Commission had been
in operation since April 1950 and at the second tmgeof the Consultative
Committee meeting in London in September 1950, thiel Colombo meeting in
total, India presented a scheme for consideratiah impressed the other delegates
and set the tone for the proceedings. India’s planed emphasis on agriculture, and
estimated that a sum of £1381 million would be $pemr a six year period, with
external finance meeting £608 million of the cdsfsHugh Gaitskell recorded that
‘As at Sydney, the Indian delegation made a graapression, and their
developmental programme, which was brilliantly expded and defended, set the
tone for much of the report....In almost every questivhich arose, Mr. Deshmukh

could be relied upon to take the commonsense e

During the proceedings, Britain privately indicateddelegates that it would
be willing contribute approximately £300 millionon the accumulated sterling
balances®® Deshmukh and Gaitskell met in London at the clfs8eptember 1950
and subsequently Gaistkell reported that informegjatiations had been proceeding
in parallel with Colombo talks. Agreement was restthat India’s future releases of
sterling, at £35 million per year, would be in liwéh India’s expected needs for the
Colombo Plart®* £35 million per annum, was broadly in line with attBritain had
indicated it was capable of contributing to Indi€slombo plan, which was based
on the six-year timetable and the fact that theaiader of the balances had to be

kept in currency reser&” The agreement, to come into force in July 19540 al

period 1951-57...the period envisaged for the devakt programme to be drawn up as a result of
the Sydney Conference’, ‘Next Steps on the Stelatances’, 10/6/1950, DO 142/229.

137 See UKHC to CRO, 15/5/1950, DO 35/2923.

18 See ‘Colombo’, Note by Cripps, September 1950, 50 88, CAB 134/296.

159 ‘Economic Development in South and South-East Agteport on the Meeting of the
Commonwealth Consultative Committee’, Memorandum ®lyancellor Hugh Gaitskell, Annex
description of the conference proceedings, EPC16Q) 27/10/1950, CAB 134/227.

180 1bid. and ‘Colombo Plan’, Note by the Secretary of &t Foreign Affairs, Chancellor of the
Exchequer, Commonwealth Relations Secretary andshinof state for Colonial Affairs, C (51) 51,
20/12/1951, CAB 129/48. The British had accepteat thased on India’s past drawings on the
balances, its balance of payments would need thyostiof approximately £50m a year, see Annex to
draft paper ‘India’s Sterling Balances’, by Sir HitBain (Treasury), UE/E169/2, 31/8/1950, FO
371/82963.

61 ‘Economic Development in South and South-East Adteport on the Meeting of the
Commonwealth Consultative Committee’, Memorandum ®iyancellor Hugh Gaitskell, Annex
description of the conference proceedings, EPC Bm), 27/10/1950, CAB 134/227. Also see
‘Sterling Releases to Finance Colombo Plan’ 20/811%he Times of Indigp. 1.

162 5 L.N. SimhaHistory of The Reserve Bank of India, Volume 1519B(Bombay, 1970, Reprint
2005), p. 628.
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transferred to the Reserve Bank of India a sum3dfOEmillion to act as India’s

currency reserve, but which was not to be drawmupivhout prior discussion with

London. At the end of 1951, the issue of outstamdialances had largely been
solved, and by the end of the Colombo Plan, Pakistaylon and India’s holdings
of sterling would be at a level that could servéh@sminimum currency backing and
reserve'®

Deshmukh underplayed the potential benefits toarfdom the Colombo
Plan to the press in London and noted that ‘Pempledia are particularly happy to
be associated in these labours because of Indiatsiges-old friendly interest in our
neighbours of South-east Asf&” In doing so he emphasised India’s active role as a
participant rather than as a recipient. The agresgbrt of the Consultative
Committee, containing all of the development plamss made public and only after
this could details of the sterling agreement beas¢d so as to keep the two issues
separaté® The Indian Finance Minister’s statement on therlise balances
agreement, moreover, made no links to the agrdestisite of the Colombo Plan and
chose to focus rather on the flexibility of the rgaover feature of the new
agreement. This carry over ensured that India'sscto her sterling balances would
not be lost if, for example, in any given year hatance of payments entered a
surplus and thus provided crucial support ovexasar period®® There are several
potential reasons for this approach: first, in figh US reluctance to connect the
issues of development and balances, it was coesideise to keep the two separate
in public and secondly the G.O.l. were reluctamit thalance releases be seen as a
British contribution to India’s national developmemwWhat Deshmukh failed to
recall, however, was that he had given his undedstg that the agreement would
have to be abrogated if economic circumstances &omkn for the wors&’ Whilst

it was by no means the only factor in India’s decianaking process, the

163 «sterling Balances’, Note by the Chancellor of Bechequer, C (51) 57, 20/12/1951, CAB 129/48.
The Cabinet paper explaining the London meetingadtat ‘this problem of war-time accumulations
of sterling balances will have been virtually salvé&EPC (50) 101, 27/10/1950, CAB134/227.

164 <Development of South-East Asian Countries: CommattveTalks on £1,725 Million Plan’,
26/9/1950,The Times of Indig. 1.

15 |ndia replied to the British Government througk thigh Commission, UKHC to CRO, No. 3290,
24/11/1950, DO 35/2684.

1% Text of the Indian Finance Minister’s StatementLtik Sabha, 8/12/1950, UKHC to CRO, No.
3427, DO 35/2684.

157 Commented on in the British Cabinet as they aighdrthe balances settlement that had largely
been agreed with the previous Labour Government(3214" Conclusions, 8/2/1952, CAB 128/24.
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availability to utilise her remaining sterling bates must be taken into
consideration, especially when in the context o flear of cancellation. The
Colombo Plan submitted by India later became tingt Five-Year Plan, and as such
had to be emphasised as a national effort, a ratiglan, and as such the G.O.l.
insisted that British contributions to the ColomBtan in the form of sterling

releases were not classed as contribution fromaiBribut as a repayment of debt.
The US sent observers to the London meétfrand interest in Colombo increased
throughout 1950, with Cambodia, Laos, Thailand,tnden, Burma and Indonesia
attending the London meeting in various capacitiggdo-China joined the

Consultative Committee in 1951, Burma and Nepall®2, Indonesia in 1953,

Thailand and the Philippines in 1954 with the Ja&sanalso joining as donors in
1954.

The hope that demonstrating a willingness to actldvdoring US aid on
board was partly realised after the outbreak oltbeean War, as in November 1950
the Americans joined the Consultative Committee #edan to draw closer to the
real ideals of the Colombo Plali® At the end of 1950, with the publication of the
Colombo Plan imminent, the US agreed to associatiitm the Colombo Plan and
let it be known that it would be desirable if nonr@monwealth countries were also
invited’® Moreover, with India’s need clearly set out, thé.35 million Indo-
American Technical Agreement was signed in DecemiB&0 which was followed
by the Wheat Loan Act Bill after its tortuous joagnthrough Congress! As David
Lowe argues, by November 1950 the US decided todome of their own aid with

the work of the Consultative Committ&e.

The final Consultative Committee Report, as agrhegdll members, began

with the important psychological message for Asia:

The peoples of Asia have long left the pressuremiferty and hunger.

188 Dakman Facing Asia A History of the Colombo PléBanberra, 2010), p. 56.

%9 Harry F. Bangsberg, ‘The United States and the@bb Plan’India Quarterly15 (1959), p. 133.
170 Dean Acheson to Embassy in London for communioatiiothe British Government, 22/11/1950,
890.00/11-2250, RG 59, NARA.

171 Dennis Merrill, Bread and the Ballot: The United States and IrsliE&conomic Development,
1947-1963(Chapel Hill and London, 1990), p. 3. The key tertthis remains R.J. McMahon, ‘Food
as a Diplomatic Weapon: The India Wheat Loan of119Bacific Historical Reviewb6 (1987), pp.
349-77.

1721 owe, ‘Percy Spender and the Colombo PJan 166.
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While the realisation of self-government could mftitself relive this
situation, it has made possible a new approackeoptoblem of raising
living standards through the vigorous developmdnhaiional resources.

Among the peoples of Asia hopes and aspirations h@&en raised by the

plans of their Governments to secure a fullerfliiethem?”

The emphasis was on the national, and there wadireot mention of a
Communist threat. The rhetoric of the plan satisheth Indian sensibilities and the
demand for developmental assistance on a natiewel, Iprovided bilaterally for the
development of national economies. The closing wafdthe report are as close to

an admission of the anti-Communist nature of tlaa pls can be found:

In a world racked by schism and confusion it istatéw whether free men
can long afford to leave undeveloped and imprisangzbverty the human
resources of the countries of South and South-&siat which could help
so greatly, not only to restore the world’s progigebut also to redress its
confusion and enrich the lives of all men everywettét

These efforts were not simply about anti-Communidmi about the
beginnings of some form of regional co-operatioth& pursuit of a common goal to
improve the economic situation of Asia, which imntwas part of the process of
decolonisation. As part of this, India providedheical assistance and training to
other members of the Colombo Plan, so was notkallawhat she could get, but
also about what she could contributée Times of Indiaeported that in 1955 India
was providing technical training for 190 Nepale$@,from Ceylon, 2 from Malaya,
21 from the Philippines, 12 Burmese, 15 Indonesi@%®s Pakistanis with 8 from
Thailand and 2 from Vietnani® These figures represent an effort by the Indiatest
in its belief in the circulation of ‘government tewlogies’ which strengthened the
primacy of the developmental stdfé.The list also demonstrates the appeal of

Colombo as it was extended to non-Commonwealthtciesrfrom the end of 1950.
Conclusions

The key contribution that this chapter makes toekisting historiography is

73 ‘Final Report of the Commonwealth Consultative Guittee on South and South-East Asia about
84o-operative Economic Development’, October 1990CHK50) 105, CAB 134/226.

Ibid.
1754 ok Sabha Questions’, 7/12/195Bhe Times of Indigp. 11.
176 See Sunil S. Amrith for his exposition of what legues were the two meanings of
internationalism in the 1950, ‘Asian Internatiosati: Bandung's Echo in a Colonial Metropolis’,
Inter-Asia Cultural Studie6 (2005), pp. 557- 569.
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to provide a study of India’s role in the formatiohthe Colombo Plan in the context
of the Cold War and colonialism in Southeast ASilais chapter emphasises Indian
agency in the process and demonstrates that there several parties involved in
the Colombo Plan and there were several agendasriit This analysis does not
argue that Indian influence was decisive in thanidation, but rather that Indian

views were fundamental in shaping the course of @omealth actions in Southeast
Asia. The eventual structure of the Colombo Plaith whe emphasis on bilateral

assistance based on well-reasoned individual pmj&@s at once shaped by India
and enabled India to participate. Economic co-dpmravas supported by Nehru as
a means to forestall the need for military or podit pacts and agreements in
Southeast Asia, and this fact was key in the foatoh of British designs for

regional co-operatioh’.’

The Colombo Plan, provided an answer to Communiased on Nehru's
own reading of the situation and his belief in gwver of economic improvement
translated into support for the initiative. The g purpose of the plans was to
increase the annual production of food above tmaialnrate of population increase,
thereby ensuring food supply was not outstrippedpbypulation growth, which
would lay the foundations for future economic depashent and growth through
industrialisation.

This research also demonstrates that the two issieSommunism in
Southeast Asia and a resolution for a more fruitisé of the sterling balances
developed separately, and dovetailed in late 1248-4950. The Colombo Plan was
not exclusively designed as a solution to the isgrbalances. Colombo also
possessed the potential as a conduit for the floneerican aid to the region. India,
furthermore, managed to receive an assurance ateitsng balances linked to its
own development plans and to regional efforts @nemic improvement and co-
ordination, and likewise saw the provision of Teichh Assistance organised and

provided within the purview of national plans fawlopment.

Indian involvement, both psychologically as a deratic Asian power and

as a member of Commonwealth, was crucial and sigmif, for without Indian

Y7 For an example of this see, Foreign Office meetmgliscuss aid to Asia attended by Nye and
Dening, 24/5/1949, F8338/G, FO 371/76034.
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involvement Colombo would have had little crediyilivith other Asian nations. In
addition, involvement allowed India to presentlitses a regional player and as an
alternative model to Communism. The Commonwealibr@gch to a certain extent
meant that others were able to take the lead amdia had let its ideas be known,
and in doing so India received the benefits withdoé risks and without
compromising its professed stand of neutrality. ri&cpic co-operation was the only
form of involvement that India was willing to engawgith and this was well-known
to the British and the Commonwealtli. Regional economic co-operation, it is
argued, ensured India’s core national interestsasal advanced the cause of anti-
colonialism and development as an integral partnafion-building. For India,
Colombo served a dual purpose: it assuaged a geranriety at the spread of
Communism, but it also served India’s purpose f&musing development aid and
generally raising living standards as developmeas wmployed to save Asia for
democracy. The fear of Communism was a conveniea#ns with which to secure

funding for development.

Colombo sought to forge some form of regional ceration, or at least the
semblance of co-operation, but the second meatirBydney enshrined the primacy
of the nation-state in the process: ‘in the prefpameof their statements, it would be
left to the countries themselve$? India not only received vital technical assistance
as part of the Colombo Plan but also gave assistam&outheast Asian nations: it
was an active participant in the Pf&A.India was also able to present itself as a
compassionate regional power based on its participaThe key to Colombo’s
success was the very fact that the Colombo Planneta plan, but a framework in
which national development plans could take adgentd bilateral aid and technical
assistance. Although one of the aims of developmexg removing the evils that
Communists thrived on and exploited, Nehru refusedresent it in those terms to
Asians and instead he urged the virtue of developnre itself rather than as a

means to an end.

178 Nye argued as much in a Foreign Office meetindisouss aid to Asia, 24/5/1949, F8338/G, FO
371/76034.

179 ‘Report of British Commonwealth Consultative Cortte®, Sydney, 19 May, 1950’ Ref.
CC/SY/Rep.1/Rev/1, Annex to ‘Commonwealth ConsiéaCommittee on Economic Development
in South and South-East Asia: Sydney, May 1950'mdendum by the Paymaster-General, CP (50)
123, 16/6/1950, CAB 129/40.

180 p. Barooahlndo-British Relations, 1950-1960ew Delhi, 1977), p. 262.
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India saw the opportunity of economic developmeshaneans of promoting
and managing decolonisation, with the economic ldgweent of countries in
Southeast Asia increasing their resistance to Camsmu at the same time as
progressing towards self-government, which Indiguad was the key to fighting
Communism. Economic progress and political stabilas the key mantra behind
the Colombo Plan and was vitally informed by Inglig¢ading of the situation in
Southeast Asia. Every move India made in regadhima, from Tibet to Panscheel
was designed to keep China as ‘friendly’ as possinid to neutralise any threat from
across the border. The contested nature of theehadrtherited from the British, itself

partly determined this policy.

The crucial point to emphasise is that Britain bathe to terms with the fact
that any regional efforts in Southeast Asia coutit go ahead without Delhi’'s
approval and involvemen¥! Remme’s analysis, despite its valuable contrilputio
the historiography of post-war British policy, feas so tightly on British efforts
that it neglects to examine any Indian agency. usinbe re-emphasised that this is
not a history of the development of British or Amasiin regional policy, as much of
the existing literature attempts to present Colormbthis way, but rather it is an
effort to examine India’s crucial role. It is anadysis of India’s growing realisation
of the threats of Communism and how it could be leygal to secure and further

India’s own interests in Southeast Asia.

181 Remme Britain and Regional Cooperation in South-East A4i845-49 p. 212; ‘Britain, the 1947
Asian Relations Conference, and Regional Co-operati South-East Asia’, in A. Gorst, L. Johnman
and W. Scott Lucas (ed9Ppst-War Britain, 1945-64: Themes and Perspectitesndon, 1989), pp.
109-134 and also see Ovendale, ‘Britain, The Un@¢ates, and the Cold War in South-East Asia,
1949-50'.
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7) ‘Halt this Cannibalism! Severing the Heads of Libeation
Fighters’™: Colonial Legacy and Colonial War, India,

Britain and Gurkha Recruitment for Malaya

As the colony of Malaya experienced a sustaineéllieh directed by the
Malayan Communist Party (MCP), the Gurkhas of thm#idh Army were put into
action in the jungles of the peninsula. The Gurkied constituted an integral part of
the Indian Army since the beginning of the nineteerentury and were employed in
theatres world-wide during the following 150 yedrsreaction to this practice, the
Indian National Congress (INC) deplored the uséefaeign mercenaries’ in the
Indian Army, in addition to protesting against thee of the Indian Army abroad.
Such was the Indian opposition that in 1945 Nehauned Nepal about permitting
the Gurkhas to be used for the suppression of Alsisslom movementsWith the
transfer of power in 1947, the sobering practieiof power overcame the ideology
of Congress opposition and India, the UK and Nepgteed on a tripartite

framework for the continued use of troops by bbth lndian and British armiés.

In the face of Nepalese refusal of the British esjuor recruitment depots
on its soil in 1947, the G.O.l. allowed the Britigse of existing depots in India on a
temporary basis. They also assured crucial traigits so that Gurkhas could leave
Nepal's landlocked borders. The nascent nationplsties in Nepal followed the
lead of the INC’s old pronouncements of oppositmal criticised the recruitment of
Nepalese nationals into the British Army. Theseeotipns aroused domestic support
despite the fact that the recruitment of Gurkhasuesd a level of stability through

its economic benefits that were vital for the ldygeral Nepalese econorfy.

With the departure of the British from South Adlze traditional relationship

of the Raj to Nepal was little altered, as the rfithe G.O.l. remained the closest

! Headline inCross Roadd/olume 4, No.4, 16/5/1952, see enclosure to létmm Summerhayes
(British Ambassador to Nepal) to Foreign Office/6l2952, FN 1201/17, FO 371/101156 a@doss
Roads3/8/1952, FN 1201/34, FO 371/101157.

2 Telegram from Kathmandu to FO, No. 34, 22/1/1951,201/12, FO 371/92916 and ‘Reaction in
India to Events in Indonesia’, Reported from NewHdeManchester Guardiar25/11/1945, p. 5.

% As one British official noted ‘for political reass the leaders of the Indian National Congress used
to declaim that they would never employ “foreignroemaries” in the Indian Army when they came
to power but readily forgot those declarations whtem time came to put these into practicBee
Telegram from Kathmandu to FO, No. 34, 22/1/1951261/12, FO 371/92916.

* See Mary Des Chene, ‘Soldiers, Sovereignty areh8éls: Gorkhas as Diplomatic Curren&guth
Asia BulletinXIll (1993), p. 72.
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partner of Nepal, and for all intents and purpagesranteed Nepalese security as a
means to defend India’s north-eastern border reg®ithe British had done. The
importance of Nepal's geographical position wasfmiced by Communist China’s
annexation of Tibet, and was demonstrated in tleatyrof Peace of 1950 signed by
Nepal and India. India’s China policy was not based a calcuation that the
Communist giant posed no threat, but that the st to counter that threat was
through friendly engagement and inclusion in inégional and regional affairs,
India’s policy was in part determined by the needntaintain friendly relations
across their large shared border and to limit Geniafluence in Southeast ASia.
The loss of the tradition outer-buffer of Tibet medndia had to strengthen the
inner-buffers, including Nep4lindia saw Nepal as part of its sphere of influence
and in view of Tibet, Nehru wrote, reform was nekdeNepal and delaying would
invite trouble’ The G.O.l. further suggested to the Nepalese Govent that it
needed to strengthen itself from Communist infilma and warned that unless more
enlightened reforms were enacted they might falypto internal Communist
inspired uprising§.India, in essence, had no desire to have domelsiios in such a

strategically vital area as Nepal.

Nepal’'s fluid political situation with the relativéecline of the Rana regime
and the rise in influence of the Nepali Congressiessitated that the King step in
and restore a sense of political stability. Thraughthese troubles Nehru and the
G.O.l. played an influential and co-ordinating r@s a tutor to Nepal ensuring a
level of political and economic stability. With tHailure to reach any sustainable
agreement between the Congress and Ranas, theridedyin an interim capacity
with an Advisory Council from late 1952 and so @iiticism for decisions rested

® See the chapter on the Colombo Plan for an exaimimaf India’s early China policy and for a
recent, if somewhat unbalanced, account of Indfasat perception of China see that follows the lin
of Nehru’s failure to view China as a threat basedhe subsequent war between the two nations see
the recent article by Sameer Suryakant Patil, disdChina Policy in the 1950s: Threat Perceptions
and Balances’South Asian Surve¥4 (2007), pp. 283-301. Neville Maxwellladia’s China War
(London, 1972) is a must read account that debuhks myth that India was the victim of
unprovoked Chinese aggression.

¢ Also see, Shao Chuan Leng, ‘India and Chifar, Eastern Surveg1 (1952), pp. 73-78 and Mark
C. Feer, ‘India’s Himalayan FrontierFar Eastern Surveg?2 (1953), pp. 137-141 and the chapter on
the Colombo Plan in this thesis.

" Nehru to B.C. Roy, 30/9/1950, in S. Gopal (e@glected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second
Series, Volume 15, Par{iNew Delhi, 1993), pp. 469-470.

8 Henderson in Conversation with Bajpai, reported@idlegram No. 1488, 2/12/1949, 893.00 Tibet/12-
249, RG 59, NARA.

° Record of Conversation between Bajpai and Ambassat Large Philip C Jessup, 4/2/1950,
691.00/2-452, RG 59, NARA.
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with him alone.

As Malaya fell into the chaos of the MCP rebellitine Gurkhas supported
existing British troops. These highly trained sefdi not only possessed experience
in jungle warfare, but were considerably closeth® Malayan theatre than British
reinforcements if, in fact, British troops could foeind at all in the grip of the post-
war manpower shortage. Nehru was willing to tokeititish colonialism’s survival
in Malaya temporarily, as opposed to an aggresan@ militant Communism as
examined earlier in this thesis. Tacit supportha# British in Malaya thus served
Nehru's immediate aim of securing stability in Sweast Asia. It also supported the
longer-term aim of the development of a world afépendent, democratic states, as
the G.O.l. was reluctant to see Communist influe@tgnese Communist influence,
spread throughout Southeast Asia, which was anitaceasidered vitally important.
A stable Malaya also ensured the continued supplipltars and strength to both the

Sterling Area and to India.

The use of Gurkhas in Malaya was not without itebpgms in India as
political opponents, the leftist press, membershef Congress Party and the public
more generally became increasingly opposed to mnaiamplicity, through the
Tripartite Agreement of 1947, in the recruitmentGurkhas for the British fight in
Malaya. In the eyes of the public and official Earientary opposition, whatever the
political hue of the MCP, assisting Britain in theieed for Gurkhas was equated
with facilitating the maintenance of British impaism in Southeast Asia. This
sensitivity was evident in the Indian response titigh enquiries about an increase
in Gurkha numbers when the Indian Ambassador iraNexplained that they had to
tread carefully before the first post-independemdections in 1952 and avoid
criticism in relation to the Gurkha8.The Gurkha issue, moreover, threatened to
confirm the condemnation of those who opposed Isdimaembership of the
Commonwealth in 1949, and more generally Indiafeiffn policy. Criticisms from
political opponents, the press and the public feedsaround two newspaper articles
in Cross Roads the first of which accused the G.O.l. of compicby its
maintenance of the Tripartite Agreement, and theos@ exposed the fact that the

depots on Indian soil were still being used foistnient, a fact that Nehru had flatly

9 Note from British Ambassador Nepal to Foreign €dfiDespatch No. 31 (2265/47), 22/9/1951, FN
1203/73, FO 371/92919.
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denied previously. Nehru was attacked not onlyaltowing the British to impinge
on Indian sovereignty, but also for going againsthie anti-imperialist sentiments of

the nation.

Nehru was, therefore, placed in a delicate positipthese criticisms against
Gurkha recruitment, and was faced with three comggtressures that had to be
balanced: sustained opposition on the domestict,fitbie necessity to maintain a
level of stability in Nepal and the demands of ®tish fighting the MCP in
Malaya, which ultimately helped to secure stabilitySoutheast Asia. It is these
three competing pressures that the chapter focosess it explores the G.O.l.’s
attempts to reach a resolution to the problem ofk@a recruitment. The line of
action Nehru chose to take was to facilitate tlamgfer of all Gurkha recruitment
facilities to Nepal. It is to this aim that the GLOvorked from August 1952 - May
1953 under sustained criticism from domestic prditopponents and public opinion
more widely. The exercise was essentially one olfitipal window-dressing,
designing a settlement that was acceptable to afiigs without fundamentally
altering the principle of recruitment as establgsly the Tripartite Agreement. In
order to achieve this aim the chapter employs neeliyased British documents to
integrate the Gurkhas in to the wider history afhbmdian regional and international
relations*! The recruitment of Gurkhas was a legacy of impisrathat was thrown
into stark relief by the rebellion in Malaya ane tthallenge to Nehru’s claims to an
anti-colonial, and to a certain extent, a non-ayforeign policy that the situation
had produced. There is, moreover, a very limitestoniography pertaining to the
recruitment of Gurkhas. Therefore the focus ofdhapter is on placing the issue of
Gurkha recruitment in something other than thetanifi history traditiort? Whilst
Yuri Nasenko narrates that the Lok Sabha calledriNap on the Gurkhas, he takes

the story no further and offers no contextualisatioThe Tripartite Agreement, the

" The Foreign Office files regarding the recruitmemftthe Gurkhas remained, for the most part,
classified until they were released after reviev2@6. The initial release dates for FO 371/92996-1
ranged from 202238; for FO 371/101156-59 were set in 2028, and FO 371/106872-76 wergedlo
for 50 years. The work by Raffi Gregoriafhe British Army, the Gurkhas and Cold War Strategy
the Far East, 1947-1954 ondon, 2002) was the last major work that adslds albeit briefly, the
topic of recruitment, but it was unable to take attege of the newly released CRO and FO
documents and thus relied on sources mainly frorfIRE

2 The only two examples that really examine thetjosliof the recruitment are Des Chene, ‘Soldiers,
Sovereignty and Silences: Gorkhas as Diplomaticéhary’ and GregorianThe British Army, the
Gurkhas and Cold War Strategy in the Far East, 12934

3 Yuri NasenkoJawaharlal Nehru and India’s Foreign Poli¢iew Delhi, 1977), p. 170.
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relationship between India and Nepal and the sthiéepalese politics in the early
1950s are examined to provide the essential coftextiscussing the Gurkhas. The
investigation will subsequently turn to the crisicis the G.O.l. faced from
parliamentary opposition, the press and public iopinwhich in turn leads us to the
reactions of the G.O.I..

The Tripartite Agreement 1947

The Gurkhas formed some of the most combat-experteiand formidable
units in the Indian Army, and with the transfer méwer both Britain and India
sought to retain their services and the right touie troops in Nepal. This continued
recruitment was welcomed by the Nepalese Governameatsecure revenue stream,
a mechanism to reduce unemployment and a meanaitdaim political stability. As
the transfer of power approached, British use ef Itidian Army in foreign wars,
especially Indonesia, threatened to derail anyréuaigreement between the UK and
Nehru over the continued use of Gurkhas in thadriirmy. Discussing the Indian
population’s adverse stance on Gurkhas, Nehru neaswith General Montgomery
that it was the ‘the past that had produced theguriepsychological approach of our
people.** This meant that ‘anything that we might do andakhiight lead to the
continuation of the old tradition of Gurkha troofes imperial purposes would be
subject to adverse comment in Indialhternationally, Nehru asked Montgomery to
consider, given the psychological background of igsie, not only how Indians
would see it, but how Southeast Asia in particulauld preceive it if India
facilitated the use of Gurkha troops for the Bhifi$ Nehru was, however, aware of
British difficulties and verbally agreed to enswertain facilities and transit rights
for the continuation of British recruitment. Montgery finally reasoned with Nehru
that the Gurkhas were necessary as a reserve fargencties and British
commitments in the Far East and that ‘these traopsld not be used locally and
certainly not against peoples’ movements for freedd With this assurance, the

interim Indian Cabinet accepted a paper by Nehruhentopic which led to the

4 Nehru’s note on Conversation with Sir Terence 8h@KHC) and Viscount Montgomery (CIGS),
1253-24 June 1947 — Despatch No. 63, New Delhi tadbon 28/6/1947, L/IS&G/7/1253, IOR.

Ibid.
18 |bid.
17 Sir Terence Shone (First High Commissioner todhtth Clement Attlee, No.63, 24/6/1947, PREM
8/537, cited in GregorianThe British Army, the Gurkhas and Cold War Strateégyhe Far East,
1947-1954p. 40.
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commencement of negotiations with the Nepatése.

After Britain and India had worked negotiated atlegtent, a Tripartite
Agreement was signed between both parties and Niepddvember 1947, assuring
a division that allowed twelve battalions to rempart of the Indian Army with the 8
battalions entering British servi¢g.India provided crucial transit rights for the
Gurkhas through Indian territory so they could kdandlocked Nepal and serve
overseas. Certain depot facilities were also grhiate the Nepalese had refused to
grant Britain the right to establish facilities iites Nepal. With the conclusion of the
agreement, Nehru commented to the Constituent Aslyethat the G.O.l. ‘have
agreed to grant His Majesty’s Government certaicessary facilities, such as, the
use, as a temporary measure, of the existing dep@srakhpur and Ghuri”From
its very inception the operation of the Agreemeaswontingent upon the goodwill
of the G.O.l., especially regarding transit rigfitee Agreement was, however, not a
binding treaty but a gentlemen’s agreement, anddcoe abrogated if the Nepalese
found themselves at war, or if one of the signiagips denounced the agreentfent.
Both Britain and India, therefore, had a sharedragst in the continuance of a stable

Tripartite Agreement that ensured the flow of résrto both armies.

The Gurkhas replaced the Indian Army as the corBritfsh expeditionary
forces East of Suez and represented an integralogbahe forces combating the
MCP, representing 8 out of a total of 23 total &laihs in 1952. Therefore, it was
critically important that Gurkha services were meta for the British Armﬁ.2 With

the departure of the British from South Asia, Irgliafluential relationship with its

18 Nicolas Mansergh (ed.) with Penderel Mo@hge Transfer of Power, Volume XII: The Mountbatten
Viceroyalty: Princes, Partition and Independence,J8ly-15 August, 1947No. 320, 2/8/1947
(London, 1983), pp. 486-487. It is also interestimgote that such an important issue was handfed b
the Indian cabinet so close to the transfer of powe

Y CRO letter to the FO, from Brigadier R. Gordon,/1161949, F17390, FO 371/76271. The
theoretical numbers were 75,000 troops for Indich 85,000 for the UK see footnote two in S. Gopal
(ed.), Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Sevielsme 19(New Delhi, 1996), p. 621.
India also initially took a larger contingent of Bbas on loan, which proved useful in Kashmir
against Pakistan and in Hyderabad and as Shri &haBur Gurung commented in the Constituent
Assembly, ‘the Gurkhas have played their part i pheservation of the independence of India and
are now actually fighting in Kashmir after fighting Hyderabad. They have had their share of the
work in the preservation of Ind& independence.’ Tuesday 30 November 1948, Volurihelast
accessed 30/6/2010 bitp://parliamentofindia.nic.in/ls/debates/debdtas.

20 Nehru repeating his 10/12/1947 Constituent Assgrstdtement in 1952, UKHC Delhi to CRO,
No. 984, 8/8/1952, FN 1201/26, FO 371/101156.

2 Minute by R.H. Scott (FO SEA Department), 19/2/1.95 1201/21, FO 371/92916.

22 Colonial Secretary reporting to Cabinet, CC (52§,122/12/1952, CAB 195/11.
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smaller neighbour was instrumental in securing tbeatinued flow of recruits.
India’s relationship with landlocked Nepal was deted by a combination of
historical legacy and geography, and as Nepalsitigall system developed
erratically India’s influential position was utiid to ensure Nepal's political
stability. For Nehru there were two key strandshis crucial political stabilisation:
the King and the Nepali CongreSsAs for economic stability, the Gurkha troops
that served in both the Indian and British armigsresented Nepal's most valuable
commodity and a key revenue source and provided emhployment for those living
in the Kathmandu Valley. Before the Second Worldr\8lame 45-50 lakhs rupees
went to Nepal for pensions and some 125 lakhs sup@at to the Gurkhas directly,
much of which found its way back to NefaAs Nehru told Alexander Clutterbuck,
the British High Commissioner: ‘the economic andigbbenefits’ would largely
inform the decision of Nep&t. These benefits would inform the decision but not

determine its outcome.

Nepal was situated in a strategically importantitpms in the Himalayas,
between the north-eastern border of India and Tlhdia’s interest in the stability of
Nepal was further reinforced by the Chinese ocdapaif Tibet in 1950 that brought
Communism to the frontiers of Nepal and India andega a threat to the northern
borders of India and the stability of the Himalay@gion and South Asia more
generally. On reflection, Nehru argued that althodlge chances of a large-scale
Chinese invasion of Nepal or India ‘can be ruletleten as a remote contingency’,
there could be petty troubles in the border regithrad could be solved by check
posts and other measuf@Nehru emphasised to Bajpai that the crucial poias
that ‘armies do not stop communist infiltrationa@mmunist ideas. They have to be

dealt with by other methods, namely a strong, stabhd progressive civil

2 Letter from Nehru to M.P. Koirala, 21/6/1952 in Gopal (ed.),Selected Works of Jawaharlal
Nehru, Second Series, Volume(l@w Delhi, 1996), p. 492.

2 Comment on Draft Paper, Draft Paper from Foreigar&tary to H.M. Minister Nepal, ¢.1935,
L/P&S/12/3017, IOL, cited in Des Chene, ‘SoldierSpvereignty and Silences: Gorkhas as
Diplomatic Currency’, p. 72.

%5 UKHC to CRO, No. 1336, 28/10/1952, FN 1201/102,3%/101159.

%6 Nehru in response to Bajpai's note of 5/10/195.winich Bajpai argued that, ‘though a large
Chinese army or a Tibetan army under Chineseiratggn and leadership may not attempt an
invasion of India, the possibility of small forcdsibbling through the numerous passes, and then
combining to make trouble for us cannot be and iatdbeen ruled out’, in S. Gopal (edSglected
Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Series, VolumePH8t I (New Delhi, 1995), pp. 560-561.
Nehru’s words would of course ring hollow a deckder as China invaded Indian territory on a large
scale.
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government undertaking major reformi6.Nehru further elucidated his thoughts
about Nepal's strategic value in conversation wWitlutterbuck, commenting that
there ‘was always the question of Tibet or Chinagse the border which might take
advantage of any step which could be utilized fablic agitation in Nepal® For

Nehru, the stability of Nepal was essential forisagl security and for protecting

India’s borders.

The Treaty of Peace, signed in 1950, formalisedridea-Nepal relationship
in so far as each state pledged to inform the athemy misunderstandings with
neighbours (namely China). Nepal also agreed temicmdian aid in the event of
aggression (again, namely China as no other powdd ¢hreaten Nepal over land).
The relationship extended to the economic plané Witia supporting Nepalese
economic development with contributions through @mombo Plarf® An Indian
Military Mission reorganised the Nepalese Army whilthe Indian Air Force
surveyed the countfy and in April 1952, with the Nepali Congress in active
coalition government, the King and Congress leddd#t. Koirala further reinforced
their dependence upon their neighbour and de tatbo by asking for a mission of
civil servants’® Further to the Treaty of Peace and the Civil Missi was agreed
between M.P. Koirala and Nehru during January 19&2 the defence and foreign
policies of India and Nepal would be closely coioated® For his part, Nehru
wanted to keep foreign powers out of Nepal as fapassible and warned M.P.

Koirala about approaching the US for assistafidéehru, in fact, wanted to supply

2’ Nehru in response to Bajpai's note of 5/10/195winich Bajpai argued that, ‘though a large
Chinese army or a Tibetan army under Chinese iapir and leadership may not attempt an
invasion of India, the possibility of small forcesibbling through the numerous passes, and then
combining to make trouble for us cannot be and hedbeen ruled out’, in Gopal (ed$WJIN,
Volume 16, Part |Ipp. 560-561.

% Nehru in note to Secretary-General MoEA, 7/1/19&®orting on conversation with the High
Commissioner, in S. Gopal (ed3elected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Sevielsime 21
(New Delhi, 1997), pp. 522-524.

% India was a fully involved participant in the Coibo Plan and evidently exploited the initiative for
its own purposes of supporting stability in Negaptevent the spread of Communism both from its
own financial resources but more importantly byngsCommonwealth aid to stabilise Asia.

%0'Werner Levi, ‘Nepal in World PoliticsPacific Affairs30 (1957), p. 239.

31 Nehru's interim talks with Nepalese officials, 211952 in Gopal (ed.SWJN, Volume 1. 481.
Nehru agreed to send some assistance, and thefidea mission was to reform the administrative
machinery of Nepal and stabilise the governmentwaasl in addition to a military mission requested
by the King in February 1952, see letters Nehriitog Tribhuvan, 25/4/1952 and Nehru to M.P.
Koirala, 21/6/1952 inbid., pp. 487 and 494.

32 Letter from Nehru to M.P. Koirala, 25/4/1952ilnid., p. 486.

* |bid. Nehru also warned the King against consulting iotieign powers without India’s advice and
experience, Nehru to King Tribhuvan, 25/4/195%id., p. 488.
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Nepal as far as possible from Indian resources$ypaotne out of a fear of American
penetration of Nepal and any concomitant Chineseti@n®* The fear of foreign

(non-Indian) influence in Nepal is also furtherleefed in Nehru's stern warnings
about the use of foreign (non-Indian) personnéll@pal which was reiterated to the

Nepalese several timés.

Nepal's political structure was in a state of flwuam 1945 with the relative
decline of the Rana regime and the increasing gtineaf nationalism. The Nepali
Congress was the main opposition body to the Regiane that had held sway over
Nepal with tacit British support, with the King igure head® The Rana’s power,
entrenched since 1846, was in swift decline whilst influence of the Nepali
Congress was on the increase. Within this fluidtesysthe King of Nepal, a
figurehead since 1846, took central stage as dlistatp and unifying factor in
Nepalese politics with the full support of the G.0’ This new union represented
the largest expression of popular political opposiin Nepal and in terms of policy
goals, alongside the democratisation of Nepal, Neeali Congress favoured ‘the
closest relationship with India and would not taterthe penetration of Nepal by
foreign influences, political, economic, or miliydr® Crucially for the recruitment of
Gurkhas, the Nepal National Congress expressedbh®rrence at the practice of
recruitment protesting as early as March 1949. Téwgypied ‘against the policy of
allowing Gurkhas to be recruited in the British Army. It is reactionary and shameful;
smacks of dependent status. The Nepal Governmeatsed to give up this

practice forthwith 3 Further evidence of the aversion to recruitmens wizplayed

34 Nehru to Foreign Secretary, 28/5/1952hit., p. 489. In 1949, the Indian Ambassador in Nepal
complained to Patel of the continuing influencetloé British, which Patel agreed needed to be
lessened. See letter from Surjit Singh Majithidadel, 26/4/1949, in Durga Das (edgrdar Patel's
Correspondence, 1945-50, Volume VIII, Foreign Bolic Evolution-Constitution Making-Political
and Administrative Problem@hmedabad, 1973), p. 38, and Patel's respong&@®8s, p. 39.

% Nehru to M.P. Koirala, 21/6/1952 in Gopal (e&yVJN, Volume 1. 494; Nehru to M.P. Koirala,
25/4/1952 inibid., p. 486 and Note to Foreign Secretary, ‘Anglo-Aicen Activities in Nepal’,
21/6/1952 inbid., p. 495.

% The Nepali National Congress, the predecessorniaon of the Nepali Congress, was
established in Calcutta in 1946 under the orgaioisaif two brothers, Bishewar Prasad Koirala and
Matrika Prasad Koirala. The Nepali National Congrgsined forces with the Nepali Democratic
Congress (established in 1948 by Mohandra VikaraahSnd Surya Prasad Upadhya) in the spring
of 1950 to form the Nepali Congress with M.P. Klaras its first president, although a rump Nepali
National Congress party remained in existence, @ekevi, ‘Government and Politics in Nepal: I',
Far Eastern Surveg1 (1952), p. 187.

7 For a brief introduction see, Asad Hussa#nitish India’s Relations with the Kingdom of Nepal
1857-1947: A Diplomatic History of Nep@london, 1970).

38 | evi, ‘Government and Politics in Nepal; p. 188.

39 Major-General Bijaya Shamsher Jung Bahadur Randdththe clipping to the British Ambassador
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when the Congress was briefly in power. Under pres§rom the other Nepalese
opposition parties, in particular the CommunistsPMKoirala announced that he
would recall all Gurkhas serving abroad, but adithed the process would be gradual

due to economic consideratiot?s.

Within this political flux, the G.O.l. made it knawthat their favour lay with
the Nepali Congress and that it was time for theaRao relinquish power. In the
turbulent months after a failed Nepali Congressoakr bid, the leader of the Nepali
Congress, at this point, U.R. Upadhaya, in Novemb@50 called for Indian
intervention in Nepal. In the face of political iagse, Nepalese nationalists invited
continued and direct Indian input in solving Nepapolitical problemé’ By
courting direct Indian involvement in Nepalese podi, the relationship between

India and Nepal was far more involved than thatveeh the Raj and Nepal.

The Nepalese Defence Minister and Director Gengralforeign affairs,
therefore, made their way to Delhi for six weekstalks, during which the Rana
regime announced that it was willing to implemdrd failed Government of Nepal
Act of 1948. India pushed for more and suggested ahconstituent assembly be
elected and that an interim government represemopular opinion and enjoying
popular support should be appointed. This was tacdraposed of both popular
representatives and members of the Rana, one egpagise should be Prime
Minister appointed by the King, and finally Indianggested that the King should
remain head of stafé. The Ranas agreed and so an Interim Cabinet ohsRaeas
and seven popular representatives was formed, thg Was to return and the

Constituent Assembly would be called no later th852.

Power sharing did not run smoothly, however: byiAp®51, B.P. Koirala
openly talked of a crisis in the government and\Nlmyember the Congress had left
the governmer This move was swiftly followed by the resignatiohthe Rana

Prime Minister so that the King would be free tonfoa cabinet of better popular

in Kathmandu during talks, telegram from KathmartduFO, No. 51, 13/5/1949, F 7010, FO
371/76271.

“0See FN 1201/9, FO 371/101156, which contains agReveport on the Prime Minister’s Statement
of 3/5/1952.

“L Levi, ‘Nepal in World Politics’, p. 238.

“2 LLevi, ‘Government and Politics in Nepal: I, p.a.9

43 see the second of Werner Laviarticles, ‘Government and Politics in Nepal: Far Eastern
Survey?22 (1953), p. 5.
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representatives. The King duly asked M.P. Koiralform an all-commoner cabinet,
composed of eight members of the Nepali Congresssfanr independents. The
Nepali Congress, however, had its share of factiema especially between the
Koirala brothers and by July 1952 a schism emetggtdieen the ministerial (M.P.
Koirala) and the organisational (B.P. Koirala) wsngfter the Working Committee
attempted to force a smaller cabinet chosen by thetm the Prime Ministef: M.P.
Koirala resigned as Prime Minister so that he cagddoefore the Nepali Congress
Committee simply as another member and not as riineeRMlinister to contest his
three year expulsion from the party. The resuthef was a vote for B.P. Koirala and

a deep division within the party.

In response to the uncertain situation and withNBpali Congress unable to
form a cabinet, the King took matters into his owands and announced the
appointment of a five-man Advisory Council, contagsome Ranas, that would last
until an effective and representative Council ofnidiers could be establish&d.
Thus the failure of the Nepali Congress precipitagesituation where power, and
therefore, criticism for decisions was concentratethe hands of the King who was
viewed by Delhi as an interim stabilising influencetil such a time that a
representative government could be formed. In fdetiru informed the King that
with ‘the Nepali Congress having failed for the ety the only cementing and

stabilising factor was the King®

The state of Nepalese politics was an issue foruitaeent depots on
Nepalese soil as it directly affected and limitetdhbthe King's and Nehru’s room for
manoeuvre in the face of popular opposition togheciple of British recruitment.
The principal role of the King was to provide interleadership until such a point
that the plans for the democratisation of Nepald¢d@ontinue and he was, therefore,
reluctant to take decisions that would be unpopwlitlr public opinion or the Nepali
Congress. This increased Indian influence over, tartdlage of, Nepal caused
consternation in London and further reinforced éxesting tendency of seeking to
gain Indian approval over issues concerning Nepad the Gurkhad’ Nye

commented on the relationship that had developéddesm India and Nepal since

*Ibid., p. 8.

*SIbid., p. 9.

“6 Nehru’s note on conversation with the King on 29%?2 in Gopal (ed.SWJN, Volume 19. 569.
7 Levi, ‘Government and Politics in Nepal: II', p. 6
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the transfer of power in August 1947, arguing tkiilst [the] Government of India
outwardly maintain a strictly correct attitude medting the Government of Nepal as
entirely independent, in fact we all know quite Mibht they are exerting improper

pressure on them and endeavouring to treat thearsatellite country'®

As the path that Nepal was taking became cleacth in terms of the long
road to a more democratic political apparatus awdatds a position of tutelage
under India, the British became increasingly awafethe tenuous provisions
provided by the Tripartite AgreemelitThe British oscillated between the positions
of apprehension about the Indian stance on Gurkisaplanning to ask India to
intervene with Nepal on their behaff.For example, in their attempts to get the
Gurkha recruitment ceiling raised throughout 199641 London assumed that
Nehru would not stand in their way, but also thatvas essential to get Indian
blessing for any alteratiori.British hope for Indian support was an assumption
based on the realistic and supportive position thahru had mostly taken in
response to the Malayan Emergency. As the Col@fiate opined: ‘we have always
found that the Indian Government have adopted sorembly cooperative attitude
over the Malayan Emergency, and it is perhaps pustsible that they might be
induced to bring their influence to bear on the &lepe Government? The
development of the close cooperation between Nepal India led Britain to
consider that without the goodwill and the actiuport of the G.O.l., the practice
of recruitment could not continue. As Olver of tikRO minuted, ‘with the
increasing Indian influence in and control over Ble@ny long-term arrangements
must be based primarily on the goodwill of the Gaweent of India>® Gurkha
recruitment for both India and Britain was contingapon the willingness of Nepal,
which had been assured under Rana rule, but atNélpali Congress and other
opposition groups in favour of the democratisatainNepal gained strength and

entered into the political sphere, recruitment dowd longer be assured.

“8 High Commissioner Nye, UKHC to War Office, No. #81/1951, FN 1201/1, FO 371/92916.
9 See FO 371/92916 and FO 371/92917 in particular.

*0 Minute by R.H. Scott (FO), 19/2/1951, F1201/21, 1/92916.

*l See FO 371/92916, 92917, 92918 and 92919 foriadaditdetails.

%2 | etter from J.D. Higham (CO) to J.D. Murray (FQJ/11/1951, FN 1201/83, FO 371/92919.
%3 For one of many examples see the minute by JM&r(N 1201/22, FO 371/92917.
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India and Britain’s Colonial War in Malaya

From the outset of the Malayan Emergency, the Gagklike the Indian

Army before them as the so-called Sword Arm of BEmpiormed the backbone of
British forces in Malaya. Initially, litle was <hiin India about the Tripartite
Arrangement that tied India to British actions irepgdl. However, in 1952 this
situation exploded into sustained criticism of tB€D.l.. One early exception was
Blitz, a leftist weekly that denounced the use of Guitkbaps in Malaya to suppress
what it termed an Asian freedom movement, and dalle the government to put
pressure on Nepal to cease recruitment and forgdwernment to refuse transit
rights>*

After Blitz, left press opposition in reference to the G.O.ténsent of
Gurkha recruitment reappeared in the spring of 19%Ben the Communist
newspapeCross Roadseported that the practice of beheading was taglage by
British Army Gurkhas in Malaya. The headline ‘Htidis Cannibalism! Severing the
Heads of Liberation Fighters’, catalogued the afen of the British regime in
Malaya based on information obtained from the Lantdased Communist paper the
Daily Worker>® Sections of the leftist press, both in Britain andia, considered the
situation in Malaya in the same terms as the Vigthvand their fight against French
imperialism in Indo-China, stating that: ‘the Bshi imperialists are resorting to
every atrocity to hold on to Malaya against thehsis of its people’® Instead, the
article suggested that ‘the war in Malaya must eedbe British imperialists must
quit the country, they have no business to be thdedaya must be independent to
shape its own destiny” This opinion was in contrast to the views expouhidg the
G.O.l. inits rare comments on the topic in publebates and in private to the British

Government.

In response to the criticism caused by Bradly Workerstory in London, the
British Government promised to stop the practicd #re G.O.l. also received a

censuring in the editorial:

India’s name is associated with the suppressionhef Malayan

54 Opdom Report No.55, 9-16 July 1948, No. 2335, MBZ8, DO 142/404.
%5 Cross Roadsolume 4, No.4, 16/5/1952.
56 .
Ibid.
57 |bid.
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Liberation struggle. Gurkha troops, recruited vifie consent of the Indian
Government, are helping the imperialists in Malayhis disgrace must
end. Gurkha troops must be recalled. India mushdedw from the
Commonwealth, which is only a combine of coloniaoters and
murderers?

The imperial detritus represented by the Tripariggeement and the assumed
tacit consent of the G.O.l. raised the shackleshefleftist press, which had
consistently opposed association with Britain aspleeially membership of the
Commonwealth. The report i@ross Roadslso had political repercussions as
questions were raised in the Lok Sabha. On 12 JB8&2, Nehru was
questioned about the arrangements regarding tiparfite Agreement. Nehru
was asked if the G.O.1. had given the British spiefeicilities to recruit Gurkhas
on Indian soil, to which Nehru responded that thfermation was incorrect
and, furthermore, that it was not within the puwief the G.O.l. to interfere in
relations between Britain and NefalThe impact of the story on Gurkha
recruitment was considered harmful, both in Nepal imore importantly in
India; however, there was no follow up to this story until the autumn of 1952
when it was revealed bgZross Roadsthat recruitment and enlistment for

Malaya was actually taking place on Indian §bil.

Cross Road#ollowed its assaults of the spring and causedrdiagration of
fierce opposition to the Nehru Government, not aoNer its complicity in what it
argued was an anti-colonial struggle, but alsoctimpromising Indian sovereignty
and compromising independence by allowing Britairperate on Indian sdit.As
the editorial noted ‘it is not merely with the cavamce of the Indian government but
with their active cooperation and help that mentmieg enlisted®The publication
went on an all-out attack against the Governmenparticular Nehru, dedicating
several double-pages to the story of Gurkha reomnt. The article further
demanded that British recruiters be expelled fromid, and that the recruitment

depots be dishanded immediately and no other tiasilor transit rights should be

58 -
Ibid.
%9 UKHC to CRO, No0.152, sent 9/8/1952, received 2882, FN 1201/35, FO 371/101157.
60 -
Ibid.
1 HM Ambassador Nepal to FO, 22612/2, 12/6/1952 1PN1/17, FO 371/101156.
52 Cross Road$§/8/1952.
5 | bid.
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awarded* The fact that Nehru had already provided inaceunaformation in the
Lok Sabha in June only further angered public @winand newly sworn in

Opposition following the first elections in postiependence Indf&.

The politically neutralThe Times of Indiasubsequently reported on the
parliamentary Opposition’s reaction in the Lok Sabhoting that the ‘five Leaders
of the Opposition in the House of the People on dégndemanded the annulment of
the tripartite agreement...enabling recruitment ofrkBas by Britain on Indian
soil.”® The leaders of the Opposition parties - S.P. MgekgMukherjee) of the far-
right Nationalistic Democratic Party (Jan Sangbivatram Bhagwandas (aka
Acharya) Kripalani of the Socialist Kisan Mazdoarja Party’ (the Socialist Party
had joined Kriplani), A.K. Gopalan of the Commusisiflridid Chaudhiri of the
Revolutionary Socialist Party and Shankar Shantubome of the Peasants and
Workers Party - appropriated the anger alreadytedeand stirred up by th@ross
Roadsarticles, both in May and August, and pushed Nehrthe Lok Sabha on 8
August 1952. The Opposition leaders’ statement dele@ an explanation for
Nehru’s earlier misleading statement, a stop toTiheartite Agreement, including
transit rights, and recruitment of Gurkhas on Indsoil, which ‘is an action that
deeply wounds the noblest anti-imperialist sentitweaf our freedom loving
people.®®

The Opposition was not a homogenous group, buerahdisparate set of
parties from across the political spectrum of Ind@olitics. The popular support
enjoyed by Congress during the struggle againsaiBrivas no less evident in the
first elections of independent India in 1952. Supgor Congress and its leaders
derived from an unrivalled legacy and reputationoagst the mass of the

population, and Congress also possessed a natialisational structure inherited

% bid.

% 1t is not possible to ascertain whether Nehru ama@re of the extent of British recruitment
activities, although he did write to B.G. Kher, i@d High Commissioner in London, that, ‘As a
temporary measure, we agreed that this recruitmmégitt take place in the existing depots on Indian
soil near the Nepal border’, however, ‘After thdbs$t sight of this matter ... To my surprise, véa
discovered only now that our Defence Ministry has anly been permitting this but encouraging it.’
Letter from Nehru to Kher, 9/8/1952, in Gopal (¢8YVJN, Volume 1p. 623-25.

% The Times of Indial 2/8/1952, p. 3.

®7 Lewis P. Fickett described the Praja SocialistyPas ranking ‘as the major opposition party to the
dominant Congress’, ‘The Praja Socialist Party rdida — 1952-1972: A Final Assessmemsian
Surveyl3 (1973), p. 826.

%8 The Times of Indjal2/8/1952, p. 3.
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from its days as an anti-colonial platform, whiahather organisation could equal.

Emphasising popular support does not mean to at@ieCongress made the
transition from a one-objective organisation to ditjgal party without teething
problems, and Congress was no exception to thethale unions designed for a
single purpose fall apart when the objective iSaad®® For example, the Congress
Socialist Party (CSP) left Congress in 1948 aftard&r Vallabhbhai Patel pushed
Congress too far to the rigft.The subsequent splits in the Socialist Party thet
Communist Party of India (CPI) as the most constspelitically left force in Indian
politics.”* The splits in Congress also produced two of theosjtion parties in the
Lok Sabha, the Socialist Party and the Kisan Marzdrvaja Party, which merged in
September 1952 to form the Praja Socialist Partye Elections produced a
parliamentary Opposition facing Congress that posedtangible threat to its
majority, but nonetheless represented a broadrspeaif political parties? The CPI
broadly followed the line set by Moscow, which framd-1950 meant engaging in
parliamentary methods in their attempt to presenahble alternative to the Congress
vision.” Opposition parties, despite their disparate palitipositions, had few

gualms about grilling Nehru on the finer points toé foreign policy and they

9 Werner Levi, ‘India’s Political Partieskar Eastern Surveg0 (1951), p. 169.

% Hermann Kulke and Dietmar Rothermund (edsHistory of India(Third edn, London 2002), p.
299. Within the Congress, the duumvirate of Nehrd BRatel's leadership was not without its strains
as Patel broadly represented the right of the partyNehru the centre-left. This divergence exposed
itself most forcefully during the1950 Congress Rfestial elections when Patel and Nehru supported
different candidates. Patel’s support with the Gesg high command ensured his candidate was
victorious, and provided the remaining left leanmgmbers of the Congress with yet more evidence
of the direction of the party. Faced with defeaghNi’s candidate Jivatram Bhagwandaka
Acharyg Kripalani, left Congress to form the Kisan Mazd®&waja Party.

" Kulke and Rothermund (edsp History of India pp. 299-300 and also see, Ayesha Jalal,
Democracy and Authoritarianism in South Asia: A @amative and Historical Perspective
(Cambridge, 1995), pp. 38-41.

2 With the votes of 105,944,495 people counted fier 1952 elections, Congress claimed a clear
victory in the Lok Sabha winning 364 (74.4 per geoitthe 489 seats with some 45 per cent of the
vote in the first past the post system. Of the ttiionational parties, the CPI came a distant scon
with 26 seats (5.3 per cent) from only 3.3 per adrthe vote. The Socialist Party, led by Narayan,
contested more seats than the Communists, buttooky12 from 10.6 per cent of the national vote.
Kripalani, having been defeated in the Congressiéeatial nominations, took the Kisan Mazdoor
Praja Party to victory in 9 seats with 5.8 per ceihthe national vote, see Levi, ‘India’s Political
Parties’, p. 171. Corbridge and Harriss argue ltleatveen them the CPI and the socialist parties won
20 per cent of the vote. Although they fail to gtoiany further detail than this, see Stuart Cddwi
and John HarrissReinventing India: Liberalisation, Hindu Nationatisand Popular Democracy
(Cambridge, 2000), p. 52. On the right of the prditspectrum, the Jan Sangh, led by S.P. Mukherjee
won just three seats. Between them, independemssenme 37 seats and pooled 15.9 per cent of the
vote.

3 See chapters 7&8 in M.R. Masaiiihe Communist Party of India: A Short Histqfyew York,
1954), pp. 99-164.
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represented a constituency of opinion ranging fthenfar left with the Communists
to the Jan Sangh on the right. Foreign affairs puadicly one of the most clearly
defined areas of Congress policies and an areawhibh the opposition parties,
especially the CPI, grew increasingly concernedtha face of the Cold War.
Congress majority does not negate the fact that Nehru dred &.O.1. expressed
concern over the negative impact of sustainedcigiti and questioning of the

underpinnings of Nehruvian foreign policy.

In the face of this hostility, Nehru attempted tefleict the criticisms of
recruitment by emphasising the independent nattkeoGovernment of Nepal and
that it was not within India’s rights to demand tessation of recruitment in Nepal.
Furthermore, he argued, it was agreed that ‘foptesent’ the UK might continue to
use the existing depots at Gorakhpur and Ghum Desjeeling’* Nehru further
emphasised that this was only ever meant to bengecent and temporary measure
and claimed that India acquiesced in order to ntleetwishes of Nepal not the
British. The opening of two new depots, Jalapahdar¢h 1948) and Lehra
(February 1950), however, was viewed far more aacamf the current government
and not as imperial baggage. Nehru again used Nepal cover to hide behind,
stating that ‘facilities to use recruiting depatsindia were originally asked for and
granted by us as a purely temporary measure ..havel continued for some years in
order to meet the wishes of the Nepal Governmerhisimatter”> As a means to
placate hostility, Nehru was at pains to emphasiaé the only activities that took

place on Indian soil were medical examinationsfanehal enrolment, not training.

Despite the fact that Nehru had earlier denounesdkaowledge of these
arrangements, he was now hiding behind them andyube wishes of the Nepal as
a shield. Whether or not Nehru and the MoEA welléy faware of the extent of
British activities is not ascertainable withouterdnce to G.O.l. records, a distant
prospect, but it was nonetheless the case thatripartite Agreement was signed
and that the British had recently been allowedigo $en year leases for properties

on Indian soif® Denying knowledge of certain events was, moreosegyseful

" Full text of the speech in UKHC to CRO, No. 984)/8952, FN 1201/26, FO371/101156. Also see
UKHC to CRO, No0.152, sent 9/8/1952, received 2®82, FN 1201/35, FO 371/101157.

'S Full text of the speech in UKHC to CRO, No. 98/9/8952, FN 1201/26, FO 371/101156.

8 |t is interesting to note that the British Goveremh never seriously considered taking the legal
route, judging that this was a political and néggal problem.
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mechanism for trying to defuse hostility. Nehru cloded his response to the Lok
Sabha by promising that the issue would be takewitipthe two governments. This
was a measured response, reflecting Nehru's reloetdo allow the opposition
parties to dictate to him, his respect for inteioval agreements as a basis for
international co-operation, and also his willingne® assist in the continued
recruitment of the Gurkhas both for the convenievicine British but also to ensure

the economic and political stability of Nepal.

With the public reaction to th€ross Roadstories growing and five of the
Opposition parties and the Congress Party itselicivg not only strong
condemnation, but demands for immediate British heridwal, the MoEA's
Commonwealth Secretary met Clutterbuck to inforrm rthat there were great
pressures on the governméhfThe Secretary began this task by conveying to his
British counterpart that Nehru was genuinely ssextito learn that the British were
still on Indian soil and felt that this was outsidee terms of the Tripartite
Agreement® The Secretary continued that there was a greatoddeeling on this
subject in India, and that ‘Nehru said that it nmidie Communist-inspired, but
feeling on the subject was by no means confine@dmmunists’® This admission
clearly reflected the breadth of opposition thatiNefaced from various domestic
guarters, but despite this, the British were tdldt tany changes were not likely to

happen in the immediate futiffe.

The admission of the importance of opposition agaweals something of
the influence of public opinion on the executionlodian foreign relations that is
neglected in the current historiographical literafi It was not simply the fact the
recruitment was taking place on Indian territonyt &s Nehru reported to B.G. Kher,
Indian High Commissioner, ‘the difficulty, of coersis that the employment of

Gurkhas in Malaya is a constant irritant to larget®ns of Indian opiniorf? Nehru

" UKHC to CRO, No0.1031, 22/8/1952, FO 1201/56, FQ1/381157 reported that much of the
Congress Party was also incensed by the recruitment

8 UKHC to the CRO reporting on Conversations witkdiém Secretary, No. 1002, 15/8/1952, FN
1201/29, FO 371/101156.

9 bid.

80 |bid.

8 Ton That Thien, for example, argues that Nehrul fiifle attention to public opiniorindia and
South East Asia, 1947-1960: A Study of India's FprePolicy towards the South East Asian
Countries in the Period 1947-196Geneva, 1963), p. 250.

82 | etter to Indian High Commissioner in London, Kh2t9/1952 in Gopal (ed.FWJN, Volume 19
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again wrote to Kher at the end of September, ndtiat) ‘there is no doubt about the
feeling in India on this subject. It is foolish tioink that this feeling is confined to
the Communists®® Nehru communicated the consequences of the peegisar he
had to operate under in a letter to Kher in refeegio Ganapathay and Sambasivam,
commenting that ‘the subject [of Malaya] having emop before us and received

wide publicity ... is exceedingly difficult to ignoré*

The reality of this domestic pressure was repeatedinmunicated to
Clutterbuck, who consequently reported to Londorseweral occasions about
the Indian public and political pressure that Netaced. Following a meeting
with the Commonwealth Secretary in Delhi, Clutterdbueported that ‘the
important point which he had been asked to put ¢owas that, whatever the
circumstances of 1947, the position today was thateasons of policy the
Government of India felt it impossible to allow ¢imued recruiting on Indian
soil; it would surely be readily understood that this would not be consistent with
Indian's declared policy of independené®.Clutterbuck followed with the
assessment: ‘| fear that this matter is not meoely of keeping record straight
with Parliamentary Opposition and that there isyvstrong pressure on the
Prime Minister. Indians are therefore likely to ggevigorously their demand for
withdrawal of recruitment facilitie$® Although, as Nehru had pointed out, this
pressure originated from the Communist press, ipaliparties of both the left
and right joined in chorus to criticise the Priménidter, as did members of the

Congress Party. Therefore, Nehru had to act.

Gurkha recruitment was not simply a limited episollet it drew into
stark relief both India’s sovereignty, and the miaimade for an independent
foreign policy based on the principles of anti-coédism and neutralism. This is
why the episode was so swiftly exploited by thesprand the Opposition and
used a stick with which to beat Nehru’s governmwhiting to Krishna Menon,
Nehru elucidated the difficult situation in whiclufBha recruitment placed him,

noting that ‘I think | realise the various aspeaftshis question and the reactions

p. 630.

%3 Letter to Kher, 30/9/1952 iibid., p. 636.

8 | etter to Kher, 2/9/1952 iibid., p. 629.

:z UKHC New Delhi to CRO, No 1015, 18/8/1952, FN 188l FO 371/101157.
Ibid.
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in the British mind. But once the subject assummportance in India it is
difficult to ignore it.®” Nehru continued giving the reasons why it would
assume importance: ‘a subject of this kind excites public mind and
practically no Indian is prepared to accept reaomaitt of soldiers on Indian soil

for a foreign army, more so for their employmenMalaya at presenf®

In light of the sustained domestic criticism tha&t thought damaging,
Nehru both wanted and needed a fairly swift ancepiable resolution to the
problem to diffuse domestic political oppositiont lalso to demonstrate that he
was in control. Nehru emphasised to Krishna Merat he did not intend to
allow the Gurkha question ‘to become a major issu® demand anything to
be done suddenlf}? Despite the pressures on him, Nehru wrote to Kimair ‘|
have no desire to embarrass the British Governmenhis or any other issue’,
he continued that ‘We shall however try to go sloabout this and not create
too much of a fuss’® Nehru's objective was therefore to produce a fdantbat
was acceptable to all three parties, that woultftasa number of years so that
opposition would not again be raised, and that mid disrupt the British

recruitment of Gurkhas for Malaya.

After the initial meeting between the MoEA and @ubuck, India produced
an aide-memoire for the British, which stated thdidn problems and maintained
that they wished ‘to terminate, as early as possilhe facilities given, as a
temporary measure, to the United Kingdom for trerugment of Gurkha troops in
India.”®* Crucially for continued recruitment, the Indianttarities at no point
questioned transit rights, the Tripartite Agreememt the use of certain other
facilities. The aide-memoire only focussed on ¢inigs on Indian soil. It was these
depots to which the parliamentary Opposition, thblis and press objected for the
most part and the role they played in furnishing British with troops. The G.O.l.
maintained the depots were only ever intended ttelmporary measures. However,

in conversation with Clutterbuck, the Indian Seargtintimated that they would be

87 Nehru responding to V.K. Krishna Menon, 2/9/1962Gopal (ed.)SWJN, Volume 19. 627.
88 H
Ibid.
8 |pid.
% etter from Nehru to Kher, 2/9/1952, itvid., p. 629.
91 UKHC New Delhi reporting to the CRO, No0.1010, Y8852, FN 1201/31, FO 371/101157.
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willing to compensate the British for the two neepdts at Lehra and Jolapaffar.

The G.O.l. had little intention of making recruitmieifficult for the British,
and attempted to make this clear to them. For el@ntipe Indian Ambassador in
Nepal, in conversation with the British AmbassaidoNepal, stated that he had been
pressing for ‘Gurkha recruitment and of Indian néedelp resist communism in
Malaya and elsewher&® This sentiment was echoed by Kher, in London, who
informed London that Delhi did not want to makentfs difficult, and went so far as
to admit that if they had not been pushed by tlieiaf Opposition then the G.O.l.
would not have been calling for a terminatiénKher went even further in
September, in conversation with the Commonwealtireédary, when it was reported
that ‘he assured me that Indian Government was arogous to help in any way it
could to help find a solutior?®> Kher further intimated that the G.O.l. may inform
the Government of Nepal of the utility of the conted flow of recruits to the British

Army.%®

Nehru assured Clutterbuck by repeating that henmadesire to do anything
sudden or upsetting to the British, but that ‘nowdid was independent it was no
longer politically possible for recruitment for aréign army to take place on Indian
soil.”®” Nehru was adamant, however, that this move wagnealicated on placating
the Communists and the Opposition, but came fromcem for the Indian
nationalist sentiments of the populatiriNehru was at once both setting up defence
for his actions and demonstrating to the Britisht the move was not designed to aid

the Communist cause in any way.

The broad acceptance of the principle of Britistrugment was a point that
both India and Britain were honest about in themmunications, and it encouraged
the British to be more appreciative of the Indiarsipon and more positive about

securing Indian assistance with Nepal. Indeed, ifdrd.iesching (Permanent

92 UKHC New Delhi to CRO, No 1015, 18/8/1952, FN 18R] FO 371/101157.

9 Kathmandu to FO, N0.185, 21/8/1952, FN 1201/36 370/101157.

94 Telegram from CRO (Lord Salisbury) to UKHC New bielNo. 1420, 25/8/1952, FN 1201/39, FO
371/101157.

% CRO (Salisbury) to UKHC New Delhi, No.1511, 12/@2, FN 1201/58, FO 371/101157.

% Telegram from CRO (Salisbury) to UKHC New Delhip.N1420, 25/8/1952, FN 1201/39, FO
371/101157.

97 UKHC New Delhi to the CRO Reporting on Conversatimith Nehru on 27/10/1952, 28/10/1952,
FN 1201/102, FO 371/1011509.

%8 |bid.
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Secretary Commonwealth Relations Office) advisedurGhill ‘the Indian
Government are under domestic pressure on thig,@oid it would be wise for us to
meet them if we car?® In fact, Clutterbuck reported that ‘Nehru himsedfs always
had doubts about Gurkha recruitment for the British; he was however prepared to
face realities and, latterly, has appreciated thkies of the contribution of the
‘British’ Gurkhas in Malaya®® The British were broadly appreciative of Nehru's
flexible attitude on the wider issue of Malaya, amaped that despite the public
outcry, this would continue. As General Hardingr(Eastern Command), Malcolm
MacDonald and Dening argued: ‘Nehru has on the si@en sympathetic to our
position in Malaya®®* The British considered the pressures of Nehrustjom, and
the constraints acting upon him, as S.J.L Olvethef CRO raised the point that
Indian objections were based on a reaction to diqgubtcry!°? This understanding
led to the impression that they could ‘reasonaldynt on India not to obstruct a
settlement with Nepal which would enable them tp sa recruitment will in future
take place on Indian soif® The more swiftly a settlement could be reached wit
Nepal, the sooner the British depots could ceassirg irritation for the G.O.l., and

it was towards this resolution that India and Bitdoen turned.

In part due to the legacy of the Tripartite Agreeimend in part due to
increased Indian influence over Nepalese politeessolution to the problem of
British depots was not possible without Indian stssice. The British viewed the
Nepalese as unwilling to accept any British propo&ar fear of angering India, and
on the other hand the British were reluctant torepph Nepalese without first
getting Indian approval and pledges of assistafsseClutterbuck reminded London
‘we must face the unpleasant fact that the Indreold the whip hand in this matter,
and doubly so in view of their influence in Kathrdari'® Britain had to secure
Indian acquiescence for any moves that it wishedntke in Nepal, a direct

reflection of India’s increased influence over Negrad its King.

In the same way as they handled the Tripartite é&gent negotiations,

% Memorandum to the Prime Minister from Lieschingl.P52, 29/8/1952, FN 1201/49, FO
371/101157.

100 yKHC to CRO, No. 1031, 22/8/1952, FN 1201/56, F1/301157.

101 Singapore to FO, No. 1057, 31/12/1950, FN 1208¢1371/92916.

102 Minutes to FN 1201/33, FO 371/101157.

103 YKHC to CRO, N0.1275, 14/10/1952, FN 1201/87, F1/301158.

104 yKHC to CRO, No. 1031, 22/8/1952, FN 1201/37, F1/3201157.
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Britain and India engaged in a diplomatic to and éiver who would approach
whom, with what proposals and on what timetablenéliwas not on the side of the
G.O.1,, or the British, as the Lok Sabha was duestmnvene on 5 November with
the assumption that the Opposition would demankintmwv the outcome of Indian
representations to the Britidfr. In fact, on the first day of the new session ia tiok
Sabha, H.N. Mookerjee, asked Nehru what steps lead kaken to terminate the
facilities used by Britain. In reply Nehru attengbte® placate opposition and stated
that:

In August 1952, the Governments of the UK and Nepale
informed that the Government of India wished tamtierate, as early as
possible, the facilities given as a temporary measn the Government of
the UK for the recruitment of Gurkha troops in kdirhe UK Government
have informed us of their willingness to meet oushes on this subject.
The matter is now under discussion with the Govemsconcernetf®

High Commissioner Kher was in the meantime summaoethe CRO to
discuss with the Commonwealth Secretary ‘some watyod the difficulty which
would remove the problem of both Governmeht5It became patently clear at this
juncture that the two Governments both concurredhenonly long term settlement
possible: to secure depots in Nepal itself. Anxitusecure a settlement, the British
sought to gain Indian assurances of support befoneade its approaches to the
Government of Nepal, something which the Indianseweluctant to do, but the
G.O.1. would give its advice to the Nepalese if sulted'®® Kher again reiterated
that India was anxious to help find a solutionte problem and would pass this on
to Delhi® Concurrently to the discussions in London, anligint of the Indian aide
memoire, the Indian Cabinet met to discuss thectopihe Gurkhas and reaffirmed
that there could be no agreement for the use obtdepn a permanent basis by
another sovereign power, and therefore suggesttd_#hra and Jalapahar be shut
down. However, the G.O.l. agreed that the depotddcbe used until alternative

arrangements could be mad®.

195 Reported from UKHC New Delhi to CRO, No. 1251,®M952, FN 1201/79, FO 371/101158.
198 Nehru's statement to the Lok Sabha of 5/11/195®nted to London from Delhi, Ref: D/2/I,
6/11/1952, FN 1201/111, FO 371/101159.
197 Record of Conversation between Commonwealth Sagreand Indian High Commissioner,
%gptember 1952, D.3343/1, FN 1201/60, FO 371/101157
Ibid.
109 pid.
110 UKHC to CRO, No. 1273, 13/10/1952, FN 1201/85,31/101158.
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With its approaches made and confident of Indiandgell, the British
simultaneously forwarded its request to Nepal arfidrined the G.O.l. of the move.
In Delhi, Clutterbuck saw Nehru to remind him orsstltime that ‘we count in
general upon Indian good officed? In fact, Nehru had already spoken to Nepal's
King Tribhuvan in general terms whilst he was intbérom 4-7 Septembér:? who
at this time was still heading an interim ‘caretakgovernment:** Nehru duly
informed the King that India was no longer ablefier recruitment facilities to the
British, and that there was presumably also opjowsito the practice in Nepal®
Whilst emphasising his desire not to inconvenietite UK, Nehru informed the
King that India would be willing to provide vitatansit facilities as was custom

under the Tripartite AgreemeHt.

Nehru’s informal approach and advice to the Kinfterted his wish not to be
seen to be unduly influencing another nation, baitdid nevertheless inform the
British that King that he hoped he would be as awoodating as possible to their
needs:'® Nehru, however, noted to the British and to theg<that such facilities
would probably only be on a temporary basis asntt#onalist sentiment in Nepal
further developed. Time was of the essence for WNedimce the more quickly a
settlement with Nepal could be found, the more kjyiBritish depots in India could
be closed, or at least the more disagreeable @esitransferred to Nepal. Whether
or not Nehru was ideologically opposed to the ppilecof recruitment was not the
determining factor. The key problem was satisfydgpal, the G.O.l.'s domestic

opponents, and maintaining relations with Britama #heir flow of Gurkhas.

As Clutterbuck met with Nehru to hear about theg<ithe Commonwealth
Relations Secretary saw Kher in London to reitetlagefact that Britain hoped to be
able to count on India’s support ‘if they were kght into the picture’ by the

Nepalese approaching them for advitekher, who did not hide his support for the

1 CRO to UKHC, No. 1754, 24/10/1952, FN 1201/97,3/101158.

112 | etter from Nehru to King, footnote 4 in Gopal (e$WJN, Volume 2pp. 521-22.

113 UKHC New Delhi to the CRO Reporting on Conversatiith Nehru on 27/10/1952, 28/10/1952,
FN 1201/102, FO 371/101159.

14 Nehru's record of talks with the King of Nepal 49/1952, in Gopal (ed.SWJN, Volume 19.
569.

15 pid.

118 UKHC New Delhi to the CRO Reporting on Conversatiaith Nehru on 27/10/1952, 28/10/1952,
FN 1201/102, FO 371/101159.

17 CRO to UKHC New Delhi Reporting on Conversationthwvindian High Commissioner on
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British, replied by assuring the Secretary that diméy real difficulty was that of
recruiting the Gurkhas on Indian soil. Apart frohat there would be no issue at all
about good will*® Meanwhile, Summerhayes, the British Ambassaddtdpal, met
with various members of the Nepalese Advisory Cdutac formally discuss the
continuance of British recruitment and the formtleé relocation of depots from
India to Nepal'® Both Sri Khadgaman Singh (Foreign Affairs) and &eah Kaiser
(Defence) saw few potential problems with Britistomsals as no one wanted an
early end to recruitment. Meanwhile, at a full Colmmeeting, the Nepalese
discussed the initial British approach for depatdlepal on 3 November 1952, but a
decision was postponed to enquire whether or reotrttlians desired Tripartite talks,
a prospect that neither the Indians nor the Britiad previously expressed interest
in.*?* The Nepalese approached the Indians through Amefrassador in Delhi, and
in reply the G.O.l. orally reported that it had elgiections to Nepal granting further

recruitment aid?*

With the British approach made, Nehru formally reglto the King in
writing. He noted that in light of the inability dhe G.O.l. to continue providing
recruitment facilities, and taking into considevatithe fact the Nepalese popular
opinion was against the establishment of Britisipade in 1947 and remained
opposed to the principle of foreign armies recngjiton Nepalese soil, Nepal should
as a short term policy allow the British to estsiblilepots in Nepaf? Nehru further
suggested to the King that a time period of fouefiyears ‘subject to a
reconsideration at the end of that period or attamg within that period at twelve
months’ notice at the instance of either GovernmEnfrhis last clause was a sop to
opposition and an attempt to provide a get-out rmeism for the King that would be

very unlikely to be used but was essential fortmali window-dressing.

At this time, the British High Commissioner, in anfidential conversation

with the Nepalese Ambassador in Delhi, learned Netiru had formally replied to

27/10/1952, 28/10/1952, FN 1201/103, FO 371/101159.
118 |a;
Ibid.
119 This was reported in Despatch No. 45 from Kathmuatw FO, 31/10/1952, FN 1201/109, FO
371/101159.
120 Ambassador in Kathmandu to the FO, 4/11/1952, o105, FO 371/101159.
121 |a;
Ibid.
122 Nehru to the King of Nepal, 7/11/1952, replyingkimg’s letter of 3/11/1952, in S. Gopal (ed.),
Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, Second Sefa@sme 2QNew Delhi, 1997), pp. 483-485.
123 |bid.
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the King of Nepal’s letter in the first week of Nmmber. The response detailed that
India did not oppose the establishment of trairdegots in Nepal and that for their
part the Indians would continue to offer transgthts*** The High Commissioner
learned of the temporary nature of any settlengperiod of four to five years, but
the Nepalese Ambassador did not see this preclubimgossibility of a longer term
agreement after the end of the five yearsThe spectre of a five year time limit in
conjunction with the prospect of investing in nexifities in Nepal did not appeal to
the British authorities, who made the Nepalese Agsghdor in Delhi (Bijaya) aware

of their feelings as he was recalled to Kathmandadvise the King?

A further week passed, and there was still as getonmal Nepalese
reply to Britain, partly because the Nepalese weaéing for the President of
the Nepali Congress to return from India. On 24 &tober, it was reported to
Summerhayes by General Bijaya that a decision haisday to be been taken
by the Advisory Council, and on 25 November Defef@aunsellor Kaiser
confidentially told Summerhayes that Nepal had egr® depots, but with the
five year limit terminable at a year’s notice, therding of which was strikingly
similar to that suggested by Nehru in his lettethi® King*?” This last caveat,
Kaiser argued, was a concession to local oppositfohlowever, it was also
reported by the Defence Counsellor that the twehanth notice period was
included at the suggestion of India. In light oé tindian assistance offered to
the British, the twelve month clause was insertechaop to both Indian and
Nepalese domestic opposition to make it easieretoag agreement past those
opposed to such actions and at the same time eosati@ued recruitment. The
British knew of these moves by India, but this remd confidential
information from the Counsellor for Defence. As thereign Office argued,
Gurkha recruitment wasso entirely inconsistent with the principles of iant
colonialism, etc., which theoretically guide Indimmeign policy, that they must

save their faces in some wag?”

124 UKHC reporting to London on conversation with Nigs@ Ambassador in Delhi, No. 1386,
12/11/1952, FN 1201/113, FO 371/101159.

125 pid.

126 YKHC to CRO, No. 1431, 21/11/1952, EN 1201/116,3%/101159.

127 Nehru to the King of Nepal, 3/11/1952 in Gopal.Je8BWJN, Volume 2(p. 483-485.

128 Kathmandu to Foreign Office, No. 266, 26/11/1958,1201/114, FO 371/101159.

129 Erank Roberts in Minute to R.H. Scott of FO, 131852, FN 1201/126, FO 371/1011509.
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Nepal officially informed the British of their desson through the
Ambassador in Kathmandu, who argued that the gavemh had to take into
account the increasingly nationalist future genenst of Nepal, and as such the
Government could not ‘in the circumstances, contiréimselves to any permanent
or long term policy, as this might come into cactfivith the wishes of the people in
the future.** The case of the twelve month clause was takenitiptie King on 29
November, who argued that there were certain itis of continuing recruitment
which necessitated certain concessihsThe Defence Counsellor, once again
confidentially, reiterated his opinion that theuda had been forced upon Nepal, but
that the aide-memoire should be considered andth@aiCounsellors would give
their support for the elimination of the clausé.

Simultaneously, the Indian Ambassador in Nepal estggl to the British
Ambassador that the Nepalese had gone a long wathdoBritish and that they
could hardly wish to invite additional criticism by giving longer terms; the inclusion
of the twelve month notice period was also a mdanglacate the opposition and
would satisfy the pride of subsequent governmentghat they would feel less
inclined to question the agreements in futiifeOnce again, it was Indian influence
on Nepal, or more precisely the King, that was @dwas the answer to the problem.
The British aimed to demonstrate to Nehru thataswndian influence that was the
decisive factor as well as making him see the thisas consequences that any
cessation would have on actions in Malaya ‘andefioee on our whole relations
with India, of any Indian failure to give us thdlfaupport over this which we are
entitled to expect from a fellow-member of the Coomwealth.*** The British
Chiefs of Staff pushed for this hardening of attéwand, on the same page as noting
that India assisted by consenting to changes acduemging Nepal to agree to
depots, argued that the G.O.l. ‘are entirely respia for the present position and it

is felt we must now be firm. We should now put fardl our own terms, which

130 Aide-Memoire sent through the British Ambassadée. 273, 28/11/1952, FN 1201/119, FO
371/1011509.

131 Record of Ambassador’s conversation with the KiNg, 275, 29/11/1952, FN 1201/120, FO
371/1011509.

132 pid.

133 Record of Ambassador’s conversation with the Indéembassador, No. 276, 1/12/1952, FN
1201/21, FO 371/101159.

134 Minute by S.J.L. Olver, 2/12/1952, FN 1201/25, 11/101159.
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should be acceptable to both India and Neffal.’

Clutterbuck thus saw Nehru and impressed upon hanirhpractical nature
of the Nepalese proposafé.First, if Nehru wanted to emphasise the indepecelen
of Nepal then he should be reminded of the greffience that India has over the
King; second, any interruption in the flow of recruits wouldrgrisly hamper the
campaign against Malayan insurgents and would risiasd the development of self-
government; thirdly, the cessation of Gurkhas would seriously affect the Nepalese
economy, and finally the quicker these arrangementdd be settled the more
swiftly the British could relinquish their depots dndian soil**” Nehru, in the
meantime, was again questioned in the Lok Sabhaitathee progress of the
negotiations on 12 December 1952 by Mukhetjée.

On his return from a tour of Southern India Nehgaia discussed the matter
of the Nepalese terms with Clutterbul€kNehru explained his advice given in terms
of the context of the political situation in Nepaith the King acting as a ‘caretaker’
of sorts, and as such was reluctant to engage ynlamg term arrangements.
However, Nehru assured Clutterbuck that the sugmesf the twelve month notice
period did not originate with him, which was protgptommunicated to Londof{°
Nehru’s denial over the twelve month clause wascnatially important as he was
still considered to be the only hope of negotiatingettiement. Instead Nehru argued
that the fluid situation in Nepalese politics foedscriticism for decisions on the
King to an unusual degree, which meant that antfesent had to be politically

acceptable to Nepalese opinidh.

In order to move forward as quickly as possiblehwttie political window
dressing, Clutterbuck and Nehru decided to convenrther meeting so that

Clutterbuck and Pillai (Secretary General at Miyigtf External Affairs) could work

135C.0.S. (52) 653, 2/12/1952, FN 1201/25, FO 3711591
ﬁj CRO to UKHC, No. 2128, 23/12/1952, FN 1201/134,37%/101159.

Ibid.
138 See details in FN 1201/137, FO 371/101159.
139 High Commissioner's Record of Conversation withhNeon 8/1/1953, No. 18, 8/1/1953, FN
1201/4, FO 371/106872.
140 |bid. It is entirely possible that the King of Nepaldhsuggested the 12 month period when in
discussions with Nehru, but there is no documergaigence for verification.
141 Following the resignation of M.P. Koirala as Pritéister on 10 August 1952, the King decreed
that he would rule Nepal through an Advisory Colicomposed on non-party leaders until such a
time that a representative Council of Ministersiddie established.

264



Gurkha Recruitment

up a plan to take to Nehru, and then to the Nepafé<Clutterbuck, therefore,
approached Pillai on two points: primarily to geé tone year’s notice removed and
if this was successful to extend the five year titoi at least sevelf® With the
reassurance from Nehru’s denial of inserting the\tes month notice period, it was
hoped that the Indians could be brought to agratthe practical considerations of
the case would override the King’'s apprehensiomsti@ second point, Clutterbuck
was not confident that the Indians would be mowvednfthe five year model and
instead he proposed that an agreement shouldlasé¥en years from the 1 January
1953 and should be extended each year on 31 Manelssunotice to the contrary

was given.

In Kathmandu Summerhayes suggested that it woulddssible to get the
Indians and the Nepalese to agree to seven yetirgivei two year notice peridd
The British once again placed their faith in Nehrwbility to influence the
Nepalesé?®> However, at the same time the suggestion waseffodhat if no
satisfactory arrangement could be secured, themuNebuld be left until he visited
London for the Coronation of Elizabeth'ff But, as Clutterbuck argued, the longer
the situation was allowed to drift then the momadithis left for opposition to
develop.With the prospect of elections in Nepalftiwing year it was imperative
to push an agreement through. For Nehru, the Gupkbalem had been a running
issue with the Opposition since June 1952, andathger it continued the longer the

attacks against his policies continued.

Consequently, Pillai and Clutterbuck met on 16 daywand Clutterbuck

illustrated the severe limitations that the inipabposals placed on the British, about

142 Sir Raghavan Pillai, was yet another British-tesinindian that attained the highest office in
independent India, he was described by the Britigih Commission as ‘an exceptionally able career
I.C.S. man’ and friendly to the British having solexd there, see letter from R.H. Scott (FO) to F.K
Roberts, 24/11/1949, F17656/1051/85, FO 371/7600&.similar fashion to the absence of literature
on G.S. Bajpai, there is no academic literaturé ttie author was able to locate written on Pillad a
as such we are unable to examine the impact oéthen on Indian foreign policy, and in addition
the importance of continuning Indo-British linkeasbfuscated.

43 The High Commissioner Reported his intentions emdon, No. 22, 9/1/1953, FN 1201/5, FO
371/106872.

144 Minute by Summerhayes, 9/1/1953, FN 1201/6, FQBIG872.

145 Anthony Eden wrote to Lord Swinton that given wéhblearted Indian support there was still a
chance that an agreement terminable only afternsgears was possible, 14/1/1953, FN 1201/6, FO
371/106872.

148 | etter from Lord Swinton to Clutterbuck, 1/1/1988d Clutterbuck’s reply of 12/1/1953, both in
FN 1201/11, FO 371/106872.
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which Pillai seemed to be unawafé Pillai played a listening role, Clutterbuck held
back from elucidating his seven year proposals, #re meeting ended with
agreement to meet again in a week’s time onceiPifld discussed the political
situation with the Indian Ambassador to Nepal, was shortly returning to Delhi,
and with Nehru. Pillai and Clutterbuck met onceiagalthough Pillai had been
unable to see Nehru, and explained what he fddetone of the crucial matters: the
fluid political situation in Nepal. Pillai arguedhdt it was both the Nepalese and
Indian objective to see a government formed toinaeton until elections held in
the near future, and as such any government woust hikely be unwilling to
engage in any long term agreements that would dp&mn up to criticism and tie in

future government&'® Thus Pillai could see only two alternatives:

i) Fixed term with escape clause to be applied atiars;.
i) Interim agreement on the understanding that moséinix

agreement could be signed with a new Nepalese Gmeant.

Pillai did believe that a seven year term wouldpbssible but only with the
proviso of a short term notice period. Therefore,shiggested that the British gave
thought to (ii). In the meantime Pillai promisednti@ake further enquiries and to seek
discussions with Nehru. These discussions, fronptiet of view of the Indians and
the Nepalese, represented not a fundamental aitattke process of recruitment, but
a way of finding an acceptable formula that safihe needs of the three involved
parties. Clutterbuck reported that ‘Pillai madelgar to me that in his view issue
was one merely of window-dressing. Everybody...wamtsguitment to continue —
the Governments of India and Nepal, the Koiralas tfiought) and of course the
Gurkhas themselve$? For both the British and the Indians, the need dor
settlement continued to press as without agreemernthanges would be possible

before the start of the new recruitment season.

The G.O.l. continued to assist the British to fandolution to their problem,
and Pillai again met Clutterbuck on 11 February31'§8 Contrary to the opinion of

147 Record of Meeting transmitted from UKHC to CRO,.N®8, 17/1/1953, FN 1201/8, FO
371/106872.

148 Record of Conversation between Clutterbuck anthiPdn 26/1/1953, No.86, 27/1/1953, FN
1201/13, FO 371/106872.

149 |bid.

150 Record of Conversation between Clutterbuck anthiPdin 11/2/1953, No. 146, 11/2/1953, FN
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Summerhayes, Pillai confirmed that there was litleance of a change in the
government of Nepal after Nepalese Congress attetoptorm a government had
failed®®* In light of this development, Clutterbuck pushelaPon the topic of a
seven year settlement, to which he was receptivedioh not mention the escape
clause. Pillai thus sought talks with Nehru, whaiagfaced questions in the Lok
Sabha. During supplementary questions Nehru impied even transit facilities
could not be expected to last indefinitely but file term of the Tripartite
Agreement>? This statement, largely for public consumptionsveath damaging in
light of the current discussions and was contrahée G.O.l.’s professed wish not to
inconvenience Britain and their attempts to corgimecruiting Gurkhas. However,
the answer was also incorrect as the Tripartitee@grent was of indefinite length.
Nehru, when questioned how the situation in Malaifacted Gurkha recruitment,
admitted to the Lok Sabha that what happened iraNegs not directly the concern
of the G.O.l. in an attempt to separate India fribd decision-making process in
public, although in private it was through Indiatlan acceptable formula was being

devised.

Pillai and Clutterbuck met in the shadow of Nehrafsswers in the Lok
Sabha, which Pillai argued should not worry the &#kthe answers to supplementary
guestions were often forgotten as soon as they wasked, and it must also be
remembered that Nehru had not been in the looprdegathe development of the
Pillai-Clutterbuck talks since 9 January 1953The British, alarmed at the length of
time the Gurkha negotiations were taking, and alsaken by Nehru’s statement in
the Lok Sabha, informed Clutterbuck that the mattethree frigates due to be
delivered to India was under question and thaptssibility of delaying the delivery
of these ships until a satisfactory conclusion leé Gurkha episode was being
examined in Londoi>* Clutterbuck, seeing the folly of the move, argueghinst
this, stating that it could not only risk Gurkhacm@tment, but could also wreck

relations over the entire field; moreover, Nehru was currently considering Pillai’s

1201/21, FO 371/106872.

151 |bid. Clutterbuck reported on attempts to form a gonmmit on 9/2/1953, No. 129, FN 1201/18,
FO 371/106872.

1%2The implications of Nehru's answer to supplementargstions on 13/2/1953, discussed in UKHC
to CRO, No. 162, 14/2/1953, FN 1201/22, FO 371/7268

153 Record of Conversation between Clutterbuck andiPNo. 174, 17/2/1953, FO 371/106872.

154 CRO to UKHC, No. 400, 7/3/1953, FN 1201/39, FO/306873.
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submissions to hint° This threat was not a symptom of a lack of trastNehru,
but rather was demonstrative of the extreme impodaof the continued recruitment
of Gurkhas.

On 18 March, Pillai reported to Clutterbuck thathewas in the process of
considering the question of Gurkha recruitment awad almost in a position to give
his reactions, but that it would take another wewhkilst Nehru held further
discussions with the Nepalese Ambassadfdillai confided in Clutterbuck that the
political situation in Nepal had made the whole gess tiresome and that the
American coined slogan ‘Asians fighting Asians’ haldyed right into the hands of
the Communists. Clutterbuck replied that ‘there eveertain difficulties to be
overcome, (but) I hoped the Prime Minister realiieat this was a matter of first

class importance?®’

After full discussions with the Indian AmbassadoMNepal and the Nepalese
Ambassador in Delhi, Nehru devised a compromisentitet that sought to meet
British need<>® Although the five year limit remained intact, widny extensions to
be negotiated near the end of the term, the tweleath notice period had been
dropped to be replaced with a proviso for jointsudtation if either party wished to
change the terms of the agreerrféﬁtThe G.O.l., at the behest of Clutterbuck,
informed Nepal that this provision did not extendhe length of the agreement and
thus should not be seen in the same context dsvdtee month notice clause, which
had from the beginning been the real bugbear fBtitish2°® The British, for their
part, found the proposals agreeable, in light @& ¢hfficulties in Nepal and the

pressure under which Nehru had to operate. Therefoe High Commissioner was

155 UKHC to CRO, No. 302, 11/3/1953, FN 1201/41, FQ/306873. It was decided that the Frigates
would continue as planned, but that when the Irgliamived in London for the Coronation they
would be told that defence aid of this kind shoatttact reciprocal assistance from them. CRO to
UKHC, No.517, 31/3/1953, FN 1201/41, FO 371/1068n3December 1952, in Cabinet, Churchill
had gone so far as to comment that, ‘Tell Nehru ithlae interferes then he will got no more arms
from us in future. Make it a major issue with hi@C 107 (52), 22/12/1952, CAB/195/11. However,
it appears as though these threats were neverntitddéd to the High Commissioner for
communication to Nehru.

156 Record of Conversation between Clutterbuck anthiPaf 18/3/1953, No. 331, 19/3/1953, FN
1201/44, FO 371/106973.

57 bid.

%8 Record of Conversation between Clutterbuck anthiPil5/4/1953, No. 436, 15/4/1953, FN
1201/50, FO 371/106873.

159 Details of the Memorandum in UKHC to CRO, No. 43%/4/1953, FN 1201/51, FO 371/106873.
180 pillai reported on these developments to CluttekbWKHC to CRO, No. 551, 9/5/1953, FN
1201/76, FO 371/106873.
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informed that the British Government accepted #mmns set out and would use them
as a basis for approaching the Government of N&pdlhus, after almost a year
since the firstCross Roadstory concerning India’s complicity in recruitiggurkhas
for the British Army in Malaya, India designed angaromise formula whereby
British recruitment would take place on Nepalesi sdher than Indian soil. The
opposition to recruitment in India potentially tatened to scuttle British recruitment

of Gurkhas completely.
Conclusions

Through examining both the Indian and the Britisturses, it has been
possible to investigate the issue of Gurkha recrent. Until now Gurkha
recruitment has not been placed in its internatiamantext of Cold War and
decolonisation in South and Southeast Asia. ThasBrsources, whilst appreciating
Nehru’s importance and the pressures under whiabpkeated, paint him as willing
to assist. The available Indian sources, predortiynatme SWJN provide an
appreciation of Nehru’s role as largely one of himisting that the British leave
India, but without a focus on the assistance pexitb the British. For Nehru, the
situation was a complex one: he sought stabilitiN@pal especially in the face of
Chinese irredentism, he wanted opposition at hooneetise, and he wanted the

continued recruitment of British Gurkhas for Malaya

Once again, and similar to the cases of Ganapatldy Sambasivam, the
Gurkhas were another example of India’s imperiafrils impacting on both
bilateral and, more widely, on regional and Coldr\Wannections. The Gurkhas, like
the sterling balances and a large Indian populatimoad, were all a direct legacy of
empire that interacted with, and were sometimesoinflict with, the policies that
Nehru largely attempted to follow. The British Gaveent was well aware of the
domestic pressures on Nehru, but as time pressdtlegnbecame less inclined to
consider these pressures and throughout this Nehsianxious not to upset the
British or interrupt the flow of recruits. Howevéhe situation was such that Nehru
was the only hope that the British had of secuang agreement with the Nepalese.
Nehru was ideologically opposed in principle to idea of recruitment, but the

practicalities of the situation overrode but didt nentirely extinguish these

161 CRO to UKHC, No. 681, 4/5/1953, FN 1201/67(A), BU1/106873.
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principles. Moreover, Nehru was under extreme pmesgrom the parliamentary
Opposition, the left press and popular opinion. ©hthe most compelling facets of
this example is the power of public opinion, opmimformed by the legacy of the
struggle for freedom that exerted a very compellifftuence on Nehru’s room for
manoeuvre and action with the British. Nehru adaiced questions in the Raya
Sabha for B. Rath (Communist) in the Autumn of 19%5Bere Nehru followed his
well-used line that it was not a matter for the (. interfere in relations between

Britain and Nepat®?

Whilst ideologically opposed to recruitment, thigl chot drive Nehru’s
actions. Nehru was largely honest with the Britisle. did not hide that he thought
recruitment an anachronism, but that in the cirdantes it was a necessity, and he
also admitted to the pressures that he was undéheinform of opposition and
criticism. Most tellingly, Nehru largely avoidedettopic of transit rights, which
were essential for any recruitment to take placad ldn agreement been reached
with the Nepalese and the G.O.l. refused tranghttsi then the entire mechanics
would have been unworkable. Nehru's associatioh Witlia’s foreign policy had its
negative aspects as evidenced by the fact thatkatt@gainst recruitment became

attacks against Nehru.

The regional politics of South Asia also had a isigant role to play with the
Gurkhas. Not only were the Indians and British urglessure, but also the King of
Nepal, and in conversation with Clutterbuck Nehrguad that the King ‘had no
particular objection to its continuing for some &imbut) he had to do something
which he could explain and justify to his own peopf® The art of political
window-dressing was practised with some confidedoeing these months of
negotiations as each of the three parties attentptedrive at a flexible and lasting
settlement that met the needs of British recruitmmrt that could also satisfy the
voices of opposition in both Nepal and India. Theltve-month notice period was
inserted, whether by the King or at Nehru’s ingis& to ensure that the future
Government of Nepal possessed the adequate megtsamist necessarily to cancel
recruitment, but to satisfy their national pride lgving the option to do so. The

twelve month notice clause was in reality neutealiby the economic imperatives of

182Gorkha Recruits to British Army: No Restrictiohy India’, 27/8/1953The Times of Indigp. 11.
163 Note to Secretary General, MoEA, 7/1/1953 in Gdpdl),SWJN, Volume 2bp. 522-524.
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recruitment. As Nehru told the British High Comnnis®er, ‘the economic and social
benefits’ would largely inform, but not determinie decision of Nepaf* The
economic gains from recruitment provided stabildpd a reasonable hope of
advance and reform. The British, however, couldnett on future governments in
Nepal seeing the benefits of continued recruitmemd so an agreement was a
necessity. With the failure of the Nepali Congres$orm a stable government, the
King of Nepal and his council of advisors, contagiseveral Rana veterans, faced
the focussed criticism of popular opinion in Nepahe King sought a lasting
settlement that would mean that he could escapwisad criticism, and would

reduce the desire of any new government to abraggtéreaty agreements.

This case study also demonstrates India’s ownesfyabf buffer states
and the extension of influence over other soveraggritories to ensure that
most important of Indian goals: regional stabililgdia was keen to have a
stable and prosperous Nepal on its north-easterdebawith Tibet, which
became all the more important with the Chinesesioraof Tibet in 1950. This
stability in large part depended upon the incomeévdd from the Gurkhas, at
the same time as desiring stability for Southeasa Anore generally through

the continued use of Gurkhas in Malaya.

Nehru and the G.O.l. were extremely sensitive i fdce of the criticism
from the Opposition and the leftist press, who appated the language of liberation
to defend the actions of the MCP in Malaya and teettze Government for their role
in subjugation of freedom struggle. When the stofyrecruitment broke, in the
autumn, the ambiguity of the situation allowed agspropriation by the left and
provided them with a stick with which to beat thev@rnment and castigate its
entire foreign policy stance. Both the cases of [&mivam and Ganapathy and the
story of the Gurkhas demonstrate how influentiagé thress was in fomenting
opposition to aspects of Nehru’s foreign policytth@nt against the general guiding
principles, and also how effective the official @gfiion could be when it had the
backing of a section of the press. Moreover, asriledmitted many times, feeling
on the issue of the Gurkhas being used in Malaya mad simply confined to the

Communists and the left,and as he wrote to Merasubject of this kind excites the

164 UKHC to CRO, No. 1336, 28/10/1952, FN 1201/102,3/101159.
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public mind and practically no Indian is preparedctcept recruitment of soldiers on

Indian soil for a foreign army, more so for theingoyment in Malaya at presenf®

In the face of domestic opposition, Nehru was cdiageto make some
balanced concessions and make a point of askingBthish to find alternative
arrangements whilst in fact assisting in helpingnthdo so and intimating that they
were willing to pay a level of monetary compensatiGrucially the issue of transit
rights was not questioned, which would have puéa to British recruitment even
had the Nepalese agreed to depots on their sdenfas a whole, Indian actions
cannot be described as anti-recruitment: they gtggo continued British
recruitment through the Tripartite Agreement, ganggad continued transit rights and
assisted in negotiations with the Nepalese. Asdrah official argued to the British
High Commissioner, whatever the settlement reactiedgovernment continued to
expose itself to sustained criticism because ‘Urarunist object was to stop transit

of Gurkhas altogethet®®

Furthermore, this episode demonstrates India’scetan Communism in
Malaya and more widely in Southeast Asia and thelir was more willing than
previously appreciated to give British help to camimilitant and expansionary
Communism, which was closely linked to the progressature of British policies
in Malaya. Stability, as ever, was the key wordNi@hru — despite Malaya being the
site of some of the most exploitative business tm@s in the empire. Nehru was
prepared to accept colonialism rather than mili@ommunism attempting to hijack
a nascent national liberation struggle. The cdsMaaya more generally is an
example of the fact that the idea of colonialisnd &8s eradication was not always

consistent with supporting those physically tryioglestroy the colonial system.

In essence, Nehru had to play a sticky wicket addsd in the only way that
could satisfy domestic opposition and popular apinimore widely, not
inconvenience the British and maintain the flowedruits to Malaya, safeguard the
economic and political stability of Nepal, and alsafeguard the Tripartite
Agreement, which in turn ensured access to Nepakseits for the Indian army.

Like India’s pragmatic actions over Ganapathy amanBasivam, the case of the

185 Nehru responding to V.K. Krishna Menon, 2/9/196%iopal (ed.)SWJN, Volume 19. 627.
166 UKHC to CRO reporting conversation with un-namettian MoEA Official, No. 1168,
22/9/1952, DEFE 7/1922.
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Gurkhas highlights Nehru’s pragmatic and realistiitude towards the situation in
Malaya regarding Communist insurrection in a cabrnerritory and in the wider
scope of regional stability in both Nepal and MalayNehru adopted a flexible
position over Gurkha recruitment and to achieveaniss Nehru needed to balance
three competing pressures: Nepalese politics, #mmadds of India’s domestic
opposition and public opinion and the British regment for Gurkhas to fight in

Malaya.
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8) Concluding Notes

Conclusions for the specific case studies haveadirdoeen provided at the
end of each chapter and so here the emphasis cedolan their collective
contribution to the wider understanding of Indid¢geign policies. The primary
objective of this thesis was to provide a nuanaaalyais of the first years of Indian
independence that filled the silences in the engstiarrative and historiography that
emphasise an idealistic and morally governed fareiglicy. Through the preceeding
examination, and by employing a wide range of amhmaterials, it has been
possible to recast India as a key Cold War plagebaouth and Southeast Asia that
balanced its national interest with the need tdiplybadhere to its espoused foreign

policy principles.

The key contributions that this thesis has madebeabest explained through
the interconnected strands the flow throughoutctee studies: first, India’s transfer
of power, its transition to independence, andritpearial legacies. The absence of a
developed foreign affairs department and the needetonomic development in
India, South and Southeast Asia are two prime el@nfhe research contributes to
both an understanding of the process of the extéraasfer of power and of the
need to construct the apparatus of state post-emtkgmce. By examining specific
episodes in India foreign policy in the transition period from cojoto nation-state,
Indonesia for example, the thesis has provideddgémbetween the two spheres that
is all too often disregarded by scholars who ti€s7 as a caesura in Indichistory,

the starting point of the national stdry.

Second, and at the core of this thesis, was an ieation of the interaction
between colonialism and Communism in South and @t Asia, and how
Nehru’s, and others’, reading of this affected &mdiforeign policy. The thesis
explored the closely related nature of colonialisiacolonisation and the threat of
Communism in Southeast and South Asia, but did seetk to write a regional
history. Fundamentally, Nehru feared and opposed tholent spread of
Communism. But he also exploited British, Commoniiteand later US, fears of

Communist expansion in an attempt to influencegyoin the region in order to

! However, 1946 with the establishment of the Ime@overnent, rather than 1947 is the cut off point
for access to Government archives and Nehru'’s akdRfishna Menon’s private papers.
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further the aim of decolonisation and to secureettjoment aid for India and the
region by presenting economic development andipalifreedom as the answer to

Communism.

Third, and closely linked to the above point, Irgliactions over Malaya,
Commonwealth membership and the Colombo Plan s&wvelemonstrate the
importance of the Sterling Area and Indiasterling balances in both its own
development needs and in its approach to Commuarsgircolonialism in Southeast
Asia. This emphasis is well overdue and serve®itextualise India international
affairs with its colonial legacy of the sterlinglaces. In sum, emphasis was placed
on India’s own national interests in a peacefuhgfarmation of colonial Southeast
Asia to a collection of democratic nations as opgoso militant Communism.
Moreover, this research, through its analysis b& tack of stability in South and
Southeast Asia, adds a depth of understanding yoNdiru was so eager to avoid
international instability, and provides further text to India’s peacemaking actions

regarding the Korean War, the Indo-China war asd kter on with the Suez crisis.

The fourth key strand is the focus on India andariand this derived from
the fact that in the first years of independencetaBr was Indids closest
international partner. This is further reinforcedtbe focus on Southeast Asia where
Britain remained the key regional power. This thesas not, however, limited to an
attempt to write a history of the bilateral relasbip between India and Britain or to
chart the decline of that relationship, but rattteexamine the complex bonds that
remained between the two countries in the firsty@d independence in the context
of Communism and colonialism in Southeast Asiathla way this research has also
contributed to the wider historiography of the deagsation of the British Empire in
Asia through its re-examination of this key relagsbhip. Much of the exisiting
literature, however, seeks to examine the IndaodBritelationship in order to chart
its decline and this retrospective and myopic appinoneglects to analyse the

strengths and complexities of the post-independeziagonship.

Fifth, the focus on Sino-Indian relations in Soatid Southeast Asia in this
research contributes to an understanding of Indid &€hina outside of the
teleological narrative of the 1962 war. An integpalrt of Nehru’s appreciation of

international Communism came from Communist victorythe Chinese civil war,
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which positioned China as a rival to Indian inflaenin Southeast Asia. As with
Malaya, the Commonwealth and Colombo, the Gurhkse cstudy demonstrated
Indian anxiety towards an expansionist China. Tieisearch focused on Indian
perceptions of the threat of China not, as mucthefexisting literature does, with
the exclusive aim of tracing the roots of the Sindian war of 1962, but rather by
examining the early years of Sino-Indian interatdion colonial Southeast Asia.
Moreover, the thesis explored the connection batwadia’'s domestic Communist
troubles and international Communism in order tmdestrate Nehru’s increasing

awareness of the destabilising impact of Commums8outheast Asia.

Sixth, this research has clearly demonstrated gtratt neutralism or non-
alignment, as espoused by Nehru in September 18d$,an aim, an aspiration, a
goal, but one that was not fully realised in thistfyears of Indian independence as it
became more of a rhetorical commitment in the fatgrevailing domestic and
international circumstances. Neutralism, for Nehvas a fluctuating position based
on the particular set of circumstances presentachespisode on the international
stage, and was not simply a moral and ideologiahilyen policy that determined all
of India’s external relations. A firm rhetoricalromitment to neutralism endured and
it remained a key aspiration as the G.O.l. soughpresent its foreign policy as
unique andIndian’ in order to satisfy a broad spectrum of publicnam at home.
Although not the primary aim of the thesis, theesgsh has begun to de-centre the
teleological narrative that dominates the exisitiggoriography that seeks to chart a
path to Bandung and beyond to the Non-Aligned Moseitnand which reinforces
the notion of a solely morally directed and iddaisforeign policy. Through
examining previously neglected episodes in Indga®ernal relations, and by shifting
attention to India’s earliest international foragies work places the Asian Relations
Conference and the conference on Indonesian fre@atontheir respective historical

contexts rather than simply as part of the patBandung.

The other key guiding principle of Indian foreigwolicy, anti-colonialism,
was far from being universally applied and, likeummalsim, was flexible and
contingent on the specifics of each situation. &mmple the differences between
India’s attitudes towards freedom movements in hedia, Indo-China and Malaya.
More so than India’s unwillingness to formally aligtself in the Asian Cold War,

anti-colonialism was an emotive issue with Indiamblpc and political opinion.
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Seventh, and stressing the hitherto neglected lek&een the domestic and
international, the presentation of Indian foreigoligy was politically window-
dressed by the G.O.l. Its private dealings witheothations were, at times, at
variance with the image that it presented to théialm public and the political
establishment, for example Indonesia, Malaya aedGhrkhas. Public opinion, as
perceived by the G.O.l., was a far more importasrhgonent in the exercise of
Indian foreign affairs than is currently acceptedthe historiography. Part of the
importance of public opinion comes from the fast,d@monstrated in the Indonesia
chapter, that India external identity, its championing of certain ssaidrew, on the
Congress platform from before independence, inv@kBandhi in particular, and
was used as a component in the construction oB’diational identity as non-
violent and anti-colonial. Furthermore, the casedists examined the relatively
underdeveloped field of political criticism of th®.0.l.'s external affairs, most
prominently through the Malaya, Commonwealth mersiigr and Gurkha

recruitment chapters.

Overall, with its concentration of primary archivahterials from a range of
countries (the first time that this has been damsuch a scale and with India as the
central focus), it has been possible to construotose finely grained picture of
India’s foreign relations than is otherwise possihen depending solely upon
Indian archives, much of the material in which rémanaccessible. Through this
method this thesis re-examined India’s role in Asgan Cold War to show it as a
key, if somewhat reluctant, player in the interoadil relations of the early Cold War
that pursued its national interests. The conclssicrached here add a depth of
understanding to those case studies that alreadyrézl in the existing narratives of
India’s foreign policy: the Commonwealth membership denisand Indonesia’s
freedom struggle. Both of these examples benefihfbeing placed in the re-worked
narrative provided by this thesis that is infornseal constructed by the other case
studies that have until now been neglected by achorl'his selection of studies also
serves to demonstrate the interconnectedness apisedes under discussion. It is
through the combination of these studies that nisicbvealed about Indis external
behaviour, and the extent to which it was influeghbg its domestic situation as the
need for food, for economic growth and developnientlamentally underpinned its

foreign relations.
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This research has explored India’s actions in SzaghAsia in order to re-
cast and emphasise its role in the history of thdyeCold War in South and
Southeast Asia, and has demonstrated its activekapdregional actions in the
period before Bandung in 1955 through its exisitoannections with the British
Empire and Commonwealth. This thesis explored Iadi@arliest forays in
international affairs in the context of its own riséer of power, its domestic
economic and political needs, and the Cold War decblonisation in South and
Southeast Asia. Furthermore, this work offers feitwesearch opportunities by
demonstrating that there are many silences in twhG.O.l.’'s presentation of its
external policies and in the exisiting historiogmgpwhich can be read by employing

the range of sources employed in this research.
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