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ABSTRACT 

This thesis is a study of the relationship between India and Australia from 1947 when 

India became a sovereign country, to 1975, which marked the end of the Whitlam 

Government's period in office. The prevaiUng view has been that the indifference that 

apparently characterised India-AustraHa relations largely has been the result of 

Australian neglect, the inattention explained as an aberration. India was Australia's 

'blind spot'. It is from such assumptions that this thesis examines what was, in fact, a 

complex web of personalities, policies, alliances and Cold War imperatives that stood in 

the way of constructive bilaterahsm. The probing tells a rather different story, one that 

lays emphasis on the principal argument of the thesis: the bilateral relationship was 

clearly sensitive to the prevailing government in Canberra, being substantially 

influenced by the Prime Minister's \iew of the world, resulting in 'Peaks and Troughs' 

in the relationship. The distinctive personalities of Nehru, Chifley, Menzies, 

Mrs Gandhi and Whitlam, did have a major influence on foreign poUcy and, 

consequently, this factor helps explain the changing nature of the bilateral relationship. 

While not in the top job, Krishna Menon and Evatt were also influential. 

The thesis claims a degree of originality in its interpretive focus: the impact of 

personality on the making of foreign poUcy applied to the evolution of the India-

Australia relationship. As well, the arguments used and conclusions reached have a 

greater Indian representation than has been previously present. In pursuing this claim, 

special attention is paid to Nehru and Menzies whose parallel periods as Prime 

Ministers, from 1949-1964, represent the major, but, least productive, period of the 

bilateral relationship examined in this study. The thesis also examines to what extent 

their psychological and operational environments influenced the shaping of their 

respective foreign policies. Another area not previously explored in great depth is the 

impact that the closeness of Whitlam's views (made exphcit from the time he took his 

seat in parliament in 1953) with those consistently articulated by Nehru, and continuing 

under Mrs Gandhi's Government, had on a reinvigorated relationship between 1972 

and 1975, suggesting a new fliture for the bilateral relationship. 
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PREFACE 

Australia's interpretations of international relations have tended to reflect the dominance 

of the post-war realist orthodoxy. The behaviour of the nonaligned states in relation to 

the great powers (particulariy the US, which under-pinned AustraUa's security) was the 

orthodox measure used to interpret a bilateral relationship with Australia. Any teUing of 

the India-Australia story in the past has tended to be subject to this one-dimensional 

approach, which was axiomatic of the times. The result has been a gap in the vmtings 

because of the restricted nature of the interpretations. This is the first analysis from an 

AustraUan viewpoint that seeks to present a stronger Indian perspective of the bilateral 

relationship with the primacy of peace and racial equality used as key measures in 

evaluating the bilateral relationship. This reflects a moral focus expressing India's 

psychological and operational responses to Australia and the world. It means an 

examination of the relationship in all its dimensions, enabUng a fijller understanding. 

Also, given my own cultural background and experience as a Sri Lankan-AustraUan who 

immigrated here nearly 30 years ago, I bring to this study a degree of empathy with the 

Indian position, tempered by an understanding of the Australian political idiom. 

This study of the India-Australia bilateral relationship (1947-1975) is based on empirical 

evidence and the analysis of research material, both primary and secondary, and a range 

of interviews. It included research undertaken in the U.K. at Cambridge University's 

Commonwealth Studies Library; London University's Menzies Centre for Australia 

Studies; the Public Records Office, London; and the Commonwealth Secretariat Library, 

London, which included an interview with a senior officer of the Secretariat. 

In New Delhi, research was carried out at the Nehru Memorial Museum and Library. 

While a few of Nehru's personal papers of relevance to this study were available at this 

Library, the major part, in Mrs Sonia Gandhi's custody, could not be released to me 

during the research. The Government of India, Ministry of External Affairs (MEA) 
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Library, the National Archives of India (NAI) and the Lok Sabha Parhament Library, 

were other sources for the research. In India, interviews were held with three Heads of 

Departments of the Ministry of External Affairs, as well as staff at the above libraries. 

India's Deputy High Commissioner to Sri Lanka Mr. S. Tripathi who had spent time in 

AustraUa was interviewed in Colombo for his knowledge of India-AustraUa relations. 

The Archives of the Government-owned Associated Newspapers of Sri-Lanka were also 

a source of research information, as was the Cultural Centre and Library of the Indian 

High Commission in Colombo. 

The Austrahan National Archives (ANA) and the National Library of Austraha (NLA) in 

Canberra provided the principal primary sources in AustraUa. India's Deputy High 

Commissioner in AustraUa, Mr. B.B. Tyaji was consulted, particularly on the research 

programme undertaken in India. Interviews were held with author and former AustraUan 

diplomat to India, Mr. Bruce Grant, and a number of other scholars and academics. Mr. 

E.G.Whitlam was approached for an interview but, on account of his busy schedule, 

responded by sending some usefiil written material. 

The thesis' aim is to interrogate the assertion that the changing nature and character of 

the bilateral relationship between India and AustraUa during the twenty eight year period 

from 1947 - 1975, was a measure of the personaUties and poUcies of the leaders on both 

sides. While scholars have recognised this as a significant determinant of the state of the 

bilateral relationship, the emphasis given to it has been too little. As a contributory 

factor, political changes at the AustraUan end, had a greater bearing on the relationship 

because they not only involved a different leader v^th each new period (1947- Chifley, 

1949- Menzies, and 1972-Whitlam) but also a different political ideology and some shifts 

in foreign poUcy positions. In India's case, although a change of leadership took place in 

1964 and 1966, (Nehru to Shastri to Mrs Gandhi), a single political party, Indian 

National Congress Party (INC) committed to the broad Nehruvian philosophy of 

nonalignment, international peace, and racial equaUty, continued in office throughout the 

period of this thesis. 



XI 

It should also be noted that in Une with one of the principal arguments of the thesis, 

namely the influence of personaUties, the India-AustraUa relationship was favourably 

affected by the Whitlam view of the world, one which had much in common with 

Nehruvian philosophy (as the thesis shows) and AustraUa's shift to a more regional 

focus. Yet, its impact on the India-AustraUa relationship was precursory, with any 

benefits from the mutual interest and accommodation accruing through subsequent 

decades of gradual activism, which is outside the scope of this thesis. 

In its analysis, the thesis seeks to go beyond the empirical elements of the bUateraUsm in 

question to embrace International Relations theory, particularly in Chapter One. The 

resuhant theoretical framework helps contextualise the overaU examination and, it is 

hoped, wiU also be of use to fiiture research on the bilateral links between India and 

Australia - links that, arguably, could be stronger to the mutual benefit of both countries. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This thesis seeks to reflect an Indian perspective on the India-AustraUa bilateral 

relationship. There have been some exceUent writings on the subject for example Meg 

Gurry's India: Australia's neglected Neighbour? 1947-1996, but the case for a 

stronger Indian point of view springs from the impression that Australian scholarship 

has, understandably, had little reason to evaluate the relationship from other than a 

largely Australian view of the world. However, it should be explained that this 

thesis specifically sets out to examine the Indian perspective and it is through this 

interpretive lens that the entire work is argued and presented. In this way it 

differs fundamentally from the perspective adopted by Gurry in her work. For 

example, when analysing international issues that had Indian and AustraUan 

involvement in a participatory or mediatory capacity (e.g. Korean War, SEATO, Suez, 

apartheid and South Africa's CommonweaUh membership, etc.) the interpretations 

have tended towards an understating of the Indian contribution and the thinking behind 

India's foreign policy, and of its implications for the country. 

That is not to say the Indian case has been totally ignored. There is akeady a growing 

discussion among academics, writers and others about the importance of a better 

understanding of what went wrong with AustraUa's handlmg of the bilateral 

relationship and identifying the missing pieces: taking a look at the other side of the 

mountain too. In essence, it means seeking a view of the Cold War world as it affected 

the two countries but seen through an Indian lens as weU as from AustraUa's security-

driven, 'White AustraUa' foreign poUcy orientation. 

This is the basic premise of the approach taken in this thesis. The study examines the 

changing nature and character of the relationship between India and AustraUa from 

1947-1975, and the reasons for the peaks and troughs which characterised the 



relationship. Outwardly the relationship between two former British colonies, with a 

number of shared experiences, seemed agreeable enough. Nonetheless, it masked a 

complex web of ideologically based alUances, pragmatic commitments and practical 

poUcy imperatives. 

For the bilateral relationship, it often meant no more than mutual indifference for most 

of the twenty eight year period covered by this thesis. The study examines newly 

independent India's relationship with Australia during three chronologically separate 

periods: the first under Chifley (Labor, 1947-1949), foUowed by Men2des and others 

(Liberal-Country Party Coalition, 1949-1972), and, lastly, Whitlam (Labor, 1972-

1975). In India, the Indian National Congress (INC) under Nehru (1947-1964), 

followed by Shastri and Indira Gandhi, continued in office throughout this nearly three 

decades of the relationship, although a split in the INC occurred in 1969. The responses 

of these and other key political figures of the two countries to the Cold War reveals as 

much about the shaping of their minds as it does about the key issues that determined 

the nature of the bUateral relationship. Consequently, a number of dominant themes 

emerge to underpin the hypothesis that the relationship moved from one of 

understanding and mutual respect in the first period, to indifference and inertia in the 

second, foUowed by mutual recognition, interest and accommodation in the reformist 

Whitlam period. 

Some of the themes, a few stronger than others, represent common threads - such as 

coloniaUsm, nonaligimient, racial discrimination, and the personality factor - rurming 

through the thesis: 

• The ideological rivalry of the Cold War and Australia's 

preoccupation with a perceived Communist threat, may have forced 

scholars to conform to a prevailing hegemonic reaUst ideological 

orthodoxy. NonaUgned India preoccupied dealing with priorities of 

poverty and related economic problems, and a foreign poUcy 



underpinned by its moral values was relatively free of ideological 

constraints imposed by the Cold War. Consequently, the interpretations 

of Cold War events and foreign poUcy premises of relevance to the 

bilateral relationship have been oriented towards the Australian reaUst 

view of the world. The result has been an understating of the Indian 

perspective. 

• The bilateral relationship was shaped by the sensitivities of the 

AustraUan political party in government in Canberra, in particular the 

Prime Minister's (and key Ministers') personalities, their psychological 

and operational views of the world. The definition of 'personality' 

employed in this thesis is more than a simple catalogue of character 

traits, although these are important when considering such factors as 

arrogance, self confidence and wiU-power. The definition includes 

personal poUtical philosophy and ideological commitment of the main 

players in the game; the result, peaks and troughs in the relationship. 

While party politics was an influence on the bilateral relationship, the 

focus of this thesis is on personaUties and poUcies and, hence, other 

influences are not explored to the same degree. 

• The mainstream AustraUan view is that the relationship in the 1950s 

and 1960s suffered from Canberra's neglect of India. While this 

interpretation is without guUe, in India (with its much higher 

international engagement and profile at the time) this was seen as 

presumptuous. AustraUa was somewhat outside India's international 

sweep and rather low on its Ust of international priorities, particularly 

when Menzies was Prime Minister with his British orientation and 

commitment to Western strategic interests. 



• Australia's 'White AustraUa' Policy and India's 'Nonalignment' 

PoUcy were pivotal to each country's external responses; they were also 

conflicting. India's deep sensitivity to racial discrimination meant 

Australia's 'White Australia' Immigration PoUcy was a barrier to a 

stronger relationship. India's dramatic, although pragmatic choice of 

nonaligimient, in its essence a moral force, influenced by its bitter 

experience of coloniaUsm and the early Cold War rivalry, was criticised 

in Australia as naive and not in the West's global political interests. 

AustraUa did not seem to appreciate the multi-layered character of the 

doctrine, particularly during the Menzies period which was 

characterised by its preoccupation with security and alUance diplomacy. 

• No study of the India-AustraUa relationship in the 1950s and early 

1960s can profitably ignore the impact of the Nehru-Menzies dissonance 

and differences, psycho-political in nature, which represented an 

impediment to a more constructive engagement between the two 

countries. 

• There is evidence to suggest that AustraUa largely followed the 

British 'colonial' view of India in the 1950s. 

• Given Pakistan's conservatism, anti-Communism and fiiendly 

relations with Britain, AustraUa, with an inherited EngUsh approach to 

the sub-continent, felt more comfortable dealing with a pro-Western 

Pakistan than with the Hindu, nonaligned idealists in New Delhi. This is 

also seen in AustraUa's attitude to the Kashmir question during the 

Menzies period. At times, there was the impression of a trilateral 

balancing act rather than an India-Australia bilateral relationship. 



• AustraUa's Treasury and External Affairs bureaucrats may have 

found India too large, too complex and too demanding of resources to 

handle. 

• Nehru's disaffection (shared by other Indian leaders) with the West, 

including AustraUa, was largely a measure of his lack of admiration for 

the Americans with their blunt approach to International Affairs. In 

the view of senior Indian bureaucrats, the unsubtle US national 

temperament tended to undermine the subtleties of diplomacy. As 

expressed by author Bruce Grant, a former AustraUan High 

Commissioner to India, this also was an English view of the US - one 

not shared by AustraUa. Australia's diplomatic shift from Britain to the 

US after World War 11 was a dominant paradigm shift in which India, 

itself a former British colony, was not involved. 

• In strategic terms, the Pacific Ocean was viewed in Australia as 

cormnanding greater importance than the Indian Ocean which washed 

both Indian and AustraUan shores. 

• There was little mutuaUty of economic and cultural interests 

between India and Australia, during the period covered by this thesis. 

Trade, normally a key determinant of bilaterahsm, was not a major 

factor in the relationship. 

• From the time he entered Parliament in 1953 Whitlam's statements 

on India and Nehru were positive. Particularly relevant for the thesis 

was the closeness of his views in many areas with Nehru's. This 

paraUelism earned him admiration in India and made his affinity with 

Mrs Gandhi a natural outcome. Whitlam's broader ideology 

transcended cultural limitations. The Whitlam Government's decisive 



repudiation of the 'White AustraUa' PoUcy in 1973, its resurgent 

independence in foreign poUcy, combined with Whitlam's visit to India 

(the first by an AustraUan Prime Minister in his first year in office) did 

much to change Indian perceptions of its regional neighbour with its 

previous unambiguously Western bias. Whitlam also supported the 

nonaUgned countries' proposal for declaring the Indian Ocean a zone of 

peace. 

• Another dimension to Whitlam's impact on the India-Australia 

relationship came about indirectly. Whitlam's reformist foreign poUcies 

and his dismantling of many symbols of the British Unk gave Australia a 

greater sense of pride in being a sovereign state. This tended to make 

the idea of a multicultural society progressively more acceptable. It also 

meant less fear felt by AustraUans of its culturally different neighbours, 

which of course includes India, and therefore was of benefit to the 

fiiture bilateral relationship. 

To achieve the research aim, the 1947-1975 period of the thesis will be examined by 

moving chronologically comparing personalities and philosophies in each period, 

together with policies and the role of public opinion as they influenced the relationship. 

Accordingly, the seven Chapters wiU examine the policy actions, themes of contmuity 

and change (bilaterally and globally) in the two countries' direct and indirect foreign 

policy responses affecting each other in each of the three periods, 1947-1949, 1949-

1972 and 1972-1975. It was not always possible, nor was it desirable, to maintain 

chronological precision when dealing with some of the important themes of the study 

which relate to more than one period. 

Chapter One examines the nature and determinants of bilaterahsm. It describes 

numerous types of bilateral relations and provides a framework for examining the 

India-Australia bilateral relationship. It continues with an analysis of the International 



Relations (IR) discipUne and how it treats bilaterahsm. It includes a discussion of 

realism in the two countries' foreign policies to understand the impact of the policy 

maker's mind on poUcies and relationships between states. 

Chapter Two sets the stage for the thesis with a focus on the issues that stood in the 

way of greater bilateral engagement between India and Australia. It first considers the 

reaUst orthodoxy and its influence on writings of earlier years on Australia's foreign 

policies and interpretations of Cold War events. It then identifies the mutually 

exclusive Cold War imperatives for each country, such as the 'White Australia' PoUcy, 

India's Nonalignment, the misinformed images, among other things. It ends with a 

focus on the bilateral relationship in the 1947-1949 period characterised by the 

camaraderie and mutual respect that prevailed between Nehru, Chifley and Evatt 

including an examination of the personality factor. 

While Chapter Two concludes with an examination of the fleeting convergence that 

prevaUed m the bilateral relationship between 1947 and 1949, Chapter Three looks at 

the reasons for the regression of the relationship between 1949 and 1964, while Nehru 

and Menzies were the Prime Ministers. It addresses the hypothesis that personalities, 

policies, ideologies and pubUc opinion influenced the bilateral relationship by using an 

analytical framework to highlight the personality differences between Nehru and 

Menzies and how their views, influenced foreign poUcy formulation, as weU as their 

attitudes to each other. Examples of personal conflict at the Commonwealth over 

Apartheid and South Africa's membership of the Commonwealth, as weU as India's 

own admission to the organisation as a republic, are discussed for their impact on what 

was the major part of the bilateral relationship. As this examination required two 

separate Chapters, Chapter Four continues the theme with examination of the two 

leaders' differences over poUcy on a number of international issues. 

In Chapter Five, the enquuy is carried out in two sections: (i) AustraUa's 'White 

Australia' Policy; (ii) India's Nonaligned PoUcy. Both were crucial to each respective 



country's foreign poUcy responses and yet damaging in terms of the effectiveness of the 

bilateral relationship. 

Chapter six starts with an examination of the complex factors that accompanied the 

1947 partition of India followed by the India-Pakistan impasse over Kashmir. It then 

traces the existence of an inherited EngUsh view of India among some of AustraUa's 

poUcy makers and diplomats in the 1950's, resulting in a tilt to Pakistan in AustraUa's 

international diplomacy. The Chapter ends with an examination of the effectiveness of 

AustraUa's Colombo Plan aid in relation to India for which the issues of racial 

discrimination, decolonisation, fairness in world trade and nonalignment took 

precedence. Questions of the motives behind Australian aid as weU as it showing a 

bias, in per capita terms, to Pakistan over India, are discussed. 

Chapter Seven addresses the impact the Whitlam Government had on the bilateral 

relationship. It deals with this on two bases: first it considers Whitlam's broader 

ideology in foreign poUcy, including his interest in India, in contrast to what prevailed 

under Holt, Gorton and McMahon. This includes Mrs Gandhi's own policies and 

expectations of greater engagement between the two countries during the Whitlam 

period. Secondly it looks at the hitherto unexamined area of the parallelism of 

Whitlam's views (from 1952-1975) and those articulated by Nehru and its impact on 

the bilateral relationship after Whitlam became Prime Minister, given that the 

Nehruvian broad ideology was stiU influential in the 1972-1975 period of Mrs Gandhi's 

Prime Ministership. 



CHAPTER ONE: WHAT IS BILATERALISM? 

The topic of this thesis - the relationship between India and AustraUa 1947-1975 -

dissects bilateralism. An essential starting point in setting the stage requires throwing 

some light on the nature of bilaterahsm to contextualise the field of enquiry. However, 

bilaterahsm as a topic in its own right has been relatively unexplored. As a feature of 

international relations and foreign poUcy, scholars have given it some attention; but its 

Umited treatment suggests it is almost taken for granted. This is odd given the wide 

range of bilateral relationships that exist in ordinary, everyday diplomacy. The fact that 

bilaterahsm is frequently mentioned in the conduct of foreign poUcy does not negate the 

view that the concept remains relatively unexplored in terms of academic analysis. 

'Bilateralism', for the purpose of this thesis, is a condition where two states enter into a 

sustained relationship, the bases of which may differ from one situation to another. As 

a starting point, the foUowing references to bilateralism and related issues may be of 

some use in revealing the nature and variety of this international concept: 

• Viotti and Kauppi observe that '[g]ood bilateral relations do not 

develop overnight. They require genuine, sustained efforts often 

over years, putting in place the building blocks that nurture the 

fiiture diplomacy, and, consequently, the quality of the relationship.' 

They also note that: '[e]ffective diplomacy is markedly easier to 

achieve when the parties have an estabUshed record of positive 

accomplishments over decades or longer.'* 

• Kegley and Raymond argue that, '[b]ilateral relationships can either 

cuhninate in formal alliances or remain loosely defined informal 

Viotti, Paul R. & Kauppi, Mark V. International Relations and World Politics: Security, Economy, 
Identity, Prentice Hall, New Jersey, 1997, p 127. 
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fiiendships, with the degree of potential coordination subject to wide 

variation.'^ 

• BUateral relations can and do change. O' Neill states that, '[t]he 

bilateral security relationship between AustraUa and the United 

States is constantly undergoing change. Perhaps the most important 

recent development, a change of both perception and posture, is that 

the AustraUan Government now recognises expUcitly a requirement 

to be more self reUant ...'^. 

• FinaUy, Holsti draws attention to the obligations of a weaker party 

in a bilateral relationship. A bilateral relationship can be constrained 

by a nation's obUgations towards its more powerfiil partner. Holsti 

gives the India-Bhutan relationship as an example of this: Bhutan 

estabUshed a treaty with India in 1949 which required that India's 

guidance be sought in foreign relations and, despite Bhutan joining 

the UN in 1971, 'bilateral relations with others came very slowly 

indeed.''* He comments that Bhutan's abiUty to have bilateral 

relations with other countries was important 'because it touched 

upon the fiindamentals of sovereignty, independence and 

international personality.'̂  

Kegley, Charles W. & Raymond, Gregory A. Multipolar Peace: Great Power Politics in the Twenty 
First Century, St Martin's Press, New York, 1994, p 156. 

^ O'Neill, Robert 'Diplomacy and Defence', Agenda for the Eighties: Contexts of Australian Choices 
in Foreign and Defence Policy, Coral Bell, (ed.), Australian National University, (ANU), Canberra, 
1980, p 50. 

Holsti, K.J. 'From Isolation to Dependence: Bhutan 1958-62', Why Nations Realign: Foreign Policy 
Restructuring in the Postwar World, K.J. Holsti et. al., (authors) Allen & Unwin, London, 1982, p 34. 

^ Ibid., p 32. 
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Identifying the Determinants 

Clearly, there are different ways of approaching bilateralism (Umited though its analysis 

is). In practice there are different types of bilateral relationships (strong/weak, 

developed/undeveloped, one-dimensional focus - e.g., AustraUa-Japan bUateraUsm 

which is mainly based on trade).^ These need to be considered to place the India-

Australia relationship in its proper perspective. Of equal relevance is the question of 

the quality of a bilateral relationship: what constitutes a 'good' bilateral relationship? 

(Strong and equal?-strong and unequal?) Some are based on concrete national interests 

(defence, trade); others are based on less tangible qualities (kinship, shared values, 

cultural affinities). 

Furthermore, the strength of a bilateral relationship can vary widely from indifference at 

the lower end of the scale, to warm and soUd at the other with varying degrees of 

mutual interest between the two extremes. Then, again, does bilaterahsm assume the 

existence of a healthy relationship at all times? This, of course, is not the case: the 

capacity of a close relationship between two nations to endure, whatever the criteria 

underpinning it, is not assured. Its value to either country can change from being 

central in importance to one of peripheral status relative to others, even expendable, 

with changing domestic and/or external demands. For example, '[c]ontemplating a 

post-Suharto succession crisis, the Howard Government's September 1997 White 

Paper on Foreign Affairs and Trade shifted Indonesia down the Coalition's hierarchy of 

bUateral relationships.'^ Who now, apart from historians, speaks of the Entente 

Cordiale or the ANZAC (Australia New Zealand Air Corps) Pact? 

^ See Yoshide, Soeya 'Common Interests, Common Objectives', Look Japan, June 1997, Vol. 43, 
Issue 495, p 19, Ip, Ic. for commercial agreement signed between Japan and Australia to initiate, 'the 
most successful economic relationships in Asia Pacific' It also focuses on the development of a 
bilateral relationship. Also see, Lei^ Pumell, 'Austialia Reviews Foreign Policy Priorities' Asian 
Business Review, November 1996, for an examination of Australia's foreign poUcy priorities and the 
basis for bilateral cooperation. 

Kelton, Maryanne and Leaver, Richard 'Issues in Austialian Foreign Policy', The Australian Journal 
of Politics and History, December 1999, Vol. 45, Issue 4, p 526. 
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It is also true to say that a strong bUateral relationship can sometimes withstand 

behaviour by one party considered prejudicial to the interests of the other, even if the 

misdemeanour is in a fimdamentally important area such as trade. A recent instance 

involving Australia-America trade helps illustrate this. In order to protect the US lamb 

industry from AustraUan imports, the US authorities unposed a tariff-rate quota which 

had the effect of damaging the UveUhoods of AustraUan farmers and the local economy. 

There was strong condemnation of the unfair measure by AustraUa's Prime Minister, 

John Howard, Minister for Foreign Affairs Alexander Downer, and the then Minister 

for Trade Tim Fischer, and '[y]et other than rhetorical pubUc statements to grapple 

politicaUy with the bilateral relationship, there seemed little that this govenmient would 

attempt, particularly as it was even less inclined to link security issues than the 

Australian Labor Party (ALP) had in the 1980s.'̂  It is usefiil to note that, in this case, 

'[b]ecause of the asymmetry in the relationship,'̂  AustraUa picked up the costs, but the 

relationship continues fiindamentaUy unscathed. This underlines the truth that 

bilateralism in practice can be manifold and variegated. 

Kelton and Leaver offer fiirther insights into the complex nature of commercial 

bilateralism with their observation, relative to the above example, that '[bjilateral 

relations received the Uon's share of attention in the Coalition's formal trade policy 

position, ...' seen by the government as the 'appropriate route for dealing with 

Australia's rapidly escalating American trade deficit.' But, having assumed office, 

the policy approach 'feU m line, behind the American penchant for "aggressive 

bUateraUsm" '.'" Then, of course, alUances come m many forms influenced by different 

factors. America's numerous types of aUiances with other countries are good 

examples of this variation.'' 

''Ibid. 

'Ibid. 

'" Ibid 

" See Arnold Wolfers, (ed.) Alliance Policy in the Cold War, John Hopkins University Press, 
Baltimore, 1959. 
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Bilateralism and the Concomitant Multilateral Network 

Bilateral relations between two particular countries developed purely on the national 

interests of each (however understood) unaffected by external influences, do not exist 

in practice. In other words, a bilateral relationship, reflecting the unique objectives of 

two states, operates only as a part of a multUateral agenda: 

... bilateral relations are not bilateral at all but part of a multi layered international 
system of interlocking relationships, m which a states ability to pursue a bilateral 
relationship, is constrained by a multitude of factors external to both of the countries 
concerned.'̂  

In a discussion of the character of multilateral diplomacy, the truism that bilaterahsm is 

intertwined with a country's web of multilateral links is also given credence by Gareth 

Evans and Bruce Grant with their observation that: 'the mterests that have to be taken 

into account extend across the whole spectrum of Australia's relationships, with 

decisions rarely if ever bemg able to be made on calculations of their effect on relations 

with one country alone;...' *\ 

The objectives that underpin a country's interest in pursuing a bilateral relationship 

with another can vary widely, depending on needs. For example, India in the aftermath 

of mdependence saw economic factors as weU as geo-political compulsions - bordered 

as it was by China, Pakistan and the USSR - as bemg central concerns. In AustraUa's 

case, fear of the spread of Communism and protection of an exclusively European 

population from an allegedly resurgent and over-populated Asia were central aims in 

its alUance-driven bilateral diplomacy. Such primary needs, which Modelski describes 

'̂  Guny, M. 'No Will or No Way? Austialia's Relations witii India 1947-1993', Ph.D. Thesis, Lati-obe 
University, Victoria, 1993, p 2. For a discussion on the future of international relations afiFected more 
by interdependence rather than the tiaditional sovereignty see, Michel Girard et. al., (eds.). National 
Perspectives on Academics and Professionals in International Relations: Theory and Practice in 
Foreign Policy Making, Pinter Publishers, London, 1994. 

' ' Evans, Gareth and Grant, Bruce Australia's Foreign Relations in the World of the 1990s, 
Melbourne University Press, Victoria, 1991, p 61. 
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as 'core' interests, are the constituent parts of a country's foreign poUcy and are 

defined as: 

... those kinds of goals for which most people are willing to make ultimate sacrifices. 
They are usually stated in the form of basic principles of foreign poUcy and become 
articles of faith that a society accepts uncritically.''* 

AustraUa's alUance v^th the United States, anchored by the ANZUS Treaty (trilateral in 

form but, for Canberra, bUateral in focus) which helped AustraUa contam the perceived 

Asian threat, exemplifies this type of bUateral fiilfillment. The Minister for External 

Affairs in 1949/1950, Percy Spender, stated why the US relationship was special: 

It was almost an article of feith with me that the U.S.A. and Australia were the two 
countries which could 'in cooperation, make the greatest contribution to stability 
and democratic development of the countries of South East Asia ...''^. 

In addition, a country can also have subordinate interests which are less critical as a 

determinant in the bilateral relations selection process. Among the core and non-core 

interests, there are some which have universal appHcation. The objective of ensuring 

security is clearly one of them and commands the highest priority in policy makers' 

hierarchy of mterests: 

... most policy makers in our era assume that the most essential objective of any 
foreign policy is to ensure the defense of the home territory and perpetuate a 
particular political, social, and economic system based on that territory.'* 

Infrastructure, Mechanisms and Diplomatic Proprieties 

Apart from the assertion that bUateral relations do not operate as a stand-alone entity, 

they also caimot succeed in achievmg their objective without the active support of 

"* G. Modelski, A Theory of Foreign Policy, p 86 in K.J. Holsti, International Politics: A Framework 
for Analysis, Second Edition, Prentice Hall, New Jersey, 1972, pp 136-137. 

'̂  Spender, Percy Exercises in Diplomacy: The ANZUS Treaty and the Colombo Plan, Sydney 
University Press, Sydney, 1969, p 195. 

'* Holsti, K.J. International Politics: A Framework for Analysis, Second Edition, Prentice Hall, New 
Jer^, 1972, p 137. 
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governments. Diplomatic activity is the instrument through which a country gives 

practical effect to its expectations of a special bilateral relationship; it carries the major 

burden of achieving the best possible outcome for the represented country. A British 

diplomat, Paul Gore Booth, observed that: '[fjoreign poUcy is what you do; diplomacy 

is how you do it.'̂ ^ The diplomat's work is also complemented by the efforts of Prime 

Ministers and Foreign Ministers. It includes a country's poUcy aims pursued at 

international forums such as the UN and its agencies and, in the case of India and 

AustraUa, through the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meetings and associated 

committees. As a basis for bUateral cooperation, overseas aid and export-oriented 

support programmes are also used.'* Treaties are another usefiil mechanism m bilateral 

initiatives and can serve as a measure of the strength of a particular bUateral 

relationship. '̂  

With a range of complex issues engagmg the attention of policy makers and diplomats, 

the importance of observing the proper protocols is fiindamental to effective 

bilateralism. PoUcy makers and diplomats who contmually operate in this demanding, 

often competitive envnonment can make or mar bUateral relations by the degree and 

quaUty of the commitment they bring to the task. Such thmgs as mutual respect, 

tolerance, recognition of religious and cultural sensitivities are the buUding blocks of 

good bUateral relations. Stephen Fitzgerald in a reference to East Asia (but which 

could equally apply to India) says 'relationships are the single most important thing 

about deaUng with people ... They are therefore also the most powerfiil means of 

advancing or defending our interests.'^" 

" Gore-Booth, Paul With Great Truth and Respect, Constable, London, 1974, p 15, in Bruce Russett 
and Harvey Straw, World Politics: The Menu for Choice, 5th Edition, W.H. Freeman & Co., New 
York, 1996, p 138. Also see, Harold Nicholson, Diplomacy, 2nd Edition, Oxford University Press, 
London, 1950 for an incisive examination of the process and development of diplomacy. 

1R 

Pumell, Leigh 'Australia Reviews Foreign Policy Priorities' Asian Business Review, November 
1996, p 66. 
'̂  'Treaty Actions' US Department of State Dispatch, Subject: United States Foreign 
Relations/Treaties, 12 December 1994, Vol. 5, Issue 50, p 827, 2/3p, Ibw. 

^"Fitzgerald, %i&^hm Is Australia An Asian Country? Allen & Unwm, NSW, 1997, p 171. 
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This thesis refers to occasions when perceived flaws in the conduct of diplomatic 

business between Indian and AustraUan personaUties affected the bUateral relationship, 

particularly in the Nehru-Menzies era. A more recent example that helps highlight the 

importance of restraint concerns the former AustraUan Prime Mmister Paul Keating's 

reference to the Malaysian Prime Minister Mahathir, as a 'recalcUrant'^' on the latter's 

boycotting of the APEC summit in Seattle in 1993. Seen as offensive in Malaysia, this 

remark led to reprisals and Keating's expressions of regret in an attempt to settle the 

diplomatic row.^^ 

Clearly, bUateral relations between two countries operating within the larger 

multinational canvas are, by their very nature, a test of the skiUs of those mvolved in 

the diplomatic process. This is made harder by the cuUural differences that exist 

between countries. Distorted images, irrational argument and intransigence in decision 

making have led to many flawed, if not moribund, bUateral relationships: 

Whether conducted through trained diplomats or by heads of state, communications 
between governments representing widely diverse social, economic, and political 
systems is naturally liable to all sorts of distortion, due to cultural differences 
ideological cleavages, and plain misunderstandings.̂ ' 

This is especially likely to arise in situations when national cultures are profoundly 

different or where surface similarities mask deeper contrasting reaUties. It is important 

to recognise that a country's core interests and values must find consonance with those 

of another country before a bUateral relationship of substance can be estabUshed. A 

'̂ Maslen, Geoff 'Reprisals Follow Keating's Slur', Times Higher Education Supplement, 12 October 
1993, Issue 1101, p 16, l/2p, 26w; Michael Vatkiotis 'Case Closed', Far Eastern Economic Review, 
li December, 1993, Issue 51, p 13, 2p. Also see, 'The Keating Files, Don't Call Me Recalcitrant', an 
extract from Paul Keating, Engagement: Australia Faces the Asia Pacific, for his explanation of the 
issue, in The Australian, Wednesday, March 15, 2000, p 15. 

^̂  Malaysian action included demands for the banning of government sponsored students coming to 
Australia; a 'Buy AustraUa Last' campaign including a threat to Australia's sale of defence equipment. 
See Paul Keating, Engagement: Australia Faces the Asia Pacific, Pan Macmillan, Sydney, 2000, 
pp 170-172. 

^ Holsti, op cit., p 178. 
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good example of a strong bilateral relationship based on mutual interest is the one 

Australia is said to enjoy with America, described by Joseph A. CamiUeri: 

Since the Second World War Austiaha's domestic policies as well as its external 
relations have been shaped to a large and increasing degree by its strategic, 
diplomatic and economic ties with the United States.̂ '' 

This leads us to the different types of approaches to bilateral engagement adopted by 

states motivated by strategic considerations. For example, Australia used an aUiance-

based approach to secure its strategic objectives; India chose a philosophy of 

nonalignment, in Ime with its pacifism. Yet, among its multi-faceted purposes, the 

doctrine of nonaUgnment had a strategic component to it. This smgle aspect of the 

poUcy stood on the virtues of 'self reliance' and remaining outside great power rivalry 

(Uke Switzerland) as the basis for ensuring the country's security. In a discussion of the 

available options for international security strategies, Kegley and Wittkopf pomt to the 

'choices to be made between Unilateral self help actions on one end of the contmuum. 

Multilateral action with others on the other; and speciaUzed Bilateral alUances and ad 

hoc partnerships in between.'̂ ^ [Emphasis m original] Common or complementary 

strategic interests are not the only grounds for a bUateral match. There are others: 

ideological, economic, cultural, geographic , institutional and many more that can 

represent coalitions of interest. 

The International Relations Discipline as a guide to Bilateralism 

To attempt to understand the bUateral relationship between two nations Uke India and 

Australia, it helps to examine the complex subject of International Relations, 

particularly the conventional approaches taken to the discipline by AustraUan scholars. 

Although distinctions exist within their works, the emphasis given to the 'reaUst' 

^̂  CamiUeri, Joseph A. Australian-American Relations: The Web of Dependence, Macmillan, South 
Melbourne, 1980, p 135. 

^ Kegley, Charles W. and Wittkopf, Eugene R. World Politics: Trend and Transformation, 7th 
Edition, Worth Publishing, New Yoric, 1999, p 410. 
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orthodoxy by the leading scholars is based on a common positivist/empnicist approach. 

For example, Jim George in a critique of the leadmg scholars of the reaUsm school 

states: 

... the realism of Hedley Bull, J.D.B. Miller, T.B. Millar and Coral Bell, does not go 
beyond positivism even if it does appear to reject it altogether. Rather ... the reahsm 
of the leading figures in the Austrahan discipline is connected ... by a set of 
positivist/empiricist knowledge rules which shape and direct its attitude to stu(fy and 
to the real nature of the international relations 'object'. This is not to deny of course, 
some quite significant differences of style, msight and emphasis within the works of 
Austialia's leading scholars.̂ ^ 

There is a growmg body of literature which questions the reliance on a threat 

perception and balance of power approach of the reaUst orthodoxy m the interpretation 

of AustraUa's post-War foreign relations. The chaUenge represents a broader view of 

the study of the subject of International Relations.^' ANZUS and aUiance strategies are 

not treated as 'sacred cows' outside its reach. For example, it advocates inclusion of 

the poUtical economy in an increasingly globaUsing world in which economic 

mteractions transcend state boundaries. This contested approach is characterised by a 

sensitivity to the wider philosophical, econonuc and social issues as opposed to the 

state centrism of the traditional realist scholarship. For newly independent India, moral 

and ethical considerations together with its diverse heritage, comprising centuries of 

external mfluences absorbed through tolerance and synthesis, were of greater 

relevance. 

The development of the Australian International Relations discipUne in the early post 

War years was heavUy mfluenced by the European and American experiences. 

*̂ George, Jim 'The Study of International Relations and the Positivist/Empiricist Theory of 
Knowledge: ImpUcations for the AustraUan DiscipUne,' New Directions in International Relations? 
Australian Perspectives, R. Higgott (ed.), ANU, Canberra, 1988, p 70. 

'̂ For interesting critiques on the widening nature of the International Relations discipline see inter 
alia: A. Vanaik, India in a Changing World, Orient Longman, New Delhi, 1995; J. Bandyopadhyaya, 
North Over South, South Asian PubUshers, New Delhi, 1982; R.A. Mortimer, Third World Coalition 
in International Relations, 2nd Edition, Westview Press, Colorado, 1984; James E. Dougherty & 
Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Contending Theories of International Relations, Second Edition, Harper & Row, 
New York, 1981. 
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Consequently, interpretations of foreign policy and diplomacy affectmg AustraUa-India 

relations may have, unwittingly, had a Western perspective. WhUe such speculation 

gives rise to fiirther questions, CampbeU argues that '[cjonfrontmg the practical 

problems that are the concerns of International Relations demands a critical perspective 

freed of the dichotomised and dualised traditions of Western thought.'^* 

The Indian commentator, J. Bandyopadhyaya, laments that the discipUne has failed to 

be of relevance to the 'South' which he defines broadly as bekig made up of Asia, 

Afiica and Latin America: 

... its assumptions and postulates have arisen, almost without exception out of the 
rationalization of the historical experience of the North-West [Western Europe and 
North America] in particular and the North in general. Hence, the bulk of the 
Uterature of International Relations is irrelevant to the historical experience, present 
empirical environment, and futuristic perceptions of the peoples of the South who 
constitute the great majority of mankind.̂ ' 

For the purpose, however, of understandmg the India-Australia relationship between 

1947 and 1975, it would not be necessary to do much more than consider broadly the 

International Relations discipUne, its components and the contemporary discourses that 

challenge traditional realism. The aim is not to demonstrate how a modem approach, 

such as critical theory, in the contemporary debate on the International Relations 

disciplme will provide a greater insight mto AustraUa's past power poUtics-based 

foreign policy in its relationship with India. Rather, it is argued that a closer 

examination of the changing nature of the relationship, which takes m the Indian 

perspective and a more imaginative critical theory approach, leads to a better 

understanding. Such an exercise must include scrutiny of India's choice of 

nonalignment, a central plank of its foreign poUcy; its condemnation of colonialism. 

^ Campbell, David 'Recent Changes in Social Theory: Questions for International Relations', New 
Directions in International Relations? Australian Perspectives, R. A. Higgott (ed.) ANU, Canberra, 
1988, p 51. Also see, Richard A Preston, Canada in World Affairs: 1959-1961, Oxford University 
Press, Toronto, 1%5, pp 200-208; F.A. Mediansky 'Conservative Style in AustraUan Foreign Policy', 
Australian Outlook, Vol. 28, No. 1, April 1974, pp 54-56. 

^ Bandyopadhyaya, J. North over South, South Asian PubUshers, New Delhi, 1982, p 3. 
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Apartheid and other forms of racial discrimination; AustraUa's commitment to the 

West's Cold War global strategies; the relatively greater poUtical compatibiUty between 

the Chifley Government and Nehru; and the Nehru-Menzies dissonance factor. It must 

also consider the convergence of the Whitlam Government's regional focus and greater 

independence in foreign poUcy under an Indira Gandhi led Government with a less rigid 

adherence to nonalignment. 

To circumscribe the study within a chronological framework enabUng a comparison of 

the Chifley-Evatt, Menzies and Whiflam periods of the bUateral relationship leads to a 

better understanding of the hypothesis that personalities and poUcies affected the 

relationship. The Holt-Gorton-McMahon period is also discussed, but figures less 

prominently in the analysis for historical reasons. 

Realism: the Core Orthodoxy 

The discussion might appropriately begin with the views of Neeladri Bhattacharya who 

describes the reaUst perspective of International Relations as: 

... a game of power in which each state pursues its national interest: ... All alliances 
and moves are to increase the security of the state, consolidate power and out 
maneuver the rival. ... ReaUsts refiise to recognise the significance of other 
performers, other actors, other forces at play.̂ ° 

The intrinsic preoccupation with military force and the politics of power this impUes, 

and the belief that the great powers, as major players on the global theatre determine 

the destmy of the world, are characteristic of realism.^' On the concept of "power 

politics", author Misra draws attention to the divergence of understandmg this has 

°̂ Battacharya, N. 'Editorial Preface' in Achin Vanaik, India in a Changing World, Orient Longman, 
New Delhi, 1995, pvii. 

'̂ Ibid. 
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generated. Among the views held by Western scholars, Morgenthau saw 

international politics as essentially a trial of strength, a battle for power between . 

states , while for Martin Wight it 'means the relations between independent powers.'^'* 

The realists' approach, a Cold War prescription, is shared by an emment collection of 

scholars, who saw International Relations and the behaviour of states being explained 

in terms of facts and events. It has difficulty in deaUng with factors of uncertainty m 

inter-state behaviour determination. Here, the critique of Jun George is pertuient: 

'... J.D.B. Miller's realism is one which acknowledges a series of 'givens' or 'brute 
facts' which exist beyond theoretical boundaries, but which must be observed as part 
of an attempt to describe the way the world really 'is' in this or any other period.̂ ^ 

To amplify this definition of the reaUst approach based on an analysis of outcomes, 

their origins and effects EH. Carr observes: 

In the field of thought, it places its emphasis on the acceptance of fects and on the 
analysis of their causes and consequences. It tends to depreciate the role of purpose 
and to maintain, expUcitiy or impUcitiy, that the function of thinking is to study a 
sequence of events which it is powerless to influence or to alter. 

In a stunulating critique of the nascent post-World War II International Relations 

discipline in AustraUa, Martin Indyk observes that the early practitioners of the discipUne 

were influenced by a fear of Asia which 'predisposed AustraUan International Relations 

'̂  K.P. Misra, 'Power Politics verms Influence PoUtics in hitemational Affairs and Nehru,' Journal of 
Afro-Asian and World Affairs, Vol. 2, 1965, pp 9-18, in K.P. Misra, (ed.) Stiddies in Indian Foreign 
Policy, Vikas PubUcations, New Delhi, 1969, p xi. 

^̂  Morgenthau, Hans J. Politics Among Nations, 5th Edition, Alfred A Knopf, New York, 1973, p 27. 

^̂  Wight, Martin Power Politics, London, 1946, p 7, in K.P. Misra, (ed.) Studies in Indian Foreign 
Policy, Vikas PubUcations, New Delhi, 1%9, p xi. For an usefiil examination of power and its role in 
relation to a country's domestic and international policy implications, see Fred Greene, Dynamics of 
International Relations, Holt, Rinehart & Winston, New York, 1964 pp 145-165. 

^̂  George, Jim 'The Shidy of hitemational Relations and die Positivist/Emphicist Theory of 
Knowledge: ImpUcations for the Austialian Discipline,' New Directions in International Relations? 
Australian Perspectives, R. Higgott (ed.), ANU, Canberra, 1988, p 115. 

*̂ Carr, E.H. The Twenty Years'Crisis: 1919-1939, MacmiUan, London, 1962, p 10. 
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academics to a ReaUst approach to their subject.'̂ ^ Strategic issues rather than AustraUa's 

regional engagement took priority as reflected in the writings of the 1950s.̂ ^ Indyk also 

points to the lack of debate and the resultant homogeneity of the writings of the period: 

... a common set of assumptions tends to imderpin the work of almost all Austialian 
scholars in the discipline. These assumptions about the nature of international 
affairs, the appropriate level of analysis, and the correct methodology ... are very 
rarely questioned by their practitioners.̂ ^ 

Furthermore, it may be argued that the narrow focus of the interpretations tends to 

operate in the more comfortable world of plausibUity, with conclusions that are perhaps 

illustrative rather than exhaustive. However, with the India-Australia bUateral 

relationship, the topic of this thesis, the aim is to renew explorations, look again and 

offer new understandings which include the Indian perspective and to support the 

central hypothesis that the relationship between the two countries was mfluenced by 

personaUties, their philosophies and policies on both sides, consequently, a relationship 

which was characterised by peaks and troughs. Foreign poUcy often has an ideological 

component to it but, of course, understanding the minds of the poUcy makers 

mtroduces an element of uncertainty to the task. This is handled not by presenting a 

probabilistic argument, but rather by contrasting the fear-driven and consequently 

Western focus in Australia's foreign policy under the Menzies and successive Coalition 

Governments, with those of the Chifley and Whitlam Governments which came before 

and after Menzies respectively. They were generally characterised by greater respect 

for and understanding of regional aspirations which included a willingness to 

accommodate a nonaligned India. 

Because of the orthodox views and influence exercised by realist theory, with security 

the policy makers' prmcipal focus, potentially interestmg underlying themes in 

'̂  Indyk, Martin 'The AustraUan Study of International Relations', Surveys of Australian Political 
Science, Don Aitkin (ed.), George Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1985, p 269. 

^^Ibid. 
39 Ibid., p 266. 
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international politics as they affected India-AustraUa bUateral relations, were, perhaps 

unwittingly, and in the absence of burning curiosity, not fiilly explored. A critical 

theory approach, with its greater flexibility, may have been more sensitive, enabUng 

understandmg of India's foreign policy premised as it was on a foundation of pragmatic 

ideaUsm. These regional relationships were to prove mvaluable to AustraUa's fiiture, 

economically and poUtically. 

Higgott and George explain: 

The lack of theoretical and methodological inquisitiveness that marked much of 
AustraUan scholarship over the years has been mirrored, since the cold war in 
particular, by a focus on the 'central balance' and the struggle between the super 
powers. While this approach has produced some fine worits of the tiaditionalist-
reaUst geme it has had an unfortunate side effect: insuflRcient attention has been paid 
to the evolution in Australia's relations with its own Asia-Pacific region. Yet since 
the 1960s his region has become of major importance in the politico-sfrategic and 
economic order in general and for AustraUa, struggling to come to terms with the 
complexities of its regional location, in particular.''̂  

AustraUan involvement in the Vietnam War exemplifies the inadequacy of the reaUst 

paradigm for providing an effective analysis of the merits of a balance of power, 

alUance-based foreign poUcy. Its commitment to the US objective faded to deprive the 

Vietnamese Communists of ultunate victory. Of greater relevance for theory, it did not 

help retain a continuing US role in Indo-Chma.'̂ ^ Hie lunited mterest m an analysis of 

the realist position on the Vietnam war may be explamed as the response by an 

academic community, constrained by a Government clearly uncomfortable with 

disapprobation of its foreign poUcy, and also an expectation from within sections of 

^̂  Higgott, Richard A. and George, Jun 'Tradition and Change in the Study of International Relations 
in Austi^ia', International Political Science Review, Vol. II, No. 4, 1990, p 433. Also see, Note 11, 
p 433. 'There is in Austi^a a very sttong tiadition of fine scholarship on the states of the Asia-Pacific 
region. Such woric, however, has been carried out mainly by researchers who would all too often be 
considered "area speciaUsts" rather than scholars of international relations. This is an unfortunate and 
narrow exercise in labelling. In many ways "Asian studies" can legitimately lay claim to being 
perhaps the strongest component of the wider disciplines of poUtical science, sociology and 
anthropology in Austialia.' 

'" Ibid, p 428. 
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the academy itself of a code of sUence rather than open disagreement.'*^ Lee and 

Waters in a similar view state '[o]ne of the major flaws in earUer writmgs on 

AustraUan foreign poUcy has been a narrowness of outlook and an intolerance of 

diverse viewpoints ...'''^ It must be recognised however, that Australia's poUticians 

and their advisers, working closely with theu- US and British counterparts, were 

operating within the US-managed Cold War framework. Realism was embedded in 

the structured bureaucracy of the Department of External Affans; most scholars were 

at times constrained to conform in this demanding environment, or face official 

exclusion. There is a parallel to this in the distortion and inaccuracy that at tunes 

affects media reportmg, for example of war. Matthew Ricketson, in his review of 

PhUlip Knightly's The First Casualty, refers to the author's comments that m war 'the 

military acts as one, with one purpose; the media are a mass of competitors who can 

easily be divided and conquered... are often less interested in pursuing unpalatable 

truths than in protecting commercial and poUtical interests.''*^ 

CamiUeri makes the relevant observation that the continuous existence of conservative 

governments in AustraUa in the 1950s and 1960s 'was another important structural 

factor helping to cement the ties of dependence.' His argument is based on the 

conservatives' ideological commitment to busmess and preoccupation with the aUeged 

Communist threat, consequently they were better positioned to take AustraUa mto the. 

"̂  Miller, J.D.B. 'The Development of International Studies in AustraUa 1933-83', Australian 
Outlook, Vol. 37, No. 3, December 1983, p 140. Also see, Jim George, Discourses of Global Politics, 
A Critical (Re) Introduction to International Relations, Lynne Rieimer PubUcations, Colorado, 1994; 
Martin HolUs & Steve Smith, Explaining and Understanding International Relations, Clarendon 
Press, Oxford, 1991; Steve Smith et. al. (eds.) International Theory: Positivism and Beyond, 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1996. 

'*' Lee, David and Waters, Christopher (eds.) Evati to Evans: The Labor Tradition in Australian 
Foreign Policy, Allen and Unwin, NSW, 1997, p 2. (Intioduction) 

'^ Ricketson, Matthew 'Military is winning its battie with the media',(Book Review, First Casualty, 
updated Edition) The Age, July 31 2000, p 13. 
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'global capitaUst framework created by the United States at the conclusion of the 

Second World War. "•̂  

In India's case, idealism and independence, rather than reaUsm and dependence, imbued 

by Gandhi's credo ofAhimsa and Satyagraha provided the framework within which 

Nehru articulated India's post-colonial international relations, although Kashmir, Goa, 

briefly, and then the Sino-Indian Border War, tested this philosophical commitment. In 

the view of former Foreign Minister Ckreth Evans and author-diplomat Bruce Grant, 

'[ijdeaUsm £md reaUsm need not be competing objectives m foreign poUcy, but getting 

the blend right is never simple.''** 

For the India-Australia relationship, Menzies' foreign policy, heavUy dependent as it 

was on the US mUitary Unkage (ANZUS) in ensuring AustraUa's own sense of security 

and power, encapsulated the realist paradigm underpmnmg the foreign policy 

orthodoxy of the time. This realist orthodoxy also reUes on the all-embracing role of 

the State. In a world of increasingly numerous and complex interactions a range of 

other factors mfluences inter-country political behaviour, for example the linkage 

between the international political and economic systems, and consequently the impact 

of transnational organisations. Hedley Bull, who argued for a more discriminating 

orientation of reahsm, defines a transnational as an organisation, 'which operates across 

international boundaries, sometUnes on a global scale, which seeks...to estabUsh Unks 

between different national societies,...''* .̂ In India, for whom economic development 

was of the highest priority, the presence and knpact of transnationals in the 1950s and 

1960s was an experience of realism. If Nehru eschewed the reaUsm of power politics 

and war, then the impact of transnationals on India was no less a manifestation of 

^^ Clamilleri, J.A. Australian American Relations: the Web of Dependence, Macmillan, South 
Melbourne, 1980, p 18. 

"* Evans, Gareth and Grant, Bruce Australia's Foreign Relations in the World of the 1990s, 
Melbourne University Press, Victoria, 1991, p 35. 

"'Bull Hedley, The Anarchical Society, Macmillan, London, 1977, p 270. 
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reaUsm, something the International Relations discipUne has not exanuned. Edward L. 

Morse comments: 

The politicization of economics and the creation of economic value for political 
goods are what transnational processes are all about. One can no longer be 
conceptuaUzed independently of the other.''* 

SimUar observations are made by Martin Indyk who point to the growmg conflict of 

views on the dommant reaUsm, in the post-war Australian International Relations 

discipline: '[a]s ReaUsts or RationaUsts they have chosen either to examine the foreign 

policy process of individual states or the wider systemic relations between states -

particularly the great powers.''*^ Indyk's point is that, regardless of the methodology 

used, the analytical emphasis has been on the state: ' but no-one has adopted a 

transnational approach, usmg non-state actors as the unit of analysis.'̂ " 

While the recogiution of economic factors may have greater appUcation for 

relationships m the world of the 1980s and beyond, they also have some relevance to 

understanding the forces that shaped relationships m the Nehru-Menzies era. One of 

Nehru's arguments for Afro-Asian soUdarity and a nonaligned group was that the goal 

of greater economic equity for the poorer nations through international trade would be 

facUitated by their coUective political voice, a form of pooled sovereignty. Poorer 

countries like India were undoubtedly vulnerable in their relative economic fragiUty to 

the effects of transborder operations. It is of pertinence to note that India assumed the 

Chairmanship of the UN panel assigned responsibility for examming the political and 

other implications of multi-national corporations with L.K. Jha elected its Head.'* The 

^ Morse, Edward L. 'Transnational Economic Processes', Transnational Relations and World 
Politics, Robert O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye (eds.) 2nd printing. Harvard University Press, 
Massachusetts, 1973, p 47. 

'" Indyk, Martin 'Austialian Study of International Relations', Surveys of Australian Political Science, 
Don Aitkin (ed), George Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1985, p 267. 

'' Ibid 

'̂ Sharma Shri Ram Indian Foreign Policy Annual Survey: 1973, Sterling Publishers, India, 1977, 
pl62. 
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panel was established m 1972 because, in the view of the UN Economic Division, 

'multi-national corporations had the potential to chaUenge national sovereignty or 

precipitate an economic crisis at their wUl.'" India's concerns m this area are 

understandable considering that its experience of exploitation at the hands of foreign 

traders dates back to 1600, when the English East India Company was first estabUshed 

with a factory mstaUed in 1611; the Dutch, Danes and the French foUowed quite early 

in the same century" and then the British who ruled from 1757 to 1947. India's 

Minister for External Affairs, delivering a speech on 'India's Foreign PoUcy 

Perspectives in the 1990s' had this to say on transborder operations: 

It is a world in which new communications technologies make possible instant 
movements of hundreds of miUions of dollars across national boimdaries. Never 
before have the economic fortunes of countries been more closely inter-linked.̂ '* 

While this thesis is not concerned with the specific impact of transnationals, such as the 

World Bank, or multmational corporations such as Unilever and Proctor and Gamble 

(which operated in India, both before and after Worid War n), on the country's 

econonuc or political independence, it helps acceptance of the argument that 

transnationals do play some part affecting sovereignty of the state. For understanding 

the India-AustraUa relationship in the 1950s and 1960s, this phenomenon may not be 

altogether irrelevant. With a rash of expropriations of Anglo-US multinationals 

(precursory transborder operations) sweeping Asia in the aftermath of decolonisation, 

India's own inflexible - even suspicious - attitude to offers of investment from the West 

(which AustraUa was associated with) was probably carried into the political arena 

affectmg its foreign poUcy and choice of 'friends'. In India's defence, it may be said 

that centuries of commercial exploitation under colorual rule, referred to above, left it 

less enthusiastic about the presence of foreign busmess operations after independence. 

The substitution of two centuries of militaristic colonial intrusion with multi-national 

" Ibid., p 163. 

" George, T.J.S. (ed.) India at 50:1947-1997, Express Publications, Chennai, India, 1997, p 23. 

^̂  Solanski, Madhavsinh (Minister for External Affairs), 'India's Foreign Policy Perspectives in the 
1990s', Speech delivered at the India International Centie, 13 August 1991, New Delhi, pp 1-2. 
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corporations continued to represent a form of realism, in conflict with Nehru's values 

of morality and economic justice and political independence.'^ 

The National Interest: Idealism versus Realism 

For newly independent India, the dommant emphasis was rapid industriaUsation 

engineered by the pubUc sector. The national interest meant a decision to remain 

outside the Cold War; yet, as Misra argues, strenuously pursumg a mediatory role in 

easing international and regional conflicts.'^ The nonaligned approach to foreign policy 

was essentially a 'moraUst'" ideology as distuict from a 'reaUst' one, its ethical 

underpinnings necessary for the country's pursuit of economic equity, racial equaUty 

and world peace. Holsti helps understanding of the relationship of ethical bases to 

poUcy making with this statement: 

... conceive of ethics as a combination of cultural, psychological, and ideological 
'value structures' which inhibit consideration of aU possible poUcy alternatives in a 
given situation. They estabUsh Umits beyond which certain types of behaviour 
become inconceivable.̂ * 

Holsti's observation has relevance in relation to Nehru's conduct of India's diplomatic 

relations in the 1950s. Nehru's ideaUsm was influenced by the 'Indian renaissance and 

the national movement under Mahatma Gandhi's leadership which propounded that 

right means are to be adopted to achieve right ends.'^^ In Australia, Evans and Grant 

^̂  Hedley Bull, a sensitive exemplar of the realist scholarship, argues that a globaUst doctrine that 
transcends the state system is an ideology of the dominant West and consequentiy, removal of state 
sovereignty means the loss of 'barriers that they, the weaker countries, have set up against Western 
penetiation: the barriers that protect ... Third World countries from imperialism.' See Hedley BuU, 
'The State's Positive role in World Affairs', Towards a Just World Order, Richard Falk, et. al. (eds.), 
Westview Press, Colorado, 1982, p 69. 

'̂  Misra, S.N. India: the Cold War Years, South Asian PubUshers, New Delhi, 1994, p 30. 

*' See G.S. Bajpai, 'Ethical Stand on World Issues: Cornerstone of India's Foreign PoUcy', Studies in 
Indian Foreign Policy, K.P. Misra, (ed.), Vikas Publications, New Delhi, 1969, pp 25-31. 

** Holsti, K.J. International Politics: A Framework for Analysis, Second Edition, Prentice HaU, New 
Jersey, 1972, p 428. 

^^sra, S.N. op cit., p 38. 
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argue that, on most issues, '[t]he ends remain clear, but it is a matter of tempering what 

we want to achieve with what we can deliver, and at what cost.'̂ " This defines the 

fiindamental difference, at least in theory, m the approach to the pursuit of the national 

interest through foreign policy. Despite its ideaUsm there was one issue on which 

India's approach was dispensed with: dealing with the perennial threats to its Western 

border from Pakistan over the Kashmir question. AustraUa's High Commissioner in 

New DeUii in 1950, Francis Stuart, in a Despatch to Canberra, stated that Nehru 'is 

resolute agamst any extension of defence planning beyond what is needed to take care 

of the Pakistan and Kashmir situations.'̂ * 

Nehru's commitment, however, to an ideaUst foreign and defence policy was sorely 

tested at the tune of the Smo-Indian Border War in 1962. Despite the five principles of 

peacefiil co-existence (Panchsheel) estabUshed in Tibet between India and Chma m 

1949 and reaffirmed at Bandung in 1955, Nehru was forced to compromise on India's 

rigid poUcy of nonaUgnment and accept military aid from the West, mcludmg Australia, 

giving credence to the observation that, 'the luxury of absolutism is very rarely 

avaUable to the practitioners of this [foreign affairs] profession.'̂ ^ TeUingly, Nehru, 

who was devastated by the unexpected Chinese behaviour, faded to read the Chou En 

Lai personality, a fiirther illustration of one of the principal arguments of the thesis that 

personaUties and poUcies do indeed influence the nature of bilateral relations. Of 

course personalities do change in the light of experience, and a poUcy based on ideaUsm 

may change to one of realism. There is also the view that '[i]n a sense the dichotomy 

between reaUsm and idealism is a false one.'̂ ^ 

^ Evans, Gareth. and Grant, Bruce. Australia's Foreign Relations in the World of the 1990s, 
Melbourne University Press, Victoria, 1991, p 43. 

**' AA, Report from F. Smart 10 August 1950, to DEA, Series A1838/278 Item 3123/7/13. 

^̂  Evans, and Grant, op cit., p 41. 

" Ibid., p 43. 
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Holsti asks a hypothetical question which has relevance to Nehru's 1962 dUemma: "...is 

it ethically more correct to remain faithful to principle and endure certam uivasion than 

to try to create an effective defense with which to deter the perceived enemy?"^ 

India's idealism, overshadowed by the Chinese threat, is something that India may have 

increasingly questioned m the post-Nehruvian years, albeit grudgmgly; but Nehru 

himself was not ahogether blind to the reality of Cold War tensions and arguments of 

the proponents of force and once observed that 'the Paths to Peace are diflficuh but 

pursue them we must. They alone enable survival and fiilfillment.'̂ ^ 

For AustraUa, the contrasting picture that emerges is the reaUsts' security focus that 

characterised much of its foreign poUcy regime in relation to Asia. AustraUa's core 

mterests had more to do with quarantmmg itself from Asia, preservation of a 'White 

AustraUa', and the US-anchored military alUances (ANZUS and SEATO), reflected in 

the reaUst idiom of its International Relations uiterpretation: 

The Australian debate has continued to focus on a succession of "threat" Scenarios, 
articulated increasingly in the contemporary period in the language and logic of the 
reaUst "security dilemma."^ 

With the pre-enunence given by the realist methodology to the dynamic of super power 

poUtics, and the state as the key player in International Relations, the ethical dimension 

of any disagreement between two nations was effectively ignored. India's nonaUgned 

pacifism and Cold War ideology was in conflict with the reaUst paradigm. 

Consequently, AustraUa 'differed from India on practically every major issue since 

2949 '67 jjjg problem then for the bUateral relationship was m AustraUa's attitude to 

^ Holsti, op cit., pp 437-438. 

^̂  Nehru, Jawaharlal ' Foreword', Paths to Peace: A Study of War: its Causes and Prevention, V.H. 
Wallace, (ed.) Melbourne University Press, Victoria, 1957, p xx. 

^ Higgott, Richard and George, Jim, 'Tradition and Change in the Study of International Relations in 
AustiaUa,' International Political Science Review, Vol. II, No. 4, 1990, p 425. 

^̂  Neale, R.G. 'Austialia's Changing Relations with India', India, Japan, Australia: Partners in Asia! 
J.D.B. Miller (ed.), ANU, Canberra, 1968, p 84. 
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India (a relatively weak country in economic and mUitary terms) during the 1950s and 

1960s. This reaUst approach was clearly unequal to the task of capturing the essence of 

the questions affecting India, a country renown for its doctrines of ahimsa (non

violence), satya (moraUty), and satyagraha (passive resistance) and the primacy of 

peace. As Hofifinan argues: 

... international relations as a discipUne needed 'distance' away 'from the 
perspective of the superpower...toward that of the weaker...towards the peak which 
the questions raised by political philosophy represent.'̂  

That AustraUa was not in tune with India's philosophical view of the world is 

exempUfied by an AustraUan diplomat in a Despatch to Canberra from South East Asia 

which warns of India's propaganda efforts to create an envuronment 'm which ancient 

cultural primacy of India will once more be acknowledged' and goes on to say that, 'on 

a long term the effect of this attempt to create Indian hegemony may prove inimical to 

our own mterests...' . Seen through the eyes of this diplomat, India was an 

unwelcome competitor. Yet, Nehru was explicit from the begirming. Addressing the 

issue of the disadvantages of aligimient with one power group, as opposed to the 

advantages of nonaUgnment, he said: 

What are we interested in world affairs for? We seek no domination over any 
country. We do not wish to interfere in the affairs of any country, domestic or other. 
Our main stake in world affairs is peace, to see that there is racial equaUty and that 
people who are stiU subjugated should be free. ... It is with this fiiendly approach 
that we look at the world.̂ ° 

This not to say India was totally averse to the use of force ui pursuing geo-political 

interests m Kashmir, wresting Goa from the Portuguese and defending themselves 

^ Hoffman, Stanley, 'An American Social Science: International Relations' Daedalus, 1977, p 59, in 
R. Higgott (ed.),'The State and International Politics: Of Territorial Boundaries and Intellectiial 
Barriers', New Directions in International Relations? Australian Perspectives, ANU, Canberra, 1988, 
pl80. 

^ AA, Despatch 22 March 1948, from the AustiaUan High Commissioner in Malaya to DEA 
(Departinent of External Affairs) Series A1838/283, Item 382/4/1. 

'° Appadorai, A. Select Documents on India's Foreign Policy and Relations, 1947-1972, Vol. 1, 
Oxford University Press, New Delhi, 1%4, p 12. 
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against the Chinese. Also, Indian goverrunents have not been reluctant to use force 

against political opponents such as the Commuiusts and to suppress dissent, e.g. 

Mrs Gandhi's emergency in June 1975. 

While the traditional reaUst approach to International Relations analysis does not 

necessarily restrict interpretations withm boundaries of strictly coded criteria, as 

exemplified by Hedley Bull's broader sensitivity, contemporary criticism of the reaUsts' 

position with its disguised but primary focus on super power politics and security 

considerations, is not entirely irrelevant to the examination of the India-AustraUa 

relationship: 

The parsimony and neatness of realism falls away when the focus of our study is not 
a superpower. This is particularly the case when economic issues of opeimess and 
vulnerabUity are deemed to have as high , if not higher salience as politico-security 
issues.̂ ' 

However, it is worth noting that realism and the primacy of security constitute a very 

smaU component of the totality of a bUateral relationship. Trade, tourism, aid, 

education and cultural issues easily represent the major activities. WhUe trade and 

security were key factors in AustraUa's pursuit of bilateral relations, India was not seen 

as having much to offer in either area. 

Thus the rigid state-centric approach to bilateral relations - the force that undoubtedly 

shaped Menzies' foreign policy - could well have had the effect of precluding closer 

political and cultural engagement with India. 

" Higgott, R. 'The State and International Politics: Of Territorial Boundaries and Intellectual 
Barriers' New Directions in International Relations? Australian Perspectives, R. Higgott (ed.), ANU, 
Canberra, 1988, p 196. For a cross section of views on the subject of International Relations also see: 
K.N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, Addison Wesley, Massachusetts, 1979; K.N. Waltz, 
Man, the State and War: A Theoretical Analysis, Columbia University Press, New York, 1959; A. 
Wolfers 'The Actors in International Politics' Discord and Collaboration: Essays on International 
Politics, A. Wolfers (ed.), Johns Hopkins Press, Baltimore, 1962; Trevor Taylor, 'Intioduction: The 
Nature of International Relations', Approaches and Theory in International Relations Longman, 
London, 1978; Inis L. Claude Power and International Relations, Random House, New York, 1962. 
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Critical Theory Approach 

In contrast to the reaUst's position on foreign policy, the oppositional discipline, critical 

theory, offers an interesting, yet sunple paradigm shift from the realist rigid 

methodology for International Relations analysis. It provides for more expUcit 

definitions of factors appropriate to a broader approach to analysis and understandmg 

of foreign policy. It challenges the single overriding power of the state and its 

unchallenged authority in foreign affaks as weU as its ability to transcend questions 

outside the political strategic arena, such as in the economic sphere. Issues of money, 

poUution, popular culture and so on are now the new determinants of national 

economies and peoples' lives:^^ 'Even the most powerfiil states find the marketplace 

and international pubUc opinion compeUing them more often to foUow a particular 

course.''^ Thus the wider approach used with critical theory, as opposed to the 

assumptions based approach of the traditionaUsts, compels attention, particularly when 

relations mvolving poorer nations Uke India are the subject of analysis. 

IdeaUy, what would have helped the analysis is mformative historically derived data on 

two countries such as Australia and India and how they responded on numerous 

international issues of Cold War conflict: it would represent the mput for the 

development of a model, but '[tjraditionalists are usually skeptical of the effort to 

predict or to apply probability analysis to human affairs.'̂ "̂  In its absence, AustraUan 

scholarship - as well as the media with its relativ^y low priority coverage of India in the 

1950s and 1960s - has tended to take an interpretive stance based on the power poUtics 

realist model in any discussion of the India-AustraUa bilateral relationship, resulting in 

unimaginative Uteralism however well-expressed. Trevor Taylor argues that: 

^̂  Mathews, Jessica 'Power Shift' Foreign Affairs, January/February, 1997, p 50. 

'' Ibid 

" Dougherty, James E. and Pfaltzgraff, Robert L. Contending Theories of International Relations, 
Harper & Row, Second Edition, New York, 1981, p 35. 
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All views on and analyses of a political situation are based on hypotheses of some 
sort and International Relations, by concentrating on the explicit formulation of such 
propositions, can make a significant contribution to policy-making.' .'* 

The basic tenet then of the modem critical theory school is that, whUe the state's 

behaviour and uifluence are fiindamental elements in International Relations analysis, a 

broader focus involving a number of additional factors, including economic, social and 

cultural in character rather than dependence on the primacy of the central balance of 

power politics, is advocated. The geo-strategic interests and economic well being of a 

state, affected as they are by the international dimension of relationships, should not in 

their view be treated as separate entities. No one makes a better fist of the subtle 

distinction than Higgott and George who, m their critique on changes in the study of 

International Relations in Australia, define the definitive characteristic of the critical 

theory doctrine in its approach to analysing International Relations. This is of 

relevance to this research which attempts to go beyond the primacy of the security 

dUemma that circumscribed AustraUan foreign poUcy, stultifying its relations with India, 

an ancient civUization. India's interests embraced a wider spectrum than the one of 

security, to include objectives that were international m character and conditioned by 

its past experience: 

The poUcy maker is concerned primarily with the pursuit of a given "national 
interest" (however defined) and the options available to best serve that interest. For 
the scholar, of greater considerations are the geostiategic, historical, cultural, 
sociopolitical and economic traditions that have conditioned the international 
relations of a given country. ̂ ^ 

International Relations Theory and the Mind of the Policy Maker 

A central hypothesis of this study is the personaUty-impact on foreign poUcy and, thus, 

on the bilateral relationship. While foreign poUcy theory helps understand this, on its 

" Taylor, Trevor (ed.) 'Intioduction: The Nature of International Relations' Approaches and Theory 
in International Relations, Longman, London, 1978, p 3. 

*̂ Higgott, Richard and George, Jim, 'Tradition and Change in tiie Study of International Relations in 
Austiaiia,' International Political Science Review, Vol. II, No. 4, 1990, p 423. 
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own it is not enough to understand the minds of personaUties like Nehru, Menzies and 

Whitlam. PoUcy makers mterpret situations in different ways and consequently act 

differently, particularly in those situations characterized by a multiplicity of factors: 

defence, economic, political, social and other. ̂ ^ Thus an inventory of data derived 

from past International Relations literature on poUcy statements, less obvious 

assumptions and theories used in the political process, would considerably advantage 

poUcy makers in developing fiiture actions, as weU as being of value to students of past 

foreign poUcy behaviour.̂ * For example, reaching new and unambiguous 

understandings of the nunds of Nehru and Menzies, and of their poUcy advisers, more 

accurately revealed as they determined poUcy m a number of mtemational situations of 

disagreement between the two countries, would certainly have been faciUtated by such 

data. Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff make the point weU: 

Such a matching exercise could provide insights into the theories, expUcit or 
impUcit, which guide policy makers, and would contribute to a better understanding 
of those theories of international relations which have had the greatest impact upon 
thought in the poUcy community.̂ ^ 

Brecher adds a cautionary note to this: '[w]hile eUte unages wiU not provide the total 

data requned for prediction, they can serve as the foundation for such projections.'*" 

Yet in the quest for understanding the impact of International Relations theory through 

the nunds of personalities such as Chifley, Evatt, Menzies, Nehru, Menon, Whitlam and 

Mrs Grandhi on the bilateral relationship, the critical theory approach provides a better 

framework, a spur to the search for new understandings. The behaviour of policy 

makers to situations requiring foreign poUcy responses is often affected by 

psychological and operational environments. This may involve concepts such as moral 

values, attitudes and political ideology. Their perceptions of the reaUty of a situation 

'̂ Holsti, op cit, p 291. 
78 Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, op cit., p 564. 

'' Ibid. 
80 Brecher, Michael/nrf/a and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 336. 
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are often influenced by these psychological influences leading to foreign poUcy 

responses unique to the policy maker. Holsti argues that '[t]here are both physical and 

psychological factors that can distort the information upon which poUcy makers' 

images of reality are based.'** 

Applying International Relations critical theory to the analysis of leaders of the three 

periods, (1947-1949, 1949-1972, 1972-1975), offers some interesting examples of 

behaviour within the dichotomous scale of reaUsm to idealism. The maiden India-

Australia relationship (1947-1949) was characterised by the camaraderie between 

Chifley, Evatt, and Nehru; the personaUty of Evatt was unquestionably a factor in 

Australia's foreign poUcy formulation. Evatt, like those who shaped foreign policy 

before him, continued to regard the region as turbulent, even hostile; his support for the 

'White Australia' PoUcy as weU as Australia's fear-driven security focus m foreign 

poUcy was unambiguous. Yet, this reaUsm was tempered by his mtemationalism and 

sensitivity to Asian aspirations after centuries of coloniaUsm, reflected m his enthusiasm 

for India's mdependence and, later, to it remaming in the Commonwealth even after it 

became a republic. As well, his acceptance of the reality of Indonesia's progress 

towards independence from the Dutch (who, in the end, were seen as incapable of 

resorting to peacefijl negotiations) was evidence of Evatt's intemationaUsm combined 

with his commitment to the UN Charter. 

In Menzies' case. Chapter Three below examines how his personaUty was reflected m 

his foreign policy. A few examples of relevance to the theory are worthy of mention 

here. Menzies, with his insensitivity to Asian demands for freedom from colorual rule, 

and intunations of his sense of racial superiority, was opposed to the ejection of the 

Dutch from the East Indies (driven by a fear that it could lead to Britain's removal from 

Malaya and Singapore, and Australia's hold on Papua and New Guinea). His defence 

against criticisms that he failed to condemn South Afiica's Apartheid policy, on the 

grounds that it was tantamount to interference in the domestic affairs of another 

*'Holsti, op cit., p 361. 
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country, was also related to self interest. He feared that it would invite criticism of 

Australia for its unimpressive record on the treatment of its indigenous people. It 

points also to a Menzies idealism, premised on the obsolete notion of the centraUty of 

the Empire and the Crown to his view of the world, yet being capable of making 

discerning and even hard decisions about what was in AustraUa's interests, as he saw 

them. His version of realism also brought failures - such as with his decision to 

represent Britain on his failed mission to Cairo on the Suez impasse and his advocacy 

of force if negotiations failed. Some would argue that a clever reaUst would have taken 

the Nehru view and caUed for Anglo-French withdrawal given the opposition of the US 

(AustraUa's major ally) to the venture. Maybe AustraUa's mvolvement in Vietnam, in 

large part to cement fiirther the United States' commitment to AustraUa's protection, 

was another of Menzies' poUcy faUures, launched in the name of reaUsm. 

Nehru's nebulous pacifism was pitted against the hard-headed reaUsm of China, forcmg 

him to accept military aid from the West, including AustraUa, in order to secure India's 

defence capabUity against fiirther Chinese aggression, demonstrating a leader's 

wilUngness to make compronuses in very demanding circumstances. As Holsti 

observes: 

Leaders like Jawaharlal Nehru ... who stiessed the importance of observing legal and 
ethical standards of conduct in international relationships, did not behave in 
practical situations very differenfly from other poUtical leaders who claimed to be 
'realists'.̂ ^ 

Not widely known about Nehru's Goa action, (explamed by him at a Press Conference 

on 28 December 1961) is that his decision was influenced by the brutal nature of 

Portugal in its handUng of anti-colonial movements in Angola and Mozambique, as weU 

as the African nations' seeking of his leadership to end the Portuguese colonial 

Empire.*^ 

*̂  Ibid, p 437. 

*̂  J. Nehru's Statement at Press Conference on 28 December 1961 in B.N. Pandey, N^hru, MacmiUan, 
London, 1976, p 402. Also see SMS. Chadha's statement on territories midet Portuguese 
administiation, MEA Foreign Affairs Record, Vol. XIV, June 1968(, No. 6, Govprimient o(f India 
New Delhi, pp 134-135. 
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Nehru, referring to foreign poUcy, once said that 'it should be ideaUstic ... and ... 

realistic. If it is not idealistic, it becomes one of sheer opportunism; if it is not realistic, 

then it is likely to be adventurist and wholly ineffective.'*'* In an interestmg msight mto 

Nehru's attitude to theory, Krishna Menon, discussing nonaUgnment and the balance of 

power, told Brecher that: 

He [Nehru] was not much interested in what he called theory but he did have more 
than a rudimentary knowledge of these things. Theories are often inferred from what 
statesmen do. He himself might have thought, "why should I go into theory?"*̂  

Whitlam, Uke Evatt, was committed to intemationaUsm while also giving Australia a 

renewed sense of nationalism through greater independence in foreign poUcy. His 

regional focus, including a new interest in India and recogiution of China, was 

reflective of his long held view that AustraUa's geography, rather than its history, was 

important to its fiiture. His broader view did not however permit withdrawal of 

Australia's commitment to the US alUance for its security. With Whitlam, too, his 

psychological environment tempered his reaUsm in foreign poUcy expression, seen in his 

advocacy of support (from a very early stage of his poUtical career), for Asia's 

independence from colonial rule and a more compassionate understanding of Asia's 

expectations of economic and poUtical justice. His broader ideology allowed him to 

accommodate India's nonalignment policy, a major shift from the rigid approach to 

bilaterahsm under Menzies and his successors. 

Critical theory despite its flexibUity does not in itself provide answers to foreign poUcy 

behaviour, but the analysis is helped when it is supplemented by examination of the 

leaders' psychological (which, of course, includes personality) and operational 

envu-onments, used in conjunction with poUcy: 

*" Congress BuUetin, No. 5, June-July 1954, p 246, in Michael Brecher, Nehru: A Political Biography, 
Abridged Edition, Oxford University Press, London, 1961, p 217. 

*̂  Brecher, Michael India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 299. 
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Theory helps us to order our existing knowledge and to discover new knowledge 
more eflSciently. It provides a framework of thought in which we define research 
properties... Theory directs our attention to significant similarities and differences, 
and suggests relationships not previously perceived.*̂  

It reinforces the central hypothesis of the thesis that understanding the impact of 

personalities and poUcies helps understanding of the reasons for the peaks and troughs 

in the bUateral relationship. It removes some of the cobwebs that blur the distmction 

between each of the three periods of the relationship. 

Balance of Power concept 

A comment needs to be made about the term 'Balance of Power,' a strategic tool that 

had assumed primacy in AustraUa's poUtico-strategic thinking affectuig its relationship 

with nonaUgned India, through its US-aligned foreign poUcy for the 7\sian region. As a 

strategic notion, it meant the recognition of the reality of the Cold War and super 

power confrontation, a philosophy strikingly at odds with India's ethos: peace through 

international cooperation and not war. The balance of power as a concept has 

occupied a place in International Relations Uterature from Thucydides' MeUan 

Dialogue (Peloponnesian war between Sparta and Athens) and in Indian (KautUya) 

writings.*^ The term defies precise definition. One interpretation given to the balance 

of power as a system within international poUtics is provided by eminent scholar, Hans 

J. Morgenthau, who describes it as: 'the self regulatory mechanism of the social forces, 

which manifests itself in the struggle for power in the international scene, that is the 

balance of power.'** Morgenthau also imputes several other meanings to this 

belligerent war measure including one that claims 'the balance of power of that period. 

^ Dougherty and PMtzgraff, op cit., p 40. 

*̂  McDougal, D. J. Studies in International Relations: The Asia Pacific, the Superpowers, Australia, 
Edward Arnold Melbourne, 1991, pp 136-137; Also see, R. Pettman, International Politics: Balance 
of Power, Balance of Productivity, Balance of Ideologies, Longman Cheshire, Melbourne, 1991, 
Thucydides, A History of Peloponnesian War, (Trans.) Rex Warner, Penguin, Middlesex, Book HI 
1954; Thucicfydes, Peloponnesian War, (Trans.) Crawley, Modem Library, New York 1951; George 
Modelski, 'Kautilya: Foreign Policy and International System in The Ancient Hindu World', 
American Political Science Review, 58, 1964, p553. 

*̂ Morgenthau, Hans J. Politics Among Nations, 5th Edition, Alfred A Knopf, New York, 1973, p 24. 
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was amoral rather than immoral.*^ The emphasis given to balance of power in the 

Cold War confrontation between the superpowers in traditional International Relations 

scholarship is important to an understanding of the India-AustraUa relationship. 

Australia's approach to foreign poUcy under Menzies was, among other thmgs, 

premised on power politics in a bipolar world dominated by the two super powers. Paul 

Hasluck, Australia's Minister for External Affairs in 1964, explained the reaUty of 

power politics: 

Force is being used and in such a world in which the possession of power is the main 
determinant of what happens, anyone engaged in foreign affairs must recognise and 
study the facts of power and also recognise the reality of power politics.^ 

In contrast to this, India's nonalignment, examined in Chapter Five below, was both an 

Uistrument of miUtary neutraUty and pacifism, as well as an expression of justice in the 

quest for a more equitable global economic order. The postulate that war was 

somehow a necessary and natural element in the search for international order was 

mimical to the Indian ethos. The use of the 'balance of power' approach by states in 

the past as a deterrent or a tool for persuading others to positions of compUance, as a 

substitute for diplomacy, had varying degrees of approbation among scholars and 

poUticians alike. McDougal observes that: 

... critics ranging from Rosseau to Woodrow Wilson have argued that the balance of 
power was a factor which led to war; they tended to favour its replacement with a 
community of power, allowing for more universal arrangements as a means of 

91 

upholding peace. 

*® Ibid., p 190. Ernest B. Haas offers eight definitions to fluther iUustî te tiie ambiguity of meaning 
attached to die term. 1) any distribution of power; 2) an equiUbrium or balancing process; 
3) hegemony or the search for hegemony; 4) stability and peace in a concert of power; 5) instability 
and war; 6) power politics in general; 7) a universal law of history; and 8) a system and guide to poUcy 
makers. See 'The Balance of Power: Prescription, Concept or Propaganda?' World Politics, V, July 
1953, pp 442-447, in James E. Dougherty and Robert L. Pfeltzgraff, Contending Theories of 
International Relations, Harper & Row, New York, 1981, p 24 

^ Harper, Norman 'Austialia and the United States', Australia in World Affairs 1966-1970, Gordon 
Greenwood and Norman Harper, (eds.), Cheshire PubUshing, Melbourne, 1974, p 271. 

' ' McDougal, D. J. Studies in International Relations, The Asia Pacific, the Superpowers, Australia, 
Edward Arnold, Melbourne, 1991, p 137. 
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While President Wilson's offerings on the subject were made in relation to the 

environment leading up to the First World War, they nevertheless represent an 

interesting empirical critique of the limitations of the balance of power doctrine as a 

means of achieving peace, or a just outcome. WUson saw the balance of power system 

as stronger nations exploiting the weak believmg that 'the little nations were always 

suppressed by the old aUiances and by those who battened on the balance of power 

principle.'^ Wilson was not alone in his disapproval. World leaders of the standing of 

Roosevelt and Churchill at times shared his strong misgivmgs about the balance of 

power principle and its adequacy as a safeguard against war.̂ ^ Nehru too saw no 

virtue in the concept and expressed his distaste for the doctrine thus: 

As a basis of international policy which would rid the world of war its impotence 
stands proven. For the last three hundred years, since the emergence of nation states 
in the modem world nations have relied for survival or fulfillment on this process of 
mobilized antagonisms. AU these years, the nations of the world have been engaged 
in wars with brief intervals during the greater part of which war clouds gathered on 
thehorizon.̂ ^ 

Nehru emphasised 'the notion of a world order based on the equaUty of all states, 

rejecting the concept of balance of power ...' and predicted that China and India would 

give the poorer countries 'a sense of dignity and autonomy.' ^̂  Questioned on the 

concept, Krishna Menon, a key Nehru confidant and former Defence Minister, offered 

an interesting view of it: 

We are also a part of the balance of power both because we are its victim and because 
we are seeking to create our own balance. We were not playing the game of Balance 
of Power. But we were creatures or part of the complexes that can be described in 
terms of the balance of power.̂  

^ Bonsai, Stephen Suitors and Suppliants: Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, 1946, p 275. 

^̂  Weigert, Hans W. and Stefanson, V. (eds.), 'The balance of Power' Compass of the World, 
MacmiUan, New York, 1944, pp 59-60. 

'" Nehru, Jawaharlal, 'Foreword' in Paths to Peace: A Study of War its Causes and Prevention, V. H. 
Wallace, (ed.) Melbourne University Press, 1957, p xv. 

'̂  Kothari, Rajni Footsteps into the Future, Free Press, New York, 1974, p xxi. 

'^ Brecher, Michael India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 227. 
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Indian writer, M.S. Rajan, cites Vietnamese scholar. Ton That Thieu, who saw India's 

role in the post war decade as constitutmg a diplomatic "balance of power" approach: 

'... during the period 1947-60, ... Western might and Indian diplomacy combmed to 

ensure a free and non-communist South East Asia and that India's poUcy " was perhaps 

nothing more, but certainly nothing less, than a poUcy of balance of power." '^ Given 

India's successful role as peace maker in the 1950s, both the above interpretations of 

India's role, as having effectively provided a diplomatic balance of power, are not 

inaccurate. 

In a bipolar polar world separated also by East-West and North-South divisions, the 

theory is that the reaUst saw world order achieved through restricting nationaUsm and 

radical change 'within the existing distribution of territorial borders, so that it does not 

upset a stable balance of power among so called "Great Powers." '̂ * Thus, 

international stabiUty, the theory continues, required the collusion of the big powers to 

maintain equUibrium.^ Nehru had often himself suspected the foregoing prenuses, 

particularly after the Sino-Indian Border War and Chma's close ties with pro-West 

Pakistan; in the post-Nehru period, this phenomenon was seen in the Sino-US 

rapprochement forcing closer ties between India and the Soviet Union m 1971, aU 

manifestations of balance of power manoeuvres through new aUgnments. 

Ideological Rivalry and Regional Competition 

Cold War rivaUy was not restricted to the superpowers but existed also between 

regional states such as India, Australia and China. Each strove to influence the Asian 

region, for its own reasons. China, through its ideology of communism and its 

formidable presence, while India, an advocate of freedom, peace and democracy, chose 

ethical persuasion to champion the cause of economic justice and racial equality for the 

'̂ Rajan M.S. 'India in World PoUtics in tiie Post Nehm Era', Studies in Indian Foreign Policy, K.P. 
Misra (ed.) Vikas PubUcations, New Delhi, 1969, p 263. 

^ GrifBdis, M. and SuUivan, M. 'NationaUsm and International Relations Theory', The Australian 
Journal of Politics and History, Vol. 43, No. 1, 1997, p 56. 
99 Ibid p 57. 



43 

rest of Asia as weU as Africa. AustraUa with its commitment to the Western AlUance, 

strove to prevent the spread of communism in its region. 

There is also the hypothesis that countries ui a given region tend to share a common 

focus based on regional criteria, as occurred in the case of the European Uiuon as a 

group from an institutional perspective, and Western Europe from a geographic and 

cultural perspective.'"" Both these groupmgs are regional in character although it 

could be argued that geographic proximity is not a mandatory requirement for the 

formation of regional groupings. Sri-Lanka's Foreign Minister, Lakshman Kadirgarmar, 

deUvering the Krishna Menon Centenary lecture in Rajasthan, India, confirmed the view 

that compelling common mterests, in spite of geographic dispersion, can and do 

provide the driving force for the creation of a regional group: '[t]oday, across the 

globe, regional groupings tend to overlap because shared economic and political 

interests among discontiguous neighbours tend to converge.'*"* The contemporary 

unfolding of East Asia is another example. NoordUi Sopie's argument is that, being 

heterogeneous (its mairdand and msular states have enormous differences in factors of 

geography, ethnicity, language, reUgion, culture, economic systems, poUtical way of life 

and historical experience), there should be no sense of regional consciousness at aU; 

and yet an mcipient sense of regional belonging within the East Asian states is clearly 

102 

apparent. 

The point of the discussion of what fosters a spkit of regional bonding, is to show that 

none of the above criteria generated a degree of regional affiiuty in the case of India 

and AustraUa. The answer may be found in the argument that, while India and 

Australia were affected in different ways by the ideological rivalry between the great 

"* Dougherty, and Pfeltzgiaff, op. cit., p 168. 

"" 'Regional Cooperation and Security', The Daily News, Sri-Lanka, 9 January 1997, p 6. (The 
Krishna Menon memorial lecture, deUvered by L. Kadirgarmar, Minister for Foreign Affeirs, Sri-
Lanka, at Rajasthan, India on 15 December 1996.) 

"^ Sopie, Noordin, 'The Development of an East Asian Consciousness', Living with Dragons, Greg 
Sheridan, (ed.) Allen & Unwin, NSW, 1995, pp 184-186. 
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powers, the relationship between the two was fiirther compUcated by their divergent 

strategic mterests. For India, the concerns were Pakistan and China; for AustraUa, the 

threat from Communism, which meant pursuing strategic interests in South East Asia in 

conjunction with the US, the LFK and Japan. WhUe Menzies saw Nehru's foreign 

policies (nonaligmnent, peace, racial equality and anti-coloniaUsm) as providing grist to 

the Communist miU, The New York Times in 1950, saw it differently. Commentmg on 

the battle for Asia between the Communists and the West, it referred to the crucial role 

of one man, Nehru: 

He is in a sense the counterweight on the democratic side to Mao Tse-Tung on the 
Communist side.... to have him as an opponent, or even a critic could jeopardize the 
position of Westem Democracy throughout Asia.'°^ 

Of course there was no argument from any quarter on the importance of a democratic 

India to the region. For AustraUa this may be best gauged by the statement made by 

Evans and Grant in Australia's Foreign Relations in the World of the 1990s: 

The interest of AustraUa ... in seeing that India survives and prospers as a 
democratic entity means that we must be prepared to be as supportive as we can both 
materiaUy and politically. India continues to be the most important test bed for 
democracy. ... ff democracy works only for the rich and stable societies, it does not 
have much of a fiiture.'"'' 

Unfortunately for the bilateral relationship Australia's policy makers in the Menzies 

era, preoccupied as they were with the Chinese threat, failed to see the importance, 

both to AustraUa and regionaUy, of a strong democratic India. 

Divergence over Convergence 

Given the fiindamentals of bilateralism exanuned m this chapter, the question is how 

weU did the India-AustraUa bUateral relationship measure up in the demandmg Cold 

War environment of the period under discussion. Sunply put, with little convergence of 

"̂^ Ramachandram, G. Nehru and World Peace, Radiant PubUshers, New Delhi, 1990, p 63. 

'°^ Evans, Gareth and Grant, Brace Australia's Foreign Relations in the World of the 1990s, 
Melboume University Press, Victoria, 1991, p 246. 
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interest - core or secondary - between the two countries m the 1950s and 1960s, the 

essentials for a good bUateral fit were absent. To begin with, a common frame of 

reference, such as trade, cultural and ideological factors, did not apply in the India-

AustraUa relationship. Also lacking was the essential of strategic interests that 

characterised Australia's relationship, for example, with Malaya or India's relationship 

with the Soviet Union. Convergence of the aU-Unportant strategic and economic 

interests is usually the underpiniungs of successfiil bUateral relationships such as that 

which existed between AustraUa and the US. In this regard, author Dieter Braun 

observes that 'there must be a minimum of parallel interest and priorities among 

potential partners regardmg both domestic and foreign poUcies.'*"^ Furthermore, 

AustraUa may have viewed India as competing with its interests in South East Asia, at 

least in the view of AustraUa's High Commissioner to Malaya who saw India 'as a 

more dangerous threat to peacefiil development of South East Asia than Chma,' and 

also thought India's appeal to the region, and theU- response to it, meant 'India wiU be 

able to exert an influence which we cannot hope to equal,' if they succeeded in making 

South East Asia act m racial unity. *"̂  

The divergence of interests that characterised the India-AustraUa relationship is seen m 

the way they looked to other countries for fiilfillment of their core and secondary 

needs. The India-Australia strategic maps below iUustrate graphicaUy this divergence 

and, while there was some overlap in a number of areas, the convergence did not mean 

shared interest in every case. Some factors such as China, South Afiica, the 

Commonwealth, the UN, and, even the UK, were driven by different motives - the 

differences discussed in other Chapters of this thesis - and, therefore, not mutually 

bondmg. Those that did genuinely converge, such as shared democratic traditions, an 

independent judiciary, the love of cricket and the speaking of English, did not, 

unfortunately, constitute the essentials for building a strong bUateral relationship. 

"̂^ Braun, Dieter 'New Patterns of India's Relations with Indian Ocean Littoral States', The Indian 
Ocean in Global Politics, L.W. Bowman and I. Clark (eds.) Westview Press, Colorado, 1981, pp 22. 

"* AA, Despatch 22 March 1948, to DEA from die Austialian High Commissioner in Malaya, Series 
A1838/283 Item 328/4/1. 
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Figure I 
INDIA-AUSTRALIA 
STRATEGIC MAPS 

1949-1972 

While tliesc factors of convergence and divergence are shown as applyiiig to the Menzies, Holt, Gorton and McMahon 
led periods of (he bilalenil relationship, a few oftlicm arc valid for the Chi/ley 1947-1949 period (scairity and the 
'While' Auslralia Policy) and Che Whillani 1972-1975 period (ANZUS). Also the 'White Australia' Policy as a factor 
was loss offensive aAcr Mciizics with some changes made to il, although complete repudiation came in 1973 with 
Whillam. 
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Conclusion 

In the period following the end of World War II, interaction between governments on a 

wide range of interests were common. To begin to understand the bUateral relationship 

between India and Australia requires acceptance of the postulate that, whUe there was 

engagement between the two countries at both the state and non-state level, however 

miiumal and even symbolic the mteractions, they were relative to and part of an 

intricate structure of relationships each had with other countries. India-AustraUa 

relations were thus subject to numerous external constraints, not least the complex 

factors of foreign policy. While the discussion of the divergent and growing body of 

understanding of the International Relations disciplme m Australia was, at times, 

theoretical, the multiple components and the influences of International Relations 

referred to, as weU as its relationship with the personality factor, are of relevance to an 

understanding of the bUateral relationship. 

In evaluating the benefits to understanding the India-Australia bilateral relationship 

through the traditional reaUst approach versus the modem critical theory in 

International Relations, sufiBce to say that, whUe the critical theorists' multi

dimensional approach appears to demonstrate a greater capacity for understanding 

foreign relations between two states, it is not the antithesis of the traditional reaUst's 

position. It is a logical extension of the traditional approach, if not a major shift, 

dealing with those areas of uncertainty (e.g. role of the states and the domestic and the 

international economy) and ethical issues which previously were largely ignored. 

Critical theory achieves this not by imposmg a probabUistic framework but by arguing 

for greater flexibUity than the state centric reaUsm represents. 

An Indian scholar, Rajni Kothari, has argued that countries Uke India placed greater 

store on the virtues of harmony, duty and wisdom, and not on those things that are 

prerequisites to achieving power, in contrast to the West which put a high value on 
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power and knowledge as mstruments of utUity and self serving motives. *°̂  In essence, 

the difference was 'between those civilizations that were inherently secure, self 

contained, inward looking, and non expansive and those that were msecure, aggressive, 

outward-looking, and expansive.'*''* AustraUa, with its high standard of Uvmg, 

geographic insecurity and its unambiguous alignment with and loyalty to the US, fell 

into the latter category in the 1950s and 1960s, both by its own interest reflected in 

foreign policy actions, as weU as by proxy through association with US strategic auns. 

Bandyopadhyaya sees the weakness of the International Relations discipline with its 

emphasis on military and economic power: 

Another serious limitation of the discipline of International Relations, as it has 
developed in the West, is that the concept of power (which, imdemeath all the 
verbiage, is defined essentially as miUtaiy and economic power) is the nucleus round 
which its fabric is almost exclusively built. ... As an a<^emic discipUne it is thus 
loaded in favour of the North, which possesses and has historically exercised military 
and economic power, and against the South, which does not possess such material 
power, ...•<̂ . 

India by virtue of the low priority it gave to military power was a victim of this 

exclusion. 

Accepting that International Relations theory does help understandmg of relationships, 

the relative merits of the empirical and theoretical approaches taken to the International 

Relations discipline m understanding the India-AustraUa relationship are not significant 

factors. In a review of two books on realism, Francis Fukuyama sees it as one means 

of being informed on International Relations in appropriate circumstances: 

Rather than providing a comprehensive framework for understanding international 
relations, reaUsm is one of several possible tools, better appUcable in certain times 
and places than in others."° 

'"̂  Kotiiari, Rajni, Footsteps into the Futiire, The Free Press, New York, 1975, pp 21-22. 

'"̂  Ibid, p 21. 

'"̂  Bandyopadhyaya, J. North over South, South Asian Publishers, New Delhi, 1982, pp 4-5. 

Fukuyama, Francis Book Review, (Roots of Realism and Realism: Resentments and Renewal, 
Benjamm Frankel (ed.), Frank Cass, Portiand, 1997) Foreign Affairs, July/August 1997, p 147. 
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But then there is also no pure reaUst nor an uncompromising ideaUst as noted in the 

above analysis of the minds of Nehru and Menzies. Critical theory, it may be argued, 

offers a better approach to understanding the Indian ethos with aU its moral values. The 

debate should be viewed as comprising concepts which have areas of difficulty, but 

contributing to a more msightfiil understanding of the complex question of bUateraUsm 

in the Cold War. Political scientist Don Aitkin sums it up: 

But the best research and scholarship, it is right to say, make theory and data fiise in 
'a satisfying way,' so that the empirical research directs itself to a point of 
importance, and theory is subsequentiy modified.'" 

Given that it is more accurate to understand mtemational politics within the context of 

Intemational Relations theory, by itself the discipline is not a comprehensive tool for 

explaining bilateral relationships. What does help is the relationship between the 

personaUty factor, foreign poUcy and intemational relations, and evaluating its impact 

on the India-Australia relationship through a contrasting of the nature of each period, 

1947-49, 1949-72, and 1972-75; in effect, a conscious break with the purely traditional 

realists' methodology and Uiterpretations. For mstance, takmg Menzies as an example, 

the difficulty for the analyst is that his policy responses were, on occasion, mcapable of 

cold analysis and may have lacked judgment. This could be said of Nehru too m 

relation to his early attitude to China. 

The view canvassed here, that the earlier Intemational Relations scholarship with its 

rigid adherence to reaUsm, was constramed in its uiterpretation of intemational politics 

for reasons either of loyalty to the Australia-Anglo-US AUiance, or fear of open dissent 

with the official stance of the poUcy makers, is not an unreasonable one. After aU, for 

Australia m the 1950s and 1960s, the Cold War realist approach reflects the primacy of 

'" Aitkin, Don 'Political Science in AustraUa: Development and Situational' Surveys of Australian 
Political Science, Don Aiddn, (ed.) George AUen & Unwin, Sydney, 1985, p 32. Richard Higgott and 
Jim George argue that, fiiture developments in the discipline should not be expected to lead to logical 
replacement of one approach by another, 'nor as a chaotic field of incommensurable "paradigms." ' 
See 'Tradition and Change in the Study of Intemational Relations in Austialia', Intemational 
Political Science Review, Vol. II, No. 4, 1990, p 431. 
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the bipolar super power confrontation. As has been discussed above, both Nehru and 

Menzies were realists and ideaUsts at different times in relation to different issues, 

though the emphasis in each case differed. In the 1970s, under Whitlam reaUsm was not 

the sacred cow of Australian foreign policy it previously was. WhUst there was the 

dynamic of the personality impact, the Cold War cUmate too had changed aUowmg 

greater flexibility in foreign policy, both m Australia and India, with convergence over 

divergence this time. 

However, despite the lack of convergence, superficially at least for most of the 1947-

1975 period, the two former British colonies shared a number of experiences, common 

values and British forms of administration. These included a Westminster model of 

parUamentary democracy, with an upper and lower house (Rajya Sabha and Lok Sabha 

respectively in India's case), and an mdependent judiciary with the stmcture of the 

court system in India similar to the AustraUan model. Both countries were members of 

the Commonwealth and, before India's independence, both served as part of Britain's 

imperial forces in World Wars I and II. Then love of cricket was another shared 

interest; the twenty sixth of January is celebrated by both, in India as Republic Day and 

as Australia Day in AustraUa. 

What kept these two neighbours from nurturing a wanner relationship? The answer is, 

primarily, ideological differences which shaped then divergent views of the world of 

the 1950s and 1960s. From the moment of mdependence, sovereign India declared its 

distaste for great power dominance of intemational politics, as weU as its commitment 

to political and econonuc justice for the poorer nations. Its early advocacy of 

nonalignment was a manifestation of this. Furthermore, 'India's economic weakness 

and the basic goal of development provide powerful mducements to the policy of 

nonalignment'**^ Facilitating aid from both camps and enhancmg the prospects for 

"^ Brecher, Michael Nehru a Political Biography, Abridged Edition, Oxford University Press, 
London, 1961, p 213. 
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maintenance of peace, this poUcy helped India avoid aUenatmg its formidable 

neighbours, the Soviet Union and China.' 113 

In contrast to India, AustraUa's commitment to the US-led Westem alUance, 

underpinned by ANZUS (and SEATO), created the conditions for a sustamed level of 

political conflict with India, which also found expression m confrontation at the Prime 

Ministerial level m the 1950s and early 1960s. There were numerous other reasons, 

discussed in later chapters of this thesis, that contributed to the mutual uninterest and 

deserve to be briefly mentioned here: the 'White AustraUa' PoUcy; the absence of trade, 

the lack of a real interest in India at Australian educational institutions; the negative 

treatment of India by AustraUa's media; a divergence of views on major intemational 

political issues; scant discussion of each other m Parliamentary fomms; the cultural 

interests of each channeled into directions other than towards each other. Other 

features were the Nehru-Menzies dissonance; India's distance (5,500 kms.) from 

Ausfralia; Australia's strategic mterests focused more m the Pacific than the Indian 

Ocean; and, while India's security focus was on Pakistan and China, it was buttressed 

by its relationship with the Soviets, much to Canberra's displeasure. 

There was some convergence of course but much divergence too. The defirung 

difference was the primacy of security and trade for Australia, while for India, 

independence, peace and moral considerations were paramount. Nevertheless some 

would argue, and not unreasonably, that there was enough equivalence in the two 

countries' colonial backgrounds for a better bilateral match than has been the case. But 

then, personalities, their philosophies and policies (combined with some shifts m 

intemational circumstances in the early 1970s) did impact on the quaUty of the 

relationship. 

"^Ibid 
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CHAPTER TWO: SETTING THE STAGE 

This chapter first considers the issue of interpretations of events and orientations in 

writings on bilateral relations. It then deals with some of the basic issues of divergence 

that separated the two countries and ends with an examination of the 1947-49 period 

that was characterised by the mutual respect and camaraderie that prevaUed between 

Nehm and the Chifley Government in which Dr Evatt was such a powerfiil figure. 

The importance of bUateral relations between Australia and other countries has not 

gone uru-ecognised in the past. Indeed bUateraUsm continues to constitute a major tool 

m contemporary Australia's complex mix of intemational relations. An Australian 

Government White Paper states, '[ejffective bUateral relationships are the building 

blocks for AustraUa's foreign and trade poUcies. They contribute to and complement 

regional and multilateral efforts.'* 

WhUe this is amply reflected by the existence of numerous bUateral studies,̂  there has 

been relatively little analysis of the relationship between India and AustraUa untU 

(jurry's India: Australia's neglected Neighbour? 1947-1996, pubUshed in 1996.̂  The 

writings of earlier years on Australia's intemational relations have mostly been 

' hi the National Interest - Austi^ia's Foreign and Trade Policy, White Paper, DFAT, AGPS, 
Canberra, 1997, p 53. 

^ See Inter alia, David Anderson, (oA.) Australia and Indonesia: A Partitership in the Making, Pacific 
Security Research Institute, Sydney, 1991; Ravinder K. Vanna, Australia and Southeast Asia: The 
Crystallization of a relationship, Abhinav Publications, New Delhi, 1973; H.A. Dunn, and Edmund 
S.K. Fung, (eds.) Sino-Australia Relations: the records 1972-1985, Centie for the Stiidy of Austialia-
Asia Relations, Griffith University, Qld. 1985; Norman A. Harper, Great and Powerful Friend: A 
Study of Australian American Relations between 1900 and 1975, University of Qld. Press, Qld. 1987; 
Z. Marshallsay, (ed.), Australia-Malaysia relations: New Roads Ahead, Monash Asia Institiite, 
Victoria, 1996; D. PhilUps, Ambivalent Allies: Myth and Reality in the Australian American 
Relationship, Penguin, Victoria, 1988. 

^ Guny, Meg India: Australia's Neglected Neighbour? 1947-1996, Centre for the Study of Austialia-
Asia Relations, Griffith University, Qld. Australia, 1996. Also see Meg Gurry, 'No WiU or No Way? 
Austialia's Relations with India I947-I993', Ph. D. thesis, Latiobe University, Victoria 1993. 
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articulated within the prevailing reaUst theoretical frameworks, '[t]he AustraUan 

discipline [bemg] identified predominantly with the "hard headed" realist power poUtics 

approach ..."*. Consequently, the interpretation of Cold War events and foreign policy 

prenuses of relevance to the bUateral relationship have been oriented towards the 

AustraUan view of the worid. Besides, for a Westemer, an understanding of Indian 

foreign policy requnes understanding a complex India and interpreting the Indian way 

of thought, no mean task. Casey understood this problem weU. In An Australian in 

India, he states : 'We have not spent much time trymg to understand the Indian 

mentality; nor to become fiiendly enough with them to enable them to speak then 

minds freely.' Probably speakmg as a British representative m India (Casey was 

Govemor of Bengal 1942-1944), he added, ' "[h]ow odd" we tend to say when 

confronted with the natural behaviour of "foreigners" and tum back to our comfortable 

familiar circle.'' 

In his Ph.D. thesis entitled, 'The Buddhist Crisis in Vietnam: 1963-1966', Phan Van 

Lun argued that writers from the West 'did not know Vietnamese or had msufificient 

knowledge about the culture, civUization and history of these people. Thus through the 

lens of Westem models, their work sometimes did not reflect the real ideas and feelings 

of the Vietnamese.'^ Lun's lament could weU apply, albeit to a different degree, to 

Westem writings on the India-AustraUa relationship which provide some but not total 

Ulumination. Another example of the problem of different Uiterpretations between India 

and AustraUa is seen in Dr. Nasn Tyabji's observation at an India-Australia Round 

Table discussion in 1995 that 'part of the problem Ues in our different historical 

" Higgott, Richard A. and George, Jim 'Tradition and Change in the Study of Intemational Relations 
in Australia', International Political Science Review, Vol. II, No. 4, 1990, p 431. 

^ Casey, R.G. An Australian in India, HoIUs & Carter, London, 1947, p 103. 

* Lun, Phan Van 'The Buddhist Crisis in Vietnam 1963-1966', PhD. thesis, in Nguyen Ngoc Tan 
'The Miracle of Vietnam: The Establishment and Consolidation of Ngo Dinh Diem's Regime 1954-
1959', Ph.D. thesis, Monash University, Melboume, 1997, p 2. 
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perceptions of the major political events after 1945,' identifymg South Africa, Palestine 

and Vietnam as three issues on which there is continuing disagreement.' 

The hermeneutic end-points reached by scholars and poUtical analysts can, of course, be 

shaped by the political cUmate and academic environment of the day, in which the 

personaUties of the political leadership can be a key determinant. To reach, therefore, 

historically specific and factually incontestable conclusions from the Uterature, about 

intemational relations and how political leaders and their foreign poUcy affected inter-

country relationships, is unquestionably difficult but not impossible. 

Regional Orientation and India Knowledge 

Australia's lack of sensitivity towards emerging Asian aspirations led to early relations 

with many of the countries of Asia bemg msubstantial if not sterile, shaped as they were 

by Australia's Westem orientation m foreign poUcy. In the specific case of India, left 

with a British imprint (an inevitable legacy of centuries of a British commercial 

presence and colonial mle), the lack of interest shown in the 1950s and 1960s by 

Australian scholars and political analysts in the world's largest democracy is cause for 

lament. Understanding foreign poUcy requires understanding contexts and in the case 

of the India relationship this also meant greater sensitivity to, and inclusion of, India's 

circumstances and foreign policy principles. It leads to a more contextuaUsed 

understanding of policy as weU as relationships. Mediansky argues for greater 

attention being paid to the context within which foreign policies were developed. 

While much of the scholarship has focused on content of foreign policy he argues this 

has been at the cost of context which is essential to gaining a better understanding of 

poUcy: 

^ Tyabji, Nasir A Round table Discussion on Australia-India Relations, held at the Nehra Memorial 
Library, New Delhi, on 14 February, 1995, published by the Australian High Commission, New DeUii, 
March 1995, p 108. 
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Yet pubUc poUcy cannot be fully understood without some knowledge of the 
contextual factors within which it is formulated and executed. Content and context 
are interacting dimensions of a single process.̂  

In his review oi Evatt to Evans: The Labor Tradition in Australian Foreign Policy, 

Dave Cox takes a similar view when he states that, 'for many years AustraUan foreign 

policy analysis had been largely confmed to the study of particular events and issue 

areas rather than contexts and frameworks. '̂  

At a fiindamental level, the critique of Indian writer, PC. Mathur, is pertinent to 

understanding the bUateral relationship. He makes the pomt that, except for infrequent 

mterest in India's economy shown by Westem scholars, usually undertaken on behalf of 

intemational agencies, '[fjor a variety of reasons, India has always remamed on the 

periphery of Westem Social Science academia despite its remarkable success in 

absorbing a lot of Westem ideas, mstitutions...'*". He refers to the lack of India-

expertise in most Westem academic institutions; for mstance, the absence of someone 

who has studied 'the dynamics of India's development, specially the ... extraordinary 

resiUence shown by the retrogressive forces of social customs and cultural traditions.'** 

Australia's High Commissioner to India, in a letter to Casey m 1954, argued for the 

learning of Hindi at the High Commission: 'we should encourage the right attitudes, 

including that one or two of the Diplomatic Officers leam Hmdi. (In five or ten years 

this knowledge will in any case be unavoidable if the mission is to work efficiently.)'*^ 

Author and academic Ian Copland importantly observes that '[t]he first substantive 

undergraduate courses on South Asia came only in the 1960s and the schools didn't 

* Mediansky, F. A. 'The Conservative Style In Australian Foreign Policy,' Australian Outlook, Vo\. 
28, No. 1, April 1974, p. 50. 

^ Cox, Dave (Book Review-Evart to Evans: The Labor Tradition in Australian Foreign Policy, Allen 
& Unwin, 1991.) Australian Journal of Political Science, Vol. 33, No. 1, March 1998, p 133. 

'° Mathur, P.C. Political Contours of India's Modernity, Aelekh PubUshers, Jayapur, India, 1994, 
p27. 

" Ibid 

'̂  AA, Despatch No. 23, 6 December 1954 from W.R. Crocker to R.G. Casey, Series A1838/263, Item 
169/10/1, Part 2. 
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embrace India untU the 1970s. ... But the subject of South Asia, and Indian Studies in 

particular, quickly caught on.'*^ On the lack of Asia knowledge generaUy, Judith Brett 

states 'AustraUan acadenucs with deep knowledge of Asian societies are not a dune a 

dozen' and proceeds to suggest a modus vivendi (m the present mter-university 

competitive environment) for producing graduates Uterate m Asia.*'* In another 

different assessment of the Indian studies puzzle, Roger Peacock of the Asian Studies 

Council asserts that the absence of South Asia studies in AustraUa's education system 

is traceable to the 'Colombo Plan hangover. ... Most Australians stUl see Asia as a 

place we give help. It also remams a fiiistrating aspect of the view of most academics, 

includmg Asianists.'*' 

A Report of the Inquuy into the Teaching of Asian Studies and Languages m Higher 

Education in Australia says ' [t]he study of Asia and its languages matters because we 

are AustraUans, located m a specific geopolitical envnonment and linked through trade, 

migration, investment and tourism to Asia m a way probably different from other 

Westem countries.'*^ The Asian Studies CouncU put it more bluntly when it argued 

that '[t]he proper study of Asia and its languages is about national survival in an 

intensely competitive world.'*' Marika Vicziany, (Dnector of the National Centre for 

South Asian Studies based at Monash University), whose work in promoting 

educational, business and cultural understandmg of South Asia has been highly 

'̂  Copland, Ian Seminar discussion, Australia And India: The Next Ten Years, South Asian Studies 
Group, Melboiune, 1991, p 47. 

'" Brett, Judith 'A small nation Uke our's needs its Asian fiiends,' The Age, Melboume, 19 June 1997, 
pA17. 

'̂  Peacock, Roger Seminar discussion, Australia And India: The Next Ten Years, South Asian Studies 
Group, Melboume, 1991, p 55. 'It is not an accident that French was the second language taught in 
Austialian schools up to the sixties. Austialia's British heritage remained stiong it seems in those who 
determined education policy with France next door.' See David Lee and Christopher Waters, (eds.), 
Evatt to Evans: The Labor Tradition in Australian Foreign Policy, AUen & Unwin, NSW, 1997, p 2. 

'* 'Asia in Australian Higher Education', Report of the Inquiry into the Teaching of Asian Studies and 
Languages in Higher Education, the Asian Studies Council, January 1989, p 33. 

'A National Strategy for the Stiidy of Asia in Austi^ia', Asian Studies Council, 1988, p 2. 17 
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commended,** laments the diminishing nature of South Asia expertise withm Austraha's 

universities when she observes that 'it is generally understood that South Asia is a faU-ly 

low priority.'*' Roger Peacock in a similar view deplores the lack of attention given to 

South Asian cultural studies in AustraUan tertiary Uistitutions: 

Knowledge of their rich influence on other down stream Asian cultures is unportant 
to a fill! understanding of the values and norms of many contemporary societies. I 
suspect it would also help to change Austialian attitiides towards Asia, and South 
Asia in particular, if we leamt more as children about tiie rich legacies generated by 
the rubbing of the British and Indian cultiiral tectonic plates over a number of 
centimes. This goes far deeper than scouting the culinary influences and the 
common expression in our vocabulary. ̂ ° 

AustraUa's poor attitude to learning about India is further exemplified in this reference 

by Associate Professor Jim Davidson to a visit to India m the early 1960s by a group 

of students: 

A third year student from the University of Tasmania, a member of the second 
AOST (AustraUan Overseas Student Travel) tour to India in 1962-1963, arranged to 
see the President, Dr Radhakrishnan. On granting the interview - which was to 
assist her honours thesis - he was amazed to find that she had done no preUminary 
reading. '̂ 

Davidson adds that Prime Miiuster Nehm found the time to meet with a group of these 

students at his residence (Teen Murti House) for twenty minutes in Febmary 1963.^^ 

Despite AustraUa's lack of curiosity about India, AustraUa's interest m the 1950s and 

1960s in a number of nation states, notably Indonesia, Japan, Malaysia and even 

'* See Don Plimer Consultancies Report, 'Performance evaluation of the National Centie for South 
Asian Studies', 1996, p u. 

" Vicziany, M. Seminar discussion, Australia And India: The Next Ten Years, South Asian Studies 
Group, Melboume, 1991, p 57. 

°̂ Peacock, Roger Seminar discussion, Australia and India: The Next Ten Years, South Asian Studies 
Group, Melboume, 1991, pp 54-55. Examination of AA Series A1838/1, Item 553/1/14/1, Part 1, 
reveals the existence of 17 cultural agreements (from 1951-1963) between India and countries of Asia, 
Eastem Europe, USSR, Greece, the middle East etc. Australia was not among them. 

'̂ Jim Davidson, (personal communication) 7 March 2000, at Victoria University of Technology, 
Footscray Park, Melboume. 

'' Ibid. 
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Pakistan, (SEATO) led to greater attention being paid to relations with them, albeit 

driven by trade and or strategic imperatives, the usual key determmants of foreign 

policy. Greenwood states: 

... the AustraUan Government failed to give high priority to a rapprochement with 
India and was disinclined to give serious weight to Indian attitudes on intemational 
questions. ... the lack of success here was all the more regrettable since for Austialia 
India undoubtedly constituted the most important area. ^ 

India's Global Interests Exclude Australia 

It is equally tme to say that nonaligned India, with its major intemational stature at the 

time and its sheer size in population, was neither conscious of being neglected by 

AustraUa, nor particularly mterested in upgrading the relationship. AustraUa did not 

excite the attention needed to figure in India's global interests. To say otherwise is to 

skirt the tmth. In his insightfiil article 'Australia's Changing Relations with India', R.G. 

Neale States: 

The first thing to strike the inquirer into Austialia's relations with India is, I think, 
the contrast between the tremendous importance attached by Australia to India's role 
in Asian and world affairs, and the insignificant extent to which Austialia has 
figured in India's view of Asia and the world.̂ '' 

Australia was seen as a European outpost, clearly a member of the Westem alliance, 

and thus constrained by the Anglo-US strategic objectives in Asia, as weU as by its own 

fear of Communism and commitment to its contairunent, and, of course, to a 'White 

AustraUa'. The relatively junior ranking of diplomats assigned to Canberra by New 

Delhi is reflective of the low priority India gave to the bUateral relationship with 

Australia. High Commissioner to India, W.R. Crocker, in a despatch to Casey, states: 

'[i]t was symptomatic of the rather slight importance attached to AustraUa by the Indian 

thinking that when Shri Duleepsinjhi retumed to India on the expnation of his 

^' Greenwood, Gordon 'Austialian Foreign Policy in Action', Australia in World Affairs 1956-1960, 
Gordon Greenwood and Norman Harper, (eds.) F. W. Cheshire, Melboume, 1963, p 95. 

'̂' Neale, R.G. 'Austialia's Changing Relations with India', India, Japan, Australia: Partners in Asia? 
J.D.B. Millar, (ed.), ANU, Canberra, 1968, p 67. 
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appointment as High Commissioner in AustraUa, he was not invited to visit Delhi or to 

make any report.'̂ ^ Crocker also refers to Mrs Pandit's (India's representative to the 

UN and later High Commissioner to the UK) attitude to R.G. Casey's mvitation to visit 

AustraUa, which she accepted, but then canceUed twice. Crocker explains why: 'she 

cancelled one arrangement to visit Japan and another to fit her Indonesian trip mto a 

time table suitable to the Indonesians.'̂ ^ But, then, India's mterests were directed 

primarily towards achieving freedom and economic equity for the poor nations of Asia 

and Africa, as well as being concemed with the unpUcations of global super power 

rivalry and world peace. India's conunitment is exempUfied in Malaya's Prime Minister 

Tunku Abdul Rahman's statement in 1958 that 'the people of Malaya are proud to 

acknowledge the debt which we and all freedom-loving people of Asia owe to the great 

leadership of India.'^' Australia's and India's mterests converged as weU as diverged. 

AustraUa's strategic compulsions versus India's moral values constituted the defirung 

difference. 

Mutual Indifference: Bilateralism without Engagement 

Importantly, it helps to recognise that the indifference that apparently 

characterised the India-AustraUa bUateral relationship, in the Nehm-Menzies period, 

was mutual. India's economic focus was predominantly on the Soviet Union. With 

their broadly sociaUst approach to economic platmmg, the country opted for 'a mixed 

economy where a larger role was assigned for the public sector and lesser to a state-

regulated private sector.'̂ ^ Despite Nehm's attraction to the USSR's approach to 

economic plaiming, India's commitment to democracy was reflected in its choice of the 

British Westminster bicameral parliamentary model, with which the new nation was 

^̂  AA, Despatch 23, 6 December 1954, from W. R. Crocker to R.G. Casey, Series A1838/283, Item 
169/10/1, Part 2, p 2. 

^̂  Ibid. For Crocker conversation with Mrs Pandit and his opinion of her see, AA, AI838/283, Item 
169/10/4. 

'̂ The Hindu, Madras, 8 December, 1958. Also see, Foreign Affairs Record, Government of India, 
New Delhi, Vol. 8. No. 10, October 1962, for Tunku's complunentary references to Nehm. 

^ George, T.J.S. (od.) India at Fifty 1947-1997, Express PubUcations, Chennai, India, 1997, p 41. 
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already famiUar as an Uiterim government one year before independence. But of course, 

Westminster type institutions were in use in India at least from the 1920s when the 

Montagu-Chemsford constitution came into operation. WhUe India's approach did not 

represent a problem for the relationship in the Chifley-Evatt period, as the analysis 

reveals, it faded to help it in the Menzies period when anything sociaUst in character 

was seen as contrary to AustraUa's interests, aligned as they were with those of the 

anti-sociaUst West. Not everybody shared Menzies' narrow judgment. AustraUa's 

High Commissioner, James PlimsoU, for instance, in a wide rangmg assessment of 

Nehm which he sent to Paul Hasluck, Minister for Extemal Affans, from New Delhi in 

1964, spoke of Nehm's efforts to raise living standards of the masses and 'as a means 

of doing so, he fostered econonuc plarming by the State but within a framework of 

ParUamentary democracy.'^' 

But the mutual apathy was more pervasive in its manifestations. For example, of 

seventeen cultural agreements between India and other countries made between 1951 

and 1963, seven were with East European states and four with Arab states. None 

were with AustraUa. C.R.S. Rogers of the AustraUan High Commission in New Delhi 

commented that 'India directs much of her intemational goodwiU towards these two 

groups.'̂ " In the educational sphere, Britain and France, and the USA *̂ were more 

frequently the source of India's interactions than was AustraUa. As a preferred 

country to migrate to, the UK, USA and Canada of the Westem nations attracted 

significanfly more Indians than did Australia.̂ ^ In AustraUa's case, its political, 

economic and cultural interests were aligned with the Westem nations with which it 

^̂  Austi^an Archives, (AA), Despatch No. 2/64, 2 June 1964, from J PlhnsoU, Austialian High 
Commissioner, New DeUii, Series AI838/272, Item 169/1/3, Part 3. 

°̂ AA, Document, subject: 'Cultural Agreements', Series A1838/I, Item 553/1/14/1, Part 1. 

'̂ East Asia Analytical Unit, Australia's India Strategy: India's Economy at the Midnight Hour, 
Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, (DFAT), AustiaUan Government Printing Service, (AGPS), 
Canberra, 1994, p 205. 

^̂  Gordon, Sandy and Henningham, Stephen (eds.) India Looks East: An Emerging Power and its Asia 
Pacific Neighbours, Strategic Defence Studies Centie, ANU, Canberra, 1995, pp 18-19. 
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was ideologically in tune and, where Asia was concemed, the North East and South 

East, rather than South Asia. 

In the area of trade, too, India and AustraUa looked primarily to others. B.N. GanguU, 

in a report prepared for the Commonwealth Relations Conference m Lahore m 1954, 

indicated that, in the post-war period, the USA accounted for a significant mcrease m 

the share of India's import trade (raw materials) rismg from 7% in 1937-1938 to 30% 

in 1947-1948, followed in importance by Iran (oil), Egypt (raw cotton), Italy (textUes, 

etc.) and Switzerland (high grade precision instmments).^^ The report also pomts to 

the importance of South East Asia with which India has estabUshed 'strong emotional 

and economic ties in recent years.'^'* Trade between India and AustraUa - an unportant 

dimension of any successfiil bilateral relationship - was of little consequence m the 

1950s and 1960s. AustraUan exports to India were principally wheat, wool, taUow and 

metals while India sent AustraUa jute, cotton manufactures and tea.^' In the period 

1956-1971, AustraUa's imports from India in monetary value dropped by 30% while 

imports from aU other countries rose by 138%.̂ ^ 

Totally Ignored or Totally Distorted 

The lack of mutual interest in each other was also marked by an absence of any 

discussion of each other in then respective parUaments. The Australian media too 

rarely discussed events in the sub-contment with any reUsh and, when they did, 

occasionally betrayed a hint of superiority, with any reference to India usuaUy made in 

terms that militated agamst the development of good bUateral relations. A patronising 

" AA Report - prepared for the Commonwealth Relations Conference in Lahore, 1954, 'India and the 
Commonwealth' Part II, Economic, by B.N. GanguU, Series A4311, Item 174/1. 

^ Îbid 

^̂  See AA Report-'Trade Relations with India', CP 554/1, Item 2/174/B/l for an analysis of India's 
QxpoTts to AustiaUa from 1956-1971. A.L. Lougheed and K.C. Roy, 'India's Export Trade Widi 
Austialia: Problems and Prospects,' Australian Outlook, Vol. 28, No. 2, August 1974, pp 179-186. 

^ Lougheed AL. and Roy, K.C. 'India's Export Trade With Australia : Problems and Prospects,' 
Australian Outlook, Vol. 28, No. 2, August 1974, p 180. 
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tone coupled with pessimistic expectations was often the impression conveyed. 

According to Greenwood, the press in AustraUa, despite its desuUory and limited 

coverage of intemational issues, helped Unprove knowledge of developments in the 

Commonwealth and to stress the importance to AustraUa of the changes taking place m 

Asia. Yet, he observes, it had not 'satisfactorily fiilfiUed its obligations to assist in 

education of the Australian community m the realities of the intemational situation by 

the provision of extensive and unbiased information drawn from a wide range of 

sources.' While this comment is not specifically m relation to India, it would not be 

an inappropriate description of the media's treatment of Indian issues in the 1950s and 

1960s. In 1951, a question was asked of the Indian Prime Minister m the Lok Sabha 

about the 'prevaiUng anti-Indian propaganda' in the AustraUan press. In reply, the 

Deputy Miruster for Extemal Affairs, Dr Keskar, said ' I do not thmk there has been 

any organised and persistent propaganda but off and on there are spates of anti-Indian 

criticism ...'^^. The comments though recent, of a prominent Indian official, Romesh 

Bhandari, illustrate fiirther this gratuitous portrayal of India's image abroad: 

... We continue to be viewed as a disorganised, strife torn, and caste ridden backward 
country. ... Much of this false impression is due to the way in which the 
intemational media is projecting us. Only negative events are highlighted and 
positive achievements ignored.'̂  

Furthermore, the Australian media and policy makers had Uttle interest m understandmg 

India's policy of nonalignment, a principal component of India's foreign poUcy. This 

was also tme with regard to Kashmir, where India was often seen by AustraUa and the 

West as the intransigent party. While Australia's attitude to nonalignment and Kashnur 

'̂ Greenwood, Gordon and Harper, Norman (eds.) Australia in World Affairs 1956-1960, F.W. 
Cheshire, Melboume, 1963. p 11. 

*̂ Lok Sabha Debates, 4 June 1951, Vol. VIII, Col. 4898^899. Also see. National Archives of India, 
(NAI) Anti-hidian propaganda - Austialian press. File No. 12/11-XPP; File No. 23/1/10-XPP (1951); 
File No. 7/2/25-XPP (1950). 

^̂  Bhandari, Romesh, 'India's Sun in die Ascendant,' New India Digest, Vol. I, No. 25, May-June 
19%, p 10. 
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are examined in chapters Five and Six respectively of this thesis, a writer to The Round 

Table saw India's predicament in these terms: 

Looked at from India, world opinion does seem greatly prejudiced and unduly 
unsympathetic; often disproportionately hostile. In all the attacks one sees in the 
foreign press, it is rarely mentioned that India has a case, that whilst there are 
questions that India cannot answer there are others which world opinion does not 
even attempt to answer.''° 

The AustraUan High Commission in New Delhi was not always accurate or balanced m 

its reporting of Indian issues to the Department of Extemal Affairs (DEA) Canberra. 

For instance, in one report on India's attitude to the West, it points to an exaggerated 

sense of emotionaUsm shown by India on Westem issues. It cites the example of the, 

'[c]urrent denunciation here of American bombing in Korea ... This is passionately 

denounced, while the original North Korean aggression is ahnost always treated 

apologeticaUy ...''**. And, yet, the factual position is that Nehm himself did earlier 

condemn North Korea accusing it of being the aggressor which was correctly reported 

by AustraUa's Acting High Commissioner in an earUer despatch to DEA.'*^ Nehm 

himself lamented the falsehoods that were written about India in the West because of 

India's 'anti imperialist record' and, using the United Kingdom as an example, he said 

that they 'deliberately and offensively misrepresent us.'"*̂  

In a review of John Hohenberg's book Between Two Worlds, which examines the 

'relationship between foreign correspondence and foreign poUcy, particularly as it 

^ 'India: Retieat from the West,' TRT, No. 177, December, 1954, p 70. Also see, NAI, 'American 
Press Comments on hidia 1948-49', File No. 45(347) AMS; 'World Press', File No. 111/52/55610/41-
70. 

"' AA, Report from the AustraUan High Commission in New Delhi to DEA, 28 August 1950, Series 
A1838/283, Item 382/4/1. 

"•̂ AA, Report from Acting High Commissioner Francis Stuart to DEA 27 July 1950, Series 
A1838/278, Item 3123/7/13. 

^^ Jawaharlal Nehru's Speeches, Sept. 1946-May 1949, Vol. I, Ministry of Information and 
Broadcasting, Government of India, 1949, p 220. Also see, NAI, Anti Indian False report, UK' File 
No. Pni/52/55658/4I. 
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exists in Asia,''*^ Michael Donelan observes that '[t]he treatment of India, no doubt the 

most complex case, seems rather mechanical and flat.'"*^ 'We are shown', he adds 'how 

the vast American news network was rapidly dismantled after the last war, and how 

thereafter the American media were on the whole interested in Asia only in terms of 
• • • • • ^46 

war, cnsis or picturesque tnvia. 

If aU this suggests there was a need for moderation by Australia and the West in their 

portrayal of India, it is best iUustrated by former AustraUan High Commissioner to 

India, W.R. Crocker, with his comments made in relation to Chinese Communism and 

AustraUa's handUng of it, but could weU apply to the AustraUan media's treatment of 

India in past years: 

... our firmest commitment of all should be to patience and talk, ... and at the same 
time to de-dramatize and to lower the voice. The sensationalism of the mass media is 
a bigger peril and a worse betiayer than Communist enemies, imagined or real.'" 

Crocker's apposite advice to the media, however, is not reflected in the exaggerated 

tone used in his own Despatch to Mmister Casey m December 1954 in which, as High 

Commissioner to India, he refers to Nehm's unpetuosity over nationalist and racial 

issues, and likens the Nehm Government's attitude to Goa and Pondicherry to those of 

Hitler.** In the same Despatch, Crocker also conveys, accurately, India's lack of 

interest in Australia when he says, 'it would be idle to claim that we occupy much 

space either in Mr Nehm's interest or that of the average politically minded-Indian."*' 

^ Donelan, Michael Book Review, (John Hohenberg, Between Two Worlds: Policy. Press and Public 
Opinion in Asian- American Relations, Praeger New York, 1%7) Intemational Affairs, A Quarterly 
Review Vol. 44, No. 1, January 1968, p 168. 

"' Ibid. 

^ Ibid., p 169. 

"' Crocker, W.R. Australian Ambassador: International Relations at First Hand, Melboume 
University Press, Victoria, AustraUa, 1971, p 205. 

"* AA Despatch from W.R. Crocker, to RG. Casey, Minister for Extemal Affairs, Canberra, 23 
December 1954, Series A4534/1, Item 44/6/2. Goa was taken from Portiiguese contiol by the Indian 
army in December 1961. 

'' Ibid. 
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Then, again, imbued by nearly two centuries of British mle, India's upper echelons of 

administration carried with them memories of British coloniaUsm into the post-

independent years. The Hindu Indian, (as distmct from the MusUm Indian) ever 

resentful of the British Raj, was understandably never gomg to be comfortable deaUng 

with Australian diplomats whose approach to Indians was not urUike those of the 

British civU servants of the colonial period. Crocker hUnseff recounts the story of how 

a prominent political leader, when news of his appointment to India as Ifigh 

Commissioner became known, is alleged to have said '[h]e's no Australian.'*" Crocker 

who spent eight years with the British colorual service and the British army and six 

years with the League of Nations, comments that '[t]he eyes are mdubitably AustraUan 

but through accidents of life they probably saw a Uttle differently from average 

Australian eyes.''* Casey, who was Uked by Indians when he was Miiuster for Extemal 

Affairs, teUs the story of India's initial reaction to the news of his appointment by the 

British Government as Govemor of Bengal in 1942: '[hjave we to become a colony of 

Australia? ...a country that prohibits Indians from even entering their country.'" 

During an interview with foreign policy scholar Max Teichman, he expressed the 

opinion that AustraUa, in the 1950s and 1960s, followed a colonial British view of 

India.'' 

Then there are those who would pomt to India's nonchalant attitude to Australia as 

also being unhelpfiil to a good bUateral relationship. Sandy Gordon compares the 

Australia-India relationship with Australia's relations with Chma. To those who beUeve 

AustraUa's treatment of India is anomalous, measured in terms of AustraUan resources 

committed to India as opposed to China, he has this to say: 'such a view ignores the 

^̂  Crocker, W.R. Australian Ambassador: International Relations at First Hand, Melboume 
University Press, Victoria, 1971, p v. (Foreword) 

" Ibid. 

^̂  Casey, R.G. An Australian in India, HoIUs & Carter, London, 1947, p 13. 

^̂  Interview vrith Max Teichman, 9 October 1999, at Clifton Hill, Melboume. 
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fact China has regarded Australia as far more important than India has, and has put 

greater resources into the relationship.'''* 

While there were many reasons that contributed to the lacklustre bilateral relationship, 

as the thesis reveals, the uninterest m, and lack of curiosity about each other m the 

Menzies era were also the resuk of the greater focus on the wide cultural gap that 

separated the predominantly young white nation of AustraUa (of mainly British origins) 

from India, an ancient civUisation steeped in tradition and history. Understanding this 

complex nation is a huge task for any country, but given that there is some tmth in 

AustraUa's 'noted lack of imagination'" m understanding cultures foreign to its own, 

this was another reason for the poor relationship. Indian scholar Ravmder Kumar's 

insightfiil analysis of Indian civUisation in aU its historically rooted political, social and 

religious evolution - including the impact of British coloruaUsm and the opposing 

Indian national movement on the country - makes a valuable contribution to 

understandmg the vastly complex India. '̂  Nehm himself had this to say on the 

West's inability to understand the Asian ethos: 

They [the West] are ... very able people and ... write books and magazines and 
newspapers fidl of articles about India, ... And yet sometimes I feel that they have 
concentiated on the essentials and not wholly looked into what lay inside the mind 
and heart of Asia. *̂  

If there is an inference to be drawn from this seemingly labyrinthine web of mismatch, it 

is that no exclusive blame could be apportioned to either for the past mutual 

indifference except that personalities and policies on both sides were an influence. 

Here Gurry's admoiutory warning is appropriate: 

^̂  Gordon, Sandy The Search for Substance: Australia-India Relations into the Nineties and Beyond, 
ANU Canberra, 1993, pp 2-3. 

'̂ Gordon, Sandy and Henningham, Stephen (eds.) 'India: Austialia's Neglected Neighbour,' India 
Looks East An Emerging Power and its Asia Pacific Neighbours, ANU, Canberra, 1995, p 233. 

^^ See Ravinder Kumar, The Making of a Nation: Essays in Indian History and Politics, Manohar 
Publications, NewDeUii, 1989, pp 174-192. 

" Lok Sabha Debates, Vol. V, Part II, 1950, Col. 232. 
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A problem, it seems to me, for scholars and observers of the Australia India 
relationship is that they seek to allocate blame readily:... But understanding the 
complex set of factors which have led these two ... states to give each other scant 
attention will not be reached by pointing accusing fingers.^* 

'White Australia' Policy and Racial Discrimination 

Another issue that sharpened the differences between India and AustraUa was the 

exclusion of non-Europeans ('White AustraUa') Immigration Policy which came into 

legislative effect immediately after federation operating in a spirit of bipartisanship. It 

remained a statute, if not always practised policy, untU it was finaUy abrogated by the 

Whitlam Government.'^ In the intervening period, there was bipartisan support for its 

enforcement as this 1949 statement by Menzies makes clear: 

It becomes necessary for me to state, ... the attitude of my coUeagues and myself 
towards AustraUa's national immigration policy and its administration. Ever since 
the legislative expression of that poUcy 48 years ago it has been administered and 
upheld without major amendments by Labor Governments for something like sixteen 
years and by non-Labor Governments for something like thirty two years. It will be 
seen that all political parties have stood in relation to this policy on completely 
common ground.̂  

Yet, the discruninatory immigration policy does not, by itself, explain the mutual 

indifference between the two countries. There were other factors as the thesis wiU 

show. This policy, offensive to Indian sensibilities, was vigorously defended by 

Australia to the detriment of projecting a better image of Australia in India. It 

triggered early doubts about AustraUa's interest in a genuine and independent regional 

role as an equal in its non-white neighbourhood. To Indians, the humUiation lay as 

much in its undisguised connotation as in its application and AustraUa's image became 

associated with the colour-based immigration poUcy, as attested to by an Australian 

^̂  Gurry, Meg Book Review, (India's Economy at tiie Midnight Hour, AGPS, 1994), South Asia: 
Journal of South Asian Studies, New Series, Vol. XVII, No. 2, December 1994, pp 140-142. 

^̂  For a comprehensive Usting of all remaining restrictions applying to non-European migrants and 
preferential treatment of Europeans, removed by the Whitiam Govemment, see, Gough Whitiam, The 
Whitlam Government: 1972-1975, Viking, Victoria, 1985, pp 501-502. 

^ AA, Statement by R.G. Menzies, Series A1838/278, Item 169/10/7 part 1. 



68 

joumaUst workmg m India in 1960: '[t]he first thing that an Indian thinks about 

Australia, and probably the last, is the white AustraUa poUcy.'̂ * 

Australia's High Commissioner to India, in the mid 1940s, Iven Mackay argued for a 

loosening of the poUcy he described as '... also racial and not merely economic and 

social...' to aUay Indian sensitivities as well as for its economic benefits to AustraUa. 

There were others including Members of ParUament and writers who, in later years, 

retuming from India spoke of their personal experiences of Indian resentment towards 

Australia's discriminatory policy. These are examined in Chapter Five below where the 

thesis will reveal, India's moral outrage had more to do with self respect and the afifi-ont 

to human dignity, than any deprivation of munigration opportunities imposed by 

AustraUa's exclusion of non-Europeans under the Immigration Restriction Act and 

related legislative measures. Nehm was relentless in his pursuit of the issue of South 

Africa's racialism and, despite the denials by AustraUa, its 'White Australia' Policy was 

also seen in India as racially based. In a speech to the Lok Sabha, (India's lower House 

of Parliament), on 6 December 1950, Nehm said: '[i]f I may say so, it is the issue of 

racialism that is of paramount Unportance. ... we shall not submit to racialism in any 

part of the world.''̂ ^ 

The impact of the 'White AustraUa' PoUcy on Indian sensitivities was even raised by 

AustraUa's Miruster for Extemal Affairs Casey when he briefed Prime Minister Menzies 

before one of the latter's visits to India: '[m]ore than any other Asians ... educated 

Indians see evidence of racial superiority in our traditional immigration policy and are 

resentfiilofit.'̂ "* 

'̂ Mclnnes, N. 'To Indians Distant, Insignificant,' The Bulletin, 28 December, 1960, p 25. 

^̂  Hudson, W.J. & Way, Wendy (eds.). Documents on Australian Foreign Policy 1937-1949, Vol. X, 
July-December 1946, DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 1995, p 534. 

*̂  Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches, Vol. II, August 1949 - February 1953, Ministry of Information & 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1954, p 248. 
64 

National Library of Australia (NLA), M S 4936, series 8, box 329 in Meg Gurry 'No Will or No 
Way, AustraUa's Relations with India 1947-1993,' Ph.D. thesis, Latiobe University, Victoria, 1993, 
pp 165-166 
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Casey refers to a meeting with Krishna Menon during which Menon suggested 

Australia follow Canada's example of havmg a quota system for Asians. To Casey's 

response that few Indians had taken advantage of the Canadian offer, Menon said that 

'the important thing was that the Canadian quota system ... had greatly improved the 

general Indian attitude towards Canada which was much better than the Indian attitude 

towards Australia.' Casey's voice, however, was not the most mfluential in shaping 

the Menzies' Government's poUcy as the thesis reveals. 

At a meeting in Canberra in 1962 with the Foreign Affairs Committee, a three member 

Indian team representmg the Lok Sabha, Air India and the Indian Tourist Development 

CouncU raised the immigration issue. One member, Mr Alva (Lok Sabha) asked 

'whether Australia was Ukely to foUow Canada's example and admit for permanent 

residence "approved" Asians? He implied that future intemational situation would be 

influenced by current events and policies and that Australia's standing in the world five 

years from now could be effected [sic] by the attitude adopted now on the imnugration 

question.'^ 

For Menzies, however, the 'White AustraUa' Policy was central to his foreign policy, as 

did Nehm's policy of nonaUgnment underpin his fear of neo-coloniaUsm and 

involvement in Cold War conflict. In Menzies' case, it includes his stand opposing the 

expulsion of South Afiica from the Commonwealth Association, as well as his refiisal 

to condemn the SharpeviUe massacre, actions reflective of his self-interest based reaUsm 

as he interpreted events - however short-sightedly. These are examined in later 

Chapters below. Both 'White Australia' and 'nonalignment', though opposites on a 

moral spectmm, had the common effect of seeking to protect national interests. Of 

course, the Indian perception of AustraUa as a colour conscious country, no longer 

^̂  MUlar, T.B. (ed.) The Australian Foreign Minister: The Diaries ofR.G. Casey, ColUns, London, 
1972,p 155. 

^ AA, Record of meeting of tiiie Foreign Afifafrs Committee witii an Indian team on 11 May 1962 in 
Canberra, Series A1838/275, Item 1531/99, Part I. 
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holds tme having progressively faded with the gradual easing of restrictions from the 

mid 1960s and Whitlam's decisive repudiation of the 'White AustraUa' PoUcy in the 

early 1970s. 

Nonalignment: A Many-Strings-to-the-Bow Policy 

Another issue of equal importance in its impact on the relationship was India's decision 

to steer clear of Cold War rivalry by not beuig aligned to either the West or the Soviet 

led bloc. NonaUgmnent was the central underpiiming of India's foreign policy, an 

ideological constmct. There were other aspects to its character which sought to fiilfiU 

some of independent India's core needs such as econonuc, geopolitical, national 

cohesion and world peace. Essentially, newly independent India's foreign policy had a 

strong moral dimension to it. Dr Suresh Chandra (MP) in an address to the Lok Sabha 

proclaUned the principles that underpinned it: 

that India supports the right of self-determination for all oppressed people of the 
world. ... The second principle is anti coloniaUsm. The third is India's non-
alignment with political blocs and the fourth is estabUshment of peace in the world 

fin 

... The Fifth is the fight against racial discrimination. 

The achievement of these required that India had the freedom to make foreign policy 

independent of the great powers. Nehm therefore lost no time in aimouncing India's 

policies to the world giving a sharp edge to its nonaUgned stance, an amalgam of 

pragmatism and caution in deaUng with the outside world: 

In the sphere of foreign affairs India will follow an independent poUcy, keeping 
away from the power politics or groups aligned one against the other. She wiU 
uphold the principle of freedom for dependent peoples and wiU oppose racial 
discrimination wherever it may occur.̂  

'̂ ParUamentaiy Debate, Vol. n. Part II, 6-25 March 1954, Col. 2827. 

^ Josh, Harcharan Singh (ed.) India's Foreign Policy: Nehru to Rao, Indian Council of Worid 
Affairs, Surjeet PubUcations, Delhi, 1994, p 36. 
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To comprehend India's nonaligned policy in aU its dimensions helps unravel some of 

the conjecture surrounding India-Australia relations. It reveals more about the reasons 

for, and nature of, the indifference that marked the bUateral relationship. Given that 

Australia's 'White Australia' Policy had an impact on Indian attitudes to AustraUa even 

before it gained its freedom in 1947, Australia's failure in the Menzies era to appreciate 

the complex motives behind India's decision to adopt nonaUgnment as a central element 

of its foreign policy after independence compounded the earUer disquiet. AustraUa's 

preoccupation with the alleged Communist threat and its commitment to the West's 

strategic aims meant trying to understand India's nonaUgned phUosophy was difficult 

and of Uttle interest anyway. For a country where security and trade commanded 

greater primacy in the nurturing of bilateral relationships, India's doctrine was seen as 

naive and even pomtless. Bandyopadhyaya tries to explain this difficulty the West had 

in understanding the concept: '[t]he Westem perception of the Cold War as a mortal 

stmggle of the West m defence of "freedom" clouded the Westem understanding of the 

nature of nonalignment. '̂ ^ 

Ironically, though, Australia actively sought to strengthen its relations with nonaUgned 

Indonesia. Obviously, India's democracy, which posed no threat to AustraUa, 

accounted for little when measured against the criterion of security. 

Misinformed Images and Mutual Indifference 

In the complex world of bUateraUsm, images too are cmcial to relationships. Dipesh 

Chakrabarty observes that: 

Until the Salman Rushdies arrived on the scene and made the intellectual ferment of 
modem India more visible to the outsider, India remained in the dominant grids of 
Westem perceptions, a place of 'heat and dust' where the Europeans had once 
founded a resplendent Raj. To 'heat and dust' was often added another famiUar Ust: 
of crowds, dirt and diseases.™ 

^̂  Bandyopadhyaya, J. North Over South, South Asian PubUshers, New DeUii, 1982, p 204. 

™ Chakrabarty, D. 'Open Space, Public Place: Garbage Modernity and India', South Asia: Journal of 
South Asian Studies, New Series, Vol. XTV, June 1991, p 15. 
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A perception also has existed of India as a country of restrictive trade barriers, poor 

telecommunications, transportation and infrastmcture, and, of course, red tape. 

Exaggerated images of instability created by sporadic religious and sectarian violence 

and India's Unks with the former Soviet Union, conveying an impression of tight 

sociaUst controls contributed to the negative stereotypmg of India. These negative 

stereotypes largely represented Australia's Umited, uninstmcted view of India. The US 

Ambassador to India in the early 1950s, Chester Bowles, was critical of this shallow 

view: 

Some Westem visitors to India, for instance, still see only the Rudyard Kipling, 
Katherine Mayo land of tiger hunting maharajas, sacred cows and cobras, against an 
endless backdrop of tiadition bound, poverty stricken humanity. But for the visitor 
who looks below the surfece there is a new and immensely exciting India.'' 

Geoff Heriot of Radio AustraUa takes the view that the Westem media's assessment of 

Indian affairs has been formed through an EngUsh language and democratic system based 

perspective. The benchmarks were Westem and assumed to be superior: 

The perceived authority symbols of India on which Australian and other westem 
joumaUsts have always relied were judged according to the fairly smug assumptions 
of our own society. Democracy was the natural order, reinforced by English as an 
instrument of culture....The event orientation of the news centred very much on 
chaUenges to that supposed natural order,- bound together by the Nehrus - whether it 
was poUtical chaos, Indira Gandhi's emergency, poverty or communal strife which 
provided the drama. Perhaps there's been a racist element to news judgment about 
many non-westem, non-developed countries.'̂  

Casey, in his book. An Australian in India, speaks of the confining stereotyped 

generaUsations about India made by the outside world, an image rooted more in 

preconceived notions than factually based.̂ ^ Yet, Casey, as Australia's Minister for 

Extemal Affairs (1951-60), received a report from his own High Commissioner to 

India, W.R. Crocker, whose admiration for Nehm in the despatch is mixed with 

'' Bowles, Chester 'New India', Foreign Affairs, Vol. 31, October-September 1952-1953, p 79. 

^ Heriot, Geoff Seminar discussion, Australia And India: The Next Ten Years, South Asian Studies 
Group, Melboume, 1991, p 61. 

Casey, R.G. An Australian in India, HoUis and Carter, London, 1947, pp 115. 
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comments that may be explamed as close to reflecting the Oxbridge-educated civil 

service patemaUsm that existed in British India: 

... Mr Nehm now has a better and more balanced knowledge of the intemational 
situation than he had 2 or 3 years ago;... But his judgment is stiU too apt to be upset 
by impetuosity, especially by nationalist and racial prejudices, as iUustrated by such 
affairs as US aid to Pakistan, ... his govemment acts not unlike Hitier over 
Pondicherry or Goa...'''. 

Crocker however, was far less conservative in his attitude to India than Menzies was. 

In a memorandum to the Secretary, DEA, J Oldham, (Special Adviser on 

Commonwealth Relations), refers to the need for improvmg AustraUa's propaganda 

services in India but cautions that '[a]ny sign of official superiority or officialdom on 

the part of our various missions there, of course would undo the ends to which we are 

strivmg.'^' It could be argued perhaps, ironically, it also has something to do with a 

residual colonial image India reflected; there may be an explanation buried in past 

racism. 

Questions about some obstacles on the Indian side too have to be faced. Not aU the 

criticism of India is misinformed. Doing business with India has always been a problem 

and the situation does not appear to have changed. Protracted delays have been 

experienced by prospective investors, finstrated by the Indian bureaucracy, (perhaps no 

worse than that of Indonesia or China), as this comment suggests: '[sjimple tasks have 

been made so awesome, so gigantic, so convoluted, that once mvestors get mto the 

procedural whirlpool, it is virtually impossible to get out.'^^ CoUn Ward, a Dnector of 

Atlas Air, a Sydney-based company, comments on the five years it took him to 

estabUsh a joint venture agreement after the Indians were convinced of the AustraUan 

'" AA, Despatch 23 December 1954, from W.R. Crocker to R.G. Casey, Series A4534/1, Item 44/6/2. 

" AA Memorandum 12 December, 1955, from J. Oldham, to DEA Series A1838/283, Item 
169/11/52, Part 3. 

'̂  Jedey, Neeija Pawha 'PoUtical see-saws, red tape, plain hostility: foreign investors run scared,' 
Outlook. India, October 13, 1997, p 54. 
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company's capabUity of meeting India's specifications for an an-conditioning 

technology business project: 

I had many trials and tribulations ... But as the obstacles came our way, as they did 
from tiie bureaucracy at that time, it made me all the more determined to vrin tiiat 
prize. ...It's going to take a lot more than the six years' experience I've had to 
understand India,...''. 

On the other hand, there are those attributes, which Neeija Jetiey highlights, that 

makes India more attractive than China, viz., a good legal system, democracy and an ' 

EngUsh speaking technically quaUfied workforce...'^^ The automotive giant General 

Motors Corporation and Microsoft, among others, have in recent times, looked to 

India for business opportunities. For example, John Smith, the President of General 

Motors said in New Delhi in November 1997 that the country's 'democracy with its 

beUef in the mle of law, ... along with the huge market, make for a very powerful 

combination.'̂ ^ An Indian writer, S.P. Gupta, attributes some of the early failures to 

selection of poor poUcy courses: 'poUcy dnection left them inward-looking and 

dominated by an inefficient public sector, in a highly regulated and controUed market.'̂ " 

This is a view shared by Indian economist, Jagdish Bhagwati, who, according to David 

DodweU, 'admires India's democratic vitality but deplores its econonuc ineptitude.'** 

It should be remembered that the mutual mood of indifference between the two 

countries in the two decades after India's independence in 1947 was not entirely of 

" Ward, Colin Seminar discussion, Australia And India: The Next Ten Years, South Asian Studies 
Group, Melboume, 1991, p 31. 

'̂  Jetiey, Neeija Pawha 'Political see-saws, red tape, plain hostility; foreign investors run scared,' 
Outlook, India, October 13,1997, p 54. 

'̂  'GM wiU diversify role m India, Invest US$ 1 bilUon in 3 years'. The Times of India, New Delhi, 11 
November 1997, p 15. Also see. The Times of India, 12 November 1997 for John Smith mterview 
with T. Dasgupta and B. Mukherji, p 13. 

"̂̂  Gupta, S.P. 'India's Increasing Eastem Orientation in Trade and Investinent: Context and 
Challenges', India Looks East: An Emerging Power and its Asia Pacific Neighbours, Sandy Gordon 
and Stephen Henningham, (eds.), ANU, Canberra, 1995, p 79. Also see. East Asia Analytical Unit, 
'Impediments to Growth and competitiveness of Indian Industiy to Date', India's Economy at the 
Midnight Hour: Australia's India Strategy, DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 1994, p 49. 

'̂ DodweU, David Book Review, (Bhagwati Jagdish, A Stream of Windows, 1998). Far Eastern 
Economic Review, 24 June 1999, p 48. 
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AustraUa's making. It was also characterised by India's interest bemg channeled into 

two separate directions. Its poUtical-economic relationship was predonunantly with the 

former Soviet Union, whose centralised approach to management of the economy India 

adopted with emphasis on the public sector (but within a democratic framework), much 

to the chagrin of the West, including the Menzies-led pro-Westem conservative 

Australian Governments of the time with their anti-Communist fervour. Its cultural and 

trade links were more with Britain, the US, the Middle East and Eastem Europe than 

with Australia. Trade, of course, is fiindamental to mter-country relations, but here, 

too, not much happened between India and AustraUa. India's exports to Australia of 

jute goods, tobacco, tea and textiles, were matched by exports of wheat, flour, milk 

products and taUow from AustraUa; in value, however, the trade factor was of Uttle 

significance. In a letter to Casey, Crocker offers an explanation: 

The paucity of economic relations is in keeping with the small part played by 
AustraUa in Indian consciousness. Until not long ago Australia was thought of by 
the average Indian, if it was thought of at aU, as the country from where the horses 
used in the Army before mechanization, the rancid butter served in up-country 
hotels, and the jockeys for the Calcutta and South India race meetings, came from.^^ 

More evidence of Australia's lack of significance to India is seen in the absence of 

Australia in the last three sections of an Indian Govemment publication on foreign 

poUcy between 1946 and 1961; it deals with India's relations with 36 individual 

countries of Asia, Afiica, Europe and America. Australia faUs to merit inclusion.*^ 

^̂  AA Despatch No. 23, 6 December 1954, from W.R. Crocker to RG. Casey, Series A1838/283, Item 
169/10/1, Part 2. For principal imports from India to AustiaUa, see, AA, CP 554/1/1, Buss 2/174/8/1, 
Appendix B, and CP 554/1/1 Buss 2/174/01. Trade was also affected by difficulties obtaining import 
licences for shipment of goods to India and concerns over Austialia's wheat infestation. For these and 
other trade enquiries including interest in uranium imports, see AA, Report on India-Trade Enquiries, 
Series A1838/1, Item 169/10/2/1. 

*̂  India's Foreign Policy, Selected Speeches, September 1946-April 1961, Ministry of Information & 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1961. For fiirther evidence of India's uninterest in 
Austialia see. Foreign Policy of India: Texts of Documents 1947-64, Lok Sabha Secretariat, New 
Delhi, 1966, Usting Treaties, Agreements, Resolutions, Proposals and Joint Communiques with 44 
countries. AustraUa is not mentioned once. 
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Yet, for AustraUa and the Westem nund, understanding this hugely complex, country 

was a towering challenge. There is no sameness, in India, no standardisation to 

facilitate understanding, and enlighten the outsider. Shashi Tharoor attests to this: 

Everything exists in countiess variants. There is no single standard no fixed 
stereotype, no "one way." This pluraUsm is acknowledged in the way India arranges 
its own affairs: all groups, faiths, tastes and ideologies survive for their place in the 
sun. ... One result is that India strikes many as maddening, chaotic, inefficient, and 
seemingly unpurposefiil. ... Another, though, is that India is not just a coimtry but an 
adventure, one in which all avenues are open and everything is possible.*'' 

Midway into its second five year plan, this was how Nehm saw the contradictions: 

India today presents a very mixed picture of hope and anguish, of remarkable 
advances, and at the same time of inertia, of a new spirit and also the dead hand of 
the past and of privUege, of an overaU and growing unity and many dismptive 
tendencies.*̂  

Better than most, Nehm understood the Indian puzzle with aU its uncertainties, and 

once observed, '[t]o endeavour to understand and describe the India of today would be 

the task of a brave man, to say anything about tomorrow's India would verge on 

rashness.'*^ Yet, as Tharoor argues, nothing about India remains permanently valid. It 

is at once static and dynamic. There is no sUigle defining characteristic. This 

pattemless, yet alluring, quaUty about India's character is best captured in Nehm's own 

words cited by Tharoor: 'About her there is an elusive quaUty of a legend of long ago; 

... she is a myth and an idea, a dream and a vision, and yet very real and present and 

pervasive.'^^ 

*" Tharoor, Shashi India: From Midnight to Millennium, Arcade PubUshing, New York, 1997, pp 8-9. 

** 'India Today and Tomorrow,' extracts from the Moulana Azad Memorial Lecture, delivered by J. 
Nehru, The Times, Ceylon, 14 September 1959, p 6. 

*̂  Nehm, Jawaharlal Vision of India, Indian Council for Cultinal Relations, New Delhi, 1981, p 191. 

*̂  Tharoor, op cit., p 7. Also see, Sadhiv Kakar, The Indian Psyche, Vikmg, New Delhi, 1996. 
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A Question of Resources and Commitment 

There is another explanation for Australia's mdifference to the India bUateral 

relationship. While all the inflexible stampmg, the distorted images were clearly 

unhelpful the mutual indifference also had somethmg to do with questions of priorities 

and resources to undertake a more penetrative understandmg of each other. Economics 

indeed does come into it. In Bmce Grant's view it is not unreasonable to assume that 

Australia's Treasury and Extemal Affairs departments found India too large, too 

complex and too demanding of resources to handle; it was relatively easier he 

observed, to concentrate on relations with smaUer nations, a few with great powers 

(UK and US) and regional neighbours (Indonesia and Japan), addmg that a few 

attempts by AustraUan diplomats in New DeUu to change Canberra's attitude to India, 

resulted in inflated political rhetoric but little else beyond that, m the 1950s and 

1960s.*^ Then, again, a country's interests and efficient use of resources must come 

into the calculation. Evans and Grant for instance point to the unavoidable requirement 

of allocatmg scarce resources to achieve what is possible - in AustraUa's mterests -

when pursuing relations with another state.^^ In India's case, while the economic 

argument would have been equally, if not more compelling, it did not see the building of 

relations with Australia as a high priority at the time; with its intemational mediatory 

role^ (disproportionately impressive considering its newly independent nation status) 

occupying the country's poUcy makers, Nehm and Menon, AustraUa, as an Anglo-US 

dependent nation of European nugrants, hardly figured in India's general foreign poUcy 

sweep. 

** An interview vrith Bmce Grant, 9 May 1999, at Domain Stieet, South Yarra, Melboume. 

Evans and Grant, op cit. p 32. 

For India's mediatory role in intemational crises and Nehm's impact on the world, see G. 
Ramachandram, Nehru and World Peace, Radiant Publishers, New Delhi, 1990, pp 59-97. 
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1947-1949; Maiden Bilateralism, Fleeting Convergence 

Despite these impediments to bUateral engagement, there was every promise of an 

effective relationship bemg developed in the 1947-1949 period. Sovereign India's 

foundational relationship with AustraUa commenced, of necessity, in 1947, the year in 

which it became independent from Britain. For the purpose of this study and one of its 

postulates that the relationship was influenced by personalities, poUcies, philosophies 

and pubUc opinion at both ends, the Nehru/Chifley-Evatt period, represents a 'peak' as 

opposed to a 'trough'. That said, the question of foreign poUcy convergence between 

the two countries is a good startmg pomt for explaimng the affinity that existed 

between the Nehm-Chiefly Governments between 1947-1949. It is usefiil, however, by 

way of background to consider briefly the way foreign policy formulation evolved in 

Australia up to the pomt at which, for the first time, it had to deal Avith an mdependent 

India. 

Australian goverrunents, both Labor and Liberal Coalition had Uttle interest m 

formulating foreign policy on their own much before World War Two. T.B. MiUar 

explains the reasons: 

A combination of apathy, remoteness and a lingering sense of dependence on Britain 
gave Austialia few national attitudes in foreign affeirs, little policy and almost no 
independent voice (other than trade) until World War II. A separate Department of 
Extemal Affairs dealing with foreign policy was not created untU 1935, and 
Austialia's first diplomatic f)ost was set up in Washington in 1940. '̂ 

CamUleri describes Australia's early extemal responses as 'a whole series of attitudes 

towards the outside world,' and refers to 'a number of recurring themes' that have 

characterised Australia's intemational responses. As for any changes that have taken 

place in Australia's attitude to the outside world, he argues that they are more the 

" Millar, T.B. Australia's Foreign Policy, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1968, p xiii (Intioduction). 
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consequence of' unavoidable adaptations to a changing world rather than a conscious 

and deliberate revision of accepted values and assumptions.'̂ ^ 

This view of the existence of'recurring themes' in AustraUa's foreign poUcy is shared 

by a number of political scientists who have studied the period. For mstance, Andrews 

draws attention to the similarity in AustraUa's support of Britain's 'poUcy of 

appeasement' in the 1930s with its strong espousal of the US -Vietnam poUcy of the 

1960s.̂ ^ Pointing to AustraUa's unflUichmg commitment in each case, he concludes: 

'[tjhere does indeed seem to be a pattern in our foreign policy since the first world 

war. 

The period leading up to World War II provides valuable insights into Australia's 

inchoate and dependent mentality in the area of foreign poUcy development. For 

example, Menzies, on October 5, 1938, as Attomey Gieneral, responded to Opposition 

Leader Curtin's charge that the goverrunent had no foreign poUcy of its own, and 

specifically to Curtin's question as to whether a Dominion should formulate foreign 

policy and armounce it, whether or not it was in line with Great Britain's poUcy, with 

this warning: 'to adopt such a Ime of conduct would be suicidal, not only for us, but 

also for the British Empire as a whole, ...'". Limited mainstream political interest and 

the lack of a strong national identity had aUowed Australia's poUticians carte blanche 

mnning on intemational relations. In practice, this meant acquiescence with British 

dictates on foreign poUcy, except for intermittent periods when an independent stance 

was taken. Prime Minister Curtin's refiisal, during World War II, to yield to ChurchiU's 

demands that Australian troops be moved from the Middle East to Burma in defence of 

^ CamiUeri, J.A. An Introduction to Austi-alian Foreign Policy, Fourth Edition, The Jacaranda Press, 
Qld., 1979, p 10. 

'̂  Andrews E.M. 'Patterns in Austialian Foreign Policy,' Australian Outlook, Vol. 26, No. 1, April 
1972, p 31. 

'^Ibid. 

^̂  CPD, (H of R), Vol. 157, p 429, m Alan Watt, The Evolution of Austi-alian Foreign Policy 1938-
1965, Cambridge University Press, London, 1967, p 20. 
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Rangoon, rather than retuming to Australia's defence as Curtin wanted, was an 

example of this.^ 

This dependence on Britain up to World War II as a main source of foreign poUcy 

information is fiirther underscored by the fact that notwithstanding the outbreak of the 

Second World War and its significant implications for Britam and its aUies, AustraUa 

had no diplomatic representation in France, Italy, (jfermany, the United States, the 

Soviet Umon or Japan. Eurocentric Australia's unimaginative and self Unposed 

isolation meant Uttle interest in maintaining a dynamic foreign affairs flinction. Keith 

Suter concludes that there have been several themes in AustraUan foreign poUcy for the 

past two centuries: 

The first has been a fear of enemies. One of the earliest moves made by the colonials 
... at Sydney Cove in 1788 was to build an earthen redoubt and put a caimon in it. ... 
The second theme has been the beUef that Australia cannot be defended unaided. ... 
This ... led to the belief that Australia needs a protector. ... The final theme has been, 
ironically, a lack of interest in foreign policy.'^ 

Foreign poUcy used effectively in its own economic and strategic interests could have 

secured for AustraUa a valuable role in the Asia-Pacific region. 

What was Nehm's attitude towards the great powers and India's extemal affans policy 

at the time? He said unequivocaUy : 'I am not prepared to surrender my country's 

judgment to any other power or any group of powers.'^ In contrast to Australia's 

security-driven, Westem alUance-dependent foreign poUcy, shaped by its European 

history rather than its geography, India even as a British colony displayed a 

determination to adopt an independent stance. In 1927, Nehm was a participant at the 

^ Andrews, E.M. A History of Austi-alian Foreign Policy, Longman Cheshire, Melboume, 1979, 
Documents 103. 

'̂ Watt, Alan The Evolution of Austi-alian Foreign Policy 1938-1965, Cambridge University Press, 
London, 1%7, p 20. 

^ Suter, Keith Is There Life After ANZUS, Pluto Press, Sydney, 1987, p 30. 

^ ANA, DEA Listening Post, New Delhi, Series A1838/278, Item 3123/7/13. 
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Bmssels Conference on anti-imperialism, *°" and, in the same year, the Indian National 

Congress opposed the use of India by Britam as a base from which to mterfere with the 

freedom stmggles of other people. *°* In an inaugural address to the Asian Relations 

Conference on 23 March, 1947, under the auspices of the Indian CouncU of Worid 

Affairs, Nehm expressed his feelings on the need for independence in foreign policy: 

For too long have we of Asia been petitioners in Westem courts and chanceUeries. 
That story must now belong to the past. We propose to stand on our own legs and to 
co-operate with all others who are prepared to co-operate with us. We do not intend 
to be the playthings of others. "^ 

Indian diplomat and historian K.M. Panikkar observes that: '[u]p to 1946 it was an 

axiom of intemational diplomacy that the affairs of Asia were dependent upon a 

conference of Westem powers.'*"^ Not surprisingly then, havuig just emerged from 

nearly two centuries of colonial mle, India, through Nehm, confronted what it saw as 

its wider obUgation to champion freedom movements in Asia and Afiica. He told the 

UN Greneral Assembly m 1948, just one year after independence that 'countries like 

India who have passed out of... colonial stage do not conceive it possible that other 

countries should remain under the yoke of colorual mle.' *"'* This attitude of Nehm's to 

coloniaUsm was the antithesis of Menzies'(and some of his colleagues') view of it as 

the thesis wUl show. 

Stirrings of Independence 

Retuming to AustraUa's progress in the field of govemment responsibility of extemal 

affairs, a conscious process of foreign poUcy development for Australia, by Australians, 

"* Josh, Harcharan Singh (ed.) India's Foreign Policy: Nehm to Rao, Indian Council of Worid 
Affairs, Surjeet PubUcations, Delhi, 1994, p 11. 

"" Ibid. 

'"̂  Appadorai, A. Select Documents on India's Foreign Policy and Relations 1947-1972, Vol. 1, 
Oxford University Press, New Delhi, 1982, p 6. 

'°^ Panikkar, K.M. France Observateur, 21 April 1955, in PhilUpe Braillard and Mohammad Reza 
Djalili, The Third World and Intemational Relations, Lynne Rienner Publishers, Colorado, 1986, p 51. 

"^ Ramachandram, G. Nehm and World Peace, Radiant Publishers, 1990, New DeUii, p 102. 
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commenced during and after the War. But central to AustraUa's extemal relations 

policy was the continued protection of AustraUa's European society from Asia's 

'teeming hordes', reinforced by the 'White AustraUa' Immigration Act. CamUleri 

explains the motivation underlying this self absorption: 

...her [Australia's! seff imposed estî ngement from tiie interests, aspfrations,... of her 
Asian neighbours, and the increasmgly favourable performance of her economy 
combined to produce in Australian political eUtes a smgular determination to 
maintain the statiis quo in her extemal relations. Economic seff-mterest, culmral 
conformism, racial prejudice and mtellecttial laziness ... provided the basis for a 
philosophy aimed at preserving and extendmg the existing pattem of relations 
almost at any cost.'°^ 

With Britain preoccupied during Worid War II with its own defence, the faU of 

Smgapore in 1942 not orUy made AustraUa more aware of its vuUierability but it was 

also, as Millar puts it, 'paying the penalty for twenty years (smce Versailles) of neglect 

of mtemational relations, twenty years of substantial acquiescence in British foreign 

policy decisions.'*"^ In the theatre of war, Australia like India, made its contribution as 

a part of the Empire's forces in both World Wars, yet, its opportunity for influencing 

Britain's policies in relation to AustraUa, its neighbourhood and beyond, was minunal. 

In this 'foUow -Britain' approach since federation, the first signs of the need for 

Australia to exercise some responsibUity for determining a foreign poUcy free of British 

dictates emerged with the Chifley Govemment of the 1940s. Christopher Waters in his 

discussion of Australia's decoloiusation process of the 1940s and the conflict between 

'Anglo Australia' and 'Nationalist Australia' observes that: 

It is cmcial to understand that the hold of Anglo-Ausfralia over the institutions of 
the Austialian state was partially broken during the 1940's. ...The Curtin/Chifley 
Labor governments viewed the world through different eyes from the pre-war Anglo-
Australian elite. ... They [the nationaUsts] had a different conception of AustraUa's 
intemational status, of the possibilities of internationalism and of Austialia's 
relations with Asia. Evatt and Ben Chifley, the Australian Prime Minister, in 

'°̂  CamUleri, J.A. An Inti-oduction to Austi-alian Foreign Policy, Fourth Edition, Jacaranda Press, Qld. 
1979, p 14. 

'°* Millar T.B. 'The Austialia-Britain Relationship: Where Has ft Come To?', TRT, No. 266, April 
1977,p 195. 
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partiadar, were prepared to take poUcy decisions tiiat their predecessors would not 
even have considered.'°' 

Given the ferment and accompanying demands for freedom sweepmg through the 

region, changes that led Casey to teU ParUament that '[ijnstead of living in a tranquU 

comer of the globe we are now on the verge of the most unsettled region of the 

worid. .'*"^ the response of the Chifley govemment to the turbulent extemal 

environment is noteworthy for its courage and sensitivity relative to the fear and self-

imposed isolation that existed previously. Sir Zelman Cowan, [former Govemor 

Cjeneral of Australia] while on a lecture visit to Sri Lanka in 1987 offered this view of 

AustraUa's foreign policy changes m the aftermath of Worid War II to Quadir IsmaU of 

The Sunday Times: 

The Austialia I grew up in... didn't exercise many independent initiatives in foreign 
af^rs. Culturally it belonged to Europe and more specifically belonged to Britain. 
It was not a time when AustraUa was in any significant sense aware of its 
geographical position in the world. "^ 

His additional comments that there were the post-war beginnings of an independence in 

Australia's foreign policy and a realisation of its location in the Asian region, **" are 

reflective of the greater assertiveness of the Chifley led Goverrunent. Much of the 

credit for this unshackling goes to the Chifley Govemment's Minister for Extemal 

Affairs, Dr H.V. Evatt. While there has been considerable debate about Evatt's 

contribution in his role as Minister, and later as Leader of the Opposition, few would 

disagree that his intemational outlook led to a distinctively Australian foreign policy: 

Foreign policy was given special emphasis by the performances of Dr H. V. Evatt, the 
first AustiaUan foreign minister to emerge from the shadow of Prime Ministerial 

"'̂  Waters, Christopher The Empire Fractures: Anglo-Austi'alian Conflict in the 1940s, Australian 
Scholarly PubUshmg, Melboume, 1995. pp 11-12. 

"* CPD, (Hof R), Vol. 15, 27 October 1954, p 2382. 

"^ Cowan, Zelman The Sunday Times, Sri Lanka, 13 December 1987, p 5. 

''"Ibid 
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contiol and British official surveillance and to present an alternative view of the 
world.'" 

In a more recent assessment, Gareth Evans, is no less complimentary m his 

acknowledgment of Evatt's pioneering contribution to AustraUan foreign poUcy: 

The creation of an AustraUan foreign policy, and the identifiable beginning of a 
distinctive Labor tradition in foreign policy, came only with Evatt. He was not 
Austialia's first Foreign Minister ... but he was certainly the first to deserve that 
tide."' 

David Lowe in his review of a collection often essays entitled A Brave New World: Dr. 

H. V. Evatt and Australian Foreign Policy states: '[t]he Evatt who emerges here is one 

who can stand the test of significant others intmdmg on and contributing to his foreign 

poUcy patch, without surrendering his pioneering status.'**^ 

Illustrative of Evatt's independence was his determination during the framing of the UN 

Charter - to which he made a significant contribution - to minimise dominance of the 

resolution of intemational issues by the permanent members of the Security CouncU. 

He was criticised for this by Menzies and Hasluck who feU he offended Britain and the 

great powers with his assertive stand.**'* It is also worth noting that at this time, John 

Burton, as Secretary of the Department of Extemal Affairs (1947-1950), feU that 

Australia's interests were not threatened by Communism, arguing that it had strong 

popular support, and that it was widely seen as far better suited to under-developed 

countries in Asia than existing regimes, which he called 'feudal and colonial.' On 

'" MiUer, J.D.B. 'The development of Intemational Studies in Australia 1933-83', Austi-alian 
Outlook, Vol. 37, No. 3, December 1983, p 139. 

"^ Evans, Gareth 'The Labor Tradition: A View from the 1990s', Evatt to Evans: The Labor Tradition 
in Austi-alian Foreign Policy, David Lee & Christopher Waters, (eds.) AUen & Unvrin, NSW, 1997, 
pl2. 

"^ Low, David, Book Review, {Brave New World: Dr. H.V. Evatt and Austi-alian Foreign Policy, 
David Day, ed.), Austi-alian Journal of Political Science, Vol. 32, No. I, March 1997, p 130. 

"" Andrews, E.M. A History of Austi-alian Foreign Policy, Longman Cheshire, Melboume, 1979, 
pp 117-120. 

"̂  Edwards, Peter and Pemberton, Gregory Crises and Commitments, Allen & Unwin Sydney, 1992, 
pI52. 
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this and other issues such as the West's mistaken military strategies for Asia, Burton 

was closer to India's own thinkmg. Because of the influence his position had on 

extemal relationships. Burton's view of the worid was another positive for the bilateral 

relationship in the 1947-1949 period. 

As Minister for Extemal Affans, Evatt made clear the underpUmmgs of the Chifley 

Government's foreign poUcy m a debate in the House of Representatives on 9 Febmary 

1949. The three main principles, he claimed, that had guided Labor Governments since 

1941, were: 

1. Steady and unwavering support for the United Nations and especially for 
the purposes and principles declared in the Charter of the United Nations. 

2. The closest co-operation with all members of the British Commonwealth of 
Nations. 

3. Co-operation with the United States of America.'' * 

The relevance of this to discussion of the bUateral relationship is two-fold: first, 

Australia's commitment to the first two of these principles led to a sfrengtherung of 

relations with India, which also used the UN and the Commonwealth to seek redress 

for a number of its grievances. Secondly, as a basis for contrastmg the quality of the 

bUateral relationship of the Chifley-Evatt period with that of Menzies' which foUowed, 

these core elements of foreign poUcy are usefiil indicators even if the differences on the 

surface appear to be marginal. To this end, the comparison with Menzies' response on 

foreign policy in the same debate, shows that, while he acknowledged the UN Charter 

as 'a background and the ultimate ideal of our intemational policy ...'** ,̂ Menzies saw 

AustraUa's immediate priorities differently: 

...first, to build up stiength of the British Empire and the United States; secondly, to 
press on vrith the restoration of France and Westem Europe generally; and thirdly, 
to promote such special pacts and alliances as wiU make clear to the Soviet Union 
that aggression wiU not pay. "^ 

116 . 

117 

Australia: A Debate on Foreign PoUcy', TRT, No. 155, June 1949, p 281. 

Ibid., p 284. 

"«Ibid. 
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In his consistency of respect for Nehm's views, Evatt, during the debate on the Suez 

Canal crisis, told Parliament there was the need for 'mediation and concUiation, by 

skilled people, and not by people who wish to humiUate one party to the fransaction, 

...' and then mentioned that the Prune Mmister of India has ' suggested a Plan.' * *̂  The 

1947-1949 cordiality between Evatt and Nehm is also confirmed in retrospect by E.G. 

Whitlam when he addressed the intemational semUiar to celebrate the hundredth bUth 

anniversary of Jawaharlal Nehm, viz., 'I met him only once in June 1962. I was stmck 

by his first question: " How is Dr. Evatt?" '* "̂. 

Chiefly and Evatt were also committed to the ending of colonialism hi Asia, ' giving 

priority to poUtical and economic support for nationaUst movements ahead of the 

military suppression of genuine or supposed communism.'*^* With Nehm a consistent 

and strong voice against coloniaUsm in Asia and Africa, the Chiefly-Evatt commitment 

strengthened the fiiendly relations that existed between the two countries. Nehm was 

also clearly impressed with the Chiefly Government's mterest in Asia as weU as its 

mdependence in statmg its views. AustraUan joumaUst and writer Donald Home refers 

to the 'UN Committee member' approach to Evatt's mvolvement of Australia in 

intemational problems and observes that: 

This ... was the period when the Labor Party Govemment saw AustraUa as one of the 
consciences of the world the Uterate vote of the smaUer powers and an opponent of 

' " CPD, (H of R), Vol. 12, 25 September 1956, p 830. 

'̂ ° Whitiam, E.G. 'Nehru, Champion of freedom', address at an Intemational Seminar on 'Nehru, the 
Man and his Vision', to celebrate the hundredth birth anniversary of Nehru, organized by UNESCO, 
Sydney, 27 -29 September, 1989. An Annual Report by India's High Commissioner m Austi:aUa, M.S. 
Duleepsinjhi, reflects India's more favourable attitiide to Evatt and Labor. Commentmg on the decUne m 
popularity of the Menzies Liberal Country Party Govemment, the High Commissioner states, 'ft is 
unlikely that he [Menzies] will come through the next general elections.' Duleepsmjhi proceeds to 
comment on doubts ejq)ressed early in the year about Evatt (then Leader of the Opposition) making a 
popular leader, and adds '... but he has during the year consoUdated his position and now there is no 
doubt that he wiU be the next PM if Labor wins tiie next elections.' See NAI, Armual Political Report, 
(1st January 1952 to 31st December 1952), p 1. 

'̂ ' Edwards, Peter & Pemberton, Gregory Crises and Commitinents, AUen & Unwin, Sydney, 
1992, p20. 
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coloniaUsm in South East Asia- where AustraUa assisted in the destmction of Dutch 
rule in Indonesia.'̂ ^ 

An insight into how India's High Conunissioner to AustraUa perceived Labor's attitude 

to Australia's foreign policy development is reflected in his 1952 PoUtical Report to 

New Delhi from Canberra in which he cites Evatt's (Leader of the Opposition) reaction 

to ANZUS: 

I welcome this Pact but regret the price that has been paid for it. ... AustraUa should 
have its own independent foreign policy. It should recognize US leadership but not 
the domination of the policy of Austialia by the US or any other country.'̂ ^ 

Then there was the emotional issue of India's independence. The dissimilarities of the 

reaction between Labor's pleasure and Menzies' disagreement, if not disappomtment, 

on receiving the news could hardly have gone unnoticed in New DeUu. Soumyendra 

Mukheijee of the AustraUa India CouncU, addressing a discussion on India-AustraUa 

relations in Febmary 1995, had this to say of Evatt: 

in the last 45 years those among us who have done some work on AustraUan 
history know that Dr Evatt was veiy close to the ideas of Jawaharlal Nehm. ff Evatt 
had succeeded (in becoming Prime Minister of AustiaUa) the AustraUan poUcy 
would have been quite different. We would have seen another Scandinavia in the 
Southem Hemisphere which could have changed die whole perspective of Austialia 
and its relationship with Asia. ... But it took the Whitiam Govemment to bring those 
things and tum the situation around. Until Whitiam came Evatt's dreams were 
never fiilfiUed.^^" 

Common Interests and Mutual Admiration 

The background of Australia's foreign poUcy development of the 1940s, important as it 

might be, does not, by itself, provide the basis for describing the 1947-1949 period of 

'̂ ^ Foreign Affairs, XLIV, April, 1966, pp 448-449, in Amry & Mary BeUe Vandenbosch, Austi-alia 
Faces Southeast Asia, University of Kentucky Press, Lexington, 1967, p 38. 

'̂ ^ NAI, Annual Political Report (1st January 1952 to 31st December 1952), M.S. Duleepsinjhi, High 
Commissioner for India in Australia, Canberra, pp 7-8. 

'̂ '' Mukherjee, S. A Roundtable Discussion on Austi-alia-India Relations, held at the Nehm Memorial 
Library, New Delhi on 14 February 1995, pubUshed by the Austialian High Commission, New DeUii, 
1995, p 108. 
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the relationship as an example of successfiil bUateraUsm. One test of effective bUateral 

relations is the existence of common ground and shared objectives between two 

countries in the area of foreign poUcy. This leads logically to those questions on which 

there was convergence between India and AustraUa in the Nehm-Chifley (1947-1949) 

period of the relationship. There were, of course, several areas of compatibUity 

between the two governments as well as some of divergence, which stood as obstacles 

to even greater promise for the fiiture of the bUateral relationship. Two areas of 

significance however, for India were the endmg of coloniaUsm and the right to 

independence for subject peoples, and greater economic equity for the poorer nations. 

The passion with which Indian leaders denounced colonialism before and after 

mdependence is exemplified in this indictment of the practice by Krishna Menon: 

It is not possible either to restore the economic imbalances or to establish peace, co
existence and, cooperation in this world or indeed to restore the dignity of human 
beings, so long as there are subject peoples.'̂ ^ 

For Nehm, too, these questions were fiindamental to his whole outlook and were 

themes he persisted with in his fight for the emancipation and digiuty of those 

subjected to colorual mle. A good example of this was the concem he showed in 

relation to Indonesia. At the 18 nation conference, held in January 1949 in New 

Delhi, and initiated by India, it urged the UN to 'take immediate steps towards 

independence of Indonesia. This was the first concrete marufestation of Asian 

soUdarity and also of India's support to national liberation movements.'*^^ In his 

opening address to the Conference (attended also by AustraUan representatives) 

Nehm, said: 

We meet today, because the freedom of a sister country of ours has been imperilled 
and a dying colonialism of the past has raised its head again and challenged all the 
forces that are stmggling to build up a new stmcture of the world. That challenge 

'̂ ^ Reddy, E.S. and Damodaran, A.K. Krishna Menon at the United Nations: India and the World, 
Sanchar PubUshing House, New DeUii, 1994, p 239. 

'̂ * India 1993- A Reference Annual, Ministry of Information & Broadcasting, Govemment Of India, 
New DeUii, 1994. Also see, Amiya Rao & B.G. Rao, Six Thousand Days, Sterling PubUshers, New 
Delhi, 1974, p 245. 
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has a deeper significance ... for it is a challenge to a newly awakened Asia which has 
so long suffered under various forms of coloniaUsm.'̂ ^ 

Lamenting the dominance of the United Nations by Europe and America, and then 

problems as opposed to those of Asia, Nehm had this to say in March 1949 at the 

Council of World Affairs about India's concems on the Indonesian issue: 

...if some kind of colonial domination continues in Indonesia ... it will be a danger to 
the whole of Asia. ... obviously it can only continue with the passive or active 
acquiescence of some of the great powers,... it is not merely a poUtical game of chess 
for us in India;'^ 

The Chifley Goverrunent, like the new India under Nehm, was committed to 

decolonisation, demonstrated by its support for Indonesia's freedom from Dutch mle. 

It was also nominated to the UN 'Good Office Committee' by Indonesia as the country 

which it felt could best help its independence cause. *̂ ^ It went fiirther to support 

India's caU for expulsion of The Netherlands from the United Nations.*^" 

Despite AustraUa's foreign poUcy aims bemg primarily concemed with security 

characterised by ambivalence, if not some reluctance along the way, the Chifley 

Govemment was seen as having an erUightened approach to its regional realities. This 

is reflected also in Nehm's address to the eighteen member Conference on Indonesia's 

mdependence, when he said 'ours is ... a regional conference to which we invited both 

'^' Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches, Vol. 1, September 1946 to May 1949, Ministry of Information & 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1949, p 324. For AustraUa-India involvement in the 
Indonesian independence issue see following documents in David Lee, (ed.) Australia and Indonesia's 
Independence: The Transfer of Sovereignty, Documents 1949, Vol. XV, DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 
1998. Doc: 350, p 361; Doc: 338, p 348; Doc: 309, p 321; Doc 308, p 321; Doc: 241, p 249; Doc: 242, 
p 249; Doc: 243, p 250. 

'^ Ibid., p 257. 

'^' Edwards and Pemberton op cit., p 16. 

'̂ ^ UN Security CouncU Official Records, No. 133, December 23, 1948, p 11, m Amry and Mary BeUe 
Vandenbosch, Austi-alia Faces Southeast Asia, University of Kentiicky Press, Lexington, 1967, p 36. 
Some believe that Chifley's decision to send the question of Indonesia's independence to the Security 
Council was probably affected by similar action proposed by India. See J.A.C. Mackie, 'Indonesia', in 
Gordon Greenwood & Norman Harper, (eds.) Austi-alia in World Affairs 1956-1960, F.W. Cheshire, 
Melboume, 1963, p 278. 
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Australia and new Zealand, whose interest in the tranquillity and contentment of 

Indonesia is as great as that of any of us.'*^* This support for the Indonesian stmggle 

and in particular Evatt's championing of the republican movement at the UN m the late 

1940s is a further illustration of not only AustraUa's contribution to Indonesia's 

uhimate freedom, but also AustraUa's sympathetic engagement with Asia.*^̂  LUce 

Nehm, Chifley held the view that communism was not the cause of aU the worid's Uls. 

He told ParUament '[t]here could be no greater fallacy than that.' He also added that 

'Lord Mountbatten, Lord KiUeam and other emment British diplomats' were of similar 

mind.*̂ ^ In contrast the Liberal Coalition, in Opposition at the time but destined to win 

government later in the same year, saw the issue as coming within the domestic 

jurisdiction of the Netherlands. Menzies was unambiguous in his criticism of AustraUa's 

stand: 

In plain terms, we have been assisting to put the Dutch out of the East Indies, ff we 
continue to do that the same problem will no doubt, in due course eject the British 
from Malaya and the Austialians from Papua and New Guinea."'' 

In the AustraUan Senate the Opposition's NeU O' SulUvan was more blunt in his dissent 

arguing that the Dutch were the 'one white hope standing between us and the hundreds 

of milUons of coloured peoples to our north.'*^' 

'̂ ' Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches, Vol. I, September 1946-May 1949, Ministry of Broadcasting and 
Information, Govemment of India, 1949, p 328. 

'̂ ^ Dennis, Peter 'Australia and Indonesia: The Early Years,' Austi-alia and the end of Empires, David 
Lowe, (ed), Deakin University Press, Victoria, 1996, p 43. For the correspondence between DEA and 
the High Commission in New Delhi on the India-Austialia involvement in Indonesia's independence 
from the Dutch, see David Lee (ed.), Australia and Indonesia's Independence: The ti-ansfer of 
sovereignty. Documents 1949, Vol. XV, DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 1998. 

' " CPD, (H of R), 7 March 1951, p 82. 

'̂ '' Quoted by H.A. Woffson, 'Austialian Foreign Policy and the Indonesian Disputes' paper No. 2, 
Stiidies submitted by die Austi^ian Institiite of Extemal Affeirs, as preparatory papers for the 
Eleventh Conference of tiie Institiite of Pacific Relations at Lucknow, 1950, in Amry & Mary BeUe 
Vandenbosch, Austi-alia Faces Southeast Asia, University of Kentuclty Press, Lexington, 1967, pp 36-
37. The contrasting attitude to coloniaUsm between tiie Chifley Govemment and that of tiie Menzies' 
which followed, is also seen in Liberal MHR, Anderson's statement blaming the Labor Government's 
policy for Indonesia's premature independence from the Dutch and the risks of a Conummist take
over. See, CPD, (H of R), Vol. 19, 1 May 1958, p 1378. 

'̂ ^ CPD (Senate) Vol. 201, March 2 1949, p 826. 
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Then there was the seemingly controversial issue of India's Commonwealth 

membership, in which the Chifley Government's support for India went beyond what it 

saw as a morally just issue to include India's strategic value to AustraUa; both Chifley 

and Evatt not orUy felt India's independence from Britain was highly desirable, they 

also wanted a sovereign India to remain in the Commonwealth despite its decision to 

become a RepubUc. Chifley's feeUngs on the issue conveyed to Canada's Prime 

Minister, L.S. St Laurent, (prior to a conference in London in 1949 to discuss the 

India-Commonwealth relationship question), were a good example of the Chifley 

Government's interest in India during this time, contrasting sharply with Menzies who, 

despite his obsessive fear of the spread of Communism objected to democratic India's 

membership in the Commonwealth as a RepubUc (as the thesis shows in Chapter Three 

below). The Chifley rationale was: 

... I feel the question to be decided is of very great importance and I think that we 
should do aU that is possible to retain India as a fiiendly power. ... I feel that India 
must certainly be the leader of the Asian peoples and provide a bulwark against any 
onward rush of Communism through that area.'̂ ^ 

Then, agam, Nehm and Chifley were able to get on well, both at the official and 

personal levels. In his msightfiil poUtical biography of Chifley L.F. Crisp reveals that 

'[fjrom Nehm in 1949 Chifley seems to have received both stimulus and at the same 

time confirmation of many of his own conclusions about Asian affairs. He wanned to 

the charm and the swift, shrewd wit of the man.'*^' In 1951, Chifley, then Leader of 

the Opposition, told Parliament that: 

India and Pakistan, and particularly India, have become very great and influential 
dominions in the British Commonwealth of Nations. ...Furthermore, it may be said 
vrith confidence, and without casting reflections on anybody else, that Pandit Nehm 
has the most influential voice in Asia to-day.''* 

'̂ * Crisp, L. F. Ben Chifley: A Political Biography, Angus & Robertson, London, 1977, pp 284-285. 

" ' Ibid., p 277. 

'̂ ^ CPD, (H of R), Vol. 212, 7 March 1951, p 82. 
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The admiration of course was mutual. Nehm probably liked the direct manner of the 

amiable Chifley admiring his sensitivity to the aspnations of India and Asia in general. 

Years, later, remembering his earUer meetmgs with Chifley, Nehm described him in 

these words: 'an outstanding personality ... [s]unple and straight forward, ... whatever 

he said in the Prime Ministers' conference made an impression.'*^^ 

The Chifley Governments' feUcitations expressed to India on the threshold of its 

gaining of independence from Britain, cemented the cordiality that existed from the 

beginning. The Nehm-Evatt friendship was no less a reflection of the warmth that 

characterised the bilateral relationship during this brief two year period. In fact their 

camaraderie started a decade before India's independence when the two men met in 

England in the company of Atlee, Bevm, Morrison and Cripps.*'** AustraUa's High 

Commissioner to New Delhi Iven Mackay, records that, besides bemg asked by Evatt 

to 'pay a special call on Pandit Nehm and give his (Evatt's) remembrances to Nehm,' 

Evatt wanted it conveyed 'that the Australian Govemment desired to help the National 

Govemment in every way they could ...' and '[t]hey wished to contmue and extend the 

fiiendUest relations with India.'*'** 

Evatt was also keen that Nehm be given assurances of AustraUa's independence of 

thought and action and conveyed through Mackay 'that it was the policy of the 

AustraUan Govemment, while adhering to the British Commonwealth, to express its 

own views when necessary and that AustraUa had exercised mdependent rights at aU 

recent intemational conferences and transactions.' This can be seen as an unportant 

message as far as the Indian relationship was concemed, because Australia up to that 

stage was seen in India as a European outpost m the Asia-Pacific and, up to World War 

'̂ ^ Crisp, op. cit., pp 286-287. 

'"̂  Hudson, W.J. and Way, Wendy (eds.) Documents on Austi-alian Foreign Policy, 1937-49, Vol. X: 
July-December 1946, DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 1995, p 146. Apart from Atiee, who was Labour Prime 
Minister of Britain, Bevin, Morrison and Cripps were prominent poUtical figures at the time. 

"" Ibid, pp 146-147. 

" ' fljid, p 147. 
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II, as an unquestioning and loyal ally within the Anglo-US strategic alUance. On the 

question of India's fiiture in the Commonweakh, the High Commissioner observed that 

Evatt 'reiterated that AustraUa did not want India to leave the British Commonwealth 

and that she would feel it a great loss if India ever did. A foreign country in the 

geographical position of fiiendly India was not to be contemplated m the Ausfralian 

Viewpoint. 

Nehm's response to the generous declarations of support for the imminent new 

govemment of India was conveyed by Mackay in a despatch to Evatt: 'CaUed on 

Nehm. ... Obviously gratified receive your message expressed gratefiil thanks ... Nehm 

invites you to visit Delhi in the near fiiture.' *'*'* The Nehm response also included a 

comment by him on 'the freedom with which AustraUa expressed her views' and that 

India would be pleased to have Australia participate in fiiture meetmgs on 'the peoples 

of Asia and the Indian Ocean.'*"*' The closeness between the two men is also reflected 

in Evatt's strong commitment to the UN as an mstmment for intemational justice. 

With his activism withm the UN, Evatt argued that the body should protect the 

interests of the weaker nations and saw peace as dependent on equity and justice being 

achieved at a global level. *'*̂  Nehm, Uke Evatt, was committed to the UN and used it 

to advocate such causes as greater economic equity for the Third World countries, and 

worid peace through negotiated settlement of disputes rather than the use of force, with 

the UN being the arbiter of ultimate policy on resolving intemational conflict. 

Naturally, this convergence of interests between two Mmisters for Extemal Affairs 

(Nehm was both Prime Minister and Minister for Extemal Affans) led to close relations 

between the two countries. Nehm too did not hide his admiration for the Chifley 

Govemment and its Minister for Extemal Affairs. He once applauded an Evatt speech 

'"'Ibid 

'"" Ibid., p 178. Also see. Ibid. Note by Mackay of conversation with Evatt dated 26 August 1946, 
pl46. 

'"^ Ibid, pp 178-179. 

'''* Watt, Alan The Evolution of Australian Foreign Policy. 1938-1965, Cambridge University Press, 
London, 1%7, p 72. 
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(made in the House of Representatives, Canberra, on 26 Febmary, 1947), m which 

Evatt caUed for India's cooperation in establishmg a regional body committed to the 

interests of South Eastem Asia and the West Pacific: 

That was a wise speech of Dr. Evatt, and the general policy that the Austialian 
Commonwealth has been follovring in regard to foreign poUcy has been a wise poUcy 
because it is thinking in realistic terms of the present; it is thinking of these areas 
which are tied together. ...because the economic factor, and even the defence factor 
override these poUtical boundaries and other considerations.'''̂  

Evatt like his predecessor Chifley contmued in Opposition (as Leader) to pay tribute to 

Nehm seeing him as important to world peace. During a debate in Parliament on 

extemal affairs, he acknowledged approvingly Minister Casey's tribute to Nehm, whUe 

he himself described Nehm in these words: 'the great Prime Minister of India, Mr 

Nehm, the conciUator, the man who, of all the leaders of the world to-day has done 

most for conciUation in a troubled world.'*'*^ 

This portrayal of Nehm-Chifley/Evatt affinity is important to the thesis because of one 

of its postulates that there were peaks and troughs in the bilateral relationship 

influenced by personalities and policies and also on the political party of the 

govemment in Canberra. 

1949-1964; Menzies and Nehm, Dissonance and Regression 

Tme the normal bUateral communications that take place between two countries like 

India and AustraUa with the change of govemment m 1949 continued but, for most of 

the Menzies led period, the bUateral relationship was hamstmng by the indifference, 

even hostility, that characterised the relationship between Nehm and Menzies. It 

lacked the fiiendly spirit that marked the earUer Nehm Chifley engagement. The often 

embittered confrontations between the two m the United Nations (Suez crisis and Five 

'"̂  Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehm, Second Series, Vol. II, S. Gopal (ed.), J. Nehm Memorial 
Fund New Delhi, 1984, p 582. 

'"* CPD, (H of R), Vol. 18, 15 April 1958, p 875. 
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power resolution), and at Conunonwealth Prime Ministers Conferences, (Apartheid and 

South Africa's membership), did nothing to help raise the bilateral relationship to an 

effective level. Driven by differing world views, each held divergent poUcy positions 

on the intemational conflicts that arose during their Prime Mmisterial terms. Racial 

equality, morality in intemational behaviour and a refiisal to be engaged m the Cold 

War, were cardinal tenets of Nehm's philosophy. In contrast, notions of white 

superiority, an obsession with the Empire and royalty, a fetishtic fear of Communism, 

and dependence on the Anglo-US attachment for protection of a predonunantly 

European AustraUa, underpinned Menzies' persuasion. While Nehm's beUef in 

intemational peace was genuinely held, Menzies condoned the use of force m the 

settlement of conflict and the containment of Communism. In a sense, it was a case of 

intemationaUsm versus national self-mterest. 

This dissonance between the two leaders constituted a substantial barrier to better 

bilateral relations. An early example of the roots of dissension were Menzies' 

comments in the House of Representatives in March 1951 on the Kashmir issue and 

Pakistan's unportance to AustraUa's position in the Middle East,*'*̂  The two men were 

also divided on the question of South Afiica's expulsion from the Commonwealth 

Association in 1961 on account of its poUcy of Apartheid, Menzies, faded to come to 

terms with Nehm's philosophy of nonalignment. The doctrine sprang from, among 

other thmgs, Nehm's love of freedom after nearly a century of being under imperial 

Britain, and a fear of neo-coloiualism, as well as the fomudable presence of two 

communist giants m India's neighbourhood. Menzies, however, saw it as providing 

solace to the Communist camp and, unlike his Extemal Affairs Miiuster Casey, showed 

little mterest in trying to understand a country not aligned with the West. Concepts of 

imperialism, the love of freedom after centuries of coloniaUsm, and intemational peace 

efforts (rather than military-power alUances), meant little to Menzies. Yet, they were 

'Menzies View of Kashmir Issue,' a report on the Menzies Statement on Foreign Affatis in the 
(H of R), on 7 March 1951, The Hindustan Times, India, 10 May 1951, p 5. 
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the issues of primary interest for Nehm. An address by him to the Lok Sabha, perhaps 

best illustrates India's Cold War concems: 

As peace was said to be indivisible in the present day world so also freedom was 
indivisible.... ff freedom was to be estabUshed, in die worid ... imperialism had to be 
completely liquidated.'̂ " 

Casey, External Affairs and the Menzies Factor 

Where was Casey, Minister for Extemal Affairs, during this period of relative 

regression? Unlike Menzies, who had difficulty dealmg with non-Europeans as the 

thesis wiU reveal, Casey's credentials m India were impressive. There was not even a 

hmt of racism in his attitude to Indians, right from the start of his term as Govemor of 

Bengal in British India. Britain's Prime Minister Atlee, in a letter to Casey on the 

termination of his assignment in India, wrote ' [y]ou have both been an inspiration to 

Europeans and Indians in most difficult times.'*'* The Times of India, at the time, 

praised Casey's 'great patience . .'*'^. Crocker, in a detailed account to Casey on Indo-

AustraUan Relations which he describes as 'slight', refers to a few positives, (which 

includes Casey's good Unage) and states 'you yourseff are weU known in India and 

continually get a good and favourable coverage in the press; ...'*'^. Then there was the 

radio broadcast m New Delhi to the Indian people by Casey which marked the 

difference between him and Menzies on their attitude to Nehm, an illustration of the 

effect of personaUties and poUcies on the bUateral relationship. In contrast to Menzies 

who had difficulty accepting Nehm's refiisal to condemn Commurusm, Casey in the 

New Delhi broadcast, praised Nehm as: 

'̂ ° Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches, September 1957-April 1963, Ministry of Information & 
Broadcasting, Government of India, New Delhi, 1%4, p 285. 
151 Hudson, W.J. Casey, Oxford University Press, Melboume, 1986, p 178. 

•" Ibid 
153 AA Despatch No. 23, 6 December 1954, from W.R Crocker to R.G. Casey, 1954, Series 
AI838/283, Item 169/10/1 Part 2, p 2. 
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[a] man who, while making his rejection of the Communist way of life so plain, can 
yet win the confidence and friendship of the leaders of Communism is obviously a 
great man ...'̂ ''. 

Despite Casey's sympathy for India's broad political phUosophy, ultimately his 

influence in foreign poUcy determination was limited by the presence of the 

domineering Menzies. That the two men had Uttle m common and no affection for 

each other is exemplified by this Crocker observation: ' it was clear that he [Casey] and 

Menzies hate one another and that Menzies would sack him if he could, (n.d.)'*" 

Casey's disagreement with Menzies over the use of force to settle the Suez crisis was, 

in his view, the reason for his (Casey's) defeat in the baUot for the Deputy Leadership 

of the Liberal Party. About this he wrote to Crocker that Menzies' 'speech in the party 

room ... appeared to me to be almost entirely directed agamst me, although without 

mentioning my name.'*'^ Casey himself confronted Menzies on one occasion to tell 

him that 'it was essential that the Prime Minister and Miruster for Extemal Affairs 

should be on terms of easy confidence with each other and that it was very difificuU to 

do my work in the absence of this sort of relationship.'*" 

In an assessment of Casey's performance, The Sydney Morning Herald, in Febmary 

1956, applauded his contribution to unproving AustraUa's understandmg of Asia, but 

added that the lack of interest m Asia at the 'higher reaches of Cabinet' had hindered 
I CO 

Casey's work, although the paper also concluded that he was not a strong man. A 

stifled AustraUan Minister for Extemal Affairs (a key portfolio in any bUateral 

'̂ '' AA, Text of Broadcast by R.G. Casey on All India Radio, on 13 October 1955, Series A4534/1, 
Item 44/6/2. 

'̂ ^ Gurry, Meg 'Whose History? The Stiiiggle over Autiiorship of Austialia's Asia Policies', 
Australian Journal of Intemational Affairs, Vol. 52, No. 1, April 1998. p 81. 

'̂ ^ Hudson, W.J. Casey, Oxford University Press, Melboume, 1986, p 276. For Menzies' statement on 
the imposition of sanctions against Egypt and support for Anglo-French intervention and Casey's 
opposition to it, see NeviUe Meaney, Australia and the World, Longman Cheshire, Melbourne, 1985, 
pp 619-622 (Docs. 331, 332 & 333). 

' " Ibid, p 265. 

'̂ * The Sydney Morning Herald, 6 February, 1956, in W.J. Hudson, Casey, Oxford University Press, 
Melboume, 1986, pp 286-287. 
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relationship) did Uttle for the cause of the India-AustraUa bUateral relationship in the 

Menzies era. 

In Chapters Three and Four below, a closer examination is carried out of the Nehm-

Menzies dissonance, their roles in the Cold War, including an attempt to understand the 

impact of their personalities on the bUateral relationship. 

1972-1975: Foreign Policy Reform and a New Beginning 

The arrival of the Whitlam Govemment m 1972, saw the start of a fresh approach to 

AusfraUan foreign policy. It was imbued with greater sensitivity to India's own 

political ethos, and created the cUmate requned for change ui the relationship, from 

indifference to mutual interest and accommodation. WhUe AustraUa remained within 

the broad Anglo-US aUiance, a number of Whitlam initiatives, mcludUig wider 

consultations on regional issues, are iUustrative of a degree of mdependence in foreign 

policy, untrammelled by conventions, somethmg that did not go urmoticed in India. 

Viviani makes the point that: 'Whitlam made the adjustment for AustraUa to the 

changing Cold War poUtics, and laid the foundation for the shift from the aUiance and 

towards the region.'*'̂  

Claire Clark captures the impact of the Whitlam Government's 'bold and rapid 

initiatives in foreign policy'*^" in what was a dynamic mtemational environment - a 

period of dramatic change - by suggesting that AustraUa's eariier foreign poUcy '[i]n 

this ferment ... had seemed sterile, unable to move out of its estabUshed ideological 

mould.'*^* The fiiendly Unks and warmth that characterised the India-Australia 

'̂ ^ Viviani, Nancy 'The Whitiam Government's PoUcy Towards Asia', Evatt to Evans: The Labor 
Tradition in Australian Foreign Policy, David Lee & Christopher Waters, (eds.), Allen & Unwin, 
NSW, 1997, p 109. 

'^ Clark, Claire, (ed.), Australian Foreign Policy: Towards A Reassessment, Cassell, North 
Melboume, 1973, p ix. 

'^' Ibid. Among the major events at this time were, admission of the Peoples RepubUc of China to the 
UN; President Nixon's visit to China; The breaking away of East Pakistan and birth of Bangladesh; 
the NAM proposal sponsored by Sri-Lanka, for tieating the Indian Ocean as a neutial zone. 
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relationship (at the leadership level) during the Chifley-Evatt-Nehm period, but 

progressively allowed to dissipate in the subsequent Menzies era, had retumed. The 

first step, une entente cordiale between the two nations, had been restored with 

Whitlam's visit to India in 1973 to be warmly received by Mrs Gandhi, deUghted by his 

early interest in India. For instance, in an interview on the AustraUan Broadcastmg 

Commission on 26 May, 1973, she was asked why the new Prime Minister of Australia, 

was visiting India before AustraUa's 'traditional areas of mterest in Asia - Singapore 

and Malaysia.' Expressing her pleasure at the immment Whitlam visit to India, Mrs. 

Gandhi responded with '[w]eU, Mr. Whitlam has broken many traditions, hasn't he? 

And I saw in one of his statements that he wants to give greater importance to 

relationship with India, which we certainly welcome very much.'*^̂  After her meeting 

with Whitlam, Mrs Gandhi said the talks 'have enabled us to have a clearer 

understandmg of the direction which AustraUa is taking under your dynamic 

leadership.'*^^ Whitlam, who in his speech spoke of Nehm's pioneering role in 

promoting peace, said 'I profoundly beUeve Australia has everything to gain by the 

closest possible cooperation with India.'* '̂' The Statesman, a promment DeUu 

newspaper, wrote: 'Mr Whitlam assured today that he intended to "amend thoroughly" 

the anomaly that, though India and Australia had much in common, they had not forged 

"very close" relations between themselves tiU now.'* '̂ 

Furthermore, Whitlam's decisive repudiation of the 'White Australia' PoUcy removed a 

lingering Indian concem about AustraUa, existmg from the early Nehmvian years if not 

before; as weU, the more sophisticated Australian diplomats of the Whitlam period, 

such as Bmce Grant (High Commissioner to India), were better able to deal with Indian 

'̂ ^ Prime Minister Indira Gandhi's Interview to AustiaUan Broadcasting Commission, New Delhi, 26 
May 1973, in Satish Kumar, (ed.) Documents on India's Foreign Policy 1972, MacmiUan, New Delhi, 
1976,p 216. 

'̂ ^ Ministiy of Extemal Affairs (MEA), Foreign Affairs Record, Vol. 19, July 16-22, 1973, 
Government of India, New Delhi, p 215. 
164 Ibid., p 217. 

'̂ ^ The Statesman, Delhi, 5 June 1973, p 1. 
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sensitivities, as weU as a post-Nehm Indian polity, stiU wedded to nonaUgnment, but 

tempered with pragmatism. 

Other Whiflam initiatives that had the effect of loosenuig Australia's constitutional and 

traditional ties with Britain, so zealously guarded by Menzies, impressed an India 

reminded of her own ultunate release from the shackles of colonisation and the British 

Monarchy. There is also the impact of the remarkable convergence of the Whiflam 

views (1953-1975) with those of Nehm's, extant even after his death in 1964. 

Conspicuous for little reference to this in any of the earUer writings, U is examined in 

Chapter Seven of this thesis along with the substance of the Whiflam Government's 

influence on the India-Australia relationship. For the purpose of setting the stage in 

this Chapter, suffice to say the election of the Whiflam Government in 1972 was 

welcomed in New Delhi by Mrs Gandhi's Govemment with more than ordinary 

enthusiasm, raising expectations of an improvement in relations with AustraUa. 

The Personality Factor 

Another supposition of the study concerns the existence of a correlation between 

personalities, poUcies and relationships. Australia's foreign policies, old and new, and 

their effect on the country's image among its regional neighbours, India in this case, 

underpin one of the postulates of this thesis; that there were distmguishable differences 

in the three periods identified by the Chifley, Menzies and Whitlam government's 

attitudes towards India, influenced by individual personalities. While this impact of 

personalities and poUcies on the bilateral relationship is examined in Chapters Three 

and Four below (through an analysis of the Nehm-Menzies Dissonance and 

Differences), it is necessary to define the concept here as a preUminary to the broader 

discussion. As a central hypothesis, it is used throughout the thesis to validate its 

importance. 

Both Nehm and Menzies were regarded as arrogant, self confident and having strong 

wiU-power. It was perhaps inevitable that two such strong minded individuals would 
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clash because of competing egos and rival ambitions and, not least, opposmg poUtical 

philosophies. The historical fact that Nehm was an idealist and socialist and Menzies a 

conservative and pragmatist cannot be overiooked in the general mterpretive scheme of 

things. On the question of poUcy, it was unUkely that Nehm the intemationaUst and 

architect of nonalignment would have much in common with Menzies the British 

imperialist, Cold War cmsader and defender of the 'White AustraUa' PoUcy. 

In the case of Whitiam, his arrogance was legendary but was tempered, in philosophical 

and policy terms, by his democratic sociaUst credentials (not unlike Nehm's) and his 

final aboUtion of the 'White AustraUa' PoUcy. In a broad discussion of Whitlam's 

character, Freudenberg refers to two aspects: 'the*pursuit of personal exceUence and 

his contempt for race pride or prejudice.'*^ Moreover, he personally demonstrated a 

genuine interest m India and its history and culture. James Walter who argues that 

'politics is politicians; there is no way to understand it without understanding them . .', 

refers to the, 'propensity towards contradictory and paradoxical interpretations of 

Whitlam, ...'*^̂  and asks: 

How free was our man to interpret his role in his own way, and to what extent did 
he? How much did such idiosyncratic interpretation affect political outcomes and 
how much were they shaped by the contingent factors of time and circumstance or 
the forces of history and society? ' ^ 

Casey, who was appreciated in India and was far more urbane and sophisticated than 

the provincial Menzies, lacked the strength of personality and political skiUs to secure a 

more enlightened policy towards India. Krishna Menon, a major mfluence m Indian 

foreign poUcy between 1947 and 1962, was a complex personaUty. An internationalist 

like Nehm, Menon mobiUsed public opiruon in England and allied countries to secure 

'^ Freudenberg, Graham A Certain Grandeur, Sun Books, South Melboume, 1978, p 67. 

'̂ ^ Walter, James The Leader: A Political Biography of Gough Whitlam, University of Queensland. 
Press, Qld. 1980, p xviu. (Preface). 

'^Ibid. 
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India's independence.*^^ Brecher observes that '[h]e possessed and articulated a 

comprehensive image of the operational envirorunent' and, on his attitude to the 

Americans, Brecher adds '[t]he tone and sweep of Menon's derisive comments on 

"American imperialism" suggest an intense emotional antipathy,...'*'". With his strong 

ideological motivation, Menon held negative images about many issues, notably, 

coloniaUsm, Apartheid and American hegemony. He was unwavering in his 

steadfastness on these questions throughout his political Ufe even though some changes 

to the external environment may have occurred in that time. Yet, in Ramachandram's 

opinion, 'no Indian, other than Menon, could match Nehm's intellect and the grasp of 

world events.'*^* 

Evatt was a powerfiil political figure who shared Nehm's sociaUsm and his 

intemationaUst world view, but not his anti-racism fervour. Author and diplomat Alan 

Renouf describes him as 'an intemationaUst as weU as a great Australian nationaUst.'*'^ 

In any case, Evatt's period on the intemationjil stage with Nehm was too short to have 

had a major rnipact on the India-Australia relationship. 

The 'atmospherics' of the relationship were conditioned by four variables and 

combinations within that range. The political personaUty is a combination of the 

individual, his or her character traits, historical experiences and a chosen philosophy or 

ideology which leads to party affiUation. Most are prisoners of their history; few 

escape from the cage of the past. Donald Home in The Lucky Country, refers to 

Menzies as a 'frozen Edwardian', *'̂  for his awkwardness in dealing with aspects of 

'^' Sen, S.P. (ed.). Dictionary of National Biography, Vol. Ill, Institiite of Historical Stiidies, India, 
1974, pp 98-101. Krishna Menon was a member of the Lok Sabha in 1959 and 1%2; was High 
Ckimmissioner to the UK from 1947-1952; and Minister for Defence 1957-1962; he was also a local 
govemment counciUor of St Pancras, London pre 1947. 

"° Brecher, Michael India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 301. 

'̂ ' Ramachandram, G. Nehm and World Peace, Radiant PubUshers, New Delhi, 1990, p 60. 

'^^' Porti^t of H.V. Evatt', Southem Cross Programme, Discovery Channel, Foxtel Television, 2.00-
3.00 p.m. 18 June 2000. 

' " Cited by Judith Brett, in Robert Menzies': Forgotten People, Macmillan, Sydney, 1992, p 2. 
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intemational change; Nehm, it was said, could never divest himself of the poUtical 

habits and responses he acquned in the anti-colonial stmggle against the British. 

In terms of policy orientations, it must be remembered that the political leaders of both 

India and AustraUa, however dominant within party or cabinet, had to operate in their 

respective democratic systems and respect the mood of the electorate - as Menzies had 

leamed to his great cost in 1941. The general tenor and thmst of Nehm's foreign 

policy were certainly consonant with the aspirations of the people of an independent 

India. Fiercely anti-colonial and proudly nationalistic, they supported the ideaUstic 

poUcy orientation of their revered leader; in particular, the NonaUgnment PoUcy was 

regarded as an expression of India's moral and poUtical leadership in world affaU-s. In 

the case of Menzies, his pro-Westem stance, his anti-Communism and his advocacy of 

the 'White Australia' PoUcy were all good domestic politics in that they represented the 

deeply-held convictions of the vast majority of AustraUans of the time. Anti-

Communism paid huge political dividends for Menzies and his successors in helping to 

rout a demoraUsed and divided Labor Party and keepmg the Coalition in office for a 

record period. 

While public opinion as reflected in the popular media was not measurable with any 

degree of precision that sophisticated methods of poUing offer today, they were 

however, used as a guide to kiformed opinion. Given the settled poUtical mood of 

both the Indian and Australian peoples, it was unlikely that Nehm or Menzies would 

risk the enormous poUtical advantages gained by respecting public opmion, by major 

policy shifts to accommodate their antagorust's different world view. It was in reality 

these different world views, sincerely held and diametrically opposed as they were, 

which prevented any real political convergence between the India of Nehm and the 

Australia of Menzies. 

An aspect of politics m democratic countries which needs to be considered in this 

context is the role of the press, first as an instmment in the shaping of public opinion 

and, second, as a player in the political game with its own agenda, the first often used 
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to secure the second. In Australia, both popular newspapers and magazmes were pro-

Western, anti-Communist and regarded Third Worid neutraUsts as dupes and feUow 

traveUers, reflecting the political beUefs and prejudices of owners and editors. Menzies 

had been forced to recognise the power of the press barons of AustraUa (especiaUy 

Fairfax) in 1941 and was determined not to be wounded again. After 1949, the 

relationship was a symbiotic one. Hocking argues: 

Menzies dominance of AustiaUan domestic politics was, with tiie telling exception of 
the Fairfax press, bolstered by media support. In many respects he was the first 
Australian prime minister to understand the media - and radio in particular, to his 
electoral success."'' 

Nehm, from the beginmng, commanded the enormous respect of the domestic media 

not least because of the depth of his personal involvement and capacity to galvanise a 

nation during the freedom campaign. Frank Moraes, one time editor of the prestigious 

Times of India, was an admirer of Nehm. But Nehm was not unaware of the 

importance of an independent media to the young democracy. He cautioned it against 

exaggerated claims about India's importance in world affairs. He was sensitive to the 

electorate and criticism from the Left of politics; but it would not be inaccurate to say 

that, on most foreign policy issues, he carried the media and public opinion with him, 

the exception being in 1962 when an iU-prepared India was subjected to an attack in its 

northem border territory by China. 

Conclusion 

the historical shift in the mtemational focus to Asia, bringing regional turbulence to 

what was once a situation of order, (taken for granted under coloniaUsm), the India-

Australia relationship was at its warmest, flourishmg briefly under the post-War Chifley 

Govemment in which both the Prime Minister and the Minister for Extemal Affairs 

were staunch friends of India and great admirers of Nehm. Labor's voice and choice of 

Hocking , Jermy (Book Review of A.W. Martin, Robert Menzies: A Life, Vol. 2, Melboume 
University Press, 1999) The Australian's Review of Books. Vol. 4, Issue 10, November 1999, p 21. 



105 

words, in Govemment and in Opposition, were also different to the didactic 

outpourings of the Menzies era that followed. Evatt, saw India 'as the linchpm of Asia' 

with Asia's future Unked to the fiiture of the Indian subcontment, a bulwark agamst 

the communist bogey.*'' But Menzies saw India's nonalignment as favouring the 

Communists despite Nehm's often stated endorsement of democracy. Both Chifley and 

Evatt obviously enjoyed a warm relationship with Nehm, evident from then meetmgs 

and exchange of messages.*'̂  

Despite Labor's genuinely held views about the value to AustraUa of good relations 

with India, the Chifley Labor Goverrunent shared the conservative Opposition's fear of 

the extemal threat. Both Chifley and Evatt viewed the security question as of supreme 

importance to Australia's mterest. Evatt, as Mmister for Extemal Affairs, was to say ' 

the primary problem of the post-war world wiU be that of freedom from fear ... in short 

the problem of security ...'*''. Furthermore, as CamiUeri argues, the Labor Party's 

support for decoloiusation was also motivated by a fear of the akemative social uru-est, 

a potentially fertUe ground for Communism taking root.*'* 

Last, there was the issue of racial discrimination which Nehm would not compromise 

on, particularly his resentment of Apartheid. Labor's commitment to a 'White 

Australia', a policy that enjoyed bipartisan support, did not go unnoticed in India. 

While Nehm himself may not have made specific mention of Australia's discriminatory 

Immigration PoUcy, the Indian political elite was aware and resentfiil of its presence, as 

the thesis reveals in Chapter Five below. AustraUan pubUc opiruon was strongly in 

favour of the 'White Australia' PoUcy and the Chifley Goverrunent sunply could not 

' " Dalziel, A. Evatt the Enigma, Lansdowne Press, Melboume, 1967, p 67. 

"* See, Alan Watt, The Evolution of Austi-alian Foreign Policy 1938-1965, Cambridge University 
Press, London, 1967, pp 220-221; W.J. Hudson & Wendy Way, (eds.), Austi-alia and the Postwar 
World: Documents 1947. DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 1995, pp 811- 813. 
177 

Evatt, H.V. Foreign Policy of Australia : Speeches, Angus & Robertson: Sydney, 1945, p 121. 

CamiUeri, J.A 
Qld, 1979, p 15. 
"* CamiUeri, J.A. An Introduction to Australian Foreign Policy, Fourth Edition, Jacaranda Press, 
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have acted to remove this barrier to a more developed bUateral relationship without 

suffering political and electoral damage. Christopher Waters m his book The Empire 

Fractures, suggests that the predommantly (over ninety percent) Anglo Irish ancestry 

of the Australian population in 1947 'was another element that ... constramed the 

freedom of the Chifley govemment to act with total independence.' 179 

The media in AustraUa at the time, would have condemned any govemment which 

sought to modify or reform Australia's racist immigration policy. Moreover, the media 

largely conservative, if not reactionary, in opinion were extremely critical of India's 

poUcy of nonalignment which was widely interpreted as aiding and abetting the march 

of Communism. Despite this one blot, Mackay, m a despatch to Evatt, while drawing 

attention to India's sensitivity on the racially based Immigration PoUcy, expressed 

optimism about the bilateral relationship: 

Apart from her 'White Austraha' policy, Austialia's stock in India stands high 
today. A tone of friendliness and goodwiU runs through practicaUy all references to 
Australia in the press.'^° 

If this says anythmg at aU, it is that, despite the undoubted mutual respect and warmth 

that characterised the briefly formed positive connection between India and Australia 

during the Nehru/Chifley-Evatt period, Australia's commitment to security, and 

consequently, the US for its protection, taken together with its non-European exclusion 

immigration policy, were factors that stood in the way of the relationship achieving its 

fiiU promise. Officers of India's Ministry of Extemal Affairs interviewed m New 

Delhi in 1997, did not disagree with this conclusion.*** The meagre two year period of 

the relationship, before its abmpt termination with the Chiefly Grovemment losmg office 

'̂ ^ Waters, Christopher The Empire Fractures: Anglo-Australian Conflict in the 1940s, Austialian 
Scholarly PubUshing, Melboume, 1995. p 10. 

^^^ Hudson, W.J. and Way, Wendy (eds.) Documents on Australian Foreign Policy 1937-49, Vol. X, 
July-December 1946, DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 1995, p 535. 

'*' Interviews with V.K. Jain, Director, Library and Information, and A. Kumar, Policy Plaiming, 
Ministry of Extemal Affiairs, on 27 January 1999, at MEA Office, New Delhi. 
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in December 1949, was also unhelpfiil to the cause of a more fiuitfiil, enduring bUateral 

relationship. 

Menzies' assumption of the Prime Mmistership fundamentaUy altered the nature of the 

relationship. WhUe outwardly the relationship seemed cosy enough at the diplomatic 

level, closer exanunation reveals an illusion of simplicity m the relationship and masked 

a deeper conundmm. The contrasting perceptions each had of the other teU the story. 

T.B. Millar captures the essentials: 

To India, Australia has probably appeared reactionary, unduly influenced by Westem 
poUcies, imbued with a sense of racial superiority, wealthy, brash, a littie Britannia, 
firmly clasping the-coat taUs of Uncle Sam. To Austialia, India has seemed 
hypocritical, demanding, sanctimonious and obstmctive, much readier to accept the 
good feith and to promote the interests of a communist than of a Westem state.'*^ 

Furthermore, a number of intemational poUcy issues of the Cold War period on which 

the two countries took diametricaUy opposing positions, reflectmg basic differences m 

the way each viewed the world, offer Uluminating historical msights into the prevaiUng 

mood of indifference between India and Australia in the 1950s and 1960s. Equally 

abundant are the records of the spirited, occasionally irascible, exchanges that took 

place between Prime Mmisters Nehm and Menzies, whose leadership of their 

respective nations ran parallel for fifteen consecutive years from 1949. The foreign 

poUcy direction provided by the two men, through consistent appUcation of their 

respective doctrinal poUtics (and personalities) to intemational situations, is therefore 

pivotal to the analysis of the relationship between the two countries in the 1949-1964 

period, where the difference was real-poUtik versus morality. It also represents the 

major part of the span of the thesis. 

IronicaUy, there were personaUties such as Casey and Crocker m the Menzies period 

who were capable of a better relationship with India but who lacked the strength or 

authority of Menzies. Crocker, for instance, said of India-AustraUa relations: 

182 Millar, T.B. Austi-alia's Foreign Policy, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1968, p 103. 
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...one fact vriU always remain beyond dispute and that is the neamess of the two 
countries to one another.... While as for outiook, inspite of all differences it is nearer 
to us than is any other Asian country.'̂ ^ 

Another indicator of the mutual indifference that characterised the relationship is that 

the economic and cultural interests of both countries found fulfiUment through being 

channeled elsewhere, not with each other. Yet trade and cultural interactions are 

important determinants of successfiil bUateraUsm Besides these and other differences 

that marred the relationship in the Menzies era, which represents a low ebb, the thesis 

points to the positive impact of the 1972 Whitlam Govemment. With Whitlam's 

broader ideology capable of transcending India's nonaUgrunent and racial sensitivities, 

it became a precursory tuming point in the post 1970s development of the relationship 

giving it a new fiiture. Hence the hypothesis is advanced that the India-AustraUa 

relationship moved from mutual respect and understanding (1947-1949) to indifference 

(1949-1972) and then accommodation and mutual uiterest in the Whitlam period 

(1972-1975). The comparison of the three periods makes sense in the context of the 

relative differences obtairung in the quality of the relationship in each; particularly at the 

psycho-political level, it enables a personality impact comparison that provides a 

valuable basis for examining the bUateral relationship over the whole period, 1947-

1975. 

'*̂  AA, Despatch No. 23, 6 December 1954, from W.R. Crocker to R.G. Casey, A1838/283, Item 
169/10/1, Part 2. 
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CHAPTER THREE - NEHRU AND MENZIES: 

THE CLASH OF TITANS 

Preamble 

The Nehm and Menzies parallel periods in office (1949-1964), constitute the major 

part (53%) of the twenty eight year span of this thesis (1947-1975). Its analysis 

proportionately more extensive is therefore divided into two chapters. In relation to 

the claim that the relationship was characterised by peaks and troughs, this was the 

period it suffered the greatest strains and was at its lowest ebb in terms of bUateral 

effectiveness. There are principally two closely related reasons for this. The first, and 

probably the more important explanation for the troughs in the relationship, often easily 

overlooked, is the impact of personality on foreign poUcy development, affecting the 

nature of the bilateral relationship. The study comes to this question m Chapter Three 

by examirung the Nehm-Menzies dissonance, seen in their rivalry played out at the 

Commonwealth of Nations over South Africa's policy of Apartheid and India's 

membership as a repubUc. The second reason, examined in Chapter Four, concems the 

differences of ideology and how they shaped each country's domestic and intemational 

interests. The rivalry was evident at the UN over the Suez crisis. The UN was also 

the stage for their heated clash over the Five Power Resolution. The lack of harmony 

is also seen in a number of third party intemational conflicts in which India and 

Australia were Uivolved as mediators or participants. The conclusion to both Chapters 

is written at the end of Chapter Four. 

Foreign policy however is developed within a national and intemational environment 

affected by complex factors operating at any given time. To help reach a 

contextuaUsed understanding of the issues that shaped foreign policy and, 

consequently, the India-AustraUa bilateral relationship in the Nehm-Menzies period, a 

broad historical summary of political events, as background to the intemational 

environment of the period (1949-1964), is considered usefiil. 
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The Indian, Australian and Intemational Environment - a Summary 

The period (1949-1964) opened with three important events of relevance to the India-

AustraUa bUateral relationship. The first of these occurred when Robert Gordon 

Menzies became Prime Minister of AustraUa in 1949 with the Liberal Party and its 

coalition partner, the Country Party, winning the AustraUan Federal Election defeating 

Chifley's Australian Labor Party. * The second, which also took place in the same 

year, concems India, independent since 1947, becoming the first former British colony 

to join the reconstituted Conunonwealth of Nations as a republic.^ The third, of 

intemational significance and one of Australia's Cold War preoccupations, was the 

gaiiung of power by the Commuiusts in mainland China. ^ The year 1949 saw the 

Dutch finally surrender control of Indonesia to the Nationalists under Sukamo who 

became the country's first President after independence. "* The period also witnessed 

conflict between the Netherlands and Indonesia over West New Guinea, and civil war 

in Laos. The Malayan insurgency, called the Emergency, had already begun in 1948. 

The Colombo Plan was estabUshed in 1950.̂  The period was also identified with the 

Korean War which lasted for three years from June 1950. It drew Australia into the 

US- led UN forces supporting the South against North Korea, the latter backed by the 

Soviets and Chinese volunteers. India played a mediatory role throughout the war. In 

October 1950, the Chinese occupied Tibet, and in the foUoAving year, the ANZUS 

treaty (AustraUa, New Zealand and the US), representing the comerstone of AustraUa's 

security strategy, was established, with the signing of the San Francisco Treaty of 

September 1951. The Geneva Accords, a settlement on Indo-China, were reached in 

' See Martin, A.W. Robert Menzies: A Life, Vol. 2, Melboume University Press, Victoria, 1999, 
Chapter 5 

^ See Wolpert, Stanley Nehm: A Tryst with Destiny, Oxford University Press, New York, 1996, 
Chapter 29. 

^ See Ladamy, Laszio The Communist Party of China and Marxism, Hoover Institution Press, 
Stamford 1988, Chapters IX and XI. 

'^ See Hall, D.G.E. A History of South East Asia, Macmillan, London, 1966, pp 804-810. 

^ See Watt, Alan The Evolution of Austi-alian Foreign Policy 1938-1965, Cambridge University 
Press, London, 1967, p 197. 
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July 1954 and brought a cease-fire covering Cambodia and Laos and a partitioned 

Vietnam.^ Another international event of the period (which soured India's relations 

with Australia and the Westem powers) was the formation of SEATO m 1954, whose 

membership included Australia, France, Pakistan, Philippmes, ThaUand, the UK and the 

US.' 

In April 1955, Prime Minister Churchill resigned and Anthony Eden replaced him. In 

December of the same year, Clement Atiee resigned as Leader of the British Labour 

Party and H. GaitskeU replaced him. The decade was marked by the Soviet Union's 

march into East Germany in 1953 and Hungary in 1956. Another major crisis loomed 

with the Anglo-French invasion of Egypt in 1956 as a consequence of President 

Nasser's nationalisation of the Suez Canal Company, with India agam takmg a 

mediatory role in preventing a deeperung of the crisis.^ The reform of the 

Commonwealth, enabling admission of a number of newly independent states, took 

place in this period with several former colonies gaining independence including Malaya 

and Ghana in 1957 and Nigeria in 1960. The inauguration of the West Indian 

Federation took place in 1958. A sigiuficant development occurred in the UN, with the 

increase in Afro-Asian membership bringing radical shifts in votuig patterns on 

intemational issues.^ 

For AustraUa, security and the containment of Communist China were the key factors 

driving the foreign policy of the Menzies' Govemment, with Spender, and later Casey, 

in charge of the Extemal Affairs Ministry; Menzies himself took a strong interest in 

extemal affairs.*" The faded referendum on the banning of the AustraUan Communist 

^ See Edwards, Peter and Pemberton, Gregory, Crises and Commitinents, AUen & Unwin, Sydney, 
1992, pp 143-150. 

^ See Mackerras, CoUn (ed.) Eastern Asia: An Inti-oductory History, Longman, Melboume, 2000, 
pp 439-441. 

^ See Hobsbawm, Eric Age of Extremes: The Short Twentieth Century, 1914-1991, Pantiieon Books, 
New York, 1995, pp 220-222. 

' Ibid., Chapter 7. 

'° See Martin, op. cit.. Chapters 7 and 8. 
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Party and the split in the AustraUan Labor Party (ALP) resulting m the formation of the 

Democratic Labor Party (DLP), occurred in 1951 and 1954 respectively. ** The Labor 

opposition led by Dr H.V. Evatt, known for his significant contribution to the draftmg 

of the UN Charter m the 1940s, showed greater sensitivity than the Menzies 

govemment to Asia's political and economic aspirations, (includmg India's membership 

of the Commonwealth) irrespective of the ideological leanmgs of the individual 

country, except on the 'White AustraUa' PoUcy which had bipartisan support.*^ 

For India, the period was characterised by the substantial role the country played in the 

easing of intemational conflict with its avowed quest for world peace. *̂  Nehm aided 

by Krishna Menon was dominant in the formulation of India's foreign policy. The 

nonaUgned movement, was born in 1955 at the Bandung Conference attended by 

leaders from 29 nations, including India's Nehm, Yugoslavia's Tito, Egypt's Nasser, 

Chou En Lai of China, Sukamo of Indonesia and U Nu of Burma. This enhanced 

India's intemational stature in view of the leadership role Nehm took in its formation. 

In India, Indira Gandhi was elected leader of the Congress Party in 1959. The 

SharpeviUe massacre took place in March 1960 precipitating the debate on South 

Africa's membership of the Commonwealth. In the same year Prime Minister 

Macmillan made his ' WUids of Change' speech in Cape Town. The Kermedy-Kmschev 

talks in Vierma took place m June 1961 as did the sealing of the Berlin border and 

India's move on Portuguese Goa. The Cuban missUe crisis took place in 1962. 1963 

" See Lowe, David Menzies and the 'Great World Struggle': Australia's Cold War, 1948-1954, 
University of NSW Press, Sydney, 1999, Chapter 4. 

'̂  See Albinsky, Heiuy Australian External Policy Under Labor, Queensland University Press, Qld. 
1977, Chapter 1. 

'̂  See G. Ramachandram, Nehm and World Peace, Radiant Publishers New Delhi, 1990, pp 4, 20, 83; 
S.N. Misra, India: the Cold War Years, South Asian PubUshers, New Delhi, 1994, p 126; S.N. Varma, 
Aspects of India's Foreign Relations. 1954-1957, Indian CoimcU of World Affairs, New Delhi, 1957, 
p 18; Michael Brecher, Nehm: A Political Biography, Abridged Edition, Oxford University Press, 
London, 1961, p 218. 
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saw the Organisation of Afiican Unity (OAU) founded; the creation of the Federation 

of Malaysia; and the estabUshment of the 'hot-line' between Washuigton and Moscow. 

The period also marked continued tension between India and Pakistan over the 

disputed Kashmir territory, as weU as India's concems over the unexpected violation of 

its northern border by China in 1959 culminating in the war with China in 1962. The 

1960 Five Power Resolution presented to the UN to ease prevailing Cold War tensions 

saw a bitter clash between Nehm and Menzies in the ensuing debate. Nehm died in 

May 1964. Menzies retired two years later. The period 1949-1964 was, as the 

Chinese say, interesting times. 
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PART I: NEHRU AND MENZIES - CONFLICTING PERSONALITIES, 

DIVERGENT POLICIES 

It is a tmism that the character of leaders, and the time in which they hold poUtical 

power, often influence the prevailing nature and direction of events, large and small, 

domestic and foreign. Central to the argument of this study is the impact of the 

personality on poUcies and consequently the bUateral relationship. As well, the 

particular philosophy they bring to their political role, and the level of public support 

they receive on poUcy, especially foreign poUcy, are other influences. Nehm and 

Menzies, two very different personalities, had this effect. The mutual indifference and 

at times, hostility that characterised what could hardly be considered a productive 

bilateral relationship, is attributable, in no small measure, to their personality 

differences; and while the two countries were at no time seen even remotely as miUtary 

rivals, the Nehm-Menzies rivalry was very real. However, the root of dissension is not 

traceable to any single issue, although for Nehm anti-racialism was a leUmotiv and for 

Menzies devotion to an outmoded concept of Empire was all consuming. Irorucally, 

there were as many simUarities in the background of the two as there were differences, 

but the differences predominated. As it tumed out, they adversely affected the 

relationship between the two nations in the 1950s and 1960s. In evaluating the impact 

these had on the India-AustraUa relationship, the similarities provide a usefiil point of 

entry. 

Both Nehm and Menzies were strong willed, obstinate and did not lack confidence, 

easily commanding the compliance and respect of their contemporaries. Brecher 

describes Nehm's dominance as Prime Miiuster as "more the giant among pygmies" 

than "first among equals." *'* On the day Nehm left India on a historic twelve day visit 

to China, '[a] newspaper thought nothing of reporting ... that everything in the 

Govemment of India would be a in a state of suspended arumation "for the duration" of 

Brecher, Michael Nehm a Political Biography, Abridged Edition, Oxford University Press, London, 
1961, p 14. 
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Mr Nehm's absence. It was a reflection on his coUeagues which they did not seem to 

mind.'*^ Stanley Wolpert shares this view when he speaks of the shift from, 'what at 

times seemed to be one-man mle ... to something more closely resembUng national 

management by an administrative board of equals [after Nehm], clearly reflects the gap 

in personality, power, and abiUty between Nehm and his successors.'*^ AustraUa's one 

time High Commissioner to India, W.R. Crocker, in a despatch to Casey in 1954, says 

as much: 'no discussion of India to-day or of India in the foreseeable fiiture, is possible 

without a discussion of Mr Nehm. He wields more power than most dictators, and, 

unUke most dictators he has the people behind him.'*' Menzies was no less a towering 

political figure in the AustraUa of the 1950s and early 1960s. In Perkin's words, 

'Menzies was not a loved leader; he was feared, he was a one man band, waiting to 

control everything that went on around him ... as a human being he towered in his 

powers of persuasion, m his sense of overriding authority, ..'**. Paul Hasluck, a 

Minister m the Menzies Government, made the observation, that ' m parliament, the 

cabinet and in the party room, Menzies had immense authority ... [t]he simple 

explanation and the one nearest the tmth is that Menzies was the best man there.'*^ 

Both had a great love of the EngUsh language and its literature. Nehm, his English 

education gained at Harrow, Cambridge and the prestigious Inner Temple, practised 

law under his successful lawyer father, Motilal Nehm, but v/ith little enthusiasm for it: 

'[tjhere was little that was inviting in that legal past of mine, and at no time have I felt 

the urge to revert to it . .' ^°, he was to say later of this period. Menzies' education 

took him from state school to Wesley CoUege m Melboume, and from there to the 

'̂  'India Retieat from tiie West', TRT, No. 177, December 1954, p 73. Besides carrying Prime 
Ministerial responsibility in the new Indian Government, Nehm had responsibility for Foreign Affairs, 
Defence, Commonwealth Relations and Planning to contend with at the time. 

'̂  Wolpert, Stanley India, Prentice Hall, New Jersey, 1965, p 9. 

" AA Despatch, 23 December 1954, from W.R Crocker, Australian High Commissioner, New Delhi, 
to R.G. Casey, Series A4534/1, Item 44/6/2. 

'̂  Perkins, Kevin Menzies: Last of the Queens Men, Rigby, Adelaide, 1968, p 184. 

'̂  Lowe, David 'Menzies Memory and Britain', Working Papers in Austi-alian Studies, No. 88-96, 
Kate Darian-Smith, (ed.) Sir Robert Menzies Centie for Austialia Stiidies, London, 1994, p 120. 

°̂ Nehm, Jawaharlal India and the World, George Allen & Unwin, London, 1936, p 130. 
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University of Melboume where he gamed a First Class Honours degree in Law. 

Menzies was outstanding as a lawyer, becoming a King's Counsel m 1929, eleven years 

after entering the Bar. As skilled public speakers, both Nehm and Menzies had few 

equals among their political contemporaries, a skill that was to serve them weU during 

their virtually unchaUenged hold on the prime ministership, for seventeen years in each 

case during the period. 

The stamp of approval each enjoyed was no less impressive, though their electorates 

were distinctly different. Nehm's support was among the masses of India, as well as 

internationally with the emergent Afro-Asian states which saw him as a champion of 

liberation from coloniaUsm. In Menzies' case, it was essentially a symbiotic relationship 

with Australia's middle class, whose support ensured his continuity in office. 

Academic Robert Manne says Menzies was 'an almost uncanny intuiter of that peculiar, 

genial, provincial optimism that settled over "middle AustraUa" in the Uicreasingly 

prosperous post-war-years.'^* Their reUance on Menzies' foreign poUcy judgment for 

protecting AustraUa against the unpredictable and aUen neighbours to the north 

underpinned their loyalty to him. Each leader authored several books and have inspired 

many biographies and political assessments of their periods in office. This is 

particularly tme of Nehm where the writings on his impact on both post-independent 

India and the global political cUmate during the first two decades of the Cold War had 

an intemational dimension to its authorship. 

Their entry into the political arena was marked by different dynamics. Menzies' 

motivation was no different to that which drives most would be politicians: ambition, 

the power of office, being on centre stage, to serve one's ideals and country, among 

other reasons. There was no single dramatic event that inspired his decision. Brett, 

writing on Menzies' early political ambition and commitment to his ideals, describes 

'̂ Marme, Robert 'Revisiting Menzies', The Age, 29 November 1999, p 15. 

^̂  See Nehm Memorial Museum & Library, Jawaharlal Nehm: A Bibliography, Vikas, New Delhi, 
1989. 
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him as, 'a young man in a hurry impatient to test his skiUs agamst the demands of high 

office, very conscious of his own considerable gifts, and not too tolerant of the 

inadequacy of others.'^ For the comparison with Nehm and the impact on the India-

Australia relationship, it helps to reaUse that Menzies' political ambrtion, arguably his 

strongest characteristic, 'led him into actions which were seen by contemporaries as 

expressing his own competitive urge to succeed rather than as the principled actions he 

pretended them to be.'̂ '* In the event, only five years younger than Nehm, Menzies 

entered Pariiament at the age of thirty four. He became Prime Mmister in 1939 (aged 

forty five) for two years, retuming to the helm in 1949 for his second and substantive 

Prime Ministerial reign of seventeen years. 

With Nehm, it was different. There was a coup de theatre to his entry. His instinctive 

sense of justice led him to sacrifice his privileged social position (Nehru belonged to a 

wealthy aristocratic Brahmin family) to enter the political fray in the early 1920s, drawn 

to it by the national cry 'swaraj' (self-mle for India) at the time gathering national 

momentum under the leadership of Mahatma Gandhi. Nehm stated: 'I became wholly 

absorbed and wrapt in the movement, ... I gave up all my other associations and 

contacts, old friends, books, even newspapers, except in so far as they dealt with the 

work in hand.'^^ Nehm's abilities and commitment to India's independence were 

recognised early when he was elected to the cmcial post of President of the Indian 

National Congress in 1929. He was forty at the time. If there was self interest driving 

Nehm at that particular stage of his political life, there is no evidence to support U. 

Rather, Nehm was consumed by his passion: freedom for India, India for the Indians. 

^ Brett, Judith 'Robert Menzies and England', Political Lives, Judith Brett (ed.) Allen & Unwin, 
NSW, 1997, p 76. 'Menzies was not a loved leader; he was feared. He was a one man band waiting to 
contiol everything that went on around him. ... he towered in his powers of persuasion, in his sense of 
overriding authority, over people who were less aggressive, articulate, and lacked stiength in the 
presentation of their views.' See, Kevin Perkins, Menzies. last of the Queen's Men, Rigby, Adelaide, 
1968,p 184. 

'' Ibid. 

^ Jawaharlal Nehru: An Autobiography, John Lane, The Bodley Head, London, 1936, p 77. For a 
comprehensive study of Nehm's personal and poUtical Iffe see Marie Seton, Panditji: A Porti-ait of 
Nehru, Dennis Dobson, London, 1967. 
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This is reflected in his comments to Brecher about this period of his Ufe: '[a]t that time 

I didn't think very much about myself ... We were so mvolved m the stmggle, so 

wrapped up in what we were doing that I had Uttle tune or inclmation to give thought 

to my own growth.'^^ Professor S.S. Bhatia observed that Nehm's mterest m Indian 

politics was premised 'on sheer human considerations. He could not stand poverty and 

sufferings of the Indian people, who were being cmshed under foreign yoke.̂ ^ 

Consequently, the years spent in the stmggle for Uberation-including nearly a decade in 

prison - denied Nehm the opportunity of being of direct service to his country tUl he 

was fifty seven, at which age he became the first Prime Minister of independent India in 

1947. 

Nehm's bond with the Indian masses was strong. It provided him with the raison 

detre for his looming poUtical undertaking, the inspiration he needed to face the 

intractable chaUenges that independent India faced. These included problems of 

poverty, of social and economic division, communal strife, caste and religious bigotry 

and, the tragedy of India's partitioning and the consequent seemingly endless unpasse 

with Pakistan over Kashmir. His abUity to reach out to his feUow Indians was easily 

his most valuable asset. He thrived on it: 

I go out and see masses of people, my people, ... and derive inspiration from them. 
There is something dynamic and something growing with them and I grow with 
them. 1 also enthuse with them.̂ ^ 

Former Australian High Commissioner to India, James PlimsoU, confirms Nehm's 

credibility with the Indian people when he observed that 'in my travels around India I 

have seen that the ordinary people remained tmstfiil of him and had a genuine regard 

^̂  Brecher, op cit., p 21. 
'̂ Nehm Memorial Library, Manuscripts Section, New Delhi, S.S. Bhatia, pfrector, Uidian Institiite 

of Intemational Understanding, New Delhi] 'Jawaharlal Nehra-An IntemationaUst: Apostie of Peace', 
Accession No. 49. 

'^ The Indian Express, Bombay, 18 November 1952, in Michael Brecher, Nehm a Political Biography, 
Abridged Edition, Oxford University Press, London, 1961, p 4. 
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for him.' Wolpert thought it impossible to predict when another Nehm (or Gandhi) 

would appear who could 'win the affection and aUegiance, to spark the Unagmation, of 

so vast and varied a population as India's - ....'̂ **. 

Clearly, Nehm stmck a responsive chord with the people of India from the outset. His 

popularity was as genuine as it was India-wide. The abidmg pubUc perception was that 

he was the man to see the new India through its difficulties. Mahatma Gandhi thought 

so too. When questioned as to why he preferred to anomt Nehm as his poUtical 

successor rather than someone more in sympathy with his own philosophy, Gandhi 

replied, 'Jawaharlal is a pure soul. His heart is pure as crystal. He can make mistakes 

but the interests of the poor masses of India are safe in his hands.'^* Brecher, who 

spent time in 1956 travelling across India with Nehm stated, '[t]o observe Nehm 

talking with his people, makes it possible to penetrate the intangibles of his popularity 

... Candor and spontaneity are the outstanding qualities of his speech.''^ There were 

other reasons for the great tmst he enjoyed. T. Zinkin, for instance, believed Nehm 

'has the rare gift of saying what the average Indian feels; as soon as he says something, 

people recognise that, that is what they have been thinking but did not quite know how 

to express it.'̂ ^ This ability for a strong rapport with his people was noticed elsewhere 

too. 77?̂  San Francisco Chronicle paid tribute to the unparalleled skUl Nehm had of 

winning the minds of people: '[n]o one in history has ever enjoyed the uncoerced 

poUtical tmst, allegiance and leadership of more human beings than Jawaharial 

Nehm.'^^ 

^̂  AA, Despatch No. 2/64, 2 June 1964, from J. PlimsoU, to Paul Hasluck, Minister for Extemal 
Affairs, Series A1838/272, Item 169/1/3, Part 3. 

Wolpert, op cit., p 9. 

'̂ Chaudary, Ramanarayan Nehru: in His Own Words, Navajivan PubUshing House, Ahmedabad, 
India, 1964, p 94. 

^̂  Brecher, op cit., pp 8-9. 

" Zinkin, T. 'Indian Foreign Policy: An Interpretation of Attitudes' World Politics, Vol. 7, 1954-55, 
pl80. 

'̂' Ramachandram, G. Nehm and World Peace, Radiant Publishers, New Delhi, 1990, p 5. 
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Menzies too had this gift of communication. Shedden, who accompanied Menzies on 

his ten week visit to London in 1941, would attest to this in words, the simUarity of 

which with those used by Zinkin above in relation to Nehm, is uncanny: 

His crystal-clear mind and beautifiil EngUsh explain difficult things that worry tiie 
ordinary citizen (in such a simple manner that he feels they are the very things he 
has been feeling but unable to express himself).̂ ^ 

Also, Uke Nehm, Menzies used this skill to his advantage. Brett, in an insightful 

analysis of Menzies' 1942 address, 'The Forgotten People', to war-tune AustraUa 

describes this skiU as, 'his single most important asset in his successfiil career,' adding 

that, 'language for Menzies ... was central to the way he conceived of democratic 

poUtics.'̂ ^ 

The two enjoyed remarkably successfiil poUtical careers, although, in Menzies' case, 

after a chequered start. And here the similarities end to focus on their differences 

which, after all, are of greater relevance to an understanding of how these two men 

influenced not only the substance of the India-Australia relationship during their 

periods in office, but also how and why they strove to influence Cold War events of the 

period in the way they did. This, of course, means looking at their personality 

differences and how they influenced their view of the world and consequently their 

foreign policy actions. 

Anglophilia Vs Nationalism 

Menzies' early period in politics was the personification of AnglophiUa. He buiU up an 

image of himself as 'an imperial rather than a colonial personality'.^ About this 

^̂  Martin, A.W. Robert Menzies a life. Vol. 1, Melboume University Press, Victoria, 1993, p 355. 

^̂  Brett Judith, Robert Menzies: Forgotten People, Macmillan, Sydney, 1992, p 21. 

" Brett, Judidi 'Robert Menzies and England', Political Lives, Judith Brett (ed.) Allen & Unwin, 
NSW, 1997, p 80. 
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attachment to Britain, Menzies wrote: '[a]n interviewer once asked why I am an 

Anglophile. "Because", I said, " I have a great respect for my ancestors. But for them I 

would not be here. So why should I not be an Anglophile?" '̂ * Menzies was also 

unsparing in his praise of British institutions: '[tjhink of any British mstitution that 

matters: the authority of ParUament, the mle of law or responsible govemment. These 

are tremendous concepts. We have them in AustraUa.'̂ ^ But how did Menzies' 

performance measure up in relation to these British poUtical traditions? Perkms gives 

us an insight into one aspect, namely Menzies the Pariiamentarian, and the 'unfortunate 

legacy' left: '[h]e towered to such an extent that he regarded ParUament as a mbber 

stamp for decisions made secretly in Govemment departments or the Cabinet room.'"**̂  

Menzies' arrogance was highlighted by Arthur CalweU, when he criticised Menzies in 

ParUament for his refiisal to 'consuU the House before leaving to attend a Prime 

Mmisters' Conference or a meeting of the United Nations and does not bother to 

report to the Pariiament when he retums, unless he is pressed to do so.'"** 

Obviously, Australia's colonial attachment to Britain - notwithstanding its strong 

commitment to the US alliance - was all embracing for Menzies. He rationalised it on 

the grounds of the racial character of the relationship. Australia was an extension of 

Britain as far as he was concemed and preserving the Empire was therefore an 

important aim. He did not attempt to mask this extraordinary ingratiation with Britain 

and the Empire. For example, retuming to Australia after an extended stay in London, 

he showed his early preference for the British environment, when on arrival, he 

observed, 'I come back to Australia with just one sick feeling in my heart - that I must 

Menzies, Robert 'Australia and Britain Drift Apart: the Need for Common Purpose', TRT. No. 232, 
October 1968, p 366. Also see, Gregory Pemberton, 'An Imperial Imagination: Explaining the Post-
1945 Foreign Policy of Robert Gordon Menzies', in Frank Cain (ed.) Menzies in War and Peace, 
Allen & Unwin, NSW, 1997. 

^'Ibid. 

^ Perkins, op cit., p 256. 

"' CPD, (H of R), 6 December 1966, p 3576. 
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come back to my own country and play politics.'"*^ To be aware of this side of 

Menzies' personality is important. The contrast with Nehm, schooled and unbued with 

British ideals, was stark. Not only did Nehm fight hard to evict the EngUsh from India 

but also he strove to shed any trace of EngUshness (in manner and outward bearing), he 

may have acquired in the seven formative years he spent in England where his 

intellectual interests and political ideas were to develop. Casey, who had met Nehm 

and most of the others of the Indian Congress Party, describes him as: 

'...by far the most anglicised of the members of... the Congress. ... But, on the other 
hand there is no one in India who speaks in such unmeasured and unbridled terms 
in fierce condemnation of the British.'""̂  

This is not to say Nehm did not have an admiration for British institutions and 

traditions. On the contrary, he was unsparing in his praise of such things and once said, 

'[p]ersonally I owe too much to England in my mental make up-ever to feel wholly 

alien to her.''*'* In fact, his English experience was a not insignificant mfluence on his 

attitude to many things. Wolpert observes that Mountbatten, during his awesome task 

of preparing India for independence, deaUng with the disparate Indian personaUties 

involved, 'would never have been able to work as closely with any Moulana, Mahatma 

or Sardar as he did with Jawaharlal, for they spoke the same language and shared that 

ineffable experience of proper pubUc schooUng.''*^ Yet, Nehm's admiration for 

England did not extend to British mle in India. He was fiercely nationaUstic and India's 

dignity and self respect were involved in the stmggle to rid the country of British mle. 

His resentment of the British period included regret at India's isolation Ui its own 

region, conveyed in this remark: 'Do you reaUse that one of the principal results of the 

''̂  Movietone News, 1941 in J. Brett 'Robert Menzies and England' Political Lives, Judith Brett (ed.) 
Allen & Unwin, NSW, 1997, p 82. 

"̂  Casey, R.G. An Australian in India, HoUis & Carter, London, 1947, p 66. 

'*'' Narasimha Char K.T. The Quintessence of Nehm, George Allen & Unwin, London, 1961, p 15. 

^^ Wolpert, Stanley Nehm: A Tryst with Destiny, Oxford University Press, New York, 1996, p 384. 
Moulana Asad Mahatma Gandhi and Sardar Patel were prominent leaders with Nehm in the 
negotiations with Mountbatten for independence, and except for Gandhi, the other two served as 
Ministers in Nehm's first Cabinet of independent India. 
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coming of the British to India was the cutting off of India almost completely from aU its 

neighbours in Asia.' ^ 

With India's representation abroad totally in British hands, he lamented the fact 

that India ' became nearer to some places in Europe than to our neighbours. That 

is an extraordinary thmg to happen ...'"^ Once free of the rigours of colonialism, 

Nehm, spoke passionately about India's resumption of its Asian Imks as well as its 

geographic perspective: 

... you find now a big change and a transformation happening, that is, we are 
developing our old contacts with Asian countries ... and India, by virtue of its 
geographical position, is inevitably connected with the whole Indian ocean region, 
vrith South East Asia, Australia, New Zealand and right up to the Persian Guff ...''̂ . 

Again, the two men had different images of their regional geography and cultural 

heritage. Nehm emphasised India as 'the central point of the Asian picture,' adding 

that 'We cannot escape various responsibilities that arise out of our geography and 

history.''*^ In contrast to this, Menzies appeared to show little sense of Australia's 

geography as this Brett assessment suggests: 

Menzies became the supreme representative of Imperial Australia, of those whose 
geographical, cultural and political imaginations were essentially imperial and 
whose sense of personal significance depended on being part of a political and moral 
order whose centre was London.̂ ° 

Personalities and Policies: The Imponderables 

The narrative thus far seeks to throw some light on the differences and causes of the 

Nehm-Menzies dissonance and its negative impact on the bUateral relationship. In 

its essence, the differences represent then view of the world, a set of images that 

''̂  Gopal, S. (ed.), Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehm, Vol. 15, Orient Longman, New DeUii, 1982, 
p 518. 

''Jbid. 

''Jbid. 

"*' Inside America, pp 54-55, in Michael Brecher, Nehm: A Political Biography, Abridged Edition, 
Oxford University Press, London, 1961, p 227. 

°̂ Brett, Judith Robert Menzies: Forgotten People, MacrmUan, Sydney, 1992, p 174. 
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ultimately reflect their foreign poUcy actions. But, of course, the views and images 

held by political leaders are by no means easy to analyse. Influenced by a compound of 

time and place, background, class ramifications, the fuU emotional spectmm and the 

prevailing internal external poUtical milieu, including a complex web of alliances within 

which bilateral relationships operate, the picture becomes obscured. This is no less 

valid in its application to the personalities of Nehm and Menzies. Indeed their power 

was in many ways a measure of their personalities. Author Lloyd Jensen, in his 

treatment of the impact of idiosyncratic factors on foreign policy framing, makes 

several interesting observations some of which are of relevance to this study. The first 

of these concerns the policy makers level of interest on which Jensen argues 'the higher 

the interest of a decision maker in foreign poUcy matters, the greater the impact of 

personality upon foreign poUcy.'̂ * Jensen also says that '[p]ersonaUty factors are more 

important the higher the level of the decision making stmcture at which a decision is 

made.'^^ As Prune Ministers, both Nehm and Menzies were not only mterested in 

foreign poUcy, but had a virtual monopoly on the framing of it. 

Brecher, in his analysis, offers a valuable paradigmatic approach to the understanding 

of particular foreign policy actions, which helps unravel the labyrinthine task for the 

analyst. Having defined the variables in a system of foreign policy as consisting of 'an 

environment, a group of actors, stmctures ... and processes ...', Brecher argues that, 

'[i]t is possible - indeed it is necessary for rigorous analysis of foreign policy - to 

explore the content and interrelations of the key variables...' . 

One of the key variables in the personality analysis is the actor. Applying Brecher's 

analytical model to some aspects of Nehm's and Menzies' images of the world, which, 

for actors, are 'no less "real" than the reality of their environment and are much more 

'' Jensen, Lloyd Explaining Foreign Policy, Prentice Hall, New Jersey, 1982, p 14. 

" Uiid., pp 14-15. 

^̂  Brecher, Michael India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 295. 
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relevant to an analysis of foreign poUcy flow ...'̂ '* aUows a better understandmg of 

their foreign policy behaviour, and its share of responsibUity for the mdifference that 

prevailed in the bilateral relationship during their periods in office in the 1950s and 

early 1960s. Thus, going on the personality hypothesis and applying it to the 

operational and psychological areas of both men, one element that emerges is evidence 

of a time lag; in Menzies' case, between his eariy experiences, the formative influences, 

and the worid in which he found himself as Prime Minister in the 1950s, the one in 

which he strove to make his presence felt. His tenacious adherence to the notion of a 

pre-eminent West, with Us North-South strategic view of the world, stood in the way 

of a more constmctive bUateral relationship with India. There was also a stubborn 

consistency in Menzies' attitude to the new India. It did not fit into his 'old' worid. 

The combination of an independent minded Nehm, nonalignment, India's role as a 

mediator in world conflicts at the time much more important than Australia's, the 

absence of significant trade with India and, perhaps, a sense of racial superiority, made 

India inimical to Menzies' personal and operational view of the world. His poUcy 

actions in the Suez crisis carried out in conjunction wUh Anthony Eden underscores 

this anachronism. Martin describes it:' "they shared a conception of cold war strategy 

shaped by the vision they had formed of the world when they and Britain were in their 

prime in the 1930s and 1940s" and sustained this vision with "a tendency to facile 

historical analogies." ' " This predUection to cling to the past is also evident in 

Menzies' reaction to the Korean War with his diary entry that '[a]ll these Asian 

adventures are diversions by the Russians.'^^ Lowe interprets this as 'a classic 

expression of Menzies' constmction of the Cold War as an intemational crisis 

'̂̂  Ibid, p 298. Also see, Judith Brett, 'Robert Menzies and England' Political Lives, Juditii Brett (ed.) 
Allen & Unwin, NSW, 1997, pp 71-84, for a comprehensive analysis of the Menzies' personality. 

" Martin, A.W. 'R.G. Menzies and the Suez Crisis', Australian Historical Studies, 23, 2, p 183, in 
David Lowe, 'Menzies Memory and Britain', Working Papers in Australian Studies, Nos. 88-96, Kate 
Darian Smith (ed.). Sir Robert Menzies Centre for Australia Studies, London, 1994, p 128. 

*̂ Menzies Papers, MS 4936, Box 397, Series 13, in David Lowe, 'Menzies Memory and Britain' 
Working Papers in Austi-alian Studies, Nos. 88-96, Kate Darian Smith (ed.). Sir Robert Menzies 
Centre for Australia Studies, London, 1994, p 117. While there is some evidence of Soviet 
involvement in the Korean War, it was not merely a Russian 'dimension'. The war had its own set of 
complex causal factors. 
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analogous to that of 1940-41, an equation with which he was thoroughly famUiar.'" 

Nehm's personality, moulded from many influences, also had a significant impact on 

the way he responded to the worid and India's place in the worid of the 1950s. In 

PlimsoU's words, 'Nehm's authority rested on his great personaUty, his contribution to 

the independence movement and his recognition by (jandhi. He stood for thmgs that 

have kept India in the modem world and on the side of parUamentary democracy, . .'̂ * 

all of which were related to early mfluences. His foreign policy training was like that of 

Menzies', consistent, though different. UnlUce Menzies, his image of the worid and any 

suggestion of time lag associated with it, was, for the most part, not as damaging. If 

there was any inference of delay in Nehm's personality traceable to psychological 

origins, and having difficulty in adapting to the reality of change in the envnonment, h 

had to be his insistence that nonaUgnment continued to serve India's mterests even 

after the unforeseen 1962 Chinese incursions into disputed territories m the Himalayan 

region which India regarded as its own. Of course, this persistence with the doctrine, 

seen as irrational in the West, has to be viewed in the context of his image of the world 

shaped primarily by his bitter colonial experiences as weU as by Mahatma Gandhi's 

guidance towards non-violence. Also, nonalignment had deeper meaning for Nehm 

and was not simply a question of securing India's borders as revealed in Chapter Five 

below. 

Memories of colonialism for Nehm gave rise to a fear of neo-coloniaUsm. He used 

Gandhi's non-violent moral force {satyagraha) not only to free India from colonial 

mle, but in the way he approached the outside world during the Cold War. All of this 

contributed to a resentment of the West which did not exist to the same degree in 

relation to China, an Asian country. Satyanarayan Smha, who in 1952 warned Nehm 

" Lowe, David 'Menzies Memory and Britain' Working Papers in Austi-alian Studies, Nos. 88-96, 
Kate Darian Smitii (ed.). Sir Robert Menzies Centre for Austialia Stiidies, London, 1994, p 117. 

*̂ AA, Despatch No. 2/64, 2 June 1964, from J. PUmsoU, Austialian High Commissioner in New 
Delhi to DEA, Series A1838/272, Item 169/1/3, part 3, p 1. 
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that China would one day invade India ^̂  in his book China Strikes, pomts out that in 

India, 'at one time the slogan Hindi-Chini, bhai-bhai (India-China, brother-brother) 

was officially supported and generously patronised.'^" Clearly the anti-West attitiide 

transcended all else and at times may have defied logic. It may also have involved 

psycho-political concepts that surfaced in the aftermath of independence. Casey, who 

knew the Indian mind weU, offers an explanation with this perceptive observation: 

Many politically-minded Indians had understandably developed an acute and bitter 
sense of resentment against Britain arising from the events in the last decades of 
Britain's suzerainty including social discrimination practised by the British and what 
was regarded as commercial exploitation. '̂ 

And yet, unlike Menzies, Nehm was acutely conscious of the time lag phenomenon and 

its negative implications as early as 1939, when he spoke for greater cooperation in the 

world. He said: 

One of the tiagedies of history is the slowness with which people's minds adapt 
themselves to a changing environment. The world changes from day to day, not so 
our minds which are pecuUarly static and insist on imagining that today is the same 
as yesterday and tomorrow will not differ greatiy. This lag between our minds and 
reality prevents us from solving the problems of the day and produces war and 
revolution and much else that afflicts the world....'̂ .̂ 

Some critics, saw Nehm's constant reference to colonialism as remarkably simpUstic 

and devoid of intemational realism. For example, a correspondent to The Round 

Table, in a critique on Nehm's foreign policy, describes this preoccupation with the 

West's culpability, linking every unsavoury global situation or change to the West, as 

an outlook 'astonishingly narrow, static and inflexible, for it reduces every conflict to 

the outwom formula of his pre-1947 agitating days.'^^ But, then, Nehm was an 

ideaUst, a weaver of dreams, from his early days; in Ramachandram's words, '[h]is life 

was a perpetual battle, a continual conflict between what is and what ought to be. He 
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Sinha, S. China Strikes, Blandford Press, London, 1964, p vii. 

Uiid., p 122. 

'̂ Casey, R.G. The Future of the Commonwealth, Frederick Muller, London, 1963, p 68. 

^̂  Gopal, S. (ed.) Jawaharlal Nehm: An Anthology, Oxford University Press, New DeUii, 1980, p 346. 
63 o The Foreign Policy of Mr Nehm', TRT. No. 176, September 1954, p 365. 
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Strove hard to bring reaUty and ideaUsm closer.'̂ "* Nehm's role at the NAM conference 

in Bandung in 1955 was an example of his willmgness to sacrifice his own unportance 

in the interests of the larger objective which included the recognition of China. As one 

writer observed, he showed this by aUowing Chou En Lai to get as much of the mnning 

as possible and intervened only when it seemed that the conference proceedings were 

threatened in some way.̂ ^ The writer goes on to state that 'he [Nehm] had to show 

the world that the resurgence of Asia he speaks of is not merely the resurgence of Mr. 

Nehm.'^^ 

That Nehm was a visionary there was no doubting, influenced as he was by his English 

education and early interest in Fabian SociaUsm. M.H. Heikal, the Egyptian writer who 

travelled with Nehm and interviewed him over a twelve year period, observed that 'the 

Fabian intellectuals - dreamers of sociaUsm and democracy - weaved the threads of 

bright flituristic prospects ...', ^̂  but they also knew, that the intellectual needed more 

than a dream to succeed in the political sphere even if their object was to educate the 

people ^̂  which, of course, Nehm often set out to do. According to Heikal, Nehm 

faUed because the 'experiment imposed the two roles [inteUectual and demagogue] on 

him but he found no self-fijlfUlment in either of them.'^^ Australia's Mkdster for 

Extemal Affairs, Percy Spender, who worked with Nehm at the Colombo Plan 

conference in May 1950, described him as, 'a complicated man, capable of great 

compassion, rathlessness, and personal courage. ... A philosopher rather than a man of 

action, his mind was slanted to forensic performance. He was an adept politician.' 

What Spender does not mention is Nehm's quick temper. 

*'' Ramachandram, op. cit., p 5. 
65 'India: Bandung Balance Sheet', TRT, No. 179, June 1955, p 278. 

"^ Ibid. 

^̂  Nehm Memorial Library, Manuscripts Section, New Delhi, M.H. Heikal interview, 'A Dialogue 
with Nehm', at the Embassy of India, Cairo. Information Service of India, Accession No. 1097. 

""Ibid. 

^̂  Ibid. Also see, Rafiq Zakaria (ed.)^ Study of Nehru, Times of India Publication, Bombay, 1959. 

°̂ Spender, Percy Exercises in Diplomacy: The ANZUS Treaty and the Colombo Plan, Sydney 
University Press, Sydney, 1969, p 203. 
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The Commonwealth: a Change of Flags, Faces and Races 

Membership of the Commonweakh and Prime Mmisterial Conferences were other 

theatres where the sharp differences between Nehm and Menzies were aired. Events 

that preceded India's decision to become a Republic and remam within the 

Commonwealth, were grounds for dissension between the two men. 

The granting of independence to India in 1947 meant the country was free to join the 

Commonwealth as a sovereign nation. India, however, was bent on becoming a 

republic because 'for psychological purposes, there is somethmg in a repubUc which 

makes independence complete ...'''*. Nehm's detemunation that India becomes a 

republic predates independence, with his resolution put to the Indian Constituent 

Assembly in 1946, an interest that goes back even fiirther into the past. For instance, in 

an address to the Indian National Congress, he said: 'I must frankly confess that I am a 

sociaUst and a repubUcan and am no beUever in kings and princes, ...' but, importantly, 

he went on to point out that this choice of a socialist approach necessary to alleviate 

India's poverty and remove inequality, would, however, be of a kind developed for 

India through its 'own methods.''^ WhUe his preference for sociaUsm may have been 

constmed by some as representing a fiindamental difference in ideology between the 

two men, (Nehm and Menzies) it must be recognised that Nehm was firmly committed 

to democratic processes, but stressed that 'as far as I can visuaUse, there cannot be fiiU 

democracy without sociaUsm.''^ 

Brecher, Michael. India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 20. 

^̂  Nehm, Jawaharlal India and the World, George AUen & Unwin, London, 1936, pp 27-28. Casey, 
who was more fanuliar with the Nehm personality than most Australians, writes about Nehm's dislike 
of the monarchy concept and his preference for the 'repubUcan form of govemment with its authority 
deriving from the people.' See The Future of the Commonwealth. Frederick Muller, London, 1963, 
p64. 

Chaudary, Ramanarayan Nehru: in His Own Words, Navajivan Publishing House, Ahmedabad 
India, 1964, p 106. 
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Nehm's distaste for Communism as a system of govemment with its rigid 

authoritariarusm was equally weU known. His love of democracy, is best exempUfied m 

Lord Butler's endorsement of Nehm when he observed that '[a]t the bar of history, 

Nehm will emerge as a great Indian and a great worid figure ... as a man whose 

contribution to the cause of effective democracy ranks as high as those Himalayan 

mountain peaks'^'^ [emphasis in original] But, Menzies saw sociaUsm as bemg akin to 

Communism and used it effectively to influence the AustraUan electorate. 

India's decision to become a republic m 1948, yet opting to remain in the 

Commonwealth, altered the nature of the bonding that prevaUed within the 

Commonwealth. However, there was opposition to India's republicanism. In the 

ensuing search for a solution to the problem, Pakistan's Prime Minister, Liaquat AU 

Khan, muddied the waters fiirther when he asked, '[w]hat about the king; we cannot 

have a Declaration of the Commonwealth without a king!''^ As to whether this was a 

precursory reflection of Pakistan's greater compatibility (relative to India), with the 

British and the West (including Australia) during the Cold War, is a question of 

relevance to the India-Australia bilateral relationship and is examined in Chapter Six 

below. In Krishna Menon's view of the delicate negotiations, 'it was Pakistan that 

made the difficulty. They tried to push us out.'^^ He also saw the AustraUans as being 

more 'Kingish'^^. Nehm too was intent on ensuring the King had only a symboUc 

relationship with the Commonwealth. As for independent India's direct relationship 

with the Monarchy, he observed that: '[a]s far as the Constitution of India is 

concemed, the King has no place and we shaU owe no aUegiance to him.' 

'" Lord Butier, Jawaharlal Nehm Memorial Lectures, Jawaharlal Nehm Memorial Tmst, London, 
1973, 15, in G. Ramachandram, Nehm and World Peace, Radiant Publishers, New DeUii, 1990, 
pl47. 

" Brecher, Michael India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 24. 

'^Ibid 

" Uiid., p 27. 

'̂  Nehm: The First Sixty Years, Dorothy Norman, (ed.) Vol. II, John Lane The Bodley Head London, 
1965,p 473. 



131 

In the end, a formula''̂  was found that was acceptable to aU concemed and satisfied the 

constitutional ramifications. The Commonwealth underwent a transformation from that 

point. Whereas previously it was a smaU group of members with common interests 

brought together under the British Empire with allegiance to the Crown, the 

Commonwealth constitution changed to accommodate repubUcan India, followed by 

other newly independent Asian and African states, joining it m the decolonisation surge 

of the 1950s. It became a less formal but more politically sensitive fomm for the heads 

of member nations to pursue their mterests. 77?̂  Sunday Times (London), commenting 

on the impact of the new membership, defined the change taking place as where a 

'group of nations closely connected by blood ... all sharing a European attitude towards 

people of different continents, colours or races ...' to an organisation to which now 

was, 'suddenly added three Asian nations whose history was one of submission to and 

revolt against European imperialism, and whose culture, though deeply affected by 

European contacts, had deep roots in their own soil, ...'^^. The change was not without 

some disquiet. The contrast between India and AustraUa with regard to the fiiture of 

their relationships with the new Commonweakh institution, and their attitude to 

repubUcanism, is a measure of the gulf that existed between the two leaders. Nehm's 

attitude to the transformation of the Commonwealth from an imperious overlordship to 

the humbler Commonwealth of Nations was a positive one but not without some 

reservations: 

... we all want a Commonwealth of nations ... but if we think in terms of an empire 
gradually being transformed into a commonwealth, almost retaining its own 
stmcture, economically and politically, then it seems to me we are likely to delude 

^̂  Brecher, Michael India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 24. The 
words that secured the break through were ' We are a free state, the Crown is a symbol of this Union 
and, ""as such " Head of the Commonwealth ' Also see, T.N. Kaul, My Years Through Raj to Swaraj. 
Vikas Publishing, New Delhi, 1995, pp 258-259 for the communique issued after the April 1949 
meeting approving India's repubUcan membership of the Commonwealth. 

°̂ Hodson, H.V. 'Problems Before the Commonwealth', International Relations and Foreign Policy of 
India. Great Britain, Commonwealth, Verinder Grover (ed.). Deep & Deep PubUcations, New Delhi, 
1992, p 349. 
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ourselves very greatiy. We cannot have a real commonwealth of nations bom of 
empire. It must have different parents.*' 

Tradition Versus Nationalism 

In London, a memorandum issued by the Secretary of State for Commonwealth 

Relations summarised Commonwealth press and public reactions to the new declaration 

enabling republic India to retain membership. Menzies' (then Leader of the 

Opposition) negative attitude to the decision, was that it 'damaged considerably the 

family relationship under the Crown,' and '... was indicative of a process of retreat and 

disintegration and was disturbing to mUUons of British people.'^^ This view of Menzies 

was not only poorly premised but was contradicted by subsequent events which 

showed that the Commonwealth not only endured but by 1973 seventy percent of 

Britons wanted it strengthened as the narrative reveals below. Expressions by Menzies 

of his disappointment with India's repubUcan status continued. At Cambridge to 

deliver the first Smut's Memorial Lecture, he scoffed at India's repubUcan status and 

the consequent downgrading of status this meant for the monarchy in India. Speaking 

about the change in the character of the Commonwealth, Menzies referred to Smut's 

view that U 'violated every concept of the Commonwealth' and proceeded to teU his 

audience of his agreement, at the time, with Smut's view. He also showed his 

preference for the 'old Commonwealth' when he then admitted to having 'prepared 

what I thought to be a powerful and pungent speech' to Parliament on the historic 

change, but was thwarted from doing so by Prime Minister Chifley 'who ... guessed 

my intentions and, ... left the item at the bottom of the Notice Paper.'^^ Besides being 

*' Narasimha Char, op cit., p 96. Also see, NAI, India's Continuation in Commonwealth - Speeches, 
File No. 35(56)-AMS. 

*̂  Public Records Ofiice, London, Memorandum by the Secretary of State for Commonwealth 
Relations, dated 16 June 1949, 'The Commonwealth Relationship: Reactions to the Commonwealth 
declaration of 27 April, 1949', CP. (49) 139, copy No. 31, p 156. Also see, Ujid. p 157, Appendix 1, 
Summary of Commonwealth press and public reactions to the Commonwealth Declaration as received 
in London at Uth May 1949. 

*̂  CNIA 'The Changing Commonwealth,' the first Smuts Memorial Lecture by R.G. Menzies, at the 
University of Cambridge, 16 May 1960, Vol. 31, 1960, p 258. Jan Christian Smuts, was tiie South 
African Union Premier from 1919-1924 and 1939-1948, and a contributor to the Commonwealth 
Charter. 
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disappointed at the transformation of the CommonweaUh from the 'old-club' to the 

new expanded grouping, Menzies held exaggerated fears for its fijture. As for his 

attitude to a repubUcan form of govemment, it is best seen in his unequivocal comment 

on the question of its applicability to Australia at a time when support for a republic in 

the country had grown to an estimated quarter of the population: 

... in spite of the dilution of the AustiaUan population in terms of British stock, it is 
stiU tme that the vast majority of the people of Austialia have their roots well down 
British history, which, of course, is royal history. ̂ '' 

Like Menzies, his Cabinet coUeague Alexander RusseU Downer held little hope for the 

future of the Commonwealth unless the new members acknowledged the Queen as 

sovereign, and there was convergence on foreign poUcy. Addressing Parliament he 

said: 

ff the touchstone of membership cannot be allegiance to the sovereign ... then at least 
it ought to be a community of interest and an adherence to the grand design of a 
common foreign policy. *̂  

Menzies' also underscored his conunitment to the status quo, a Monarchy, with his 

rhetorical question whether a President of a Republic of AustraUa would be 'the chief 

executive of the nation, as in the United States, or is he to occupy an honorific post, 

like the President of India, ...' and proceeds to answer it with '[g]iven that choice, I 

am all for a monarch; ...'̂ .̂ ff fiirther evidence is necessary of Menzies' obsession with 

things royal, then take his comments that 'the Govemor General is the Queen's 

representative. I am the Queen's Prime Minister, my Ministers and I are the Queen's 

*'' Menzies, Robert 'AustraUa and Britain Drift Apart: the Need for Common Purpose', TRT, No. 232, 
October 1968, p 365. 
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servants, our statutes are enacted by the "Queen's Most ExceUent Majesty"...'^^. In 

Afternoon Light, Menzies proclaims: '[t]o have seen the Queen is something, to know 

somebody in her entourage is something better, to have spoken to the Queen is to 

enter, though unofficially, the ranks of the nobility.'^^ Not surprisingly, then, a UK 

Cabinet meeting with Churchill in the chair had the ChanceUor of the Exchequer 

express his 'appreciation of Mr Menzies' offer of an AustraUan contribution towards 

the cost of using the vessel [SS Gothic] ...'̂ ^ to bring the Queen and Duke of 

Edinburgh on a visit to Australia. About this tenacious attachment Menzies had for the 

Crown and the regal trappings that went with it, as well as his abiUty to make political 

capital out of it, Bmce (jrant argues: 

The master of the politics of royalty was prime minister Menzies, who was more 
responsible than any other Australian of his time for promoting and prolonging the 
link with the Crovra, with the most genuine of romantic intentions and with the 
connivance, or indulgence, of the electorate. ̂ ° 

In Australia and the Monarchy, Harris carries out what he describes as a 

'psychoanalytic diagnosis' on Menzies (and colleague Downer) who he states 'have 

given pubUc demonstrations of an intense fixation on the idea of the British Monarchy. 

... In neither ... is the obsession basically an inteUectual or an ideological one, but rather 

purely an emotional response.' 

India's contrasting attitude to this is exempUfied in Krishna Menon's comments that 

India (and Canada) were not impressed all that much by royalty, but thought 'Australia 

*' CNIA, 'The Changing Commonwealth,' die first Smuts Memorial lecture by R.G. Menzies, at the 
University of Cambridge, 16 May 1960, Vol. 31, I960, p 257. 

** Menzies, R.G. Afternoon Light, Cassell, Melboume, 1967, p 233, 

*̂  Public Records Office, London, Royal Visit to Austialia, Minute of UK Cabinet meeting dated 17 
June 1952, cc 60(52), Item 2, p 161. 

^ Grant, Bmce The Australian Dilemma: A New Kind of Westem Society, Macdonald Futura, NSW, 
1983,p 30. 

'̂ Harris, Max 'Monarchy and the Austialian Character', Australia and the Monarchy: A Symposium. 
G. Dutton (ed.) Sun Books, Melboume, 1966, p 115. 
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is, but she doesn't count much in terms of making any impact .'̂ ^ In an interview with 

Brecher, he stressed that, while India's ties to the Commonwealth were not like 

Australia's, U took steps to retain the Commonweakh liiJcs after becoming an 

independent republic, and the reasons for this had more to do with bemg 'rational, 

pragmatic and sensible ...'̂ ^ than with India's eariier ties with Britain and the 

Commonwealth. Nehm himself was no less reaUstic on this question: 'We join the 

Commonwealth, obviously, because we think it is beneficial to us and to certain causes 

in the world that we wish to advance.'̂ "* When questioned by an Uiterviewer about his 

earlier advocacy of severing all ties with Britain after independence, Nehm repUed: 

Why should we break off a relationship? ... we are a repubUc and they are a 
Monarchy ... Canada and Austialia are also free countries but of their ovra will they 
have accepted the Queen of England as their Queen. We have broken off even that 
relationship.̂ ^ 

India's wish, however, to remain in the Commonwealth after becoming a republic was 

to be unfettered by conditions which would mean a dilution of Us total independence as 

a sovereign nation. This is unambiguously conveyed m the Resolution ^ passed by the 

Congress Party before Nehm's visit to London in 1949 for the Prime Ministers' 

Conference, which eventually approved India's republican status within the 

Commonwealth. Of course, there were other reasons for the decision, seen as 

beneficial to India such as in trade, educational opportunities, and technical aid, but the 

conunitment was also politically sensUive to the Nehm Govemment. According to 

Chanchal Sarkar, Nehm and his Civil Service, though supportive of the Commonwealth 

92 Brecher, Michael India and World Politics. Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 30. 

^ Ibid., p 31. 

'̂' Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches, September 1946 to May 1949, Vol. 1, Ministry of Broadcasting and 
Information, Goverrunent of India, New Delhi, 1949, p 282. Also see, Lok Sabha Debates, 23 July 
1957, Col. 4747 and 9 December 1958, Col. 3965 for Nehm's arguments about tiie benefits of 
Commonwealth membership to India; The Hindu, Madras, 18 March 1953, in S.C. Gangul, India 
and the Commonwealth, Shiva Lai, Agarwala, India, 1970, p 70. 
95 , 

Chaudary, op. cit., p 63. 

For the text of the resolution see R.G. Casey, The Future of the Commonwealth, Frederick MuUer, 
London, 1963, pp 69-70. 

96 



136 

link, were conscious of the residual ' psychological resentment against a relationship 

with the former mlers ...', particularly in the Left among India's poUtical parties, who 

saw 'it as a guise for retaining British domination.'̂ ^ But Nehm, defending India's 

decision to continue membership, asked his critics the question: 

... [djoes a nation lose its independence by an alUance with another country? 
Alliances normally mean mutual commitments. The free association of sovereign 
Commonwealth nations does not involve such commitments.^ 

While India's reasons for remaining in the Commonwealth are seen in the above views 

of Nehm and Krishna Menon, its attitude to the fiiture of the Commonwealth 

relationship provides fiirther evidence of the distance separating Nehm from Menzies. 

For instance, on the viability of the relationship, Krishna Menon stressed that it 

'depends a lot upon mutuality of interests. Britain wiU throw Canada ... and us 

overboard if she cannot survive, shall we say, without the Common Market, as weU as 

on any fiiture positive role Britain might play in the ...erasement of racial 

discrimination,'^ a concem for India that is a persistent theme mnning through this 

thesis. For Nehm raciaHsm was a key factor. He said '[tjhere are few natural links 

between India and England, ... In many parts of the Empire there is racial ill-treatment 

and a poUcy of exclusion of Indians.'**'*' Maintaining the status quo was not made easy 

for the Nehm Govemment as a conversation between weU known Indian editor of The 

Times of India and staunch critic of the West, Frank Moraes, and a representative of 

the AustraUan High Commission, suggests. During the discussion, Moraes stressed 

that '[t]he real issue was why India should remain in association with the 

Chanchal, Sarkar 'Heart Searching in India about the Commonwealth Unk' The Times, (Ceylon), 4 
December 1958, p 8. 

^ Nehm: The First Sixty Years. Vol. II, Dorothy Norman (ed.) John Lane The Bodley Head London, 
1965,p 473. 

^ Brecher, Michael India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 32. 

"^ Gopal, S. (ed.) Jawaharlal Nehm: An Anthology, Oxford University Press, New Delhi, 1980, p 342. 
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Commonwealth while countries like South Africa and AustraUa practised outright 

discrimination against her.'**'* 

Menzies' Cri de coeur 

It is doubtfiil that Menzies ever appreciated the degree of opposUion Nehm faced from 

the Communist party and others of the Left within India on Us membership of the 

Commonwealth, as well as on his determination to preserve democracy at this early but 

cmcial period of nationhood for India. It is not as if Menzies was unaware of Nehm's 

problems considering the information provided to DEA, Canberra from the High 

Commission in New Delhi. For example, in a Despatch to Casey on the 1953 

Coronation celebrations in India, Crocker states '[t]he display might have been 

extremely cautious on the part of the present mlers, who keep an alert eye on 

Communist and Socialist criticisms of their remaining in the Commonwealth ...'**'̂ . 

Paradoxically, the importance of India being a democracy appears to have not counted 

for much in AustraUa's bUateral interests, despite there being only a few others with 

claims to democratic forms of govemment in the region. That democracy and poverty 

could co-exist in a populous and complex mix as India was testimony to Nehm's 

influence across the many and diverse levels of the Indian polity. Then, again, for 

Menzies the Commonwealth bonds and his concerns for its future were premised on 

entirely different imperatives as this lament suggests: 

When I first attended a Commonwealth Prime Ministers' conference, 33 years ago, 
the leaders present representing Britain, Canada, AustiaUa, South Africa, and New 
Zealand - understood each other fairly well and could approach together something 

'°' AA, Confidential memorandum, 14 May 1954, from W.R. Crocker to DEA Series A1838/2, Item 
169/11/1 part 3. 

'°^ AA, Despatch, 6 June 1953, from W.R. Crocker to R.G. Casey, Series A1838/2, Item 169/11/1 
part 3. Also see. Ibid. Crocker Memorandum to DEA, dated 2 August 1954, for reference to Nehm's 
stiong defence of India's membership of the Commonwealth against attacks from Communists and 
socialists. 
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that closely resembled a common foreign policy. In 1949 it was agreed however, 
that a country could become a republic and remain in the Conrimonwealth.'°̂  

Menzies went on to describe the bonding that held these former members of the 

CommonweaUh together as being one 'based on common aUegiance to the crown', 

arguing that such relations between these countries which 'contain the greatest 

volume of political experience, judgment and moral mfluence in the world are ... 

absolutely essential.' What he fails to mention is that these countries, as far as 

India was concemed, were also drawn together by their European heritage as well 

as the economic and poUtical power they enjoyed through their colonial 

possessions. Furthermore, Menzies failed to appreciate that there were strong 

reasons for the newly independent nations joining the Commonwealth. In his article, 

'Overhaul of the CommonweaUh,' James Layers makes the vaUd comment that: 

Each new Member of the Commonwealth joins to fiirther some particular objective 
of foreign or domestic policy. ... Their's is a political commitment to a political 
association. They have not joined a church. They have not taken holy orders.''"^ 

India's T.N. Kaul makes the interesting observation that the Commonwealth 

terminology (often emphasised by Menzies) requiring member countries to show 

'aUegiance to the British Crown ' and the principle of 'free association' are 

contradictory terms because, he argues, 'if members are bound by aUegiance to the 

Crown, the voluntary character of the association is in doubt.' 

Menzies had littie interest in using the Commonwealth Institution and the Prime 

Ministers Conferences to develop new relationships and unprove others, such as with 

India, difficuh for a man who, when referring to the important relations between the 

older members, and not without a note of nostalgic regret, says 'our relationship was 

103 Menzies, R.G. 'AustiaUa and Britain Drift apart', TRT, No. 232, October 1968, p 368. 

"^Ibid. 
105 Eayers, James 'The Overhaul of Commonwealtii', TRT, No. 225, January 1967, p 48. 

"̂ ^ Kaul, T.N. My Years through Raj to Swaraj. Vikas Publishing, New Delhi, 1995, p 242. 
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organic and intemal; ...' but, when he refers to the new RepubUcans, the relationship 'is 

in a sense flinctional and certainly extemal.'**'' Clearly, Menzies was not happy with 

the transformation that took place: a Commonwealth club of a handfial of white 

members to one in which the majority was Asian and African and republican to boot. 

The National Herald (Lucknow) writing about Menzies' dissatisfaction with the 

composition and value of the Commonwealth, had this to say in relation to his 

comments about the conference decision: 'Mr Menzies does not seem to be happy over 

the presence in the Commonwealth of countries like India and Ceylon, which have their 

own outlook and their own independent foreign poUcies ...'*" .̂ As Pemberton 

observes, 'it was Dominion leaders such as Menzies who were appalled, [at the 

transformation] wishing to preserve the empne in much of its original form, ...' . The 

old Commonwealth gave the imperially minded leaders such as Menzies a sense of 

global power in belonging to the empire. Menzies' lack of interest in other members of 

the Commonwealth, in particular the Asian members, was exemplified fiirther in his 

critique of Britain's wish to join the European Common Market and its impact on 

Australia: 

Britain goes on and on as ff it is 'Europe or nothing.' But it is not Europe or nothing. 
There is the whole wide world and it is a world that is made up of a series of 
countries. One is AustraUa. One is New Zealand. One is Canada. And one is the 
United States."" 

The possibUity that Britam's entry nught hurt other Commonwealth nations like India 

fails to enter Menzies' calculations. As a feUow member of the Conunonwealth, 

Menzies could not have been unaware ofthe negative impact of Britain's decision on 

'°' Menzies, R.G. Afternoon Light, Cassell, Melboume, 1967, p 188. 

'°* The National Herald, Lucknow, 31 July 1956, p 5. 

'°^ Pemberton, Gregory 'An Imperial Imagination: Explaining tiie Post-1945 foreign PoUcy of Robert 
Gordon Menzies', Menzies in War and Peace, Frank Cain (ed.) Allen & Unwin, NSW, 1997, p 157. 

"° Menzies, R.G. 'Australia and Britain Drift Apart: the Need for Common Purpose', TRT, No. 232, 
October 1968, p 367. 
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India's preferential trade (as a member ofthe sterling area) with Britain.*** Menzies 

also states that, while he accepts the more recent members ofthe Commonwealth, he is 

'not half as interested' about their relationship with Britain as he is about relations 

'between Britain and my own country.'**^ Helpfiil also for the insight it gives to 

Menzies' personality is his refiisal, despite his great love of Britain, to help Macmillan 

overcome any opposition in the Commonwealth, as well as domestically, to Britain's 

intentions to join the European Economic Union. **̂  

Unambiguously the difference between the two men is revealed here: Nehm the 

internationalist, concemed with greater equity for India and Third World countries, 

versus Menzies, the traditionalist, concemed more with AustraUan interests and the 

preservation of British-Australian links and a version of British imperiaUsm in world 

affairs. 

Nehru's Relentless Crusade: Anti-Racialism 

What is clear from the discussion so far is that India was not only 'the pioneer of 

modem Asian nationaUsm,'**"* through Us success in winning independence from 

Britain, but also, by remaining in the CommonweaUh as a republic, it 'estabUshed the 

bona fides ofthe new Conunonwealth based less on blood than on will,'**^ U enabled 

many other Afro-Asian states to follow suit, undeterred by the experience of racialism 

and coloniaUsm. 

' " Gangul, S.C. India and the Commonwealth, Shiva Lai Agarwala, India, 1970, p 39. For a 
discussion of tiie impact of Britain's entry into die EUC on tiie economies, culttne and politics of other 
Commonwealth countries see Raymond Aron, 'The Commonwealth and the European Community' 
TRT, No. 244, October 1971, pp 447-454; Dharma Kumar, 'The New Community and the Developmg 
Commonwealtii-Problems of Trade and Aid', TRT, No. 244, October 1971, pp 475-484. 

112 Ibid, p 368. Also see, Gordon Bums, 'An AustiaUan View of British Entry: Economic Gains, 
Political Dangers', TRT, No. 244, October 1971, pp 527-532. Britain first made known its decision to 
apply for entry to the European Economic Community in July 1961. 

"^ Goldsworthy, David 'Menzies, Britain and die Commonwealtii: die Old Order Changetii', Menzies 
in War and Peace, Frank Cain (ed.), Allen & Unwin, NSW, 1997, pp 105-106. 

"^ 'The Commonwealtii An Indian View: The Pioneer RepubUc,' TRT, No. 200, September 1960, 
p371. 

"^Ibid 
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That said, an issue of fiindamental importance to India was the presence in the 

Commonwealth of South Africa, whose Apartheid policies were not only at odds with 

the Commonwealth ideal of equality of Us members, but also strenuously opposed by 

India's Nehm who was constrained to comment that ' "If there is no solution to this 

problem very soon, the whole of Afiica may be ablaze." '**̂  . This issue is of particular 

significance to any discussion of the Nehm-Menzies dissonance. The declaration of 

CommonweaUh principles, to which member nations were signatories at the Singapore 

Conference, is an important starting point. It states, inter alia: 

We recognise racial prejudice as a dangerous sickness threatening the healthy 
development of the human race and racial discrimination as an unmitigated evil of 
society. Each of us will vigorously combat this evil within our own nation. No 
country will afford to regimes which practice racial discrimination assistance which 
in its own judgment directly contributes to the pursuit or consolidation of this evil 
policy.'" 

Apartheid the Bone of Contention, SharpeviUe the Turning Point 

Racial equality was undoubtedly the underpinning to a successfiil Commonwealth 

grouping, evident from a part ofthe Singapore Declaration cUed above. Consequently, 

South Africa's presence, with its racially based policy of Apartheid, became more than 

a trifle inconvenient. It was a growing sore, and particularly irksome to Nehm (who 

spoke out against the practice of racialism everywhere), his concems not only related 

to the treatment of Africans, but also the Indians in South Africa, as seen in this 

statement: 

... it is well to remember what is happening in one part ofthe Commonwealth today. 
In South Africa racialism is the state doctrine and our people are putting up a heroic 
struggle against the tyranny of a racial minority."* 

"^ 'Commonwealtii Relations: die Coronation Conference', TRT, Vol. XLIII, December 1952-
September 1953, p 362. 

"^ Ingram, D. 'Prospects for Ottawa: the Prime Ministers prepare,' TRT, No. 250, 1973, p 177. Also 
see, D. Ingram, Commonwealth for a Colour-blind World. Allen & Unwin, London, 1965, and The 
Commonwealth at Work. Pergamon Press, New York, 1969. 

"* Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches. September 1946-May 1949, Vol. 1, Ministry of Information and 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1949, p 3. 
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Yet, much had been said m praise ofthe Commonwealth mstitution and Us success, 'in 

keepmg diverse governments and peoples m amity and mutual understandmg,'**^ 

desprte the South Afiican question. But this congenial atmosphere was dramatically 

tested with the SharpeviUe shootings and the worldwide condemnation that foUowed; U 

brought the Nehm-Menzies conflict, vis-a-vis South Afiica and its membership, into 

the hitherto tranquU atmosphere of the CommonweaUh PrUne Mmisters' meetings, 

where discussion of the intemal affans of the member nations were studiously 

avoided,(e.g. the Kashmir dispute and the rights of Aboriginal people in AustraUa), 

with both Menzies and Nehm committed to the principle. Menzies, who had 

previously shown no interest in criticising South Afiica's repressive authority Unposed 

on Africans, Indians and mixed races, commenting on the SharpeviUe incident, (not 

long after it occurred) at Cambridge told his audience that 'apartheid which has been 

the accepted poUcy of South African Governments ... never previously been brought up 

at a Prime Ministers Conference, flared into the news and into debate.' *̂** To a call 

from Labor's CalweU (Leader of the opposition) for inclusion of the question for 

discussion at the next Prime Ministers Conference, Menzies responded with what was 

often used by him in defence of Australia's inaction on intemational questions, (such as 

decolonisation), the principle of non-intervention in the intemal affairs of other nations, 

in this mstance 'a domestic problem for the Union of South Afiica.'*^* Menzies' 

seemingly insensitive and cavaUer attitude to the SharpeviUe massacre provides a 

fiirther insight to his character. His tendency to underestUnate, if not remain 

impervious to, the intemational community's ability to make discerning judgments 

about his attempts to mask, or give some legitimacy, to the reasons for his policy 

stance is, in this case, a measure of his overridUig loyalty to South Africa and his 

wilUngness to disregard Commonwealth coUeagues such as Nehm. This tendency to 

"^ 'Commonwealth Relations: The Coronation Conference" TRT, Vol. XLIII, December 1952-
September 1953, p 359. 

'̂ ° CNIA, 'The Changing Commonwealth', the first Smuts Memorial Lecture, by R.G. Menzies, 
delivered at the University of Cambridge, Vol. 31, 1960, p 261. 

•̂ ' Ibid. 
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seek shelter is exemplified in the explanation he offers when challenged in relation to 

SharpevUle: 

One of the inhibitions that is laid upon the man who is the head of the Govemment 
of Australia is that his personal feelings are a luxury in which he caimot pubUcly 
indulge ... This is a great responsibility. It requires calm judgment... '̂ .̂ 

Logically, then, such onerous restraint must apply equally to leaders like Nehm who 

did not hesUate to condemn South Africa's behaviour. Besides, if by his argument 

Menzies meant that there were poUtical constraints placed on his abUity to give fiiU 

expression to his feelings on SharpevUle, then his gratuitous correspondence with 

Verwoerd on South Africa's almost certain expulsion from the CommonweaUh after 

SharpeviUe, (compounded by its defiance of the United Nation's decision on South 

West Afiica), is an action difficult to understand and gives rise to doubts about 

Menzies' defence. But, then, Menzies' efforts to help Verwoerd, someone who, he 

says, 'was not personally known to me, ...'* '̂* and Verwoerd's description of Menzies 

in his letter of reply 'as perhaps the best friend South Afiica has, ... '*̂ ^ suggests 

motives other than the demands of restraint felt by a Head of Govemment to express 

genuine feelings on an issue Uke SharpeviUe. This becomes evident in Menzies' 

subsequent explanation of his soft stand on SharpeviUe, which included the self- interest 

argument that AustraUa needs to be wary of providing any grounds for others Ui the 

fiiture to 'discuss our aboriginal poUcies and claim as a precedent whatever action 

occurs in relation to South Africa ...' 

At the Conunonwealth Prime Mmisters meeting held in London after SharpeviUe, 

Nehm, and other Asian and African Heads, some of whom had already severed trade 

and diplomatic relations with South Africa, warned that the SharpevUle issue could 

'̂ Îbid. 

''^ Ibid., pp 198-210, for exchange of letters between Menzies and South Africa's Prime Minister 
Verwoerd who was represented at the London Conference by his Foreign Minister, Eric Louw. 

'̂ ^ Ibid., p 198. 

' " Ibid., p 202. 
126 Ibid, p 192. 
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'shake the very foundations ofthe Commonwealth'.*^^ Menzies, however, persisted 

wUh his defence that ' U is a matter of domestic jurisdiction as migration is a matter for 

us.'*^^ Little wonder then, that even after India continued as a repubUcan member of 

the Commonwealth, 'many Indians still saw the CommonweaUh as a "White man's 

Club." '*̂ ^ But Menzies' unyielding attitude on the issue resulted m the Umits of their 

endurance being reached and, for South Africa, the beginnmg of the end of its 

membership. 

Nehru Diary: The Majority Mood 

Nothing reflects the mood that prevaUed at the Commonwealth Conference better than 

Nehm's Diary notes (hand written in shortened sentences) ofthe conference held in 

mid-1960. It reveals a growing impatience among Commonwealth leaders with South 

Africa. Extracts from U tell the story: 

May 3, 1960 11.20 

Macmillan [UK Prime Muuster] 
-Regret absence of Dr Verwoerd. [PM of South Africa] 
Transient nature of our authority 

Tunku Abdul Rahman [Malaya] 
- Commonwealth stands for equality - black, white or yeUow -
...What has happened in South Africa has gone beyond the barriers of 
domestic - has shocked whole world - expectations of people 
everywhere that we should do something. Attitudes of white supremacy 

R. Menzies [Australia] 
- accepts proposal of MacmiUan for informal talks about S.A. [South 
Africa] 

'^' 'Prime Minister Nehm's Visit to London', Indian Panorama. V. 1, 8 June 1960, in Sean Brawley, 
The White Peril, University of NSW Press, Sydney, 1995, p 287. 

™ Private Papers of A.A. CalweU, AustiaUan National Library, Box 143, 'Extracts from a Press 
Conference Given By Mr Menzies in London, March 19th 1961,' in Sean Brawley, The White Peril, 
University of NSW Press, Sydney, 1995, p 287. 

'̂ ^ Nanda B.R. Indian Foreign Policy: The Nehm Years, Vikas Publishing, New Delhi, 1976, p 7. 
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Louw [Minister representing South Afiica in the absence of Verwoerd] 
- Agreeable to meeting smaU groups informaUy. But would not agree to 
whole conference discussing this [South Africa's poUcy] informaUy. 

May 9, 1960 10.30 a.m. 

Louw- refers to Tunku's statement to which he had taken strong 
exceptions. ... Reference to Diefenbaker- Reference to Nehm's press 
conferences or speeches where he attacked S.A. Racial poUcies. 

Nkmmah [Ghana] 
-I have personally restrained myself on this question of apartheid inspite 
of strong feeUngs. ... To us apartheid [is]a burning T [question] 

Ayub Khan [Pakistan] 
-No doubt [about] this. [Wjorld opinion shocked as result of events in 
S.A. ... Now feelings roused. Human dignity and self respect involved. 
... No good saying that F.M. Smuts had drawn this policy 1928-29. 
World changes. Tremendous human tragedy. 

Welensky 
-Fuller appreciation of S.A. problems - neighbours - Still I understand 
world reactions - headlines. Responsibility to our parUaments. ... We 
must not hasten too quickly- Let us hasten slowly. I recognise 
difficulties of new members of C [Commonwealth] and also those of Mr 
Luow. No personal attacks. 

Cooray [Ceylon - now Sri-Lanka] 
-Our Govt. - completely opposed to racial discrimination - We do not 
subscribe to statement by Louw that this is entirely a local matter. 

Diefenbaker [Canada] 
- ... We cannot ignore an issue of such importance? How can we deal 
with it without interfering with mle of non-interference? 
? [ question] of racial discrimination is one which goes beyond confines 
of civil rights. CommonweaUh cannot stand for less than what UN 
stands for. *̂** 

Later in page 88 ofthe Diary notes, Nehm continues 

'̂ ° Nehm Memorial Library, Manuscripts Section, New Delhi, Diary of Jawaharlal Nehru, 
Commonwealth Prime Ministers Conference, 1960, Accession No. 1423, pp 1-2, 40-44. 
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Diefenbaker 
Agrees with J.n. [J. Nehm]. Commonwealth standing for human dignity 
and sacredness of individual. This Commonwealth cannot exist if there 
is this rigid attitude of Louw. Obdurate... 

Nehm's Diary notes end with a final statement by Louw. 

Years ago U was decided here 2 things cannot be discussed: 
1. Disputes not to be discussed here -
2. Local Affairs not to be discussed -

... I carmot too strongly wam against breach of these 2 mles.*^* 

Natural Justice: The Axe Falls 

Menzies' support for South Africa with his legaUstic arguments and consequent conflict 

with Nehm continued in the Commonwealth, as the membership issue took a decisive 

tum. In London to attend the Commonwealth Prime Mirusters meeting on South 

Africa's membership,(tlus time attended by Verwoerd himself), Menzies - in a cable to 

his deputy John McEwen sent during the meeting - made little effort to disguise his 

disappointment about South Africa's prospects for remaining in the CommonweaUh. 

For instance, on the unexpected approach taken to the discussion ofthe South Afiican 

question, (which was at variance with what he thought was previously agreed with 

MacnuUan), Menzies complains 'I can only assume that this change in approach by 

MacmiUan came from the meeting he had last night at Chequers [British Prime 

Minister's country residence] with Nehm.'*^^ Then, on Verwoerd's defence of South 

Afiica's racially based poUcies at the meeting, Menzies writes: '[t]his he did wUh a 

great deal of competence and some effectiveness and ... made a certain number of digs 

at aspects of intemal poUcies in Ghana, Nigeria, Malaya, Ceylon and India.' Menzies 

gives the impression here that he derived some pleasure from Verwoerd's performance. 

' ' ' Ujid., p 88. 

"^ AA Cablegram, 14 March 1961, AustiaUan High Commission, London, R.G. Menzies to J. 
McEwen, Series A1838/2, Item 169/11/128, pt 1, p 1. 

' " Ibid, p 2. 
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In contrast to Nehm, 'who left the conference [1961] Ui no doubt as to India's 

detestation of apartheid ...'* '̂*, and wamed ofthe consequences of South Afiica's 

membership on the fiiture existence of the organisation, Menzies was uncompromismg 

in his stand. On MacmiUan's draft statement from the meeting on South Afiica's 

position in the Commonwealth, Menzies comments '[n]obody seems ever to define 

these terms, racial equality and racial discrimmation. They have become slogans.'*^^ 

This was despUe having signed off on the Declaration of CommonweaUh Principles at 

the Singapore Conference (referred to above) which was, explicitly, a statement of the 

centraUty of racial equality to the Conunonwealth and within the member nations. *̂^ 

Menzies concludes his cablegram to McEwen with the message that the writing was on 

the waU for South Afiica's membership and adds '[i]n view of our plainly 

discriminatory immigration policy we have a good chance of being the next m line.'*^^ 

This revelation of Menzies' hidden motive was another example of the personality 

factor and its impact on policy and the India-Australia bUateral relationship. 

In the event. South Africa withdrew from the Commonwealth in the face of 

overwhelming opposUion from the new members of the Commonwealth in particular. 

Crocker, AustraUa's High Commissioner in New Delhi at the time m a cable to 

Australia's Department of External Affairs concerning Verwoerd's decision to leave 

the Commonwealth, says the departure of South Afiica was well received by the Indian 

media, and adds that the 'Australian Immigration Policy has been noticed unfavourably 

in this connection in several papers including The Times of India' and ends with the 

'̂ "̂  The Hindu, India, 14 March 1961; Daily Telegraph. London, 18 March 1961, in S.C. Gangul, 
India and the Commonwealth, Shiva Lai Agarwala, India, 1970, p 38. 

'̂ ^ A A, Cablegram, 14 March 1961, Austialian High Commission, London, Menzies to McEwen, 
Series A1838/2, Item 169/11/128, pt 1, p 3. 

'̂ ^ D. Ingram, 'Prospects for Ottawa: the Prime Ministers Prepare', TRT, No. 250, April 1973, p 177. 

"^ AA, Cablegram, 14 March 1961, Austialian High Commission, London, Menzies, to McEwen 
Series A1838/2, Item 169/11/128, pt 1, p 3. This last statement of admission on the 'White Austialia' 
PoUcy, is in contrast to official explanations, defending the policy as non-discriminatory given by 
Menzies as well as members of his Govemment in the face of criticism from Asia in the 1950s and 
1960s. 
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comment that '[f]ew papers pubUshed Mr. Menzies' statement' *̂^ which of course, 

was about his expression of regret at South Africa's departure. The withdrawal of 

South Africa from the Commonwealth at the meeting was a triumph for Nehm, whose 

response was that it 'has strengthened the CommonweaUh' and on the historic nature 

ofthe Commonwealth decision, he said: 

[t]his very tenuous and vague association has developed certain basic formulae ... 
one of them is equal treatment of races, equal opportunities, no racial suppression 
and certainly no segregation.''̂ ^ 

Author M.S. Rajan observes it was only after the wUhdrawal of South Africa from 

membership of the CommonweaUh that the new members were confident that the old 

members (with the exception of Australia) also accepted the principle that 'the 

promotion of racial equality (both within and without their territories) is a new and 

addUional Commonwealth obligation.'*'**' 

Menzies' reaction to the historic departure of South Africa is best conveyed in his 

address to Parliament on his return from the Commonwealth Prime Ministers 

Conference in London: 

Under inexorable pressure, South Africa is out of the Commonwealth. It is not the 
Verwoerd Govemment that is out. It is the Union of South Afiica; the nation evolved 
by the great liberal statesmanship of 1909; the nation of Botha and Smuts; ... The 
nation ... which recently voted to remain within the direct allegiance to the Throne; 
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Menzies concludes his announcement wUh an appeal to his fellow Parliamentarians 'to 

share in my sorrow at these unhappy circumstances.'*"*^ Yet, annoyed at the suggestion 

'̂ ^ AA, Cablegram, 27 March 1961, Crocker to DEA, Series A1838/2, Item 169/11/128 pt 1. 

^^^ India's Foreign Policy: Selected Speeches, September 1946-ApriI 1961, Ministry of Information & 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1961, p 550. 

'"' Rajan, M.S. India and the Commonwealth-Some Studies, Konark Publishers, Delhi, 1990. p 118. 

'̂ ' CNIA, Statement to the (H of R), by R.G. Menzies, on 11 April 1961, Vol. 32, 1961, p 30. 

'̂ Îbid. 
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that he was keen to help South Africa remain in the CommonweaUh, and also seen as 

having been indifferent to the SharpeviUe shootmgs, he finally spoke out agamst 

Apartheid and admitted to being 'agamst some of the modem manifestations and 

practices [of Apartheid] because they offend the conscience; ... But we are a fair 

minded people, I hope, and we should try to understand how the basic poUcy came to 

be adopted, ...' It could be asked whether these were just new words for old 

meanings? He proceeds with a didactic explanation to ParUament of the reasons for 

Apartheid, quoting Smuts, *'*̂  and consequently his condemnation, long withheld, 

appears to be gmdging when U was delivered, and more an attempt to compensate for 

his mild and defensive previous response to Apartheid, SharpeviUe and South Africa's 

continuing membership. 

J.K. GalbraUh, one time US Ambassador to India, wrUes about a pre-dinner chat he 

had with Nehm who, discussing South Africa, spoke of his (Nehm's) gratitude to 

Diefenbaker for his support on the South Africa issue at the Commonwealth 

conference and, in reference to Menzies, said that, while he was 'once a friend of 

apartheid, [Menzies] had now heard enough from home to be opposed.'*"*^ Academic 

Robert Manne observes that '[tjhere was, unhappily, one great lesson from the 

[S]econd World War - the evU of racism - which Menzies stubbornly refijsed to 

leam.'*^ 

It is also instmctive to note Nehm's contribution to preserving the Commonwealth by 

his actions on South Africa, it sharpens fiirther the differences between him and 

Menzies. Bimal Prasad in his article, 'Nehm and the New Commonwealth', describes it 

as 'a cmcial role in giving a new shape to it after the end ofthe Second World War', 

pointing also to Nehm's 'refusal to countenance India's withdrawal from U, ...' when 

'̂ Mbid. 

"'Ibid.,p31. 

'"̂  Galbraith, J.K. Ambassadors Journal, Hamish Hamilton, London, 1969, p 86. 

"'̂  Manne, Robert 'Revisiting Menzies', The Age. 29 November 1999, p 15. 
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Britain's invasion of Egypt during the Suez crisis threatened the break up of the 

Commonwealth.*'*^ Gopal observed that '[h]is patience gave the Commonwealth time 

to surmount the strain. Nehm was not just the creator and leader of the new 

CommonweaUh; he was also Us saviour.'*'*^ Nehm hUnself valued highly the institution 

of the Commonwealth and used U to launch the new sovereign India to the world. 

Reporting to the Lok Sabha on his return from attendUig the 1956 CommonweaUh 

Prime Ministers Conference, Nehm spoke enthusiastically about such conferences 

describing them as 'a good thing for the worid, beset as U is by the sectional outlook 

and much intolerance-ideological, racial and other.'*'*^ Rajan pointedly comments that 

all the Prime Ministers would agree with Nehm's view, 'perhaps with the lone 

exception ofthe AustraUan Prime Minister ... '*̂ *'. Another difference, perhaps less 

noticed, between the two men is that Nehm's decision to remain in the CommonweaUh 

and advance its causes, despite the colonial experience, despite the presence of South 

Africa, (tiU 1961) and India's nemesis Pakistan, (with Us membership of SEATO) and 

despite Britain's inexorable march towards the European Union, (EU) has been 

vindicated in contrast to Menzies' pessimism about its future. One writer puts the case 

for India's faith: 

India represents, more perhaps than any other nation, free and uncommitted opinion 
in Asia and Africa, so membership ofthe Commonwealth has enabled India to reach 
out and influence opinion in all parts ofthe world. '^' 

'"^ Prasad, Bimal 'Nehm and the New Commonwealth', International Relations and Foreign Policy of 
India. Great Britain. Commonwealth. Verinder Grover, (ed.). Deep & Deep Publications, New Delhi, 
1992.p 257. 

'̂ ^ Gopal, S. 'The Commonwealtii: An Indian View', TRT, No. 240, Diamond JubUee Number, p 615. 

'"^ Rajan, M.S. 'India and the Commonwealth; 1954-56', International Relations and Foreign Policy 
of India. Great Britain. Commonwealth, Verinder Grover, (ed.). Deep & Deep Publications, New 
Delhi, 1992, p 370. 

'^°Ibid. 

'^' 'The Commonwealtii An Indian View: The Pioneer Republic', TRT, No. 200, September 1960, 
p 377. Also see, 'Commonwealth, South Asia and the Enlarged Community: The Continued Value of 
tiie Commonwealtii Link', TRT^o. 244, October 1971, pp 507-510. 
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Another incident that alarmed Menzies, worsenmg his dislike of Nehm, occurred when 

Prime Miiuster MacmiUan called on Nehm to chair a CommonweaUh Prime Ministers' 

conference in his temporary absence. David Goldsworthy, writing about this, cUes a 

record of a subsequent meeting between Sir Eric Harrison, (AustraUa's High 

Commissioner in London) and Duncan Sandys (Britain's Secretary of State for 

CommonweaUh relations) to show that Menzies was 'much put out by Mr Macmillan's 

apparent preference for a brown face. He had now got the idea firmly fixed in his head 

that compared wUh the "brown" CommonweaUh countries, Australia did not "count for 

a row of beans" '*̂ ^ 

That MacmiUan and Nehm got on weU is due more to the former's personaUty rather 

than Menzies' ungracious speculation. First of aU, MacmiUan 'presented himself as a 

more ardent champion of the "new" Commonwealth' and, secondly, he 'made himself 

known to the Commonwealth and its peoples in a manner whoUy pleasant to the hosts, 

and this without displaying either of the complexes that bedevU intemational relations 

today- ...'*". Unhampered by Britain's diminished international stature, Macmillan was 

the antUhesis of Menzies, who seemed to cling to the notion of a British Empire at its 

zenith. 

Indo-Canadian Links: An Object Lesson 

To understand the impact of personalities on poUcies and bilateralism, U helps to 

contrast the India-Australia relationship under Menzies wUh that which India enjoyed 

with Canada and its post World War II leaders. It is worth noting here that India's 

relations with Canada (like Australia, a member of the old Commonwealth and the 

Westem alliance) were remarkably warm with the two finding common ground on 

foreign policy issues. Also, Canada's aid to India, more generous than AustraUa's, 

included assistance in establishing India's atomic energy programme for peacefiil 

'̂ ^ F. Mills to Sir Alexander Cutterbuck, 24 May 1961, DO 161/161, Public Records Office, London in 
David Goldsworthy, ' Menzies Britain and the Commonwealth: The Old Order Changeth', Menzies in 
War and Peace, Frank Cain (ed.) Allen 8c Unwin, NSW, 1997, p 100. 

'̂ ^ 'India: The Sun also Sets', TRT, No. 190, March 1958, p 177. 
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purposes and not, according to Nehm, for 'nefarious and destmctive purposes.'*^"* But 

then Canada's leaders Uke St Laurent, Pearson and Diefenbaker (the last named 

supporting Nehm on the question of South Afiica's membership of the 

Commonwealth)*^^ had a broader view of the world more capable of understandmg 

Nehm's concept of the CommonweaUh as a dynamic body for intemational 

cooperation based on racial equality. According to James Eayers, these men also played 

key roles in enabling Commonwealth members to remain honorably in the 

Commonwealth in several close-to-the-brink situations of disintegration, such as, the 

Suez crisis. South Africa and Rhodesia. *̂^ Apart from the economic aid Canada gave 

India, one writer ascribes the strong Indo-Canada friendship to the fact that: 

... India found Mr St Laurent, Mr Pearson and Mr Diefenbaker (all of whom have 
visited the country) sympathetic personaUties. Party politics in Canada have had no 
influence on Indo-Canadian relations. With Australia and New Zealand relations 
have never attained the same intensity.'̂ ' 

There were others, such as Lord Gamer, who commended Canada for its 

Commonwealth contribution. In his article 'Commonwealth Under Strain', he refers to 

'... the good fortune that the interests of Canada included the Conunonwealth 

relationship as an essential element ... ' and credits Pearson for his valuable 

contribution during the Suez crisis. *̂^ That the Canadian Unk with India was stronger 

and more capable of withstanding greater strain - even on the sensUive issue of 

restrictive barriers to immigration - than the AustraUan relationship is evident from an 

AustraUan High Commission despatch to Canberra. It concems the Ontario Supreme 

Court's rejection of an Indian family's appeal in 1954 against deportation orders. The 

''" See 'Canada-India Reactor Inaugurated', The Hindu Weekly Review, Bombay, 23 January 1961; 
'The Kundah Project', The Hindu Weekly, Madras, 23 January 1961. 

'•'̂ ^ See Richard A. Preston, Canada in World Affairs 1959-1961, Oxford University Press, Toronto, 
1965, pp 200-208. 

'̂ ^ Eayers, James ' The Overhaul of die Commonwealtii', TRT, No. 225, January 1967, p 48. 

'̂ ^ 'The Commonwealth An Indian View: the Pioneer Republic', TRT, No. 200, September 1960, 
p373. 

'̂ ^ Lord Gamer, 'Commonwealth Under Stiain: problems of Expansion and Attiition', TRT, No. 258, 
April 1975, pp 210-211. 
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despatch from Crocker, observes that '[t]he item was pubUshed in an obscure part in 

the Indian press in small print ...' and then adds that had U occurred in Australia, 'it 

would have been on the front page and with headlines.'*^^ But, then, Nehm too became 

increasingly friendly towards Canada and got on well with its leaders so much so that, 

according to Gopal, as the Indo-Canadian links grew in strength for Nehm, 'as the 

years passed, the axis ofthe Commonwealth became more and more not India's old 

link with Britain but the new relationship with Canada.'*^** 

Gopal describes the essential difference in the India-Canada Commonwealth 

environment: '[i]t became multi-racial, held together, as Nehm saw U, not by kinship or 

by common allegiance but by a shared sense of values.'*^* He makes the fiirther point 

that the previously held view ' " that all who have grown up under the Union Jack are 

ui their hearts devoted to it," ' is no longer a supportable argument. 

In the Whitiam-Mrs Gandhi period of the bUateral relationship too, (1972-1975) 

Canada continued to collaborate wUh Commonwealth members under prime Minister 

Tmdeau. He viewed the CommonweaUh as giving Canada a 'separate identity on the 

American continent',*" adding to the high regard New DeUu had for the independence 

wUh which Canada has expressed Us views and supported India's initiatives of the 

Nehm period and continued by Mrs Gandhi's Govemment. 

Given Menzies' above stated pessimism about the future ofthe Commonwealth, Praflil 

Bidwai and Kuldip Nayer in their article, 'Is there any common weal in the 

'̂ ^ AA, Despatch No. 23, 6 December 1954, from W.R. Crocker to R.G. Casey, Series A1838/283, 
Item 169/10/1 part 2, p 3. 

'̂ ° Gopal, S. 'The Commonwealtii: An Indian View', TRT, No. 240, Diamond Jubilee Number, 1970, 
p 615. Lester Pearson, like Nehm, was critical of tiie Anglo-French action on Suez, and told the 
House of Commons in November 1956 tiiat it, brought tiie Commonwealth, close to dismtegration. 
See S.N. Misra, India: the Cold War Years, South Asian PubUshers, New Delhi, 1994, pp 216-217. 

'^'Ibid, p 614. 

'^^Ibid 

' " Kamath M.V. 'Conunonwealtii Overhauled at Ottawa', Times of India, 12 August 1973. 
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Commonwealth?', provide two different, though incisive assessments, of what the 

Conunonwealth institution has meant to India and others over the decades but, also as 

importantly, its relevance for the fiiture. Bidwai sees rt as 'a fomm without fijnction', 

one that needs, he says, to 'reinvent a useful role for itself a North-South fomm to 

promote an equitable economic and ecological world order, ...'. On the other hand, 

Nayer believes Us 'relevance today lies not in its economic or political clout, but in 

terms of cohesiveness and contacts, attitudes and agreements.'*^"* Britain too, like 

Nayer above, saw the Commonwealth as usefiil and enduring, and not an obstacle to 

Britain's integration wUh the European community. A poU conducted in 1973 on 

usefulness of the Commonwealth found seven out of ten people in Britain disagreed 

wUh any question of it being wound up and, on the contrary, thought it should be made 

even stronger. *̂^ The relevance of this British-Canadian sharing of Nehm's optimism 

is that it presents a picture that is in sharp contrast to Menzies' earUer pessimistic view 

of the future Commonwealth and his extraordinary concerns for the people of Britain 

made in the aftermath of India's repubUcan membership. 

'̂ '' Bidwai, Prafiil and Nayer, Kuldip (former High Commissioner for India to tiie UK), 'Is tiiere any 
Common Weal in the Commonwealth?' The Sunday Times of India, New Delhi, 2 November, 1997, 
p 20. Also see. Ibid., L.K. Sharma, 'Commonwealth: a New Survival Instinct', p 15. 

'̂ ^ 'British Interest in tiie Commonwealth', TRT, No. 234, April 1969, pp 170-171. Also see, S.C. 
Leslie, 'British Attitudes to tiie Commonwealtii: Dream and Daylight' TRT, No. 251, July 1973, 
pp 363-375. 
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CHAPTER FOUR - NEHRU AND MENZIES: THE CLASH OF 
TITANS 

PART H: MORALITY AND INTERNATIONALISM Vs SELF-INTEREST 

The discussion thus far provides an insight into the early background of these two men 

as well as their attitudes to South Africa's racist policy and membership of the 

Commonwealth, includmg India's membership as a new repubUc. However, in 

determining how they affected the bUateral relationsUip in the 1950s, U is necessary to 

focus also on the different ways in which the two men viewed practices such as 

colonialism, and the threat of Communism to the free world. These differences not only 

throw Ught on the ideological barrier that separated the two, but also on their responses 

to the contentious Cold War environment ofthe period, reflected in their poUcy actions 

on mtemational conflicts ofthe time some of which are examined in this section. 

Colonialism 

One obvious manifestation of their differences is the way that the two men viewed 

coloniaUsm. For Nehm, the long stmggle of the independence movement, during 

which he personally suffered the ignominy of being imprisoned' as weU as being 

separated from his only child Indira, was a poignant and perhaps salutary experience. 

The exchange of letters between him (written from prison), and his daughter speaks of 

the anguish of this period in his life.̂  Consequently, the effects of coloniaUsm with aU 

Us manifestations of exploitation and bmtality ^ were a strong force m the shaping of 

Nehm's attitude to the outside world: anti-coloniaUsm, racial equality and nonaUgnment 

' Nehm spent about a decade in prison over nine separate terms, (one of three continuous years) 
between 1921 and 1945. Indira Gandhi too was arrested and jailed in 1942. 

^ Gandhi, Sonia (ed.), Freedom's Daughter: Letters Between Indira Gandhi and Jawaharlal Nehm 
1922-1939, Hodder & Stoughton, London, 1989. 

^ ^ee Jawaharlal Nehm: An Autobiography, John Lane The Bodley Head, London, 1936, pp 178-179, 
for Nehm's account of'... battering witii lathi and long batons ...' he personaUy endured at the hands 
ofthe British Police. 
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combined to become the seed-bed of India's foreign poUcy"* under Us first 

Prime Minister. Not surprisingly, then, responsibility for Foreign Affairs was firmly in 

Nehm's hands. Brecher does not exaggerate when he writes about Nehm's hold on 

Foreign Affairs: 

Nowhere does one man dominate foreign policy as does Nehm in India. Indeed 
Nehm is the philosopher, the architect, tiie engineer and the voice of his country's 
policy towards the outside world. ̂  

His eloquent defiance of coloruaUsm was strong from the very outset of his entry into 

the political arena, as was his persistence with it throughout the 1950s, describing it as 

'obsolete in the modem world.'^ Fmstrated by the lack of action by the UN Security 

Council on Indonesia's mdependence, Nehm convened a conference of eighteen 

nations, to demand sMift action on the question by the intemational community.' 

Speaking at the Asia Relations Conference in March 1947, (attended by Australia as an 

observer, with a Labor Govemment in Canberra), on the subject of the emergence of 

Asia after centuries of imperial dominance, Nehm said: '[djuring the past two hundred 

years, we have seen the growth of Westem unperialism and of the reduction of large 

parts of Asia to colonial or semi colonial status.'^ 

Menzies, on the other hand, driven by historical impulses and possessed by a British 

Empire-centred world view, played down the immorality of coloniaUsm, in one instance 

pointing to an apparent double standard in the selective recognition and criticism ofthe 

practice: 

... when the word 'coloruaUsm' is used in the Asian or African countries, it cormotes 
contiol of an Asian or African community by a Westem or European power. So 

'' See API Report of Nehm's Press conference in Pattabhi Sattaramaya, History ofthe Indian National 
Congress. Padua's PubUcations, Bombay, 1947, vol. 2 , pp CCXLV-CCLII. 

^ Brecher, Michael Nehm: A Political Biography, Abridged Edition, Oxford University Press, London, 
l%l,p216. 

^ Gopal, S. (ed.) Jawaharlal Nehm: An Anthology, Oxford University Press, New Delhi, 1980, p 64. 

^ Rao, Amiya and Rao, B.G. Six Thousand Days, Sterling Publishers, New Delhi, 1974, p 245. 

^ Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches, September 1946-May 1949, Vol. I, Ministry of Information & 
Broadcasting, Government of India, New Delhi, 1949, p 299. 
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understood the Soviet Union is innocent of coloniaUsm; Austialia is a colonial 
power in relation to East New Guinea and Papua; Indonesia witii control of West 
New Guinea is not a colonial power at all!̂  

Clearly, Menzies failed to recognise the history of nuUtary power of Westem states 

which ultimately led to Westem coloniaUsm and dommance of the weaker states of 

Asia and Afiica as Copland asserts here: 

The rapid growth of Westem military power in the eighteenth century liberated the 
Europeans from the need to go cap-in-hand to Asian rulers for permission to trade ... 
Hesitantiy at first, and then with increasing assurance and swagger, they moved from 
defence to offence -...''°. 

Furthermore, for Menzies, the emergent nationalism in Asia, accompanied by a surge in 

the granting of independence to former European-held Asian colonies in the aftermath 

of World War n posed a number of fears. Unlike Britain and European colonial 

powers, Australia, in the 1950s - itself a smaU colonial power because of Papua (New 

Guinea)- was, for Menzies, too close for comfort to turbulent and non-white Asia, 

AustraUa's 'near north', as he has described it. Lowe explains the dilemma: 

Decolonisation in AustiaUa's region also challenged the tenets of faith; such as 
racial homogeneity, protection from Asia, and regional European influence, which 
had circulated in Austialia from the time of federation." 

At a time when decolonisation was an important issue for Nehm and other European 

colonies demanding independence from their colonial mlers, AustraUa's record m the 

Menzies era on decolonisation debates was not a proud one: 

... not only did the Austialians oppose the anti-colonial demands ... they were the 
most rigid in their opposition. Only a handfid of the colonial old-guard such as 
South Africa, Belgium and Porttigal showed greater hostiUty to decolonisation.''̂  

^ Menzies, RG. Afternoon Light, CasseU, Melboume, 1967, p 232. 

'° Copland, Ian Europe's Great Game: Imperialism in Asia, Melboume University Press, Victoria, 
1986, pp 43-44. 

" Lowe, David (od.) Austi-alia and the end of Empires, Deakin University Press, Victoria, 1996, p 5. 

'̂  Lowe, David 'Austialia at die United Nations in the 1950s: The Paradox of Empire', Australian 
Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 51, No. 2, 1997, p 171. 
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In fact Percy Spender, as Australia's Mmister for Extemal Affairs in (1949-1950) and 

later Ambassador to the US, was active in obstmcting the UN from discussmg 

questions of decolonisation.*^ Then, there were those in the Menzies Govemment Uke 

Anderson, Liberal Party (MHR) for Hume, who would seriously question the beUef 

that colonialism was detrimental to the lives of those subjected to it. In an address to 

Pariiament, Anderson asks: '...but is U so bad? Most colonies were originaUy 

estabUshed to provide markets and to improve the standard of Uving ofthe people'.*'* 

Anderson's grotesque view on the virtues of colonialism was certainly not shared in 

India, in fact quUe the contrary. Nehm, m an address to ParUament, referred to the 

difficulties India faced steppUig up to 'all the problems that had accumulated during the 

period of our arrested growth in the past ...'*^ Downer, like Menzies and Anderson, 

faded to understand Asia's resentment of coloniaUsm, seemg the attaming of 

nationhood by the constituents ofthe Empire as 'England's goal for the past 100 years, 

despite aU the propaganda and all the misrepresentations about the aUeged evils of 

colonialism.'*^ His address to ParUament, (when he made the above comments on 

coloniaUsm) studded with criticisms of India' s opposition to NATO, the Baghdad 

Pact, (which later became CENTO), SEATO and the Anglo-AustraUan attitude to the 

Suez issue, added to the acrimony that prevailed between the two countries Ui the 

Menzies era. Surprisingly, Casey too in 1957, was no less laudatory in his reference to 

Britain's record on decolonisation when he said: 

No country in the world's history has anything approaching Great Britain's record of 
statesmanship on the grand scale, by way of the development of one country after 
another to self-government and independence. 

'̂  Ibid, pp 173, 175. 

'̂  CPD, (H of R), Vol. 19, 1 May 1958, p 1377. 

'̂  Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches, September 1946-May 1949, Vol. 1, Ministiy of Information & 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1949, p 236. 

'* CPD, (H of R), Vol. 14, 21 March 1957, pp 158. 

" CPD, (H of R), Vol. 14, 2 April 1957, p 415. 
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Making a virtue of decolonisation after centuries of enforced mle was not Nehm's view 

of U. India, according to Nehm's assessment, underwent economic exploUation and 

deprivation of numerous human rights, before Britain consented to the granting of 

independence in the face of growing unrest wUhin India, as weU as the pressure of 

worid opinion. Then again, Casey's own account*^ of British neglect of India, *̂  gained 

at first hand as Governor of Bengal is hardly a flattering testimonial for coloniaUsm. In 

contrast to Menzies, Spender, Downer and Anderson, there were Indian leaders who, 

shared Nehm's contempt for colonialism. For instance, Dr Kashar (Deputy Minister 

for Extemal Affairs) described Indonesia winning freedom from the Dutch as 'the first 

victory of India's poUcy in eUminating Colonialism in aU parts ofthe world. Some of 

the countries, he said, were angry with India because of her anti-colonial policy, but 

India had to follow the path of justice and righteousness.'^*^ There is also the Krishna 

Menon perspective. In a wide ranging interview with Brecher, Menon, speculating on 

the fiiture of India's Commonwealth Unks, mentions a number of determinants for its 

continuance, and includes his admonition that 'there is no conscious effort to 

deliberately liquidate colonialism and Uberate yourselves [the white Commonwealth 

members] from colonial ideas'^* In another critique ofthe exploitative relationship 

between the coloniser and the colonised, Rajendra Prasad comments on the horrors of 

colonial practices: 

The British policy of colonialism in India and China was remarkably consistent in 
terms of ends accompUshed ...Brate force, bribes, intrigues and subhuman 
instruments of subordination were common to experiences of both the societies.̂ ^ 

18 Richard Casey to Lord Wavell, 1 March 1945, TOP, Vol. V, in W.J. Hudson, Casey, Oxford 
University Press, Melboume, 1986, p 169. 
19 Casey, R.G. An Austi-alian in India, HoIUs & Carter, London, 1947, pp 25-26. 

^ AA, Transcript from New Delhi Radio, 6 December 1949, Series A1838/283, Item 382/4/1. 

'̂ Brecher, M. India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 30. 

^̂  Prasad R- Colonialism, Lumpenization, Revolution, Vol. I, 1850-1914, Ajanta Books, Delhi, 1995, 
p27 



160 

Nehm, a victim ofthe undemocratic laws ofthe colonial authorities (used regularly to 

suppress the right to freedom of speech and movement), was acutely sensitive to 

the thousands of his fellow countrymen who voluntarily sacrificed their lives^ as co-

participants wUh him in the civil disobedience movement against British mle, agamst 

coloniaUsm. In Nehm's words, the British reaction to the non-violent quit-India 

campaign 'took the shape of fierce repression of the typical fascist kind, with 

suppression of civil liberties, of press, ...'̂ '*. Speaking ofthe British presence Ui India 

and specificaUy the absence of civU liberties, Nehm, addressing the Indian National 

Congress in 1936, said: 

A Govemment[British] that has to rely on the Criminal Law Amendment Act ..., 
that suppresses the press and literature, that bans hundreds of organizations, that 
keeps people in prison without trial..., is a govemment that has ceased to have even 
a shadow of a justification for its existence ... I find them [these conditions] 
intolerable.^ 

Nehm spoke of his friendship with the EngUsh that started from his time at Harrow and 

Cambridge, but stressed 'that friendship, I am afraid, does not extend to the British 

Govemment in England. '̂ ^ 

Consistent with his commendatory view of coloniaUsm, Menzies never felt it necessary 

to lament the absence of justice and democratic rights in British India, while he lost no 

opportunity to speak, in glowing terms, about the virtues of British law, traditions and 

institutions. But not all in Australia shared Menzies' view of coloniaUsm. The Labor 

^̂  See P.N. Chopra, (ed.). Whose Who of Indian Martyrs, Vol. 1 (1969), Vol. 11 (1972), Ministry of 
Education & Youth Services, Goverrunent Of India, New Delhi. The history of British colonialism in 
India is replete with instances of many thousands of Indians who caUed themselves 'freedom fighters' 
and lost their Uves at the hands of the police, were sentenced to death or died in prison. Also see, 
India's Major Non-violent Movements 1919-1934: British Secret Reports on Indian Peoples' Peaceful 
stiTdggle for Political Liberation. P.N. Chopra, (ed.). Vision Books, Delhi, 1979, for an in depth 
assessment of British curbs and references to the whipping of political prisoners and freedom fighters 
as weU as correspondence about it between the Viceroy, the British Govemment and the Monarch. 

Gopal, S. (ed.), Jawaharlal Nehm: An Anthology, Oxford University Press, New Delhi, 1980, p 343. 

Mutukumaru, N. (ed.) Thoughts of Jawaharlal Nehm, Sri-Lanka-India Society, Sri-Lanka, 1994, 
p37. 

* Pandey, B.N. Nehm and India, Macmillan, London, 1976, p 30. 
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Opposition led by Chifley and Evatt in the 1950s was opposed to the Menzies 

philosophy. There was also sympathy in AustraUa for India's anti-colonial stmggles 

early in the century. In 1909, The Worker in Sydney pubUshed an article which took 

the view that 'India is tired of being the slave of a useless aristocracy trampUng her 

under the feet of an aUen contempt,' and, on Britam's attitude to freedom for India, the 

newspaper said that it was, 'regrettable that a nation should be decUnated by rapacity 

and mismle ... and its reasonable appeals for the franchise, to a country boasting of its 

love of liberty, be answered by the methods ofthe Tsar.'̂ ^ 

The UN: a Nehru-Menzies Coloseum 

For aU his and India's consistent criticism of racial discrimination, Nehm did not use 

the Conunonwealth fomm to raise his concems about it because he saw it as 'an 

occasion and a body for seekUig agreement and friendship rather than on pressing on 

differences.'^ But, of course, when something as abnormal as SharpeviUe occurred, 

then the notion of camaraderie within a harmonious Commonwealth famUy was tested 

to Us Umits and failed to endure South Afiica's presence. A fiirther reason for Nehm's 

accommodatUig attitude to Commonwealth conferences (before SharpeviUe) was that 

Nehm 'had another view of the United Nations where he had no compunction m 

exciting racial controversy and attacking other countries...'̂ ^. Indeed, Menzies too saw 

the UN as the more appropriate place for the airing of differences. Ironically, U was 

the one point of convergence between Nehm and Menzies, but U also became the 

fomm for their poUcy divergence and their most vimlent encounter. 

^' Stargardt, A.W. Australia's Asian Policies: The History of a Debate 1839-1972, Institiite of Asian 
Affairs, Hamburg, 1977, pp 308-309, (Document No. 6). 

^̂  'Commonwealtii Relations: tiie Coronation Conference', TRT, No. XLIII, December 1952 -
September 1953, p 363. 

''Ibid 
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This neatly leads the discussion to two other issues of an intemational dimension that 

saw the two warring protagonists in action: the Five Power Resolution and the Suez 

Canal Crisis. Of the two, the encounter over the Five Power Resolution was qmte 

easily the most gmelUng. In the end, both men were criticised for then performance on 

U by their Parliaments as weU as the press; chronology dictates the conflict over Suez 

be examined first. 

The Suez Canal Crisis 

The international event which exemplifies the different approaches taken by Nehm and 

Menzies to intemational conflict resolution during the Cold War occurred in July 1956, 

when Egypt's President Nasser nationaUsed the Suez canal. It also strained the 

Commonwealth relationship to its limits and 'marked the first occasion when a major 

act of British policy [supported by Menzies] was actively opposed by the other 

members ofthe Commonwealth.'̂ " In India, the major Opposition parties (the Praja 

SociaUst Party, the Communist Party and the Hindu Mahasabha) asked for a re-

evaluation during a Lok Sabha debate on the Commonwealth link. 

The canal, under Anglo-French control for over a century, was seen in the Thnd Worid 

countries as a symbol of Unperialism. Menzies was retuming to Australia from London 

when Nasser's announcement reached him. He decided with the concurrence ofthe 

AustraUan Govemment, which he sought, to retum to London. Menzies viewed the 

action by Nasser as illegal, but found the press in Britain and in America thought 

otherwise as did the Law Officers m London.'^ The twenty two nation London 

conference that swiftly foUowed was not attended by Nasser or Nehm, the latter bemg 

^° Lord Gamer 'Commonwealth Under Strain: Problems of expansion and attrition', TRT, No. 258, 
April 1975, p 210. 

'̂ Mansergh, Nicholas Documents and Speeches on Commonwealth Affairs: 1952-62, Oxford 
University Press, London, 1%3, pp 523-527. 

^' See, Public Records Office, London, Law Officers Department, WC 2, reply dated 5 March 1957, to 
UK Cabinet on the legaUty ofthe Anglo French invasion, c (57) 55, p 54. 
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represented by Krishna Menon, a fact not lost on Menzies who described Menon's 

attendance as 'unhappily' the case.̂ ^ Menon, Uke Nehm, did not have Menzies' 

blessing. The conference ended with Menzies elected to chair a committee 

representing Westem interests in resolving the crisis through a proposal which he was 

to carry to Nasser. In the event, Menzies' mission to Egypt failed resulting in an 

invasion of Egypt by Anglo-French troops, but preceded by Israel's attack on Egypt m 

October 1956. 

Once again, Menzies' interest was in supporting the British posUion. In ParUament, he 

said ' an open canal is essential to British prosperity, ...a closed canal could mean mass 

unemployment in Great Britam, a financial collapse there, a grievous blow at the 

central power of our commonweaUh, ...'̂ '*. Nehm responded to the crisis in an address 

to the Lok Sabha in September 1956, when he said '[a]t the conference held in London 

we pleaded ... for steps to be taken to bring about negotiations, and certain broad 

proposals were laid out by us, ...'^^ India's proposal put by Krishna Menon was, 

according to Hudson, 'very close to Eisenhower's concept of a solution,' and the only 

uncompUcated altemative. It was rejected by Menzies who described U as 'pious talk 

about peace ... would give Nasser practically everything and which no self-respecting 

British Govemment could accept.'̂ ^ The US clearly did not agree. Given the 

explosive environment, Eisenhower sought Nehm's help (inviting him for talks Ui 

Washington) to avoid nuclear conflict in the wake of the Soviet invasion of Hungary 

and the British-French-Israeli attacks on Egypt. 

Failure of the British and French governments to obtain US support for the Uivasion 

was not weU received in Australia. Casey described this as 'the most grave rift between 

" Menzies, op cit., p 150. Krishna Menon, a tienchant critic ofthe West, became Menzies' bete noir. 

^^ CPD, (H of R), Vol. 12, 25 September 1956, p 825. 

" Lok Sabha Debates, 13 September 1956, Col. 6964. 

*̂ Hudson, W.J. Blind Loyalty: Austi-alia and the Suez Crisis 1956, Melboume University Press, 
Victoria, 1989, p 71. 

'̂  Wolpert, Stanley Nehm: A Tryst with Destiny, Oxford University Press, New York, 1996, p 466. 
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the UK and the US in living memory...'^* and disagreed with Menzies' support for the 

use of force. Menzies, clearly unhappy with the US stand, in a message to Canberra 

argued that ' it is all very weU for people to denounce the idea of force, but m a 

negotiation of this kind, it is good sense to keep the other man guessUig.' Like 

Menzies, who had little sympathy for Egypt's position, Britain's Prime Minister Eden 

was determmed to demolish Nasser. In No End of a Lesson: The Story of Suez, 

Anthony Nutting (at the time working in the Foreign Office) states 'Eden reverted to 

his theme that compromise with Nasser would only serve to whet his appetite and that I 

must get U into my head that this man must be destroyed before he destroyed aU of 

us.''*" In the domestic sphere, Menzies got no support from the Labor Opposition; 

Labor's foreign policy demonstrating again that U not only contrasted wUh that ofthe 

Menzies' Govemment, but was more in line with India's. Evatt, Us leader, criticised 

Menzies for suggestmg 'fiiU-blooded economic sanctions; fading that, the use of force -

that is war against Egypt; ... a gross breach of intemational law and no one will deny 

that."** He described the Anglo-French invasion as 'one of the greatest and most 

appalling events in history...'"* .̂ The crisis was eventually settled with the majority of 

UN members, including the US, votmg for a withdrawal of the Anglo-French-Israeli 

forces from Egypt. Evatt told ParUament the reason for the UN's decision to have 

Britain, France and Israel leave Egypt was, 'because they had taken the law into their 

own hands . .''* ,̂ not unlike Nehm's view of rt. 

'* CNIA Statement by R.G. Casey, 1 December 1956, Vol. 27, 1956, p 829. 

'^ Menzies, op. cit., pp 165-166. For an insightiW analysis of die motives that lay behind tiie actions 
of Nasser, tiie British-French-Israeli governments and Eisenhower's refusal to support tiiem, see 
'Suez Crisis', AustiaUan Broadcasting Corporation, Television progranune, on 31 October, 1998, 
presented by Jeremy Bermett. 

^ Nutting, A. No End of a Lesson: The Story of Suez, Constable, London, 1967, p 58. Also see, 
Thomas Barman, Book Review, (No End of a Lesson: The Story of Suez. 1967), Intemational Affairs. 
A Quarterly Review Vol. 44, No. 1, January 1968, pp 84-85. 

" CPD, (H of R), Vol. 14, 2 April 1957, p 420. 

^'n)id.,p419. 

'̂  Ibid, p 421. 
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Nehm's performance however, in the Suez crisis showed his sense of faimess. He 

condemned the Anglo-French plan and said, 'I cannot think of a grosser case of naked 

aggression than what England and France are attemptmg to do."*̂  Yet, despUe his 

close association with Nasser, a fellow member of NAM and his bittemess about the 

former colonial powers, his approach to the settiement of the crisis was evenhanded. 

He told the Lok Sabha that a settlement reached should, 'not only guard the rights of 

nations or sovereignty of nations concemed, but also be fan to the interests of the 

intemational community.'"^ This was in the face of pressure wUhin India to break Us 

links wUh the CommonweaUh, a demand made by the OpposUion in the Lok Sabha."̂  

Also in contrast to Menzies, Nehm rejected the use of force. Gopal conunents on 

Nehm's capacity for faimess: 

The Suez crisis had brought out the best in Nehm. He had at no time 
compromised on principles... but he had combined such firmness with a genuine 
desire to protect British interests and, as the crisis developed, to rescue Britain 
from the mistaken decisions of her Prime Minister.''̂  

Confirmation of Gopal's view is seen in the fact that despite the British Government's 

criticism of Nehm during the Suez crisis, Aneurin Bevin, (a prominent British politician 

of the 1940s and 1950s) in a later visit to Delhi, spoke with approval of India's 

attitude, and emphasised how greatly it had helped to bring the British Govemment 

back to the right path."** Looking back on the crisis, Krishna Menon, spoke of the 

Menzies' Government's maverick position within the Conunonwealth on Suez: 

'*'' Eayers, James The Commonwealth and Suez-A Documentary Survey, London, 1964, p 250, in S.C. 
Gangul, India and the Commonwealth, Shiva Lai Agarwala, India, 1970, p 36. 

^^ Lok Sabha Debates, 25 March 1957, Part II, Col. 652. 

'̂  Misra, S.N. India: the Cold War Years, South Asian Publishers, New Delhi, 1994, p 215. 

"̂  Gopal, S. Jawaharlal Nehm: A Biography, 1947-1956, Vol. II, Jonatiian Cape, London, 1979, 
p 290. For India's objectives in its role in the Suez Canal crisis see S.N. Misra, India: the Cold War 
Years, South Asian Publishers, New Delhi, 1994, pp 236-239. 

"* 'The Commonwealth An Indian View: The Pioneer Republic', TRT, No. 200, September 1960, 
p 372. 
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British public opinion. Commonwealth public opinion, were almost entirely 
against the invasion. ... 1 say "almost" because Austialian governmental opinion 
was an exception. The man who played the biggest fooUsh role in this was Robert 
Menzies, ...''̂  

The Five Power Resolution: a Gladiatorial Contest 

The Five Power Resolution, sponsored by India, Ghana, Yugoslavia, Indonesia and the 

UAR, was intended to bring about a renewal of contact between the two major powers, 

the USA and the USSR, to ease the prevaiUng Cold War tensions. Nehm, explaining 

the reasons for limiting the meeting to the two major powers in the first instance (which 

became the grounds for Menzies' amendment), although agreeing that success wiU 

require the efforts of many nations, said ' we think that in the present situation of 

dangerous drift, even a small approach on behalf of the two great countries would 

make a difference and might mark a tum ofthe tide.'̂ *' Menzies was not happy wUh the 

meetings being Umited to the two great powers. In ParUament, he proclaimed ' the 

resolution moved by Mr Nehm did not caU for a summit meeting ofthe four; ... It did 

not caU on the four great men, ... the four men who led atomic powers, to meet 

again; it called on two people out of the four.'^* Menzies wanted to see Britain 

and France involved from the beginning. 

The matter did not rest there; it was the start of parry and thmst between the two men. 

Nehm assumed the resolution would face no opposUion because it was not, as he 

described U, dnected, 'against any individual or this group or that group. But did 

represent a strong and passionate desire that things should get movmg, and that this 

assembly should not sU paralysed'". Menzies' amendment, therefore, caught Nehm by 

"̂  Brecher, Michael India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 71. 

°̂ Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches, September 1957-April 1963, Vol. IV, Ministry of Information and 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1964, p 326. 

'̂ CPD, (H of R), Vol. 29, 20 October, 1960, p 2265. 

" Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches, September 1957-April 1963, Vol. IV, Ministiy of Information and 
Broadcasting, Government of India, New Delhi, 1964, p 327. 
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surprise, and led hun to mount a fierce attack. Having first acknowledged his 

admiration for Menzies' ability, Nehm went on to ask m reference to the Menzies 

amendment, whether ' that keen mind and ability had not tried to cover-up, with a 

jumble of words, something which had no meaning at all - or the wrong meanUig.'" 

Nehm was clearly annoyed at what he feU was an unnecessary intervention by Menzies. 

Commenting fiirther he said, '[h]e has missed the point ofthe draft resolution and has 

considered, possibly, that there is some kind of a secret motive behind this,' and 

rejecting Menzies' suggestion that the sponsors ofthe resolution 'had fallen into some 

communist trap... ', Nehm, expressed regret 'that the Prime Minister of Australia 

Uas done very Uttle justice to himself...' ^*. 

Disturbed by the bad press he was gettUig in AustraUa on the issue, Menzies, in a 

personal cable from New York to his deputy, John McEwen, wrote, 'I am very sorry to 

leam that I appear to have got the Govemment into trouble. As this mystifies me a 

great deal, I wUl set down in terms which I could hardly use pubUcly the story of what 

occurred.'" Menzies then proceeded to give McEwen a detaUed explanation of what 

took place, but not without a stinging attack on Nehm in the process. He alludes to 

Nehm's response to his amendment with, '[h]e bared his teeth; he sneered. It was 

really a nauseating exhibition, although it appears to have given great pleasure to the 

Australian newspaper reporters.'̂ ^ He then refers to the annoyance that his own 

actions might have caused the Australian newspapers, but adds that U has 'greatly 

strengthened our relations with the United States and with the United JCingdom, ...' . 

He ends the cable to McEwen with, 'I feel very sick about the position at home ... 

When you have discussed this letter with a few of our senior colleagues you might 

^̂  Ibid., p 328. 

^"ftid, p329. 

^̂  NLA, Cable from Menzies to McEwen, dated 9 October 1960, MS4936, Series 8, Box 332, Folder 9, 
pl 
^̂ Ibid. p2. 

^̂  Ibid, p 3. 
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perhaps be good enough to shoot me off a cable about my own movements '̂ ^ Plainly, 

the issue was troubling Menzies. 

In a separate personal letter to Justice Frankfurter, Menzies was just as derisive 

describing Nehm's attack as, 'the most intemperate kmd. He did not revert to the 

Kashmir Brahmin. He seemed to me to revert almost to the branches ofthe trees.''^ 

Also of some interest on understanding the Menzies-Nehm personality difference and 

prevailing hostUity are Menzies' comments to Frankfiirter when he speculates on the 

probable reasons for Nehm's involvement in the Five Power Resolution. He attributes 

U to an interpretation which he obtamed 'in many quarters', and one that 'seems more 

probable ...' that U was an idea developed by TUo and Nasser, who then feU U 

necessary to draft Nehm, 'the man of traditional detachment and of standing wUh the 

Westem world.' Consequently, Nehm was, Menzies proceeds to state, flattered into 

beUeving that his 'name would be the chief one associated with what would be 

regarded as the first constmctive resolution ofthe Assembly.'̂ * 

But then Nehm's interest in world peace and efforts to lessen Cold War tensions were 

in evidence from the time of independence and nonalignment. For example, in the early 

1950s, it was anticipated that Nehm and Churchill would work together for 'an all out 

attempt by the West to try and reach some sort of a new understandmg with the Soviet 

Union.'^^ Reporting on imminent Commonwealth Prime Ministers' talks. The Sunday 

Leader referred to Churchill's dependence at the meetUig on Nehm 'who is expected to 

press strongly for a high level intemational conference ... to relieve present world 

^ îbid. 

^̂  NLA, Letter from Menzies to Justice Frankfiirter dated 21 November 1960, MS 4936, Series I, Box 
12, Folder 109, p 1. 

''^ Ibid, pp 1-2. 

" Ibid., p 2. 
62 'Nehm-Churchill All Out Bid for Worid Peace', The Sunday Leader, Allahabad, 31 May 1953, p 1. 
A Newspaper in London carried a report on 15 May 1953, on Nehm's support for 'ChurchiU's 
proposal for a high level conference ... to try to rid the world of the fear of war.' See AA, Series 
A1838/278, Item 169/7/1, Part 2. 
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tensions.'̂ ^ The AustraUan High Commission in New DeUu, DEA in Canberra and 

Menzies could not have been unaware of this newspaper headline in India and, it could 

be assumed, wUh ChurchiU's involvement U made news m Britain and Australia too. 

The 1953 newspaper report also stated that, '[t]he chief opposUion among the 

Commonwealth leaders to such a move is expected to come from the Australian Prime 

Minister,...' ^. In what was perhaps a foretaste of his response to the Five Power 

Resolution seven years later, Menzies' obstmctionist attitude (anticipated by the Indian 

newspaper) to initiatives that had Nehm's participation, provides an insight into how 

India saw the Menzies' personality from an early stage. It also suggests that Menzies' 

disUke of Nehm was consistent and not related to any single poUcy difference. 

Kevin Perkins provides another example of what was, it seems, a long-standing Nehm-

Menzies rancour when he makes reference to an earlier undertaking by Menzies (at 

ChurchiU's request) to negotiate on Kashmir between Nehm and Liaquat AU Khan 

Before he set off on his mission, Menzies indicated to associates 'how he intended to 

drive Mr Nehm into a cul-de-sac from which he would not be able to escape.' Menzies 

was also wamed, Perkins adds, that Nehm 'was one ofthe world's most elusive men 

and told: "if you succeed, you wiU be the man ofthe age." ' 

Menzies' address to ParUament on his retum defending his actions at the UN (on the 

Five Power Resolution) fiirther reveals the depth of the bittemess that had prevailed 

between him and Nehm. In his speech, Menzies said 'I understand that the first 

complaint is that I was being used by the United States and the United Kingdom ... our 

most powerful and devoted fiiends.'^^ To criticisms m the AustraUan press that he 

had deferred to Eisenhower and MacmiUan's views rather than please AustraUa's Asian 

63 Ibid. 

^n>id. 

*̂  Perkins, Kevin, Last of the Queen's Men, Rigby, Adelaide, 1968, p 250. 

^ CPD, (H of R), Vol. 29, 20 October 1960, p 2267. 
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neighbours in its own interests,^' Menzies responded with, 'I have leamt to know who 

are our friends.' Clearly Menzies was embarrassed by the reaction at home on his 

performance as this statement during his speech explaining his actions suggests: 

'[m]any people have been eager beavers to say that my amendment was just ridiculous 

and that I had made a fool of my country. When I make a fool of this country I hope 

that you wiU expel me.'^^ 

Menzies also came in for much criticism from the Labor Opposition. CalweU accused 

Menzies of having 'isolated AustraUa from the great majority of world powers and 

angered the Afro-Asian bloc ...'and added that criticism 'by some people' in AustraUa 

of Nehm, 'the well-loved leader of more than 400,000,000 Indians . .' had more to do 

wUh Nehm's policy of neutralism than with any enmity he had towards Australia. 

Whitiam in his speech, accused the Prime Minister of having 'deUberately snubbed and 

thwarted the Prime Minister of India by his amendment ...'̂ * and reminded Menzies 

that India, 'has, not by force but by prestige, the primacy in Asia and Afiica among all 

the nations of those continents that belong to the United Nations.'^^ Concluding his 

speech to ParUament Whitiam accused Menzies of having 'indulged his own personal 

vanity and itched to cut a great figure on the worid stage. Suez was the other 

occasion. He has an atlas complex; '''^ It is worthy of note that Whitlam's speech 

reflects not only the Unportance he attached to India regionally, as early as 1960 Ui this 

instance but also its consistency. This is referred to in Chapter Seven below as one 

reason for the positive way in which India responded to AustraUa in the Indira Ciandhi-

Whitlam period in the early 1970s. 

^̂  Joske, Percy Sir Robert Menzies 1894-1978: A New Informal Memoir, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 

1978, p 308. 

^ CPD, (H of R), Vol. 29, 20 October 1960, p 2268. 

^̂  Ibid., p 2270. 

°̂ CPD, (H of R), Vol. 29, 6 December 1960, p 3578. 

'̂ Ibid. 
72 

73 

CPD, (H of R), Vol. 29, 25 October, I960, p 2340. 

Ibid, p 2341. 
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Nehm too was not spared criticism for his rejection of Menzies' amendment to the 

resolution calling U 'negative, untenable and vergmg on absurdity.'"''* Perkins cites a 

correspondent who described Nehm's speech as having left Menzies' 'reputation as a 

worid statesman ... in tatters on the floor ofthe assembly.'̂ ^ Coming from a man who 

has consistently preached peacefiil approaches to mediation of conflicts, some in India 

were disappointed by Nehm's uncharacteristic beUigerence in this instance,̂ ^ although 

he did admit later to regretting U. Nehm's Parliamentary Secretary, Sadath Ali Khan, 

told Crocker in New Delhi that 'Nehm suffered "pangs" over the offending phrases in 

his speech against the AustraUan Resolution; he was sorry he did U.'̂ ' Menzies by 

contrast did not regret his actions but continued to defend them including his argument 

that the Americans welcomed his stand at the UN (as revealed m Chapter Sk below) 

because of their concems about the nonaligned group. 

The Peacemaker 

The Five Power Resolution and the Menzies counter attack had the appearance also of 

being the opportunity for each to ventilate long suppressed antipathy. While the gulf 

between the two men remained, any interest at other official levels had little 

opportunity to flow on to benefit the bUateral relationship. Yet, Nehm's world view 

and conunitment to peace and non-violent approaches to international conflicts echoed 

the thoughts of numerous world leaders and men of eminence, both within and outside 

the political sphere. He was able to enjoin others to his vision of world peace. Among 

those whose praise Nehm enjoyed were Bertrand Russell, Aldous Huxley, Dwight 

Eisenhower, Marshall TUo, Gammar Abdul Nasser, Pearl Buck, Ludwig Erhard, 

'̂' Perkins, op. cit., p 249. 
" Ibid, p 249. 
76 

Joske, op cit., p 308. 
" AA, Record of conversation between Sadath Ali Khan and W.R. Crocker in New Delhi, 3 November 
1%0, Series A1838/2, Item 250/10/7/1, Part 5. 
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Clement Atlee, Mahatma Gandhi, Albert Einstein, Winston ChurchUl, Dean Acheson, 

Malraux, Kwame Nkmmah, Lyndon B. Johnson, S. Radhakrishnan and J.K. 

Galbraith.̂ * Menzies, a man of stature himself, not only failed to understand Nehm's 

ideology of nonalignment and distaste for such things as racialism, colonialism, war and 

miUtary alUances, he also did not share this admiration others had for Nehm. This may 

be partly explained by Perkins' view that Menzies' had a tendency to be vUidictive if 

persuasion faded to bring 'a strong person [who] was not inclined to follow his Ime of 

thinking, ...' and that'... he was not a forgiving man.''^ This pre-disposition to bearing 

gmdges is best demonstrated in Menzies' attempt, supposedly planned, to undermine 

Nehm during his planned visU to negotiate between Nehm and AU Khan on the 

Kashmir impasse, referred to in this Chapter. There is also the temptation to conclude 

that this antipathy towards Nehm was self serving, in that it enhanced Menzies' image 

in Washmgton and London where, for him, it mattered most. In contrast, the absence 

of spite in Nehm's personaUty is best seen in ChurchiU's testimony: ' [t]his man has 

overcome two of the greatest failings in human nature; he knows neither fear nor 

hatred ...'^^. This was high praise coming from a man who was at the time opposed to 

Nehm and India's independence. 

International Policy Divergence 

The discussion has focused on differences that have brought the two men into direct 

conflict. There were, however, mtemational issues that mvolved third party countries 

in which India and Australia were involved as mediators or participants that also 

'̂  For complimentary comments about Nehm, in general, see G. Ramachandram, Nehm and World 
Peace, Radiant Publishers, New DeUii, 1990; SheUa Dikshit, etal. (eds), Jawaharlal Nehm. 
Centenary Volume, Oxford University Press, New Delhi, 1997; N. Muttikumam, Thoughts of 
Jawaharlal Nehm, Sri Lanka -India Society, Colombo, 1994. The UNESCO in conjunction witii the 
Govemment of India held an intemational Round Table Conference on Jawaharlal Nehm. For former 
President S. Radhakrishna's inaugural address to the Round Table Conference, see MEA Foreign 
Affairs Record, September 1966, Vol. XII, No. 9, Govemment of India, New Delhi, pp 233-234. 

^' Perkins, op. cit., p 185. 

*° Chaudary, Ramanarayan (ed.) Nehm in His Own Words, Navajivan PubUshing House, Ahmedabad 
India, 1964, p 95. 



173 

illustrate the Nehm-Menzies ideological gulf It is sometimes forgotten that while, as 

strong personaUties, Nehm and Menzies exercised dominance over foreign poUcy, there 

were others such as Krishna Menon in India, and Casey in AustraUa, along with senior 

bureaucrats and diplomats on both sides, who were very much involved in the 

negotiations and the implementation processes even if they were carrying out then 

Prime Minister's policies. Two conflicts that arose between the two countries 

involving third party intemational issues, examined here, demonstrate fiirther the 

implacable commitment to ideology and the influence of the personality factor on 

foreign poUcy framing and in this case, the bUateral relationship. 

Much ofthe Indian position on the two issues is presented here in terms of Nehm's 

attitude to them because of his dual portfoUo (PrUne Minister and Minister for Extemal 

Affairs). It is Unportant to the discussion to recognise that Nehm was dominant in 

India's foreign poUcy formulation. A directive issued to all foreign diplomats Ui India 

by the Mmistry of Extemal Affairs that in their communications with various Indian 

Govemment departments they should comply with the foUowing requnement, 

underscores this: 

... every issue of substance, and of more than ephemeral interest, which it is 
desired to take up with or bring to the notice of the Goverrunent of India, should 
in the first instance, be referred to the Ministry of Extemal Affairs.̂ ' [Emphasis in 
original] 

S.N. Misra, who has produced a major work on Indian diplomacy, beUeves 'Nehm was 

the principal author of India's foreign poUcy. His ideas have been one of the most 

Unportant formative mfluences upon Indian foreign policy.'^^ Nehm however relied 

heavily on Krishna Menon, a pivotal figure in Indian Cold War politics upto 1962. 

'̂ AA Note from Ministry of Extemal Affairs, Govemment of India, dated 24 November 1961 to aU 
Diplomatic Missions in India, Series A1838/1, Item 1602/47. 

*̂  Misra, S.N. India: The Cold War Years. Soutii Asian Publishers, New Delhi, 1994, p 27. Prem 
Bhatia, believed the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was essentially 'a department reflecting Nehm's views 
and methods.' See The Statesman, Calcutta, 7 December 1957, in Gordon Greenwood and Norman 
Harper, (eds.), Austi-alia in World Affairs 1956-1960. F.W. Cheshire, Melboume 1963, p 329. 
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Consequently, Menon's influence on the Indian stance on mtemational issues was a 

strong factor, sometimes affecting the bilateral relationship because, it seems, his 

forthright and persistent manner was not always appreciated by the Australian side. 

Korean War 

An intemational crisis that brought the two countries' foreign poUcy responses mto 

conflict (and with it iUustrates the unpact of the personality factor), was the 1950 

Korean War. Here the divergence between AustraUa and India was marked not so 

much by ideology as by India's moral stance, as weU as Us mcipient mediatory role in 

intemational disputes widely accepted as helpfiil to the achievement of a resolution in 

the Korean crisis: 'Indian mediation became a novel experiment in intemational 

diplomacy during the Nehm period.'*^ Nehm, symbolised India's ethos of non

violence and peacefiil methods in his approach to the crisis. His letter to the Soviet 

Leader Stalin and the US Secretary of State, Dean Acheson, contaUung an initial 

proposal for the cessation of hostilities pending a final settlement is evident of India's 

evenhanded attitude to the crisis.̂ "* In an analysis of India's role during the Korean 

War, Steinberg also comes to the conclusion that India's conduct was impartial.^' 

The subsequent Indian resolution which broke the impasse, drew compUmentary 

references from the UK and Canada, Mr Eden said '[t]he support which the resolution 

had received was a remarkable tribute to this Indian initiative.' Canada's Mr St 

Laurent described India's initiative as 'an encouraging demonstration of the strength 

^̂  Ramachandram, G. Nehru and World Peace, Radiant Publishers, 1990, New Delhi, p 3. Also see, 
NAI, File No. 1(66) EURII for Scandinavian Mirusters expression of hope that India could settle the 
Korean War. 

^^ Misra, S.N. India: the Cold War Years, South Asian Publishers, 1994, New Delhi, p 124. 

*̂  Steinberg, B. 'The Korean War: A Case Stiidy in India's Neufralism', ORBIS VIII (Winter, 1%5), 
p 953, in S.N. Misra, India: The Cold War Years, South Asian Publishers, New Delhi, 1994, p 83, 

** Public Records Office, London, United Kingdom Cabinet Meeting, Thursday, 4 December, 1952, 
Minutes cc(52) I02nd Conclusion, p 136. 
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and soUdarity of democratic feeling throughout the worid.'̂ "̂  At the tune, an edUorial in 

The Daily Mirror, (London) - carried in 77?̂  Leader, an Indian Daily - confirms this 

accolade: 

Today he [Mr Nehru] figures as tiie statesman who more tiian any other has shown 
shrewd understanding of tiie New Asia and India looms as tiie only power trusted 
by both sides in Korea. Within the Commonwealtii as within the UN she speaks 
authoritatively for the New Asia.̂ * 

India's attitude to, and involvement in, the Korean crisis is conveyed by Krishna Menon 

who feU that the United Nations 'at that time was the United States.'*^ He asserted: ' I 

beUeve the whole of the Korean business was an understandmg - I don't use an y 

stronger word - between Trygue Lie [Secretary General of the United Nations 1946-

1953] on the one hand and the Americans on the other.'^ Perhaps a trace of hyperbole 

here on Menon's part but, if a British Cabinet Meeting Minute is anything to go by, 

then they too had misgivings about the US and being kept fiiUy informed on the 

unfolding miUtary and political situation in Korea. The Minute states: 

The PM [ChurchiU] said that the UN had entrusted the conduct of the Korean 
campaign to the US; and we should be well-advised to avoid a position in which we 
share the responsibility without the means of making our influence effective.̂ ' 

A good example of both, the gulf Ui foreign poUcy between India and AustraUa as weU 

as India's view of Australia as a virtual satellite ofthe US under Menzies, is seen in the 

' ' Ibid. 

** The Leader, India, 'A Rosy Light in tiie East' 18 June 1953. 

*' Brecher, Michael, India in World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 34. For 
India's policy on the Korean War, see AA, Cablegram 19 December 1950, from the Australian High 
Commissioner in New Delhi, Series A1838/278, Item 3123/7/13. 

''Ibid. 

' ' Public Records Office, London, United Kingdom Cabinet Meeting, Thursday 19 June, 1952, 
Minutes, cc (52) 61st conclusion. Foreign Afiairs, p 171. Also see Cabinet Meeting Thursday 26 June, 
1952, for PM ChurchiU's statement on, U.K. ought to have been consulted in advance on bombing 
attacks on Yalu River power station, cc 63 (52) item 1, p 185; '... there was disagreement between the 
British and American views regarding the stand on the Korean issue, and that the U.S.A. could not 
"go along" with Britain in support ofthe Indian resolution to resolve, the Korean deadlock'. See The 
National Herald, Lucknow, 24 November 1952, p 1. 
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observations made by a member of the Indian delegation Govmddas (MP), to the 

Commonwealth ParUamentary Association meeting on the Korean War held Ui 

WelUngton and Canberra. Govinddas' comments were that: 

At New Zealand the Conference atmosphere permeated with a sense of equaUty 
amongst the delegations. But at Canberra, it was not so; a place of prominence over 
all otiiers was given to tiie two representatives from the USA.^ 

The Indian Pariiamentarian, who stressed India's 'opposition to war' and preference for 

'settling aU conflicts by arbUration', thought his speech 'served as a discordant 

note...' , because of its anti-war tone. He also observed that at the Conference, which 

was Uiaugurated by Menzies, '[a]U discussion ... centred round war and how soon it 

could be waged. ... ff anybody did not show blind faith Ui American leadership, he was 

a disturber of world peace and a coward.'̂ '* This serves to identify another difference 

between Nehm and Menzies, namely, support for peacefiil solutions and support for 

war respectively. Nehm, who was unequivocal in his condemnation of war as a 

method to resolving a conflict, said: '[t]he more I Uve and the more I grow in 

experience, the more convinced I am of the fiitUity, of the wickedness of war as a 

means of solving a problem.''^ Menzies, on the other hand, preoccupied with 

Australia's security, was not averse to using force in achieving the West's objectives, 

exemplified by his support for the Anglo-French approach to the Suez crisis. David 

Lowe's observation that Menzies' 'concentrated efforts to gear AustraUa for readiness 

in a third world war,'^ fiirthers this perception ofthe man. 

Although India did not take sides in the war, Nehm's position on North Korea's guiU 

was unequivocal. In an address to the Lok Sabha, on 3 August 1950, he said 

92 Govinddas, On Wings to the Anzacs, Adarsh Publishing, India, 1954, pp 203-204. 

'^Ibid 

''Vbid. 

T^Tarasimha Char, K.T. The Quintessence of Nehru, George Allen and Unwin, London, 1961, p 72. 

% Lowe, David Abstract of Seminar Paper 'Menzies, Memory and Britain: Australian Perspectives on 
International Affairs in the 1950s', Sir Robert Menzies Centre for Australia Studies, London. 
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'aggression has taken place by North Korea over South Korea. That is a wrong that 

has to be condemned and resisted.'^ He was however emphatic that the war should 

not spread outside Korea, other issues not be linked to the resolution of the war, and 

the country's fiiture be decided by the Koreans themselves.^* 

In Australia's case. Us poKcy on the Korean War was aligned with that ofthe United 

States with Menzies ensuring that nothing jeopardised the AustraUa-US alUance. Any 

policy divergence between India and the Americans on the crisis was, therefore, no less 

reflective of the differences which existed between India and Australia on their 

respective attitudes to the Korean issue. For mstance, at the Commonwealth Prime 

Ministers Conference of 1951, when the discussion tumed to a united Commonwealth 

policy on Korea, Nehm, who had difficulty with the lordly approach the Americans 

took at negotiations on the Korean issue, was m conflict with Menzies who stressed 

that 'any security calculations by the Conunonwealth would be "unrealistic" if they 

contemplated serious differences with the United States.'^ 

ResponsibUity for India's involvement in the settlement was assigned to Krishna 

Menon, although he was number two to Vijayalakshmi PandU who led the Indian 

delegation to the UN.*"" India's inventiveness that finally broke through the Korean 

impasse was the agreement proposed for the handlmg of the prisoners of war. 

Questioned by Brecher on this and India's search for a stratagem, this was Menon's 

response: 

'̂  AA Nehm's speech to the Indian Parliament on 3rd August 1950, as reported in The Statesman. 
New DeUii, 4th August 1950, Series A1838/278, Item 3123/7/13. 

^ See AA, Cablegram June 1950, from the Austialian High Conunissioner's Office, London, to DEA, 
and Report 27 July 1950, from the Acting High Commissioner for Australia in India [Francis Stuart] 
for Nehm's early difficulties within India on Korean involvement, and subsequent mediatory role in 
tiie War, Series A1838/278, Item 3123/7/13; 'China Rejects Indian Formula on Korea', National 
Herald, Lucknow, 27 November 1951, p 1. 

'^ PMM (51) 2nd Meeting, 4 January 1951, CAB 133/90, PRO, in David Lowe, Menzies and the 
'Great World Stiuggle': Austi-alia's Cold War 1948-1954, University of NSW Press, Sydney, 1999. 
Also see, NAI, statement by prominent Indians on the Korean War, File No. F16/102-XPP/53(s). 

'°° Mrs Pandit was President of tiie UN General Assembly in 1953 and later, High Commissioner for 
India in the U.K. 
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...I said if we can bring h downa to some formula on a basis which has a wide moral 
appeal it must be an international agreement in regard to the tieatment of POWs. I 
said in my speech at the UN, m regard to the prisoners, it should neitiier be 'push 
norpull'.'°' 

Again, there was a moral underpinning to India's approach in Une with Nehm's 

philosophy. There were others in India's Parliament for whom the moral dimension (in 

the Korean War) was an important consideration. During a debate in the Lok Sabha on 

the Korean situation, Alva Joachim, (MP), on 3 August 1950 drew attention to U: 

The moral aspect is tiie bright side of our foreign poUcy. That moral aspect is tiie 
tieasure and the heritage given to us by Mahatma Gandhi ... This moral policy has 
stood the test ofthe clash of arms.'°^ 

The Krishna Menon Personality 

This discussion of the Korean War helps reUiforce the thesis' central theme of the 

personality factor in the nature of bilateral relations. It is also indicative of another 

theme that Australia's identification with US policy contributed to the disaffection 

between India and AustraUa. Menon found that the Americans were not well disposed 

to India's successfiil proposal which was an altemative to the 21-power resolution they 

supported: 

I think the Americans found that I had broken the unity of the Western group. They 
said so. They thought I was a vicious Machiavellian person. I realty think the main 

'°' Brecher, Michael, India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 37. India 
was also credited with the creation of the concomitant Neutial Nations Repatriation Commission 
(NNRC) with Menon's insistence that the composition of the body be made up of 'an equal number 
from both sides with a neutral chairman,' which position was assumed by India. See Michael Brecher, 
India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 39. The tivo Indian resolutions, 
one introduced into the UN and the otiier to the league of Red Cross Societies at Geneva in 1952 on 
the prisoners-of war issue, brought about the cease-fire. Witii aU sides accepting tiie Indian initiatives, 
'[t]he logjam had finaUy broken.' See Carl Berger, The Korea Knot, Revised Edition, Greenwood 
Press, New York, 1986, pp 155-157. In The Cairo Documents: Biography of Gamal Abdul Nasser, an 
Egypt based author Heikal offers an illuminating insight into the crisis with correspondence between 
Nasser and Nehm and accolades for Menon for his part in helping to achieve a settlement. 

'"^ Parliamentary Debates, [Lok Sabha] Vol. V, Part II, 1 July to 14 August, 1950, p 269. 
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reason was that everybody was getting tired of the war. Secondly, the deadlock was 
a thing to be got over if there was to be an end to the Korean war.'°^ 

At this pomt, U helps to draw attention to Menon's unease with the Americans which 

was no less feU by India's ParUamentarians as the thesis shows m Chapter Six below. 

Menon's antipathy is exempUfied in this comment: '[u]ntU the US is able to gjve up the 

idea of mnnUig the world - and not use the words "racial and national superiority" or 

"world dominion" there is little hope for the world.'*"'* The flow-on effect of this on 

India's view of AustraUa and its unpact on the bilateral relationship should not be 

understated. 

The relevance of India's success as a mediator and the Indian attitude to America is 

that it provides an insight into the poUcy maker's personaUty (his psychological and 

operational environment), and its impact. For example, Brecher suggests that Menon's 

denunciation of the United States role in world politics in contrast to his milder 

treatment ofthe Soviet Union's breaches of intemational conduct, reveals an anti-West 

bias. He explains Us origins: 

It is deep-rooted and pervasive, an extension of his poUtical phUosophy and his 
emotional propensities- bittemess towards 'the West', a compound of colonialism, 
imperialism, and racism...."^*. 

Then again there were those who saw Menon as an embodiment of justice and equaUty 

for the Third World: 'their eloquent advocate, their brave defender, then doughty 

champion. When he spoke, he gave vent to the mute feeUngs of half the worid.'*"^ It 

'°^ Brecher, Michael India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 38. In an 
interview on Korea, Owen Lattimore, an expert on Far Eastem affeirs from the John Hopkins 
University, USA was to suggest that' a mistake was made in clapping down tiie fridian suggestion ...' 
in reference to the West's approach of miUtary action foUowed by diplomacy, as opposed to India's 
formula of diplomacy together with military action. See 'An Act of Unusual Diplomacy', The 
National Herald Lucknow, 15 December 1950, p 5. Also see, 'Nehm Deplores Failure of Peace Plan', 
The National Herald, Lucknow, 7 December 1952. 

"^ Brecher, Michael India And World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, pp 180-181. 

'"̂  Void., p 309. 

"^ 'Regional Cooperation and Security', The Daily News, Sri-Lanka, 9 January 1997, p 6. The 
Krishna Menon Memorial Centenary Lectiu ê, delivered by L. Kadirgarmar, (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, Sri-Lanka,) on 15 December 1996, Pune, India. 
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would be all too easy to ignore the effect of nationaUsm m this. NationaUsm, of course, 

was the overriding power that drove India's campaign for independence. Krishna, 

Menon was not devoid of this sturing force having lived under the hand of British 

colonialism. R. Venketaraman, India's one time President, saw the Menon 

phenomenon through Indian eyes, understandably, and not without a measure of pride 

with India's growing international stature as a peacemaker under Nehm and Menon: 

I had the privilege of being a member ofthe Indian delegation led by Krishna Menon 
over a number of years. ... Participating in the work... led by him was to share in the 
articulation of India's renascent ethos. After every address of Krishna Menon we on 
the delegation feh inches taller-as Indians, as Asians and as representatives of a 
whole generation of newly emerging nations.'°^ 

There was a tendency among Australian diplomats (and even Menzies) to ignore, if not 

play down, Menon's authority in pursuing Indian foreign policy. Here, 

Ramachandram's description ofthe Nehm-Menon team is important because U dispels 

any doubt about Menon's effectiveness at this pomt m Indian foreign affairs. 

... the Nehm-Menon symbiosis imique in many ways helped India to mediate in 
global crises with great success.... It is not an exaggeration to say that India's role of 
mediation and concUiation would not have become an effective instrument of 
intemational diplomacy without Krishna Menon. It is necessary for historians to 
give this credit to Menon.'^ 

Brecher provides a valuable aid for the Intemational Relations scholar's task of trying 

to understand foreign policy behaviour through the statements, actions and views of 

decision makers and their perceptions ofthe environment. He defines the environment 

as made up of three separate levels at which a state's foreign poUcy reciprocity takes 

place, 'global, subordinate, and bilateral.'*"^ By applying this analytical paradigm to 

Menon, who occupied a position in the Indian political hierarchy only one removed 

'°' Venketaraman, R. 'Foreword', Krishna Menon at the United Nations. India and the World, E.S. 
Reddy & A.K. Damodaran (eds.) Sanchar PubUshing House, New Delhi, 1994, p xii. 

'°* Ramachandram op cit. p 3. 

"^ Brecher, Michael India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 299. Also 
see, Michael. Brecher 'Specific Sources in Indian Neutralism', Studies in Indian Foreign Policy, K.P. 
Misra (ed.), VUtas Publications, New Delhi, 1969, p 52. 
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from Nehm, the Prime Minister, Brecher arrives at the conclusion that: '[a] stmctured 

analysis of Menon's View ofthe World then wiU also cast light on the View ofthe 

Worid held by the Indian foreign poUcy elite during that period.'**" He is also ofthe 

view that the analysis in this case is facUitated by Menon's 'UiteUectual flare and agUe 

mind, his carefially nurtured images of his environment, and his tendency to state these 

in a brilliant and often a passionate flow of words.'*** 

In spite of his impressive contribution to India's foreign poUcy formulation, AustraUan 

officials showed little regard for Menon, who accused them of frequent subservience to 

the US position.**^ AustraUa's Extemal Affairs personnel were also piqued by his 

criticisms of them, which did little to facilitate better communications between the two 

countries.**^ J. PlUnsoU Australia's High Commissioner to New Delhi, in a despatch to 

Hasluck, refers to Menon as the man responsible for, ' some of the more wayward 

features of foreign policy and was increasingly more pro-Soviet Union than 

uncommitted, ...'**'*. But, then, by its presence in the Westem alUance and involvement 

in the Korean War on the American side, AustraUa was not excluded from Menon's 

antipathy towards the West. 

Canada's Amold Smith, (Commissioner, Intemational Supervisory Commission for 

Cambodia), in a memorandum dated May 1956, to the Secretary of State, Extemal 

Affairs Canada, entitied 'Indo-China Chessboard' and seen by the Department of 

no Brecher, Michael India And World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 299. 

'" Ibid 

"^ AA Despatch 21 March 1955, from W.D. Forsytii to DEA Series A1838/2 Item 169/10/1, Part 3. 
"^ NLA, PlimsoU to Heydon, 18 June 1957: Papers of Sir Peter Heydon, MS 3155, Box 15, in Meg 
Gurry, 'No will or No way? Australia's Relations widi India 1947-1993' Ph.D. Thesis, Latiobe 
University, Victoria, 1993, p 159. Within India too, Menon was not without his critics, particularly in 
1959, in the face of the Chinese border incursions and the resultant row between Menon and the 
Chief-of-Staff, General Thimayya, on sttategy. A political analysis of India's seeming humiliation at 
the time concludes, that '[w]hatever else he [Menon] has done as Miruster, he seems to have made a 
sad mess of human relations.' See, The Times, Ceylon, 15 September, 1959, p 10. 

"" AA, Despatch No. 2/64, 2 June 1964, Series A1838/272, Item 169/1/3, Part 3, p 3. For Ausnalia's 
poor opiruon of Menon, see AA, letter 13 June 1956, from PR. Heydon to DEA Series A1838/183, 
Item 169/11/110, Part I. 
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External Affairs, Canberra, states 'India is conscious and understandably so, of great 

powers, and many Indians, like Krishna Menon, have a smouldering resentment that 

their potential power is not yet actuaUsed.'**^ 

In contrast to India, AustraUa's stand on Korea was an early mdication of its relentless 

commitment to the contairunent of Conununism, if necessary by force. Apart from any 

disagreement between the two states related to the forthright Menon style, AustraUa 

was the first to support the Americans in the war with infantry, fighter squadrons and 

naval escorts.**^ Reflecting on Australia's support ofthe miUtary intervention, Casey 

said: 

When war broke out we were second in time only to the United States in having 
forces in action.... Austialia has deep and continuing interest in Korea which can be 
regarded as the northem anchor to the defensive island chain of the eastem 
mainland of Asia.'' ̂  

By way of fiirther comparison, India did not provide miUtary assistance to the UN 

force in Korea. In a report on India's attitude to military assistance to UN forces, 

Francis Stuart, Acting High Commissioner for Australia in India, states 'remarks have 

been passed that India can no longer be regarded as a reserve of cannon fodder for 

foreign wars, as she was under British Rule.' 

Then there was the question of the Australian Government's support for General 

MacArthur's plan to invade North Korea, **̂  which brought the Chinese into the 

"^ AA, Memorandum May 1956, from Amold Smith, Series A1838/283, Item 169/11/10 part 1. 
Menon's central role (if sometimes aggressively played) in the formulation and implementation of 
India's foreign poUcy under Nehm, ended with his political demise in 1962 consequent to the Chinese 
invasion for which India was til-prepared, with Menon Defence Minister at the time. 

"^ Andrews, E.M. A History of Austi-alian Foreign Policy, Longman Cheshfre, Melboume, 1979, 
pl27. 

' " CPD, (Hof R), Vol. 23, 23 April 1959, p 1520. 

"* AA Report 27 July 1950, from the Actmg High Commissioner for Austialia in India [Francis 
Shiart] Item 3. Series A1838/278 Item 3123/7/13. 

" ' Andrews op cit, p 127. 



183 

conflict. The quid pro quo for this support of US actions in Korea was 'an 

overwhelming ovation' from Congress in Washington for Menzies on his visU to the 

US and a significant loan for AustraUa.*^" Yet the Indians saw MacArthur as one ofthe 

reasons for subsequent American set backs in the war.*^* In a cable to Vijayalakshmi 

PandU at the UN, Nehm wrote: 

General MacArthur's recent statement which President Truman disapproved is just 
the kind of thinking which creates a bad impression here, more speciaUy his 
reference to oriental psychology.'̂ ^ 

India's D.N. Malik saw the Korean War as the ' biggest immediate factor behind the 

RepubUcan extension ofthe US poUcy of "containment to containment plus," ... and 
17^ 

pursuing diplomacy from the position of strength.' 

One ofthe factors that emerges in the thesis is that, on foreign policy, Australia's Labor 

leaders and Indian counterparts were closer than during Liberal Coalition governments; 

this is seen in the Korean conflict too. While Australia's Labor OpposUion was 

supportive ofthe Menzies Goverrunent's decision to send troops to Korea at the UN's 

request, U was critical ofthe decision to go beyond the 38th parallel, which drew the 

Chinese into the war, with Chifley (like Menon) *^ lamenting the death and destmction 

'̂ °Ibid. 
121 'The recent defeat has been regarded as an American defeat and United States prestige had suffered 
tiu-oughout tiie continent. The personaUty of General MacArthur had contiibuted to diis.' See AA 
Cablegram 19 December 1950, from Austi^an High Commissioner in New Delhi - conversation witii 
Bajpai, Series A1838/278 Item 3123/7/13. 

^^'^ Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehm, 1 August-25 October 1950, Vol. 15, Part I, S. Gopal, (ed.) J. 
Nehm Memorial Fund New Delhi, 1993, pp 388-389. MacArthur wamed tiiat oriental mentality 
looks to 'respect and to follow aggressive, resolute and dynamic leadership ...'. 

'̂ ^ Malik, D.N. Post-War International Politics, Veena Mandir, 1973, p 514, in S.N. Misra, India: 
The Cold War Years, Soutii Asian PubUshers, New DeUii, 1994, p 227. 

'̂ ^ Discussing die Korean War, Menon told Brecher, '...I was also ... moved by tiiis sort of tiling, 
killing people, kUUng people all tiie time.' See India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, 
London, 1968, p 37. 
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caused by the UN's decision with over 1,000,000 casualties and 2,500,000 made 

homeless. *̂^ Chifley told ParUament that: 

...it was great folly for the United Nations forces to move as far north as they went in 
Korea. ... I regret that the United Nations in making its move in Korea, which was 
completely justified, unfortunately produced in that country a complete shambles. '^ 

For Korea, the North-South division, the post-War conflict between the two 

superpowers, the intervention of China, among other questions, brought war and 

destmction to the country. Carl Berger setting the war in a historical context argues 

'The tme tragedy of Korea was so often Us destiny had been determmed by others.'*^^ 

Australia and India were participants and mediators respectively in the Korean war. 

But then very different roles, India as peacemaker and AustraUa aUgned with the US in 

combat against the North Koreans, did little to close the wide gap that kept the two 

from a closer relationship. It is worth noting that when it ended. President Eisenhower 

wrote to Nehm in early 1953 thankmg him for India's 'successfiil handling of the 

delicate operation.'*^* 

India also played an influential role m bringing about a settlement of the Indo-China 

crisis. Anthony Eden (then British Foreign Secretary) told the Indian High 

Commissioner to London that he would Uke to see Nehm's proposals for a settlement 

ofthe Indo-China issue. *̂ ^ Both Nehm and Krishna Menon were mvolved through a six 

point proposal, and in subsequent negotiations. India's contribution was acknowledged 

by China's PrUne Mmister, Zhou En Lai, and Pierre Mendes France, the PrUne Minister 

of France.*^" In Australia's case, Menzies, who had supported French actions in Indo-

'̂ ^ CPD, (H of R), Vol. 212, 7 March 1951, p 83. 

'̂ ^ Ibid. 

™ Berger, Carl The Korea Knot, Revised Edition, Greenwood Press, New York, 1986, p 159. 
'^ Ibid., p 176. 

'̂ ^ AA Mr Anthony Eden to Sir H. Graves (Saigon), Conversation between the Secretary of State and 
die Indian High Commissioner on 10 March 1954. Series A1838/278, Item 169/7/1, Part 3. For UN 
request for Indian Draft on Peace and Security see, NAI FUe, No. 9(8)-UN 11/52. 

"° Varma, S.N. 'Trends in India's Foreign Policy, 1954-57', Aspects of India's Foreign Relations, 
Indian CouncU of Worid Affairs, New Delhi, 1964, pp 1-18. 
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China, paid tribute to Eden and Casey for their roles, in his reactions to the Geneva 

Accords.*^ Discussion ofthe Korean and Indo-China settlements and India's roles m 

them serves also to confirm one ofthe hypotheses ofthe study that India with Us wider 

interests (global peace) did not see AustraUa as important to Us Uitemational objectives. 

It should be noted that there were differences between India and Australia over the 

Vietnam war, these are discussed in Chapter Seven below. 

SEATO Pact 

SEATO, the collective defence treaty, was another reason for deep divisions between 

India and Australia at the intemational level. With its preoccupation with Communism 

and its contairunent, the Westem alUance, mcludmg AustraUa, felt the need for a South 

East Asian defence strategy. This was seen as urgent because, in their view, the 

Geneva Accords just concluded with a partitioned Vietnam 'appeared a very uncertain 

block to the advance of communism in Southeast Asia.'*^^ The resultant strategy took 

the form of a coUective defence pact, (SEATO) formaUy estabUshed in 1954 in Manila. 

Besides Australia, the pact included the United States, the Uruted Kingdom, France, 

New Zealand, ThaUand, Pakistan and the Philippines. 

In an address to ParUament, Casey explained the raison d'etre for SEATO's 

establishment: 

... the problem of physical defence is clearly ofthe first unportance. That is why we 
have joined with others in the creation of Seato, under which importarU and 
promising defence machinery has been set up.'̂  

'̂ ' Edwards Peter G. &. Pemberton, Gregory Crises and Commitments, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1992, 
pl46. 

'̂ ^ Ibid., p 153. 

' " CPD, (H of R), Vol. 9, 22 February, 1956, p 116. 
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Menzies' explanation ofthe alUance was no less reflective of AustraUa's security-driven 

foreign policy ofthe 1950s. Addressing pariiament he said: 

Seato represents the overall predominant conception, ... Indeed in tune of war, it is 
quite certain that Seato wUl establish overall commands and that our forces, by 
suitable arrangements, wiU be under fhem"^ 

For India, the significance of SEATO went beyond its effect on increasing tensions m 

Asia, on account of Pakistan's membership of it and the potential thereby for its 

miUtary enhancement, an aspect stressed in a Casey speech: 

It is important that the forces of every member of the Seato organization should be 
developed to an adequate level of stiength and effectiveness. ... Self defence must be 
both individual and collective.'̂ ^ 

India's attUude to SEATO was evident from the start when Nehm showed his unease 

within a month of its formation. He expressed his fears in the Lok Sabha: 

It seems to me this particular Manila Treaty is looking dangerously in this direction 
of spheres of influence to be exercised by powerfiil countries. It is the big and 
powerfiil countries that wiU decide and not the two or three weak and smaU Asian 
countries that may be allied to them. ... this Manila Treaty is not only a wrong 
approach but a dangerous one from the point of view of any Asian country.''^ 

As for Nehm's attitude to AustraUa's involvement in SEATO, he argued that, whUe 

AustraUa's security fears were understandable, the pact increased rather than reduced 

the tensions in South East Asia and, consequently, failed to make a contribution 

towards peace. *̂ ' Besides, India, at the time a country gaining intemational 

recognition as a mediator in the settling of disputes through peacefiil approaches 

"^ CPD, (Hof R), Vol. 16, 19 September 1957, pp 795-796. 
135 

136 

137 

CPD (H of R), Vol. 9, 22 February 1956, p 116. 

Lok Sabha Debates, 29 September 1954, Col. 3680. 

Ibid., Col. 3677. 
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(e.g. Indonesian independence, the Korean War and the Indo-China settlement ), saw 

SEATO as an expression of force which brought the Cold War closer to Us own 

borders. R.G. Neale took a similar view ofthe thmst of SEATO: '[a]s a means to 

peace U has substituted the threat of force for the conference table and methods of 

violence for non-violence.'*^* 

Obviously, AustraUa's membership of SEATO and Us commitment ipso facto to any 

future military engagement by Pakistan, exacerbated the relationship with India. 

Quoting Article II ofthe SEATO Treaty, Menzies made this abundantly clear when he 

wrote: '[n]ot one of us can avoid the Treaty obUgations by making our performance 

dependent upon the action of any other Party.'*^^ In New Delhi, The Statesman 

reported the SEATO plan as a strategy apparently made urgent by the Indo-China 

settlement and that 'AustraUa would be willing to provide troops under the agreement 

for mutual action to repel aggression in Asia ...'*''". 

Nehm's warnings against SEATO was not ignored by some ofthe Asian leaders. For 

example, on a visit to AustraUa Ui 1959, Prime Miruster Tunku Abdul Rahman, with 

whom Australia shared a common stand on Communist aggression, informed Australia 

that' Malaya would not join SEATO, because popular opinion had been influenced by 

the opposUion of India and Indonesia to the treaty organisation.' 

What of the attitude of Australia's altemative govemment, the Labor Opposition, 

to SEATO? Its leader, CalweU, described SEATO as 'a toothless wonder'*'*^ R.W 

HoU, (Labor, MHR) saw no vUtue m it either when he addressed ParUament: 

'̂ ^ Neale, R.G. 'India', Australia in World Affairs 1956-1960, Gordon Greenwood and Norman Harper 
(eds.), F.W. Cheshire, Melboume, 1963, p 342. 

'̂ ^ Menzies, R.G. Afternoon Light, Cassell, Melboume, 1967, p 269. 

"^ The Statesman, Delhi, 'Austialia to Attend Talks', 21 July 1954, p 1. 

"" Edwards & Pemberton, op cit., p 190. 
142 CPD, (H of R), Vol. 14, 2 April 1957, p 432. 
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... diis Govemment [Menzies'] has sought consistentiy to clothe with flesh and blood 
the miUtary skeleton of Seato, ... which was facetiously described by Madam Pandit 
[India's permanent Envoy to tiie UN and later its President] witii great tmth as 'a 
South-East Asia alliance minus South- East Asia.''"*^ 

Yet again Whitiam was alive to Asian sensitivities, m this mstance India's, when he 

addressed the House in 1956 on the ImpUcations of SEATO for the Australia-India 

relationship. Referring to a meeting ofthe SEATO CouncU, Whitlam said: 

The first business it dealt with was the question of Kashmir, and 1 shall quote from 
tiie Washington Post and Manchester Guardian to show what a deplorable effect was 
created thereby.''''' 

Whitlam then referred the House to Ihe Washington Post which commented that, 

'Kashnur had no place on the agenda ofthe [SEATO] conference . . . 'and that rt would 

'stir up as much resentment as did Mr DuUes's ill-tuned Goa statement.' Whitlam's 

quote from The Manchester Guardian criticised the use of SEATO for a purpose never 

intended when the organisation was estabUshed, namely to achieve a peace between 

India and Pakistan, concludmg that ' SEATO's intervention makes U less Ukely, not 

more likely that it [a peace] wiU be reached.'*'*^ 

The plethora of arguments on Kashmir*'*^ are subjective with interpretations affected by 

the perceptions and interests of India, Pakistan, the Kashmir people themselves as well 

'"'niid 

""* CPD, (H of R), Vol. 9, 14 March 1956, pp 804-805. 

'''̂  Ibid, p 805. For a reference to the Westem powers ignoring 'Asian feelings' in their military 
strategies see, 'India after SEATO', The Eastern Economist, 17 September 1954, p 457, m S.N. 
Varma, 'Trends in India's Foreign Policy, 1954-57' Aspects of India's Foreign Relations, Institute of 
Pacific Relations, Indian CouncU of World Affairs, New Delhi, 1964, pp 1-18. 

^'^ The Kashmir imbroglio is steeped in a m5Tiad issues which go back to the pre-independence 
negotiations between the Muslim League led by Mohammed Ali Jinnah and the Congress Party led by 
Gandhi and Nehra. Briefly stated these questions include the following: the Instrument of Accession 
and the Theory of the State as it appUes to the Indian States at the time of independence; India's 
secularism symbolised through Muslim majority Kashmir; Pakistan's intemal poUtics and the 
legitimisation of military rule; India's stand possibly influenced by Nehm's personal attachment as a 
Kashmiri; India's security interests; and support at the UN for Pakistan by important Westem States 
and, likewise, for India from the Soviet Union. See, K. Subrata Mitra, 'Nehm's PoUcy Towards 
Kashmir: Bringing Politics Back In Again', The Journal of Commonwealth and Comparative Politics, 
Vol. XXXV July 1997, No. 2, pp 55-70. Also see Verinder Grover (ed.) The story of Kashmir: 
Yesterday and Today, Deep & Deep Publications Delhi, 1995. 
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as poUtical agendas of third party countries. Yet, for India, Kashmir was then, and stUl 

is, a very sensUive issue, something AustraUa could not have been wholly unaware of 

Naturally, Nehm was quick to respond to the inclusion of Kashmir on the SEATO 

CouncU Agenda. Drawing attention to SEATO's stated objective of defence agamst 

outside aggression and intemal subversion, he said : 

How the question of Kashmir could come within the scope of the SEATO Council is 
not clear to us. Its reference to Kashmir could only mean that a military alUance 
backing one countiy, namely Pakistan, in its dispute with India.'"̂  

Nehm went on to assert that such damaging behaviour from any organisation towards 

another which enjoys cordial relations with Us members 'would at any time be 

considered an impropriety ...', addmg that '[w]e have noted with regret that three other 

Conunonwealth countries have associated themselves wUh the offending 

declaration.' Australia was one ofthe three. Nehm's periodic statements of concem 

had no effect on the SEATO CouncU, for example when he argued that such pacts are 

'dangerous things ... which add to hatred, fear and apprehension ...',*'*^ pointing also to 

the reality ofthe Cold War being brought to the borders of India. *̂ " The Council's 

disregard for India's concems was clearly seen in the final communique of its third 

meeting which, in a none too subtle reference to India, states: 

Among the topics discussed by the CouncU was that of neutralism. It was observed 
with concem that some governments have in varying degrees adopted a line of active 
opposition to collective security arrangements such as S.E.A.T.O 

By this time there was enough evidence ofthe nationaUsm sweeping through resurgent 

Asia to realise that the priority was not membership of miUtary pacts but the endmg of 

'"̂  Lok Sabha Debates, 20 March, 1956, Part II, Col. 3042. 

'^Ibid. 

'^' Lok Sabha Debates, 21, March 1957, Col. 240. 

'̂ ^ Lok Sabha Debates, 23, March 1957, Col. 4741. 
151 CNIA, Communique of tiie CouncU of S.E.A.T.O. on 11 May 1957, Vol. 28, 1957, p 237. 
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coloniaUsm and econonuc development. For aU the hard work and costs associated 

wUh Australia's involvement in SEATO, U did Uttle else than add to distmst in parts of 

Asia. The SEATO question, from the perspective ofthe bilateral relationship, has also 

to be weighed in the context of the triangular AustraUa-India-Pakistan relationships 

considered in Chapter Six below. Greenwood makes the poUit well with this 

observation: 

Australian membership of SEATO was an affront to neutial and uncommitted 
opinion in Asia and the alliance contributed littie or nothing to the security of either 
Australia or the non-Conunurust countries of South-East Asia.'̂ ^ 

Conclusion 

WhUe Chapter Three, and Four have addressed several aspects of the bUateral 

relationship under Nehm and Menzies, two separate but closely related conclusions 

emerge: the first is that the personaUties of the two men was a significant factor m 

shaping the psychological view of their contemporaneous world. The second is that 

this led to mutual exclusiveness in their operational world reflected in foreign poUcies 

they adopted as participants or mediators in several Cold War mtemational issues. The 

analysis ofthe Nehm-Menzies period in particular, but also the bUateral relationship in 

general, is multi-dimensional. Therefore, without an appropriate weighting for the 

personality factor, any study of the India-Australia bUateral relationship Ui the Nehm-

Menzies period would lack an important dimension. 

In Nehm and Menzies, we have two men, both dommant in foreign poUcy decision 

making with their different views of the world, their particular scales of personal 

values, influencUig choices which not only created a personal guff, but also affected the 

bilateral relationship between the two nations. Obviously, the personaUties of the two 

men had much to do with their dissonance. All political leaders have perceptions ofthe 

' " Greenwood Gordon 'Austialian Foreign Policy in action', Austi-alia in World Affairs 1956-1960, 
Gordon Greenwood & Norman Harper, (eds.) F.W. Cheshire, Melboume, 1963, p 97. 
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worid they live in conditioned by their accumulated experiences. Nehm and Menzies, 

with their strong influence on foreign policy, were no exception to this mle. IronicaUy, 

England became a common reference point for both men. Nehm with his genuine 

EngUsh education was never consumed by U. It certainly influenced his thinking, but 

he discarded any status that may have attached to the EngUsh experience. Menzies, on 

the other hand, a self confessed AnglophUe, received his education in AustraUa, but 

hankered after a more authentic EngUsh stamp. Yet, in an ironical sense, there was the 

cultural divide. The definmg difference between the two men was the particular twist 

each gave to their relationship with England, their reference point, and Us unpact on 

foreign policy, although each reflected the broader poUtical culture of then respective 

countries. Each had an ideaUsed view of the world, yet were capable of pragmatic 

decisions in then country's as well as their own interest. For example, Menzies refiisal 

to condemn Apartheid and the SharpeviUe massacre was partly prompted by his 

awareness of Australia's vulnerability to criticism of Us Aboriginal record and the 

'White AustraUa' Policy. An ANZUS Treaty (without the Britain he loved) to secure 

Australia's protection, and opposition to decolonisation (e.g. Indonesia), because of 

Papua New Guinea, are other examples of Menzies' realism. Nehm's actions in Goa, 

albeU in the face of Portugal's intransigence (seventeen years of it according to Krishna 

Menon), as weU as his acceptance of military aid from the West, and Australia, during 

the 1962 Indo-China border war, exemplify his willingness to compromise m the real 

world. 

While both used their backgrounds, consciously or otherwise, as a framework of 

reference for their actions, fiindamental divergence on world views and poUtical 

ideology meant incompatibUity from the start between these two men - Nehm, the 

internationalist seeking peace, and Menzies, the traditionalist, using intemational 

circumstances to his and ostensibly, AustraUa's, benefit. Ramachandram quotes 

Norman D. Palmer who said of Nehm that he 'belongs to the world for he was a tme 
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citizen ofthe world, a tme intemationaUst.'*" Menzies was not the mtemationaUst 

Nehm was. His constmction ofthe world was prUnarily in terms ofthe Cold War and 

how he viewed AustraUa's role in it, which was an enmeshment with the Anglo-US 

strategic goals; a modus operandi for protecting a 'White Australia' wUh a relatively 

high standard of living from a rapidly decolonising, resurgent Asia with a low standard 

of living. 

Important also to a comparison of these two men, is the recognition of Menzies' 

anachronism. He clung to his views, while the world around him was changing rapidly. 

There was a sense of previousness about his views, a chronological mystery, which 

was made more conspicuous by the relative synchronism that characterised the 

immediately preceding period between 1947-1949, a brief but immensely cordial one 

under Chifley. About Menzies belonging to a different time is best captured by Judith 

Brett who refers to the perceptions held by those 'who were young in the 1950s and 

1960s, and for whom AustraUan cultural Ufe then seemed frozen by its smugness, fear 

and indifference and dommated by the values and assumptions ofthe bygone age'*̂ '* 

On independence, Nehm, his Congress coUeagues and indeed the whole of India, 

understandably looked forward wUh eager anticipation to the eventual announcement 

that would retum India to freedom and sovereignty after centuries of colonial 

subjugation. When the transfer of power came, U was not without many months of 

blood, sweat and tears; of hard, yet deUcate, negotiations, often harrowing, between 

the principal figures.*" Nehm's ecstatic reaction to the Unnunence of independence 

with his speech, made soon after the formation of an Uiterim Govemment Ui September 

'̂ ^ Ramachandram, G. Nehm and World Peace, Radiant Publisher, NewDeUii, 1990, p 5. 

'̂ '' Brett, Judith Robert Menzies: Forgotten People, MacmiUan, Sydney, 1992, p 2. 

' " Nehm Memorial Library, New Delhi, Manuscripts Section, Dennis Tuohy, An interview witii Lord 
Mountbatten (undated). Accession No. 656, pp 1-14. For an useful msight mto die stirring but 
eventfid last days of British rule in India see, L. CoUms & D. Lapierre, Mountbatten and the Partition 
of India, March 22-August 15. 1947. Vikas PubUshmg, New Delhi, 1982. 
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1946, conveys the great pride that comes wUh being a free and sovereign nation, the 

restoration of India's self respect, long deprived. What he said is Unportant for the 

comparison with Menzies: 

A new Govemment came into being in this ancient land, ... the stepping stone to the 
fiiU independence of India. Many thousands of messages of greetings and good 
wishes came to us from all parts of tiie world. ... The freedom we had envisaged and 
for which we had laboured, through generations of trial and suffering, was for aU tiie 
people of India,... We are particularly interested in the emancipation of colonial and 
dependent countries and peoples, and the recognition in theory and practice of all 
equal opportunities for all races.'^ 

Years later, when asked whether as a young student he had a vision, Nehm replied, 'of 

course the dream of India's independence was always there.'*'^ 

The difference m attitude to independence and sovereignty between Nehm and Menzies 

was as wide as was the difference between Menzies and Chiefly in their enthusiasm for 

India's attaining freedom from Britain. Labor, in office at the time, reacted to Atlee's 

announcement of India's imminent independence, with genuine feUcitations conveyed 

to Nehm.*'^ Menzies' reaction at the time, Ui stark contrast, and in a foretaste of what 

might become of the relationship between the two countries under a fiiture 

conservative govemment, can only be described as ungracious: 

It is a dubious thing to endeavour to compress into sixteen months ... a process 
which took Austialian colonies, with all their community of race, reUgion and ideas, 
twenty five years. ... to abandon control of a people who have not yet shown a real 
and broad capacity for popular self govemment is to do a disservice to them. ... I 
have great fears about the fate of the institution of self govemment in a country 
which, quite obviously, has not yet reached a stage at which tiie majority of its people 
are, by education, outiook and trairung, fit for self govemment 

'̂ ^ Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches Vol. 1, September 1946-May 1949, Ministry of hiformation & 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New DeUii, 1949, pp 1-2. 

'̂ ^ Chaudary, R. (ed.) Nehm in His Own Words, Navajivan Publishing House, Ahmedabad 1964, 
pl8. 

'̂ * Hudson W.J. & Way, Wendy (eds.) Documents on Austi-alian Foreign Policy 1937-1949, Vol. X, 
July-December 1946, DFAT, AGPS Canberra, p 178. ChurchiU, Menzies' erstwhile British colleague, 
a member ofthe Conservative Opposition at the time, opposed the British Government's plan to grant 
independence to India. See, Gilbert Martin, Churchill, Books for Pleasure, Sydney, 1979, p 112. 
159 CPD, (H of R), Vol. 190, 19 March, 1947, p 855. 
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But then, years earUer, in contrast to India's persistent demand for self-mle, Menzies, 

with his commitment to the idea of dependence on BritaUi, criticised the whole process 

that culminated in the 1931 Statute of Westnunister,*^" which had the effect of 

confirming the independence granted to the donunions in 1926. WhUe Canada and 

South Afiica, both dominions at the time, were enthusiastic about this British gesture, 

seeing U as the first step towards their goal of sovereign nationhood,*^* Australia 

refiised to ratify the statute tUl 1942.*̂ ^ Agamst this, India's desne for independence 

stood in stark contrast. S. Sastri's speech at the Round Table Conference held in 

London in December 1931 is a good example of this difference: 

Prime Minister, what is wanting in our loyalty to the Commonwealth is not 
admiration of its greatness or of its material glory, but it is the lack of occasion for us 
to take pride in this Empire and to call it our own. The one thing wanting is that 
you should place us upon an equaUty with the self-goveming parts of the 
Commonwealth. '*̂  

Menzies' lack of mterest in independence may fiirther explaUi his tactless response to 

India's freedom. But there were other instances when Menzies criticised the granting 

of uidependence to an Asian country under colonial mle, for example, his objection to 

the then Labor Government's support of Indonesia's claim to independence from the 

Dutch, seeing it as unhelpfiil to the British remaining m Malaya, and Australia's 

colonial presence in Papua and New Guinea. 

The difference between Nehm and Menzies was also one of nationaUsm, reflected in 

Australia's inabUity under Menzies to understand what pride m the attaining of 

nationhood meant to a new country. In Nehm's case, years of hard work, personal 

'^ CPD, ( H of R), Vol. 154, pp 91-92, m E.M. Andrews, A History of Austi-alian Foreign Policy, 
Longman Cheshire, Melboume, 1979, pp 63-64. 

'^' Andrews, E.M. A History of Australian Foreign Policy, Longman Cheshire, Melboume, 1979, 
p53. 

'^^Ibid 

'̂ ^ Sastri, S. Speech at the Round Table Conference , 1 December 1931, London, in Famous Letters 
and Speeches, L.F. Rushbrook WUUams (ed.) The Times of India, Bombay & Associated Newspapers 
ofCeylon,(n.d.)p569. 
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sacrifice and humiliation experienced at the hands of the British authorities acted as a 

rallying point, symbolising the people's burning desne for freedom, a redefined 

nationaUsm. It left him feeling bitter as these words of his convey: 

The British Goverrunent in India has not only deprived the Indian people of their 
freedom but has based itself on the exploitation ofthe masses, and has ruined India 
economically, politically, culturally and spiritually.'̂ " 

Thakur captures this nationaUstic attribute in the Nehm of free India: 

... Nehm's personality combined an intense nationalism with the pride and 
sensitivity of a young nation struggling to cope with the problems of modernisation 
under the heritage of an immediate colonial past.'*^ 

The contrast between Nehm and Menzies here, is not surprising considering the 

absence of a nationalistic fervour in AustraUa's political evolution; as Meaney observes, 

viewed from the standpoint that, here was a nation that arose from the coming together 

of immigrants for whom ' there has been no sUnple coincidence between the nation of 

idea and place, between the nation as a source of values and as a protector of 

interests.'*^^ Bmce Grant conunents that' [njationaUsm, as an assertion ofthe value of 

being particularly and even peculiarly AustraUan, has had to force Us way through 

international loyalties, connections and incUnations.'*^^ WhUe AustraUa's cultural 

influences have, in the main, been BritaUi (the Empire) and the USA, (the protector), U 

was, unlike India, hardly straining to break free from the embrace ofthe Empire. 

Menzies also spoke of being a colonial, but his experience was different to Nehm's; it 

was circumscribed by a form of voluntary based settler coloniaUsm, a coloniaUsm of 

'̂ ^ Jawaharlal Nehm: An Autobiography, John Lane The Bodley Head, London, 1936, p 601. See 
Appendix A. 

'̂ ^ Thakur R. The Politics and Economics of India's Foreign Policy, St Martin's Press, New York, 
1994, p 26. 

'^ Meaney, Neville Austi-alia And The World, Longman Cheshire, Melboume, 1985, p 28. 

'̂ ^ Grant, Bmce, What Kind of Country?. Penguin Books, Victoria, 1988, p 90. 
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choice. Therein lies the difference between Nehm's nationaUstic fervor, bom of 

subjugation, and Menzies' lack of it, with his preference for British traditions and the 

monarchy which he revered. It was a case of Nehm trymg to disconnect from the 

British past, Menzies cUnging to U. As Meaney observes: 'Australians do not have a 

self-sufficient nationaUsm, that is, a nationaUsm that arises out ofthe consciousness of a 

commonly shared and unique past.'*^^ 

When contrasted with repubUcan India, all of this hardly portrays the conditions for a 

stirring nationaUsm and a uniquely AustraUan identity under Menzies, who once 

described himself as 'British to the bootstraps' and earned the sobriquet, 'Queen's 

Man'. In June 1936, he wrote that '[t]he Crown was, and I am happy to say, is, an 

essential mgredient in Australian Government Ufe.'*̂ ^ 

Then, there were the intemational conflicts throughout the 1950s and early m the 1960s 

that exemplified their policy divergence. Notable among them was the Suez crisis in 

1956, and the Five Power UN Resolution which brought Menzies and Nehm on to 

centre stage. The other areas of strong conflict that militated against the development 

of a mutually beneficial bUateral relationship was the two countries' differences in their 

perception of South Africa's poUcy of Apartheid and the SEATO pact. 

What can be concluded from the discussion on foreign poUcy divergence is that both 

Nehm and Menzies dommated their respective country's extemal poUcy with their 

strong personalities. While Menon and Casey were there to advise, neither were as 

strong as their leaders; Menon did enjoy the confidence of his PrUne Minister but 

Casey's influence on Menzies was minimal. But, then, Nehm and Menzies were 

remarkably dominant personalities which gave them unchallenged power within their 

Cabinets and almost total command of policy. They virtually transferred their self 

'^ Meaney, op. cit., p 28. 

'*' Whitington, Don 'The Liberal Party and the Monarchy', Austi-alia and the Monarchy: a 
Symposium. G. Dutton (ed.). Sun Books, Melboume, 1966, p 143. 
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image, their fears, their experiences, their biases, their prejudices, into then foreign 

policy actions. As Lowe would write, 'when Menzies thought of Asia he continued to 

see it in an imperial, global context and in relation to world war.'*^" For Nehm, ever 

fearful of war the protection of Asia from Cold War rivalry was paramount. 

Unfortunately for the relationship, these individual characteristics and idiosyncrasies 

were disconsonant rather than consonant. To put U another way, the strategic and 

other interests of India and AustraUa in the Nehm-Menzies period, (1949-1964) 

reflected in their personalities, had nothing in common to help the bUateral relationship. 

'̂ ° Lowe, David Menzies and the 'Great World Stimggle' Australia's Cold War 1948-1954, University 
of NSW Press, Sydney, 1999, p 87. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: ^WHITE AUSTRALIA' AJVD 

^NONALIGNMENT\ CRUCIAL AIVD CONFLICTING POLICIES 

India's policy of 'Nonalignment' and AustraUa's (exclusion of non-European) 'White 

AustraUa' Immigration PoUcy were central to each country's foreign policy. 

Nonalignment wUh Us multi-dimensional character was as cmcial to mdependent 

India's fiiture, as New Delhi saw U, as the 'White AustraUa' Policy was a major 

underpinning of Australia's response to Us region. And, yet, both policies served to 

undermine the nature of the relationship, particularly in the Menzies era. Nehm, for 

instance, viewed aU forms of racially based policies as abhorrent and Indians generally, 

whUst not particularly interested in migrating to AustraUa, were nevertheless resentfiil 

of its discriminatory imnugration policy as the thesis reveals. Menzies' steadfast refiisal 

to condemn Apartheid, and even providing tacU support for South Africa in its stmggle 

to retaUi membership ofthe Commonwealth, compounded this resentment. 

On the other hand, after World War II, the effect of nonalignment on the West was 

palpable; Menzies saw it as a weak policy and thought it helped the Communists. Both 

men, of course, defended their policies as serving the interests of their respective 

countries. This Chapter examines the history ofthe two poUcies, the reasons for their 

existence and how they affected the bilateral relationship. In a sense, U continues the 

theme of the Nehm-Menzies dissonance but focussing on two cmcial policies which 

had an adverse effect on the bilateral relationship. The Chapter starts with an 

examination ofthe 'White AustraUa' PoUcy and then goes on to consider India's policy 

of 'Nonalignment'. 

(A) 'WHITE AUSTRALIA' POLICY 

While independent India, and indeed many of Australia's Asian neighbours, stmggled 

to overcome the humiUations of colonialism in the aftermath of World War II, the issue 

that perhaps more than any other sharpened the poUtical divergence between India and 
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AustraUa was the exclusion of non-European ('White AustraUa') PoUcy, the 

comerstone of AustraUa's immigration policy. From India's perspective, its existence 

did more to undermine the relationship between the two countries than any other issue. 

Nothing attests to the tmth of this better than Stewart Wigmore's (AustraUa's PubUcity 

Officer in the High Commission, New Delhi) comments to DEA: 'I have been told by a 

highly placed Indian UiteUectual that ' "AustraUa is one of the most hated countries in 

India" primarily because ofthe White AustraUa policy.'* Its enforcement, offensive to 

Indians, was strenuously defended by leaders of both sides of the Australian poUtical 

spectmm, conservative and Labor, tiU a gradual softening of its impact commenced 

wUh selective application ofthe poUcy from the mid 1960s. Its eventual abrogation 

took place in 1973 with the advent ofthe Whitlam Govemment. 

Background 

The formula for placing restrictions on the source of AustraUa's post-federation 

migration, (referred to as the Immigration Restriction Act) came into legislative effect 

immediately after federation in 1901: 'U was simply a case of "ignonuny thnsting for 

respect", and the infamous "White Australia" poUcy is bom.'^ Ironically, the spectre of 

immigrant labour and the emotion U stirred in the colonies before federation had much 

to do with Indian workers who, T.B. Millar observes, 'were the first to awaken the 

reaction in the Australian colonies that led to the White AustraUa poUcy.'̂  For a 

proper understandmg, however, of the impact the 'White AustraUa' Policy had on 

Indian sensibUUies, it helps to focus briefly on the history of this racially based 

immigration poUcy 'which was central to Australian national life.' W.K. Hancock 

' Wigmore to Extemal Affairs, 4 April 1945, AA, A10661/1, p 145/47 in Sean Brawley, The White 
Peril, University of NSW Press, Sydney, 1995, p 243. 

^ Chandrasekhar, S. 'A Chronology of Austialian History with Special Reference to Asian 
Immigration' From India to Austi-alia, S Chandrasekhar (ed.). Population Review Books, California, 
1992, p 130. 

^ MiUar, T.B. Austi-alia's Foreign Policy, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1968, p 102. Also see, AT. 
Yarwood Attitudes to Non-European Immigration, CasseU, NSW, 1968. 

'' Rae, Lindsay 'Arthur CalweU: resentfiil ageing,' Political Lives, Juditii Brett, (ed.) Allen & Unwin, 
NSW, 1997, p 85. 



200 

beUeved it became 'the indispensable condUion of every other Australian poUcy,'^ an 

integral component of foreign policy ipso facto. Sean Brawley, in his critique on the 

abolition of the 'White Australia' Policy, laments Australia's ignorance of the 

ubiquUous nature of the 'White Australia' Policy: ' this lack of firm historical 

knowledge is a gap in our understanding of Australian history and is certainly not good 

for the nation's coUective memory.'^ 

The centraUty of the policy, the initiatory milestone event in this chronologically 

sequenced narrative, was the original ParUamentary debate, unique for the unanimity of 

support for the BiU.̂  Two decades later, former Prime Mmister, W.M. Hughes' strong 

opposUion to non-white immigration and Fowler's fears about India's surplus 

population, demonstrated Australia's persistent commitment to exclusion.* AustraUa's 

^ Hancock, W.K. Austi-alia, E. Benn, London, 1930, p 66, in NeviUe Meaney, 'The End of "White 
Australia" and AustiaUa's Changing Perceptions of Asia, 1945-1990', The Australian Journal of 
International Affairs. Vol. 49, No. 2, November 1995, pp 174-175. 

* Brawley, Sean 'Slaying the White Austialia Dragon: Some Factors In The Abolition of The White 
Austialia Policy,' The Abolition of The White Australia Policy: The Immigration Reform Movement 
Revisited, Nancy Viviani, (ed.) Australia-Asia Paper No. 65, Centre for the study of Australia-Asia 
Relations, Griffitii University, Qld., 1992, p 1. 

^ The Labor Party's first Federal leader, J.C. Watson expressed his endorsement with,' the objection I 
have to the mixing of these coloured people with the white people ... lies in the main in the possibility 
and probabiUty of racial contamination.' See NevUle Meaney, 'The End of "White AustraUa" and 
Australia's Changing Perceptions of Asia, 1945-1990' The Australian Journal of Intemational Affairs, 
Vol. 49, No. 2, November, 1995, p 174. Prime Minister Edmund Barton was equaUy stiong in his 
support when he said that he did not believe, '...the doctrine of the equality of man was reaUy ever 
intended to include racial equality.' Ibid., p 175. Also see, H.I. London, Non-White Immigration and 
the White 'Austi-alia Policy', Sydney University Press, Sydney, 1970; Myra WiUard History ofthe 
'White Australia' Policy to 1920, Melboume University Press, Victoria, 1967. 

* Hughes, in his address to Parliament, conveyed his support with undisguised pride, '[r]emember this 
is the only country in the Empire, if not, indeed in the world where there is so Utfle admixture of race 
... we are more British than the people of Great Britain, and we hold firmly olhe great principle of the 
White Austi^ia...'. See CPD (H of R), Vol. 89, 10 September, 1919̂  p 12167-12179, in E.M. 
Andrews, History of Australian Foreign Policy, Longman Cheshire, Melboume, 1979, p 58. Fowler's 
rhetorical question in ParUament was concemed with India's surplus population and where they might 
be settied other than in northem AustiaUa. 'A very grave danger to our White Austialia policy is to be 
apprehended from this source, ... All may be weU for us, but all will certainly not be weU for our 
children unless we seize upon the one thing that is vital to the continuance of a White AustiaUa, and 
tiiat is the intioduction of immigrants of our own race.' See CPD, (H of R), Vol. 99, 13 July, 1922, 
p429. 
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wartime Labor Prime Minister, John CurtUi, was another leader who feU comfortable 

with the retention ofthe 'White Australia' PoUcy, defendmg Us discriminatory basis: 

We did not intend that to be and it never was an affront to other races. It was 
deviced for economic and sound humane reasons ... We intend to maintain that 
principle, because we know it to be desirable.̂  

After World War II, and despite the cordiaUty that characterised Australia's 

relationship with India with the Chifley/Evatt-Nehm camaraderie, the exclusion poUcy 

continued to be enforced to India's chagrin and 'even resentment, which is impUed, 

sometimes tacitly and sometimes explicitly, in the questions asked by Indians,' 

accordmg to Iven Mackay, AustraUa's High Commissioner Ui New DeUii. 

Diplomatic Advice Strong: Govemment Response Weak 

While AustraUa's diplomats were at the coal face of criticism, they were also in the best 

position to make assessments ofthe host country's sensitivity to the 'White Australia' 

PoUcy, in conjunction wUh the high priority issues of trade and security. In a strongly 

argued case made to Evatt (Mmister for Extemal Affairs), a prescient Mackay stresses 

tUe Unportance for Australia of an intake of migrants from India, a country on the verge 

of independence, and, in his assessment, destined to become a major power among 

Australia's neighbours.** His argument begms with India's one-dimensional image of 

Australia.: '[t]he large majority of Indians today associate AustraUa, first and foremost, 

wUh the tradUional "White AusttaUa" poUcy.'*̂  And despite India's understanding of 

^ Chandrasekhar, S. 'A brief History of Austialia's Immigration PoUcy witii Special Reference to 
India's Nationals,' From India to Austi-alia, S. Chandrasekhar, (ed.) Population Review Books, 
California, 1992, p 23. 

'° Hudson, W.J. & Way, Wendy (eds.). Documents on Austi-alian Foreign Policy 1937-1949, Vol. X, 
July- December 1946, DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 1995, p 534. 

" Ibid p 535. 

''Ibid. 
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AustraUa's exclusion of Indian labourers on the grounds of Us adverse economic 

effects, Mackay made a case for consideration of Indian migrants wUh higher skiUs: 

... the Indian view is that the exclusion of educated and Westernised Indians, such as 
qualified engineers, doctors, lawyers, joumaUsts etc., can only be described as racial 
discrimination, especially ... in the present period of general economic expansion 
and development, Australia needs as many competent individuals as she can 
attract. '̂  

In an interesting parallel, similar sentUnents underlined India's resentfiil response to a 

request, purely utilitarian in nature, from (^eensland for indentured Indian labour to work 

on the sugar cane and cotton plantations in the 1860s. Author S. Chandrasekhar captures 

India's reaction at the time with this argument: 

ff educated and respectable Indians could not come to an Austialian colony settied by 
British convicts, there was no point in asking for labourers to work in the midst of 
the LUy-White subjects from Great Britain.'" 

Clearly, Mackay was ahead of public opinion and prevaiUng attitudes Ui post-War 

Australia. In a letter to Evatt, he finaUy pleads his case for an Indian intake: 

[as] a gesture of goodwill to India as she enters upon her new national status. The 
present juncture in world affairs seems to be eminently suitable for a modification of 
the existing regulations with regard to Indians.' 

If High Conunissioner Mackay's plea to Canberra, based on what he considered was on 

an objective analysis ofthe relevant issues for AustraUa, were ignored, then any failure 

of the bUateral relationship in the Chifley period (1947-1949) to achieve Us fiill 

potential was not due to a lack of positive advice being available to the policy makers 

'̂  Ibid. 

'" Chandrasekhar, S. 'A brief History of Australia's Immigration Policy with Special Reference to 
India's Nationals,' From India to Austi-alia, S. Chandrasekhar, (ed.) Population Review Books, 
Caldbmia, 1992, p 18. The pre-federation Queensland request, was not without its opponents who 
even petitioned the Queen on it, their argument being 'that the presence of Coolies amongst us in great 
numbers would entail woes which no money can compensate.' See, A.W. Stargardt, Austi-alia's Asian 
Policies: The History of a Debate 1839-1972, The Institiite of Asian Affatis, Hamburg, 1977, p 291. 

'̂  Hudson, & Way, op cit., p 535. 
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in Canberra. But rather Australia's reluctance to compromise on its commitment to a 

'white Australia', described by Mannmg Clark as 'one gigantic act of protection.'*^ 

Arthur CalweU, as Labor's Minister for Immigration, was unflinching in his 

determination to ensure the 'White AustraUa' Policy remained intact and, despite the 

warm relationship Chifley and Evatt had with Nehm, Labor's position on immigration 

was unequivocal, emphasised by this statement of CalweU's: 'so long as the Labor 

Party remains in power there will be no watering down of the White Australia 

policy.' In Opposition too. Labor's defence against criticism of its stand on 

immigration, was just as resolute. For example, in Parliament, F.M. Daly referred the 

House to CalweU's article in The Argus of 24 October 1949, under the tUle 'I Stand by 

White Australia',** to reinforce Labor's commitment to the policy; in the process, he 

described CalweU as ' the greatest advocate of our immigration policy, as it affects 

Asian nations.'*^ Labor Stalwarts, Evatt and Clyde Cameron were no less supportive 

ofthe policy urging the British character ofthe AustraUan community be preserved.^'' 

'* Clark, C.M.H. A Short History of Austi-alia, Heinemann, London, 1964, p 195. 

'̂  The Sydney Morning Herald, 24 March 1949, in Neville Meaney, 'The End of "White Austtalia" 
and Austialia's Changing Perceptions of Asia, 1945-1990', The Austi-alian Journal of Intemational 
Affairs, Vol. 49, No. 2, November, 1995, p 177. Also See, Cable from Frank Ford and Evatt to 
Chiefly, dated 18 May 1945, DAFP, p 169, for Evatt's efforts to prevent the UN from having autiiority 
to intervene in a country's control of its Immigration policy, in NeviUe Meaney, 'The End of "White 
AustiaUa" and AustiaUa's Changing Perceptions of Asia, 1945-1990' The Austi-alian Journal of 
Intemational Affairs, Vol. 49, No. 2, November, 1995, p 177. 

'̂  CPD (H of R), Vol. 14, 4 April 1957, p 537. 

'^ Ibid. In an assessment of CalweU the politician, Lindsay Rae observes, 'more than any otiier 
individual his name has come to be associated with the retention of the racist immigration policy ...'. 
See 'Arthur CalweU: resentfiU ageing' Political Lives, J. Brett, (ed.), Allen & Unwin, NSW, 1997, 
p 85. Also see, A.T. Yarwood, Asian Migration to Austi-alia: The Background to Exclusion, 1896-
1923, Melbourne University Press, Victoria, 1964. 

'°CPD, (HofR), Vol. 18,27 February 1958 p 115; CPD, (Hof R), Vol. 21, 16 September 1958, 
pp 1256-1257, in NevUle Meaney, 'End of "White Australia" and Austiralia's Changing Perceptions of 
Asia, 1945-1990, The Austi-alian Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 49, No. 2, November 1995, 
p 178. 
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Defending the Indefensible 

In Us wish to minimise criticism ofthe policy, seen as discriminatory Ui India, AustraUa 

provided reasons which were often couched in sophistry and semantics. For example, 

the famiUar language of CalweU and Menzies, who would preface then explanations of 

the policy with words such as '[ujnderlying the White Australia policy there is no 

suggestion of racial superiority ... '̂ * and that the poUcy 'is based not upon any fooUsh 

notion of racial superiority...' respectively. In the face of media controversy over 

Australia's immigration poUcy, Holt, as Minister for Immigration, issued a statement to 

the press referring it to his address to the Third Australian Citizenship Convention in 

1958: 

I stated that our policy of restiiction was not based on any notion of racial superiority 
but on a fi-ank and realistic recognition that there are important differences of race, 
culture and economic standards which make successfiil assimUation unlikely, ... I 
gave the Convention an assurance that we would maintain a general policy designed 
to preserve the homogeneity of the AustraUan nation. The present Govemment has 
not wavered in its support of this policy which has played so important a part in the 
building ofthe Australian nation. ^̂  

Casey, unlike Menzies, saw no difference in the capability of other races: 'I personaUy 

could never accept the myth of racial superiority.'̂ '* Yet Casey was to object to any 

reference being made to it as the 'White Australia' Policy, another example of 

AustraUa's untenable reasoning in defending the policy: 

Our immigration policy is not called a White Austialia Policy. I should like that to 
be emphasised. That offensive expression has never been used officially and I 
protest against its use in this chamber.̂ * 

'̂ CPD, (Hof R), Vol. 14, 4 April 1957, p 537. 

^̂  CNIA Vol. 32, 1961, p 32. Statement in the House of Representatives by Prime Muiister Menzies, 
11 April 1961. 

^ AA, Statement by H.E. Holt, 7 July 1954, Series A1838/278, Item 169/10/7 Part 1. 

'̂' Casey, Lord [R.G.] Personal Experiences 1939-1946, Constable & Company, London, 1962, p 180. 

'̂  CPD, (H of R), Vol. 14, 4 April 1957, p 537. 
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From India's perspective, U was the practical effect of the poUcy that offended, and 

mere substitution of words that did nothing to remove the discrimmatory quaUty ofthe 

poUcy was of academic interest. Sir Bertram Stevens, retuming from a visU to India, 

offered this advice on softening the impact on sensibUities through appropriate 

language: 

When during the war a Minister of the Austialian Goverrunent declared that one of 
the reasons why AustraUa was participating in the war and making heavy sacrifices 
was 'to keep AustraUa white', there were headlines in the Indian press and 
expressions of indignation were heard on every hand. It becomes a matter of utmost 
importance to re-examine the principles underlying the White Australia policy and 
to attempt their restatement in terms less offensive to the national pride of 
Austialia's Asiatic neighbours. ^̂  

(jiven these subtle attempts by the poUcy makers in Canberra to mask the tme intent of 

the poUcy, some of Australia's diplomats, faced with criticism of the poUcy in Asia, 

were not reluctant to question Canberra on its uncompromising application. Again, it 

was Mackay, with his forthright comments to Evatt from his New DeUu post in pre-

independent India, who exempUfied this spirit: 

The official defence of our 'White AustraUa' policy is that it is based on economic 
and social grounds, and not on racial grounds. Nevertheless, it has to be admitted 
that AustraUa's immigration policy, as it stands at present, is also racial and not 
merely economic and social.̂ ^ 

Not long after the war, High Commissioner Massey, writing from Singapore, expressed 

similar concems to Canberra: 

So long as our immigration policy remains what it is (and we know there is no 
thought of changing it) we wiU always have to face the general bittemess towards rt 
which I have found lies under the surface and which has been recentiy shown here in 
such a crystallised form.^ 

^̂  Stevens, New India, p 34, in S. Brawley, 77?̂  White Peril, University of NSW Press, Sydney 1995, 
p244. 

" Hudson, W.J. & Way, Wendy (eds.) Documents on Austi-alian Foreign Policy 1937-1949, Vol. X, 
July- December 1946, DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 1995, p 534. 

^̂  Hudson, W.J. and Way, Wendy (eds.) Documents on Australian Foreign Policy 1937-49. Vol. XII, 
DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 1995, p 810. 
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29 Then there was Crocker (in Bmce Grant's view was more a radical conservative) 

who, as High Commissioner to India m the 1950s, in a despatch to Casey wrote: 

[i]n tiie case of the politically conscious Indian, Austi^ia was likely to conjure up 
two thoughts: one, which was favourable, the line taken by Australia for the 
independence of Indonesia; tiie other, which was unfevourable, tiie AustraUan 
Immigration Policy. The latter tended (and still tends) to be a more frequent or more 
enduring thought than the former. ̂ ° 

Crocker went fiirther and suggested a parUamentary group should visU India to help 

improve understandmg, but cautioned that '[t]hey should be briefed to deal with 

questions about our empty spaces and about immigration policy.'̂ * Discussion of 

immigration and related issues m the AustraUan ParUament too drew attention to the 

discriminatory policy. In one instance, Alexander Downer cautioned Members of 

ParUament about changmg the existing poUcy which, at the tune, required a person to 

have 15 years of residence, among other conditions, to quaUfy.̂ ^ Then there was the 

case of the Indian High Commissioner to AustraUa, General Cariappa, who was 

criticised in the press and accused of 'intmding in Australia's domestic affans' when 

he suggested a migrant quota be used by Australia and New Zealand.̂ ^ The Indian 

Govemment took the opportunity to stress that '[e]ven if Australia asked for Indian 

immigrants, the Govemment of India would have to consider whether Indians could 

live in that country with dignity and honour, as fiill citizens...'̂ "*. 

India was not done in its resentment ofthe policy. In the 1950s and 1960s, criticism 

came from others in the region. A newspaper in Malaya expressed its distaste of 

AustraUa's poUcy in these words: '[tjhere is an evU jinn mside one ofthe secret files of 

'̂ Interview with Bmce Grant, 19, May 1999, Domain Stieet, South Yarra, Melboume. 

°̂ AA Despatch No. 23, 6 December 1954, from Crocker to Casey, Series A1838/283, Item 160/10/1, 
Part 2, pp 1-2. 

'̂ Ibid, p 4. 

^̂  CPD, (H of R), Vol. 32, 5 September 1961, p 791. 

" Brawley, S. The White Peril, University of NSW Press, Sydney 1995, p 299. 
34 Rajan M.S. India in World Affairs: 1954-56, Asian Publishing House, New Delhi, 1964, p 404, 
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the AustraUan immigration department which sees that the department never, but 

never, does the right thing.'^^ 

In a stinging attack on CalweU's efforts to rationaUse the discriminatory immigration 

policy, an editorial in the Daily News, Ceylon (Sri-Lanka) argued: 

IronicaUy, the Austialians have preferred white aliens to Commonwealth citizens. 
Against that record Mr CalweU's sanctimony only adds insult to injury. ... The 
quotas, the visual tests, the preference for certain blood ratios aU these are erected on 
the basis of economic theory. No colour bar. Only massive humbug. *̂ 

Selection Criteria, not Admission the Root Cause 

Gmning admission to AustraUa for permanent settlement was not an important goal for 

Indians, for whom ultimately the humiliation caused by the 'White AustraUa' Policy lay 

as much in its disguised (and transparent) connotations as in Us application. Self respect 

and sensitivity to any inference of inferiority,^^ rather than the question of actual 

admission, were the real concems for India. The sophistry and semantics failed to hide 

the message, palpably clear: an unequivocal, and unpalatable, refiisal to accept non-

white Unmigration. Academic L. Jayasuriya explains the xenophobia implied in the 

poUcy: 

It was partly a matter of economic competition, a threat to white living standards, 
and the practices and Institutions of the dominant groups in society; but rt was also 
to some extent conceived as a reaction to threatened racial purity ... and above aU rt 
was linked with colour,'* 

'̂  Nihal Singh, 'Projecting a new Unage of Australia', The Statesman, Delhi, 30 October 1962, p 6. 
(citing a Malayan Newspaper) 

^̂  'No colour bar, Digger!' (Editorial), The Daily News, Ceylon, 21, December, 1969, p 12. 

'̂  For a summary of a range of issues related to Austialia's immigration and travel restrictions 
imposed on Indians, see AA, File on Immigration-Migration from India, Series A1838/275, Item 
1531/99, Parti. 

*̂ Jayasuriya, L. 'The Austialian-Asian Connection: Retiospect and Prospect,' Revised Edition, of 
paper first presented to University of Third Age, Perth, p 23. Also see. Prejudice and Xenophobia', 
Racism: The Austi-alian Experience, Vol. 1, C.F. Stevens & E.P. Wolfers (eds.) AusnaUa and New 
Zealand Book Co., Sydney, 1974. 
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Settler arrivals ^̂  (shown in Table 1 below) from India before and after the complete 

abrogation ofthe 'White Australia' Policy by the Whitlam Government in 1973 appear 

to vindicate High Commissioner Mackay's prediction (made in 1946) that removal of 

the barrier would not resuU in any significant mcrease Ui migrants from India, his 

argument at the time being that 'India's pride resents any bar which she thmks is 

exclusively directed against her nationals. ... What they would lUce to feel, however, is 

that there is no bar against their entry.''*^ 

Year 

Arrivals -

(From India) 

Table 1 

Settler Arrivals from India ore and 

1965-70 

12,310 

1970-75 

13,330, 

1975-80 

4,580 

post-Whitlam 

1980-85 

7,700 

1985-90 

13,850 

Expressed as a percentage of total migrants from all the countries of Asia, these 
figures represent a significant drop in the Indian component of migrants. 

Year 

Arrivals -

(From India) 

1965-70 

22.38% 

1970-75 

16.32% 

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics, 
Population Review Books, California, 1992, 

1975-80 

4.01% 

Front India to 
pl23. 

1980-85 

4.97% 

1985-90 

5.37% 

Australia, S. Chandrasekhar (ed.) 

^̂  Austialian Bureau of Statistics, From India to Australia, S. Chandrasekhar (ed.). Population 
Review Books, California, 1992, p 123 , (exttacted from Table 4,) ff the arrivals from Africa were to 
be added to those from Asia, then the Indian percentage drops even fiirther. 

* Hudson, W.J. & Way, Wendy (eds.) Documents on Australian Foreign Policy 1937-1949, Vol. X, 
July- December 1946, DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 1995, p 536. Also see, R.G. Neale, 'Austialia's 
Changing Relations with India', India. Japan. Australia. Partners in Asia? J.D.B. MiUar (ed.), ANU, 
Canberra, 1968, p 77. 
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The Menzies View: Maintain the Status Quo 

The 'White Australia' refrain continued to be voiced under Menzies mto the 1960s. 

His defence ofthe poUcy was premised on the argument that preservmg social harmony 

is best achieved through racial homogeneity, essentially, a European population: 

whUe I beUeve that our immigration policy is both wise and just, is based not upon 
any foolish notion of racial superiority, but upon a proper desire to preserve a 
homogeneous population and so avert the tioubles that have bedevUled some other 
countries, it is a domestic policy.'" 

Menzies defence ofthe 'White AustraUa' Policy extended to the argument that U was a 

matter that came within Australia's domestic jurisdiction, not unlike the posUion he 

took when in Opposition against independence for the Netherlands East Indies from the 

Dutch; citUig Article 2, Clause 7 of the United Nations Charter, Menzies had argued 

against the Chifley Government's posUion which was more m line with Nehm's support 

of Indonesia's independence. Menzies' statement in Parliament on the Immigration 

Policy was that: 

Australia, of all countries, has a keen interest in preserving its authority over matters 
which are within its ovm domestic jurisdiction, because, to be perfectly plain, that 
clause was designed to safeguard Austialia's right to maintain the White AustraUa 
policy.'*̂  

The National Herald in Lucknow asserted: '[t]o talk of the need for protecting 

Australia's homogeneous European civilization is to speak the language of Dr Malan 

[the South Afiican Leader].''*^ This use of legal means 'to justify AustraUa's negative 

poUcies on anti-racist and anti-colonial initiatives in the United Nations ...' was 

characteristic of Australia's conservative diplomacy in the 1950s. 

"" CNIA, Statement in the House of Representatives by the Prime Minister, R.G. Menzies, II April 
1961 Vol. 32, 1961, p 32. 

'̂  CPD, (H of R), Vol. 193, 24 September, 1947, p 176. 

"̂  The National Herald, India, 15 July 1948, in S. Brawley, The White Peril, University of NSW Press, 
Sydney, 1995, p 247. Malan was associated with the estabUshment of Apartheid. 

"" Mediansky F.A. 'The Conservative Style in Australian Foreign Policy' Australian Outiook, Vol 28, 
No. 1, April 1974, p 55. 



210 

While actual cases ofthe maUreatment of non-white visUors to Australia m this period 

were not often reported, reference to a couple of instances wUl help understandmg of 

the prevaiUng climate and India's perceptions of this raciaUy discriminatory poUcy. The 

first of these concerns the treatment experienced by two Indians, Mr K.V. 

Krishnamoorthy and Mr Sukhla while visiting AustraUa.'*̂  The second incident, a more 

celebrated one, involved a Fijian, who, in 1961, as a transU passenger en route to India, 

had the contents of his suitcase tipped out by a customs officer at Sydney airport. The 

then minor govemment official (of a British-mled Fiji) Kamisese Mara went on to 

become Prime Miruster of independent Fiji.'*̂  A decade later, at the conclusion of the 

Seven Nation Pacific Fomm held in Sydney in April 1972, (at which discussion of 

AustraUa's immigration poUcy was an item on the agenda). Sir Kamisese, recaUing the 

embarrassing incident at a news conference, said 'I never pass through AustraUa if I can 

avoid it."*'' 

It is noteworthy that Prime Minister William McMahon and Immigration Minister A.J. 

Forbes, representing Australia at the Sydney fomm, advised U that the Australian 

Govemment 'had no intention of "radically" aUering its policy of lUniting non white 

immigration to persons who had the needed skiUs as weU as an ability to get along 

socially in an overwhelmmgly white community.'"*̂  To place the McMahon 

Government's stance on Unmigration in context, U was stated just eight months before 

the WhUlam Govemment took office in December 1972 and removed the 'White 

AustraUa' PoUcy from the Statute Books, ensuring white and non-white migrants 

competed on an equal footing to settle in Australia. Thus the widely held view that the 

^̂  NAI, 'Treatinent of Indians' - File No. 1012/IANZ, 1949. 

^ 'No Radical Alterations of Immigration Policy', The Sun, Ceylon, 18 April, 1972, p 4. 

' ' Ibid. 

"̂  Ibid. Also see, Marie de Lepervanche, 'SUch Turbans in Resistance and Response: Some Comments 
on ImmigiBnt Reactions in Austi^ia and Britain', From India to Austi-alia, S. Chandrasekhar (ed). 
Population Review Books, Calffornia 1992, pp 105-106 for evidence of Austialian discrunination 
against SUdi Indians. 
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'White AustraUa' Policy had effectively been rescUided by the mid 1960s is not entirely 

accurate. It continued to be selectively applied to non-white migrants tUl the Whitlam 

Govemment's decisive action. Indians were not unaware of this. A year earUer Prime 

Minister John Gorton, addressing a gathering in Singapore, also made clear the 

Government's intention to maintain the prevailing poUcy, as the narrative shows. 

'White Australia': A Fundamental Identification 

Nehm's resentment of racial inequality was no less feU by ordinary Indians whose 

knowledge of Australia was Unuted to the existence ofthe 'White AustraUa' Policy as 

the foUowing example iUustrates. Retuming from a visU to India, Labor's K.E. 

Beazley, (MHR for Freemantle) in a wide ranging speech in Parliament Ui 1955, 

deUvered a message on Asia's aspirations of freedom and equaUty, reflective of the 

repugnance Indians felt about racial inequality: 

It has been well said that Asia wants freedom from the white man's colonial control, 
freedom from the white man's economic control, but above aU freedom from the 
white man's contempt ... as far as I could see in Malaya, Burma and India, if the 
people thought of the white man's contempt, they thought of the White AustraUa 
policy.'*' 

Unquestionably, the continued application of the 'White AustraUa' PoUcy triggered 

early stUrings of doubt with regard to AustraUa's interest in a genume and independent 

regional role. These doubts were shared by many of Australia's newly independent 

neighbours of Asia, and Afiica too, in the wake of the nationaUsm sweepmg through 

these regions. Agam, their sense of outrage was experienced at first hand by Beazley, 

who was clearly surprised at the kind of questions raised at an invitation to address 

Indian trade unionists. His address to ParUament on this experience is another 

example of advice resulting from knowledge gleaned at first hand, m this case by a 

Member of ParUament, unheeded by the policy makers to the detriment ofthe bilateral 

relationship: 

"' CPD, (H of R), Vol. 6, 28 April 1955, p 305. 
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The questions that my audience asked me were almost all concemed with the White 
Australia poUcy, and with race relations in South Africa. ... That is sensitivity to 
discrimination and what they regard as injustice.̂ " 

In 1957, Kenneth Rivett, (Writer/Academic, who spent sk months in India), in his 

informative article 'From White AustraUa to the Present', makes the point that very few 

Indian vUlagers at the time were aware of Australia, but those who were ' would know 

only two things about it - that we had nearly exterminated our Aborigines ... and that 

we maintain a White AustraUa policy. ̂ * Even the announcement of the tactfiil and weU 

liked Casey to the Govemorship of Bengal Ui pre-Uidependent was, at first, received 

with derision, because, as Hudson describes the Indian reaction, ' to be govemed by a 

Briton was for many bad enough, ... to be govemed by a colonial Briton from a country 

weU and unfavourably known for a pubUcly proclaUned restrictive immigration policy 

based on race and colour was insuUing.'" Casey of course was free of prejudice and 

proved to be one Australian who was well regarded by Indians Ui the Menzies period. 

South Africa and the Unavoidable Association 

While the discussion in Chapter Three above on the issues that brought Nehm and 

Menzies into direct conflict within the Commonwealth included South Afiica's 

Apartheid policies, U needs to be examined in this chapter from the perspective of Us 

Unks to Menzies' support for South Africa being related to his defence of the 'White 

Australia' policy and the Westem alliance. 

Menzies support of South Africa to the bitter end affected the Indian view of AustraUan 

foreign policy and of course the bUateral relationship. The strong emotion that 

attached to the racial discrimination issue in India did not differentiate between 

Apartheid and Australia's immigration policy. This is evident from a conversation L.H. 

Border of the Australian High Commission in New Delhi had with India's Frank 

^°lbid 

'̂ Rivett Kennedi, 'From White Austialia to die Present', From India to Austi-alia, S. Chandrasekhar, 
(ed.) Population Review Books, California, 1992, p 58. 

^̂  Hudson, W.J. Casey. Oxford University Press, Melboume, 1986, p 160. 
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Moraes, the weU known, one time editor of The Times of India and author oi Nehru: 

Sunlight and Shadow: A Critical Assessment. Border's conclusion was that: 

Moraes could see no difference in the poUcies ofthe two countries: [Austi^a 
and South Africa] he ... fulminated for some time against the 'White Australia 
Policy'. ... a European might migrate to Austialia: an Indian, a fellow member ofthe 
Commonwealth, could not ...̂ .̂ 

While South Africa's Apartheid poUcy was a third party issue as far as India-AustraUa 

relations were concemed, during the period of heightened sensitivity in India's post-

colonial attitude to the West (which included AustraUa), AustraUa's reluctance to 

condemn Apartheid at the official level (discussed in Chapter Three above) exacerbated 

the resentment Indians afready felt towards it on account of the 'White AustraUa' 

Policy; and, understandably from India's standpoint, their view of Australia as racially 

biased continued. Nehm was relentless in his condemnation of Apartheid grasping 

every opportunity, within India as well as at intemational fomms, to speak out on it. 

His contention was that ' it is the greatest immorality, international immoraUty for a 

nation to carry on this way...'̂ '*. Lamenting the fact that, while Canada's Prime 

Minister Diefenbaker spoke out strongly against the policy, other democracies had 

failed to do so, Nehm added: 

... it has been a matter of some distiess for me that from others who stand for the 
democratic tiadition, who stand for the dignity ofthe individual, ... not a voice can 
be heard... ^̂ . 

Of course Menzies' voice was indeed heard, but on the side of South Afiica 

rather than in condemnation of Us discriminatory poUcy. In Afternoon Light, 

Menzies speaks of his distress when Nehm rejected the draft communique at the 

" AA, 'India-Relations witii the Commonwealtii.' Confidential Memorandum 14 May 1954, from 
W.R. Crocker, New Delhi, to DEA, Series A1838/2, Item 169/11/1, Part 3. 

^̂  Lok Sabha Debate, 9 December, 1958, Col. 3966. 

*̂  Ibid. Also see AA, Savingiam 18 July 1953, from Austi^ian High Commission, New Delhi to 
DEA, Series A4534/1, Item 44/6/2, referring to Nehm's fears of an upheaval in Africa brought on by 
racial discrimination. 'No Asian countiy can tolerate this. We do not want to fight anybody but there 
can be no compromise on this issue and India will exert fiill pressure to remove this discrimination ...'. 
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conclusion of the 1961 CommonweaUh Prime Ministers' Conference which led to 

South Africa's termination of Us CommonweaUh membership: 

My pleasure was short-Uved. No sooner had Verwoerd said that he would accept tiie 
draft, than Nehm was heard to say that he would not; ... not only at Prime Ministers' 
meetings but at every opportunity that presented itself he would urge war on 
apartheid and the country which practised it.̂ ^ [emphasis in original] 

South Africa's Apartheid poUcy was doubly hurtfiil to Nehm because, besides Afiicans, 

his fellow Indians too were victims of it. Consequently, the treatment of Indians m 

South Africa " was a matter of concem to the Indian Govemment. When the issue 

came up before the UN, Nehm raised the subject in the Indian Pariiament as an issue of 

intemational importance: '[i]t has once again raised issues that are vital not only for us 

but for the whole world. If I may say so, it is the issue of racialism that is of paramount 

importance.''* 

Australia's record on the Apartheid question in the Menzies era was poor. For 

mstance, when the question of including the treatment of Indians m South Afiica on the 

agenda ofthe UN General Assembly came up before the Steering Comnuttee (and was 

passed by ten votes to one), Australia voted against it.̂ ^ Menzies' own performance 

on Apartheid at the Commonwealth Prime Ministers' Conferences (discussed in 

Chapter Three above) weakened AustraUa's persistent but unconvincing arguments, 

(aimed at deflecting Asian criticism), that Us own 'White AustraUa' immigration policy 

was other than raciaUy based. Charles Price makes the pomt weU: 

The relics of racial discrimination, plus the apparent reluctance of the Govemment 
to introduce the changes it eventually did introduce, together with its habit of 

^̂  Menzies, R.G. Afternoon Light, Cassell, Melboume, 1967, p 214. 

" NAI, 'Treatinent of Indians in Soutii Afiica-Publicity Overseas,' File No. 14(2)-AFRI-1950. 
CO 

Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches, August 1949-February 1953, Vol. II, Publications Division, Ministry 
of Information & Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1954, p 248. 
^̂  Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehm, Second Series, Vol. 15, Part I, S. Gopal, (ed.), Jawaharlal 
Nehm Memorial Fund New Delhi, 1993, p 408. Also see, NAI, 'Treatment of Indians in South 
Africa-UN Agenda', File No. (25)UN11-1951. 
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sometimes supporting South Afiica, fostered overseas the notion that AustraUans 
were a "racist" people almost as bad as the South African Nationalists...*'. 

In contrast to Menzies' support for South Afiica, Nehm advised the Lok Sabha of his 

eariy refiisal to agree to South Afiican Prime Minister Smuts' request that India 

restores Us severance of trade relations and diplomatic representation before any 

discussion ofthe treatment of Indians in South Africa could commence.̂ * He told the 

House 'we shall not falter ... Ui our resolve to secure justice for Indians in South Afiica 

...'̂ .̂ J.S. Bain in his book, India's Intemational Disputes:A Legal Study, vmtes that 

South Africa '[e]ver since 1946, ... have questioned the legaUty of accepting the Indian 

complaint on the agenda and have charged U as a "violation ofthe charter,"...'̂ ^. This 

was not unlike Menzies' use of the 'domestic jurisdiction' argument to fend off the 

Nehm led push for South Africa's expulsion from the Conunonwealth. Clearly, 

Australia and South Africa were at one on the approach to handling the issue of colour 

and racial-based discrimination. 

The unavoidable inference is that the convergence of interests between Australia and 

South Afiica, was all too strong for Menzies to adopt a harder Une on South Afiica. 

Then, agam, Menzies' reluctance to condemn South Africa's racially based policy 

could also be attributed to Australia's obUgations to the Westem alliance, apart from 

the need to defend Us own 'White AustraUa' PoUcy. For example, the West's 

economic interests in South Afiica, through its investments, had helped the country to 

resist changes to Apartheid. A UN report suggested that 'Foreign investment in South 

Afiica bears ascribable responsibility for apartheid.'^^ While AustraUa's share of this 

mvestment may have been negligible, Menzies' conunitment to the Westem alliance 

^ Price, Charles, 'Beyond White Austialia,' TRT, Vol. 258, April 1975, p 371. 

*' 'India Won't Falter to Secure Justice in South Afiica', The Tribune, Simla, 13 December, 1947. 

^^Uiid. 

^̂  Bain, J.S. India's Intemational Disputes: A Legal Study, Asia Publishing House, Bombay, 1962, 
p9. 

'̂' Friedman, Julian R. Basic Facts on the Republic of South Africa and the Policy of Apartheid. 
United Nations Centre Against Apartiieid New York, 1977, p 71, in J. Bandyopadhyaya, North over 
South, South Asian Publishers, New DeUii, 1982, p 64. 
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was not. Bandyopadhyaya, who argues the existence of a global racial dichotomy m 

his chaUenging critique. North Over South, speaks to the pertinence of this Westem 

aUiance acting as a cormecting medium: 

Racial phenomena, Uke most other contemporary intemational phenomena, are 
characterized by stiong global linkages, making racial schisms in the USA 
South Africa,... or the discriminatory immigration policies of the USA, UK and 
Austialia, inseparable from the global racial dichotomy across the colour line.̂ ^ 

WUh specific reference to South Africa, he claims that the country has 'become the 

symbol of intemational white racism and its stmctural Unks with national white 

racism.'^^ By impUcation, Menzies' demonstrably strenuous defence of South Afiica, 

albeit for selfish national interest, gives credence to arguments about the existence of 

historically based racist linkages within the Westem aUiance, Us origUis rooted Ui 

coloniaUsm and imperialism. There was also South Afiica's importance in terms of Us 

support ofthe West's ideologically based strategic global objectives, for example the 

Simonstown naval base. One writer refers to this with the foUowmg observation: 

One constant and repeatedly emphasised theme in the formulation of South Africa's 
foreign policy of the 1960s has been the assertion of the vital contribution its 
govemment and people are making to the defence of Westem interests with the 
global stmggle to contain the spread of communism.*^ 

Eventually, AustraUa wUhdrew its support for South Africa's Apartheid poUcy in the 

early 1960s, although U was contingent on the UN guaranteeing that any action taken 

*̂  Bandyopadhyaya, J. North over South, South Asian PubUshers, New Delhi, 1982, pp 75-76. 

^ Ibid., p 65. John Darwin in his examination of the 'Colonial World Order', and the links that 
bound the essentially European club together, argues tiiat the '... Colonial World Order was powerfiiUy 
butfressed by a set of dominant cultural assumptions and by a demographic regime.' A dichotomy of a 
north providing capital to compUment the material producing region, led to an economically 
successful formal empire's dominance over the mformal empire to keep aUve the 'cultiiral 
tiiumphalism.' The ensuing cultural glory, 'drew sti:ength from the demographic order and licensed 
the racial exclusion on which rt had come to depend.' See 'Decolonisation and world polities', 
Austi-alia and the End of Empires, David Lowe, (ed.) Deakm University Press, Victoria. 1996, pp 8-9. 

^̂  'Soutii Afiica and The Defence of The West; Liability or Asset to tiie Free World' TRT. No. 241, 
January 1971, p 15. 
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against South Afiica wiU not be used against AustraUa.̂ * For the bUateral relationship, 

however, U was too late. The Dominion in WeUmgton reported India's Deputy 

Minister for Extemal Affairs teUing India's Upper House of ParUament that 'the Indian 

Govemment is considering the imposition of reciprocal restrictions on Australian 

nationals visUing India ...'^^ South Afiica's departtire from the Commonwealth and 

subsequent pariah status progressively conferred on the country with Us ex

communication by the intemational commuruty, 'brought White AustraUa mto even 

more graphic intemational reUef''̂  A few months after South Afiica's departure, a 

contributor to The Round Table wrote that AustraUa could be the next in line: 

Indeed, tiie argument has already been heard that the seff-exclusion of South Africa 
in consequence ofthe condemnation oi Apartheid leads to the logical consequence 
that the Commonwealth ought to intervene against the 'White Australia' Policy. '̂ 

As a consequence ofthe subtle deception practised by Menzies with his arguments on 

the South Afiican question India was less convmced about many of Australia's views 

on intemational issues in the Menzies era. In The Administration of the White 

Australia Policy, PaUreeman refers to the intemational scmtmy the 'White Australia' 

PoUcy receives on account of some of Australia's foreign policies bemg greeted with 

scepticism by the Uitemational community. ^̂  

^ Brawley, Sean 'Slaying The White AustraUa Dragon: Some Factors in tiie Abolition ofthe White 
Austialia Policy', The Abolition ofthe White Australia Policy: The Immigration Reform Movement 
Revisited. Nancy Viviani (ed.), AusfraUa-Asia Paper No. 65, Centre for the Study of AustiaUa-Asia 
Relations, GrifUtii University, Qld., 1992, p3. 

''' AA, 'India May Restrict Australians', The Dominion, Wellington, New Zealand, 25 August, 1961, 
Series A1838/275, Item 1531/99, Part 1. 

™ Brawley, Sean 'Slaying The White AustraUa Dragon: Some Factors in the Abolition of the White 
Australia Policy', The Abolition of the White Australia Policy: The Immigration Reform Movement 
Revisited. Nancy Viviani (ed.), Austialia-Asia Paper No. 65, Centre for the Study of Austialia-Asia 
Relations, Griffitii University, Qld., 1992, p3. 

' ' 'A Leaf Falls: Soudi Afiica Outside tiie Commonwealth', TRT, No. 203, June 1961, p 222. 

'... it has been pointed out that since Australia's policy is stamped with a degree of racialism 
(whatever its tme motives) certain of AustraUa's foreign policies generaUy have become tainted and 
suspect. The rest ofthe world in scmtinizing Australia's attitudes to South Africa and the Portuguese 
colonies, or its policies in New Guinea and its motives in South-east Asia, does not convenientiy 
pigeon-hole away AustraUa's immigration policy as an untouchable domestic issue. On the contrary, 
U is used to complete the picture.' See A.C. Paffreeman, The Administration ofthe White Australia 
Policy, Melbourne University Press, Victoria, 1967, p 133. 
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The Minimalist Approach to Reform: Push and Pull 

Given the failure of AustraUa's High Conunissioners and Members of ParUament to 

move the poUcy makers m Canberra, eariy success for the Immigration poUcy Reform 

Group (estabUshed in the late 1950s) was certainly not assured. The official doors to 

a 'White AustraUa' remained impregnable. But men Uke Peter Heydon, Head of the 

Department of Immigration (and at one tUne High Commissioner to India), did much 

to introduce reforms to the Unmigration poUcy. Yet, these mitial efforts were Umited. 

There were detractors and opponents to reform, includmg Menzies who in 1961 

commented that those who criticised AustraUa's immigration policy consists mainly of 

'a few Uinerant AustraUans and a few gentlemen Ui Australia.̂ '* Kenneth Rivett draws 

attention to a number of factors which helped bring the Reform Group's efforts to 

fruition Ui 1966; the tUning ofthe measure of success eventuaUy achieved was not 

without its irony: 'The tuming point came Ui March 1966, following with indecent 

haste on the retnement of Sn Robert Menzies as Prime Minister.''^ 

^̂  The beginning of any substantial attempt at reform of Australia's restrictive immigration poUcies 
came with the forming of the Reform Group with Kermeth Rivett, Jamie Mackie and other prominent 
Australians as its members in early 1959, although there were efforts made earlier by the church (Dr 
Daniel Mannix), the Commurust party and others seeking change. See 'Kenneth Rivett 'From White 
Australia to the Present' From India to Australia, S. Chandrasekhar, (ed.) Population Review Books, 
California, 1992, pp 58-59. The 1901 Immigration Restriction Act was superseded by the 1958 
Migration Act, which merely replaced the method of non-European exclusion from the "dictation 
test," to "Ministerial discretion". See S. Chandrasekhar, 'A Chronology of Austialian History with 
Special Reference to Asian Immigration', From India to Austi-alia, S. Chandrasekhar, (ed.). 
Population Review Books, Califorrua, 1992, p 135. 

'"* Melhowme Age, 1 April 1961, in A.C. Paffreeman, The Administration of the White Australia 
Policy, Melboume University Press, Victoria, 1967, p 130. Jamie Mackie notes that the opponents to 
reform were numerous and included Labor under CalweU, imremitting in his opposition to change, 
and sir John Latham, a retired Chief Justice and former leader of the United Australia Party who saw 
the reform group as, 'simply threaterung to create a problem for AustraUa's happily homogeneous 
society where none currentiy existed.' See 'The Immigration Reform Group: Some RecoUections,' 
The Abolition ofthe White Australia Policy: The Immigration Reform Movement Revisited, N. Viviani 
(ed.) Australia-Asia Paper No. 65, Centre for the study of AustraUa-Asia Relations, Griffith 
University, Qld., 1992, p 29. 

" For an analysis of the 'White AustraUa' Policy and the Reform Groups progressive achievements, 
see Keimeth Rivett, 'From White AusttaUa to the Present', From India to Australia, S. Chandrasekhar 
(ed.). Population Review Books, Calffornia, 1992, pp 58-74. 

*̂ Rivett, Kenneth, 'From White Australia to the Present', From India to Australia, S. Chandrasekhar 
(ed.). Population Review Books, Calffornia, 1992, p 60. 
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Despite the welcome watering down of the 'White Australia' PoUcy in 1966, Us 

application continued to be seen by some Asian countries as discriminatory even m 

1970. For example, reporting on the Commonwealth ParUamentary Conference being 

held in Canberra, The Observer, Ceylon, (Sri-Lanka), while describing the meetUig as 

symboUsing 'the mutually binding ideals of the various nations of the 

Commonwealth',̂ ^ drew attention to the country's representative, the Speaker ofthe 

House, Stanley TiUekeratne's 'polite if incisive censure of Canberra's Ungering "White 

Australia" PoUcies ...''^. The Speaker's remonstrance is hardly surprisUig considering 

Australia's delayed reaction to Asian sensibUUies and then the minimaUst approach 

Australian Governments took to modifying the policy. 

Then there was the occasion ofthe Commonwealth Heads of (jovemment Conference 

of January 1971 hosted by Singapore and attended by the Prime Ministers of AustraUa 

and India among others. At a dinner given for the Australian Prime Minister, John 

Gorton, and attended by a prominent gathering of Singaporeans, Ong Tek Joong (ex-

AustraUan Uruversities Singaporean Alumni President) speaking on AustraUa's 

ostensibly Uberalised immigration policies said, 'we feel U our duty to focus attention 

on the need to find a more rational and equitable criterion ...' and added that relations 

between the two countries 'were "somewhat superficial"... Australians and Asians must 

look at each other as human beings and friends on an equal footing ...''^. Gorton 

responded to criticism of the 'White Australia' Immigration Policy 'with a firm 

declaration that he had no intention of abandoning U.'**̂  The message could not have 

escaped the attention of India's Prime Minister, Mrs Indira (jfandhi. 

Looking back at the Holt Government's easing of the policy in the aftermath of 

Menzies, The Age newspaper's Michael Gawenda refers to Cabinet papers to argue 

" 'Colour of Prejudice', The Observer, Ceylon, 6 October, 1970, p 1. 

'' Ibid 

'̂  'Gorton: We wiU not Abandon White AustraUa policy,' The Daily News, Ceylon, 20 January 1971, 
p5. 

''Ibid 
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that the action was not motivated by a nation's troubled conscience, but rather 

'because of increasing criticism of U in Asia and from the rest ofthe world. ̂ * The tmth 

of Australia's unblushmg response is apparent from the then Immigration Minister Sir 

Hubert Opperman's submission to Cabinet which, in his words, ensured '[t]he 

fundamental soundness of a policy directed to social homogeneity ...'̂ .̂ 

For Indians, the continued absence of any logical basis to the balance between the 

European and Asian migrant intake conveyed a clear message that the discrimination 

contmued. CanuUeri observed that 'there had been no fiindamental conversion in 

Australian attitudes, but simply a diplomatic readjustment.'̂ ^ This perception was 

made all the more credible in the Ught of AustraUa's support ofthe European countries 

at the UN 'on the most sensitive issues of decolonization and racial discrimination ...'̂ '*, 

issues that for India, were of paramount importance. Charles Price in his insightfiil 

critique 'Beyond White Australia' in reference to Australia's often stated 'social 

harmony' argument states that: 

No amount of talk about the dangers of racial tensions and conflict ff the doors 
opened wide to Asian immigration,... could satisfy the hostility sometimes shown by 
the press and politicians of newly independent Afiica and Asia.̂ ^ 

The Whitlam Govemment, with Us undisguised reformist immigration poUcy, dealt the 

coup de grace, the decisive dismantlmg ofthe 'White Australia' PoUcy from the Statute 

in 1973, making its legal force nuU and void. Chandrasekhar compared this historic 

Whitlam initiative to President Lyndon Johnson's 1965 Immigration Act, which 

'̂ Gawenda, M. 'Proponents of homogeneity missed the boat,' The Age, 6 January 1997, p All. 

*̂  ftid. 

^̂  Canulleri, J.A. An Inti-oduction to Austi-alian Foreign policy, 4th Edition, The Jacaranda Press, 
Qld, 1979, p 25. 

^^ftid. 

*̂  Price, Charles TRT, 'Beyond White Austialia', No. 258, April 1975, p 371. 
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aUowed m inunigrants from aU countries ofthe world. ̂ ^ Whitiam's positive unpact on 

India because of his often stated abhorrence of racial discrimmation, among other 

reasons, is examined in Chapter Seven below. 

(B) INDIA'S NONALIGNMENT IN THE COLD WAR: 

A MULTI-FACETED WEAPON 

Any study of India-Australia relations between 1947 and 1975 has to include an 

examination ofthe impact of India's nonaUgned stance taken soon after the country's 

independence in 1947. It was no less central to India's foreign policy than the 'White 

Australia' Policy was to mdependent AustraUa for nearly seven decades. The bUth and 

reasons behmd this poUcy are therefore essential to an understanding of what U meant 

for the bilateral relationship. That such examination is helpful is seen in J.W. Burton's 

observation that '[n]o theory of Intemational Relations is complete without an 

explanation ofthe development, and theory of, non-aUgnment.'^^ Much has been made 

of India's decision to adopt this philosophy, the comerstone of the country's 

^̂  Chandrasekhar S. 'A Brief History of Austialia's Immigration Policy with Special Reference to 
India's Nationals,' From India to Australia, S. Chandrasekhar (ed.) Population Review Books, 
Calffornia, 1992, p 28. Changes to the 'White AustiaUa' Policy were mevitable, in line with both 
domestic and extemal reaUties confronting AustraUa. Brawley explains the shift as being forced by 
societal changes generated by the growth in a post war educated middle class, as well as the censurable 
and constraining influences the discriminatory immigration poUcy had on Australia's foreign poUcy 
and extemal relations. See Sean Brawley, 'Slaying The White Austialia Dragon: Some Factors'. The 
Abolition ofthe White Australia Policy: The Immigration Reform Movement Revisited, Nancy Viviani 
(ed), Australia Asia Paper No. 65, Centie for the study of Austialia-Asia Relations, Griffith 
University, Qld., 1992, pp 2-3 The early 1970s also saw a culmination of these Uberalised tiends. 
Don Dunstan, a pioneer in social and poUtical reform as Premier ofthe State of South Austialia, 
predicted changes to the immigration policy under a fiiture federal Labor Govemment. Speaking on an 
AustraUan Broadcasting Commission's television programme, Dunstan said ' "la] homogeneous 
AustraUa is nonsense.... I think there's great virtue in diversity." ' See 'Labour will change Aussie 
policy on immigrants'. The Observer, Ceylon, 14 July, 1971, p 7. Dunstan's reference to ' "[r]acial 
bigots in the corridors of power" and a stance of "ethnic superiority" ' were sttenuously derued by the 
then Minister for Immigration, James Forbes. See 'Immigration poUcy not based on raciaUsm', The 
Daily News, Ceylon, 23, July 1971, p 7. 

'̂ Burton, J.W. Intemational Relations: A General Theory, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 
1967,p 163. 
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intemational strategy, in a post-War bipolar world drifting inexorably towards two 

ideologically distinguished and hostile blocs. 

Background 

In the Cold War environment ofthe 1950s and 1960s the newly Uidependent countries 

of Asia and Africa found themselves facing a decision about alignment with one or the 

other of the two camps, a process vigorously encouraged by each of the superpowers 

and their alUes, including AustraUa. Nonalignment provided an aUemative, an 

instmment for non- Uivolvement: 

The concept of non-alignment as envisaged by the founders - Nehm, Nasser and 
Tito - was to serve the purpose of a safety valve for the smaller nations against 
pressures from the big powers and as a profilaxis against being drawn into the 
politics of cold war.̂ ^ 

Indeed for India, and a majority of the Afro-Asian nations emergUig from years of 

colonialism, the idea of remaining outside the influence of the two super powers 

through nonaUgnment was seen as the best option: a message from the Third Worid of 

their wish to remain free and immune from superpower Cold War rivalry. AustraUan 

diplomat, Francis Stuart's despatch to DEA from New Delhi on India's attitude to the 

Korean War, Ulustrates India's satisfaction with its neutraUst intemational stance: 

... the Indian Parliament's mood as a whole, ... remains one of refiisal to face tiie 
logical conclusions of even an impeccable foreign poUcy, when tiiese seem to run 
counter to pacifist neutiality.*^ 

But U held more than that for Nehm for whom '[n]on-aUgnment was not conceived 

merely as a response to the miUtary blocs or the cold war, but as a global egaUtarian 

movement to restmcture the existing Uiequitable world order in aU Us aspects; political, 

*̂ The Hindustan Times, India, 'The Dilemma ofthe non-aligned,' 11 September 1973, in Sri Ram 
Sharma, Indian Foreign Policy Annual Survey: 1973, Sterling Publishers, New Delhi, 1977, p 130. 

^' AA Report on die Korean War, 10 August 1950, from Francis Smart, New Delhi to DEA, Series 
A1838/278, Item 3123/7/13. 
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social and econonuc '^ There were other reasons, too, as the narrative will show, 

but for India, a co-founder of the NonaUgned Movement (NAM), the choice of 

nonalignment in the wake of freedom was an obvious one, even an unavoidable one. 

The two men most responsible for India's extemal relations, Nehm and Krishna 

Menon, moulded the doctrine into a global weapon to protect Uself and others agamst 

past injustice and inequitable practices. Ramachandram defines the muUi-dimensional 

thmst of their policy fulcmm: 

Nehm and Krishna Menon together tumed non-aUgnment into an effective world 
movement against colonialism, imperiaUsm, raciaUsm and the growing menace of 
military alliances. ̂ ' 

On the last of these, namely miUtary pacts, which Nehm often criticised, Richard Park, m 

a reference to the complementary measures India adopted to support its nonaUgnment 

objectives, states that: 

What was (and is) less well known is that India, in order to help create "conditions 
of peace," would exercise its influence to lessen the effectiveness and the range of 
membership in ... mutual defence arrangements , particularly tiiose which, lUce 
SEATO and CENTO, impinge on the region of soutiiem Asia.^ 

For the India-Australia bilateral relationship, India's decision, which did not find favour 

in Australia, particularly with the policy makers in Canberra, was another factor that 

contributed to the indifference that characterised the relationship in the 1949 to 1972 

period. But India's nonalignment per se could hardly have constituted a serious 

obstacle to AustraUa's forging better bUateral relations with U, given Australia's 

wilUngness, indeed strong interest, in pursumg good relations with Us northem 

neighbour, Indonesia, Uself an enthusiastic member of NAM in the 1950s. Obviously, 

the geo-political imperatives associated with Us nearest neighbour outweighed any 

^ Kashyap, Subash (ed.) Jawaharlal Nehm his Life Work and Legacy, Indian Parliamentary Group, 
Lok Sabha Secretariat, New Delhi, 1990, pp 52-53. 

" Ramachandram, G. Nehm and World Peace, Radiant Publishers, New DeUu, 1990, p 149. Also see. 
Ibid., Eisenhower's letter to Nehru, pl23. 

^ Park, Richard L. 'India's Foreign Policy' Foreign Policy in World Politics, Roy C. Macridis (Ed.), 
5tii Edition, Prentice Hall, New Jersey, 1976, p 327. 
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discomfitiire AustraUa felt with Indonesia's nonaUgned status. In India's case, apart 

from being a democracy, there was Uttle else, such as trade or security to commend it 

to Canberra. For a proper understanding, however, of how India's phUosophy affected 

the bilateral relationship, a brief look at the genesis and character of NAM is a 

necessary pre-requisite. It enables an understandmg ofthe breadth ofthe doctrine, an 

Indian view of its place in the worid. Besides, U had to be understood at several levels; 

Australia's understanding of U in the Menzies era was guided at a different, limited 

level, one that assessed bUateral choices in terms of security, trade and how the country 

stacked up in the context of the Empire and the Westem alUance. Nonalignment by 

itself was a poor qualification against such criteria as far as AustraUa was concemed. 

PoUcies, Terms and Meanings 

As usefiil to a better understanding of India's poUcy, pivotal to its extemal relations, 

the use of the terms 'neutralism' and 'neutrality' to mean the same thing as 

'nonaUgnment,' demands clarification, because, from India's perspective, the difference 

in meaning between neutraUsm and nonalignment is an important one. Besides, 

Australia and Us Westem allies often used the word neutral to mean nonaligned. WhUe 

the concept of India's nonalignment may have defied a precise interpretation, neutrality 

it certainly was not. Nehm, for one, was at pains to correct the misunderstanding in the 

West that India's foreign poUcy was synonymous with neutrality. He explains the 

distinction with this interpretation of neutraUty: 

... rt means a person who sits on the fence and who caimot decide between right and 
wrong. India is certainly not neutial ... She believes in non aUgnment because she 
feels that the only way to achieve peace is to extend the climate of peace and to 
prevent the Cold War spreading into other parts ofthe world. 

^̂  Crabb C.V. The Elephants and the Grass. Frederick A. Praeger, 1965, New York, p 7. According to 
Geir Lundestad 'NonaUgnment was to be active and positive, whereas neutiality had been passive and 
negative.' SeeEosr, West. North. South, Major Developments in International Politics since 1945, 
Fourth Edition, Oxford University Press, New York, 1999, p 297. 
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Author R. Thakur extends the Nehm metaphor with his comment that '[tjhey saw 

themselves not so much as fence-sitters as beUevers in the need to uproot the fence.'̂ '* 

Obviously, nonalignment was more than a mere moral compass, U was an active foreign 

policy that involved India in intemational conflict resolution and the attainment of 

peace. It was a multi-faceted foreign policy mstmment which gave India freedom to 

choose when, where and how U would involve itself Ui intemational questions whUe 

also protecting its own security. 

During the debate in the Lok Sabha on Korea, Nehm referred to neutrality: 

... when you say you are neuttal that is a policy of not doing anything... The whole 
essence of our poUcy is independence of action, that is to say that at any moment we 
decide for ourselves what is best in our interests and in the interest of world 

95 

peace... . 

Bandung: A Third World Voice 

NAM, which effectively represents the Third World giving U an Afro-Asian character, 

can be traced to the 1955 Bandung Corderence which brought together leaders from 

Asia and Africa representing twenty five countries; prominent among them were 

Nehm of India, Chou En Lai of China, Tito of Yugoslavia, Nasser of Egypt, Sukamo 

of Indonesia, and U Nu of Burma. Given the heterogeneous nature of the Bandung 

grouping, finding a single unifying criterion for determining membership of NAM, on 

which to formulate objectives, was no mean task. One writer describes this dilemma 

for the Bandung Conference organizers, (an informal group comprismg India, 

Pakistan, Indonesia, Sri-Lanka and Burma, referred to as the Colombo Powers): 

'Ideologies and miUtary aUiances have now so cut across frontiers of geography and 

^̂  Thakur, R. The Politics and Economics of India's Foreign Policy St Martin's Press, New York, 
1994, p 26. 

^̂  Lok Sabha Debates, 4 August 1950, Col. 382. 
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skm that even to agree on Agenda was no easy undertaking.'^ 

The relevance of nonaUgnment to India's relationship with AustraUa Ui the 1950s, a 

country seen by India as obsessed with the containment of Communism, and as a 

consequence actively involved m drawUig Asia's newly mdependent states to support 

the strategic goals ofthe Westem camp, becomes more apparent when the aUns ofthe 

Bandung conference are examined: 

To promote goodwiU and cooperation among tiie nations of Asia and Africa ... to 
consider social, economic, and cultiiral problems. ... to consider problems of special 
interest ...[such as] racialism, and colonialism ... to view the position of Asia and 
Africa and their peoples m tiie world today and the contribution they can make to 
the promotion of world peace and cooperation.'^ 

Juxtaposed with Australia's Cold War strategy, the divergence becomes apparent. 

The Bandung Conference crystallised Nehm's plea for poUtical and economic equity to 

generate a Third Worid voice. It created an awareness in the Thkd World of their 

entitiement to a greater say in, and a faner share of, the world system, 'an augur of a 

fiiture protest against the subordinate status of the developing countries in the 

international system.'̂ ^ Indian writer C.S. Jha saw the Bandung declaration as having 

^ 'India: Bandung Balance Sheet' TRT, No. 179, June 1955, p 278. Crocker, refers to a move by 
Nasser and Tito for a 'neutial' summit, endorsed also by The Hindustan Times, the rationale being that 
the Bandung meeting 'had the defect of being or seeming racial' and a neutral summit would aUow 
countries of Europe and Latin America to be included. See AA, Cablegram 10 May 1%1, from 
Crocker to DEA Series A1838/2, Item 169/7/1, Part 8. 

'^ Kahin, George Mc Tuman, The Asian-African Connection, Ithaca, ComeU University Press, New 
York, 1956, p 3, in Robert A. Mortimer, The Third World Coalition in Intemational Relations, 2nd 
Edition, Westview Press, Colorado, 1984, p 7. Also see Jasjit Singh (ed.) India-China and 
Panchsheel, Sanchar PubUshing House, New Delhi, 19%, p 5, for a reference to the five principles of 
Panchsheel which springs from the Buddhist moral tenet of Pansil and primarily concems 
intemational diplomacy, co-existence and non-interference. It was first established between India and 
China in their Panchsheel Agreement of 1949. Bandung was a precursor to NAM (1961) foUowed by 
the Group of Seventy Seven. 

^ Mortimer, R.A. The Third World Coalition in Intemational Relations, 2nd Edition, Westview Press, 
Colorado, 1984, p 9. While there were many reasons for the motivation behind the meeting, Djordje 
Jerkovic of Yugoslavia thought Nehm's principal aim in initiating the corrference, was: '...to speed up 
the process ofthe awakening and emancipation ofthe peoples of Asia and Afiica, to bring the people 
and the countries of the two continents closer and to make them active in the stmggle for peace, 
progress and co-existence.' See G. Ramachandram, Nehm and World Peace, Radiant Publishers, New 
Delhi, 1990, p 29. 
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affected global interaction, providing the newly independent countries with a model to 

guide their post-colonial futures. He describes the historic Bandung affirmation as 

having 'powerfiilly influenced the subsequent course of intemational relations and 

became the code ofthe nations that emerged from colonial domination after 1955.'^ 

NAM did not excUe much attention in AustraUa, which, under Menzies, was more 

concemed with supporting AustraUa's Westem aUies m then strategic goals and, when 

required, through involvement m war (Korea and Vietnam), ensuring the protection of 

a white population and a high standard of living from 'Asia's hordes'. While the 

Colombo powers did not extend an mvitation to AustraUa to attend the Bandung 

Conference, the Menzies Govemment was uninterested in the intemational conference 

anyway; it ignored Opposition Leader Evatt's appeals to the Government for Australia 

to be represented and 'looked upon these meetings with the disdain and suspicion U had 

always reserved for "Peace" conferences, and would have nothing to do with it.'**'*' 

For India, it was as excitUig as 1947 and independence. The stature of Prime Minister 

Nehm,*"* who played an initiatory role m bringing the nonaligned philosophy to 

fiiiUion, rose in the Third Worid in the aftermath of this prelimmary gathering of Afro-

Asian states. Nehm's modest post-conference assessment ofthe Bandung gathering 

was that 'U may develop into something which holds together.'*°^ In the Lok Sabha, 

however, he was more expansive: 

While the achievements and the signfficance of the meeting at Bandung have been 
great and epoch making, it would be a misreading of history to regard Bandung as 

^ Jha, C.S. From Bandung to Tashkent, Sangam Books, Madras, 1983, p 69. 

'°° Martin, A.W. Robert Menzies a Life, Vol. 2, 1944-1978, Melboume University Press, Victoria. 
1999, p 302. 

'°' See, Michael Brecher, India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 57. 
Krishna Menon told Brecher, when asked about Nehm's role at Bandung, 'Nehm was the spirit of the 
Bandung conference -... He was a kind of elder statesman ... At that time he held that position in the 
eyes of most individuals who came to Bandung,...'. 

'°^ Brecher, Michael The New States of Asia, Oxford University Press, London, 1963, p 210. 
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tiiough rt was an isolated occurrence and not part of a great movement of human 
history.'̂ ^ 

According to Braillard and DjaUli, Professor Senghor (former President of Senegal ) 

saw Bandung 'as the most Unportant historical event since the Renaissance.'*"'* 

Recognition of Nehm's place in the nonaUgned worid is important not least because of 

how his world view contrasted with that of Menzies', a common thread through much 

of this thesis. It helps demonstrate Nehm's unfUnchUig commitment to worid peace, 

the process of decolonisation, racial equality and fairer global economic equity, none of 

which figured strongly in Australia's security-driven, alliance diplomacy under Menzies. 

This also helps to explain AustraUa's faUure to persuade many ofthe newly independent 

countries, (which sought refiige in NAM after the rigours of coloniaUsm), to align 

themselves with the Westem camp. In fact, inspired by the spirit of Bandung, 

nonaUgnment became a potent symbol of unity and went on to find expression in new 

forms such as The Afro-Asian Peoples SoUdarity Orgarusation. Yet, NAM was not 

without its share of intemal disagreements,*"^ which, some would argue, makes its 

achievements of unity and growth through the 1950s and 1960s commendable. 

'°^ Lok Sabha Debates, Vol. IV, Part II, 30 April 1955, Col. 6973. Also see, Leopold Sedar Senghor on 
Bandung in PhiUipe Braillard and Mohammad Reza DjaUU, The Third World and Intemational 
Relations, Lyrm Riermer Publishers, Colorado, 1986, pp 57-59. 

'°^ Braillard, Philippe and Djalili, Mohammad Reza The Third World and Intemational Relations, 
Lynne Rienner Publishers, Colorado, 1986, p 59. Sedor Senghor pursued tiie concept of 'Negrittide' 
or Afiican Culture. 

'°^ According to PhilUpe Braillard and Mohammad Reza DjalUi who cite R. Vukadinovic, conflict 
within the nonaligned had much to do with, 'a complex combination of different agents and factors 
affecting intemational relations ...' and includes '[t]he historical legacy of coloruaUsm,...'. The Third 
World and International Relations, Lynne Riermer PubUshers, Colorado, 1986, p 147. There were 
other disagreements: Libya's Gadaffi and Egypt's Sadat's proposal for a permanent Secretariat with 
authority for NAM, was opposed by Tito and others. See the "The DUemma of the non-aUgned', 
Hindustan Times, India, II September 1973 in Shri Ram Sharma, India's Foreign Policy Annual 
Survey: 1973, Sterling PubUshers, New DeUu, 1977, p 128; In the 1970s Arab states preferred to 
await the outcome of the implementation of the Indo-Pakistan agreement before dealing with the 
Bangladesh admission question. See J.D. Singh, 'Areas of Accord and Discord at Algiers', Times of 
India, II September 1973 in Shri Ram Sharma, India's Foreign Policy Survey: 1973. Sterling 
PubUshers, New DeUu, 1977, p 128. 
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Policy Underpinnings: Economic, Geo-political and World Peace 

Free India's poUcy of nonalignment was seen as one of its more controversial decisions 

by other states, besides Australia. In understanding, however, the rationale for the 

decision, it is usefiil to note that India's independence was not the resuU of British 

benevolence, but rather something Britain was forced to consider as unavoidable after 

World War II with the growing intensity of the Indian campaign for freedom led by 

Gandhi, Nehm, et al. Left with meagre resources at the termination of colonial mle 

under the British - whose primary interests were concemed more with the enrichment 

of Britain,*"* and consoUdation ofthe Empire than with a free India's fiiture economy -

the options for India were not exactly abundant. India's geography too was a 

particularly worrying factor for its leaders. As if the ever present threat from China to 

its north was not difficult enough, it had to contend also with Pakistan, and Middle 

East UistabUity to Us west. Then, there was the potentially dangerous situation in the 

Indian Ocean to her south, with both the US and the USSR increasing their naval 

presence there. In the circumstances, with expenditure for expansion of Us military 

capacity restricted by modest economic circumstances, India had little choice but to 

pre-empt and prevent potential aggression against her by resorting to fiiendly regional 

and intemational diplomacy; hence nonaUgrunent, a natural policy choice. 

Mabbett describes India's nonaUgned pragmatism simply as 'not taking sides in the cold 

war, the tension between the West and the Communist powers. It meant trying to have 

good relations with as many countries as possible on both sides, and indeed getting help 

from both sides.'*"' In fact, Nehm said as much when he addressed the constituent 

assembly on India's foreign poUcies: 

'°^ For example tiie benefits from more tiian a doubling of India's trade during tiie latter stages of 
World War II went to Britain whose arrangements ensured that 'the surplus doUars should be 
CTedited to die Empire dollar pool.' See Misra, S.N. India: The Cold War Years, South Asian 
PubUshers, New Delhi, 1994, p 101. 

'°̂  Mabbett, I.W. A Short History of India, Cassell, North Melbourne, 1968, p 235. 
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We want the help of other countries; we are going to have rt and we are going to get 
U too in a large measure. ... Even in accepting economic help, or in getting political 
help, it is not a wise policy to put all our eggs in one basket."* 

Nehm's interests went beyond political and economic equity for the Third Worid to 

embrace world peace, more urgently needed in the aftermath of the destmction of 

Worid War II, and the inevitable Cold War race by both sides to gam nuclear weapons 

superiority. He saw the advocacy of world peace as a responsibility for India, and once 

told the Lok Sabha that Bertrand Russell had 'caUed upon India especiaUy to point to 

the world the horrors of war.'*"^ Nothing iUustrates the depth and reach of India's 

nonaUgnment better than Nehm's early foreign poUcy statement issued in 1946 as head 

of India's interim Govemment pending finaUsation of fiiU independence.**" 

Australia's Response: Strategic Interests and Misperceptions 

Nonalignment as a concept was accorded Uttle interest by the AustraUan media. Under 

Menzies, Australia was critical of India's nonaUgnment as the narrative wiU show. 

Like the USA, Australia's view of nonaUgrunent has tended to be premised on whose 

uiterests were served by the nonaUgned country concemed, AustraUa's or those ofthe 

Communists, exemplified above in its wUUngness to ignore nonalignment in the case of 

Indonesia. This approach is also evident in AustraUa's relationship with other countries 

of the region in the post-war period, where mutual economic or strategic interests as 

weU as ideological sympathy wUh the West, rather than adopting nonalignment or the 

type of govemment, (democratic, authoritarian, mUitary mle) dictated the tone of the 

relationship. Good examples of such relationships pursued by AustraUa are those U had 

with Japan, Indonesia, Thailand, the Philippines, South Vietnam, South Korea, 

'°̂  Jawaharlal Nehm's speeches, September 1946-May 1949, Vol. 1, Ministry of Information & 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1949, p 219. 

'°^ Lok Sabha Debates, Vol. II, Part II, 6-25 March, 1954, Col. 2801. Former pro-Vice ChanceUor of 
flie University of DeUii, V.P. Dutt, in his article, 'India's Foreign Policy: How Nehm Shaped it', 
states Einstein once described J. Nehm as the Prime Miiuster of tomorrow ...'. See The Tribune, 
Lucknow, 14 November 1997, p 10. 

"° See Appendix A. Statement issued by Jawaharlal Nehm on Foreign PoUcy on 26 September 1946, 
Indian Information, Govemment Of India, Information Bureau, New Delhi, 15 October 1946. 
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Pakistan, Burma and Malaya; and, in the case of the last named, despUe Us refiisal to 

join SEATO.*** Democratic India, on the other hand, was not only seen by AustraUa to 

be less than unequivocal in Us censure ofthe Soviet Union for breaches of mtemational 

conduct, but also as persistent in its espousal of China's admission to the UN, a 

proposition consistently opposed by AustraUa. 

AustraUa's major partner, America, was also critical of India's nonaUgned policy and, 

because of Australia's identification with US poUcy Ui Indian eyes, its reaction to 

AustraUa was compounded by the American attitude to nonaUgnment. An example was 

Krishna Menon's conunents m relation to the Bandung Conference that '[t]he 

Americans were agamst the idea; they tried to kiU U - until U emerged and succeeded. 

Then they sunulated enthusiasm about U. They sort of "came to scoff and remamed to 

pray-..." ' . Then there was President Kennedy who said 'we find some who caU 

themselves neutrals, who are our friends and sympathetic to us, and others who call 

themselves neutraUst, who are unremittUigly hostUe to us.'**^ Nixon went further to 

accuse the advocates of moral neutraUsm of using US economic aid, but then 

proceeding to oppose the US in the diplomatic sphere.**'* Nixon, who categorised 

neutralism by mUitary, econonuc and moral groupings, was also critical of those leaders 

who used different criteria for the measurement of Westem and Communist 

intemational behaviour.**^ Australia's principal aUy's negative attitude to India's poUcy 

was not restricted to Presidents and the Administration in Washmgton. For example, 

the Americans for Democratic Action, an mfluential organisation, wrote to Nehm that 

India's foreign poUcy was not neutraUst and was cause for concem: 

' " Greenwood Gordon ' Austialian Foreign Policy in Action', Austi-alia in World Affairs 1956-1960, 
Gordon Greenwood and Norman Harper, (eds.), F.W. Cheslure Melbourne, 1963, p 95. 

"^ Brecher, Michael India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 302. 

" ' Crabb C.V. The Elephants and the Grass, Frederick A. Praeger, New York, 1965. p 14. 

""* Documents on American Foreign Relations: 1956, Harper Brothers, New York, 1957, p 394; 
'Moral NeutiraUsm? Bunk!' The New York Herald Tribune, 16, November 1961, m C.V. Crabb The 
Elephants and the Grass, Frederick A. Praeger, New York, 1965, p 15. 

"^ Crabb, op cit. pp 14-15. 
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We find rt tiagic indeed that a great people such as yours, having fought for 
generations and fought successfiiUy for its own freedom, should now, having attained 
it, seem blind to the grave threat to freedom in other parts ofthe world."^ 

Nehm's reply to the American Group exemplifies India's insistence that both ends and 

means must be worthy, and reflects his aversion to miUtary approaches to the achieving 

of poUtical objectives including the protection of peoples' freedom: 

Our policy is not neutialist but one of active endeavour to prepare and ff possible 
estabUsh peace on a firm foundation. ...On fundamental issues such as liberty of Uie 
individual and the mle of law, there is no difference between India and other like 
minded countries. It is only as regards the methods to be employed to achieve the 
purpose that you have feUcitiously described as 'the survival of freedom with peace' 
that differences exists ..."^. 

Author C.V. Crabb observes that the West's perception of nonalignment is that 

'countries dedicated to this ideology either had become or were becoming de facto 

members ofthe Communist bloc.'*** Consorting with the enemy is the inference. Yet, 

the evidence suggests that India had shown a firm resolve to protect Us poUtical 

independence ensuring that the aid accepted from the West, or the Communist bloc, did 

not compromise its freedom to make independent judgments in the conduct of 

intemational diplomacy, free of any obligations of loyalty that may be expected by the 

donor country. In fact, Nehm made this very clear m an address to the Lok Sabha. **̂  

On the other hand, Menzies with his strong commitment to SEATO and military 

alliances, was clearly uncomfortable with the notion of neutraUsm which he described 

as 'one of those rather rotund words which does not readily admit of definition,'*^" but 

then proceeded to qualify the remark with, 'What he [Nehm] has consistently made 

"^ 'India's Policy is not Neutialist', National Herald, Lucknow, Vol. X, No. 291, 4 November, 
1951, p I. 

"^ Jawaharlal Nehm's speeches. Vol. 1, September 1946-May 1949, Ministry of Information & 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1949, p 219. 

"* Crabb op. cit., p x, (Intioduction) 

"^ Jawaharlal Nehm's speeches, September 1946-May 1949, Vol. 1, Ministry of Information & 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, 1949, New Delhi, p 219. 

'̂ ° CPD (H of R), Vol. 29, 20 October I960, p 2272. 
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clear is that he stands for nonalignment, in the sense that he wiU not engage m any 

special nuUtary or quasi-military alliance. My own country does not subscribe to this^ 

view ...' Menzies Umited understanding of Nehm's definition of nonaUgnment 

iUustrates the fiitiUty of the efforts made by Australia's High Commissioners and 

Federal MPs for an improvement in the bilateral relationship. Labor's CalweU in a 

speech in Parliament condemning Menzies' treatment of Nehm at the UN, argued that 

Nehm was criticised in Australia because of his poUcy of nonaUgnment and questions 

the grounds for such criticism: '[i]n the weakness of his country, what other policy 

could he adopt?' *̂^ Again urUike Menzies, Casey, understood weU Nehm's wider 

reasons for his choice of nonaUgnment which included its capacity for influencing world 

peace, as this observation suggests: 

Mr Nehm has explained the policy of norunvolvement or nonalignment by 
maintaining that by not adding to the countries publicly lined up with the West 
against Commimism, India is helping to maintain the peace ofthe world;... and that 
tf the world situation ever came to crisis, she would have more influence for peace by 
throwing her weight against war than ff she had been merely one of the countries 
formally and publicly committed in advance to the West. ' ^ 

The Soviet Connection: Indian Tilt or Clever Diplomacy? 

While not everyone denies India took a softer line when forced to be critical of the 

Soviet Union, for instance Nehm's delayed condemnation of the Soviet Uivasion of 

Hungary, Bandyopadhyaya explaUis this partiality ofthe nonaUgned towards the Soviet 

Union by pointing to the Soviet's support for mdependence movements and Us 

abstention from estabUshing 'hegemonistic miUtary alUances involving the new states of 

Asia and Africa,' in contrast to the West's continuUig post-War involvement in these 

regions through CENTO, SEATO, etc. As weU, he draws attention to the Soviet 

'^' Uiid. Also See, NLA, Canberra, Menzies' Papers, Overseas Diaries' for Menzies' poor opinion of 
nonalignment, MS 4936, Series 8; Subrata Roy Choudaiy, Military Alliances and Neuti-ality in War 
and Peace, Orient Longman, New DeUii, 1966, for an insightfid legalistic analysis of Militaiy 
AUiances vis-a-vis tiie UN Charter facilitating further understanding ofthe doctiine of nonaUgnment. 

'̂ ^ CPD, (H of R), Vol. 29, 6 December 1960, p 3578. 

'^ Casey, R.G. The Future ofthe Commonwealth, Frederick Muller, London, 1963, p 66. 
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Union voting at the UN against 'racist policies and practices'* '̂*. Furthermore, with 

non-involvement in military pacts being at the core of nonalignment, SEATO - because 

of Pakistan's membership - compounded India's disenchantment with the West; and, of 

course, this attitude to the West included AustraUa under Menzies, a strong advocate 

of SEATO. Casey alone as Minister for Extemal Affairs understood the Indian ethos. 

He told Parliament: 

...in some countries nationalist emotion manffests rtseff in a philosophy of neutralism 
or non-involvement in the affairs of the principal power blocs ... . Extteme 
expressions of nationalism are fostered by feeUngs of opposition to colonialism - or 
even, it might be said the memories of colonialism.''̂ ^ 

Unfortunately for the bUateral relationship, Casey's discerning judgement was denied 

expression by the negative attitude of Menzies and most of his Cabinet coUeagues to 

India's philosophy. While Australia along wUh others in the Westem aUiance saw 

India's nonaUgnment as pandering to the Moscow-Peking interests, a writer to Ihe 

Round Table observed that 'it would be mistaken of Americans to continue to see Mr 

Nehm's Govemment as a coUection of sitters on the fence whose aUegiance to the 

"free world" was tempered by the desire to flirt with Moscow and Peking.'*^^ 

Furthermore, on the perception of partiality, the Indians were quick to point out that 

'non alignment did not mean equidistance, U meant reciprocity,'*^^ implying that if the 

Russians showed a more fiiendly attitude to India than the Americans did, 'then 

naturally Indians would reciprocate ...'*^^ When Krishna Menon, described India's 

'̂ ^ Bandyopadhyaya, J. North Over South, Soutii Asian Publishers, New Delhi, 1982, p 202. 

' " CPD (H of R) Vol. 18, 15 April 1958, p 867. In 1947 Casey also spoke of India's 'three choices of 
fiiends for the fiiture: the British, the Americans and the Russians.' And ff forced to choose, he said 
'they would undoubtedly (although with some misgivings) choose the British as being the devil they 
know.' See, R.G. Casey, An Austi-alian in India, HoIUs & Carter, London, 1947, p 107. AustiaUa does 
not appear on Casey's list of India's potential friends for the future. 

'̂ ^ 'India: Aid From America', TRT, Vol. XLIII, December 1952-September 1953, p 170. 

'̂ ^ Sharma, Shri Ram (ed), India's Foreign Policy Annual Survey: 1973, SterUng Publishers, New 
Delhi, 1977. p 364. 

'^Ibid 
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reasons for adopting nonalignment he stressed that India was not interested in 

identifying Uself wUh the Soviet Union either: 

In 1945, immediately before India got her mdependence, rt was all 'one world;' but 
by 1947 rt was 'two worlds,' and we, for the first time had to make up our minds on 
the issue, ... We would not go back to the West with its colonialism; and there was 
no question of our going the Soviet way; we did not even know them much. ... we 
desired not to get involved in foreign entanglements. '̂ ^ 

For newly independent India, however, where a majority of people were poor, the 

Soviet system of economic plaiuung was preferred over the West's free market 

approach; a preference for the Soviets was also influenced by the Soviet Union's 

criticism of British colonialism and Us early support for India's nationaUstic 

aspirations.*^" The country's embryonic development demanded an agricultural and 

heavy Uidustrial emphasis rather than consumer products oriented manufacturing.*^* 

B.H. Farmer, in his informative analysis of South Asia, refers to 'the influence of 

Nehm and his feUow western-style sociaUsts, impressed by the Soviet-model and 

whole-heartedly in favour of central plarming of the economy, ...'*^ .̂ Casey, 

recognised the immensity of the problems India faced and saw fit to praise India's 

socialist approach to econonuc development. In an address to Parliament, he said: 

'[a]n inspiring example to the whole of Asia, and Uideed to other countries as weU, has 

been given by the Govemment of India with its imaginative and courageous second 

five year-plan. *̂^ 

'̂ ^ Brecher, Michael India and World Politics, Oxford Uiuversity Press, London, 1968, p 3. 

'̂ ° Park, Richard L. 'India's Foreign Policy', Foreign Policy in World Politics, 5th Edition, Roy C. 
Macridis (ed.) Prentice Hall, New Jersey, 1976, p 320. 

'^' Ahluwalia, I.J. 'New Economic Policies: Reform of Public Sector Enterprises and Privatisation in 
India', India's Policy Problems: Economics and Political Challenges. Volume I, V.A. Fai Panandiker, 
(ed). Centre for PoUcy Research, Konark PubUshers, New DeUu, 19%, p 17. Also see, AA, Report 
entitied 'AustraUa's Trade Relations with India', for a summary of India's economic problems and 
priorities for the first Five Year Plan, 1951-56, Series CP554/1, Item 2/174/B/l. 

'̂ ^ Farmer, B.H. An Introduction to South Asia, Mefhuen, London, 1983, p 168. 

' " CPD (H of R), Vol. 18, 15 April 1958, p 869. 



236 

It was Casey, also, who pointed out to an American audience in 1958 that many Asian 

countries opted for a sociaUst approach, because, in his view, 'U is useless to expect 

private enterprise to do the job, if the wherewithal of private enterprise - private 

savings on an appreciable scale - does not exist.'* '̂* For India, the inadequacy of 

private savings was unquestionably a limiting factor. But not everyone in the Menzies 

Govemment shared Casey's discerning objectivity about Asia, and certainly not his 

grasp of post-colonial India with aU its aspirations amid complex and competing 

demands. This is not to say that India, made famiUar with Uberal Westem democracy 

under the British, rejected the West to embrace sociaUsm or help the Communist cause. 

Rather, the country chose for itself, 'the perpetuation of a mixed form of govemment m 

an mdependent India.'*^^ 

It would also be reasonable to ask whether the Soviet Union's support for India was 

purely altruistic, and it was going to let an opportunity sUp during Us Cold War rivalry 

with the West to advance Us own strategic interests and poUtical influence in South 

Asia. Post-colonial Asia, Ui relative turmoU in the 1950s, was vuUierable to all forms of 

influence. A telegram from the Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations to 

Canberra sent in December 1955, with reference to the Soviet Leaders' visit to India, is 

a good example of this: 

They won applause by their demagogic speeches in support of resurgent Asia and 
'colonial' peoples stmggling for independence by domineering miUtary blocs and 
praising India as a 'Truly peace-lovmg' nation. Their unabashed flattery fell on all 
ears more receptive because the West is supposed to be unsympathetic towards 
Indian neutralism.'̂ ^ 

134 CNIA, 'Foreign Policy of Austialia', Address by Minister for Extemal Affairs RG. Casey, 
Michigan State University, 6 October 1958, Vol. 29,1958, p 661. 

'̂ ^ Park, RL. 'India's Foreign PoUcy', Foreign Policy in World Politics, 5tii Edition, Roy C. Macridis 
(ed.) Prentice Hall, New Jersey, 1976, p 320. For an account of tiie constitiitional and institutional 
stinctine of Indian democracy, see Ramesh Thakur, The Govemment and Politics of India, MacmiUan, 
London, 1995. 

'̂ ^ AA, Telegram, 28 December 1955, from tiie Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations, 
Series A1838/283, Item 169/11/52, Part 3. 
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John Darwin, in his analysis of the 'Colonial Worid Order' and Us post-war 

disintegration, discusses a militarily and technologicaUy powerfiil Soviet Union, with Us 

new status as a global power able 'to fashion a remarkably skUlflil ideological appeal to 

political movements in colonial and emergent countries, encouraging neutralism, 

offering clientele without tears and promising economic and military sponsorship to 

liberate them from former masters in the West.'*" But, for all that, Nehm was 

nobody's fool and not easily Unpressed by blandishments whether U came from the 

Soviet leaders or those ofthe West. Nehm's objections to the Soviet leaders' criticism 

of the West during their tour of India, reported in The Canberra Times in December 

1955 under the titie 'Nehm Objects to Twists by Soviet Leaders on Tour ...'*^^ is 

evidence of his capacity for impartial judgement. Nehm's willingness to criticise both 

sides when justified is home out by an AustraUan High Commissioner in New DeUu 

who wrote that, in the pursuit of peace and democracy, India 'did not mind incurring 

the displeasure of either of the blocs.' *̂^ What emerges is that whUe India may have 

sought aid from the West and the Soviets (as weU receiving the latter's support on 

Kashmir), its early decision to remain independent of both was not anticipated by either 

ofthe two great powers, as P. Nayer posUs here: 

The West naively anticipated that the historical Unks between India and the West 
would naturally keep India within their orbit. Soviet analyses until about the middle 
of the fifties held that the so-called independence of India represented only a deal 
between the Indian bourgeoisie and British imperialism and that the stmggle for the 

'̂ ^ Kulski, W.W. The Soviet Union in World Affairs: A Documented Analysis 1964-1972, Syracuse 
University, 1973, pp 152-171; Braghoom, F.C. The Soviet Cultiiral Offensive, Princeton University, 
I960, Chapter 7, in John Darwin, 'Decolonisation and world poUtics', Austi-alia and the End of 
Empires, David Lowe, (ed), Deakin University Press, Victoria, 1996, p 18. 

'̂ * AA, Report in The Canberra Times of 24 December 1955, Series AI838/283, Item 169/11/52 
Part 3. Also see. Memorandum from Amold Smith, (Canadian Commissioner, Intemational 
Supervisory Commission for Cambodia) to Secretary of State for Extemal Affairs, Canada, dated 23 
May 1956, analysing India's foreign policy motives relative to both the US and the Soviet Union 
mrespect of Indo-Chuia in the mid 1950s, AA, AI838/283, Item 169/11/110, Part 1. 

'^' AA, Cablegram 9 September 1950, from the Australian High Commissioner in New Delhi, Series 
A1838/278, Item 3123/7/13. For an interesting analysis of the Soviet Union's political stiategies m 
South Asia in the early 1970s, see Vijay Sen Budhraj, 'The South Asia poUcy of the Soviet Union', 
Australian Outlook Vol. 30, No. 1, April 1976, pp 101-119. 
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real independence of India was stiU continuing. They also, therefore, took it for 
granted that India would naturally gravitate into an alliance with the West. " 140 

The problem for the India-AustraUa relationship was that Australia was aligned with the 

USA whose strategies in Asia were miUtary in nature whUe the Soviets were more 

subtle with their approach. But this did not worry Menzies whose commitment to the 

US leadership was overriding. For example, during his Five Power Resolution battle 

with Nehm in the UN, Menzies in a letter to McEwen, not only attacked Nehm (a 

leader ofthe nonaligned group of countries) for his part in the resolution but added that 

the 'Americans in particular are desperately worried about the growth in the Neutralist 

block. ... Because of this they welcomed both of my speeches and also my 

amendment.'*'** John Burton in 1954 observed 'AustraUan policy is now follow 

America.' *'*̂  Menzies was also never reaUy convmced of India's commitment to 

democracy, because in his mind, nonaUgnment hindered the cause of the 'democratic' 

West's strategic objectives, even though Nehm himself was unambiguous on India's 

conunitment to it: '[djemocracy ... is the best of all the various methods available to us 

for the governance of human beings.'*'*^ He also made it clear that, '[djemocracy means 

tolerance of not merely of those who agree with us, but of those who do not agree v^th 

us.'*"*̂  Even the US Secretary of State DuUes was in no doubt about India's 

commitment to democracy when, on a visit to India in 1953, he said that he was 

'thoroughly convinced that India is acting according to its best judgment to promote 

democracy in the world and prevent the spread of totalUarianism.' *'*̂  This was genume 

praise indeed from a man who frequently criticised India's policy of nonalignment. 

""̂  Nayer Parameswaran 'NationaUsm as a factor in India's Foreign Policy', India Year Book of 
Intemational Affairs, Delhi, 1962, Vol. XI, p 439. 

"" NLA, Letter from Menzies to McEwen dated 9 October 1960, MS 4936, Series 8, Box 332, 
Folder 9. 

'"̂ ^ Burton, John The Altemative: A Dynamic Approach to our relations with Asia, Morgan 
Publications, Sydney, 1954, p 93. 

"•̂  Alhuwalia, Shashi Nehm: 100 Years, Manas Publications, Delhi, 1988, pp 174-175. 

' ^ M d . 
145 Bowles, Oxesier Ambassador's Report, Victor Gollancz, London, 1955, p 258. 
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1962 and Brutal Cold War Realism: the Ultimate Test 

IronicaUy, the Cold War rigidified intemational poUtics, chaUengmg India's nonaUgned 

stance which some saw as an ideaUstic approach, (jiven that nonalignment helped India 

avoid becoming a client state under the influence of either the US or the Soviet Union, 

enabling U to focus on economic priorities, the country's security was vulnerable by 

virtue of Us geography and its mUUary weakness. In the event, India's ideaUsm was 

tested as it faced the bitter reality of extemal aggression with the 1962 border 

confrontation wUh China, resulting in a deep sense of outrage and betrayal being felt 

throughout India. Questioned on the idealism ofthe nonaligned state, and specificaUy 

the arguments in defence of this policy vis a vis the Chinese confrontation, Krishna 

Menon offered this argument. 

In my opinion, apart from the national excitement, disappointment and anger in 
India, the China clash, ff anything, orUy reinforces non-alignment. Where would we 
be today supposing we were aligned with America.'''̂  

When U was suggested to him by Brecher that India nught have been better off at the 

time had the country been aUgned to America, Krishna Menon responded that India 

might have been atom bombed because the Americans would have said, 'weU, go and 

bomb China.'*'*̂  For those who saw Menon as less critical of China over the years, U is 

noteworthy that Menon thought China saw India as being sympathetic to the West: 

'[t]he Chinese like to malign us and fauU us, calUng us imperiaUsts and a satellUe ofthe 

US.'*^^ 

'"* Brecher, Michael, India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 14. 

'^^Md. 
14 

Ujid., p 146. 
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In the event, U was the US, Britain *'*̂  and AustraUa which came to India's aid with 

miUtary supplies. In Australia's case, while the Government's support and sympathy for 

India was unequivocal, the pubUc was critical ofthe Government's belated response to 

India,* "̂ a CommonweaUh partner. Stargardt takes the view that Australia's changed 

attitude to India in respect of Us War with China 'was symptomatic, and Uke much else, 

it fitted the view that foreign policy was prUnarily an instmment of domestic poUtics.'*^* 

However, the Chinese border intmsion led to an exchange of letters between Nehm 

and Menzies on what Nehm described in his letter as 'a very serious situation ... The 

consequences of this ... are not only serious for India, but also for the rest of the 

world.'*" 

While the reaUty ofthe CUina-India border war had brought these two protagonists to 

find some common ground, the shattering experience failed to force India (under 

Nehm) to soften, if not abandon, its rigid adherence to nonalignment. The Hindu 

Weekly Review, reported a speech Nehm made in Calcutta in which he said '[i]f we 

give up non aligrunent then we shaU have to discard our peacefiil pursuUs, friendship 

with aU countries and make the nation weak.'*^^ In a statement to the Lok Sabha, 

while acknowledging that India had smce developed more fiiendly ties with those who 

'''̂  In Britain's case. Prime Miruster MacmiUan unhappy at the news of India's decision to buy Mig 
Fighter planes from the Soviet Union, as well as with India's policy of nonaUgnment, yet told the 
House of Commons that: 'ff some of us doubt whether the Indian point of view has been sufficientiy 
realist in the past; ff, carrying as we are the heavy burden of defence we are sometimes impatient with 
what is called neutialism or nonaUgnment, we must in fairness remember how deeply based in Indian 
phUosophy are some of these concepts...'. See H. MacnuUan, At the End ofthe Day, 1973, p 228, in 
G. Zacharial, 'Britain and the Sino-Indian Border War of 1962', unpublished thesis. University of 
Oxford 1994, pp 23-24. 

''° FO371/164925/1061/331 in G. Zacharial, 'Britain and tiie Suio-Uidian Border War of 1962' 
unpubUshed thesis. University of Oxford, 1994, p 60. 

'^' Stargardt, A.W. Austi-alia's Asian Policies: The History of a Debate 1839-1972, Institute of Asian 
Aflfeirs, Hamburg, 1977, p 228. Australia was probably unaware of the secret border talks between 
China and Pakistan which started in October 1962. See FO371/164928/1062/22 in G. Zacharial, 
'Britain and the Sino-Indian Border War of 1962' unpubUshed thesis, Oxford University, p 20. 
152 , 

153 

CNIA Mr Nehm's letter of 27 October to Mr Menzies, Vol. 34, 1963, p 48. 

Hindu Weekly Review, Madras, 8 July 1963. 
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helped the country in its hour of need, Nehm made the future position on nonaUgnment 

clear which was no significant diminution ofthe doctrine: 

It is tme that because ofthe Chinese aggression we have developed closer bonds with 
some countries who helped us. That was natural, but that does not mean that we have 
weakened in our desire to adhere to non-aligmnent ...^^. 

This attitude of Nehm's to adhere to the poUcy irrespective of cncumstances was not 

new. In 1952 he stressed that despite India's trade being predominantly with the UK 

and USA as weU as accepting their help, India had 'not deviated from our policy of not 

aligning with any particular group.*^̂  Fred Greene, an Intemational Relations 

speciaUst argues that while India began to weigh 'the tenets of neutraUsm against the 

realities of aggression ... they remained uncommitted to the Cold War ... 'a position 

that gave them nulitary support from the Soviets and kept them (the Soviets) away 

from the Chinese. *̂^ 

Conclusion 

Australia's 'White Australia' Policy and India's decision to remam 'nonaUgned' were, 

for different reasons, pivotal to each country's response to Us extemal environment 

and, in both cases, came into effect from the birth of the nation, 1901 and 1947 

respectively. And, yet, m their practical effect in relation to each other, the two 

poUcies stood as obstacles to better bilateral engagement. Once again, they 

demonstrate the influence of personal philosophy and pubUc opinion on bUateral 

relations. 

The protection of AustraUa from an mflux of non-European immigrants was carefiiUy 

nurtured during nearly seven decades after federation and enactment of the 

^^^Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches, March 1963- May 1964, Vol. IV, Ministiy of Information «& 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1968, p 199. 

'̂ ^ The National Herald, Lucknow, 13 June 1952, p 4. 

'^ Greene, Fred Dynamics of International Relations: Power. Security and Order, Holt, Rinehart and 
Winston, New York, 1964. 
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Immigration Restriction Act. In the meantime, the mutual mdifference that 

characterised the bUateral relationship between AustraUa and India, some of U 

ascribable to the 'White AustraUa' Policy, contmued. This was particularly tme ofthe 

Menzies period Ui office. Menzies not only defended the 'White AustraUa' PoUcy from 

criticism abroad, but once told Opperman that he thought the existmg poUcy held 'the 

right sort of discrimmation.'*" Furthermore, Menzies' gratuitous support for South 

Africa, in the face of repeated condemnation by Nehm of that country's Apartheid 

policies and the treatment of Indians there, led to an eariy rift between the two men 

(played out at CommonweaUh Conferences), that had damaging consequences for the 

bilateral relationship. The two countries' voting records on racial issues at the UN 

were also evidence of this conflict. Then, whilst Menzies was Unpervious to 

colonialism, as seen in Chapter Three above, Nehm was acutely sensUive to Us 

existence Ui other parts ofthe world. 

From the Indian perspective, what can be concluded is that the whole question of 

racism with aU its repugnant mamfestations, represented an issue that went beyond 

Australia's restrictive immigration policy. It chaUenged the wider question of racial 

equality (which ostensibly ceased with the ending of colonialism) and, also, the 

contempt of the colonial power for its subjects, with the associated denial of poUtical 

and economic freedom. For Nehm, it was also a moral issue that chaUenged the 

intemational conscience, a recurrent theme of this thesis. For the India-Australia 

bilateral relationship, the resentment in India continued untU the arrival of the Whitlam 

Govemment in 1972, and with it, finally, an unequivocal policy on Asian immigration, 

representing a tuming point. With its potential for altering AustraUa's image in India 

(for long, synonymous wUh 'White Australia', as testified to by Mackay, Crocker, 

Beazley, Border, Rivett and others), the clUnate for improvement in the bilateral 

relationship between the two countries changed for the mutual good. 

' " Brawley Sean, The White Peril, University of NSW Press, Sydney, 1995, p 307. 
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India's choice of nonalignment, the mamspring of Us foreign policy, operated on 

different planes fijlfUUng a number of needs, intemational and domestic: among them, 

strategic, economic and social cohesion were key objectives. For Nehm, Us adoption 

had a global purpose: it was 'a part ofthe broader policy of working for worid peace 

and cooperation. ...any other policy may lead to worid disaster.'*^* Former Pro-Vice 

Chancellor of Delhi University, V.P. Dutt, describes the backdrop to India's strategy Ui 

the ideological polarisation: 

The world in which Nehm evolved India's foreign policy was a world in deep trouble 
and anguish, divided and increasingly drawn into the whirlpool of a ferocious Cold 
War. Two powers were arising on the intemational horizon ... They demanded 
absolute loyalty and blind obedience. '̂ ^ 

Noted philosopher Bertrand Russell recognised the global dUnension to India's 

nonaligned policy and India's capacity, as a result of its independence, to mediate 

successfiiUy at the mtemational level. Referring to India's choice of nonalignment he 

said: 

This decision was responsible for the possibiUty of a third force of neutral and 
nonaUgned nations, and as such may be a decisive factor in the survival of humanity. 
Had India foregone nonalignment it is seriously doubtfiil that other nations could 
have maintained it, and areas of conflict would be many more and the sources of 
mediation non existent.'*° 

Undoubtedly, the poUcy helped India play an Unportant and successfiil role as a 

mediator in intemational conflicts during the 1950s. Thus India's nonaUgned stance, on 

occasion, eamed for the country accolades from the intemational community *̂ *, but 

also criticism from the US and Australia which of course hurt. One writer commented 

'̂ * Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches, March 1963- May 1964, Vol. IV, Ministiy of Information & 
Broadcasting, Goverrunent of India, New Delhi, 1968, p 199 

'̂ ^ 'India's Foreign Policy- How Nehm Shaped U' The Tribune, India, 14 November 1997, p 10. 

'** Singh, Nativar (ed.) The Legacy of Nehm, Har Anand PubUshers, India 1996, pp 82-83. 

'*' One example of this is when Canada's High Commissioner to India said 'Pit was Mr Nehm's 
voice ... that pleaded ... for a ceasefire in Indo China. It was Mr Nehra again who later put forward 
sbc suggestions for a peacefiU settiement.' See 'Nehm Opens Delhi Talks on Indo-China', The 
Statesman, Delhi, 2 August 1954, p 1. Others include India's mediatory roles in Korea and Suez. 
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on India's sensitivity to outside criticism of Us nonaUgned status, a consequence of its 

success as an impartial international mediator with this observation: 

New Delhi wiU leam some badly needed lessons in mtemational afi^rs ... Indians 
have been shown that the mere conviction of seff-righteousness and moral 
superiority does not protect a nation from criticism when rt actively intervenes in 
matters of world importance.'̂ ^ 

NonaUgnment was also a reflection of India's early detemunation to develop its own 

foreign poUcy positions on intemational questions free of outside influence m contrast 

to AustraUa whose poUcies under Menzies were firmly aUgned to those of the West, 

dependent rather than independent. But, then, Menzies disapproved of such 

independence in foreign policy beUig exercised by former colonies, with his observation 

that; 

In these modem days we are aU a little disposed to think and speak so much of our 
own characteristics; our own independence, our own variations from others, that we 
quite easily tend to think that independence in law is independence in fact; that we 
can live to ourselves, that we can so to speak let the rest of the world go by ... the 
more turbulent the world the more we all need friends.'*^ 

This was, clearly, another misreading by Menzies of India's reasons for preferring 

independence, and Nehm's consistent appeals to all sides for peace through fiiendly 

relations sans aUgnments. Addressing the Lok Sabha on India's poUcy of 

nonaUgnment, Nehm stressed that 'a deUberate policy of friendship with other 

countries goes further in gaining security than almost anythmg else.'*^" But there was 

an important rider to this: according to Casey, Nehm was also carefiil to stress that 'if 

you are over friendly with certain countries you are expected to be unfriendly with or 

hostile to their potential enemies, which increases the divisions m the worid, a menace 

'̂ ^ 'India: Lessons for a Neutial', TRT, 173, December 1953, p 79. 

'̂ ^ Mediansky, F.A. 'The Conservative Style ui AustiaUan Foreign Policy', Australian Outlook, Vol. 
28, No. 1, April 1974, p 54-55. 

'^ Lok Sabha Debates, 12 December 1958, Col. 3959. 
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to peace.'*^^ While Nehm did not offer examples of such fiiendships, AustraUa's close 

friendship with, and dependence on, the US is probably a good example of this. 

Unfortunately for the bilateral relationship, Casey's sensitivity to India and its poUcy of 

nonalignment, while genuinely held, was not enough to materially influence the bUateral 

relationship. His authority to use his responsibiUty for Extemal Affans to influence the 

bUateral relationship was aU too contingent on Menzies' support. From a leader who 

failed to understand the widely acknowledged wisdom of Nehm's reasons for 

nonaUgnment and independence in foreign policy, such support for his Minister for 

Extemal Affairs was anything but forthcoming. 

While India's lack of sympathy for Australia's views on Us nonaligned stance was often 

conveyed in diplomatic despatches to DEA, India's attitude was also coloured by Us 

more palpable displeasure wUh the American response to Us pivotal poUcy. 

Unfortunately for the bilateral relationship, this displeasure spilled over to Us attitude to 

Australia whose views were identified closely with those of America. Badyopadhyaya 

in his analysis ofthe motivation behind NAM concludes that the West: 

... have failed to understand and evaluate the broad historical forces which have gone 
mto the making of nonalignment as a foreign policy sti^tegy, and erroneously regarded 
it entirely as a stance of professed neutiality in the contemporary bipolarity of 
intemational politics.'^ 

Mediansky, in his analysis of AustraUa's foreign policy under conservative 

governments, points to their leaders' dislike of neutralism, which they viewed as 

'centrifligal, and therefore an undesirable process Ui intemational affairs.'*^ Then, 

again, the less than harmonious relationship between Nehm and Menzies (examined in 

'̂ ^ Casey, R.G. The Future ofthe Commonwealth, Frederick Muller, London, 1963, p 113. 

' ^ Bandyopadhyaya, J. North over South, Soutii Asian PubUshers, New Delhi, 1982, p 204. 

'̂ ^ Mediansky F.A. 'The Conservative Style in Austialian Foreign Policy' Australian Outlook, Vol. 
28, No. 1, April 1974, p 54. 



246 

Chapters Three and Four above), combined with other foreign poUcy differences to 

prevent any genume progress being made in the bUateral relationship during the 1950s 

and 1960s. 

The arrival ofthe Whitlam Govemment in 1972 with greater mdependence in foreign 

poUcy and Whitlam's broader ideology capable of greater sensUivity to India's 

nonaUgned poUcy saw the beginning of a relationship based on mutual respect and 

accommodation. In India, whUe the policy of nonaUgrunent continued to be upheld 

under Indira Gandhi as being at the core of its foreign policy, (proclaimed by her as no 

less pivotal), it was less rigidly applied possibly because ofthe uncertainty ofthe fiiture 

with an unpredictable China and also some easing of the Cold War tensions from the 

early 1970s. 

It may also be argued that the new generation of India's leaders at the poUtical and 

admmistrative level had not experienced the stmggles and humiliation of their 

predecessors under British colonialism which contributed to the newly Uidependent 

India's resolve to opt for nonaligmnent. Consequently, for the leaders ofthe 1970s, as 

an ideology, it was probably not as cmcial. 
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CHAPTER SIX: A CASE OF BIAS 

If, as argued in Chapters Three and Four, the Nehm-Menzies dissonance acted as a 

substantial barrier to a better India-AustraUa bUateral relationship, then the 

juxtaposition of Pakistan in the relationship emerges as another impediment. Thus the 

theme of poUcy conflict between the two countries continues, aUhough the focus in 

this Chapter is on Australia's partiality towards Pakistan, which brings us nearer to an 

understandmg ofthe Indian view ofthe bilateral relationship. 

The effectiveness of the Colombo Plan as a genuine aid programme, and its level of 

success in relation to India, is also examined in the second part of the Chapter. With 

AustraUan aid too, there is evidence of greater generosity shown to Pakistan. 

(A) EVDIA-AUSTRALIA-PAKISTAN: A TRILATERAL CONUNDRUM 

The conventional view is that AustraUa's relationships in the 1950s and 1960s with 

India and Pakistan, both members ofthe CommonweaUh Association, have been more 

in the nature of a trilateral balancing act than a bUateral one with each. WhUe at first 

glance this is the impression gained, the research shows that AustraUa was not 

impeccably evenhanded in its handUng of sensitive issues, such as the Kashmir question, 

that found India and Pakistan deeply divided. On the contrary, Us tUt to Pakistan, 

particularly in the Menzies era, was clearly unhelpfiil, and there were concems in India 

of Australian propaganda against U on Kashmir* As essential to a better understanding 

of the India-AustraUa relationship in the context of the Pakistan factor, this Chapter 

examines those issues on which India and Pakistan have had fiindamental dUferences 

' See, NAI, Document 'Anti-Indian Propaganda (Kashmir) - Canberra', File No. 23/l/IO-XPP. Also 
see, NAI, Comments from Indian Information Officer, Australia, on publicity offensive by Pakistan 
against Uidia, File No. 260 lANZ. 



248 

confronting some of the assumptions and conclusions reached by AustraUa's poUcy 

makers and diplomats in handling the India relationship. 

Partition, Preferences and Management of Ethnicity 

Much ofthe reasons for AustraUa's preference for Pakistan may be traced to British 

India. In saying this however, several questions have to be exanuned. The difference m 

the kind of relationship that the leaders of India and Pakistan had wUh the British Raj, 

throws Ught on the hypothesis that AustraUa with Us own British heritage preferred 

loyal Pakistan to rebel India in its bUateral diplomacy m the sub-continent. To 

understand this, however, it helps to start by considering a few examples of Britain's 

use of Hindu-MusUm differences to manage pre-partitioned India. The introduction of 

separate electorates in British India by the then Viceroy, Lord Minto, was seen as, 'a 

device adopted ..., to win over the MusUms and set them agamst the Congress 

movement.'^ An entry about this change in Lady Minto's diary on October 1, 1906, 

records that the strategy was praised by British officialdom who described U as 

'nothing less than the pulling back of 62 miUions of people from joining the ranks of 

sedUious opposition.' Then there was Ramsay Macdonald British Prime Minister 

(1920s and 1930s), who observed that 'the Mohamedan leaders are Uispired by certain 

Anglo-Indian officials, and these ofiBcials have puUed wires at SUnla and Ui London, 

and ... sowed discord between Hindu and Mohamedan conununities by showmg special 

favour to the Muslims.''* According to Indian Scholar and diplomat, KM. Panikkar, 

the British preferred Muslims as recmits to the army rather than Hindus to ensure it 

'did not get infected by poUtical ideas...' adding that the chosen people were made to 

feel 'that they were the special favourites of the empire.'^ Indian scholar Ravinder 

^ Minto and Morley, India, p 20, in T.J.S. George, India at Fifty, Express Publications Limited 
Chennai, India, 1997, p 27. 

Ibid. Lord Morley, a noted Liberal Statesman, 'supported the mgenious device of "separate 
electorate" and "weightage" which was virtuaUy a stab in the back of Indian NationaUsm.' 

Ibid. 

Panikkar, K.M. Asia and Westem Dominance, Collier Books, New York, 1969, p 113. 

'Ibid 
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Kumar refers to the devious tactics Britain employed with Us 1935 Constitution, 'whig' 

rather than 'Liberal' in design, faciUtating domination over India: 

Through a carefiiUy contrived balancing of different constituencies within Indian 
society, the British thus hoped to draw South Asia, on a durable basis, into a 
relationship of political, economic and stiategic subordination to Great Britain. ^ 

Ian Copland in The princes of India in the endgame of empire, 1917-1947, provides 

further valuable insights into the arcane political forces at work, as they appUed to the 

relationship between the Raj and the Princes, in pre independent India. ' 

There is evidence to suggest that Pakistan was more comfortable deaUng with Australia 

than India was in the Menzies period. But, then, their respective attitudes to partition 

are also reflective of their predisposition to relations with Britain and AustraUa as these 

examples show: Casey, three years before the history making division, as British 

(jovemor of Bengal said 'the great majority of educated Indians disUke us and want us 

out ...'^. Accordmg to Mountbatten's account of those last momentous days ofthe 

Raj, 'Mr Jinnah would be quite happy to carry on under the British the whole time ... 

Congress wanted the British to go but absolutely not at the price of the partUion of 

India.'^ A saddened Nehm, reflecting on partition, told Heikal 'Jinnah told us that he 

would not sign the document, demanding the exit of the British from India, unless he 

knew first the borderiines we would leave for Pakistan. It was a tragedy, I feU partUion 

was a knife cutting into the Uvmg flesh of India.'**' In Bradnoch's view, partition 

^ Kumar, Ravinder 'Democracy: from Consolidation to Fluidity', Fifty Years of Indian Independence, 
Hiramay Karlekar, (ed.), Oxford University Press, New Delhi, 1998, p 8. 

' Copland, Ian The princes of India in the endgame of empire, 1917-1947, Cambridge University 
Press, Cambridge, 1997. 

^ Richard Casey to Lord Wavell, November 1944, TOP, Vol. V, pp 179-184, in W.J. Hudson, Casey, 
Oxford University Press, Melboume, 1986, p 167. 

' Collins, Larry and Lapierre, Dominique Mountbatten and the Partition of India: March 22-August 
15, 1947. Vikas Publishing, New DeUii, 1982. Jinnah as Leader of tiie MusUm League, was 
spokesman for the Muslim population of India before partitioiung. 

"̂  Nehm Memorial Library, Manuscripts Section, New Delhi, M.H. Heikal Interview, 'A Dialogue 
witii Nehm', at the Embassy of India, Cairo, hfformation Service of India, Accession No. 1097, p 27. 
For a valuable view of the conflicting proposals between the Congress Party and tiie Muslim League 
leadmg up to partition, see, Hugh Tinker, Experiment with Freedom, Oxford University Press, 
London, 1967. 
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'dismpted many of the economic, social and poUtical ties which had until that pomt 

been vUal features ofthe political geography ofthe subcontinent.'** The Washington 

Post on 19 August 1951 reported Vijayalakshmi PandU, India's Ambassador to the 

USA at the time, as saying 'We Indians have never accepted the two-nations theory. 

We agreed to partition because failure to do so would have perpetuated foreign mle. 

The British, not ourselves, are the ones who kept Hmdu-Moslem antipathy alive.'*^ 

Ravmder Kumar writes that the liberation of India from colonial mle 'ranks among the 

three or four seminal events which transformed the world in the twentieth century...' 

but, rightly sees the partition of India as 'the single most important failure of the 

nationalist movement.'*^ 

Given that an insight into colonial relationships in the sub-continent is considered 

essential to a better understanding of the India-AustraUa bUateral relationship, then, 

ipso facto understandUig of the Indo-Pakistan post-partUion problems requU-e some 

insight into the role ofthe British in the sub-continent during its colonial administration. 

Chopra argues that '[djuring the Indian freedom stmggle, some parts remained out of 

the Indian mainstream, not out ofthe desire ofthe people of those regions but because 

ofthe designs ofthe British.'*"* Stanley Wolpert, exammes the Unguistic, reUgious, 

social and other imperatives rooted in the sub-continent's history *̂  which are of some 

" Bradnoch, Robert W. India's Foreign Policy since 1971, Royal Institute of International Affairs, 
Great Britain, 1990, p 4. 

'̂  AA Report from the Washington Post of 19 August 1951, Series A1838/278, Item 169/11/148, 
part 4. Krishna Menon's view was tiiat Partition was 'largely a reflex action against British 
imperialism, ...an out-of-date obscurantist doctiine ... [w]e do not accept it.' See Michael Brecher, 
India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 196. 

'̂  Kumar, Ravinder 'Democracy: From Consolidation to Fluidity', Fifty Years of Indian Independence, 
H. Karlekar, (ed.), Oxford University Press, New Delhi, 1998, p 7. 

'" Chopra, V.D. 'National Security and Terrorism in Kashmir' Genesis of Regional Conflicts, V.D. 
Chopra and M. Rasgotie, (eds.) Gyan Publishing House, New Delhi, 1995. p 47. 

'̂  Wolpert, Stanley India, Prentice Hall, New Jersey, 1965. Also see, Jawaharlal Nehm An 
Autobiography, John Lane The Bodley Head London, 1936, p 460, for Nehm's ascribing of 
responsibUity for communalism on British policy, 'preventing tiie Hindu and MusUm from acting 
together'; James Lawrence, Raj: The Making and Unmaking of British India, Abacus, London, 1998; 
Ayesha Jalal, The Sole Spokesman: Jinnah. the Muslim League and the Demand for Partition, 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1985. 
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relevance to this question. In trying to understand the extent to which these complex 

factors influenced Mountbatten's dauntUig task of transferring power to India in 1947, 

and in the light of subsequent events, the influence they had on British-AustraUan 

attitudes to the two new nations on the Kashnur conflict, is not entirely irrelevant. 

Therefore, the maelstrom of what was essentially Hindu-Moslem incompatibiUty on the 

question of political power and the carvUig up of India, the environment Ui which 

Britain negotiated mdependence, is valuable background to better understanding the 

nature of the post-partition India-Pakistan-Australia trilateral relationship. H.V. 

Hodson's description of the competing interests and confUctUig forces at the time 

conveys accurately the enormity ofthe problem: 

... -the mounting communal violence, the cat-and-dog enmity of the Congress and 
Muslim League Actions of the Interim Government, the weakened authority and 
morale of the poUce and civil services, the threat of a communal rift in the Indian 
Army, the total incompatibility of Hindu demands for democratic independence of a 
single India and the [MusUm] League's insistence upon the creation of Pakistan-and 
on the other side the terms of British Govemment policy aimounced with his 
[Mountbatten's] appointment.'̂  

Another important dimension that was a part of this UnbrogUo was the requirement to 

resolve the question of integrating the princely states with the provinces of India during 

the negotiations with specific instmctions on it from Atlee to Mountbatten. 

Casey, with his experience as Britain's Governor of Bengal, described the 

irreconcilable political aims ofthe two main parties, the Indian National Congress Party 

and the Muslim League, as: ' quUe the most intractable major problem of Us kind that 

any CJovemment has ever had to face. '** He even thought the'idea of Pakistan 

'̂  Hodson, H.V. 'Earl Mountbatten's Role in tiie Partition of India', TRT, No. 277, January 1980, 
pp 102-103. For an mformative examination of the India-Pakistan conflict over Kashmir since 
partition including uiterviews with poUticians, diplomats, the military and the pubUc on both sides, see 
'Sunday' TV programme, screened on 27 March 2000 at 9 a.m. on Channel Nine, Melboume. 

'̂  Copland, op cit., pp 246-247. 

'* Casey, R.G. An Austi-alian in India, HoUis & Carter, London, 1947, p 56. 
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impracticable and ridiculous.'*^ Yet, as Australia's Mmister for Extemal Affairs, Casey 

too was more kindly disposed to dealing with Pakistan than with India despite his 

affinity with the Indian people as the narrative wUl show. 

Australia's English View 

A factor that helps understandmg why AustraUa was more disposed to dealing with 

Pakistan than with India is traceable to the dUBcuUies the British Raj had in coming to 

terms wUh Hindu India. In fact Chopra argues that without an understanding of the 

role played by imperiaUsm in British India, 'no objective study of Indo-Pak relations is 

complete.' °̂ WhUe this may not be the place for a detaUed analysis of that question, 

nor is it necessary, the critique of V. Subramaniam is pertinent; one of his arguments, 

based on Mughal influence, states 'this Muslim overlay over the Hindu cultural core 

completely blinded them [the British] to the real basis of Indian unity, namely the varied 

but StiU unifying Hindu culture...', and importantly adds that this 'British 

misunderstanding ofthe historical factor in India's integration has continued to colour 

their judgement and through them that of other Westem observers as well.'^' 

Undoubtedly, AustraUa, wUh Us English heritage and AnglophiUic view particularly in 

the Menzies era, was no less mfluenced by the British perceptions, although Casey 

alone, with his experience of India which was more than the others of his time, was able 

to concede the West had difficulty in understanding India Ui all its complexities. A 

good example of this is Casey's admission about Gandhi whom he had met many tUnes 

and yet, admits 'I don't pretend to understand him at all fiiUy. He is ofthe East and I 

am not.'^^ While India's population contained a large Muslim component; some ofthe 

diflBculty the British had in understanding India is related to the complexities of 

Hinduism and the relationship between the mler (the British) and the Brahmm (the 

'̂  Hudson, W.J. Casey, Oxford University Press, Melboume, 1986, p 167. 

°̂ Chopra, V.D. 'Indo-Pak Relations: A Historical Perspective', Paper presented at a seminar - Studies 
in Indo-Pak Relations, April 1984, India Centie for Regional Affairs, New DeUii, 1984, p 259. 

'̂ Subramaniam, V 'Unity and Diversity in India: The Stiength ofthe Indian Union', TRT, No. 248, 
October 1972, p 510. 
22 Casey, R.G. An Austi-alian in India, HoUis & Carter, London, 1947, p 62. 
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keeper ofthe moral order).^ This separation ofthe secular and the spUitual authority 

kept the Efritish uncertain of their acceptance by the devout Hindu Indian; '̂* this 

contrasts wUh the more cooperative MuslUn Indian. 

Britain's administration of its former colony was also characterised by Us master-

servant relationship and even in the post-independent era accordmg to Lipton and Fun 

'[mjany Britons ... view the ex-colonies wUh a somewhat possessive patemaUsm.' ^' 

Probably some of Australia's policy makers in the 1950s, Uifiised with a colonial British 

sense of racial superiority, used this (vicariously derived) imperial orientation m dealing 

with their Indian counterparts at a time when the notion of Empire remained steadfast, 

at least in Menzies' mind; and unquestionably Menzies was the arbiter of foreign policy 

choices in the conduct of extemal affairs. Perhaps foremost among those who were 

adept at using an imitative EngUsh manner was Menzies himsetf and this is bome out by 

his attitude to Nehm examined in Chapters Three and Four above. A number of 

Australia's diplomats in the Menzies era, moulded in British traditions, may have also 

taken a British approach to dealing with the sub-contment. The effect on Indian 

sensUivities of this colonial attitude is exempUfied by Krishna Menon's conunents to 

Brecher although U is in relation to Menzies' failed mission to Cairo during the Suez 

crisis referred to in Chapter Four above: 

... You can imagine the pigheadedness of imperiaUsm. ... Imagine sending Menzies 
to the Egyptians! ... Menzies went to lay down the law to them; they asked him to go 
away.... Menzies was the worst man to have selected. 

^̂  Heesterman, J.C. The Inner Conflict of Tradition: Essays in Indian Ritual Kingship and Society, 
University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1985, pp 10-25. Also see, Mysore Hiriyanna, Essentials of 
Indian Philosophy, George Allen & Unwin, London, 1985. 

^̂  Ibid., pp 10-25. For an interesting account of the dichotomy between the West's materialistic 
priorities for the mdividual and Hinduism's selflessness, see Percival Spear, India. Pakistan and the 
West, 4di Edition, Oxford University Press, London, 1%7. Also see, Shashi Tharoor, India: From 
Midnight to Millennium, Arcade Publishing, New York, 1997. 

" Lipton, Michael and Fim, John The Erosion of a Relationship, Oxford University Press, London, 
1975,p 6. 

^̂  Brecher, Michael India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, pp 71-72. 
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In understanding AustraUa's bUateral relations with India, not enough has been made of 

this aspect of Australia's colonial mheritance, namely the flow-on effect of Us English 

view of India. Crocker, who was more enlightened in his approach to diplomacy m the 

sub-continent, observed that when his appointment as High Commissioner to India 

became known, a prominent Indian political leader is alleged to have said '[h]e's no 

Australian'. Crocker who spent several years with the British Colonial Service and 

Army adds that '[t]he eyes are indubitably Australian but through the accidents of Ufe 

they probably saw a littie differently from average eyes.'^^ 

The Kashmir Impasse and an Australian Tilt 

The Kashmir question is relevant to the India-Australia relationship because it 

illustrates fiirther AustraUa's partiality to Pakistan. But, first, U is usefiil to provide 

some essential background to show why India was sensitive to AustraUa's poUcy 

positions on the issue. For the period of this thesis (1947-1975), the real bone of 

contention between India and Pakistan has been Kashmir, arguably the most celebrated 

mtemational conundmm of the 20th century. ^̂  Some insights into how poUtical, 

religious and racial dynamics have combined to stand in the way of a settlement of the 

issue reveal an AustraUan interest biased in favour of Pakistan. 

The vexed question of the state of Jammu and Kashmir (hereafter referred to as 

Kashmir) and where U belongs, in India or Pakistan, has Us genesis in that historic 1947 

division of British India creating the independent nations of India and Pakistan, an 

^̂  Crocker, W. R. Austi-alian Ambassador: Intemational Relations at First hand, Melboume 
UniversityPress, Victoria, 1971, pV. (foreword) 

^ Subrata K. Mitra captures the essence of the Kashmir question in 'Nehm's Policy Towards 
Kashmir: Bringing Politics Back in Again', The Journal of Commonwealth and Comparative Politics, 
Vol. 35, No. 2, July 1997, p 55, when he says '[t]he puzzle of Kashmir politics ... has deep roots ui the 
partition of the sub-continent and the policies of Nehm and his successors.' In India, Kashmir was 
more recentiy declared as belonging to India, removing it 'from India's domestic poUtical agenda.' In 
Pakistan, Mitra continues, where 'BCashmir was never to become an issue of domestic political 
contention ...'it was 'projected as history's (and Pakistan's) unfirushed business.' He concludes that 
the two countries 'could never come to an agreement on basic parameters of how to talk about ... 
Kashmir as a part of their normal bilateral relations.' 
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anomalous colonial legacy. Consequently, from a geo-poUtical standpomt, the Pakistan 

factor constituted an integral component of India's foreign poUcy, affecting its 

relationship with not only Pakistan but at various times and in different ways since 

partition, wUh Australia, China, the USA, BritaUi and the USSR. In Bandyopadhyaya's 

view, 

the partition of the sub-continent removed the very foundations of the politico-
military edffice that the British had built on rt. A compact defence area provided 
with the best natural barriers of the world became divided within itsetf with 
consequent systemic disintegration, locking up of the armed forces of the area in 
hostile confrontation and dissipation of resources in general.̂ ^ 

Alastair Lamb's interpretation of India's memorandum to PrUne Minister Atiee in 

October 1947, (consequent to the Maharajah of Kashmir, Hari Singh's appeal to India 

for Us help to repel the raiders foUowUig partition), gets to the heart of this question 

and is the key to understandmg India's policy, not just on Kashmir, but also on how it 

views the sub-contUient as a whole, and Us role as its protector. The memo. Lamb 

beUeves, encapsulates India's raison d'etre for the retention of Kashmir, a geo-political 

argument transcendUig aU other bases, including legalistic claims to Kashnur, with India 

seen as representing the only real successor to the British in the sub-continent.^" 

B.K.Wariavwalla defines the different compulsions for the two nations: 'To India, her 

paramountcy in the region seemed "natural;" to Pakistan [bom at partition] parity with 

India was a condition for her "survival." '̂ * Rajendra Sareen makes a valuable 

contribution to understanding the Indo-Pakistan conundmm through his analysis ofthe 

factors of geopolitics and great power rivaUy in South Asia while also exammmg the 

^̂  Bandyopadhyaya, J. The Making of India's Foreign Policy, Allied PubUshers, Delhi, 1980, 
pp 113-114. For references to Mountbatten's conversation with Jinnah during which he was advised 
by Mountbatten tiiat West and East Pakistan, separated by distance (900 mUes), linguistic and racial 
differences was not a sustainable proposition and unlikely to last more than a generation, see Dennis 
Tuohy, Interview with Lord Mountbatten, Nehm Memorial Library, New Delhi, Manuscripts Section, 
Accession No. 656. 

°̂ Lamb, Alastau- Kashmir: A Disputed Legacy 1846-1990, Roxford books, Hertfordshire, 1991, pp 
148-149. 

'̂ Wariavwalla, B.K. 'The Indo-Soviet Treaty: The Sub-Continent Reconstincted', TRT, No. 246, 
April 1972, p 199. 
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subsequent views expressed by Prime Ministers Indira Gandhi and AU Bhutto on 

Kashnur and bilateral questions.^^ 

The strategic importance of Kashmir to India - Kashmir shared boundaries with India 

and Pakistan in the south and the USSR and China in the north - may either not have 

been fully appreciated by Australia, or Canberra chose to ignore U. The Unportance of 

the geo-political dimension, particularly in relation to the presence of the two 

Communist giants, may be gauged by a conversation India's Mmister for Economic and 

Defence Coordination, T.T. Krishnamachari, had wUh Australia's High Commissioner 

PlUnsoU in New Delhi, about his meeting wUh President Kennedy, during which 

Krishnamachari told Kennedy: '[y]ou are right not to let Pakistan go. If you do, it will 

swing right across to the other side like a pendulum.'^^ For India, despite Us 

preoccupation with Pakistan over Kashmir and Us consistent criticism of US aid to its 

nemesis, the overriding concern it appears from the above conversation was Us two 

giant Communist neighbours. A Pakistan in the Sino-Soviet camp was not a prospect it 

wished to contemplate. 

Indo-Pakistan clashes over Kashmir and AustraUa's response to the two protagonists fit 

with varying degrees of importance into this study of the India-Australia bUateral 

relationship. Here, then, is the startUig pomt to understandmg the impact of Australia's 

Pakistan cormection on the AustraUa-India relationship. What was AustraUa's early 

knowledge of the Kashmir question and its own involvement Ui it in the aftermath of 

partition? Like most other countries, Australia would have been aware of Pakistan's 

initial involvement when Pathan volunteers, helped by Kashmir rebels, crossed into 

Kashmir in October 1947 (only months after the violence that foUowed partUioning). 

This event triggered the first of three wars between India and Pakistan and, of course. 

^̂  Sareen, Rajendra 'South Asia: Indo-Pak Relations-a Case Study', South Asia: The Changing 
Environment, C. Chanana (ed.) MERB Booksheff, New Delhi, 1979. pp 103-109. 

^̂  AA, Record of conversation with T.T. Krishnamachari from J. PlimsoU, dated 20 June 1963 to 
DEA, Series A1838/2, Item 169/10/1, part 6. 
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the continuing impasse.^'* Not long after, AustraUa found Uself playing a part Ui the 

dispute, when it sought a mediatory role as this memorandum reveals: 'there was much 

to be said for pushing the appointment of an AustraUan mediator. Australia would 

largely reap the benefit of a successful settiement.'^^ 

In the event, Australia's Justice Owen Dixon was assigned the task of mediating by the 

UN's Security CouncU, a choice that Nehm thought could not have been better.^* In 

his report to the Security Council dated September 15, 1950, Justice Dixon, in K. 

Subrahmanyam's words, 'clearly stated that Pakistan violated the intemational law by 

crossing the boundary. '" Dixon's mission, however, faUed with both sides rejectmg a 

number of compromise proposals he put to them.^^ 

In the politicaUy charged environment, any mediatory efforts demanded the most 

sensitive diplomacy but, despUe Justice Dixon's confirmation of Pakistan's complicity 

in the initial aggression, Australia's sympathies on the Kashmir question seemed not 

with India as a number of official documents tend to suggest. In a despatch to Casey 

from New Delhi on the stabiUty of the Nehm Govemment, Crocker says ' his 

Govemment acts ... not unlike TaUeyrand over Kashmir.'^^ A Brief prepared for PrUne 

^̂  Sunday Tribune, Simla, 21 December 1947, Vol. LXVII, No. 309. 'tiie raiders consisted of 
tribesmen and men from West Punjab [estimated at over 10,000 men in the same report], some of 
whom described themselves as deserters from Pakistan Army and others from soldiers.' Also see, 
NAI, 'Pakistan Border Raids', File No. PIII/52/19350/I. 

^̂  AA, Memorandum 27 March 1950, to the Secretary entitled 'Kashmir-Australian Mediator', [writer 
unknown]. Series A1838/283, Item 169/11/148/6. The Austialian Govemment was also approached 
later by the UN Secretary General for provision of tiansport services for the UN 'Military Observers 
group in India and Pakistan', see letter 29 December 1953, from Australian Mission UN, to DEA AA, 
Series A1838/283, Item 169/11/148/12, Pt 2. 

*̂ Wolpert, Stanley Nehm: A Tryst with Destiny, Oxford University Press, New York, 1996, p 460. 

" Subrahmanyam, K. 'Terror Tactics', The Times of India, 21 October 1997, p 12. 

'* For a precis of Justice Dixon's report to the Security Council and several memoranda from 
Australian diplomats in New Delhi and Pakistan to DEA on the Pakistan-India intiansigence on 
Kashmir, see AA Series A1838/283, Item 169/11/148/6. 

^' AA, Despatch 23 December 1954, from W.R. Crocker, AustiaUan High Commissioner, New Delhi, 
to RG. Casey, Series A 4534/1, Item 44/6/2. TaUeyrand (1754-1838) was a French poUtician and 
diplomat. 
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Minister Menzies m May 1952, (specificaUy m relation to UN representative Dr 

Graham's negotiations wUh the two countries on the demilitarisation of Kashnur, and, 

the holding of a plebiscite), reveals fiirther where AustraUa's sympathies lay on the 

Kashmir question. The document states that '[a]s the party in possession ofthe larger 

and the more desirable part of Kashmir, India has had more to gain than Pakistan by the 

postponement of a formal settiement."**̂  No mention is made ofthe Security Council's 

two resolutions on Kashmir (passed in August 1948 and January 1949) or Nehm's 

consistent position that Pakistan forces continue to occupy Kashmir territory in 

defiance ofthe UN resolutions. Yet, there were appeals to India from AustraUa and the 

West to settle its differences with Pakistan, to which Nehm replied: 

While that [Pakistan's occupation] continues we are asked repeatedly by some 
Westem powers to make rt up with Pakistan, to agree to what Pakistan says, or to 
agree to a pldjiscite."' 

A fiirther comment in the same Brief prepared for Menzies refers to a Casey proposal 

that, should Dr Graham's efforts fail, 'the matter should "in effect but not formally" 

be taken out of the hands of the United Nations and taken up by the United States, 

United Kingdom, Canada, AustraUa and New Zealand,...''* .̂ Accordmg to the 

document, the proposal found favour with the Pakistan Premier, Mr Nazimuddin, who 

had informed Casey that 'he would greatly welcome a Conunonwealth and if possible 

United States Uiitiative if Graham's report does not advance matters.''*^ With regard to 

India's reaction to the idea, the Australian document states '[t]he Indian authorities 

have not been sounded [out]'.'*^ The probably more important issue here is the 

conspicuous absence of an Asian or African country in AustraUa's altemative proposal. 

''° AA, Document entitied 'Kashmir: Dr. Graham's Negotiations', [writer unknown], prepared for 
Prime Minister's brief. May 1952, Series A1838/283, Item 169/11/148/12, part 2, p 2. 

"" India's Foreign Policy, Selected Speeches Sept 1946-April 1961, Ministry of Information and 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1961, p 488. 

''̂  AA, Document entitied 'Kashmir: Dr. Graham's Negotiations', [writer unknown], prepared for 
Prime Minister's brief. May 1952, Series A1838/283, Item 169/11/148/12, part 2, p 3. 

^^niid 

^'Uiid 
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especially given Nehm's noted lack of enthusiasm for Westem initiatives m the settUng 

of disputes. 

Further evidence of a tiU to the Pakistan position is seen in a communication sent by 

Australia's High Commissioner in New Delhi to Extemal Affans, Canberra. The High 

Commissioner laments the absence in Graham's correspondence of any wish on India's 

part to seek a formula 'on which, Pakistan could reasonably be asked to come to 

terms', and then adds 'my doubt is reinforced whether the Indian Goverrunent has ever 

had a Kashmir policy other than the one preventUig a plebiscite from taking place until 

U is certain that this would be in India's favour."*^ And, yet, an earUer memorandum 

from the AustraUan High Commission in Pakistan to DEA appears to contradict this 

expression of doubt: when asked to give an assurance that partition of Kashmir will not 

be agreed to in settUng the Kashmir issue as proof of his commitment to the interest of 

Kashmiris, the above memorandum refers to Nehm's statement that 'ultUnately it is the 

people of Kashmir and not my categorical assurances that wiU decide the matter.' 

Furthermore, there is no recognition in these communications of the fact that it was 

Nehm who referred the Kashmir dispute to the Security CouncU at the very outset. 

Missing also was any reference to Nehm's specific attitude to a plebiscite, supportive at 

the time, but conditional on it excluding Indian or Pakistani mvolvement, because he 

said 'we wanted to avoid this plebiscUe being uitiUsed for communal purposes and 

communal propaganda and communal rioting."*' Given the conununal violence 

following partition, and in Kashmir soon after, Nehm's caution was understandable. 

"̂  AA, Cablegram 27 December 1952, from Austi^ian High Commissioner, New Delhi to DEA, 
Series A1838/2, Item 169/11/148/10, Part 1. 

"̂  AA, Memo 26 May 1950, from the Austialian High Commission, Karachchi, to DEA, Series 
A1838/283, Item 169/11/148/6 

"•̂  Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehm, I August-25 Oct. 1950, Second Series, Vol. 15, Part I, S. 
Gopal, (ed.) J. Nehm Memorial Fund New Delhi, 1993, p 228. 
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Nehm also rejected the notion of a UN supervised plebiscUe under a neutral 

govemment in Kashnur on the grounds that it carried echoes of coloniaUsm.'*̂  

Absent also from these Australian diplomatic communications between the AustraUan 

High Commission in New Delhi and DEA was any reference to the legality of the 

accession of Kashmir to India, which was legaUy never Ui question, the matter having 

been finaUsed when the Maharajah of Kashmir wrote to Mountbatten in October 1947 

of his wish to integrate wUh India, foUowed by Mountbatten's ofiBcial acceptance Ui the 

same month. Also, with his commitment to democratic processes and support for the 

UN Nehm felt obliged to make the accession contingent upon it bemg the preferred 

choice of the people of Kashmir,̂ " a gesture of goodwiU, rather than a requirement 

under previously agreed procedures for the negotiation of India's mdependence. Yet, 

that early demonstration of beiugnity by India (again not mentioned by AustraUa's 

diplomats) proved to be a costly mistake for India, one that contmued to undermine the 

sustainability of its arguments later for rejecting a plebiscite on Kashmir. Then there 

was India's initial mUitary response, seen by some as restrained, while U referred the 

dispute to the United Nations Security CouncU, resultmg m the estabUshment in 

Febmary 1948 ofthe UN Commission for India and Pakistan (UNCIP). A writer to 

The Round Table thought these actions were 'to the Indians, acts of goodness and 

good world citizenship.'̂ * Another thought that, if pubUc opinion on Kashmir was 

•** Mitra, Subrata K. 'Nehm's Policy Towards Kashmir: Bringmg Politics Back in Again', The Journal 
of Commonwealth and Comparative Politics, Vol. 35, No. 2, July 1997, p 58. 

"̂  See letter of 26 October 1947, from Maharajah Sir Hari Singh to Lord Mountbatten in C.B. 
Birdwood Two Nations and Kashmir Robert Hale, London, 1956, Appendix 5, pp 213-214 and reply 
of 27 October 1947, from Lord Mountbatten to Maharajah Hari Singh, Ibid, p 214. India's case on 
Kashmir was argued by Krishna Menon before the Security CouncU in 1957. See J.S. Bain, India's 
International Disputes: a Legal Study. Asia PubUshing House, Bombay, 1962, p 209. 

°̂ Nehm stated diat die Government of India,' had always proceeded on the basis tiiat Kashmiris must 
decide their ovra fiiture' see 'India Ready for Non-aggression Pact with Pakistan', National Herald, 
Vol. X, No. 291, Lucknow: Sunday 4 November, 1951. 

' ' 'India: Retieat from tiie West', TRT, No. 177, December 1974, p 71. 
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tested, ' U would be found that the majority of Indians consider Mr Nehm's poUcy 

towards Pakistan far too soft, far too idealistic and far too dreamy.''^ 

The point of all these observations is to show that Australian diplomats, aware of these 

differences between India and Pakistan, took a more condenmatory view of India in 

their despatches to DEA. There were more examples of this. In a Memorandum from 

New Delhi to DEA, the Australian High Commissioner states 'India flidges the issue by 

talking about violations ofthe mles of procedure ofthe Security CouncU or referring to 

the legal validity ofthe accession of Kashmir to India.'" The Memorandum also refers 

to conversations the High Commission had with an Arab Ambassador, and a Report 

prepared by officers of the American Embassy, both of which point to 'no sense of 

feeling for India at all' among the Kashmiris.̂ '* According to a PubUc Servant 

interviewed in New Delhi during a field trip in 1997," these third party views conveyed 

by the Australian High Commissioner would have carried little conviction in India at 

that time, given the relatively better relationship the Arabs and the Americans had with 

Pakistan. 

The Premier of Kashmir, Sheik Abdullah, supported the decision to join India. He told 

the Kashmir Constituent Assembly '[w]e are proud to have our bonds with India the 

goodwUl of whose people and Govemment is available to us in unstUited and abundant 

^̂  'India and Her Neighbours: Hostility on Right and Left', TRT, No. 184, September 1956, p 337. For 
UN Security Council Resolutions on Kashmir, correspondence between India and Pakistan and Prime 
Ministerial Statements, numerous Declarations and Agreements etc., on the Kashmir question, see A. 
Appadorai, Select Documents on India's Foreign Policy and Relations. 1947-1972, Vol. 1, Oxford 
University Press, Delhi, 1982. 

^̂  AA, Savingram 20 March 1954, from J. PUmsoU, to DEA, Series A1838/2, Item 169/11/148, part 
15. For fiirther examples of criticism of India also see AA, Despatch 30 May 1951, from the 
Austialian High Commissioner, New Delhi to DEA Series A1838/2, Item 169/11/148/10, Part 1. 

'' Ibid. 

" Interviews with V.K. Jain, Director, Library & Information, MEA, 10 October 1997, at MEA 
Offices, New Delhi. 
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,56 
measure.' Based on AustraUan diplomatic communications, the discussion to this 

stage would suggest that a less beUigerent India, prepared to seek democratic 

approaches to the conflict, was given relatively less recognition by AustraUa's 

diplomats in their on-the-ground assessments ofthe Kashmir question. 

The Menzies-Casey View 

Further up the Australian poUtical hierarchy, the partiality was no less apparent. 

Menzies' strange statement in the House of Representatives in March 1951, when, he 

spoke, ofthe dangers Kashnur held for Australia, and consequently the importance of a 

virtually British Pakistan is but one example: 

Pakistan is a British country. It has ties of ancient friendship with the whole British 
world. Its tioops have fought alongside other British troops in two Great Wars.̂ ^ 

Menzies' failure to recognise that this history of Pakistan that he alludes to was about a 

period when Pakistan was a part of British India and, therefore, would apply equaUy to 

independent India, is reflective of his tUt to Pakistan, as weU as his Anglophilia. There 

were separate mediatory efforts on Kashmir made by Menzies and Casey in 1951, with 

each of them meeting Nehm and Liaquat Ali Khan. Unlike Menzies, Casey had a better 

appreciation ofthe Indian psyche. Yet, like Menzies, he was more comfortable dealing 

with Muslim Pakistan than Hmdu India. Hudson explains this Casey affinity with 

Pakistan: 

Because he knew some Pakistani leaders from his Bengal days, and because initially 
Pakistan took a place in the Westem camp, he liked visiting Pakistan and felt at ease 

^̂  'Accession to India only Proper Course', National Herald. Lucknow, 6 November 1951, p 1. 
Abdullah's early tih towards India changed subsequently ending the symbiotic relationship with India. 
He was primarily concemed with an independent Kashmir, rather tiian India's larger interests evident 
from the exchange of letters between him and a disappointed Nehm. See Subrata K. Mitia, 'Nehm's 
Policy Towards Kashmir: Bringing Politics Back In Again', The Journal of Commonwealth and 
Comparative Politics, Vol. 35, No. 2, July 1997, p 63. Also see, A. Appadorai, Select Documents on 
India's Foreign Policy and Relations. 1947-1972, Vol. 1, Oxford University Press, Delhi, 1982, p 390, 
for extract of SheUc Abdullah's Speech on I July 1968, on 'Accession of Kashmir to India'. 

" The Hindustan Times, New Delhi, 10 March 1951, p 5. 
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widi Pakistanis Whereas Casey had a comradely Uking for Pakistanis, and 
admitted to a bias of Moslems over Hindus, he was ambivalent about Indians.̂ ^ 

What may be usefully added to this is that AustraUans had also mherited a British 

colonial approach used in the management of the sub-continent's nunority. Then, 

again, the MusUms of independent India were more cooperative with, and loyal to, the 

Raj than the Hindu Indians were. A conversation Casey had with an Indian Ulustrates 

this tmth: the Indian told Casey that the British had a difficult problem choosmg 

between Congress, representing the majority, and the Muslim League, representmg a 

minority. The problem, he told Casey, was, '[tjhat the difficuU majority [Hindus] want 

the right thing, [a united India] the loyal nunority [Moslems] want the wrong thing, [a 

divided India],' While Casey was never seen as racist in India he obviously found the 

cooperative MusUms easier to handle. 

Menzies' efforts at mediation on Kashmir, through meetmgs with Nehm and Khan, 

failed to make an impression, although his meetUig with Nehm, their first, was held in 

an atmosphere of relative affabUity. In a broadcast from New Delhi, Menzies spoke of 

those things that bound India and Australia such as legal instUutions and membership of 

the Commonwealth, (of which, predictably, he pomted out that the King was the 

Head), adding 'yet Ui racial stmcture, popular tradition, religion, we are, broadly 

speaking, singularly different.'^ Nehm, responding to Menzies on that occasion said 

'[wjhether we agree or differ in regard to various matters, we look with fiiendship 

towards AustraUa ...'̂ *. While this early amicability should have augured weU for the 

fiiture of the bilateral relationship, U faUed to lead to closer ties; differences between 

'* Hudson, W.J. Casey, Oxford University Press, Melboume, 1986, p 35. Casey, writing to Anthony 
Bolger, on 27 July 1970, about his days in Bengal, said 'I have had many opportunities m Iffe - but 1 
think the time in Bengal ... was probably the most interesting and useful,' in W.J. Hudson, Casey, 
Oxford University Press, Melboume, 1986, p 179. 

^̂  Casey, R.G. An Austi-alian in India, HoUis & Carter, London, 1947, p 58. 

^ AA, Text of Menzies' Broadcast in a Cablegram 20 December 1950, from the Austialian High 
Commission, New DeUii to DEA, Series A1838/2, Item 169/10/11/3 part 1. 

'̂ AA, Press Report from The Sydney Morning Herald, 28 December 1950. Series A1838/2, Item 
169/10/11/3 Part 1. 
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the two men, personal and ideological, led to conflict on a number of major 

international policy issues examined in Chapter Four above. Once back in AustraUa 

from New Delhi, Menzies' attitude to the Kashmir question was different, and more 

forthright in Us interest in Pakistan, as reflected in this Hindustan Times report of his 

speech in the AustraUan Pariiament in which Menzies wamed that: 

... so long as that dispute remains unsettied it will be provocative and dangerous fiUl 
ofthe gravest menace for ourselves ... because of its direct and immediate effect upon 
the security of our position in the Middle East. ... the capacity of Pakistan to 
participate in the defence ofthe Middle East is a problem of major importance.̂ ^ 

Questioned on Menzies' fears, Nehm repUed: 'I would say that Mr Menzies was 

slightly exaggerating. ShaU we go on to the next subject?'̂ ^ Menzies continued with 

his efforts to achieve a settlement with a proposal for the use of Commonwealth or 

UN troops for the maintenance of order in Kashmir,̂ '* but Nehm was unequivocally 

opposed to the idea of foreign troops because of its connotations of coloniaUsm. 

Choice between War and Peace 

Australia, understandably, had to be concemed about a recurrence of war between 

India and Pakistan, yet the letters exchanged between Nehm and Liaquat Ali Khan in 

November 1950, press copies of which were sighted by Extemal Affairs, Canberra, 

would have left little doubt as to who was the more restrained, and where the 

Australian Government needed to apply Us diplomacy, Karachi or Delhi. For example, 

in a letter to his Pakistan counterpart, Nehm said: 'I stated unequivocaUy that India 

would not attack Pakistan unless she attacked first. I asked you to make a similar 

^̂  'Menzies view on Kashmir Issue', The Hindustan Times, New Delhi, 10 March 1951, p 5. 

^̂  Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehm. Second Series, Vol. 16, Part II, S Gopal, (ed.), J. Nehm 
Memorial Fund New Delhi, 1994, p 366. 

^ AA Document entitied 'Kashnur, Dr Graham's Negotiations', [writer unknown], prepared for 
Prime Mmisters brief. May 1952, Series A1838/283, Item 169/11/148/12, Part 2, pp 2-3. 

^̂  Md., p 3. SheUc Abdullah too, an important player in the tiiangular imbroglio, was dismissive of 
Commonwealth involvement an action he described as '[i]mperial contiol by the back door...'. See 
C.B. Birdwood Two Nations and Kashmir, Robert Hale, London, 1956, p 135. 
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declaration on behalf of Pakistan, but to this you did not respond.'̂ ^ ReplyUig to this, 

Liaquat Ali Khan states: 'I am sincerely sorry that I have faUed to convmce you that a 

mere 'declaration' of good intentions on our part unsubstantiated by concrete acts 

would carry conviction to nobody.'^' 

If the Menzies Government's handling of India-Pakistan differences over Kashnur was 

not particularly noted for its impartiality, U deserved praise for Us persistence. In 1951, 

Menzies sent messages to the PrUne Ministers of India and Pakistan offering to help 

resolve the dispute but, agam, he met with no more success than his personal meetings 

wUh them had the previous year. A 1951 Paper, entitied 'The Kashmir Situation', 

conveys Nehm's response to Menzies' fresh attempt: 

Mr Nehm stiessed that India had no aggressive intention towards Pakistan, ... 
thanked Mr Menzies for his offer of good ofiBces, but added that in view of their 
peacefid intentions 'there is nothing really that need to be done as far as India is 
concemed.'^. 

Nehm was never in favour of going to war on the question of Kashmir exemplified by 

his outright rejection of'AbduUah's suggestion that an ultimatum be given to Pakistan 

and war declared at the end of it, ...'̂ .̂ Nehm also rejected calls from the Hmdu 

Mahasabha m India for a tougher policy towards Pakistan describing them as 'crooked 

suggestions' emanating from 'crooked minds,...''^. On the Indo-Pakistan relationship. 

^ India's Foreign Policy. Selected Speeches September 1946-April 1961, Ministry of Information and 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Eteihi, 1961. p 494. 

"' Ibid. Reply from Khan to Nehru, dated 27 November 1950. Nehm wrote to S. Radhakrishnan, in 
May 1950, about his concems on Kashmir a day before the arrival of Owen Dixon: 'Liaquat Ali 
Khan's speeches in America have not been good. There has been plenty of insidious propaganda in 
them and he has not, tf I might say so, played the game...' see Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehm, 
Second Series, Vol. 14, Part II, S. Gopal, (ed.) Jawaharlal Nehm Memorial Fund, 1993, p 439. Also 
see, 'Nehm-Liaquat Ali Correspondence', NAI, File No. PIII/52/55669/2. 

^ AA, Paper entitied 'The Kashmir Sihiation', (Writer unknown) dated 25 July 1951. Series A1838/2, 
Item 169/11/148/10, R 1. 

^̂  Mitia, Subrata K. 'Nehm's PoUcy Towards Kashmir: Bringing Politics Back In Again', The Journal 
of Commonwealth Studies, Vol. 35, No. 2, July 1997, p 62. 

'° Neeraj, Nehm and Democracy in India, MetiopoUtan Book Company, Delhi, 1972, p 158. 
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he said 'our approach is a fiiendly one and we should take advantage of every 

opportunity to move towards a peaceful settlement of our problems.'" For AustraUa, -

there was to be fiirther evidence of the relative attitudes of the two nations to war; 

for instance. General Ayub Khan when asked whether he would go to war, repUed 

'certainly if necessary,' a response Nehm described as 'not a very wise statement to 

make for the leader of a nation at any time much less a military leader who has just 

assumed power.'" Nehru also wrote to Ayub Khan assuring him that' the idea of any 

conflict with Pakistan is one which is repugnant to us, and we ... will never Uutiate 

it, ..."\ 

Menzies visited Karachi and Delhi again in 1959, but not without a littie subtle advice 

on this occasion. A personal letter to him from Casey prior to the visU suggests 

discretion from Menzies on Kashmir was being sought: 

You will have received suggestions from Cutier and Crocker about matters to be 
discussed in Karachi and Delhi. ... You will be lucky tf you can avoid some contact 
with the press at the airports. 1 expect you will avoid saying anything about Kashmir 
in either place." 

Australia's Strategic Alliances: An Anglo-American Image 

Another pertment focus to unravelling the India-AustraUa-Pakistan trilateral conundmm 

and through it gaining a better understanding of India-Australia relations, involves the 

US-AustraUa alliance. With Us Cold War phobias and faced with strategic changes 

taking place m its region, AustraUa offered Us fiiUest endorsement of Anglo-US global 

'' 'India Ready for Non-Aggression Pact witii Pakistan', The National Herald, Lucknow,, Vol. X, No. 
291, 4 November, 1951. 

'̂  India's Foreign Policy: Selected Speeches September 1946-April 1961, Ministiy of Information & 
Broadcastmg, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1961, p 494. Also see, Chanchal Sarkar, 
'Background to tiie Indo-Pak Dispute', The Times, Ceylon, 12 September, 1958, p 6. 

' ' Ibid. 

'" Lok Sabha Debates, 7 May 1963, Col. 14195. 

'* NLA, Canberra, Letter from R. Casey to R.G. Menzies dated 22 June 1959. MS 4936, Series 8, 
Box 329. 
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initiatives. As a consequence the problem for the India-AustraUa bUateral relationship 

was that AustraUa's image in India was not always distmguishable from that of Us Anglo-. 

American allies. To use CamiUeri's assessment to explam this perception, the AustraUa-

US linkage reflected 'the growing interconnection between the interests ofthe American 

and AustraUan power eUtes and the near complete dommation which the former came to 

exercise over the latter.'̂ ^ For the bUateral relationship wUh India, this deepened the 

indifference. 

The formation of SEATO and the Menzies Government's active support for U made 

Australia's task of appearing evenhanded in Us approach to the Kashmir question 

difficuU. While the implications of SEATO for the India-Australia relationship from the 

standpoint of foreign policy divergence was examined m Chapter Four above, U is 

useful for the purposes of this Chapter (on Australia's tilt to Pakistan) to focus briefly 

on Pakistan's membership of the orgarusation. As far as Menzies was concemed, 

SEATO and the AustraUa-US alliance were inextricably linked and pivotal to 

Australia's defence. He told Parliament, ' we stand m good company in Seato, in 

Anzus, in Anzam. '̂ ^ He was more specific on the question of Australia's coUaboration 

with the US in situations of war with his statement 'we wiU be fighting side by side 

with the United States', and, on military equipment, he said, ' fit ourselves for close 

cooperation with the United States in the South-East Asian area.'̂ * 

For India, the SEATO component of the AustraUa-US symbiosis, led to grave fears. 

Nehm was never in doubt about the effects of Pakistan's membership ofthe Pact and 

the US lUikage. At a press conference on Kashmir, this is how he described it: 

'̂  CamiUeri, J. A. Australian-American Relations: The Web of Dependence, MacmiUan, South 
Melboume, 1980, p I. 

" CPD, Vol. 14 , 4 April 1957, p 572. Liberal MHR, Anderson condemning the opposition for its 
criticism of SEATO, said "Seato was originally formed for the defence of AustraUa.' See CPD, (H of 
R), Vol. 19, 11 May 1958, p 1378. 

'* Ibid., p 573. An year later, Casey told Parliament that he would, 'make available to the Asian 
members of Seato a further Pounds SterUng 1,000,000 for purposes generaUy related to Seato 
defence.' CPD, Vol. 18, 15 April 1958, p 868. 
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In the name, perhaps, of fighting communism, Pakistan has got enormous aid from 
tiie U.S.A.; and U may be getting from tiie Baghdad Pact or SEATO. ... I should like 
our friends concemed to realize how by some of their policies of military aUiances 
and military aid tiiey have added, to tiie burdens of India a feeling of insecurity.™ 

Nehm's none too subtle allusion to 'our fiiends' here is primarily directed at the US, 

but obviously included AustraUa, a member of SEATO. But, then, AustraUa was not 

unaware of India's displeasure with the US. In one Memorandum from New Delhi, 

AustraUa's High Commissioner wrote: 

Despite denials from Washington, Nehm and his entourage are convinced that a deal 
is being worked out between Pakistan and the United States of America and that rt 
includes provision for the United States base in Pakistan, modernising the Pakistan 
Army and other military commitments ... An increase in anti-American feeling is 
alreacfy noticeable in the press.**' 

81 Pakistan's involvement in essentially military agreements with the US was extensive 

promptmg Rajpal Budania to describe Pakistan as the United State's 'most alUed aUy' 

^̂  by the mid 1960s. There were other examples of US attitudes to the Kashmir 

question being resented in India. For instance, Ihe Leader, in an editorial commenting 

on Adlai Stevenson's visit to India and Pakistan, criticized what he said in each country 

™ India's Foreign Policy: Selected Speeches September 1946-April 1961, Ministry of Iirformation and 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1961, pp 487-488. Also see, Sardar Swaran Singh's 
(Miruster for Extemal Affairs) speech to Rajya Sabha, on 9 August 1966 on the resumption of US 
military supplies to Pakistan in MEA Foreign Affairs Record, Vol. XII, August 1966, No. 8, 
Govemment of India, New Delhi, pp 213-214. 

*° AA, Cablegram from Austi^ian High Commission, New Delhi, to DEA, dated 15 November. 1953, 
Series A45341/1, Item 44/6/2. Nehm wrote to Vijayalakshmi Pandit at tiie UN tiiat his attendance at 
a meeting in the US to discuss the Korean War would be poinfless because ' I shall merely get 
entangled in interminable arguments. I can hardly fimction in the United States in any other 
capacity.' See Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehm, Second Series, Vol. 15, Part I, S. Gopal (ed.) J. 
Nehm Memorial Fund New Delhi, 1993, pp 388-389. 

*' Pakistan and the USA first signed a Mutiial Defence Assistance Agreement in May, 1954, with 
Pakistan becoming a member of SEATO in the same year. Pakistan also joined the Baghdad Pact in 
1955, resumed CENTO cooperation witii tiie US in 1959. Also see, NAI, Press cuttings on Pakistan-
US Military Pact, File No. 16/2-XPP/53(Part I & II) (S). 

*̂  Budania, Rajpal 'The United States and South Asia', Indian Journal of Asian Affairs, Vol. 8-9, 
No. 1-2, 1995-1996, p 56. For Mohammed Ayub Khan's Analysis of die Pakistan-American linkage in 
relation to India and Kashmir, see, 'The Pakistan-American Alliance: Sti^ses and Strains', Foreign 
Affairs, Vol. 24, 1964, pp 195-209. 
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because, it said his ' Kashmir statement is not wholly consistent with the New Delhi 

statement and wiU be resented by Indian opinion.'̂ ^ 

According to Stanley Wolpert, Nehm considered every American shipment of mUitary 

equipment to Pakistan 'as at least potentiaUy aimed at India's "head" in Kashmir, if not 

at its heart in New Delhi.'*'* Nehm's fears were not entirely unfounded. In 1965, 

'Pakistan launched a Patton-tank attack against Indian outposts in the Rann of Kutch 

and a few months later roUed into Kashmir.'*^ The shipment of American miUtary 

arms was the subject of debate Ui India's Lok Sabha too over a long period. Bhagwat 

Jha Azad (MP) in 1971 criticising Nixon, recaUed that: 

[w]hen the then US Vice President Nixon retumed after a tour of India and Pakistan 
he publicly urged the President that aid must be given to Pakistan ... He [Nixon] said 
'to withold American aid because of the protest of neutralist India would be 
discouraging to those nations wilting to stand up and be counted on the side of the 
free world'^^ 

India, which always thought of Uself as bemg free with Us nonaligned status, had 

difficulty with Nixon's view ofthe 'free worid'. Questioning America's assumption 

that only they and their allies, but not India, were part ofthe 'free worid',*^ Azad went 

on to refer to America's deceptive diplomacy: 

What pains us most is that the American Govemment did not tiiink it fit to teU our 
Foreign Minister while being given lunch and sweet talk that their ships have 
already left their harbours.** 

*̂  'USA and Kashmir', Editorial, The Leader, India, 19 May 1953, p 4. 

*" Wolpert, Stanley Nehm: A Tryst with Destiny, Oxford University Press, 1996, New York, p 466. 
For Nehm's assertion that US nulitary aid to Pakistan increases its inttransigence, see Lok Sabha 
Debates, 17 March 1959, Cols. 6687-6688. 

*' Uiid. 

*̂  Lok Sabha Debates, June 28 1971, Col. 108, Motion re: Statement by tiie Minister for Extemal 
Affairs on shipment of American arms to Pakistan. 

^'UiidCol. 110. 

** Vbid. 
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There were more questions raised and accusations made about the US in the Lok 

Sabha, throughout the Cold War. For example, on American aid to Pakistan, 

Raghuramaiah (MP), said ' I am afraid time wUl prove that U has been let loose in a 

zone of delusion comparable only to the zone of delusion fostered in Chiang-Kai 

Shek's China ...'* .̂ Another MP, S.D. Sharma, said he hoped ' Mr Nixon ... may take 

a more reaUstic approach and give up his predilections in favour of Pakistan ...'^. 

Then there was Indrajit Gupta (MP) who accused the US of attempting to 'scuttle the 

bUateral relations which we were trying to buUd up between India and Pakistan for the 

first time arising out ofthe Simla agreement ...', implying that the US aUn was to hold 

on to Pakistan with military and other assistance.̂ * 

On America's mterest in Pakistan, and miUtary aid given to U, Menon took this view: 

'[t]o be charitable, we may interpret U as part of American giantism. The Americans 

make themselves beUeve that the Pakistani's will help them agaUist the USSR - with 

Sherman tanks they are going to fight Russia! No, they wUl use these tanks agamst us 

...'̂ .̂ Nehm too did not hold back on what he thought was the dismptive effect of 

America's support of Pakistan. In an address to the Lok Sabha on Kashmir, Nehm 

said: 

We were discussing various ways of settiing the question with the Prime Minister of 
Pakistan when a new development took place. This was the promise of military aid 
from the U.S.A. to Pakistan, a promise which was subsequentiy fulfiUed. This 
created not orUy a new military situation but a new political situation;... 

Anupuma Nautiyal, argued that the US preferred Pakistan to India because its 

geographic location suited US strategic aims in Asia, whUe India 'with Us rich 

*̂  Lok Sabha Debates, Vol. II, Part II, 1954, 6-25 March, Col. 2823. 

^ Lok Sabha Debates, Fffth Series, Vol. VII, July 31- August 12, 1971, Col. 241. 

'̂ Lok Sabha Debates, 15 March 1973, Cols. 167-168. Also See, NAI, US anti-India pamphlet on 
Kashnur, File No. Pni/52/99147/2. 

^ Brecher, Michael India and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 209. 

^̂  India's Foreign Policy. Selected Speeches September 1946-April 1961, Ministry of Information 
and Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1961, p 484. 
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democratic traditions did not fit into the US scheme of things.'̂ "* In other words, 

strategic interests outweighed democratic traditions. John Foster DuUes, US Secretary 

of State (1953-1959), described Pakistan's potential value m these words: 

Pakistan would be a cooperative member of any defence schemes that may emerge in 
the Middle East. We need not wait for the formal defence arrangements as a 
condition to provide military assistance to Pakistan because Pakistan is a potential 
strong point for the US.̂ ^ 

Nehm's concerns about SEATO from the beginning is reflected in CamiUeri's 

interpretation of what the pact meant to the Americans with his contention that U is 

'not far-fetched to argue that SEATO's underlying rationale was to provide a legal 

basis for direct American intervention in South-east Asia, and facilitate United States 

control ofthe strategic gateways between the Pacific and the Indian Oceans.'^ 

The point of these references to India's displeasure wUh America (AustraUa's most 

important aUy) is to show that, because of AustraUa's closeness to Pakistan, through 

SEATO directly and indirectly through its security Unkages with America, Australia's 

view of'democratic' India's stand on Kashmir was not defensible against perceptions 

of bias. 

The reality of SEATO also led to India UicreasUig Us ties with the USSR, and yet 

Menzies had difficulty understandmg why India's foreign policy positions were more 

sympathetic to those ofthe Soviet Union. High Conunissioner PlimsoU writing to DEA 

from New Delhi stated, '[o]ne factor which has strengthened the USSR in India has 

been Us support for India over Kashmir, m contrast with the American and particularly 

the British position, which was generally regarded here as pro-Pakistan.'^ PlimsoU, 

'̂' Nautiyal, Anupuma 'India, Pakistan and the United States m the Post-Cold War Era', Asian 
Stiidies, Vol. XV, No. 1, January-June 1997, p 3. 

^̂  Ibid., p 4. Also see, C.B. Birdwood, Two Nations and Kashmir, Robert Hale, London, 1956, 
pp 134-156. 

^̂  CamUleri, J. A Austi-alian American Relations: the Web of Dependence, Macmillan, Soutii 
Melboume, 1980, p 11. 

'̂  AA, Despatch 2/64, 2 June 1964, from PlimsoU to DEA, Series A1838/272, Item 169/1/3, p 4. 



272 

whose assessments of Nehm and India were mostly discemmg, faUs to mention 

Australia's own tiU to Pakistan directly or through the Westem alUance although he 

does refer to India's perception of AustraUa's bias as the narrative shows. 

In contrast to the US, AustraUa's other major partner ofthe Westem Alliance, Britain, 

appears more evenhanded on the question of Us own supply of arms to Us former 

colonies, India and Pakistan, although its preference for Pakistan over India was no less 

than Australia's. This was particularly the case at the UN when, in conjunction with 

Australia U tended to vote against India. Several British Cabinet meeting memoranda 

ofthe early 1950s, provide insights mto the attitude of Britain on the issue of the 

supply of arms to the warring protagonists. In one, it refers to the Pakistan Prime 

Minister's lament in 1952 that his country 'derived no advantage over India by reason 

of her continued aUegiance to the Crown: ...'^. 

The Indians, however, had misgivings about Britain's attitude to the supply of arms to 

India and Pakistan. For example, when Britain's then Secretary of State, Anthony 

Eden, met with the Indian High Commissioner in 1954, the latter referred to American 

aid to Pakistan and told Eden that Britain's 'reserved attitude on this matter had not 

been very welcome to DeUii.'*"*̂  Then, as Prime Minister a year later Eden, in an 

explanatory message to Nehm, stressed that, whUe Britain had sold to Pakistan 

whatever U had requested by way of nuUtary equipment, the supply to India had been 

comparatively more; and yet, in the same note, Eden also admits to Britain being aware 

of US miUtary supplies going to Pakistan, but claims to have no detailed knowledge of 

^ Public Records Office, London, Note by die Prime Minister and Minister of Defence to Permanent 
Secretary, Ministiy of Defence, dated 20 February 1952, c (52) 50, Copy No. 74. 

^ PubUc Records Office, London, Record of UK Cabinet Meeting dated 8 December 1952, cc(52). 
Item 3, p 142. 

"^ AA, Record of conversation between the Secretary of State and the Indian High Commissioner on 
10 March 1954, Series A1838/278, Item 169/7/1, part 3. 
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101 
U. Of course, in reality Pakistan had been able to obtam 'far more, per head in aid 

from the West than has India, and far more, m absolute terms, in miUtary aid.'' ,102 

In the political sphere, Britain's support for Pakistan was more palpable. In 1957, the 

British sponsored a UN resolution - backed by Australia - which supported Pakistan's 

request for a plebiscite in Kashnur. S.C. Gangul refers to the pro-Pakistan nature of 

this (and another resolution, also sponsored by Britain and Australia among others), 

wUh the observation that the resolution: '... had been finaUzed and circulated even 

before the Indian delegate V.K. Krishna Menon, had completed his speech Ui the 

Security CouncU.'*"^ This conduct on Britain's part, supported by Australia, was 

serious enough to make Nehm - a strong supporter of the Commonwealth - tell the 

Lok Sabha that India's Commonwealth links may requne 'fiirther consideration.'*"'* 

Relations between India and Us former mler were also strained after the 1956 Suez 

crisis where India took a critical, but evenhanded, attitude to Britam's role whUe 

Menzies worked strenuously on the Anglo-French side. Whether this stiffened Anglo-

Australian criticism of India on Kashmir is an Unponderable question. Krishna Menon 

referred to this 'unfortunate phenomenon' m an address to the Security Council in 

November 1957. **'̂  There was also 'the bad maimers' ofthe British in India bemg a 

reason for the poor Indo-British relations according to ChurchiU* ^ 

'*" Public Records Office, London, Outward telegram No. 2731, from Commonwealth Relations 
Office, to UK High Commission in India dated 9 December 1955. 

'°̂  MiUar, T.B. Austi-alia's Foreign Policy, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1968, p 105. 

'"̂  SCOR (Security Council OfiBcial Records) yr. 12, Mtg. 765, 24 January 1957, p 4, in S.C. Gangul, 
India and the Commonwealth, Shiva Lai Agarwala, India, 1970, p 37. 

'°^ Lok Sabha Debates (1957) Vol. I, (Part II), p 670, in S.C. Gangul, India and the Commonwealth, 
Shiva Lai Agarwala, India, 1970, p 38. 

'"̂  The Hindu, 20 November 1957, in S.C. Gangul, India and the Commonwealth, Shiva Lai 
Agarwala, 1970, India, p 37. 

"^ Crocker speaks of a conversation with Vijayalakshmi Pandit during which she said that ChurchiU 
had told her, 'the main reason for the tragic misunderstandings between the Indian people and the 
British in tiie past had been due to the bad manners of too many of the British in India.' Whetiier tiie 
comment meant both Hindu and Muslim Indians were affected by the British tmculence is not clear. 
See AA, Record of conversation between W.R. Crocker and Mrs Pandit, 24 April 1954, Series 
A1838/2, Item 169/10/10/4. 
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What ^1 this suggests is that like Australia, Britain's sympathies on Kashmir were more 

with Muslim Pakistan than India, and the reasons have their roots in the sub-contment's 

history as weU as in being a part ofthe West's strategic aUiance with Unks to Pakistan 

through SEATO. As R.G. Neale observes, 'Britain was obviously partisan towards 

Pakistan before independence and after U, over Kashmir.'*"' However, apart from 

AustraUa's inherited English attitude to India, Us British Unks in the Westem aUiance 

(SEATO) were, in the scheme of things, less of a factor m India's displeasure with 

Australia than Us (Australia's) strong American enmeshment. 

DespUe Australia's preference for Pakistan, there were some AustraUan diplomats who 

adopted an evenhanded approach to the sub-continent with a disceming and more 

reaUstic understandmg ofthe complexities mvolved. J. PUmsoU (High Conunissioner to 

New Delhi) was one of them. In an Uiformed and mostly balanced analysis of Nehm's 

impact on India sent to Paul Hasluck, Minister for Extemal Affairs, PlimsoU Uicludes 

tUe comment that 'he [Nehm] probably felt that our support for Pakistan over Kashmir 

had been too uncompromising.'*"* Whilst this by itself does not amount to an 

admission of AustraUan bias, it suggests that Indian doubts about AustraUa's 

impartiality did exist although it was not referred to in earlier AustraUan diplomatic 

communications with Canberra. Then again, Pakistan too, understandably, did its best 

to make good use of Australia's perceived predUection, exempUfied by this letter from 

PR. Heydon (Australia's High Commissioner in New Delhi) to DEA, Canberra, on the 

Indo-Pakistan conflict: 

1 am not alarmed at the Pakistan anxiety to get the matter before the Security 
Council while AustraUa is chairman - in feet I think it might be better for us in some 
ways to have the neutial position which the chairmanship will give us on some 
issues. But I do hope we can suppress the fact that the Pakistanis want it raised 

'°^ 'Mr WUson's Partisan Neutiality', Indian and Foreign Review, Vol. 3, No. 7, 15 January 1966, pp 
21-23, in R.G. Neale, 'Austi^ia's Changing Relations wifli India', India. Japan. Austi-alia. Partiters 
in Asia? J.D.B. MUler (ed.), ANU, Canberra, 1968, p 8. 

'°* AA, Despatch NQ, 2/64, 2 June 1964, from J, PUmsgll to Paul Haslugk, Canberra, Series 
A1838/272, Item 169/1/3, Part. 3, p 6. 
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during our chairmanship because there is already a quite misleading impression that 
Austialia identifies herself with Pakistan on almost all issues."^ 

One of the themes of this study is that the bilateral relationship was sensitive to the 

Australian political party in office; this becomes evident in the poUcy differences 

between Labor and Liberal Coalition parties on SEATO and Kashmir. Take, for 

example, R.W. Holt's (Labor Opposition) address to Parliament lamentmg Australia's 

lack of support for India: 

When Kashmir voted in favour of going with India, sufficient recognition was not 
paid to the decision of a Moslem state to go in with India. I believe that the 
Govemment has been afraid of aUenating Pakistan and complicating that country's 
membership ofthe Baghdad Pact."^ 

Then, there was E,G. Whitiam who, quite early in his political career, aUve to India's 

sensitivities, drew ParUament's attention to the implications of SEATO and the 

detrimental effects Us poUcy statements on Kashmir had on the India-AustraUa 

relationship *** referred to in Chapter Four above. 

(B) COLOMBO PLAN: THE POLITICS OF AID 

Another area of relevance to discussion of India-Australia relations is the Colombo 

Plan Aid progranune. In the aftermath ofthe Second World War with parts of Europe 

and Asia physically and economically destroyed, economic aid became an important 

tool for both the US and the Soviet Union. **̂  Aid was also used by the bigger powers 

and their allies in tiieir wish to draw the countiies of Asia, emerging from colonial rule, 

into their respective, ideologically divided, camps. A number of these newly 

109 

110 

111 

NLA, Utter dated 24 April 1956 from P.R. Heydon to J. PlimsoU, MS 3155, Box 15. 

CPD, (H of R), Vol 14, 2 April 1957, p 432, 

CPD, (H of R), Vol. 9, 14 March 1956, pp 804-805. For a range of documents on Kashmir in tiie 
post-Nehm period including letters exchanged betiveen Prime Minister Shastri and die Secretary 
General ofthe UN, see MEA Foreign Affairs Record, vol. XI, September 1965, No. 9, Govemment of 
India, New Delhi, pp 185-254. 

"^ A good example of economic aid on a massive scale, was tiiat provided by the Marshall Plan for 
Europe's recovery after the war. 
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independent countries, foUowing India's lead in 1949 (as a RepubUc), sought 

membership ofthe Commonwealth in the 1950s, The Colombo Plan, a programme for 

the richer nations to provide economic assistance to the poorer members of the 

Commonwealth, (later extended to non member countries also), was estabUshed at a 

Commonwealth Foreign Mmisters meeting, held in Colombo, Ceylon, (Sri-Lanka), in 

January 1950, Australia's representative was Percy Spender, Minister for Extemal 

Affairs (1949-1950), m the Menzies Govemment elected to office in December 1949. 

Opinions, however, on its effectiveness in influencmg the bUateral relationship differ. 

Background 

Consistent with Australia's preoccupation with security, Spender, early in his role as 

Minister for External Affairs, emphasised the threat to Australia from Communism: 

'[t]he rising and the menacing tide of communism in the East presents a definite threat -

and not a remote threat either - to our national existence.' 

Consequently, Spender argued that it was in Australia's mterest to help ensure the 

poUtical stabUity ofthe region through aid observing that 'the Colombo Plan marks the 

commencement ofthe special relationship between AustraUa and Asia.' WhUe a 

number of men contributed to the creation of the Colombo Plan, the initiative came 

primarily from Spender. In the view of author/diplomat Alan Renouf, '[p]ride of 

authorship ofthe Colombo Plan was claimed by several Australians in 1950, but it was 

Spender who saw that the idea, no matter who produced it, bore fiiiU. The Colombo 

Plan was tmly Spender's creation.'**^ Casey, who replaced Spender as Mmister for 

Extemal Affairs, was no less enthusiastic about the Colombo Plan. At a press 

conference in New Delhi, Casey said: 

"̂  Spender, Percy Exercises in Diplomacy: The ANZUS Treaty and the Colombo Plan, Sydney 
University Press, Sydney, 1969, p 195. 

"^ Ibid 

"^ Renouf, Allan The Champagne Trail: Experiences of a Diplomat, Sun Books, Melboume, 1980, 
p44. 
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Austialia is especially conscious of the importance which Governments of Asia 
attach to the improvement of the living standards of their people ~ an objective 
which Austialia herseff has always regarded as an essential accompaniment of her 
own political freedoms."^ 

This emphasis given to raising of Uving standards is important to the discussion ofthe 

Colombo Plan because the case for AustraUan aid under U was ostensibly about the 

alleviation of poverty, the Spender-Casey argument being that the poor countries of 

Asia, with their dire post-colonial economic circumstances, were vulnerable to 

Communist influences. Spender's position was that countries such as Australia, 

which have had the greater opportunities in the past, can help the countries of South 
East Asia to develop their ovm democratic institutions and their own economies 
and thus protect them against those opportunists and subversive elements which take 
advantage of changing political situations and low living standards.' 

WhUe Spender's Colombo Plan intentions and the high expectations from it were 

sincerely held, in pursuing the Plan's objectives Australia was not as successfiil as U had 

hoped. In making this observation a number of questions have to be faced: first, 

Australia's interests were aUgned to those ofthe US (ANZUS and SEATO), and India 

was never comfortable with nulitary aUiances and their ImpUcations; secondly, the 

amount of aid, m monetary value, given by AustraUa,*** was inadequate to counter that 

provided by the opposmg camp, in India's case, Soviet aid. Then there was the 

Australian media's lukewarm support ofthe Plan's aid-to-Asia objective. The Sydney 

Morning Herald for instance, thought the initiative was valuable but argued that 'we 

"^ AA, Statement by R.G. Casey, at a press conference. New Delhi, 26 October 1951, Series 
A1838/278, Item 169/10/1, Part 1. Also see, 'Australia and tiie Colombo Plan', TRT, No. 190, March 
1958, pp 203-204. 

' " r/je Sun, Sydney, 3 January 1950, in Percy Spender, Exercises in Diplomacy: The ANZUS Treaty 
and the Colombo Plan, Sydney University Press, Sydney, 1969, p 196. For Spender's Colombo Plan 
speech, see Gordon Greenwood Approaches to Asia: Austi-alian Post-War Policies and attitudes, 
McGraw-Hill, Sydney, 1974, p 41. 

"* In 1953-54, Austialia gave A$ 0.80 cents per capita. New Zealand A$ 1.40, Canada A$ 1.80 and 
tiie USA A$ 1.90. See T.B. MUlar (ed.), Austi-alian Foreign Minister: The Diaries of R.G. Casey, 
CoUuis, London, 1972, p 173. 
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are a European people who look to Europe for our origUis and our culture. Om 

religious faith, our national philosophy, and our whole way of Ufe are aUen to Asia.'**^ 

Australian Aid: Genuine Succour or Strategic Tool? 

From India's perspective, the aims ofthe Colombo Plan were commendable. Nehm, 

addressing the Prime Ministers' Conference in London m October 1948, argued that 

fighting Communism required political reform and Unproved living standards for the 

ordinary people.*^" But while the aid Australia gave India*'̂ * - technical, educational 

and monetary - was of undoubted benefit to the country, U somehow faUed to reach the 

hearts ofthe Indians. There was a ring of a public relations exercise about it, with the 

real motive seen as strategic rather than a weU intentioned faciUtation of India's 

economic development. The Sydney Morning Herald, of March 21st, 1952 under the 

title 'Second Front Agamst Communism', referred to the Unk between the fiiture of 

South East Asia and Australia's security and stated that 'in order to avoid offendUig the 

susceptibilities of some Asian participants, there has been painstaking care to 

disassociate the [Colombo] plan from any poUtical considerations.'*^^ Nehm's note to 

the Secretary General, India's Ministry of Extemal Affairs, with advice for the Indian 

delegation about to attend the Sydney conference of May 1950, reflects India's 

guarded attitude to Australian aid: 

It is tme that the urge to do something in South East Asia, in so far as Australia is 
concemed arises chiefly from fear of communism spreading. Nevertheless to talk 
about raising economic standards in order to counter communism is a wrong 
approach. The grace of the act goes and the people who might be benefited feel that 
this is mcidental to some other and more opportunist purpose. Also, it puts the 

' " Sydney Moming Herald 22 January, 1950, p 2, in David Lowe, 'The Colombo Plan', Austi-alia and 
the End of Empires, David Lowe (ed.) Deakin University Press, Victoria, 1997 p 108. 

'̂ ° Public Records Office, London, Minutes of 4th Meeting of Prime Ministers Conference, London, 12 
October 1948, PMD File 57/5826, CRS A462, AA P 57. 

'̂ ' See, AA Series CP 554/1/1, Item 2/174/B/l, for a statement of goods requested by India under tiie 
Colombo Plan Economic Development Programme. 

'̂ ^ The Sydney Morning Herald, 21 March 1952. 
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question of economic help to South East Asia in the sphere of poUtical controversy 
and conflict.'̂ ^ 

Australia's Labor Opposition in 1955 saw the Colombo Plan aid programme as having 

limited success in converting the mUids ofthe peoples of Asia, whose real interests, U 

argued, had more to do with being treated equally and wUh respect. In an address to 

Pariiament Labor's Beazley expressed these views: 'I think the people of Asia know 

how to interpret goodwill. I am not deriding the Colombo plan, but I should say that 

they are interested basically in our motives.''^'* Questioning AustraUa's motives for 

using South East Asia (led by Australian diplomatic initiatives) as a bulwark against 

Communist power, Beazley argued 'We may regard that as supremely necessary, but 

Asia regards such a motive with the gravest suspicion.'*^^ This perception is also 

exemplUSed in NfiUar's reference to Percy Spender's active role in the Colombo Plan 

Uiitiative, and his contribution to preparing the ground for a regional security 

arrangement, (ANZUS), in the 1950s: 

Spender campaigned, pressed and negotiated until the [ANZUS Pact] possibiUty was 
a reaUty. ... Spender was active both in initiating the plan [Colombo] and in making 
it quickly effective. He thus managed to involve Australia in Asia and to get 
Australia protection from Asia.'̂ * 

'̂ ^ Note to Secretary General, Ministry of Extemal Affairs, dated 6 May 1950, File No. 330-CJK/50, 
Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehm, Second Series, Vol. 14, Part II, S. Gopal (ed.) J. Nehm 
Memorial Fund, New DeUii, 1993, p 438. 

'̂ ^ CPD, (H of R), Vol. 6, 28 April, 1955, p 306. Also see, Stephen Fitzgerald Is Austi-alia an Asian 
Country?, AUen & Unwin, NSW, 1997, p 2, for his comments on Australia's lack of'... understanding 
ofthe elemental forces at work within Asian societies.' 

'̂ ^ CPD, (H of R), 28 April, 1955, Vol. 6, AGPS, Canberra, p 306. The late Professor MacMahon 
Ball, once argued that Australia's security and prosperity depended on working fiiendships with Asia 
and not on a Westem miUtary presence to keep Asia away. Ball's view was tiiat Austiialia knew littie 
about how Asians feU about Asia and a lot about how America and Britain feh about Asia, seen in the 
incongruity of Austialia's expenditiire of $ 1100 million in l%7/68 on defence from Asia and a mere 
$ 50 miUion on aid to Asia. See, W.M. Ball, 'Austialia's role in Asia' - 18tii Roy Milne Memorial 
Lecture, 1 November 1967, at the Australian Institute of Intemational Affairs, Melboume. 

'̂ ^ T.B. Millar (ed.) Austi-alian Foreign Minister: The Diaries of R.G. Casey 1951-1960 Collins, 
London, 1972, p 16. 
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Another example of AustraUa's Colombo Plan aid not being totally altmistic in Us aims 

is seen in the then Minister for Immigration, Alexander Downer's assertion that the 

Government's efforts to reduce the chasm between AustraUa's 'fiiendship with Asia 

foreign policy and our domestic "White Australia" PoUcy, was relying very largely on 

the Colombo Plan, and the influx of Asian students.'*^^ The undoubted benefits to 

India and other countries from students attending Australian educational Uistitutions 

under the Colombo Plan was used by AustraUa as evidence ofthe Plan's success. For 

example, a member ofthe Menzies Government told ParUament: 

ff we in Austialia want to remain in this Pacific area as a predominantiy European 
race ..., then I believe that we will get great assistance from the students who come 
here under the Colombo Plan.'^ 

The MP's argument was that, during their period of study in AustraUa, the students 

were treated 'as equals with the Australian people' and retumed to then homelands as 

'the fmest ambassadors for AustraUa ...'*^ .̂ This assessment seems to contradict 

Crocker's view of it gained at first hand: he wrote to Casey years earlier to say that 

'the goodwiU to Australia generated by the Colombo Plan had dried up.' *̂*' Author and 

former diplomat Stephen Fitzgerald observes that '[e]ven under the great 1950s and 

1960s Colombo Plan, Asians could come to study but could not stay.'*^* 

Understandably, the reality of the immigration barrier was never far from Indian 

thoughts, although U was primarily a concem with Us basis of discrimUiation rather than 

the limiting of immigration opportunities as discussed Ui Chapter Five above. 

'̂ ^ Palfreeman, A.C. Administration of the White Australia Policy, Melboume University Press, 
Victoria, 1967, p 129. 

'̂ * CPD, (H of R), Vol. 24, 2 September 1959, p 852. 

'^Ibid 

'̂ ° AA Crocker to Casey, Despatch 1/54, 5 January 1954, A4231/1, New Delhi, 1954, in Shawn 
Brawley The White Peril, University of NSW Press, Sydney, 1995. p 256. 

'^' Fitzgerald Stephen Is Australia An Asian Country? Allen & Unwin, NSW, 1997, p 3. 
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A Two Edged Sword 

India, of course, had other reasons to doubt Australia's motives. AustraUa m the 1950s 

was seen in India as a British outpost with Menzies determined to protect its European 

origins with Us rigid application ofthe 'White AustraUa' PoUcy. The Indians were also 

resentfiil of Menzies' argument against decolonisation and had not forgotten his mitial 

disapproval of India's independence in 1947, as expressed by Public servants 

interviewed during research for this thesis in India. *̂ ^ Menzies support of South Afiica 

and his initial objections to India's continued membership of the Commonwealth as a 

repubUc were also acknowledged as being expressions of an unfriendly Australian 

attitude. Menzies, of course, was not alone m his attitude to Asian independence, his 

coUeague, KM. Anderson was of a simUar mind, lamenting in an address to ParUament 

the premature granting of independence to the colonies. *̂^ 

What men Uke Menzies and Anderson, failed to reaUse was that colonialism 'gave rise 

to Us nemesis, nationaUsm', which, if anything, tended to work against AustraUa's 

political overtures in the Asian region to protect the newly independent states from 

Communist influences.* '̂* In the aftermath of independence, nationalism became an 

even more powerfiil force in India and influenced govemment thinking in formulating 

foreign policy, which U could be assumed included decisions on the question of 

accepting aid. Nehm, for instance, speakmg ofthe pre-eminent place that nationaUsm 

occupied in India's character, observed that '[njationalism was and is UievUable Ui the 

India of my day; ... For any subject country national freedom must be the first and 

dominant urge; for India with her ... past heritage, it was doubly so.'*^^ In this regard, 

'̂ ^ Interview with C.R Bain, Research Officer, 18 November 1997, at MEA Offices, New Delhi. 

' " See CPD (H of R), Vol. 19, 1 May 1958, p 1377. Labor's Clyde Cameron in his speech to 
Parliament which followed Anderson's reveals India as being tiie example to which Anderson alluded. 
Ibid p 1381. 

"^ Nayar, Baldev Raj 'India as a Limited Challenge', TV. Paul and John A. Hall, (Eds.), 
Intemational Order and the Future of World Politics, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1999, 
p2l5. 

'̂ ^ Nehru, Jawaharlal, Discovery of India, The John Day Company, New York, 1946, pp 40-41. 
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Fred Greene makes the pertment observation that '[ojften Western aid programs must 

actually buck the nationalist tide that makes some states oppose any connection with 

the West.'*^^ 

But, then, concem about Westem aid among the newly Uidependent nations emerging 

from their bitter experience of colonialism was not unexpected. India was wary of 

anything that could compromise its nonaUgned status. Nehm in a speech in the Lok 

Sabha stressed that accepting aid would not compromise India's independence in 

foreign poUcy determination or force loyalty to the donor.*" While Colombo Plan aid 

often took the form of a bUateral transfer, there were those who preferred aid via 

multUateral channels such as UN programmes because it appeared to be less 

compromising. Concems about nulitary pacts and the granting of bases, also had a 

bearing on the effectiveness of aid as a genuine instmment for helping to Unprove living 

standards in Asia, (which was Australia's stated objective) particulariy with the 

Americans joining the list of Colombo Plan donor countries. It also did not go 

unnoticed in India that Australia gave aid to SEATO members, Pakistan, PhUippines 

and Thailand. 

Tight Fisted and Equivocal Interest 

While money alone may not have had the desired effect (because of the question of 

motives), U did count. The amount of Australian aid to India was unimpressive for 

example when compared to Canada's contribution.*^^ There was a lack of genuine 

interest in aid during the Menzies period. While the Minister for Extemal Affairs Casey 

was convinced of the Unportance of aid to Australia's anti-Communist campaign in 

'̂ ^ Greene, Fred Dynamics of International Relations, Holt, Rinehart & Winston, New York, 1964, 
p494. 

' " Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches, September 1946-May 1949, Vol. I, Ministiy of Information & 
Broadcasting, Goverrunent of India, New Delhi, 1949, p 220. 

'̂ * Lai, Sham (ed.) The Times of India Directory and Year Book 1978, The Times of India Press, 
Bombay, 1978, p 291,. Also see, Colombo Plan - Austialian Contribution to India to 31 December 
1954, AA, CP Series 554/1, Item 2/174/B/l. 
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Asia, he was unhappy with the lack of support he was gettUig from his Cabmet 

coUeagues on fiindUig. Referring to his difBculties with the Colombo Plan Budget 

Appropriation, Casey said '[mjany people are hostUe to the U.N., hostUe to the 

Colombo Plan, and unsympathetic wUh Asia. It is fairly generaUy beUeved that we can 

live to ourselves alone.'*^^ Clearly, Casey's enlightened mterest m Asia was not a 

shared one in the Menzies period. As Hudson observes, '[a]t Goverrunent level he was 

almost alone. Few ministers had any interest in Asia and Menzies seems to have had 

none at all.'*'**' An entry Ui Nehm's diary made at the Commonwealth Prime Mmisters 

conference in May 1960, refers to a Menzies comment which appears to exempUfy this 

equivocal attitude: 

Menzies 

World trade growing rapidly between highly industriaUsed countries but 
not with & among under-developed countries.*'** 

[The Diary comment, made by Nehm which appears immediately below the above 

words attributed to Menzies, seems to convey his fiustration at the West's poUcy 

contradictions:] 

Colombo Plan on one side & barriers to trade ... . 

Labor Opposition Member, R.W. HoU drew the Menzies Government's attention to Us 

less than substantial monetary support for the Colombo Plan with this comment in 

ParUament: 

By emphasizing the cultural assistance rendered under the Colombo plan, which, in 
rtseff, is a good thing, this Govemment has tended to mistake the shadow for the 

'̂ ^ Millar, T.B. (ed.), Austi-alian Foreign Minister: The Diaries of R.G. Casey 1951-1960, ColUns, 
London, 1972, p 173. 

'''° Hudson, W.J. Casey, Oxford University Press, Melboume, 1986, p 287. 

'^' Nehm Memorial Library, New Delhi, Manuscripts Section, Diary of J. Nehm, Commonwealtii 
Prime Ministers Corrference, May 1960, Accession No. 1423, p 33. 

'"'Ibid 
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substance. It has failed to appreciate tiiat tiie tme problem of Asia is not political but 
economic. '""̂  

Given the earUer discussion in this Chapter on Australia's tUt to Pakistan m the 

trilateral relationship, of some relevance to that perception is the disparity m the aid 

given to Pakistan and India. WUh a fraction of India's population, Pakistan received 

more aid from AustraUa (as at 1957) under the Colombo Plan than India did. Casey 

informed Pariiament in AprU 1957, that Colombo Plan aid to India amounted to 

6,700,000 with a fiirther 4,160,000 pledged. For Pakistan, the comparable figures he 

tabled were 6,800,000 and 5,000,000 pledged,*"*̂  a difference in Pakistan's favour of 

nearly 1,000,000. (aU figures are in Australian Pounds, the currency at the time) 

The Winning Formula: Trade not Aid 

AustraUa's diplomats worked hard to convince the new nations of Asia ofthe Westem 

democratic way of life being the better option. At a press conference in New Delhi, 

Casey told the Indians that it was the democracies and not the Communists who have 

shown a determination to protect the freedom of the under developed countries and 

help them with improving then welfare.*'*' Yet, for all Casey's good intentions, the 

facts failed to support this view, at least m India's case. The Soviet Union with Us 

massive aid to newly independent India, helping the country with Us high priority 

economic and social programmes, was far more successfiil Ui its aid objectives than 

AustraUa was with its Colombo Plan aid. Unlike the limited nature of the Australian 

aid, the Indians were able to estabUsh trade agreements with the Russians involving the 

supply of aircraft, heavy industrial equipment, oU, tourism, as weU as the exchange of 

students. In a memo to DEA from the High Commission Ui New DeUii, W.K. 

Flanagan, commentmg on the 1955 Kmschev-Bulganin visU to India, observed that: 

'"' CPD, (H of R), Vol. 14, 2 April 1957, p 433. 

"^n)id.p4l7. 

'"̂  AA, Statement 26 October 1951, by R.G. Casey, at a press conference. Constitution House, New 
Delhi, Series A1838/278, Item 169/10/1, Part 1, p 2. 
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Generally speakmg, the press appears to have accepted tiie Soviet Mission to India ... 
as part of a vast new Soviet offensive designed to win Asia and tiie Middle East to 
the Communist side. The main weapon ... will be, ... economic, with the Soviet 
aiming at assuming responsibility for the industrialisation of their economies which 
is 'craved' by all the countries concemed ...^'^. 

With reference to the Soviets proposal to give 'exceptionaUy easy and long term credit 

conditions ...'*'*' , Flanagan makes the important observation that 'the unhappy 

stigma of dependence associated wUh straight-out aid grants would be avoided by this 

technique. '* At the time, the Australian High Commission in Wellington too drew 

DEA's attention to the press releases on the high level Russian visU to India, but in a 

different context; it pointed to the response of Ihe New Zealand Herald which stated ' 

that ever since the days of the Tsars, the Russians have looked with covetous eyes on 

the riches of India ... Consequently it is thought that Communist domination of India 

may weU be a Russian long-term aim.'*'*̂  In contrast The Manchester Guardian Ui an 

article entUled 'Russians achieve their aims Ui India', captures this failure ofthe West to 

understand India and its sensitivities. Taya Zinkin, commentmg on the Russian visit, 

states one of Us key objectives was to generate Westem opUuon against Nehm which, 

in tum would provoke hostile reactions from Nehm towards the West. She adds that 

'[t]he Westem press has swaUowed the baU hook, line and sinker, and has aroused in 

tum the Indian press ... The "Herald" (Mr Nehm's own paper) - "The reaction ofthe 

Westem Press is an amusing exhibUion of pettiness and petulance, and the press resents 

^'^ AA Memorandum 25 November 1955, from W.K. Flanagan, Austialian High Commission, New 
Delhi to DEA dated 25 November 1955, Series A1838/283, Item 169/11/52, Part 3. For an assessment 
of Soviet aid to developing countries as a part of Us policy see A. Krassowski, Book Review, (Marshall 
I. Goldman, Soviet Foreign Aid, Praeger, 1967), Intemational Affairs, Quarterly Review, Vol. 44, No. 
I, January 1968, pp 107-108. 

'^'Ibid 

'^n,id. 

"" AA, Savingram 2 December 1955, from Austialian High Commission, Wellington to DEA, Series 
A2838/283, Item 169/11/52, Part 3. 
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India's refiisal to recognise Westem democracy's assumption of moral superiority to 

the Soviets." '*''̂  

The relevance of all this is that U points to AustraUan aid to India under the Colombo 

Plan being of marginal consequence in its Unpact. J. Oldham, Special Advisor on 

Commonwealth Relations, in a memo to the Secretary, DEA, not long after the high-

powered Russian visit to India, asserted: 

... tt would seem that our propaganda services in India should be increased and that 
more use be made ofthe fact that we are helping India, not by words, but by personal 
sacrffice of our material goods, so that we can in every way, bring home to the 
people of that country that we are intimately and personally interested in their 
fiitiu-e.'*' 

As stated above, with the exemption of Casey, such advice had little Unpact on the 

Menzies Govemment and its alUance based diplomacy. Then, agam, just how 

important was India to AustraUa's poUcy makers ofthe 1950s and 1960s? The answer 

is very Uttle, when measured against AustraUa's criteria of Cold War imperatives of 

security, preservation of its European population and trade. 

Conclusion 

What could be concluded from the discussion of what was a trilateral dUnension to the 

India-AustraUa bUateral relationship is that U revealed an Ausfralian tUt to Pakistan 

affecting bilateral relations with India. Granted, some of the factors discussed such as 

Indo-US and Indo-British relations were third party issues; yet, because of AustraUa's 

aUiance with the US and inherited British attitudes to India, these issues did impinge on 

the India-AustraUa relationship. Britain's complex colonial relationship with India and 

Pakistan, Us cultural Unks with Australia, including then close association as members 

ofthe old Commonwealth club, SEATO and the Westem alUance had UnpUcations for 

^^ AA Press Report from The Manchester Guardian, 3 December 1955, Series A1838/283, Item 
169/11/52, Part 3. 

' " AA, Memorandum 12 December 1955, from J. Oldham to DEA, Series A1838/283, Item 
169/11/52, Part 3. 
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the tripartite India-AustraUa-Pakistan wrangle particularly in the context ofthe Kashnur 

dispute. Nehm's note to India's UN Ambassador, illustrates why this was so: 'I must 

say that I just can't understand the attitude of U.K. and U.S.A. about Kashmir ... there 

appears to be an almost invUicible prejudice against India.'*'̂  Krishna Menon in an 

interview with Brecher on the Kashnur question said as much: 'Britam, ably assisted by 

the United States, is and always has been the viUaUi ofthe piece.'*'̂  The flow-on effect 

of this on India's perception of AustraUa was negative. 

That said, the lack of genuine mterest shown by Menzies' Australia in the world's 

largest democracy with preference for Us neighbour Pakistan, whose record of 

democracy has not been nearly as Unpressive or continuous, was no accident. 

On the two countries record of democracy and political stabUity, Hugh Tinker 

observes that 'if Nehm could retum to India 20 years after his death he would 

StUl be able to recognise its politics and society. Jirmah would find nothing of the 

country he sought to create and inspire Ui the present - day tmncated 

Pakistan.' '̂ '' For AustraUa, nonaUgned India contrasted sharply with Pakistan, 

a member of SEATO unambiguously aligned with Australia and the West. 

Besides, m the context of the Middle East being of importance to Australia under 

Menzies, and Pakistan's geographic and cultural location vis-a-vis the Middle 

East, U is not surprising India was less favoured by Australia Ui Us relations with the 

two states ofthe sub-continent. 

As stated in Chapter One above, bilateral relationships do not exist alone but are a part 

of a multilateral complex of relationships. In the India-Australia relationship, India's 

relations wUh Pakistan and China, and Australia's with the US and Pakistan, are 

'̂ ^ Wolpert, Stanley Nehm: A Tryst with Destiny, Oxford University Press, New York, 1996, p 460, 

'̂ ^ Brecher, Michael Incha and World Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p 195. 

'̂ "̂  Nehm Memorial Library, New Delhi, Manuscript Section, Hugh Tinker Book Review (Stanley 
Wolpert Jinnah of Pakistan, Oxford University Press, New York, 1984, and S. Gopal, Jawaharlal 
Nehm: A Biography, Vol. 3, Jonathan Cape, London, 1984) Accession No. 952, pp 248-249. 
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important considerations affecting U. Underlying these multilateral networks is the 

common theme of mutual fear and distmst. While this obviously applies to India-

Pakistan and India-China relations, the US-AustraUa-Pakistan network as weU as those 

between India and the USSR were no less about great power strategic mterests in Asia 

and, therefore, primarily fear oriented. Eliot Cohen makes the pomt weU: 'm any part 

ofthe worid, regional politics and, hence, regional warfare wUl have as their pivots the 

mutual hostility of two states, about which aU else wUl revolve.'' ,155 

There is also the question of AustraUa's Imgering view of India, a legacy of Us British 

heritage. Neale's critique of 'AustraUa's Changmg Relations with India' and his 

specific reference to the paucity of India knowledge in Parliamentary debates and the 

press in Australia ofthe 1920s and 1930s is pertment to AustraUa's colonial attitude to 

India: 

[t]hey reveal also an ingrained habit of thinking about India first from the point of 
view of a nineteenth-century imperiaUsm based upon British and white dominance 
and secondly from the point of view ofthe use India might be to Austialia.'̂ ^ 

The adoption of an EngUsh colonial attitude to India by AustraUa compounded India's 

resentment of the partiality shown to Pakistan. Did AustraUa really understand the 

Indo-Pakistan complexities in all then manifestations, both before and in the aftermath 

of partUion, and not just responding to the changmg geo-poUtical imperatives affectmg 

Us own security? If it did, was its handling of the bilateral relationship with India 

subordinated to the larger interests of Us Westem alUance-dependent objectives in 

which Pakistan was a factor through SEATO? The evidence suggests that AustraUa 

may not have understood the deeper historical forces mforming the Hindu-Muslim 

cordlict, but even if it did, it would not have lessened its tilt to Pakistan. The India 

'̂ ^ Cohen, Eliot A. 'Distant Battle: Modem War in the TWrd World', International Security, 10, 4, 
1988, p 146, in R.H. Bmce, 'A Framework of Ejqiectations for the Impact of India's Growing 
MiUtary CapabiUties on AustraUa', (paper presented at a Seminar, 14-16 Januaiy 1991), Prospects for 
Peace: Changes in the Indian Ocean Region, Robert H. Bmce (ed), Indian Ocean Centie for Peace 
Stiidies, Pertii, 1992, p 199. 

'̂ * Neale, R.G. 'Australia's Changing Relations with India', India, Japan, Australia. Partiiers in 
Asia? J.D.B. Miller (ed.), ANU, Canberra, 1%8, p 78. 
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experienced Casey, speaking about the problem, says: 'Indian mentality, Indian logic, 

Indian ideas, the way the Indians have their cards stacked, are all quite different from 

ours. Their's are not necessarily wrong on that account.'*" There is no evidence of a 

similar comment being made about Pakistan by an AustraUan m the Menzies 

Govemment. 

The fact of India's commitment to democracy (difficuU though U was for a country 

where miUions lived in poverty) at a time when many Afro/Asian nations surrendered it 

not long after independence opting mstead for military dictatorship, or altemative 

authoritarian forms of govenunent, made no Unpression on Australia. This uninterest 

in India being a democracy, in some ways a paradox, stems primarily from the vagaries 

of Cold War compulsions and for Australia the associated isolationist, fear-driven, 

aUiance-based approach to bUateral interests and diplomatic relations. That said, on the 

Kashmir issue Australia rightly felt that any settlement must ultimately have the 

acquiescence ofthe people of Kashmir themselves. In Ifthikar Malik's view too, 'the 

larger mterests of the KashmUis must receive priority. For a long time, rather than 

being the focal point, they were simply regarded as a side issue.' 

There was also the question of a choice between an economically and poUtically more 

settied India with its democratic traditions and commitment to secularism, and Pakistan 

whose experience of democratic civilian goverrunent since 1947 has unfortunately been 

intermpted by military regUnes. In communications between Australia's diplomats and 

DEA in the 1950s, there is a conspicuous lack of any discussion ofthe Unportance of a 

country's democratic stmctures to the whole question of Kashmir and where U 

belongs; even though India's Ambassador, M Chagla, told the UN Security CouncU in 

May 1964, that, while Pakistan demands democracy Ui Kashnur, 'she does not permit 

' " Casey R.G. An Austi-alian in India, HoUis & Carter, London, 1947, p 103. 

'̂ * Malik, Ifthikar H. 'The Continuing Conflict in Kashmir: Regional Detente in Jeopardy', Conflict 
Stiidies No. 259, Published by tiie Research Institiite for die Stiidy of Conflict and Terrorism, [risct], 
March 1993, p 18. 
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even a vestige of democracy in her own territory, ,. '*̂ ^ The virtues of democracy, 

often proclaimed by AustraUa in Asia, were not however, quUe so important m Us 

assessment ofthe Kashmir question and associated diplomacy. 

On the other hand there were some doubts in diplomatic cncles as to India's 

commitment to secularism and equal treatment of Us large minority MuslUn population. 

Nehm's attitude to U was inviolable from the beginning and King Saud of Saudi Arabia 

in 1955 testified to its sincerity with this observation: 

1 desire now, at the conclusion of my visrt to India, to say to my Moslem brethren all 
over the world that the fete of Indian Moslems is in safe hands ... I desire to express 
my gratitude and that of my Moslem brethren to Mr Nehm and all those through 
whom he executes this policy of equality and equity ...'^. 

What emerges from the discussion of the Colombo Plan is that apart from military 

pacts mvolving some states in Asia, economic aid played a role in Australia's 

diplomacy in the region. In India too aid has played an important part, both as a 

recipient of aid as well as a donor. Not so widely known is the fact that India provided 

aid to over a hundred countries in the southem hemisphere. The practice continued as 

a part ofthe country's economic diplomacy, post-1962. It gave 30 biUion mpees in aid 

for development work in Third World countries.*^* 

As a measure ofthe effectiveness ofthe bilateral relationship, Australia's aid under the 

Colombo Plan, for all Us undoubted value to India's development needs of gigantic 

proportions, failed to transcend the other issues of importance to India such as racial 

equality, economic equity through a fairer share of the world's economy, de

colonisation, nonalignment, and, being free of military alliances perceived as 

threatening to India. Furthermore, AustraUa's Colombo Plan contributions to India 

'̂ ^ Wolpert, Stanley India, Prentice Hall, New Jersey, 1965, p 27. 

'* Khilnari, N.M. Socio Political Dimensions of Modem India, MD PubUcations, New Delhi, 1993, 
pIO. 

'*' Jaisingh, Hari India and the Non Aligned World: Search for a New Order, Vikas Publishing, New 
Delhi, 1983, pp 85-87. 
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were not considered significant in the context of India's overaU needs of economic aid. 

Consequently, the perception was that U served AustraUa's interests as an underpinnUig 

of Us strategic aims in South East Asia rather than representmg a genuUie aid 

programme for the alleviation of India's poverty and the raising of living standards. 

Like others, India preferred greater opportunities for trading with AustraUa and the 

West. Mrs (jandhi's visit to AustraUa in 1968 prompted this edUorial comment Ui 

The Age newspaper. 

Austialian Govemment leaders are often free with seff-congratulations on the role 
which Austialian aid and tiade have played in the development of Asian economies. 
... now might be the appropriate time to consider ways in which the pattem of trade 
between the two countries could begin to work productively in India's favour.'̂ ^ 

But, then, the Menzies Govemment, apart from Casey, showed little interest Ui aid and 

without the genuine support ofthe govemment, AustraUa's Colombo Plan aid to India 

remamed largely inconsequential for the bUateral relationship. 

'̂ ^ The Age, Melbourne, 21 May 1968, Editorial. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: THE WHITLAM DEMARCHE. 1972-1975. 

A NEW BEGINNING 

The arrival ofthe Whitlam Govemment in 1972 on the AustraUan poUtical scene drew 

more interest in post-independent India than any previous govemment m Canberra. 

The interest was mutual. Whitlam's interest took hUn to India early m his first year of 

office for talks with Mrs Gandhi, who was clearly impressed by the honour accorded to 

India by the Whitlam visit, unprecedented for its tUning, the first AustraUan PrUne 

Minister to do so in his first year in office; rt was also the first visU in fourteen years. 

WhUlam's broader ideology and departure from the protectionist poUcies ofthe past 

were able to transcend India's nonaUgnment policy and its less than enthusiastic 

response to the West's Cold War strategies which, by association, extended to 

AustraUa under Menzies and his successors. With his regional focus, Whitlam saw India 

as important to his vision of Australia's fiiture role as an equal partner in Asia. This 

comment by author Ross Gamaut is an appropriate begUming for this Chapter which 

examines the Whitlam Unpact on the bUateral relationship: 

For the first seven decades ofthe Federation a fearful, defensive Australia buUt walls 
to protect itself against the chaUenge of the outside world and found that it had 
protected itself against the recognition and utiUsation of opportunity.' 

The mutual recognition and affinity that emerged between India and Australia in the 

Indira Gandhi-Whitiam period in contrast to what existed before is the central theme. 

Also important to understanding the Whitlam impact on the India-AustraUa 

relationship, and considered here for the first time, is the identification ofthe closeness 

of views on a range of issues held between Whitiam (1953 and 1975) and Nehm (1946-

1964).^ Together it became the harbmger of a new relationship. But, first, some 

' Gamaut, V^stss Australia and the North East Asian Ascendancy, AGPS, Canberra, 1989, p 1. 

^ Altiiough India gained independence in 1947, Nehra as Head of an interim Govemment, developed 
and promulgated India's foreign policy in 1946. E.G. Whitiam was elected to AustiraUa's House of 
Represenfetives in November 1952, was prime Minister between December 1972 and November 1975. 
He resigned from ParUament in July 1978. 
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broad insights into the poUtical circumstances that prevaUed in Australia and India in 

the post-Menzies pre-Whitiam period of the relationship are seen as essential 

background to the two themes of this Chapter. 

Australia 1966-1972: Holt, Gorton, McMahon 

From the Indian perspective, the departure of Menzies from Australian poUtics m 1966, 

and the ascendancy of Indna Gandhi to the Prime Mmistership of India Ui the same 

year, did nothUig to aUer the mutual mdifference that had characterised the bUateral 

relationship during the previous seventeen years of conservative mle in AustraUa. 

Menzies' chosen heir was Harold HoU (1966-1967) whose death m tragic 

circumstances found John Gorton elevated to the position of Prime Minister. Faced 

with questions of AustraUa's fiiture defence in an envirorunent of British-US miUtary 

contraction, with the aim of eventual withdrawal of miUtary forces in Asia ^ Gorton 

had little mterest Ui trying to breathe new Ufe into the post-Menzies bUateral 

relationship with India. With the Liberal-Country Party's (as in coalition) majority m 

Parliament reduced from forty to seven seats under his leadership at the 1969 General 

Election, the position passed on to WiUiam McMahon who became Prime Minister in 

1971. 

Australia's involvement in Vietnam, a Menzies' legacy, '* was another issue on which 

the HoU, Gorton and McMahon Governments faced criticism from Asian countries and 

India was no exception. The tone and content, particularly m relation to Vietnam, of 

the speeches of Prime Minister Holt and India's Mmister for Extemal Affans Sardar 

Swaran SUigh, at the Commonwealth Heads of Govemment MeetUig in September, 

^ In January 1968, Britain's Prime Minister Harold WUson announced that rt would complete its 
militery witiidrawal from Soutii-East Asia (East of Suez Policy) by tiie end of 1971. President Johnson 
in March 1969 made it clear that his intention was to end the war in Vietnam. See UK House of 
Commons, ParUamentary Debates, Vol. 756 (1967-1968) Col. 1608 in B. Vivekanandan, 'Naval 
Power in the Indian Ocean: A Problem In Indo-British Relations', TRT No. 257, January 1975, p 61. 

" When sending tioops to South Vietnam in 1965, Menzies, justified U by stating that '[t]he takeover 
of South Viet Nam would be a direct miUtary threat to Austialia and to aU the countries of South and 
South East Asia.' See T.B. MiUar, Austi-alia's Foreign Policy, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1968, 
Appendix A P 309. 
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1966 are good illustrations of how deeply divided the two countries were on poUcy.̂  

At home, the Labor Leader ofthe Opposition in 1967, Arthur CalweU, stated that 

AustraUa's actions in Vietnam were 'sowing a harvest of hatred in Asia '̂ , whUe Dr J.F. 

Cairns (MHR) argued that Australia by ' "taking sides in history" ... would Uicur the 

severe disapproval ofthe people of Asia for generations to come.'' Whitlam himself in 

1968 argued that the lessons to be leamed from Vietnam ( a war he later described as 

'the war of the great lie') * was 'the fiitiUty of reUance on miUtary means alone to 

resolve or even to approach the problems of our region.' ^ BlamUig the 'easy 

acceptance ofthe idea that the mightiest military nation in the world must automaticaUy 

prevail against so backward and weak a power as North Vietnam, ...' Whitlam 

criticised Australia for 'cUnging pathetically to the coat taUs of a miUtary machine, ' 

with all its consequent errors. He went on to tell ParUament that '[o]ur real task, and 

America's real task, is, therefore, to see, not just that she wUl never be mvolved Ui 

another Vietnam, but that there wUl not again be a Vietnam anywhere in Asia.' *" As 

with many of the other views Whitlam had expressed in the 1950s and 1960s, this 

endeared him to the poUcy makers in New Delhi. Mrs Gandhi, for example, was 

critical ofthe nulitary approach to resolution ofthe Vietnam conflict. Condemning the 

bombing of Vietnam, she urged withdrawal of all outside forces 'to insulate that 

unhappy country from every foreign interference so that the people of Vietnam 

determine then own fiiture ..'**. Asked about AustraUa's policy on Vietnam, she told 

^ Commonwealth Secretariat, London, Minutes of Meetings and Memoranda at the Conunonwealth 
Prime Minister's Meeting, London, 6-15 September 1966, Copy No. 220, pp 137-138, 189. 

^ Hughes, T.E.F. 'Australia in Free Asia: Both Economic and MUitary Efforts', 77??; No. 226, April 
1967,p 183. 

^Ibid. 

* Meaney, T<ie\ille Austi-alia and the World Longman Cheshire, Melboume, 1985, p 721. 

' CPD, (H of R), Vol. 61, 5 November 1968, p 2429. 

'°Ibid. 

" Josh, Haricharan Singh (ed.) India's Foreign Policy: Nehm to Rao, Indian CouncU of Worid 
Affairs, Surjeet PubUcations, New Delhi, 1994, p 52. Also see, MEA, External Affairs Minister, 
Sardar Swaran Suigh's statement in New Delhi, lamenting the bombing of North Vietnam on 29 June 
1966, Foreign Affairs Record, Vol. XII, No. 6, Govemment of India, New Delhi, p 156. 
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reporters in Sydney that India's position was 'that war would not provide a solution.' *̂  

Questioned by Kuldip Nayer, Editor, The Statesman, about America's 'Domino theory' 

which envisaged that should Vietnam faU, Laos, Cambodia and the rest of South East 

Asia would follow, she stated: 

I think the Americans themselves do not believe in the Domino theory anymore. We 
have never believed in foreign presence anywhere because we feel that this is an 
uivitation to tension... it produces a reaction. '̂  

Clearly the governments of HoU, Gorton and McMahon that foUowed Menzies 

continued with Australia's traditional foreign poUcy thmst: support for those countries 

of the region which were anti-Communist; alignment with US strategic objectives in 

Asia mcluding slavish reliance on the logic of its actions Ui Vietnam; and, showmg no 

more genume Uiterest m the demands of poorer nations of Asia and Afiica for greater 

poUtical, economic and racial equity in intemational affairs than was the case under 

Menzies. As Stargardt observes, 'AustraUan conservatives tended to look on Asia as 

an arena for action, rather than on Asians as actors.' *'* More evidence of this is seen in 

the Minister for Extemal Affairs, Paul Hasluck's statement to a Conference of South 

East Asian and South West Pacific Nations and Organisations in Canberra in April 

1967 that 'a withdrawal from Asia ... is isolation in Us most fooUsh form.' *̂  On 

Vietnam, Hasluck's statement below, contrasting sharply with Whitlam's, was a good 

example of why India with its constant appeal to those outside the region to not Uivolve 

'̂  Mukherjee, Dilip The Statesman, Delhi, 22 May 1968, p 1. 

'̂  Kumar, Satish (ed.). Documents on India's Foreign Policy 1972, MacmUlan, Delhi, 1976, pp 27-28. 
In condenming the Vietnam War, Mrs Gandhi took the opportunity at the nonaUgned summit at 
Lusaka to refer to the destruction of plant life and food through chemical contamination in the 
Vietnam war and said that' [t]he only way to have a clean war is not to have a war at all.' See Aspects 
of our Foreign Policy: From Speeches and Writings of Indira Gandhi, AU India Congress Committee, 
Delhi, 1973, p 34. 

'" Stargardt, A.W. Austi-alia's Asian Policies: The History of a Debate 1839-1972, Institute of Asian 
Affairs, Hamburg, 1977, p 228. 

'̂  CNIA, Statement by die Minister for Extemal Affairs, Vol. 38, April 1967, p 163. A February 1970 
report from, retiring Australian Ambassador to the US, Sir Keith Waller, wamed of Washington's 
intention to down grade mUitary and economic ties with the Asia-Pacific region. See Inside Canberra. 
26 February 1970, in Neville Meaney, Australia and the World. Longman Cheshire, Melboume, 1985, 
p714. 
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themselves in Asia, had difficulty m engaging any more constmctively with the post-

Menzies Australia: 

Australia is part of this stmggle because we cannot aUow it to be lost by default. ... 
We are in it by our own choice and our ovra decision because the result is a matter of 
cmcial importance to us, to all the people of Australia. '̂  

Contrary to Hasluck's view ofthe dire consequences of faUure in Vietnam, acadenucs 

Robert Hunter (who also worked in the White House on the President's staff), and 

PhiUip Windsor in a critical analysis of US-Vietnam policy and Us ImpUcations for Asia, 

observed in 1968 that 'the arguments Ui favour of US Uivolvement in Vietnam are 

based upon hypotheses which, although they way be tme, have little basis in experience 

of Asian conflicts and do not permit calculations that can be made with a reasonable 

degree of probability.' *' [emphasis in original] 

While India was not impressed by AustraUa's support of US policy in Vietnam (and Ui 

Korea in the early 1950s), a part of Us forward defence philosophy, ** U was Australia's 

discriminatory immigration policy that was seen as one of Us worst features, the 

unkindest cut of aU. While some easing ofthe 'White Australia' PoUcy between 1966 

and 1972 did take place, U did not completely remove the colour based nature ofthe 

discrimination. For example, preferential treatment for Europeans with assistance on 

passage costs to AustraUa and, on residential requirements for naturahsation, 

continued. A British subject required an year's residence to gain citizenship; for 

non-British persons it was five years. '̂  In July 1969, just three and a half years 

'̂  CPD, (H of R), Vol. 50, 10 March 1966, p 177. 

'̂  See RE. Hunter and P. Windsor 'Vietiiam and United States Policy in Asia', International Affairs. 
A Quarterly Review, Vol. 44, No. 2, AprU 1968, p 212. 

'* 'Austialia's Military Commitment to Vietiiam', Paper prepared from Departinent of Foreign Affairs 
Files and tabled in the House of Representatives, Department of Foreign Affairs, 13 May 1975, pp 11, 
13-17, ui NeviUe Meaney, Austi-alia and the World, Longman Cheshire, Melboume, 1985, 
pp 670-673. 

" T.B. Millar, 'The Austialia-Britain Relationship: Where Has ft Come To?' TRT No. 266, April 
1977, p 199. 
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before Whitlam came into office, AustraUa's Minister for Immigration, BiUy Snedden, 

stated that: '[w]e must have a single culture. If migration implies multi-culture 

activities within Australian society, then U is not the type of culture AustraUa wants.' ^ 

Relaxation ofthe poUcy beyond the concessions made begUming in 1964, with aUowing 

the entry of part Europeans, was mled out by Prime Minister McMahon as late as 1971 

when he said that in conditions of 'over full employment [my emphasis] then special 

consideration will be given to non-Europeans being mtegrated into Australia ...' 

Thus, a degree of discrimination continued till the abrogation ofthe policy by Whitlam 

along with a number of related Whitlam initiatives to remove discrimination in the 

treatment of non-Europeans. ^̂  These had a significant Unpact on the way AustraUa 

was perceived in India as the narrative reveals. 

India 1966-1972: Indira Gandhi 

This leads neatly to Mrs Gandhi, who became Prime Mmister in 1966, and her 

operational and psychological view ofthe world seen as Unportant because U was Mrs 

(jandhi with whom Whitlam deaU on bilateral issues during his Prime Mmistership. 

India too, like Australia, faced a very different world about this time. Though Nehm, 

the architect of modem India had gone, the country's foreign policy, m Narayanan's 

view, 'approximates more closely to the world-view of Jawaharlal Nehm and the non-

aligned than to that ofthe protagonists of Cold War alignment.' ^ R.L. Park, m an 

analysis of India's extemal policy, makes the observation that'[o]ne measure of Mr 

'^^ Whitlam, Gon^ Abiding Interests, University of Queensland Press, Qld., 1997, p 86. 

'̂ The Daily News, Ceylon, 29 January 1971, p 5. 

^̂  See, Gough Whitiam, The Whitlam Govemment: 1972-1975, Viking, Victoria, 1985, pp 501-502, 
for details ofthe changes. 

" Narayanan, K.R. 'New Perspectives in Indian Foreign Policy', TRT, No. 248, October 1972, p 453. 
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Nehm's lasting influence on foreign policy has been the pledge made by his successors, 

... Shastri and ... Mrs Gandhi, to continue the poUcies he shaped.' '̂* LUce her father, 

Mrs Gandhi was determined to rid the world of coloniaUsm. She told the Lok Sabha: 

We have been subjected to foreign domination and we, at least my generation, 
cannot forget the arrogance - or the humiUation - ofthe domination. Therefore rt is 
natural for us to speak out when we see similar things happening to other people. " 

In the new environment, Mrs Gandhi was no less committed to nonaUgnment as India's 

basic foreign poUcy position and even told ParUament that 'all countries were 

becomUig non-aligned to-day though they might not call themselves so.' ^ At the 

NAM summit of 1973 in Algiers, she said '[n]on-aUgnment was bom as an assertion of 

our wUl to be sovereign and not a mere object of imperial history. ... It was a principled 

contribution to peace. Non-alignment has not lost any of its relevance even though the 

rigid attributes of the Cold War have softened.' ^' James PlimsoU, who was 

AustraUa's High Commissioner to India in the mid 1960s, had this view ofthe poUcy 

when he wrote to Canberra about the neutraUsm of the post-Nehm India: 'India's 

poUcy of non-alignment acquired a new slant, bom out of a desire to keep the Soviet 

Union from combining with China agamst India.' *̂ Whilst this reason has also been 

used to explain why India did everything U possibly could to ensure the Soviet Union 

kept to its deliveries of arms to India during the 1962 Border War with Chma, 

nonalignment nevertheless remained an Unportant moral premise for India under Mrs 

'^^ Park, Richard L. 'India's Foreign Policy', Foreign Policy in World Politics, Roy C. Macridis (ed.) 
5tii Edition, Prentice Hall, New Jersey, 1976, pp 321-322. 

^̂  MEA, Foreign Affairs Record, Vol. XIII, No. 7, July 1967, Division, Govemment of India, New 
Delhi, pp 98-101. 

^^Ibid 

^̂  Dhar, A.N. 'Renewing a Faith', Indian Express, 17 September 1973, in Shri Ram Sharma, Indian 
Foreign Policy Annual Survey: 1973, Sterling PubUshers, New Delhi, 1977, p 116. For a number of 
views presented at a symposium held m May 1980 hi New Delhi, on how tiie policy of nonaUgnment 
may be made valid in a changing world environment, see K.P. Misra and K.R. Narayanan, Non-
Alignmentin Contemporary Intemational Relations, Vikas PubUcations, NewDeUii, 1981. 

^ AA, despatch No. 2/64, 2 Jime 1%4 from J. PUmsoU, Australian High Commissioner in New Delhi, 
to DEA Series A1838/272, Item 169/1/3, Part 3. 
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Gandhi. For instance, rejectmg the view that the 1962 War had made nonaUgnment 

unsustainable, she told reporters in Sydney that 'Chinese aggression had in fact made 

non alignment aU the more valuable ...' ^̂  Nehm too affirmed India's continuing 

adherence to nonalignment notvvithstanding Chinese aggression and the support India 

received from many Westem countries mcluding AustraUa: 'but that does not mean we 

have weakened in our desire to adhere to non-alignment policy.' ^^ Krishna Menon 

offered a similar explanation when questioned on U by Michael Brecher as discussed in 

Chapter Five above. 

However, the 1971 Bangladesh War and the Sino-American support for Pakistan led 

Mrs (jfandhi closer to the Soviet Union resulting in questions being raised about India's 

claUn to bemg nonaligned. She said '[i]t was against this background of dangerous 

Pakistan-Sino-US collusion that I signed the Treaty of Peace, Friendship and 

Cooperation with the Soviet Union on August 9 1971.' *̂ She has also commented 

that '[djetractors have made strenuous efforts to misinterpret the purpose and 

contents of the treaty, but the last two years have proved that these allegations and 

insinuations are without foundation ...' ^̂  . In an obvious reference to US support for 

Pakistan in the conflict, Mrs Gandhi referred to the US sending 'the warship Enterprise 

to support a mthless miUtary dictatorship and to intimidate a democracy, and the 

extraordinary simUarity ofthe attitudes adopted by the United States and China.' ^̂  

According to an editorial Ui The Round Table, in the aftermath of the India-Pakistan 

War over East Pakistan in 1971, the US saw rapprochement with China as a part of Us 

wider interest, and Pakistan's geographic value to China provided Nixon wUh a ready 

^̂  Mukherjee Dilip, The Statesman, Delhi, 22 May 1968, p 1. 

^ Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches: March 1963 - May 1964, Vol. V, Mirustiy of Broadcasting & 
Information, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1968, pp 199-200. 

" Bhatia, Vinod Indira Gandhi and Indo-Soviet Relations, Panchsheel Publishers, New Delhi, 1987, 
p46. 

^̂  Sharma, Shri Ram Indian Foreign Policy Annual Survey: 1973, Sterling PubUshers, New Delhi, 
1977,p 184. 

^̂  Aspects of our Foreign Policy from Speeches and Writings of Indira Gandhi, All India Congress 
Committee, New Delhi, 1973, p 12. 
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link to Peking through its SEATO partner. '̂* V.P. Dutt, Ui his critique on Sino-US 

policies in the Sub-Continent, argues that at the time ofthe East Pakistan crisis 'the 

United States was preoccupied with the development of detente wUh Peking and the 

contours of the Washington-Peking-Islamabad equation were already visible.'^^ It 

is not surprising then that Mrs Gandhi in her speech welcoming Whitlam on his visU 

to New Delhi in 1973, stated that '[tjhe relaxation of cold war postures have exposed 

the hoUowness of nulitary alliances but old concepts of balance of power stiU 

overshadow us.' ^̂  

It is important to note that on Bangladesh too the Whitiam (}ovemment's view 

expressed by the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Lionel Bowen, in Australia months 

before Whitiam's meeting with Mrs Gandhi, were more understanding than India could 

have expected from someone like Menzies. The Minister told Parliament: 

In looking at the new situation, we acknowledge too that the power balance has 
changed. Instead of two states, not so dissimUar in capacity, we now have three, of 
which India is largely the pre eminent in terms of population, economic stiength and 
military c^abdity. This is not necessarily a dismpting factor. It may in fact lead 
to a more settied situation; but it is an important change. ^̂  

As a part of this background leading up to the Gandhi-Whitiam 1972-1975 period of 

the bilateral relationship, it is also usefiil to see how Mrs Gandhi saw the two super 

powers in her foreign policy sweep, in contrast to the HoU-Gorton-McMahon view. 

On her relations with the Soviet Union she said: 

The Soviet Union shares the Indian view on the maintenance of peace and the 
elimination of racialism and colonialism. On these issues it has supported the 

^"^ 'The Reconstinction ofthe Sub-Continent', TRT, No. 247, July 1972, p 275. 

^̂  Dutt, V.P. 'US and Chinese Policies in the Subcontinent' South Asia, The Changing Environment, 
Chandrajit Channa (ed.) MERB BooksheU; New Delhi, 1979, p 82. 

^̂  MEA, Foreign Affairs Record. Vol. XIX, No. 1, 1973, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1973, 
p2l5. 

" CNIA, May 1972, in Claire Clark, (ed.), Australia's Foreign Policy: Towards A Reassessment, 
CasseU, North Melboume, 1973, pp 185-186. For Whitiam's view of tiie East Pakistan crisis of 1971, 
see A.W. Stargardt, Austi-alia's Asian Policies. A History of a Debate 1839-1972, Institute of Asian 
Affairs, Hamburg, 1977, pp 210-211; AFAR, August 1973, Vol. 44, No. 8, DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 
pp 554-555. 
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Afro-Asian stand in the United Nations and elsewhere. When matters vitaUy 
concerning our national security and integrity, such as Goa, ICashmir and more lately 
Bangladesh, became subjects of intemational controversy, the Soviet assessment of 
the merits ofthe case coincided largely with our own. ̂ * 

In explaining Indo-US relations, she referred to the divisions generated by bloc poUtics 

and India's resolve to remain independent of it: 

A newly freed people, jealous of their independence, could not resign themselves to 
this position, nor could we isolate ourselves from what was happening around us. 
Successive US administiations have ignored the fact that India must see her 
problems and her relationships in a different perspective. ... India was regarded 
with disapproval and resentment because of her independent policy. ...Despite 
fluctuations of mood, our relationship as a whole has been uneasy over a long 
period. ̂ ' 

The supply of arms to Pakistan and its membership of SEATO were also issues that 

Mrs Gandhi saw as Unpediments to better relations with the US, ^ Australia's principal 

ally. But more than her father, Nehm, Mrs Gandhi was a realist, aware not only of 

where the power lay in relation to regional security but also the dynamics of changing 

alignments. She once told the press that India wished to be friendly with aU, 'but let us 

not be too exercised where we stand wUh Russia, China and America. What is 

important is that we stand for ourselves.' "** 

The Maiden Indian Prime Ministerial Visit 

Mrs (jandhi visUed Australia in May 1968 (the first by an Indian Prime Minister) in a 

bid to narrow the wide gulf that separated the interests of the two democracies under 

the previous Nehm-Menzies governments. The Age Newspaper in an editorial 

comment on the visit stated: 

^̂  Aspects of our Foreign Policy from Speeches and Writings of Indira Gandhi, All India Congress 
Committee, New Delhi, 1973, p 10. 

^^n)id.,pp 11-12 

"̂  Ibid, p 12. 

"' Narayanan, K.R. 'New Perspectives in Indian Foreign Policy', TRT. No. 248, October 1972, p 459. 
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Austialia's adoption of an aUiance stiategy and India's pursuit of the 
permissive principles ofnon-alignment have pointed them along separate paths in 
many of the major intemational crises ofthe post-war years.' "̂  

Referring to a 'new imperial' China and Britain's 'east of Suez' withdrawal poUcy -

which the editorial argued were reasons for closer convergence between the two 

countries - it added that Mrs Gandhi's visU symboUsed 'the growing identity of mterest 

between her country and ours.' ^^ In India, Dilip Mukherjee reporting the visU in The 

Statesman, observed that the talks between Mrs Gandhi and Prime Mmister Gorton 

were 'seen as a first step towards a common approach to problems of troubled South 

East Asia ...' particularly m the circumstances of Britain's planned withdrawal; he said 

Mrs (jandhi saw the talks as 'the beginning of a new relationship between the two 

countries.' Gorton's response at a meeting with the visitUig Indian reporters was 

that 'it had been usefiil to both to get to know and understand the thinking underlymg 

their respective attitudes to problems of mutual concern.' '*̂  Whitlam, then Leader of 

the Opposition, had a separate meeting with Mrs Gandhi and also 'urged greater 

Australian help both by way of aid for Indian agricultural programmes and through 

greater access to AustraUan markets for India's manufacturers.' '** 

In spUe of Australian media expectations at the time that 'Mrs Gandhi's visU wiU 

provoke a re-examination of AustraUa's own role in Asia and, in particular, our poUcy 

towards India Uself...' *^, there was littie to mark the bUateral relationship during the 

Gorton-McMahon period by way of an improvement on the indifference that 

characterised it in the Menzies years. 

42 The Age, Melboume, 21 May 1968, The Editorial. 

' 'Ibid 
44 Mukherjee, DUip The Statesman, Delhi, 23 May 1968, p 1. 

'^Md. 

"̂  Uiid., p 14. 
47 The Age, Melboume, 21 May 1968, (The Editorial). 
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The Whitlam Impact 

Arriving in a new environment, the Whitlam Govemment took a positive view of the 

impact of the new US poUcy of withdrawal from Asia, seeing U as reducUig 

intemational bipolar rivalry and helping regional stabUity. But, of course, there were 

other significant intemational changes that had ahered the political environment. 

Whitiam himself acknowledged this when he told ParUament, '[t]he change in the 

Australian Govemment came at a time of very great changes m intemational relations, 

particularly affecting our region.' *^ CamiUeri has stated that these changes ' had 

greatly altered AustraUa's domestic as well as extemal environment ...' observmg that 

the Whitlam Government, when it gamed office, 'was acutely aware of the need to 

question many ofthe assumptions which had for so long limited AustraUa's diplomatic 

freedom of action.' '*̂  R.A Woolcott, Deputy Secretary Department of Foreign 

Affans, in an address to the AustraUan-Asian Association Ui May 1974, argued v^th 

much tmth that '[a]ll Governments must be responsive to changes in their external 

surroundings otherwise their poUcies become outmoded and anachronistic' "̂ 

Contuiuing the theme of extemal change and the need to react appropriately, Woolcott 

reasoned: 

By 1972 we needed a new China policy, a different and more mature relationship 
with the United States, a new approach to our historic links with the United 
Kingdom, a fresh and more genuine approach to the intemational issues of race 
and continuing colonialism and a new emphasis on our involvement with the 
neighbouring South East Asian region. '̂ 

"̂  CPD, (H of R), Vol. 84, 24 May 1973, p 2643. 

'" CamiUeri, J.A. From Whitlam to Eraser, Allan Patience & Brian Head (eds.), Oxford University 
Press, Melboume, 1979, p 252. 'The election of Labour governments in both Austialia and New 
Zealand during 1972 portended a readjustment of those countries' forward defence postures, and 
subsequent efforts by Whitiam and Kirk-RowUng governments to constmct patterns of political and 
economic regional influence more independent of the American defence deterrent and of ANZUS. 
These policy realignments included increased diplomatic and economic contacts with both the Soviet 
Union and China.' See WUUam T. Tow, 'Western Defence in the Asian Pacific-Region', TRT, No. 
270, April 1978, p 159. 

^°AFAR, 'AustraUa and Asia in tiie Seventies', May 1974, Vol. 45, No. 5, DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 
p316. 

^'n)idp3l7. 
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It must be remembered, however, that Whitiam's mterest m Asia was consistently in 

evidence from the time he entered ParUament in 1953, exempUfied fiirther with his 

announcement within months of gainmg office that 'a second Asia Division would be 

estabUshed within the Department of foreign Affairs.' " Not surprisingly, educated 

Indians were aware of this different AustraUan politician with many of his poUtical 

views similar to India's. As far as they were concemed, -and this Uicluded Mrs Gandhi 

as the narrative shows - the AustraUan poUtical landscape changed with the Whitlam 

arrival. His decisive action to remove the residual effects of the 'White AustraUa' 

Policy and detemunation to remove racism at the intemational level were some of the 

reasons for the change in the way India saw AustraUa. Any lingering resentment from 

the Menzies era was removed by Whitlam's actions and poUcy declarations. 

Then, again, intemational interest in the Indian-AustraUan regional context, had also 

started to change by the end of the 1960s. The Cold War preoccupation of the 

Menzies era with Communism and the fear of China, given expression through 

dependence on the Westem alUance, was no longer of the same significance to 

Australia. President Nixon's policy of easing US involvement in Asia " perceived Ui 

Australia as less military, and psychological, support, redefined foreign poUcy 

perspectives and choices for AustraUa. Yet the conservative governments of Gorton 

and McMahon had difficulty commg to terms with these changes, seeing them as 

increasing Australia's exposure to the traditional enemy, the Communists. There was 

Whitiam's historic visU to China in mid 1971 which was frowned upon by the 

Australian Govemment with Prime MUuster McMahon accusing Whitlam of "an 

impertinence to the leader ofthe United States .. and it is not Ukely to be forgotten by 

'"^AFAR, March 1973, Vol. 44, No. 3, DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, p 201. 

" For President Nixon's speech at Guam on 25 July 1969 on US retieat from Asia (The Nixon 
Doctiine) see Neville Meaney, Austi-alia and the World, Longman Cheshire, Melboume, 1985, p 707. 
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the American administration." ^̂  But, then. President Nixon had sent Kissinger to 

China on a similar diplomatic mission to prepare the way for his own visU, without; 

even informing McMahon. " Australia's then Minister for Extemal Affans, LesUe 

Bury's comments on the proposed Nixon visit to meet with Chou En-Lai Ulustrate the 

Liberal CoaUtion Government's reaction to the shift in America's attitude to China: 

The settuig aside of so much knowledge and experience and the substitiition of 
amateurs impelled by democratic political motives is in my view fraught with 
danger. I hate to see the far reaching interests of AusttaUa and our fiiends and 
allies to the near north dragged by the chariot wheels of American poUtical 
processes. ... It is deplorable when foreign policy which mns to the very root of 
national security, is allowed to become the plaything of party politics. ^ 

Bury also wamed the Australia-Malaysia-Singapore Association in an address Ui 

Sydney that the US had 'given notice that AustraUa and other Asian nations must be 

more self-reliant in defence.' " 

For the hypothesis that Whitiam's arrival had a positive impact on the India-Australia 

relationship, it is necessary to contrast the pre-Whitlam poUcies and concems with 

those of the Whitlam Government's. Unlike his predecessor McMahon, Whitlam 

responded to the extemal changes through a number of foreign poUcy initiatives, but 

ordy some of these are of relevance and interest to this Chapter on the Whitlam impact 

on India relations. Among them, the decisive repudiation by Whitlam of the 'White 

AustraUa' Immigration PoUcy, which the Indians found offensive, ranks high. Naturally 

then, in the chronology of India-AustraUa relations, the election of the Whitlam 

''' Macleod, Alexander 'The New Foreign PoUcy in Australia and New Zealand', TRT, No. 255, July 
1974, p 288. Also see, William McMahon's Speech to a Young Liberals Rally in Melboume, on 12 
July 1971, The Austi-alian. 13 July 1971, in NeviUe Meaney, Austi-alia and the World. Longman 
Cheshire, Melboume, 1985, p 728; JR. McLelland 'The AusfraUan PoUtical Scene', TRT, No. 246, 
April 1972, p 256. 

^̂  Peter Howson, a Minister in the McMahon govemment of 1971-1972, notes in his Diary that the 
Government's criticism of Whitiam for his statements made in China 'were made fatuous when it was 
leamed that President Nixon was going to China also.' See The Howson Diaries: The Life of Politics, 
Don Aitidn(ed). Viking, Victoria, 1984, p684. 

^̂  'Nixon's Trip Condemned', The Daily News, Ceylon, 3 August 1971, p 5. 

'̂ 'Defence: Asia must be more self-reliant'. The Observer, Ceylon, 15 May 1971, p 3. 
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Government m December 1972 is an important event and relative to the Menzies 

period, a second peak measured in terms of mutual bUateral interest. 

Coupled with Whitlam's decisive removal of the remnants of the 'White AustraUa' 

Policy, the new direction he gave to AustraUa's foreign policy laid a catalytic 

foundation for improved bilateral relations between India and AustraUa with real gams 

taking place in subsequent decades. Whitlam's departure from the established approach 

to Australian foreign poUcy caught the attention ofthe Indians. Addressing ParUament 

not long after his election to office Whitlam stated: 

The change of govemment provides a new opportunity for us to reassess the 
whole range of Australian foreign policies and attitudes. ... Our thinking is 
towards a more independent Australian stance in intemational affairs, and towards 
an Australia which will be less mUitarily oriented and not open to suggestions of 
racism; an Austialia which wiU enjoy a growing standing as a distinctive, 
tolerant, co-operative and well regarded nation not only in the Asian and Pacific 
region, but in the world at large. *̂ 

Whitlam's independence in foreign policy is even attested to by Marshall Green, the US 

Ambassador to AustraUa, who, speaking on the changes in Australian-American 

relations, told an intemational audience in New York that Australia was ' determmed to 

do Us own thing', and that '[tjhey don't want to be in lock-step with American 

policy.' ^̂  This was mdeed independence in policy considering the years of loyalty to 

American policy famously endorsed by Prime Minister Harold Holt's 'all the way with 

LBJ' ^^ conunitment to US policy in Vietnam, loyalty that India, had assumed as being 

central to AustraUa's foreign poUcy detemunation. Nehm thought AustraUa was 'a 

stooge of the United States and was convinced that we could have no opinion of our 

*̂  CPD, (H of R), Vol. 84, 24 May 1973, p 2643. Also see, E.G. Whitiam's address to die National 
Press Club, Washington, on 30 July 1973, AFAR, August 1973, Vol. 44. DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 
pp 527-530. 

^' Meaney, NevUle 'The United States', Austi-alia in World Affairs 1971-1975, W.J. Hudson, (ed.), 
George Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1980, p 205. 

^ For Prime Minister HoU's Speech on 30 June 1966 at tiie White House and reported in The Sydney 
Morning Herald, see Neville Meaney ̂ «5fra/ifl and the World. Longman Cheshire, Melboume, 1985, 
pp 696-697. 
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own on the great intemational issues, or freedom to express U.' *̂ Viviani captures the 

momentous Whitlam impact with this observation: 

... the years of post-war reconstmction and the Menzies era are a kind of black hole 
in our minds. For many of our students, and their parents history starts with the 
Whitiam Govenunent, and with respect to the White AustraUa PoUcy, that 
Govemment is seen in an unquestioning way as responsible for its abolition. ̂ ^ 

For the Indians, there was also Whitlam's speech to the UN General Assembly Ui 1974 

which encapsulated his world view ^̂  and stood m contrast to that of Menzies' and 

those who followed him between 1966 and 1972. Like Nehm who started to stamp his 

personaUty on Indian and intemational politics twenty five years earlier when from 

1947 he adopted an independent stand free of great power dictates, Whitiam too 

sought to assert AustraUa's independence in foreign poUcy. Fitzgerald's description of 

the new and courageous AustraUa, has echoes of India's post-independence response to 

the outside world through Nehm: 

There was also the discovery which is that of the child when it suddenly finds 
there is something in its envirorunent it can control, and thereby grows in 
personality and self confidence. We had gone against the United States and the 
sky had not fallen. We went on to go against it in Vietnam and stUl the sky 
remained suspended. We could do Austialian things, as we had done with 
China, and then with other neighbours. We could define ourselves as we 
wanted to and in relation to our Asian neighbours, who were our new points of 
reference. '̂' 

'̂ Crocker, W.R. Australian Ambassador: International Relations at First Hand, Melboume 
University Press, Victoria, 1971, p 200. 

^̂  Viviani, N. 'Intellectuals and the abolition of the White Austialia Policy', The Abolition of the 
White Australia Policy: The Immigration Reform Movement Revisited, Nancy Viviani, (ed.), 
Australia-Asia paper No. 65, Centie for the Study of AustraUa-Asia Relations, Griffith University, 
Qld., 1992, p 33. Also see, WD. Borrie, 'Changes in Inunigration Pattems since 1972', The 
Australian People: An Encyclopedia ofthe Nation. Its People and their Origins, James Jupp, (ed.) 
Angus & Robertson, NSW, 1988, p i l l . 

^̂  See Prime Minister E.G. Whitlam's Speech to the General Assembly UN, 30 September 1974, 
AFAR, Vol. 45, No. 9, September 1974, DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, pp 576-583. 

^ Fitzgerald Stephen Is Australia an Asian Country?, Allen & Unwin, NSW, 1997, pp 24-25. 
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Colour-Blind Immigration: The Test of Good Faith 

A recurrent theme of this thesis has been India's deep sensitivity to racial 

discrinunation. Although Nehm was no longer there, his abhorrence of colour based 

discrimination was no less felt by Mrs. Gandhi's Govemment.̂ ^ In 1973 the Minister 

for Extemal Affans at the time, Swaran Singh, addressing the UN General Assembly Ui 

October 'laid particular stress on the twUi phenomena of colonial domination and racial 

bigotry in Afiica, as the greatest burden on the conscience ofthe world.' ^ He also 

assured the UN of India's support for outiawing Apartheid in South Afiica. ^' 

A mark of Whitlam's character, and evident from the time he entered politics, was his 

disdain for racial discrimination. Before he became Prime Miruster, m an article entUled 

'AustraUa and Her Region', Whitlam wrote '[t]he taint of racism which tarnishes our 

reputation through our attitudes to South Afiica, New Guinea and our own Aborigines 

must be removed if we are to be a good neighbour Ui our region.'̂ ^ During research 

for this study it was found that some of the public servants interviewed Ui India were 

also famiUar with Whitlam's consistent stand against racism. ^̂  

Because of India's consistent condenmation of racial poUcies, the 'White AustraUa' 

Policy, is of singular importance to any discussion of the bilateral relationship. It 

therefore warranted the specific examination carried out Ui Chapter Five above. 

However, a few of Whitiam's poUcy actions to exempUfy his government's enlightened 

^̂  See B.R. Bhagat's (Minister of State for Extemal Affairs) address to tiie UN on racial 
discrimination August 1%8 in MEA Foreign Affairs Record, Vol. XFV, NO. 8, August 1%8, 
Govemment of India, New Delhi, pp 187-188; M.N. Naghnoor's (MP, representative of India) 
Statement in Special Committee UN, on Apartheid , 31 October 1%8, in MEA Foreign Affairs 
Record, Vol. XIV, No. 10, October 1968, Govemment of India, New Delhi, pp 257-259. 

^ UN General Assembly Meeting 2136/2, October 1973, in Shri Ram Sharma, Indian Foreign Policy 
Annual Survey: 1973, Sterling Publishers Intemational, NewDeUii, 1977, p 176. 

'' Ibid. 

^ Whitiam, Gough 'AustiaUa and Her Region', Towards a New Austi-alia: Under a Labor 
Govemment, John McLaren, (ed.), Cheshire, Melboume, 1972, p 19. 

^̂  Interview with V.K. Jain, Director, Library & Information, MEA, Govemment of India, 27 January 
1999, at MEA Office, New Delhi. 
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attitiide to immigration and other questions are usefiil in explaining why India saw hun 

as a leader aware of Australia's geography, with Us cultural and economic diversity,; 

and not just obsessed with protecting its European history. The restrictive situation 

that existed on immigration under previous governments (Menzies to McMahon, 1949-

1972) conveyed in Whitiam's words best iUustrates the contrasting environments: 

Until the end of 1972 residents of Asia and Africa who wished to come to 
Austialia, even if they were British-protected persons, had to come to the nearest 
Austialian post to be visually assessed. The resentments over tiie racist 
deportations and exclusions from White Austialia in 1949 and 1964 were not 
expunged ui our region and especiaUy in India, the Philippines and Fiji until 
Grassby intioduced the comprehensive, rational and humane Australian 
Citizenship Bill in April 1973 and I visited India ui June 1973 ... My 
Govemment not only jettisoned the White Australia practices but introduced 
equal opportimities for Australians of all ethnic, reUgious and cultural 
backgrounds. °̂ 

S. Chandrasekhar states Prime Minister Gough Whitlam deserves 'all credit for this 

definitive declaration of a progressive poUcy ...' *̂ . Kermeth Rivett captures the depth 

ofthe change and increduUty wUh which news ofthe Whitlam Government's decisive 

abandonment ofthe 'White Australia' PoUcy in 1973 was received in 'diplomatic and 

perhaps other political circles in Asia ...' ^̂  with this question, '[b]ut can it be beUeved, 

when any account of earlier policies towards actual, and would be migrants from India 

makes such depressing reading?' " 

There were a number of related Uutiatives, apart from the removal of inunigration 

restrictions based on colour, that India warmed to. In Febmary 1975 Whitlam 

introduced a BiU in Parliament to ensure Australia conformed wUh the Intemational 

Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination. The Whitlam 

™ Whitlam, E.G. Abiding Interests, University of Queensland. Press, Qld., AusttaUa, 1997, p 87. 

'̂ Chandrasekhar, S. 'A Brief History of Australia's Immigration Policy, with Special Reference to 
India's Nationals', From India to Australia, S. Chandrasekhar (ed.) Population Review Books, 
California, 1992, p 28. 

" Rivett, K. 'From White Austialia to the Present', From India to Austi-alia. S. Chandrasekhar (ed.) 
Population Review Books, California, 1992, p 58. 

"Ibid. 
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Government rejoined the UN Committee of Twenty Four on Decolonisation and also 

supported, with greater vigour, Australia's stand at the UN agamst Apartheid 

and the white minority regimes in South Afiica and Rhodesia. It terminated trade 

wUh Rhodesia and closed the Rhodesian Information Centre in Sydney. In the Lok 

Sabha Mrs Gandhi herself observed that 'the festering of Rhodesian sore is poisoning 

the Commonwealth relations ...'''*. 

In another first for Australia, the Whitlam Govemment contributed to a UN fimd for 

assisting 'the educational development and other aspnations of the people of Southem 

Africa.' Whitlam once spoke ofthe value of removing racist governments in Afiica, 

and in a television interview v^th Lord Chalfont in London, in December 1973, 

described the leaders of South Africa as being 'as bad as Hitler ...' '̂  . He even went 

fiirther than Nehm, a trenchant critic of the racist South Afiican regUne, to suggest 

that, 'violence would be justified in the South Afiican context, ...' ^̂  a comment that 

drew a rebuke from South Afiica's Prime Minister Vorster. *̂ In 1972, Whitlam 

enforced a policy of disallowing entry into AustraUa, even in a transit capacity, of 

sports teams that were selected on a racial basis, and wrote later that '[t]he Afiican 

nations had no doubts about my consistent and persistent attitude.' ^' Charles Price, in 

an analysis of the Whitlam Government's immigration record says, '[o]n every 

point this Govemment has done far more than modify the work of its Liberal 

predecessors: ...' ^'^ . 

'̂' MEA, Foreign Affairs Record, Vol. XIV, No. 4, April 1968, Govemment of India, New Delhi, p 92. 

" CPD, (H of R), Vol. 84, 24 May 1973, p 2649. Also see, E.G. Whitiam's address to tiie UN General 
Assembly, on 30 September 1974 in AFAR, Vol. 45, September 1974, No. 9, DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 
pp 580-583. 

^̂  Albinski, Henry S. 'The Role of Foreign Policy in Australian Electoral Politics: Some Explanations 
and Speculations', ̂ Msrra//an Outlook. Vol. 28, No. 2, August 1974, p 123. 

" Clark, Ian 'The Indian Ocean', Austi-alia in World Affairs 1971-75, W.J. Hudson, (ed.), George 
Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1980, p 317. 

«̂n>id 

^' Whitiam, E.G. Abiding Interests, University of Queensland Press, Qld., 1997, p 205. 

^ Price, Charles 'Beyond White Australia: The Whitiam Govemment's Immigration Record', TRT, 
No. 258, April 1975, p 377. 
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The effect of all this on India (1972-1975), a nation that consistently showed Us 

contempt for racialism through Nehm, Menon and others in the Congress Party from^ 

the inception of nationhood, (and even in the days of the Raj), was obviously very 

favourable and cannot be overstated in understandUig the Whitlam period of the 

bilateral relationship. 

Colonialism and Vestigial Links 

There were other policy areas of concern to India where Whitlam's strong stand 

against colonialism earned him a lot of respect in India. As early as 1957, in a speech 

to ParUament on Indonesia's claim to Dutch-held West New Guinea, Whitiam spoke of 

the principle that people of a territory have the right to determine their own 

govemment, and observed that the Dutch colonial arguments were 'comparable to 

what would have been the position if Britain had retained Kashmir ...' *̂ . The stand he 

took was all the more remarkable because the 'support for continued Netheriands 

control in West New (juinea [WNG] was part ofthe Evatt-Burton [Labor] legacy.' ̂ ^ 

An expression of the anti-colonial sentiment sweeping through nationaUstic Asia, 

Australia's stand on WNG under Menzies was hardly in consonance with India's 

unrelenting attitude to coloniaUsm. In his argument supporting Indonesia's claUn, 

Whitiam drew Pariiament's attention to the voting at the UN to stress that a majority of 

Commonwealth Nations, as well as most members of SEATO, did not vote with 

AustraUa and the Dutch: 

What is U that brings about this catastrophic lack of support for Australia amongst 
aU the members of die Commonwealtii and particularly amongst tiie people in 

*' CPD, (H of R), Vol. 17, 5 December 1957, p 2955. 

*^Chauvel, Richard 'Up tiie Creek Witiiout a Paddle: Austialia, West New Guinea and tiie "Great and 
Powerfiil Friends" ', Menzies in War and Peace, Frank Cain, (ed.) Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1997, 
p 55. Evatt's view on WNG was tiiat 'tiie sovereignty of Netheriands in Westem New Guinea is 
undoubted.' See Amry & Mary BeUe Vandenbosch Austi-alia Faces Southeast Asia, University of 
Kentucky Press, Lexington, 1967, p 43. 
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our own Area? ... I believe U is tiiat we have constantiy put forward wrong pomts of 
view or support wrong points of view. ^̂  

ArguUig that the days when the United States could muster a majority of votes m the 

UN were long past, and that Russia had an even smaUer bloc, Whitlam said U was an 

AustraUan obUgation to make the West understood in Asia and vice versa, 'in the 

countries around the Indian Ocean m particular' and, lamentmg the missed opportunity 

ofthe previous ten years, he said 'we should at least leam that during the 1960s we 

must work and work hard to understand the aspirations of those countries.' '̂* 

Again in 1960 speakmg in ParUament on the Five Power Resolution (which saw a bitter 

clash between Nehm and Menzies at the UN), Whitiam remUided Menzies that India, 

'has, not by force but by prestige, the primacy in Asia and Afiica ...' '̂ . In the same 

speech, Whitlam also referred to the 1950s, throughout which Menzies, Nehm and 

Sukarno had led their respective countries; yet, he said, Menzies had failed to make any 

attempt to Unprove relations with them: 

There was an unexampled opportunity for the leader of Austialia to establish 
cordial and understanding relations with the leaders ofthe other two great powers in 
the Indian Ocean. The opportimity was lost. *̂  

Barely six months in office, Whitlam informed ParUament Ui May 1973 that AustraUa 

had attended an intemational meeting of 'experts for the support of victims of 

coloniaUsm and apartheid ...' the aim of which was to develop a 'programme of 

peacefiil action to facilitate and hasten the process of decolonisation and the elimination 

*̂  CPD, (H of R), Vol. 17, 5 December 1957, p 2955. In his call for an understanding of tiie 
Indonesian claim, Whitiam also reminded the House that the Dutch caused more Indonesian deaths in 
the late 1940s than the Japanese inflicted in the early 1940s. Ibid, p 2956. 
84 

85 

CPD, (H of R), Vol. 29, 25 October 1960, p 2342. 

Uiid., p 2340. 

*^n)id.,p2341. 
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of apartheid.' ^̂  And, at the UN in September 1974, Whitlam made his attitude to 

colonialism clear to India and aU the other nations ofthe worid assembled there: 

Of all the changes which have occurred in the intemational community since World 
War II none has more profoundly altered the face of the worid than the accession to 
independence by those peoples and states formerly under colonial rule. The process 
is not yet complete, but we look to a time in the near fixture when no territory wiU be 
controlled against its choice by a metropolitan power with whom it has no 
geographical, social, racial or cultural affinity. ̂ * 

When Whitlam made this statetnent, his govemment, nearly an year earlier, had made 

Papua New Cniinea self governing, (made effective after PNG's own ParUament 

formaUsed it in 1975), a process he described as, 'ending a false, demeaning, unworthy 

power over others.' *̂  Whitlam's prompt action on Papua New Guinea's independence 

confrasts with the Menzies' Govemment's protracted colonisation of it. In 1962, 

India's High Commissioner to AustraUa Samar Sen, told J.G. Bowden, Secretary, 

Extemal Affairs, that 'AustraUa would get more sympathy in respect of New Guinea if 

U publicized its undoubted good work there particularly if U declared a target date for 

independence.' Bowden responded by saying that, 'we consider political target dates 

bogus.' ^ The reference in Chapter One above to Minister Howson's Diary entry 

questioning the value of spendmg money on New (juinea's defence if AustraUa was 

to give U independence, illustrates Australia's previous attitudes to decolonisation. 

For India, the issue of decolonisation was inseparable from Us abhorrence of racial 

discrimination and was no less important as a precondition to progress and worid 

peace. Nehm, himself, when he spoke ofthe evils of colonialism, which he often did. 

' ' CPD, (H of R), Vol. 84, 24 May 1973, p 2649. 

*̂ Whitlam, E.G. Abiding Interests, University of Queensland Press, Qld, Austialia, 1997, p 73. 

*' Ibid., p 74. Whitiam went to Papua New Guinea in September 1974 to celebrate its independence 
after its House of Assembly had ratified independence. 

^ AA Record of conversation between I.G. Bowden and Samar Sen dated 10 January 1962, Series 
A1838/2, Item 169/10/1, Part 5. 

" Howson, Peter The Howson Diaries: the Life of Politics, Don Aitidn, (ed.) VUdng, Victoria, 1984, 
pl76. 
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used the argument of self-determination as a fiindamental right of subject peoples. For 

example, reporting to the Lok Sabha on the 1955 Bandung Conference of Afro-Asian , 

nations, Nehm said: 'In the condemnation of coloniaUsm in the weU understood sense, 

namely, the mle of one people by another, with Us attendant evUs, the conference was 

at one.'^ 

Other areas of WhUlam affinities with India's view ofthe worid mcluded those related 

to India's attitude to constitutional links with Us former colonial master, Britam; not the 

least of this was the concem India had with the role of the Monarchy in the affairs of 

the newly independent nation m 1947 discussed in Chapter Three above. There were 

other Whitlam reforms that India found were in accord wUh her own views: 

AustraUa's aboUtion ofthe British honours system; replacement ofthe British national 

anthem 'God Save the Queen' with a distinctive Australian one; replacement of 

Britain's Privy Council with AustraUa's High Court as the highest Court for hearing of 

AustraUan appeals; Whitlam's rejection of membership ofthe Privy Council, the first 

Australian Prime Minister to do so; and, the removal from AustraUan passports of the 

words'British Subject'. WhUe these changes did not have any material effect on the 

India-Australia relationship, in the view of several Indian public servants, and 

diplomats interviewed during research in India and Sri-Lanka, ^̂  they were, 

nevertheless, actions that had echoes of India's own nationalistic pride and enthusiasm 

for independence from the British Raj. As Nehm strove to free India for the Indians, 

Whitiam sought to create an Australian envnonment. As Stephen Fitzgerald states, he 

'Australianised it.' ^* 

^ Lok Sabha Debates, Part n, 30 April 1955. 
^̂  Interview with Sibrabata Tripathi, Deputy High Commissioner for India in Sri-Lanka, 10 February 
1999, at the Indian High Commission Office, Colombo. 
'" Fitzgerald op cit., p 23. 
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Regionalism, Common Causes and Consistency 

Among the many Whitiam foreign policy positions which found favour in New Delhi, 

his stand on the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace was particularly weU received. He 

told ParUament: 'we do our best to see that in the Indian Ocean the present UistaUations 

and bases are not expanded and that their numbers are not increased.' ^̂  On another 

occasion, he said '[n]o country in the Indian Ocean region wishes the 2 super powers 

to promote their rivaky in the Indian Ocean.' ^ India's stand on keeping the Indian 

Ocean as a Zone of Peace, articulated at the UN, the Commonwealth Conferences and 

the Non-Aligned Summits, stemmed from Us deep concem as weU as those of the 

region, over great power rivaUy there, and the US decision to expand Us faciUties in the 

island of Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean. 

MakUig reference to Whitlam's visit to India in 1973, India's then Minister for Extemal 

Affairs, Swaran Singh, expressed India's pleasure at Whitlam's support for, and sharing 

of, India's view that 'the Indian Ocean should be kept as an area of peace ... free from 

naval rivalry.' Describing U as a 'distinct improvement in the situation', the Minister 

added that 'the powerfiil voice of AusttaUa is also on this side and that is a positive 

factor.' ^̂  The Minister's pleasure was shared by India's southem neighbour, Sri 

Lanka, whose Prime Minister (Mrs S. BandaranaUce) introduced the origmal proposal. 

Describing the election ofthe Whitiam Govemment as a 'pleasing change' after many 

decades during which the foreign poUcies of AustraUa (and New Zealand) 'were an 

'̂  CPD, (H of R), Vol. 88, 3 April 1974, p 905. Also see. The Austi-alian, 30 March 1974 for its report 
on Whitiam's attitude to US and Soviet aims in Diego Garcia and US Ambassador MarshaU Green's 
American-interest oriented view of U, in Neville Meaney, Austi-alia and the World, Longman 
Cheshire, Melboume, 1985, pp 760-761. 
96 

97 

CPD, (H of R), Vol. 97, 7 October 1975, p 1739. 

Lok Sabha Debates, November 12, 1973, Col. 253. 
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unhappily blunt expression of their cloistered conservatism ...' ^^ an editorial of a major 

newspaper in Sri-Lanka observed that: 

Even more heartening to us in Sri-Lanka is the immediate change in AusttaUa's 
attitude to Mrs. Bandaranaike's proposal for the Indian Ocean peace zone. With Mr. 
Whitiam's election Australia has now decided to support our resolution. ^ 

From the perspective of India's judgment of AustraUan leaders and then particular view 

ofthe worid, it is important to note that their appreciation of Whitlam's foreign policy 

stance in relation to Asia did not start only after Whitiam came to office. From the 

tUne he entered the AustraUan Parliament in 1953, he articulated his stand on a number 

of foreign poUcy areas. In most, if not aU, he disapproved ofthe poUcy positions taken 

by Menzies and the Liberal Coalitions (jovemments that followed. The Indians 

naturally identified with Whitlam's basic view of the world manifest in his disceming 

pronouncements made throughout his political career. For instance, in 1967 Whitlam 

told the House that the '[cjonservatives have too long fostered the delusion that 

AustraUa's security depends on Westem forces being on the mainland of Asia.' ^^ In 

the same speech he argued that '[t]he passion of countries in this region is not ideology 

but nationalism and economic advance. Vietnam and anti-Communism blur the real 

issues as our neighbours see them.' **** 

India, no less, had consistently deprecated the argument that Us own security depended 

on the West's or the Communists involvement in the region. Nehm, in fact, articulated 

the case for regional strategic and economic cooperation, repudiating mUitary alliances 

such as SEATO as endangering regional harmony. He also saw Australia's 

participation in a regional approach as important because U shared common problems 

^ 'Austialia's 1956', (Editorial), The Daily News, Sri-Lanka, 14 December 1972. The Editorial titie 
(AustiaUa's 1956) draws a comparison of the Whitiam impact with the election of S.W.R.D. 
Bandaranaike, a democratic socialist committed to reform, as prime Miiuster of Sri-Lanka in 1956. 

^n>id. 

'°" CPD, (H of R), Vol. 56, 17 August 1967, p 219. 

"" Ibid., p 220. 
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wUh the others, particularly in South East Asia and the Pacific. On this too, Whitlam's 

view mirrored Nehm's. In an address to Pariiament, he spoke out on AustraUa's case 

for regionaUsm: 

In the long run Australia caimot rely on guarantees from outside its region. We 
must seek an accommodation within the region as the only basis for a lasting and 
secure peace. Our continuing relations with Indonesia, ... Japan, ... and with India 
which is the largest democracy of all, are more important to us than any temporary 
alignment with the United States in Vietiiam or with Britaui in Malaysia and 
Singapore. "^ 

Mrs Gandhi too had argued the case for India's poUcy of regional cooperation with 

emphasis on inclusion of aU countries Urespective of their particular 'economic, 

political or social system ...', stressing that '[i]t would be sad if regional cooperation 

was to intensify the Cold War atmosphere instead of promoting understanding within 

the region.'*"^ 

Again, in 1967, on the question of not doUig the bidding of bigger powers, Whitlam's 

advocacy was analogous to Nehm's consistent defence of India's nonaUgned position, 

unwilling to be pushed around by either ofthe super powers. Whitlam stated: '[w]e 

should not regard ourselves as subsidiaries of world powers, formerly Britain and now 

the Uruted States of America.' **''* And, then, on becoming Prime Minister, during his 

visU to India he said 'AusfraUa would no longer waU for "clearance" from Britain or 

the US as their interests might not always coincide with AustraUa's.'*"^ 

Whitlam also told the 1973 Ottawa Commonwealth Prime Ministers Conference that 

'the 18 years that Australia spent in dutifully following the Dulles' doctrine were a 

'°^ ftid., p 219. 

'°^ 'Mrs Gandhi Calls for Regional Cooperation', The Statesman, DeUii, 20 May 1968, p 1. 
104 

105 

CPD, (H of R), Vol. 56, 17 August 1967, p 219. 

'Participation in Algiers TaUcs', The Times of India, 6 June 1973, p 11. 
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waste.' ^^ As early as 1954, Whitiam advised against AustraUan mvolvement with the 

US in the latter's actions in Indo-China, the first Australian poUtician to do so, 

preferring that any involvement had the prior approval of the UN, *"' an approach 

Nehm often stressed. Then there were the intemational questions Uke SEATO, the 

Suez Crisis, the Five Power Resolution and Vietnam. In each, Whitlam argued a poUcy 

posUion not unlike that taken by India, or was unsparing in his criticism ofthe Menzies 

Govemment's policy. For example, on the Suez issue, Whitiam described Menzies' 

involvement as 'the first diplomatic disaster he brought on AustraUa by his personal 

interventions. He humiliated us over the Suez canal incident.' *°* At the time India's 

Krishna Menon too thought Menzies' mission to Cano was iU advised as described m 

Chapter Four above. On the Five Power Resolution at the UN and Menzies' 

lodgement of a counter resolution agamst Nehm, Whitlam observed that U was ' a 

move which proved disastrous' and felt Menzies was probably influenced by Sir Owen 

Dbcon's faded bid on Kashmir and 'contUiuing antipathy to Nehm.' *"̂  It must be said, 

however, that when the name of Owen Dixon as arbittator on Kashnur was suggested 

by the Security CouncU, Nehm's response was '[n]o other choice [was] likely to be 

better ...' **° . Whitlam, never an admirer of Menzies' pronouncements on Asia, said 

'[t]he noises he makes about the importance of Asia to Australia are designed to 

maintain British and American commitments on the land in Asia.'*** In 1967 he told 

ParUament that: 

'°* Kamatii, M.V. 'Commonwealth Overhauled at Ottawa', The Times of India, 12 August 1973, in 
Shri Ram Sharma, Indian Foreign Policy Annual Survey: 1973, Sterling PubUshers, New Delhi, 1977, 
pl47. 

'°^ Freudenberg, Graham A Certain Grandeur: Gough Whitlam in Politics, Sun Books, South 
Melboume, 1978, pp 56-57. 

"^ CPD, (H of R), Vol. 29, 25 October 1960, p 2340. 

"^ Whitiam, E.G. Abiding Interests, University of Queensland Press, Qld., 1997, p 20. 

"° Wolpert, Stanley Nehm: A Tryst with Destiny, Oxford University Press, New York, 1996, p 460. 

' " CPD, (H of R), Vol. 56, 17 August 1967, p 220. 
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[t]here is deep suspicion of policies which are engineered from outside tiie region. 
Thinking and ideas must spring from within a region. There must be Asian 
solutions for Asian problems. "'̂  

Mediansky refers to a senior member ofthe DEA (m the 1950s) who observed that 

'[sjome of our difficulties with India would be the less, in my opinion, if we chose to be 

less uniformly committed on United States foreign policy and methods.'**^ 

Mrs Gandhi and Whitlam: Personalities, Affinities and Fresh Prospects 

Once again the influence of personal philosophy on poUcy and relationships is seen m 

the Whitlam-Gandhi affinity. The Whitiam personality with Us broader view of the 

world was capable of accommodating India's poUcy of nonaUgnment, as well as rising 

above Australia's previously held critical view of India's preference for the Soviet 

Union over America during the Cold War. It is not difficuU to understand why an 

experienced politician Uke Mrs Gandhi, subjected to coloniaUsm and Us attendant 

racism from chUdhood, mcludUig a period often months Ui prison in 1942 at age 25, 

was able to overcome her aUegedly strong dislike of Europeans **"* (according to 

Howson) and find more things in common with Whitlam's poUtical phUosophy than 

with that of any previous Australian Prime Miiuster. 

WhUe the Whitlam personality has been referred to in Chapter Two above, at this point 

U would help to also consider briefly the Gandhi persona. From a very early age Mrs 

(jandhi was guided by Nehm. His influence m shapUig her character was made even 

stronger by their separation, forced by his imprisonment at the hands of the British. 

Much of this influence was effected through the letters they exchanged whUe he was in 

prison: for Nehm, '[Ijetters became the major medium of communicating with his 

"^ Ibid, p 219. 

"^ Mediansky, F.A. 'The Conservative Style in Australian Foreign Policy', Austi-alian Outlook, Vol. 
28, No. 1, April 1974, p 50. 

'"•Howson, op. cit., p 202. 
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daughter as also of educating her.' **̂  And, yet, she had a nund of her own on 

intemational politics, and despite Nehm's strong influence, Mrs Gandhi sometimes 

disagreed with him and wrote to him about it. **̂  Educated Ui Switzerland and Oxford 

( where her studies were ended by ilUiess), Mrs Gandhi had her first major political 

break when she was elected as President ofthe Congress Party in 1959. Peter Lyons 

probably best captures Mrs Gandhi's personaUty with this analysis: 

[t]he political style of Mrs Gandhi may be said to combine the modernising ideas of 
her father, Jawaharlal Nehm, but without his Hamlet-Uke hesitancy. Her 
decisiveness in practice, her skUls in crisis management, is more reminiscent of 
Sardar Patel - tough, realistic, not given to gratuitous explanations and justifications 
though without his touch of Hindu Chauvirusm. " ' 

According to Sonia Gandhi, '[o]ne of her distinguishing attributes was a special 

concem for the very poor.' *** Writer M.S. Rajan refers to an Asian delegate who 

once observed that Mrs Gandhi, ' "reintroduced the spirit of India" mto the United 

Nations after many years' with her formidable speech as Prime Mmister of India, to the 

General Assembly on 14 October 1968. **̂  While Mrs (jandhi's mle has been 

compared wUh that of her father's, Christopher Candland in a recent critique of the 

Congress Party's dwindUng fortunes beUeves that while Nehm 'handled regional 

115 Nanda, B.R. 'Fatiier and Daughter', New India Digest, No. 42, September-October 1994, p 19. 
Also see. Freedom's Daughter: Letters between Indira Gandhi and Jawaharlal Nehm 1922-39, Sonia 
Gandhi (ed.) Hodder & Stoughton, London, 1989. 

"^ Gandhi, Sonia (ed.) Freedom's Daughter: Letters between Indira Gandhi and Jawaharlal Nehm 
1922-39, Hodder & Stoughton, London, 1989, pp 8-9. 

"^ Lyons, Peter 'The Indian Bomb: Nuclear Tests for "Peacefiil Purposes" ?' TRT^o. 256, October 
1974, pp 403-410. Sardar Patel was a Congress Party stalwart and Cabinet member who was highly 
regarded for his efficiency and organisational skiUs by men lUce Nehm and Mountbatten. See 
Jagmohan (MP and former Govemor of Jammu and Kashmir)'A Thought for the Great Sardar', The 
Indian Express, 30 October 1997. 

"* Gandhi, op. cit., p 1. 

' " Rajan, M.S. Studies on India's Foreign Policy, ABC Publishing House, New Delhi, 1993, p 156, 
For her speech to tiie UN, see, MEA Foreign Affairs Record Vol. XTV, No. 10, October 1968, 
Govemment of India, pp 230-234. Also see, 'Indira Gandhi: A Dynamic Decade of Progress', A 
symposium held in 1976 at Punjab University, India. 
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demands weU' there were a number of chaUenges of great magnitude between 1966 

and 1975 that the Party had to contend wUh under Mrs Gandhi's leadership. *̂*' 

Addressing a central hypothesis of the thesis that personaUties and poUcies mfluence 

bilateral relations, it helps to focus on a few more dUnensions of Mrs CJandhi's 

persona. Ralph Bultjens described her as 'a great leader' which requires m his view, 'a 

sense of guile and manipulative genius ...'*̂ * . He also thought that 'in her strengths 

and her weaknesses, m her contradictions ... Indira Gandhi more than any other leader -

refracted the Indian psyche.' *̂^ Her undoubted sense of nationalism did not inhibU her 

internationalism. *̂^ Another of her attributes (which she shared with Whitlam) was 

her 'wide interests and great intellectual curiosity, she was comfortable in many 

cultures...' ^^ . If there was a troubUng factor durUig 1975, U was Mrs Gandhi's 

imposition of emergency mle in June 1975 (which contmued to March 1977) seen as a 

set back for India's democracy with basic rights and press freedom arbitrarily 

vvithdrawn. 

The Whitlam Visit: A Turning Point 

In Chapter Two of this thesis, reference was made to Whitlam's significant visit to 

India, another mUestone event that affected the bilateral relationship favourably. 

Whitlam himseff underscores the unprecedented nature ofthe visU describing it as 'the 

only visit which an Australian Prime Minister has made specifically to India as distinct 

from a visit for an intemational gathering there or a visU en route to pomts west of 

'̂ *̂  Candland, Christopher 'Congress Decline and Party Pluralism in India', Journal of International 
Affairs, Vol. 51, No. 1, Summer 1997. p 27. 

'^' Bultjens, Ralph 'Image and Reality', New India Digest, No. 42, September-October 1994, p 9. 

'̂ ^ Ibid. Mrs Gandhi's numerous speeches on a wide range of issues made in India and in many other 
countries offer an insight into her personal philosophy and attitude on many issues: For some of these, 
see. The Years of Endeavour: Selected Speeches of Indira Gandhi, August 1969-August 1972, 
Ministry of Information & Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1975. 

" ' Ibid., p 8. 

'̂ '' Ibid. Also see Norman D. Palmer, 'Some Personal Impressions', New India Digest, No. 24, 
September-October 1994, pp 13-26. 
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1 7^ 

Suez.' Just before the Whitiam visit, Mrs Gandhi was questioned by the Australian 

Broadcasting Commission in New Delhi as to India's view of 'some significant changes 

in foreign policy' resulting from the change of Govemment in AustraUa, to which she 

replied, '[w]e think they are good changes especially in so far as India is concemed.' 

*^ In a speech welcoming Whitlam Indira Gandhi said: 'Prime Minister, we are mdeed 

pleased that you have come to India within months of assuming the reins of office.' *̂^ 

Referring to the two countries as an old India and a young Australia, she said: 

Old or young, nations have constantiy to renew themselves. And under you, 
Australia is undergoing such a renewal. Your views on racial discrimination and 
your ideas on brotherhood and cooperation between nations have made a 
considerable impact on the attention and on the conscience ofthe world. '^ 

Prime Minister Whitlam's speech in reply was no less reflective of his consistent 

commitment to India, which he referred to as the 'greatest democracy in the world.' 

It reveals also his adnuration for Nehru: 

We gratefiiUy acknowledge the moral leadership India has so often given in the 
cause of world peace. In that continuing quest we can never forget or overestimate 
the pioneering role played by your father. ''"̂  

For Mrs Indna CJandhi, this praise would have been particularly pleasing. Lamenting 

the fact that fourteen years had lapsed since an AustraUan Prime Minister had come to 

New Delhi, Whitlam told Mrs Gandhi: 

I caimot help but feel tiiat tiiere has been something missing in recent years betiveen 
our two countiies ... relations with India have not been given tiie attention they 

'̂ ^ Whitlam, Gough The Whitlam Govemment 1972-1975, VUdng, Victoria, 1985, p 123. 

'̂ * Kumar Satish, (ed.), Documents on India's Foreign Policy: 1972, Macmillan, New Delhi, 1976, 
p2I7. 

'̂ ^ MEA, Foreign Affairs Record, Vol. XIX 1973, No. 1, Govemment of India, New Delhi, p 215. 

'^niid. 

'̂ ^ Ibid, p217. 

'^°U)id,p216. 
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should have. If this has been so, I mtend to amend it and amend it 
wholeheartedly.'̂ ' 

WhUe Whitlam's intentions to correct the anomalous nature ofthe relationship Ui the 

brief period his govemment was in office may not have been significant when judged in 

terms of solid achievements (aUhough the Unport-export trade between the two 

countries rose sharply after 1972 as shown below), the Whitiam contribution was an 

important legacy because of its unpact on AustraUa's image Ui India; U enlivened the 

dormancy that characterised the relationship in the Menzies era, (and between that and 

1972) and, consequently, U set the ground for more constmctive bUateral engagements 

to take place. India's Minister of State for Extemal Affairs, m reply to a question on 

the outcome ofthe Indira Gandhi-Whitlam taUcs in New Delhi, told the Lok Sabha that: 

[b]oth Prime Ministers emphasised the importance of greater collaboration in 
economic, matters, particularly the desirabiUty of securing greater diversification of 
economic relations and the possibUity of joint ventures. Specific proposals are under 
consideration ofthe two Governments. '̂ ^ 

In his speech, the Minister also referred to the similarity of views between Whitlam and 

Mrs (jandhi on the Paris agreement on Vietnam and Laos, a free Indian Ocean, racial 

discrimination, nuclear weapons testing, the economic guff between the developing and 

developed countries etc. Whitlam hUnself drew Mrs Gandhi's attention to the 

paralleUsm of his (jovemment's poUcies with those of India: 

h is significant I think tiiat all tiie departines from tiie previous pattern of voting 
have brought us in line with India. U has not been, of course, a question of our just 
foUowmg India: but U is an indication of the closeness of our views on a great 
range of issues facing the world-on race discrimination, on de-colonisation, on 
Soutiiem Africa, on human rights, on the need to keep tiiis region free of great 
power rivalries. '̂ ^ 

Ibid. 131 

'̂ ^ Lok Sabha Debates 2 August 1973, Col. 1776. 

'"^E4/?, June 1973, Vol. 44, No. 6, DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, p 394. 
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Within months of the Whitiam-Indira Gandhi meetUig, India's Deputy Minister for 

Commerce, A.L. George, advised the Lok Sabha that the Whitlam Govemment's new 

import scheme (effective July 1974), would apply to Indian exports to AustraUa of 

'manufactures, semi manufactures and substantially processed primary products ... 

either duty free or at reduced rates ...' *̂ '* The economic benefits of this to India on 

an annualised basis were expected to be substantial and represented a positive start to a 

restoration ofthe relationship. This Whitiam initiative was in contrast to the situation 

on tariffs in the 1960s which India's Minister for Commerce at the time described as a ' 

"very serious question" ...a practice which is agamst all intemational policies of trade 

...' *̂ ' . This was not the first occasion on which Whitlam showed his interest in trade 

and preferential treatment for Conunonwealth countries. At the 1973 Ottawa 

Commonwealth Heads Conference, Whitlam and India's Swaran Singh 'initiated 

discussion of inter-Commonwealth trade, Commonwealth preference system and other 

monetary matters.' *̂^ 

While no major bilateral programmes were estabUshed during Whitlam's visit to New 

Delhi, the impact did not go unnoticed Ui the media in both countries. In India 

particularly the accolades were unreserved. The Statesman in Delhi reporting on the 

first day of Whitlam's visit stated 'AustraUa's first Labour [sic] Govemment m more 

than 23 years has gained more fiiends and greater world attention than at any time 

during the placid years of Conservative mle. The man behind the new image is Prime 

Minister Gough Whitlam.' *̂^ In Australia, The Age in an edUorial on the Whitiam visU 

to India commented that ' [a]s an exercise in intemational bridge-building the Prime 

'̂ ^ Lok Sabha Debates, 29 March 1974, Col. 83. For details of numerous areas of agreement between 
Mrs Gandhi and Whitiam, see India-AustraUa Joint Communique dated 6 June 1973, Asian 
Recorder, Vol. 19, 1973, Govemment of India, New DeUii, pp 11492-11494. 

''* Hindustan Times, 14 May 1965 in S.C. Gangul, India and the Commonwealth, Shiva Lai 
Agarwala, India, 1970, p 57. 

'̂ ^ Sharma, Shri Ram (ed.) Indian Foreign Affairs Annual Survey: 1973, Sterling PubUshers, New 
Delhi, 1977, p 145. 

' " Nair, V.M. 'Mr Whitiam's Austialia: The Search for Friendships nearer Home', The Statesman, 
Delhi, 4 June 1973, p 6. 
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Minister's visU to New DeUii has aU the marks of success ... By demonstrating Us 

friendship wUh India U is letting both Moscow and Peking know that there is an active 

and independent country in the South Pacific' *̂ * Ian Clark makes this reference to the 

response ofthe media to the Whitlam visit: 

... the press was unanimous in its assessment that a qualitative change had occurred 
in the Australia-India dialogue and a new identity in views created by AusttaUa's 
proclaimed reorientation towards the region. '̂ ^ 

Woolcott's assessment at the time was that '[o]ur relations with India have been 

reinvigorated as a result of the Prime Minister's visit in June 1973 - and of the 

Uicreasing official contacts and discussions between the two countries.' *'**̂  It must be 

said, however, that some bilateral activity did occur between the two countries in the 

Whitlam period flowing over to the year after he lost office; this mcluded a sharp 

increase in import-export trade between the two countries. In chronological sequence, 

some ofthe activities, m summary, were: 

1973 • Professor Sher Singh, Minister of State for Agriculture, 
Govemment of India, visited Australia. 

1974 • A 30 member Australian Ballet Troupe visUed India. 
• An AustraUan Parliamentary GoodwiU Delegation led 

by Les Johnson, Minister for Housing and Constmction 
visited India. 

• Bilateral talks held in Canberra, with emphasis on 
strengthening bilateral relations and identity of views 
on the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace free from great 
power rivalry. Increasing scope for fijrther trade 
discussed. *'** 

'̂ * The Age, 6 June 1973, (Editorial). 
'̂ ^ Clark, Ian 'Indian Ocean' Austi-alia in World Affairs 1971-75, W.J. Hudson (ed.) George AUen & 
Unwin, Sydney, 1980, p 316. Clark cites the Austi-alian Financial Review, 5 June 1973; The Times, 1 
June 1973; Hindustan Times, 14 June 1973. 

'̂ ^ AFAR, 'Austialia and Asia in tiie Seventies', May 1974, Vol. 45, No. 5, DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 
p320. 

'"' MEA, Foreign Affairs Record. -Report 1973/1974, Government of India, New Delhi, pp 35-36. 
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• AustraUan team of experts visUed India regarding 
cooperation in Woollen and Textile Industry. 
Agreement for two cattle farms with Australian 
assistance signed. 

• K.D. Malaviya, India's Minister for Steel and Mines, 
visited AustraUa. 

• Ten member Indian ParUamentary delegation led byR. 
Raghuramiah, Minister for Pariiamentary Affairs, 
visited Australia. Further visUs in the year were made 
by three members of Parliament. 

1975 • Dr R.J. O' NeiU, Chairman of the Institute of Defence 
and Strategic Studies, visUed India. 

• Frank Crean, Australian Minister for Overseas Trade, 
visrted India. 

• Sir John Kerr, Grovemor (jeneral of Australia, visited 
India. 

• Agreement signed on cooperation in Science and 
Technology by Senator Don Willesee, Foreign Minister 
Australia and Y. B. Chavan, Indian Minister for 
Extemal Affairs. 

• Under Indo-Australian Cultural Agreement, Exhibitions 
of Aboriginal AustraUan Art held in Delhi, Calcutta and 
Bombay. 

• Renaissance players of Sydney performed in India 142 

• Dr J.F. Caims, Deputy Prime Minister and Treasurer of 
Australia, visited India and had meetings with the 
Indian Prime Minister, President, Defence Minister, 
Finance Minister, Commerce Minister, Miiuster for 
Industries and Civil Supplies and the Chairman, PoUcy 
Plarming Committee and Deputy Chairman of the 
Planning Commission. 

1976 • Australia's Minister for Science and Consumer Affairs 
Clyde Cameron, visUed India for discussion on Science 
and Technology cooperation. 

• A Scientific delegation from India visited AustraUa - a 
two year progranune was established under the Science 
and Technology Agreement.*"*^ 

• Further Indo-AustraUan Official talks held in New 
Delhi covering a wide range of intemational and 

""̂  MEA, Foreign Affairs Record. Report, 1974/1975, Govenunent of India, New Delhi, pp 33-34. 

"•' MEA, Foreign Affairs Record, Report. 1975/1976, Govemment of India, New Delhi, p 23. 
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bUateral questions 144 

• An Indo-Australia Trade Agreement was signed in 
Canberra, with a joint Trade Committee established 
to meet regularly to implement the agreement and 
identify opportunities for increasing bUateral trade.*'*' 

Professor Marika Vicziany in an introduction to Australia-India: Economic Links, 

Past, Present and Future, states: 

After 1972 a more positive attitude emerged on the Australia side with various Prime 
Ministers suggesting that we should no longer ignore India. However, their positive 
statements appear to have had littie to sustain them. Bilateral relations are buiU on 
real needs rather than wishes or preferences. '''* 

This is a valid observation. While in the post Whitlam years, the Asia-centredness of 

AustraUa's foreign poUcy has seen a gradual interest in India too, it must be 

acknowledged that trade and economic interests are the stuff of sound, sustainable 

bilateral relations, but, without the political wiU, aU else is academic. In the period 

1949-1972, there was little interest at the political level. Whitlam provided this interest 

and introduced a more sophisticated level of diplomacy capable of greater insights 

when deaUng with the labrynthine complexities of a democracy such as India. The 

1994 DFAT report, India's Economy at the Midnight Hour: Australia's India 

Strategy, states 'There have been waves of "rediscovery" - in the early 1970s, and 

again in the mid- 1980s - when attempts were made to estabUsh more soUd ties' It 

is also worthy of attention that in the brief Whitlam period of the relationship,(1972-

1975) the import-export trade between India and Australia rose sharply after a flat 

performance in the precedmg twelve years as shown by the graph in Figure 3 below. 

""* Ibid, p 109. 

'"̂  Void, p 227. 

'"^ Vicziany, ^Australia-India: Economic Links Past. Present and Future. Indian Ocean Centie for 
Peace Studies, University of Westem Australia, Perth, 1993, p 3 (Intioduction). 

'"^East Asia Analytical Unit India's Economy at the Midnight Hour: Austi-alia's India Strategy, 
DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 1994, p 3. 
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Figure 3 Total Imports from & Exports to India 
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Whitlam and Nehru: Different Times, Kindred Spirits, Common Aspirations 

It is also important to draw attention to the effect that the closeness of views between 

Whitiam and Nehm had on the 1972-1975 period ofthe bilateral relationship (and, as a 

catalyst, beyond that) something not previously exanuned, and easily missed when the 

bilateral relationship is analysed from an AustraUan perspective. WhUe this omission in 

previous writings is understandable, U is pertinent to the argument that Whitlam's 

position on many intemational issues from the 1950s fitted into India's moral 

framework which underpinned Us own poUcies. And, unquestionably, the Nehmvian 

image endured in the imagination of Indians. It was the standard used for measuring the 

foreigner, the West's diplomats and poUticians and then standUig in relation to India's 

interests. While India's intemational stature as well as Us view of the world had 

changed after Nehm, the shift was hardly paradigmatic. If there was a change U was 

that Mrs Gandhi was less tmsting ofthe Chinese and the Soviet Union than her father 

had been, but, then, she was equally cautious in her deaUngs with the West from the 

outset. At a news conference on her retum from an unofficial visU to Moscow, Mrs 

Gandhi (at the time India's Minister for Information and Broadcastmg) was questioned 

on continued Soviet military aid to India in the light of Chinese support for Pakistan 

and Sino-Soviet rapprochement in the air. Her response was that 'India must be alert 

to changes in both the West and the Soviet Union,' adding that 'an 18th century British 

statesman had once remarked, BrUain has no permanent policy. It only has permanent 

interests.' '"̂ ^ 

(jiven then that Nehm's broader philosophy contUiued to be reflected in the Indira 

(jandhi period, more importantly for this thesis is that the basic Whitlam philosophy 

resembled that of Nehm's, two Ubertarian voices. Examination of Whitlam's 

Parliamentary speeches and other comments made during his political career (1953-

1978), some of which have already been quoted above, would point to a similarity of 

148 AA UPI News Report dated 2 November 1964, Series A1838/2, Item 169/11/52, Part 7. 
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views between him and Nehm in a number of areas: both men were social democrats 

but were not affected by dogma nor preoccupied by the anti-Communist fervour ofthe 

Menzies period; they had a breadth of vision that their poUtical contemporaries of any 

political persuasion lacked; the two strove to influence regional and domestic issues 

without losing interest in intemational questions. One of Nehm's consistent pleas was 

concemed with the alleviation of world poverty through better sharing ofthe world's 

resources. Whitiam shared this concem when he addressed the National Press Club in 

Wellington in 1975 identifying ' "the real problems of the worid" to be "poverty 

overpopulation and mal-distribution of the world's weaUh." ' "̂̂^ In a reference to 

Nehm's commitment to a more just society and his own endorsement of U, WhUlam 

observed: 

His conviction that the roots of war lay in the inequitable distribution of the fiiiits of 
labour led him to recognise that society is weakened by one group bettering itself at 
the expense of another. ... His view that the whole society has a duty to ensure the 
quality of life of all its members strikes a resonant chord in me,... '̂ ° . 

While Whitlam's interest in the world outside was not shared by his countrymen with 

the same enthusiasm, U was unquestionably strong and evident in his foreign policy. 

Nehm's wish to see Indians extending their interests to the outside world, was an early 

interest, attested to by this observation by Frank Moraes: 

If Gandhi made India aware of herself, Nehm made Indians aware of others. He set 
about enlarging his countrymen's political vision. Along side a hitherto introvert 
nationalism he helped India to develop an objective outiook and to be conscious of 
the neighbours around her and of the problems of more distant lands and 
peoples. 

Nehm's cabinet coUeague Maulana Azad observed that Nehm 'could never erase from 

" ' Whitiam E.G. Address to the National Press Club, WeUington, 8 May 1975, Departinent of Foreign 
Affairs, A Selection of Extracts from Statements on Foreign Affairs, p 6, in David Lee and 
Christopher Walters, (eds.) Evatt to Evans: Labor Tradition in Austi-alian Foreign Policy, Allen & 
Unwin, NSW, 1997, p 186. 

'^ Whitiam, E.G. 'Nehm Champion of Freedom', Address to an Intemational Seminar- Nehm the 
Man and His Vision, UNESCO House, Sydney, 27-29 September, 1989. 

'̂ ' Moraes, Frank Jawaharlal Nehm, MacmiUan, New York, 1956, pp 11-12 in G. Ramachandram, 
Nehm and World Peace, Radiant PubUshers, New Delhi, 1990, p 13. 
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his mind what was happemng in the worid beyond India.' ̂ ^̂  Nehm hUnself spoke of 

the need to serve not only his people of India 'but also to serve all others beyond India ^ 

Whitlam's commitment to achieve greater equaUty everywhere is seen in the 

Roy Milne Memorial Lecture he delivered as Prime Minister in 1973 on the theme of 

AustraUa's 'Foreign PoUcy: New Directions, New Definitions': 

An intemationaUst party, a socialist party like ours cannot on principle, remain 
indifferent to the conditions of its neighbours, particularly when its neighbourhood is 
the most deprived part of the globe. A party which promotes equality at home 
cannot be content with a world where the gap between the rich and poor nations 
widens yearly. '*'' 

Like Nehm, who refiised to accept that there was a role for the monarchy in repubUc 

India, Whitlam had a distaste for British traditions and the symbols that reminded the 

nation of its colonial past, including Us links with the monarchy. Both men were 

nationaUstic, independent and did not take kindly to great power dictates and 

intervention in regional affairs as stated above. 

Both were critical of SEATO from the time of its formation, Whitlam condemning 

strongly Us discussion of Kashmir at Us 1954 Council MeetUig, ^̂^ referred to in Chapter 

Four above. Once in office, he wanted it restmctured because, he said, ' conceived as an 

Uistmment for the contairunent of China Ui the cold war era-[SEATO] must be moddied 

if U is not to become completely moribund.' '̂̂  In the event, 'by the latter part of 1973, 

aU SEATO members including the US, acceded to the organisation's reconstmction 

along Australia's preferred, largely non-milUary guideUnes .'^" Nehm who condemned 

'̂ ^ Seton, Marie Panditji: A Porti-att of Nehm, Dennis Dobson, London, 1967, p 149. 

' " Nehm, Jawaharlal 'Our Problems', Indo Asian Culture, October 1957, pp 119-124, in G. 
Ramachandram, Nehm and World Peace, Radiant PubUshers, New Delhi, 1990, p 15. 

'̂ ^ See E.G. Whitiam 'Australia's Foreign Policy: New Directions, New Definitions', the Twenty 
Fourtii Roy Milne Memorial lectine on 30 November 1973, Brisbane. Published by tiie Austialian 
Institute of Intemational Affairs, p 3. 

' " CPD, (H of R), Vol. 9, 14 March 1956, pp 804-805. 

'̂ ^ CPD, (H of R), Vol. 84, 24 May 1973, p 2646. 

' " Albinski, Henry, 'The Role of Foreign Policy in Austi^ian Electoral Politics: Some Explanations 
and Speculations', v4M5lra//an Outlook, Vol. 28, No. 2, August 1974. p 123. 
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Us formation observed, in reference to South East Asia, that the treaty 'converts U 

almost into an area of potential war.' '̂ ^ In the Lok Sabha, Nehm criticised Australia's 

(with UK and New Zealand) references to Kashmir at the SEATO CouncU Meeting Ui 

Karachi in March 1956 and (at the Baghdad Pact in April 1956). ^̂ ^ 

At various times both men rejected war as a means of settling disputes, arguing that the 

UN was the proper body to detemune the basis for settling of intemational disputes and 

not by super powers acting independently. During the Korean War Nehm told 

Parliament that 'in the ultimate analysis no problem is solved by the bomb and 

the bayonet and tanks.' ^̂ " Whitlam's abhorrence of war was made explicU in 

Parliament, for example, when he spoke on Vietnam. *̂^ Speakmg about the UN in 

New Delhi, Nehm said 'it is desirable and necessary that we should remind ourselves of 

the UN, the ideals it stands for, its fine charter. ... Most of us criticise the UN. I have 

criticised it, too, but it is difficult to imagine what the world would have been without 

the UN.' "^ Whitlam, lUce Nehm, thought the UN 'despUe Us Unperfections, stUl 

represents for us our best hope of producing ... a more peacefiil and secure world ...' 

Nehm regarded the Commonwealth as an important organisation even though he had 

occasionally criticised it. His effective use of, and contribution to, the Commonwealth 

is discussed in Chapter Three above. Whitlam too regarded the institution as important 

to Australia because, as he told the Ottawa Conference, 'more than half the members of 

the CommonweaUh are in the South Pacific or in or around the Indian Ocean ...'; U 

'̂ * Nehm, Jawaharlal India's Foreign Policy, p 89 in G. Ramachandram, Nehm and World Peace, 
Radiant PubUshers, New Delhi, 1990, p 117. 

'̂ ^ The Statesman, New Delhi, 21 March 1956 in S.C. Gangul India and the Commonwealth, Shiva 
Lai Agarwala, India, 1970, p 35. 

'^ Lok Sabha Debates, 4 August 1950, Vol. V, Part II, Col. 387. 

'̂ ' CPD, (H of R), Vol. 61, 5 November 1968, p 2429. 

'̂ ^ Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches, March 1963-May 1964, Vol. V, Mmistiy of Information & 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1968, p 206. 

'̂ ^ See E.G. Whitiam 'Austialia's Foreign Policy: New Directions, New Definitions', tiie Twenty 
Fourth Roy Milne Memorial lectine on 30 November 1973, Brisbane. PubUshed by die Australian 
Institute of Intemational Affairs, p 6. 
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was, he said, 'the most natural and significant association to which AustraUa can belong 

and wUh which U can have regular, current, significant deaUngs.' ^̂"̂  He told 

ParUament on his retum from the Ottawa Conference that '[t]here is no other body or 

organisation in which U is possible to leam so intimately ... the views of responsible 

political persons ...'^^^ Writing about the then imminent CommonweaUh Conference 

in Ottawa in 1973, Derek Ingram stated that Whitlam, unUke HoU, Gorton and 

McMahon, 'has a feeling for the Commonwealth.' The former Prime Ministers who 

were in Menzies' Cabinet 'were influenced by his [Menzies'] jaundiced view of the 

modem Commonwealth - that it had taken a wrong tuming in becoming multi-racial...' 

^^ . India's admission to it as a repubUc, welcomed at the time by Chifley and Evatt, 

was the tuming poUit in the transformation which Menzies lamented. 

Nehm and Whitlam also put great store on the parliamentary process seeing U as an 

instmment for change in the interest ofthe people. Nehm strove not only to influence 

world peace but also to bring about radical social and economic change within India 

through Parliament. Similarly, Whitlam's reforming zeal was never in question and was 

recognised in the Westem world too, seen in this tribute: 

The London Times described Whitiam as 'a man who in stature, inteUect and vision 
towered above his parUamentary coUeagues, a man before his time. This Fabian 
reformer - a giant among pygmies - was one ofthe few modern poUtical leaders who 
dreamed of using government, not to maintain the status quo, but to bring 
opportunities and services to people who would otherwise be deprived of them. He 
assaUed the apathetic community with a blueprint for change that rectified many of 
the imbalances created by 23 years of inaction.' '̂ ^ 

'^ Kamath, M.V. 'Commonwealtii overhauled at Ottawa' Times of India, 12 August 1973, in Shri 
Ram Sharma, (ed.) Indian Foreign Policy Annual Survey: 1973, SterUng Publishers, New Delhi, 1977, 
pl47. 

'*' The Value of tiie Commonwealtii of Nations: Prime Muuster Gough Whitiam reports to ParUament 
on 22 August 1973 on the meeting of Commonwealth Heads of Govemment m Ottawa, see Neville 
Meaney, Austi-alia and the World, Longman Cheshire, Melboume 1985, pp 763-764. 

'^ Ingram, Derek 'Prospects for Ottawa: The Prime Ministers Prepare', TRT, No. 250, April 1973, p 
180. 
167 King, Jonathan Waltzing Materialism, Harper & Row, Sydney, 1978, p 14. 
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Nehm and Whitiam also shared a strong interest in equal educational opportunities for 

the young. The similarity in their thinking on this is seen in the words they used to 

describe their concem about student faciUties. Speaking at a conference on Education, 

Nehm said: 

... you come across the poor student not having any place even to sit, and practically 
no home surroundings. How can you expect him to study hard without a place 
where he can do some work properly. '̂ * 

In Whitlam's case, when he was questioned by a reporter as to what he meant by 

equality, Whitlam replied, 'I want every kid to have a desk, with a lamp, and his own 

room to study.' '̂ ^ 

Another recurrent theme in Nehm's speeches was a plea for racial equalUy. Both at 

home and abroad he sought equality of economic opportunity as well as in the 

treatment of people wUhUi poUtical systems: 

There is another problem which we in Asia regard as a vital problem. ... that is the 
question of racial equality, which is something that is laid down in the provisions of 
the United Nations Charter ... Obviously there are large regions of the world which 
have suffered from this question of racial inequality. We also feel that there is no 
part ofthe world where it can be tolerated in the future ... to tolerate it is obviously to 
sow the seeds of conflict. '™ 

For Whitiam too, the idea ofthe equality of people was fiindamental to his philosophy 

and once observed that '[e]quality with freedom is, I apprehend, the basic ideal and 

"^ Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches, March 1963-May 1964, Vol. 5, Ministry of Uiformation & 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1968, p 149. 

'̂ 'Freudenberg, op cit, p 82, 

"° Jawaharlal Nehm's Speeches, September 1946-May 1949, Vol. 1, Muiistiy of Information & 
Broadcasting, Govemment of India, New Delhi, 1949, pp 318.-319. Rajni Kotiiari comments tiiat in 
stiessing the equality of man and ' [tJhe notion of a worid order based on the equality of all states 
Nehm was an early voice. See Footsteps into the Future, The Free Press, New York, 1975, p xxi. 
(Preface) 
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aspiration of democratic sociaUsm.' ^ '̂ Freudenberg attests to Whitlam's conunitment 

to the principle with this view: 

As a man, a party man or as a politician, Whitiam cannot be understood except on 
the basis of his commitment to the concept of equality. Anyone who cares to foUow 
the development of his thinking over twenty years will find that equality is the 
consistent theme. ^'"' 

Nehm often articulated the similarity in expectations ofthe fiiture (including economic 

freedom) that bound India and others like it emerging from colonialism. No one doubts 

that Whitlam, 'saw a similarity of aspiration between his kind of Australia and the Asian 

neighbours.' ^̂ ^ Then there was Whitlam's regional emphasis in foreign poUcy, notable 

for its departure from the views of those who preceded him. In this too he and Nehm 

were of like mmd. Whitlam's address to the Intemational Seminar held under the 

auspices of UNESCO celebrating the 100th anniversary of Nehm's birth reveals this 

shared interest; 

Nehm understood the intimate and inevitable place of Australia in the Asia-Pacific 
region perhaps earlier and better than many Australians themselves did. It was he 
who insisted on the presence of Australia and New Zealand at the Asian Conference 
of 1947,... Nehm's perception of Australia as a partner in the region was typical of 
his foresight and his leadership.''" 

Not only does this identification of common views held by Whitlam and Nehm draw 

attention to the closeness of their ideology, their views on freedom and equality of 

opportunity, it helps to explain fiirther why the Indians saw AustraUa through new eyes 

with the advent of the Whitiam Govemment in 1972. Tme, Whitlam and Nehm led 

two vastly different countries at different times with vastly different problems. Yet 

' " Whitiam, E.G. 'Labor at Home', the 1972, Fabian Winter Lectiire Series, Labor in Power-What is 
the Difference?. See Fabian Society Pamphlet 22. 

"^ Freudenberg, op cU. p 80. 

' " Fitzgerald, Stephen Is Austi-alia an Asian Countiy, Allen & Unwin, NSW, 1997, p 22. Also see 
die editorial comment Uiat Whitlam's 'liberal Socialist image and now foreign policy witii an Asian 
emphasis have an appeal for New Delhi...', The Statesman, Delhi, 7 June 1973, p 6. 

'̂ '' Whitiam, E.G. 'Nehm Champion of Freedom', Address to an Intemational Seminar- Nehm tiie 
Man and His Vision, UNESCO House, Sydney, 27-29 September, 1989. 
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their vision, their nationalism, their resolve to bring equaUty for then respective people 

through Pariiament, as well as for those outside their own countries through the 

Commonwealth and the UN, showed a remarkable sUnUarity, even though the 

magnitude of their operational worids were different. This paralleUsm of views and 

commitment to causes, influenced India's response to Whitlam m Mrs Gandhi's period 

because of the lingering influence of the Nehmvian philosophy and Mrs Gandhi's 

conunitment to many of the moral issues which both Nehm and Whitiam espoused. 

This, of course, includes Whitlam's Parliamentary speeches both in the Menzies era and 

after, when he spoke favourably about Nehm and India in a number of intemational 

policy debates. 

However, there was one dark cloud in the Indira Gandhi-Whitiam period: India's 

testing of a nuclear device on 18 May 1974. While Whitlam was disturbed by U, '̂ ^ 

there was no strong protest made to New Delhi by the Australian Government apart 

from the sendUig of a senior scientific official to New Delhi for discussions. 

Conclusion 

What can be concluded from the above is that, while there were no changes of a major 

magnitude affecting bUateral relations during the 1972-1975 period, India was clearly 

more impressed by the Whitlam Govemment than any previous one. This was because 

of Whitiam's progressive foreign poUcies in Govemment as weU as his views in 

Opposition (between 1954 and 1972),which were more in line with Nehm's stand on 

many an intemational issue. The extraordinary closeness of their views on many 

questions undoubtedly placed Whitiam in Indian eyes on a level above any previous 

Australian Leader except perhaps Evatt whose vision, one Indian thought, U took 

' " Bmce Grant indicated that U was die one thing that Whitlam was clearly unhappy about India. 
Interview with Bmce Grant, (Former High Commissioner to India), 19 May 1999, Domain Stieet, 
South Yarra, Melboume. 

^''^AFAR, Senator WUlesee's address to the AustraUan Uistitiite of Intemational Affairs' Conference in 
Adelaide, 15 June 1974, p 371, ui Ian Clark, 'The Indian Ocean', Austi-alia in World Affairs. 1971-
1975, W.J. Hudson, (ed.), George Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1980, p 316. 
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Whitiam to finish. There may be a temptation to judge the moral basis of their worid 

views, their basic humanity as self serving in terms of their domestic and intemational 

images. Close scmtiny however, of their principled attitudes to a range of issues 

consistently articulated suggests they were men with deeply held convictions. In 

Whitiam's case this one example of a Whitiam statement helps Ulustrate this: '[i]f 

history were to obUterate the whole of my public career, save my contribution to the 

independence of a democratic Papua New Guinea, I shaU rest content.' ^^ 

In Whitlam, India saw someone prepared to defy Australia's past and re-define Us 

present and fiiture direction in line with its geography. Whitlam's assertion of a new 

Uidependent poUcy direction explains why India saw him differently: 

The obsessive concems of former years, such as fear of China and dependence on the 
United States, have vanished like the phantoms they were, and Australians can 
breathe more easUy for having come to terms with national and international 
realities and for accepting that they are now more than ever before masters of their 
own destiny. '̂ ^ 

While the examination here has focused on the extent to which the WhUlam arrival 

affected the India-AustraUa bilateral relationship between 1972 and 1975, equally 

relevant was Us impact as a catalyst for the fiiture development of the bUateral 

relationship. He gave U a fiiture. That said, any judgment must first take into account 

India's deep sensitivity to all forms of racial discrimination, a theme that mns through 

this thesis. The sharp contrast between Whitiam's policies and actions on the racial 

question (manifested in his Govemment's Immigration PoUcy, as well as at the 

intemational level on Apartheid) and the previous twenty five years of the Australian 

record distinguished the Whitiam era in Indian eyes. Whitiam once told Pariiament that 

'[o]ur relations, ... are too often inhibited by fear and exclusiveness, particularly on a 

177 Freudenberg, G. 'Gough Whitiam', The Great: Heroes, Larrikins, Leaders. Visionaries: The Fifty 
Men and Women Who Shaped Austi-alia, Leonie Kramer (ed.), Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1986 
p3ll . 

™ See E.G. Whitiam 'Austialia's Foreign PoUcy: New Dtiections, New Definitions', tiie Twenty 
Fourth Roy Milne Memorial lecttire on 30 November 1973, Brisbane. PubUshed by tiie AustiaUan 
Institute of Intemational Affairs, p 14. 



338 

racial basis.' '̂ ^ This is particularly relevant because ofthe plethora of differences that 

existed in the previous predominantly Menzies era ofthe relationship between 1949 and 

1972 which included Indian perceptions of AustraUa's racial superiority and colonial 

English attitudes. Also from India's perspective with its memories of centuries of 

British coloniaUsm and the associated racially based subordinate treatment, Whitiam's 

declarations such as his stand on decolonisation and the illegality ofthe South Afiican 

and Rhodesian regimes, backed by UN votmg and other actions Uke Papua New 

Guinea's independence, meant a lot more to India than the previous rhetoric emanating 

from Australia and its partners in the Westem aUiance. 

Furthermore, Whitlam's impact on AustraUa freeing it of some ofthe last vestiges of 

the colonial link, when viewed as a final phase of Australia's decolonisation, was not 

unlike the Nehm-led Indian Congress Party's own final phase (1946-1947) of swaraj. 

(self-mle) Whitlam's impact on the India-Australia relationship has been under-

represented in Australian writmgs, largely because the criteria used have been 

predominantly Australian. Datta Ray, in his analysis of how Indians think of Australia, 

refers to the 'stirrings of serious interest when Gough Whitlam became Prime Minister' 

and in regard to radical policy shifts in AustraUa's foreign poUcy in relation to the Third 

Worid, he adds that, 'Mrs Gandhi's Govemment inspired the expectations.' ^^ But 

there is no denying the Indian view, including that held by Mrs Gandhi, that Whitiam 

was a kindred spirit. 

The Whitlam period also saw AustraUan diplomats free of preoccupations wUh the fear 

of Asia and Chinese Communism who were capable of transcending the earlier rigid 

ideology in deaUng with India. Whitlam's choice of Bmce Grant as AustraUa's High 

Commissioner to India is a good example of the sophistication that was needed to 

understand the complexities of Asia and, Ui particular, India. Datta Ray thought Bmce 

' " CPD, (H of R), Vol. 56, 17 August 1967, p 220. 

'*° Ray, Sunanda Datta 'Where good Anglo-Indians go to die'. The Sydney Morning Herald, 28 
November 1983, p 9. 
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Grant embodied the essential attributes for deaUng with India: 'Sufficiently Anglo-

Saxon to evoke confidence without being too stand-offish, Bmce (jrant went down 

weU with the New Delhi estabUshment.' ^̂ ^ With the decline of Cold War pressures, 

India's diplomacy too was less characterised by its previous caution in Us dealings with 

the West. High Commissioner PUmsoU in a letter to Hasluck refers to the post-Nehm 

era to state that 'India will less and less be govemed by an elite of politicians and civil 

servants who grew up under British influences ... ^̂ ^ . This was equaUy tme of 

Australia ofthe Whitlam era. 

Perhaps The Statesman and The Times of India in New Delhi in their editorials on the 

Whitlam visit to India, provide a fitting end to this Chapter which argues that 

Whitlam's impact on the India-Australia bilateral relationship was two fold: firstiy, it 

created a new image of AustraUa in Indian eyes shaking off the former one of an 

isolated Euro-centric Australia; secondly it acted as a catalyst to facilitate fiiture 

engagement between the two countries . The Statesman wrote that: 

During the last 23 years of the Liberal and Country Party coaUtion Govemment 
Australia had become closely identified with the West. None of Sir Robert Menzies 
successors was able to shake off the legacy though not altogether unaware of the 
absurdityof Australia's "Westem" pretensions. ... in reaching out to India Mr 
Whitiam has certain advantages. His Liberal socialist image and now foreign poUcy 
with an Asian emphasis have a certain appeal for New Delhi. ... His mission to New 
Delhi is perhaps a part of his overall plan to find a place for AusttaUa in the Asian 
sun.'«^ 

The Times of India in its editorial spoke of Whitlam's 'deep conviction that Us 

[Australia's] salvation lies not in continuing its role as a Westem outpost in the Far 

East but in actively associatmg itself wUh the endeavours of the Asian countries for a 

new order in the region.'̂ '̂̂  

'«' Uiid 

'̂ ^ AA, despatch No. 2/64 2 June 1964, fi-om PlunsoU to Hasluck, Series A1838/272, Item 169/1/3, 
Part 3. 

' " The Statesman, New Delhi, 7 June 1973, p 6 

'̂ ^ The Times of India, 8 June 1973, p 8. 
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In terms of effectiveness, the Whitlam impact on the bilateral relationship in the three 

years 1972-1975 was palpable if transitional. It teUs the story: the Indian reaction of 

excitement after more than two decades of fiigidity. He gave it a new life. 
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THESIS CONCLUSION 

While past writUigs on bUateral relations have been of considerable value, the logic of 

enquiry has been largely in terms of how the West's - which included Australia -

interests were affected and consequently a Westem interpretation of Cold War events 

and the two countries' responses to them has been advanced. As this thesis argues, the 

reaUst orthodoxy became the criterion for measurement of not only super power 

conduct in the tense Cold War environment, but also for analysing the relationship 

between nonaUgned India and aUgned AustraUa. Thus, the end result tended to suffer 

from this one dimensional approach to assessments and interpretations leaving a 

perceptual gap in the understanding of the bilateral relationship. The Unpetus for this 

Indian perspective, was to ensure that the relationship is examined and explained in all 

its dimensions and nuances enabUng a better understanding to be reached. 

It should be noted that the two opening chapters of this thesis provide various 

intemational relation concepts and frameworks such as analysis of realism and the 

critical theory school. In particular there was an intensive debate on the meaning of 

bilaterahsm and an examination of how U operates in the real world of foreign poUcy 

operation. Throughout the body of this work there has been a concentrated effort to 

inform the major interpretive framework with conceptual and theoretical insights 

relating to the impact of personalities and policies as the key factors in the relationship. 

A number of themes examined through the thesis demonstrate the way Ui which the 

relationship developed in each ofthe three periods, 1947-49, 1949-72 and 1972-75. 

As the study shows, the relationship over the whole period (1947-75) faded to reach a 

sustainable level of maturity; except for a fleeting mutuality of interest seen in the 

1947-1949 (Nehru/Chifley-Evatt) period, and restored to Ufe two decades later in 1972 
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with the Whitlam-Indira Gandhi affinity, for most ofthe twenty eight years exanuned U 

has been largely characterised by indifference on both sides. 

(jiven that there were different and weighty considerations affectmg the state of global 

politics, (a central factor) between 1947-1975, cmcial to the effectiveness Ui bUateral 

terms of each period was, as demonstrated throughout the thesis, the personalUies of 

these key players. It embraced personal style, poUtical phUosophy and ideological 

commUment, competing egos and clashing ambitions and, of course, the impact of 

public opmion on their choice of poUcies. PubUc opmion was an important Uifluence 

but U was not something that was measured with any degree of precision at the time. 

Newspaper editorials and the media in general represented the best guide to Uiformed 

public debate. Nehm and Menzies were sensUive to public opinion and would not act 

against deeply held domestic beliefs such as in 'Nonalignment' and 'White Australia' 

policies respectively. 

The impact ofthe personality factor is made particularly evident in the discussion ofthe 

Nehm-Menzies conflict because of then fiindamental divergence over ideology, but 

was no less a determinant wUh Chifley, Evatt, Nehm, Casey, Mrs (jandhi and Whitiam 

where scmtiny of their policies reveals a high level of mental conformity. 

For example, while Menzies was not generaUy averse to the use of force, Nehm 

searched for peaceful solutions. Nehm was an idealist imbued with a strong sense of 

nationalism and he was determined to mediate as an independent arbitrator at the 

intemational level on behalf of peace and equality. Menzies, a pragmatist, was equally 

determmed to maintain a 'White Australia', Anglophile values, and help protect the 

Westem world from the influence of Communism through subservience to US strategic 

goals. Crocker underlines this with the observation that 'America had no more 

obedient pupil than Australia in learning and intoning the slogans about "the global 
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Communist conspiracy" and "the single Communist enemy".'̂  Consequently, despUe 

Nehm's early interests in drawing Australia closer to Asia and away from Us European 

origins, seen in the discussion ofthe relationship in the Chifley period (1947-1949) in 

Chapter Two above, Menzies' open Westem bias (maintamed by his successors) 

resulted in AustraUa faUing to figure agam in India's wider regional and global mterests. 

Against such an individually rigid but bilaterally wobbly framework, there was Uttle 

scope for improvement untU 1972 with the begUmings of an entente cordiale m the 

relationship with AustraUa seen in a new light. R.G. Neale states: 

So basic were the differences that only major changes in the nature and areas of 
world conflict, in the intemal political and economic stmcture and the power ratios 
of the two nations, and in the process of and personnel involved in poUcy-making, 
would have been Ukely to bring them together. In fact none of these changes 
occurred.̂  

The thesis also demonstrates that the differences between the two countries were 

fimdamentally compounded by the two policies, 'White Australia' and 'Nonalignment.' 

Considered cmcial to his particular view of the world, for Menzies, exclusion of non-

Europeans was important to his sense of Britishness and the Empire and entailed in 

some eyes a suggestion of racial superiority. He aUowed this to become the basis for 

his response to India, failing in the process to understand the importance of India 

regionally to Australia. For Nehm, racial discrimination was anathema and its abolition 

became a constant cmsade. In the case of nonalignment, U was a natural policy choice 

for India given the country's colonial experience and Us numerous needs after 

independence (geopolitical, economic aid and peace) that U was expected to serve. 

Menzies' criticism of U was that it helped the cause of the Communist camp, a charge 

that was difficuU to sustain considering that Chou En-Lai once called Nehm 'the 

' Crocker, W.R. Austi-alian Ambassador: Intemational Relations at First Hand. Melboume University 
Press, Victoria, 1971, p 200. 

^ Neale, R.G. 'India', Australia in World Affairs: 1956-1960, Gordon Greenwood & Norman Harper, 
(eds.) F.W. Cheshire, Melboume, 1963, p 327. 
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mnning dog of imperiaUsm' and Russia's VyshUisky told India '[a]t best you are 

dreamers and idealists. At worst you... camouflage horrible American policy. '̂  

Another postulate of the thesis is that the juxtaposition of Pakistan in the India-

Australia relationship led to doubts about AustraUa's evenhanded approach (in the 

1950s and 1960s) to the handling of its diplomacy with the two warring nations ofthe 

sub-contUient. The thesis demonstrates that the Australian tiU to Pakistan was 

unambiguous with the reasons traceable, firstly, to the period ofthe British Raj and the 

devious methods it employed in the management of Hindu-Muslim differences for Us 

own purposes; and, then, the thesis establishes the cmcial consequence of this for the 

India-AustraUa relationship when AustraUa inherited British attitudes and with U, the 

partiality to Pakistan. This bias was particularly evident in Australia's conduct of 

diplomacy over Kashmir. The Unpact of this on India was made worse by the role of 

SEATO to which Pakistan belonged along with AustraUa and Us allies Britain and the 

US. 

The thesis argues that the Colombo Plan, a predonunantly AustraUan initiative, became 

a two-edged sword failing in its primary aim of achieving a greater level of acceptance 

in Asia of AustraUa's interests in Us economic well being because of some doubts about 

Australia's real motives. For India, while the benefits of Australian aid were not 

doubted, it carried a note of insincerity. Nehm thought the objective of preventing the 

spread of Communism by offering aid to poorer nations appeared opportunistic and 

took away 'the grace ofthe act.'' ,4 

The study concludes that the departtire of Menzies in 1966 did little to improve the 

bilateral relationship although some easing of the 'WhUe AustraUa' PoUcy did take 

place. It does this by showing that the Governments of HoU, Gorton, and McMahon 

^ 'The Korean Revolution', TRT, Vol. XLffl, 1952-1953, p 170. 

" Note to Secretary General, Ministry of Extemal Affeirs dated 6 May 1950, File No. 330/CJK/50 in 
Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehm. S. Gopal (ed.). Vol. 14, Part II, J. Nehm Memorial Fund New 
Delhi, 1993, p 438. 
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that followed maintained the primary thmst of conservative foreign poUcy which 

looked at 'Asia as an arena for action rather than on Asians as actors.'^ As Datta Ray , 

observed m November 1983, when he offered a retrospective Indian view of AusfraUa 

(published in The Sydney Moming Herald), Menzies was seen not only as a strong 

supporter of South Afiica at CommonweaUh Prime Ministers' Meetmgs, but also as 

someone who preferred the former 'inner club of the older whUe dominions, leaving 

new Asian and Afiican members out in the cold.'* An edUorial in The Statesman 

observed that Australia's close identification with the West in the twenty three years of 

conservative goverrunents (1949-1972) mcluded a continumg commitment to that 

policy by those who foUowed Menzies though they were 'not altogether unaware ofthe 

absurdity of Australia's "westem" pretensions...'^. Datta Ray also beUeved that India's 

perceptions ofthe poUcies of Australia's conservative governments had firmed up by 

the time of Gorton and McMahon, but there were high expectations that the Whitlam 

Labor Government of 1972, viewed as a watershed, might free Australia from Us 

British ties and 'foUow the Indian precedent' to become another repubUc* 

Another disclosure of the thesis which springs from the personality theme, is that the 

Whitiam-Indira (jandhi affinity was cmcial to the fiiture of the relationship. The 

emergence of Mrs Gandhi as Prime Minister in 1966 with strong views on Vietnam and 

a continuing commitment to nonalignment, meant a continuation of policy conflict with 

conservative Australia and indifference in the relationship. Her visU to AustraUa Ui 

1968, seen as important by the AustraUan media, had little impact on Prime Minister 

Gorton preoccupied with the great issue ofthe period, Vietnam. The thesis argues that 

Australia's regional interests and strategic objectives dictated by Cold War imperatives 

^ Stargardt, A.W. Austi-alia's Asian Policies: The History of a Debate 1938-1972, The Institiite of 
Asian Affairs, Hamburg, 1977, p 228. 

^ Ray, Datta, 'Where good Anglo-Indians go to die'. The Sydney Moming Herald, 28 November 1983, 
p9. 

^ The Statesman, Delhi, 7 June 1973, p 6. (Editorial.) 

* Ray, Datta 'Where good Anglo-Indians go to die', The Sydney Morning Herald, 28 November 1983. 
p9. 
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ofthe Menzies era largely continued untU the arrival ofthe Whitiam Govemment at the 

end of 1972; it became the tuming point for the bilateral relationship. Whitiam's 

broader philosophy and his psychological view of the worid enabled him to promptly 

jettison some of Australia's sacred cows ofthe past: coloniaUsm, support for South 

Afiica and Rhodesia, remnants ofthe 'White AustraUa' PoUcy, involvement in Vietnam, 

the recognition of China issue and colonial authority over Papua New Guinea. These 

were no longer matters that tarnished AustraUa's Unage in India. 

The analysis in the thesis ofthe Whitiam-Indira Gandhi period ofthe relationship bears 

out the proposition that Whitlam's approach to India was informed by a sensitivity to 

the country's colonial experience as weU as its unique social, economic and geo

political circumstances. His interest in the region and the demonstration of greater 

Uidependence in foreign policy (although remaining in ANZUS and retaining US bases 

in Australia) were strong messages to India that Australia was capable of, and serious 

about, being an equal partner in the Asia-Pacific, conscious of its geography and not 

shackled by its history. While Whitlam's arrival in 1972 made no significant difference 

to the strategic divergence ofthe two countries. The Times of India m an Editorial on 

Whitiam's 1973 talks with Mrs (jandhi and 'his unqualified support for the ... Indian 

Ocean as a zone of peace' observed that '[a]s the years go by Mr Whitlam wUl perhaps 

tone down Us [AustraUa's] association with old miUtary alUances.' Whitlam 

explained the new Govemment's attitude to the eariier doctrinaire political philosophy: 

Precisely what we are trying to do is to break out of a kind of ideological 
isolationism which has Umited the conduct of our affairs in the past. In our own 
region, in our dealings with aU the countries of that region we think it's time for an 
ideological holiday. '° 

Unlike in the HoU, (jorton and McMahon led periods of the relationship, the broad 

Nehmvian policies, which continued under Mrs Gandhi, had a positive impact on the 

relationship with Whitlam. As the thesis demonstrates, the closeness of Whitiam's 

The Times of India, 8 June 1973, p 8. (Editorial.) 

' Meaney, Neville Australia and the World, Longman Cheshire, Melboume, 1985, p 747. 
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views (unequivocaUy stated during his years as a member of the House of 

representatives from 1953) with those constantly articulated by Nehm, was an 

important factor (not previously considered) in the reasons for Whitlam's greater 

acceptance. The cumulative effect of Whitiam's enlightened philosophy and foreign 

poUcy initiatives, and Mrs Gandhi's enthusiastic responses to them, made the Indian 

media perceive Australia as self-assertive, prepared to transcend Us anglophUe roots 

and acqune an independent identity." Also, for India, used to the Nehm-Menzies 

confrontation and three decades of ideological rigidity, the Whitlam approach was a 

sigruficant and refreshing change. 

There was also the uidirect dimension to Whitlam's Unpact. His greater independence 

in foreign policy, and the elimination ofthe remnants of British symbols and protocols, 

gave Australia a greater sense of pride Ui being a sovereign nation, less afraid of Us 

Asian neighbours. With the emphasis on a mono-culture population progressively 

lessened, it is not umeasonable to argue that AustraUans became more accepting of the 

idea of a multicultural society with the India-Australia relationship a beneficiary of that 

readjustment. Of course, any change of this kind has to break through hard-core 

attitudes and takes time. Dr Mark Lopez in his article in The Age of 25 August, 2000 

traces Canberra pubUc servant Jim Houston's role Ui Uitroducmg the concept of 

multiculturalism in the Whitlam period. 

Only a few people promoted multiculturalism at this time, and most of them had 
seen the election of the Whitiam Govemment in December 1972, ... as a great 
opportunity to effect change. '̂  

" For example. The Statesman, Delhi and Calcutta, 3 June 1973, 4 June 1973, 5 June 1973, 6 June 
1973, 7 June 1973; The Times of India, New Delhi, 3 June 1973, 6 June 1973, 7 June 1973; The 
Hindu, Madras 5 December 1972, p 8. 

'̂  Lopez, Mark 'The Man who dared to write the m word', The Age, 25 August 2000, p 13. A.J. 
Grassby (Minister for Immigration and Cultural Affairs in the Whitiam Government,) became the first 
Minister to speak on the concept of multiculturalism with his lecture made in August 1973 on A 
Multicultural Society for the Future. Also see, Robert Wolfgramm, 'Revolution by Stealth', (book 
review, Mark Lopez, The Origins of Multiculturalism in Australian Politics 1945-1975, Melbourne 
University Press) The Age, 11 November 2000, p 8.. 
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Of importance also was Whitlam's role as a catalyst to secure a transition in the India-

Australia relationship and its fiiture development with real achievements flowing from , 

the activism ofthe 1980s and continuing into the 1990s in a more tangible form. In a 

general overview ofthe reformist Whitiam Government, Hugh V. Emy says 'one may 

argue that, in several ways, the Whitlam era prepared the ground for the Hawke 

Goverrunent.'^^ The same could be said about the transitional impact ofthe Whitlam 

Govemment on the India-AustraUa bilateral relationship. It is Uistmctive to stress that 

the Whitlam Government's catalytic influence on the relationship is better revealed 

when examined at many levels and over the longer term; that is to say, when 

contrasting the pre 1972 era with the post 1972 period ofthe relationship, it must be in 

terms of the progress made beyond the purely official bUateral relations between the 

two Governments. It also needs to be evaluated in the time frame ofthe decades after 

the initial poUcy impact of Whitlam UberaUsm, the important breakthrough. 

Examination of these other levels, which take in the post- Whitlam account of progress 

in the relationship in its totality, (beyond the scope of this thesis), would include the 

bilaterally constmctive activities of organisations such as: 

• The Australia India CouncU 

• AustraUa India Business CouncU 

• Commonwealth activities 

• DFAT's Economic, Cultural and Educational inUiatives 

• The Indian Ocean Centre for Peace Studies 

• The National Centre for South Asian Studies 

• UN Agencies 

In terms of bUateral effectiveness, the thesis makes out a case for the view that the 

WhUlam-Indira Gandhi period was a peak in the relationship though limited to three 

years. However, for the fiiture of the bilateral relationship, U left a positive legacy 

'̂  Emy, Hugh V. Whitlam Re-Visited: Policy Development, Policies and Outcomes, Hugh V. Emy et. 
al. (eds.) Pluto Press, NSW, 1993, p 16. 
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enabling progressive engagement, initially in the Fraser period because of his 

commitment to the Commonwealth link and the strong views he shared with India on 

racial discrimination in Afiica; however, because of his anti-Soviet stance and his lack 

of interest in the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace, there were no great strides made in 

India-AustraUa relations in his time. Further initiatives to quicken the pace of 

improvement in the relationship, (particulariy in the area of trade where dramatic 

increases took place as shown in Figure 3, Chapter Seven) were taken in the Hawke-

Rajiv Gandhi Ministries including reciprocal visits.(Rajiv Gandhi visUed Australia in 

1986 and Hawke went to India in 1989). 

Also made manifest in the thesis is that, with India's Congress Party poUcies in place 

(under Nehm and Mrs (jandhi) throughout the period (1947-1975) the depth of 

engagement between the two countries depended on which Australian political party or 

coalition held office in Canberra. This is achieved by showing that, with Chifley and 

Nehm, besides the mutual admiration, there was a common interest in some areas of 

foreign poUcy absent in any previous AustraUan govemment's response to Asia and the 

sub-contUient. The sharp regression in the relationship thereafter with Menzies 

assuming the Prime Ministership, followed by the excUement restored to U with 

Whitlam gaming office, leads to the conclusion that there was greater engagement 

between the two countries during periods when Labor was in office. The thesis also 

makes reference to a Roundtable Discussion, between India and Australia, held in New 

Delhi in 1995, at which S.A. Mukherjee linked Evatt's ideas to those of Nehm and 

posUs that '[u]ntU Whitlam came Evatt's dreams were never ftilfiUed ...' '̂̂ , fiirther 

evidence that Labor personalities had greater affinity with India's aspirations and 

political ethos. 

''' Mukherjee, S.A. A Round Table Discussion on Australia-India Relations arranged by the Austialian 
High Commission, New Delhi, and the Nehm Memorial Library, February 1995, Published by the 
AustiaUan High Commission, 1995, p 108. 
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The linking of Labor with periods of India-AustraUa accord is also reflected in the 

comments made by Indians at a recent meeting of the two countries. In a publication 

of the proceedings of a seminar with Indian and AustraUan delegates, S.K. Bhutani 

described the post-War relations between India and Australia as characterised by 'drift 

or discord', the exceptions being, he said, the 1948-1949 years and the latter half of 

the 1980s. He proceeded to speculate that U 'may be a coincidence that the AustraUan 

Labour [sic] Party was in power during these years...' ^̂  Bhutani also questioned 

Australia's inability to collaborate with India on Indo-China agreements and Suez as 

Canada had done, or agree with India that South Afiica's departure from the 

Commonwealth was beneficial to the Organisation, again a view Canada shared with 

India. ^̂  The positive reformist poUcy initiatives ofthe Whitlam (jovemment were also 

mentioned in his paper. ̂ ^ 

What then is the fiiture for the bilateral relationship? 

WUh its recent economic emphasis, and a range of assets 'backed by one of the most 

professional military establishments of the world,' *̂ India is on course to become a 

major player in international affairs. India's Minister for External Affairs (1991) M. 

Solanski underscores the importance of economic success to India's defence, with his 

statement that 'the economic dimension of state power is becoming increasingly 

important in relation to the miUtary dimension.'^^ Professor Dibb takes the view that 

provided India is successfiil wUh her new economic reforms and is not shackled by 

poUtics, a democratic, powerfiil and secular India may be a major influence regionally 

'̂  Bhutani, S.K. Paper prepared for a Senunar, in Towards an Era of Cooperation: Indo Australian 
Dialogue, Dipankar Bannerjee, (ed.) Institute for Defence Studies, New Delhi, 1995, p 369. 

'̂  Ibid., p 371. 

" Ibid., p 373. 

'̂  Smgh, Jasjit 'An Indian Perspective', India Looks East: An Emerging Power and its Asia Pacific 
Neighbours, Sancty Gordon & Stephen Henningham, (eds.) Defence Stiidies Centre, ANU, 1995, 
pp 47-48 
'̂  Solanski, Madhavsmh 'India's Foreign Policy Perspectives in tiie 1990s' Uiaugural speech at tiie 
India International Centie, New Delhi, 13 August 1991, p 3. 
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and outside U. ^ A confidential paper (written about 1951, probably by the AustraUan 

High Commissioner in New Delhi) on India relations with Australia, states: 

[n]ot all Indians are happy about the inclusion of Austialia in the region [South East 
Asia], but a considerable body of intelUgent comment recognises that India's role in 
the affairs of Asia can be more effectively discharged in conjunction with AustraUa 
than without it. ̂ ' (n.d.) 

In 1950, Nehm too observed that despUe its European origins, AustraUa 'finds today 

inevitably that [its] geography and other things point towards Asia.' ̂ ^ 

James PlimsoU, in a letter from New Delhi to DEA in Canberra in 1965, refers to a 

conversation he had with India's T.T. Krishnamachari (the then Minister for Economic 

and Defence Co-ordination) who thought that he 'could envisage working towards a 

defence alliance on a regional basis between Australia and India, ...'^. In a post-Cold 

War unipolar world of globalisation and multipolar economic configurations, AustraUa 

and nonaligned India, together, could play an important complementary regional role. 

The thesis also points to many areas of common interests between India and Australia, 

values and experiences that could have brought the two countries together; among 

them democratic forms of govemment, independent judiciaries, membership of the 

Commonwealth of Nations, the speaking of EngUsh, not to mention a love of cricket. 

But there were also those issues that divided and stood in the way of greater 

engagement such as: ANZUS, 'White Australia' PoUcy, SEATO, the tiU to Pakistan, 

South Afiica, colonialism and nonalignment. Of the factors of convergence and 

divergence, the latter, representing what was to each more important Cold War issues, 

made the difference as illustrated in the India-Australia Strategic Maps, Figure 1, 

°̂ Dibb, Paul Towards a New Balance of Power in Asia, Adelphi Paper 295, Intemational Instittite for 
Stiategic Studies, Oxford University Press, New York, p 34. 

'̂ AA, Confidential paper on Austialia-hidia Relations, circa 1951, Series A1838/283, Item 
169/10/11/3, Parti. 

^̂  The National Herald, Lucknow, 28 December 1950, Nehm's speech on Menzies visU to New Delhi. 

^ AA, Interview witii Krishnamachari by PlimsoU 20 June 1963, Series A1838/2, Item 169/10/1 
Part 6. 
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Chapter One. In sum, Australia's motivation was strategic, India's more ideaUstic, 

aUhough the personalities of leaders such as Nehm, Chifley, Evatt, Whitlam and Mrs 

(jandhi ameUorated the impact of these differences on the relationship as seen in the 

Matrix, at the end of this Conclusion. 

It seeks to capture the affinity that prevailed between the leaders of India and Australia 

when measured agamst certain variables, and consequently, their impact on the quaUty 

ofthe bilateral relationship. As the thesis argues U was their personalities and how they 

viewed the worid and developed poUcies that determined the tme nature of the 

interactions between the two countries and therefore the quality of the bilateral 

relationship. 

Maintenance of a strong and sustainable bilateral relationship however, requnes 

continuing focus on education and understanding on both sides, and a framework that 

transcends the particular political ideology of incumbent govemments in Canberra and 

New Delhi of the fiiture. Ian Copland in his response to the Report Australia-India 

Relations: Trade and Security, ̂ * published by the Australian Senate's Committee on 

Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade in July 1990, refers to the problem ofthe negative 

imagery that has characterised AustraUan perceptions of India and makes the 

disceming observation that '[c]hanging the way the Australian people are accustomed 

to looking at their world is the real challenge.'̂ ^ 

^̂  Austi-alia-lndia Relations: Trade and Security, DFAT, AGPS, Canberra, 1990. 

*̂ Copland, Ian Austi-alia and India: The Next Ten Years, Melboume South Asian Studies Group, 
Melboume, 1991, p 53. 
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Figure 2. Personalities and Policies: Peaks and Troughs 
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Appendix A 

A STATEMENT ISSUED BY JAWAHARLAL NEHRU AT A PRESS 

CONFERENCE IN NEW DELHI ON 26 SEPTEMBER 1946 

In the sphere of foreign affairs India wiU follow an Uidependent poUcy, keeping away from 

power politics of groups aUgned one against another. She wiU uphold the principles of 

freedom for dependent peoples and will oppose racial discrimination wherever it may 

occur. She wiU work with other peace-loving nations for intemational cooperation and 

goodwUl without exploitation of one nation by another. 

It is necessary that, with the attainment of her fiiU intemational status, India should 

establish contact with all the great nations of the worid and that her relations wUh 

neighbouring countries in Asia should become still closer. 

Towards the United Nations Organization India's attitude is that of wholehearted 

cooperation and unreserved adherence, in both spirit and letter, to the Charter governing 

U. To that end, India will participate fiiUy in Us varied activities and endeavour to play 

that role in its Councils to which her geographical position, population and contribution 

towards peacefiil progress entitle her. In particular, the Indian delegate wUl make U clear 

that India stands for the independence of all colonial and dependent people and their fiill 

right to self detemunation. 

The above statement was published in Indian Information, by the Information 

Bureau ofthe Government of India, New Delhi, on 15 October 1946. 
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Appendix B 

INDIAN HIGH COIV 
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AUSTRALIAN HIGH COMMISSIONERS TO INDIA 

Iven Mackay 1944 

Hugh Gollan 1948 

Walter Crocker 1952 

Peter Heydon 1955 

Walter Crocker 1958 

James PUmsoU 1962 

Arthur Tange 1965 

Patrick Shaw 1970 

Bmce Grant 1973 
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