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power to blacklist contractors, etc, 
and it is to be hoped that the kind 
of screening which will be used for 
representatives will also be applied 
to proprietor-managers and resident 
directors, etc. 

If controls are not working well, 
they breed further controls which 
may or may not work well. Perhaps 
the most effective method of making 
controls work well is to have a system 
of especially severe penalties for 
their misuse. It is to be regretted 
then that no new measures have been 
taken to multiply the fear of punish 
ment for corruption. The Home 
Minister has recently said in the Lok 
Sabha that there is absolutely no 
change in his revolve to give up 

office if the anti-corruption drive 
fails' to produce any results. Mow, 
everybody agrees that corruption 
among ministers and top officials is 
by far the most serious element in the 
problem. It is then to be regretted 
that the Code for Ministers which 
was announced some months ago was 
such a watered-down version of the 
recommendations of the Sanhanam 
Committee, and that the goverment 
has once again rejected that the assets 
and liabilities of Ministers be made 
public. In short, much, indeed the 
major part, of the work in the cam
paign against corruption still remains 
to be done; the decision about accre
dited representatives is a very small 
step in the right direction. 

LETTER TO EDITOR 

The Need To Be Moral 
THIS may not be the ideal moment 

to comment on our foreign 
policy, but the interchange between 
one of your readers and the Editor 
(The Economic Weekly, September 
4, 1965) certainly provokes argument. 
You have objected to our "unseemly 
haste 10 embrace Malaysia" on the 
grounds that it has annoyed Indonesia, 
You have blamed India's foreign 
policy makers for negligence because 
she has alienated the three most 
populous nations of Asia — China, 
Pakistan and Indonesia. 

It may not have occurred to you 
but it should have that one reason 
for our present alienation from these, 
three nations is that they are dicta 
torships; and proletarian, military or 
nationalist, a dictatorship calls for its 
own brand of diplomacy which no 
democratic nation can easily supply. 
One reason why it is difficult to ap
pease dictatorships is their irrational 
ways. President Sukarno, for instance, 
is supposed to have been annoyed with 
India because our Government did not 
provide him with the entertainment 
that he considers essential. In public 
speeches in Jakarta he is reported to 
have commented on the "inhospitable" 
ways of Indian women. What brand 
of diplomacy would you advocate in 
these circumstances? 

Of China and Pakistan, the less said 
the better. No country had tried hard
er to appease China, no country had 
wanted as keenly an understanding 
with China as India under Nehru; yet 
when the time came it was as easy for 
China to rebuff India, as it was diffi
cult for India to accept a rebuff. As 
for Pakistan, it would be naive to sup-

pose that the alienation could be 
cured by a better foreign policy. The 
popular response to the current mi l i 
tary confrontation shows the depth of 
bitterness on both sides, built: up not 
in a day, but over years of constant 
bickering; nothing that we could have 
done would have prevented the aliena-
tion, and particularly after a military 
dictatorship had taken over in Pakis
tan. Dictators understand dictators; 
they can he tickle alike, forming new 
alliances as their moods change. 
Democracies do not depend on the 
wishes of one man, or even a group of 
men, however influential. No Indian 
leader could tomorrow decide on 
friendship with China or Pakistan, and 
get away unscathed. Democracies are 
slow to move at any stage. Therefore, 
one reason for our friendship with 
Malaysia is that she is a democracy 
and there arc not very many of them 
left in Asia. It is surely a sign of the 
greatest weakness not to support those 
ideals abroad that we consider para
mount at home. 

Whenever we have fallen short of 
our ideals we have failed in our foreign 
policy. We have denied plebiscite in 
Kashmir, and we have a situation on 
our hands which has done more harm 
to us than any other single issue in 
the last 18 years. The voice of reason 
does not call for a political settlement 
with Pakistan—with unreasonable mili
tary dictators, like Ayub Khan, and 
fanatic Muslim landowners, like Bhut
to, there can be no settlement—but 
the voice of reason docs call for a set
tlement with the Kashmiris, and that 
is not possible so long as Sheikh 
Abdullah is not released. Kashmir does 

have a right to decide and determine 
its own affairs, the right to do what 
its people consider best in their own 
interests. Democracy has a logic of its 
own (unfortunate though it may seem 
to us); a nation cannot be democratic 
in certain matters and not in others. 

We are also supposed to be anti-
colonial, but in Africa we advocate 
restraint (Nehru at Belgrade) to the 
thousands who look forward to free
dom. What is "restraint" but a coloni
al expression for "delay"? Have we 
not seen in India that greater the 
delay the worse a situation becomes? 
Would Pakistan have come into exist
ence if India had been given independ
ence 15 years earlier? 

It is because we have fallen so far 
below our own ideals that when we 
had a genuine conflict of ideals we 
were let down by the world. We be
lieve in non-violence; but we could 
acquire Goa only by violence. To 
throw off colonial rule should be a 
positive mission, and certainly Porfu
guese rule in Goa had to be removed; 
yet would we have earned the criticism 
of so many countries had we not the 
history of Kashmir behind us? Would 
we have been accused of hypocrisy 
had we stood four-square on the 
ground that we will not tolerate a 
colonial rule on this sub continent? 

The remarks of your reader "In 
politics only power counts. Politics is 
strictly amoral'', is to say the least 
trite. If one knows the history of 19th 
century Europe one is terribly im
pressed by clever expressions of power 
politics; today there is no such game 
to be played; there is no "balance of 
power" whereby we can throw our 
weight decisively in one camp or ano
ther. Nothing could be further from 
Palmerston's England than modern 
day India, Today there arc only two 
groups, those who are militarily strong 
and those who are militarily weak. 
The strong, apart from China, have not 
been very successful in power politics: 
even America has dithered along. 

If we believe that our independent 
military strength is limited (and de
feating Pakistan will not alter this 
belief) then we must look to other 
weapons to protect ourselves and our 
image. The only other weapon could 
be our moral authority and that can 
only be built up by following the prin
ciples of civilised behaviour. We do 
not have to be moral to show we are 
good; our self-interest lies in being 
moral. 
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