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Pdne G]s]d]nh]h Kadnq8 Jn, Aalqpu+
Pla]gan* Pen* ep d]o kbpaj ^aaj iu lnere+
haca pk ]``naoo pdeo dkj, Ikg P]^d] ]j`
/ d]ra ch]`hu ]r]eha` iuoahb kb pda kl+
lkneqjepu, ?qp* / _kjbaoo pd]p ]p pda lna+
oajp ikiajp F ]i n]pdan lanbkniejc
] `qpuÜ ]j` sepd heppha fku ej ep,

T_ d]ra `eo_qooa` bkn pda h]op bkqn
`]uo pda Mnaoe`ajpäo >``naoo pk pda
fkejp oaooekj kb ^kpd Ekqoao kb M]nhe]+
iajp, Qd]p >``naoo s]o nabanna` pk ^u
pda dkj, Jai^an* Pdne @d]ppanfaa* ]o (]
pden` _h]oo nalknp ^u ]j Rj`an Pa_na+
pknu,ä Qda dkj, Jai^an* sepd deo cna]p
gjksha`ca kb ]bb]eno ]j` kb pda Bjcheod
h]jcq]ca* jk `kq^p eo ajpepha` pk fq`[a
]hh pdaoa i]ppano* ]j` ep eo bkn qo pk heo+
paj pk deo ]`re_a, ?qp* ep `kao oaai pk
ia* eb F i]u op]pa epÜkn n]pdan* qj`an+
op]pa epÜ * ]j k`` s]u ]j` land]lo jkp
]  lnklan s]u pk naban pk pda Mnaoe`ajpäo
>``naoo ej pdeo s]u, Lpdan dkj, Jai+
^ano _kilh]eja` pd]p pda >``naoo `e`
jkp `a]h sepd pdeo kn pd]p i]ppan, Pdne
>okg] Jadp] ]j` F pdejg P]n`]n Eqg]i
Pejcd o]e` pd]p ep c]ra pkk iq_d ol]_a
pk bknaecj ]bb]eno ]j` pkk heppha pk kpdan
i]ppano, Lpdano o]e` pd]p ep `e` jkp naban
pk Haju] kn okia kpdan lh]_ao,

F rajpqna` kj okia lnarekqo k__]+
oekjo pk oq^iep pk pda Ikg P]^d] ]o pk
sd]p pda Dkranjiajp pdkqcdp pda Mna+
oe`ajpäo >``naoo s]o oqllkoa` pk ^bn, Ta
]n_ bkhhksejc l]nhe]iajp]nu lnk_a`qna
]j` pk okia atpajpÜ jkp pd]p sa ]na
^kqj` ^u ep* ^qp pk okia atpajpÜsa
d]ra `anera` pdeo lnk_a`qna bnki pda
?nepeod M]nhe]iajp ]j` bnki pda Hejcäo
>``naoo pdana, F `k jkp ia]j pd]p sa
odkqh` ]`dana pk pd]p* ^qp jkni]hhu
ola]gejc* pda Ea]` kb pda Pp]pa `kao
jkp* at_alp ej >iane_] ]j` _kqjpneao
sepd ] hega @kjopepqpekj sdana pda Ea]`
kb pda Pp]pa `aherano áJaoo]cfa pk pda
K]pekj kn okia oq_d j]ia* cera ] hkjc
nareas kb bknaecj ]j` ejpanj]h lkhepe_o
]j` ]j atlnaooekj kb deo klejekj kj ep,

Qda Ea]` kb pda >iane_]j Pp]pa eo pd a
Ea]` kb pda >iane_]j Dkranjiajp ]hok9
da k__qleao ] ola_e]h lkoepekj, Kks*
pda Ea]` kb kqn ,Pp]pa eo jkp pda Ea]`
kb pda Dkranjiajp* ]j` da k__qleao ]
`ebbanajp lkoepekj, Ea eo ]j]hkckqo pk
_kjopepqpekj]h Ea]`o kb Pp]pa ]j` ej deo
>``naoo pk M]nhe]iajp* ]__kn`ejc pk kqn
pdejgejc* pdana ]na psk i]ppano sde_d
odkqh` ^a `a]hp sepd lnej_el]hhu, Lja
eo nabanaj_a pk bknaecj ]bb]eno ]j` pda+
kpdan eo nabanaj_a pk pda haceoh]pekj pd]p
eo ckejc pk ^a p]gaj ql ^u M]nhe]iajp,
K]pqn]hhu* da i]u naban pk kpdan i]ppano
pkk, Qdanabkna* pd]p eo pda jkni]h ]l+

benk]_d kb pda Mnaoe`ajp pk deo >``naoo*
p eo jkp jkni]hhu necdp pd]p pda Mnaoe+

`ajp odkqh` ajpan iq_d ejpk _kjpnkran+
oe]h i]ppa=no* ]hpdkqcd da eo oqllkoa` pk
atlnaoo* ^nk]`hu ola]gejc* pda reas+
lkejpo kb pda Dkranjiajp kb pda `]u,
Qdanabkna* eb sa gaal pdeo ej iej`* pda+
Mnaoe`ajbo >``naoo d]o pk `a]h sepd
bknaecj ]bb]eno* ^a_]qoa ep eo ]j >``naoo
jkp kjhu ia]jp bkn pda M]nhe]iajp* jkp
kjhu bkn pda _kqjpnu* ^qp bkn kpdan
_kqjpneao ]hok, Fp `kao ok ^neabhu ]j`
^nk]`hu nabano pk _anp]ej ej_e`ajpo,
Tdapdan pda nabanaj_a pk bknaecj ]bb]eno*
eo ] heppha hkjcan kn odknpan `alaj`o qlkj
sd]p d]o d]llaja` ej pda na]hi kb
bknaecj ]bb]eno kb eilknp]j_a `qnejc pda+
l]op ua]n kn ok, Qdanabkna* F skqh` ^ac
pda Ikg P]^d] pk naiai^an pdeo sdaj
_kjoe`anejc pda Mnaoe`ajpäo >``naoo,

Fp eo necdp*Ü ep eo pnqaÜ pd]p ej pdeo*
`a^]pa pd]p sa d]ra d]` `qnejc pda h]op
bkqn `]uo* jkp pkk iq_d d]o ^aaj o]e`
]^kqp bknaecj ]bb]eno9 ] heppha d]o ^aaj
o]e` ]^kqp a_kjkie_ lkhe_u9 ^qp* ikophu
pda `a^]pa d]o ^aaj ]j ejmqeoepekj ]j` ]j
ej`e_piajp kj pda mqaopekj kb Pp]pao na+
knc]jeo]pekj, Qd]p eo necdp ^a_]qoa pd]p
eo ]j eilknp]jp ]j` rep]h eooqa sde_d
d]o ]bba_pa` ]hh kb qo, Karanpdahaoo* ok b]n
]o pda Mnaoe`ajpäo >``naoo eo _kj_anja`*
sa _]j d]n`hu atla_p dei pk ck ejpk `a+
p]eho araj ]^kqp ] rep]h eooqa sde_d
]bba_po qo ejpanj]hhu9 da _]j ^nk]`hu naban
pk ep, F od]hh `a]h* j]pqn]hhu* sepd pda
_en_qiop]j_ao pd]p d]ra ]neoaj ej nac]n` 
pk pda Pp]pao naknc]jeo]pekj* ^qp ^abkna +
F `k ok* F skqh` hega b]enhu ^neabhu pk
naban pk okia kpdan i]ppano sde_d d]ra
^aaj n]eoa` ej pda `a^]pa, F `k jkp seod pk
o]u iq_d ]^kqp bknaecj ]bb]eno kn ]^kqp
a_kjkie_ lkhe_u ej olepa kb pdaen cna]p
eilknp]j_a* ^a_]qoa F p]ga ep pd]p ok b]n
]o pda a_kjkie_ lkhe_u ]j` pda oa_kj`
Cera+Va]n Mh]j ]na _kj_anja`* pdau sehh
_kia ql ^abkna pdeo Ekqoa ]j` pdeo
Ekqoa sehh d]ra bqhh kllknpqjepu pk `eo+
_qoo pdkoa i]ppano, ?qp F skqh` ^ac+
pdeo Ekqoa pk naiai^an ]hh pda o]ia pd]p 8
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whatever happens in this country, in
cluding the important occurrences in re
gard to the reorganisation of States, has 
to be viewed in a certain context and 
not isolated from everything else.

It is to be viewed in the context of 
these great happenings in the country or 
in the world, whether they are good or 
bad. After all, the reorganisation of 
States, howevermuch it may please us 
or displease us, is a thing of this year or 
the next year. The other things continue. 
The other things are more vital and are 
going to have a more lasting impression 
on our future. We live today— if we 
look at the world— in perhaps an odd 
and strange period of the earth’s his
tory. There is this drama— almost at 
every step, in every country— of an 
ever-changing situation going on; that 
drama often leading to tragic happen
ings and almost always hovering over 
the brink of disaster. That is the parti
cular background of the world in which 
we live. .

In our own country, we face tremen
dous problems— economic problems, so* 
cial problems and the like— problems to 
which references has been made, of un
employment, poverty etc. We try to 
face them realising that there is no magic 
way of suddenly solving all these prob
lems or untying all the knots, but that 
it will take us tmie and mean hard work 
to do so. That again leads us to the 
Second Five Year Plan and all the rest 
of it. But, looking at India’s foreign 
policy, India’s connection with interna
tional affairs, looking at India’s attempts 
at improving her economic lot under &e 
First Five Year Plan or the new draft 
Second Five Year Plan, some things, I 
venture to submit, may be borne in 
mind. It may be that some of us may 
take an unduly partial view about our 
own accomplishments. That is a human 
failing. It may be that some others 
may take an unduly critical view of 
these accomplishments. But, I think I 
may state it without the least exaggera
tion that the last few years in India, 
looked at as a whole, are considered in 
the world, I am not for the moment 
excepting any country in the world, as a 
story of success and considerable 
achievement. Whether those countries 
which have considered them lie in what 
is called the western world of America 
or England or Western Europe o r whe
ther they lie in Eastern Europe and the 
Soviet regions or in Asia, Western Asia 
or Eastern Asia or Africa or South 
America, from everywhere comes the 
cry that India has made remarkable

4—8 Lot Sabha

success. Hon. Members opposite have 
far greater opportunities of judging it 
than the people in America or England 
or Russia; I admit it, of course, because 
they live in the midst of these things. 
But, I think this fact need not be com
pletely ignored.

The hon. Member Acharya Kxipalani 
mentioned,— 1 am quoting, I believe—  
that our brilliant foreim  policy had not 
succeeded in stopping these military pacts 
being made. He is completely r i^ t .  
Our foreign policy has not succeeded in 
many ways in setting right the evils of 
the world, just as our internal policy 
has not succeeded in putting right aU 
the evils of India. That is perfecUy true, 
because nobody can claim that. The 
point is whether we are aiming right 
and whether in aiming right, the experi
ence that we have gathered shows that 
we are achieving something here and 
there, something little, not big. 1 do sub
mit that in this complicated maze of in
ternational affairs, where there is so 
much of bitterness and hatred, or even 
clash of arms, we have been a soothing 
influence an influence that has cometimes , 
helped a little in improving the situation 
or in taking a step towards pcace or in 
avoiding a step towards war. That is all 
the claim. Nothing more. If we have 
done that little bit, it is something. Any
how, no one, even the great countries 
of the world, who have great power for 
good or ill, has succeeded in solving the 
problems of the world. It is no solution 
of the problem for me to say or for the 
hon. Members opposite to deliver a 
harangue as to the evils of other coun
tries and the problems that exist else
where. It is no good my saying, I am 
very virtuous and saying th ^  other 
countries have erred or are erring, and 
are misbehaving. We are all mixed up 
in virtue or lack of virtue that we pos
sess of all countries. So, I should like 
this House, even when we are excited 
and distressed by these conditions that 
have arisen in this country about the r ^  
organisation of States, to look at this 
broad picture of the worid, and what we 
have done, what we stand for and the 
direction we are aiming at.

The hon. Member opposite, I think 
Shri U. M. Trivcdi, made some fun and 
belittled the visit to this country of va
rious Heads of States and distinguished 
statesmen. I do not mind what any hon. 
Member says about us or our Oovem - 
ment. But, do not think it is quite be
coming for any of us to speak in that
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way about distinguished people who 
come from abroad as our honoured 
guesU.

It has been during the last year an 
extraordinary sight, an experience in 
this country for us to be honoured by 
the visit of so many distinguished Heads 
of States, Prime Ministers, Foreign Mi
nisters and other distinguished men from 
all parts of the world. That is no small 
matter. It is not because of our Gov
ernment or because we issued invitations 
to  them that they came. It is essentially 
because in this larger picture of the 
world, India begins to count. India’s 
opinion counts because India makes a 
difference sometimes whether it is in 
the United Nations or elsewhere in the 
consideration of world problems. Be
cause India makes a difference and be
cause India’s opinion is valued, import
ant people, distinguished people who 
themselves play an important part in 
the world affairs, have thought it worth 
while to come and have a look at this 
country which is changing, which is 
progressing, which is alreadjr playing an 
miportant part and which is likely to  
play a still more important part in the 
future. That is the broad context. That 
does not mean in the slightest that we, 
as a Government, have not made mis
takes, have not failed here and there, 
and that there are not any problems in 
India and abroad with which we have 
been unable to come to grips, or where 
our wishes have exceeded our achieve
ments. That is so. And hon. Members 
may be right to draw attention to these 
problems and to criticise them, but in 
criticising them that criticism will have 
value if it has a little balance, if it 
keeps this broad picture in view and 
not merely, simply recites some old 
slogan which has been heard often 
enough like some, if I may use the 
word with all respect, bigoted religious 
fanatic reciting an old mantra without 
understanding it, which has no mean
ing today. Our Government does not 
claim to succeed always, or not to  
err. It errs often enough. But I do 
claim that we want to do our utmost 
and that we want to be judged by our 
success and failures. And certainly the 
failures should be pointed out, but when 
some hon. Members offer criticisms 
which have little relation to facts o r to 
this broad context of world affairs that 
I have ventured to place before this 
House, then those criticisms do not have 
much value.

Shri Mukerjee in the flush of his ora
tory says many things which I am quite

sure he does not mean. In fact, some 
hon. Members opposite who have bit
terly criticised us even in regard to the 
States Reorganisation Report have pri
vately come to me and spoken in a dif
ferent way, that is to say— I am not cri
ticising anybody— recognising the diffi
culties of the situation and discussing the 
matter— not this kind of lop-sided at
tack with head down and without think
ing of what the facts etc., are. Shri 
Mukerjee did not particularly like the 
reference to Malaya or the Gold Coast 
in the President’s Address, and he said: 
what about Kenya? Well, I ' should say 
that what is happening in the Gold 
Coast is one of the most promising fea
tures in the African situation today. 
W hat is happening in the Gold Coast 
is not something & at you and I could 
perhaps fashion out of our heads and 
put down that this is the right thing. 
The world does not function that way. I 
say in the context of Africa what is hap
pening in the Gold Coast is something 
not o ^ y  of hope for the Gold Coast but 
for the whole of Africa. W hat will hap
pen ultimately I do not know, but we 
should welcome these things in this dis
tracted and distressing world wherever 
a good step is taken.

In Malaya I am not quite sure be
cause we have not the full details of 
what is likely to happen there, but at 
any rate, there is a ray of light, some
thing that is pulling this ternble tangle 
from out of the mire.

About Goa I can say nothing more 
than what I have said previously. There 
is no difference of opinion between any 
hon. Member here and the Government 
broadly speaking, on Goa. The differ
ence does come in perhaps here and 
there as to the line of action to be adopt
ed in regard to  Goa. Now, it is clear 
that any line of action adopted in re
gard to Goa or any other matter which 
IS international has to  be judged not 
from the point of view of some local 
affray, but from various international 
aspects. One hon. Member— I forget
who, Shri Syamnandan Sahaya, I think 
— said something about this, that the 
application of the doctrine of Ahimsa  
to our foreign relations does not succeed 
at any rate in regard to our border prob
lems. Well, I am not aware of our Gov
ernment having ever said that they 
adopted the doctrine of Ahimsa  to our 
activities. They may respect it, they 
may honour that doctrine, but as a Gov
ernment it is patent t ^ t  we do not 
adopt and do not consider ourselves 
capable of adopting the doctrine of
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Ahimsa. If  we did, we would not keep an 
Army or a Navy or aa  A ir Force. But it 
is quite a different m atter not beins 
able to adopt it in the circumstances o i 
today, nevertheless not going to  the 
other extreme of shaking about a 
aword or a lalhi or whatever weapon 
you may have in your hand and threa
tening everybody and delivering a 
num ter of harangues and all that. Not 
only is that rather childish and rather 
foolish in the context of affairs today, 
but remember when you talk about vio
lence, vilpence is only useful if it is su
perior violence. Inferior violence may 
make a fool of yourself. Violence has to 
be judged today in the ultimate context 
o f the most violent things, that is, the 
hydrogen bomb, the atomic bomb. I do 
not say that every country has got it, 
but that is the final acme of violence 
today. Violence has arrived at a stage in 
the world today when it will either end 
in destroying the world, or in, well, 1 
won’t say putting an end to itself, but 
putting an end, at any rate, in men’s 
minds to the age of violence. We are 
at the last edge of the age of violence. 
We may topple over into the dark pit, 
o r  we may Keep back and see that vio
lence is no longer a remedy for the 
world's ills. That is the broad picture. 
That has nothing to do with the doctrine 
o f Ahimsa. It is a broad practical real
isation of things as they are today. 
When heads of States which have the 
greatest methods of violence and wea
pons of violence at their disposal, and 
who have no inhibitions about violence 
o r  Ahimsa, have come to the conclu
sion that modem war with all the new 
weapons, must be ruled out practically 
speakinR, something has happened in 
the world. It may be that everybody 
does not fully realise the implications of 
it, but something has happened, that is, 
violence essentially and basically is being 
ruled out for the solution of the world’s 
problems. It may be that before it is 
completely ruled out, eruptions may 
occur, all kinds of things may occur. 
That is a different matter.

Now, if big violence means that, then 
you have to look at little violences in 
that context, more especially when the 
small violences are on the international 
sphere, because you immediately im
pinge on the big violence and it cannot 
be considered separately as something 
that we can indulge in whenever we 
feel like it. We have to consider the 
far-reaching consequences of this.

I should like the House to note that 
I  am not basing my argument on any

high moral basis, although 1 would be 
right in even putting it on that basis. I 
would be right in saying that it is im
proper for us to say one thing to the 
wide world and act in a different way, 
to suggest and encourage in the world 
a policy of peaceful settlement of dis
putes and ourselves to settle a dispute 
that we have and in which we are right, 
— that is admitted—  by way of violence 
and armed might and military measures. 
It does not fit in with what we say; we 
simply do not succeed in this or that; we 
fall between two stools. So, that is the 
broad background.

Now, may I say one or two things 
about Ceylon? An hon. Member refer
red to Ceylon and Burma and other

eaces where he said Indians are being 
eked out. He is partly right, th o u ^  

not wholly so; wnen he brought m 
Burma and all those places, I do not 
think he has right or fair. But it is true 
that people of Indian descent in Ceylon 
as well as others who are Indian nation
als, who have gone there, have not had, 
and are not having a square deal.

I do not wish to go into this ques
tion except to say that here it is. How 
do we settle problems with Ceylon? 
Surely, the only way to settle problems 
with Ceylon is in a friendly way, and 

\ we shall continue to follow that. There 
is no other way. And 1 should like hon. 
Members to tell me ^  any other way 
except delivering a brave speech, that is 
no way in international affairs. For 
instance, my hon. friend the Finance 
Minister, when he deals with foreign 
countries, when he is worried about 
foreign exchange while buying things, 
cannot pay in his own currency; he 
has to pay in somebody else’s, he has to 
pay in some other coin for effecting 
that deal.

1 shall just inform the Lok Sabha of 
one very small development on our side 
in regard to Ceylon. There was two 
years ago, or thereabouts, a kind of an 
agreement signed between the Prime 
Minister of Ceylon and our Government 
— 1 siigned it— about certain procedures 
to be adopted, certain steps to be taken, 
which we thought would help towards 
the solution of this problem there.

Eversince then or soon after, there 
was a controversy between the two res
pective Governments as to the interpre
tation of that document. Well, we have 
written long letters to each other; and 
I wrote another long letter, about two 
or three w edu—may be a month ago—
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to the Prime Minister of Ceylon. In this 
letter, apart from the other points I 
raised, I suggested to the Prime Minis
ter of Ceylon that ‘if the interpretation 
of that document is an issue between us, 
for my part and for my Government’s 
part, 1 shall gladly agree to refer the 
interpretation of this document to any 
eminent authority agreeable to you and 
me; I shall accept that interpretation, 
whatever it is; let us at least find out 
some way of ending a dispute about in
terpretation..’ 1 shall accept that interpre
tation. The person to interpret must be 
chosen by me and by him, that is, by 
the two Governments. W hether he is a 
foreigner, or whatever country he be
longs to is immaterial; whoever he is, 
whether h t  is a high mature judicial 
officer or not is immaterial. Here is a 
document of three pages, let him inter
pret it, and we shall accept his interpre
tation.

We have not had any reply to that. I 
have had an acknowledgment of the let
ter, but no reply. Meanwhile, as you 
perhaps know, Ceylon is going to have 
general elections. So, perhaps, that will 
delay any further deve opment.

I referred just now to the great, 
moving and rather tragic drama of the 
world. It is an exciting drama all that is 
happening. One sees the headlines on the 
newspapers, but behind them lie all 
kinds of things happening in different 
countries, our country or any other 
countries.

Only recently, hon. Members must 
have read of the proceedings in Moscow 
of the Communist Congress there, where 
it would appear that considerable chan
ges in outlook and approach have been 
announced. Now, it is not for me to in
terpret the significance of those changes. 
But I do think that it is an important 
matter not only for the Soviet Union 
but for other countries in the world at 
large to understand these great changes 
that are taking place there, which are, 
if I may use the word, taking the Soviet 
Union more and more towards some 
kind of normalcy, which is to be wel
comed in every way.

The point is that even great revolu
tionary countries who have passed 
through very tragic experiences, and 
who have lived on a pitch of effort and 
excitement become normal, vary their 
policies, change their outlooks. I wish 
in this respect their example was follow
ed by others also, who sometimes look 
up to them.

Now, may I refer briefly to  the Statea 
Reorganisation Commission business, 
which has been discussed here during the 
last four days, and may I say that dis
tressed as I have been about much that 
has happened— and it has caused m e 
much unhappiness and produced in me 
a sense of failure, which I do not often 
have— nevertheless, what has worried m e 
and distressed me is not so much the 
actual occurrences or the actual things 
that have happened, bad as they are„ 
but rather this growth and recrudescence 
of a spirit of violence all over the coun
try, or in various parts of it, this attempt 
to settle problems by violent methods? 
That is, I think, something very bad for 
this country, regardless of the merits of 
any cause, because once you enter that 
region of trying to settle any problem 
by violent methods, then you go towards 
something that is perilously near to civil 
war.

Our country with all its faults, all 
the Government’s faults and failings, 
has shown to the world a certain stabi
lity, a certain peace, a certain mea
sure of progress— may be, it is not as 
fast as you like— and through that estab
lished that reputation which it is proud 
to hold today; and all that is based on 
certain fundamental characteristics. If 
we enter into the region of violent ex
plosions, because we dislike this thing 
or that, well, then, we lose not only 
that reputation— reputations do not 
matter much— but something much 
more important than that.

Are we going to enter into that and 
become that type of country where 
every month or two, we hear about some 
kind of violent revolution trying to upset 
the government? That is not democracy, 
of course; that is something, which is the 
very reverse of democracy. But apart 
from that— we need not for the moment 
apply any technical definition of demo
cracy— 1 do submit that that is a comp
lete denial of any idea of measured or 
ordered progress. I can understand an 
attitude, and I believe that some people 
hold that attitude, that nothing can be 
achieved by these slow democratic o r 
parliamentary methods, nothing can be 
achieved by peaceful methods, nothing 
can be achieved, in fact, step by step; 
we must break everything and produce 
some kind of a clean slate. It may be, 
to begin with, an anarchic condition. Let 
us have that clean slate and then we 
shall have an opportunity to build. I 
do not agree with that, of course. But 
I can understand that; then the other 
thing follows. Let us encourage what is
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called sometimes a militant attitude, 
whether it is in the workers o r the stu
dents or anybody. Even now poor little 
children of 6, 7 or 8 are exploited for 
this. 1 think it is a matter for the Lok 
Sabha to consider very carefully Where 
all this is leading us to, quite apart from 
the States Reorganisation Report.

There are always in great cities and 
elsewhere anti-social elements, goondas 
and the like. One can deal with them if 
socicty generally disapproves of them, 
as it does. But, when society or certain 
respectable sections of society approve 
o f violent methods, then the goonda and 
the disruptive element can immediately 
have the chance of their lifetime. They 
come and they are bound to come in. 
What is happening today? It is a cycle. 
Some matter is disliked or disapproved 
of by some group. They say, we will 
demonstrate, we will have a hartal and 
•we shall take out a procession. If shops 
do not closc, they are forcibly closed. 
There may be some violence. If trams 
or buses are functioning, they are burnt. 
If an order is passed that there should 
be no procession, that order is broken. 
T he result is conflicts. Police are there 
and police fire. Some people are hit; 
some people die and others are wound
ed. Then, there is an outcry against 
police action and a demand for an en
quiry. This is the cycle. The police 
might have misbehaved or not; I am not 
mentioning any particular place; but 
this is the cycle of events— a deliberate 
challenge on the violent level usually 
accompanied by violence, burning, arson 
molestation of people, attacks on people 
who do not fall into line, burning of 
trams, buses etc., looting of shops and 
defiance of other laws like .section 144 
and the like and then a conflict, with 
the police firing; unfortunate tragic 
deaths, sometimes of possibly innocent 
people, sometimes of even small children 
who might be roundabout and then, 
naturally, a reaction against that and 
condemnation of the Government for 
resorting to these things ; they have ex
ceeded the limits of legitimate action and 
the demand for an enquiry into police 
misbehaviour. What are exactly the limits 
of legitimate action of the police or for 
the Army functioning? It is rather diffi
cult to say. Obviously, they can be ex
ceeded. V ^en you are dealing with a 
limited affair somewhere it is rather easy 
to  understand what are the limits. When 
you are dealing with conditions of up
roar all over a great city like Calcutta, 
o r Bombay or Madras, then it is a bit 
difficult to  judge these things. Either you

allow those anarchical conditions, loot, 
arson etc., to gain the upper hand or 
you do not. If they gain the upper 
hand, then, of course, the whole city 
becomes at the mercy of the hooligan 
element. Mind you, when such things 
happen, the decent elements even in the 
crowd are pushed out; it is the hooligan 
elements that take the lead. The decent 
elements only have given them an op
portunity to take the lead. They always 
take the lead, and— it may be expected 
rightly— some political elements who be
lieve in this kind of thing. Either you 
allow that kind of thing to gain the 
upper hand; if they do gain the upper 
hand, it is then hooligan raj there and. 
Government ceases to function. Or, 
Government has necessarily to take 
steps to stop this at any cost because 
the cost of not stopping it is too terrible 
and loo great for citizens as well as for 
everything. Surely, no government can 
aflord to do it.

I think Prof. Hiren Mukerjce referred 
to a speech of mine which I delivered 
in Amritsar in which there was some
thing about the challenge of the streets 
to be met in the streets, I was laying 

' stress on this very point. I was venturing 
to lay before the Lok Sabha that if peo
ple go in for violence in the streets that 
violence has to be met in the streets and 
has to be stopped. 1 cannot understand 
how even Prof. Hiren Mukcrjee could 
object to my statement. (Interruption).

In this connection, may 1 also correct 
him? He referred, I think— 1 had not the 
good fortune to be present here but I 
have read his speech fully in the trans
cript as well as other speeches delivered 
by hon. Members— he referred' to my 
having called the Akali proce.ssion in 
Amritsar as a tamasha. It is not correct;
It is completely incorract. What I said-~ 
speaking from memory, of course— was, 
referring to large gatherings including the 
Congress, I said, these are difficult ques
tions which we have-to consider serious
ly and decide not by having big tama- 
shas and delivering long speeches. I 
was referring to the critical questions we 
were considering. . . .

Shri Kamadi:
ressi

Including the Cong-

Shri Jawaharial Nehru: Yes; includ
ing the Congress? all big gatherings.

I stated, we must look at these ques
tions not in a demonstrative spirit, tama
sha spirit but a spirit of critical, humble 
approach to the problem and decide it 
in this way and not in a slogan-like way. 
It is not the way to consider problems.
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[Shri Jawaharlal Nehru]
So, I would beg the House to remem

ber this that, I think, the major ques
tion today before India, internally speak
ing, is this question of what is going to 
be our policy in regard to this growing 
violence. I am not afraid of the violence 
of the hooligan, but this spirit of vio
lence. The other day, or two days ago, 
on the occasion of the funeral proces
sion in Lucknow of Nurendra Deva, a 
person beloved of all, a p>oliceman was 
blinded and others were badly injured. 
Why should this happen? Here is a fune
ral procession and it should be an oc
casion for solemnity. There people threw 
stones and pushed about a poor police
man lost an eye completely, apart from 
some police officers being rather badly 
injured by stones. This is what I cannot 
understand.

W hat is happening elsewhere? We 
talk about the split personality of India; 
we speak unctuously about non-violence 
and about these methods and all that 
and about our culture and sanskriti and 
in our daily behaviour we are coming 
down to a level which is not a civilised 
level at all.

5 P.M .

Shri S. S. More (Sholapur); Is this 
applicable to Chief Ministers also speak
ing about non-violence and practising 
violence?

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru : It is applic
able to everybody, including Shri More 
and me. We are all split personalities in 
that respect. But here I am venturing to 
place before the Lok Sabha this very 
dangerotis development of associating 
any kind of dislike or anything, any 
kind of protest or anything with a vio
lent demonstration or a demonstration 
which is inevitably likely to lead to vio
lence. That is what is happening. I do 
not know what is going to happen. The 
other day in Madras at some places an 
organisation sponsored hartals and de
monstration— an organisation which is 
openly committed to disruption of In
dia, the separation of Tamil Nad from 
India and being an independent State. 
They raised various slogans and cries 
and anyhow there was trouble. Tomor
row I believe some kind of a hartal is 
heino; organised in Calcutta and I have 
no doubl you will see the whole cycle—  
the cycle I have just mentioned.

Shrlmad Rrou Chakravartty (Basir- 
hat) ; How was it peaceful on the 2U t 
January? Not a word had been said 
about it; not a word had been said on

the huge and tremendous success of the 
peaceful hartal on the 21st January. You 
are talking about violence {Interrup
tion)

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: 1 did not
mean to imply that people behave al
ways at all times badly.

Shrimad Renu Chakravartty: Did
you try to find out why they were be
having badly?

Shri Jawaiuulal Nehru: It is clear to  
Shrimati Charkravartty, who no doubt 
knows a great deal more of Calcutta 
hartals and the like, and probably knows 
what is going to happen there tomor
row.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: Merger 
is responsible for it.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Anyhow
there has been an open declaration. . . .

Shri H. N. Mukrejee (Calcutta 
North-East) : When your Home Minis
ter says in Amritsar that the merger 
shall go through— that was what the 
papers reported— would you object to 
the people of Calcutta having a hartal 
to demonstrate their resentment against 
that?

An Hon. Member: Illegal hartal. 
(Interruptions) .

Shri Jawaiuulal Nehru: I will come
to this merger business later. But these 
peaceful hartal sponsors have announc
ed, as stated in the public press today, 
that they would defy section 144 and 
every order that is passed. I do not call 
that a peaceful approach.

An Hon. Member: Illegal hartal.

Shri Jawaharial Nehru; It is true that 
this Parliament has to consider this 
question squarely and fairly. Are we 
going to encourage or promote this kind 
of spirit of violence and constant vio
lent activity by hartals and agitations to 
continue?

Some Hon. Members: No, no.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehm: Is there any 
way out (Interruptions)?

Shri V. G. Deshpande: Are we going 
to allow the police to fire?

Shri Sya idan Sahaya (Muzaffar-
pur Central) : Yes, if necessary.

Shri Sudhmi Giipte (CalcutU South
East) : Check your violence.....................
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Slul iaw ahaiial N chnu 1 should like 
hoD . Members opposite, w h o  seem to 
consider it as a kind of personal refer
ence by me, to cite to me any example 
in the capitalist or commimist world 
w hert such things are allowed, in any 
country, where this kind of activity is 
indulged in. 1 am not aware of any 
country.

Shri Kamatfat There is no section 
144 in England at all.

Shri A. K. Gopalan: May 1 ask the
Prime Minister whether he will kindly 
enquire into one thing? I am only saying 
this because the Prime Minister just now 
said it should be stopped. Will he kind
ly enquire whether the Finance Minis
ter of Madhya Pradesh, Shri Biyani had 
made an open speech in Akola in which 
he said that goondaism will be met by 
goondaism and that he will send goon- 
das from Nagpur?

Shri Jawaharlal Nelini: If anybody,
including a Minister, has m ^ e  such a 
speech, he has said something very 
wrong, very foolish and very objection
able.

Acharaya Kripalani: May I suggest
that all this arises from the fact that 
Congress people think that you are 
speaking to the Opposition while you 
are speaking to them also?

Shri Jawidiarlal Nchni: The hon.
Member who just interrupted is com
pletely right. And I was not referring to 
any particular group, although it is true 
that there is this difference, not among 
the Congress and others, but certainly 
some groups even in theory do not 
object to violence, much less in practice. 
In fact, they think that violence is the 
only way to lead to the goal which they 
may aim at.

Acharya K ripalani: They are recipro
cated.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehiv; As Acharya 
Kripalani just got up, may I tell him 
that I was p a in ^  and surprised to learn 
from him that some C.I.D. officials had 
been dogging his footsteps because I 
can assure him that if he will be good 
enough to give me some information, I 
would be ^ a d  to enquire into it.

Ab  H oa. Meaiber: That is a privilege 
to some.

Shri Namblar
every one of us.

(Mayuram); For

Stei Jawahariai N ehnu There m ij^t 
perhaps be some difference between

some hon. Members oppoute (/nwrru^
tions).

Shri Nambiar rose—

Shri Jawahariai N ebni: What I 
would venture in alt humility and res
pect to place before the Lok Sabha is 
the d an ^ ro u s trends that are developing 
in this country. I am not easily upset by 
any occurrence however bad it may be—  
one survives these things— but some
thing has happened in this country 
which, 1 believe, is poisoning the whole 
community, poisoning in this sense in 
two ways. One is of course the spirit of 
violence. The other is poisoning against 
each other which is e(^ually bad. And I  
have no doubt that this will go sooner 
or later. But we have to work actively 
to that and not encourage it. Therefore,
I would again submit that an act which 
may be quite legitimate in a certain set 
of circumstances may become dangerous 
and objectionable in another set of cir
cumstances. A hartal which may be legi
timate as an expression of opinion in a 
certain set of circumstances may in an
other set of circumstances be dangerous 
and harmful. And 1 say that at the pre
sent moment with these bi^ tensions and 
bitterness prevailing in various parts of 
India, it is not patriotic, it is not wise, 
it is not reasonable to do anything 
which may even by the fault of the Oov* 
ernment lead to violence because there 
are some steps in which the possibility 
of violence is inherent whoever starts 
it— may be a policeman's fault or some
body else’s fault— but one should be 
wary.

May I say a few words about the 
States reorganisation business? Slightly 
less than two months ago we discussed 
this matter in this Lok Sabha. At that 
time there was a very full debate, and 
I ventured to give expression to my 
own approach to that question then. I  ' 
will just repeat it. It is true that as I 
have w a tc h ^  these developments in the 
various parts of the country, I have 
been troubled not by this occurrence or 
that, but by the atmosphere that was be
ing gradually created in the country—  
not created all on a .sudden but because 
there was something in our hearts which 
came out because of the circumstances.
I have been troubled by that and the 
main problem before me has been—  
not any particular problem that is dealt 
with separately, but— how to meet this 
particular challenge— this challenge of 
violence end bitterness that was spread
ing. How can we possibly check this? 
How can we possibly soothe it? At any
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rate wc should not encourage it in any 
way. This is how 1 have tried to ap
proach it.

Some hon. Members have referred, 
rather caustically, to some kind of a 
dictatorial approach of four men of the 
Congress Committee laying down this 
and that. W hat is exactly the procedure 
we followed? I referred to it on the last 
occasion, and to the multiplicity of these 
problems and the fact that the problem 
usually was not one between the Gov> 
ernment and a certain group or a certain 
state. The problems were between two. 
So far as the Government is concerned 
they had their views, no doubt, about 
them but it was not important for them 
which way a certain border lay. What 
they wanted obviously was— the Gov
ernm ent or most of us wanted— a settle
ment which was agreeable to the largest 
number of people.

1 will give you a straight example. 
Yesterday, Shri N. C. Chatterjee said  ̂
“My Chief Minister is giving 500 square 
miles away”. With all respect, I ask ; 
what does that indicate? How is he 
thinking of giving 500 square miles 
away? To whom is he giving them 
away? The SRC Report had made some 
recommendations and Dr. Roy had 
apparently magnanimously given that 
away.

Shri K. K. Basu (Diamond H ar
bour) : On what grounds ?

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: That was not- 
the point. My point is this. Here was a 
conflict in the opinions of the State of 
West Bengal and the State of Bihar—  
not with the Government of India, not 
with the Congress or anybody because 
you will remember in this matter what 
the SRC had done. It is not— at least 
by and large, it has not been— a party 
matter. Parties have been split on this. 
{Interruptions). I mean to say that in 
one party, there were two opinions. 
They may pass a resolution by a majo
rity but the point is that there have been 
several opinions in the parties them
selves. Possibly— I cannot say definitely 
— the Communist Party may or may not 
have had, but they have adopted the 
opinion that there should be not only 
linguistic division, but a linguistic divi
sion of every village.

An Hon. Memben Not of every vil
lage. By villages.

Shfi Jawaharlal N ehru : That is so. 
They want to carry the process of dis
ruption to its extreme limits. {Interrup
tions) .

They want to  carry this process to its 
extreme limit— t̂o carry this linguistic 
warfare to every village.

Shri Sadhan Gupta: No. It is incor
rect. (Interruptions).

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I have no
doubt that hon. Members opposite had 
the best of motives. I am only point
ing out the natural consequence of what 
they stated or what they presumably 
still state. I ^ay that the natural conse
quence of their policy was absolute dis
ruption of India— every village. I do not 
doubt their intelligence and therefore, I 
presume they realise what the natural 
consequence of this policy, they aim at, 
was.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: It is
the border disputes you are talking 
about. You are misrepresenting what we 
have stated. There are disputes on no 
other issues.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: 1 know, obvi
ously. Take this issue of Bengal and Bi
har. Here the State of Bihar and the 
State of Bengal are thinking in terms of 
the same patch of territory or several 
patches. It is not a dispute of the Gov
ernment of India. So far as Congress is 
concerned, the Congress of West Ben
gal is pulling one way and the Bihar 
Congress the other way. Presumably it 
is the case with other parties too. All 
parties or most parties, therefore, could 
hardly function uniformly. The provin
cial pull was greater; the State pull was 
greater in their minds than any other 
pull. Now, one can understand that. 
There is no harm in the State pull being 
there but it is harmful— it is very harm
ful— if the State pull is so strong that it 
leads to violence in speeches and words 
and deeds and then to this kind of vio
lent demonstrations.

Take the case of Orissa. According to 
the SRC Report, no change has been 
made in Orissa— this way or that way. 
Orissa had claims on West Bengal, Bihar 
Andhra and M.P., I believe. I am not 
going into the merits. Those claims were 
not accepted in that Report nor did 
Government wish to go biehind the Re
port in that matter. As I said, I am not 
going into the merits of the case. The 
Orissa Government supported those 
claims. Everybody did it— the Congress 
and the Government in Orissa. Then, 
there was this rioting in Orissa. Against 
whom? Against their own Government 
supporting that claim. There was no 
reason or logic in it. They broke into 
the police station and destroyed things.
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W hat exaaly  has been done by younj 
people aged from ten to twenty years— 
children, boys and girls and others? This 
is the spirit which, I say, is deplorable.

Take another case, again. I can 
understand the dispute between— let us 
say— Kerala State and the Madras State 
about a small patch of territory on the 
border. One could understand the pro
posal : “Let the patch decide.”— I mean, 
the people there. But that is not the 
■question. Everybody ^Yants to bring 
pressure. Somebody in Madras wants to 
bring pressure by violent activities in 
Madras sc that a small patch of terri
tory five hundred miles away from Mad
ras may be attached to Madras State. I 
am not again going into the merits. I 
want you to see what it is leading to. 
Whether it is in Bengal and Bihar or 
Kerala and Madras or Madras and 
Andhra claiming the same area, you 
gradually develop a feeling which is 
primarily a feeling which leads to a civil 
war. Unterruptions). You cannot have 
a civil war in the circumstances; but 
that is u different matter.

Practically speaking, mentally you 
have a civil war between Bengal and 
Bihar or Bihar and Orissa. That is the 
kind of feeling which is aroused.

Shri K. K. Basu; The Pradesh Chief 
Minister accuse each other.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehrn: That was
what I am venturing to point out myself. 
That is what we have to deal with now. 
I can assure this Lok Sabha— it may 
remember— that all the innumerable 
problems that the SRC Report brought 
out— some of them were very major 
problems and very difficulty problems—  
a great majority of such problems has 
been settled satisfactorily. It is a thing 
to  remember. We cannot be overwhelm
ed by catastrophe here and there. The 
problems have been settled, and 1 should 
like to congratulate those people. They 
have been settled by agreement even 
though one party did not like that settle
ment at all. I could give you examples. 
Take this proposed new Madhya Pra
desh. Madhya Bharat fought against it. 
It was perfectly justified to do so. Ulti
mately they all met together and in the 
larger interests of the country, or, what
ever you like, they came to a settlement 
and they are pulling through. Take Vi- 
darbha.

Shri V. G. DeApandc: They have
not come to an agrem ent. It is a trage- 
•dy.

Shri Jawaharial Nehru: I entirely
agree that Shri Trivedi has not come to 
an agreement. We are talking about the 
others.

Shri V. G. Deshpandc: I am saying 
that the majority in the Assembly in 
Madhya Bharat has not agreed, and the 
reports provided to us say that they have 
not agreed. But because there were no 
incidents, you say that they have agreed.

Shri Jawaharial Nehni: I venture to 
say that even (hough this was their 
strong view, and the Assembly said no, 
yet, they agreed in the larger interests 
of the country. There is no doubt they 
have agreed, because they are working 
together and fashioning and working out 
the union. They have not gone out into 
the streets to fight.

Take Vidarbha. They were keen on 
having a separate State. But, at our re
quest, they ultimately agreed to join the 
Maharashtra State which we thought 
was right. These are instances of people 
not getting lost in their own rather nar
rower desires, but looking at the broader 
picture and ultimately agreeing to some
thing even though they did not like il 
originally. So, I would like this House 
to remember that, by and large, quite 
a large number of very difficult prob
lems have been solved by agreement. 
That was our approach throughout. 
Settlement by agreement couid only be 
done informally, and in the course of 
these talks, we must have met not do
zens or hundreds but over a thousand 
persons, not of the Congress only but 
of all groups and parties. Many hon. 
Members here in the Opposition and 
others, we have met them, and discussed 
this matter with them separately, because 
as I said, it was not a party matter. It 
was a matter in which we are seeking 
some kind of broad agreement in so far 
as it is possible.

Shri S. S. More: May I know, apart 
from the Congress, what parties were 
consulted in regard to Maharashtra? (In
terruptions) .

Shri Jawaharial Nehru; Reference 
was made to the proposal of a union of 
Bengal and Bihar. I can assure this 
House that at no time did it .strike me 
or occur to me or to anybody. The first 
time this matter came up was as n 
result of a terrible shock to us, and 
others too, by the occurrences in Bom
bay: not the actual occurrences only, 
but we felt, with the occurrences in 
Orrisa and Bombay, where we are going 
to. It was a shock, and we felt that in
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this linguistic direction we will be quite 
lost and will continue to break each 
other’s heads if once we give vent to  
the terrible bitterness and anger. So. the 
desire to stop this trend and make peo
ple think in a different direction came.

In this particular matter, I do not 
know and I cannot even say exactly who 
started this idea; not I. It was not to 
my knowledge. Anyhow it so happened 
that Dr. Roy ahd Shri Krishna Sinha 
and some of their colleagues were here, 
and they discussed it. I did not start it. 
Then they did not immediately do any
thing. They went back to their respec
tive headquarters and then came back 
five or six days later, having discussed 
it and seen their colleagues, and it was 
only then that they formally broached 
it to us. Our answer was, “If you are 
willing, we are very happy”. We did not 
take any single step about it. There 
was no kind of imposition. It was they 
who did it. Then they issued a state
ment. That was the second time when 
they came here. Obviously, a thing like 
this can only take place with the good
will of all the persons concerned. There 
can be no impositions of these things. 
But what is the test?

Shri K. K. Basu: The test of the
people.

Shri lawabwrlal Nehru; W hat is the 
test of the people, and why? You see the 
whole object of the talk about the lin
guistic provinces. I think Shri N. C. 
Chatterjee has told us about the Cong
ress decisions and all that. Now. Shri 
Chatterjee is not perhaps well-acquaint- 
cd with the development of the Cong
ress outlook on this subject. Undoubted
ly. in the 1920’s, we were strongly in 
favour of it. We were strongly in favour 
of the work being done in the language 
of the area, to enable the people of the 
place to take their part. In so far as that 
point is conerned, that is, the importance 
of the language in doing the work is 
concerned, we hold to that thing. But do 
not mix up the two things, namely, the 
importance and the development of the 
language and these boundaries. The two 
are not synonymous. Later on, if you 
will see the resolutions of the last three 
or four years, the Congress resolutions, 
and in fact the resolutions before the 
appointment of this Commission and the 
resolutions just after it, you wilt find 
that all of them have stated quite cleariy 
that language is an important factor but 
that there are other factors which ai« 
equally important, the other factors be-

in^ economic, geographical and econo* 
mic development. Finally, the most im
portant factor, the over-riding factor, is 
the unity of India. That is what the 
Congress has been saying all along. Now, 
seeing all this happening since the pub
lication of this Report, naturally, and; 
even more than previously, our thoughts 
went towards laying a greater stress oni 
the unifying factors and other things. 
That is a relatively recent development,, 
since we have been discussing the Five 
Year Plan and the rest, and recently 
we have been thinking more and more 
in economic and developmental terms.

Take Bengal and Bihar. The area bet
ween Bengal and Bihar is the richest 
industrial area of India, and no doubt in 
a few years’ time it will grow to be the 
most heavily industrialised area. Now, 
we could not do th in p  in a huff and dO' 
something there in a hurry. So. for deve
lopmental reasons, it was of very great 
advantage to Bihar and Bengal to work 
that area jointly.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: The
Central Government owns those resour
ces.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: We have: 
enough experience, in the last five years, 
of small matters being delayed because 
of two Governments having to deal with 
matters and pulling in two different 
directions. However, I am merely point
ing out that there were valid reasons for 
that. It is not just some kind of senti
mental approach to the problem. So„ 
in the first place, we said: “G o ahead”. 
Everywhere you will find that this eco
nomic approach has to be considered' 
now much more than previously, al
ways making sure that the language 
approach is there, not as a boundary 
but for the purposes of doing the work 
in that language so that the cuIturaT 
aspect of the language could always be 
encouraged. Occasionally it may be that 
two languages overlap. Suppose Bengal 
and Bihar form a union. Nothing hap
pens to the Bengali language or to the 
work done in Bengali. Nothing happens 
to the Hindi language in Bihar. They 
function, in their respective areas as they 
did, but in regard to developmental mat
ters it will be a great help. Apart from 
that, personally, it is very desirable that 
we should have the multi-lingual areas, 
where people automatically get to know 
more than one language. It does help. 
This kind of absolutely linguistic bar
riers does create a certain narrowness 
in approach.
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A chnya Kripafanl: In what direction 

is the mind ot the Government work> 
ing? We want to know how the Gov
ernment's mind is working in this mat
ter.

Shri Jawaliarial Nehru: I do not
quite understand Acharya Kripalani’s 
question. I have been trying to explain 
not only the direction of the Govern
ment's mind but the decisions. The 
Acharya knows what decisions have 
been taken. ,

Achaiya Kripalani; I do nbt know.

Shri Jawaharial Nehru: They have
been published in the public Press.

Shri K. K. Basn; They have bieen 
changing.

Shri Jawaharial Nehru: Not at all.
All decisions have been taken. There 
is no question of change. Of course, 
some decisions have not been taken. 
About Puniab, I think that by agree
ment we shall arrive at some suitable 
solution. One or two minor things re
main; other decisions have been taken. 
About this question of Bengal and Bi
har. . .  .

Shri K. K. Basu: It is an imposition.

Shri Jawaharial Nehru: There is no
question of imposition. The proposal was 
made and we welcomed that proposal. 
Naturally, it is subject to its acceptance 
by the concerned people. We cannot 
impose it upon them, but we welcome 
that proposal. .

Shri Kamath: Parliament should ac
cept it.

Shri Jawaharial Nehru: Ultimately it 
will come before Parliament. Naturally, 
what the Government has got to do now 
is to frame a Bill which will ultimately 
be placed before Parliament. But before 
that, it should be sent to the State As
semblies concerned for their considera
tion and their reactions. Then Parlia
ment decides.

Shri K. K. Basu: In the case of Ben
gal, the S.R.C. recommendation was 
different. Has this decision now been 
arrived by the high command o r . . . .

Shri Jawaharial Nehrv: The proposal, 
is for the union of the two States, pre
sumably with language re^ons, regional 
councils etc. I cannot go into these de
tails here.

I am sorry I have Uken so 
much time, but yet I have laid

nothing about Bombay, about which 
I wish to say something, not 
much. It is quite wrong for any of us 
to go about censuring any conunupity 
or group about it. That is a wrong ap 
proach completely. There is no doubt 
ttiat what has happened in Bombay is 
disgraceful. There is no doubt about it.

Shri S. S. More: Even firing.

Shri Jawaharial Nehru: About that 
probably I and Mr. More will differ. I 
was not there to sec how much firing 
took place. But I say that for what hap
pened in Bombay, in any other country 
the Army and tanks would have been 
used. I am quite sure about it. If in any 
country such arson had taken place, the 
Army and tanks would have come into 
the stage. . . .

Shri Kamath: Not in democratic
countries.

Shri Jawaharial Nehru:. , .  but, in 
Bombay, only police force was used, 
Bombay has been a tragedy for all of us. 
It does not help much blaming anybody. 
I think I should just mention one thiM  
which should be borne in mind by all 
of us, namely, the trend towards vio
lence disturbs everybody, whatever be 
the merits of it. The most important 
thing now is to calm and soothe the 
people to get rid of this bitterness as 
much as possible. These are the two basic 
things. I do not know how some people 
have been saying, and Mr. Chatter ee 
also told me, tliat in my broadcast about 
the States re-organisation I have used 
the words “irrevocable decisions" and all 
that. 1 was quite surprised. I have looked 
through my Noadcust and it is not there.
I do not know wherefrom Mr. Chatter-

got it. H iere is nothing irrevocable. 
There is nothing final in this sense that 
if we have a democratic structure of 
society and a democratic Government, 
we can sit down and consider any mat
ter at any time. The point is that we 
must have the atmosphere to do it. You 
cannot do it by people beating and quar
relling with each other. We must calm 
down. It is obvious, as Mr. Asoka Mehta 
said, that no decision about Bombay 
which is a decision which is looked 
upon by a large section of the people as 
an imposition of one or the other is a 
happy decision. It may be an unfortu
nate decision, an inevitable decision, but 
it is not a happy decision. If the Guja
ratis feel or the Maharashtrians feel im
posed upon, it is not a happy decision, 
llie y  have to live t o c h e r  al well as 
others in Bombay. Now unfortunately
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a situation has been created which 
makes it difficult for a cool approach to 
the problem. Let us cool down and be
come normal and then realise the fact 
that there is no question of one group 
dominating over another. 1 do not know, 
but some people say that some capitalists 
in Bombay wanted this to be done and 
that not to be done. 1 really do not un> 
derstand it. But, for my part, I can say 
that in the whole of the conversation, 1 
did not meet a single capitalist from 
Bombay. I know they presented a me
morandum which 1 saw. but this is quite 
absurd. You can take it from me— you 
know it well enough— that the capitalists 
in Bombay or elsewhere would probably 
be able to function in any condition. I 
do not think there will be any difficulty 
about that. It is not that u handful of 
capitalists wanted this or that. But, it 
is a fact that today there is tremendous 
bitterness of feeling. Our function 
should be to lessen it and then we can 
move together and do it. Ihcre have 
been two types of proposals. One is 
about plebiscites. 1 cannot say that ple
biscite should be ruled out in every 
case. I think in some cases it may be 
desirable. But it is a dangerous thing to 
say that you must apply the principle of 
plebiscite to all these areas, because it 
will produce all kinds of dilTiculties. In 
some cases it may be desirable. But we 
will have to think of these things not m 
an atmosphere of violence and extreme 
ill-wili and bitterness and almost compul
sion of the people to do this or that. 
That is the difficulty. There has been this 
proposal made about the judicial enquiry 
in regard to Bombay. My general reac
tion is that whenever there is trouble, 
there should be an enquiry. But I must 
say that my mind is rather confused 
when I think of an enquiry into the 
Bombay occurrences. It would be a tre
mendous enquiry which will last for 
ages. But apart from that, is it not 
obvious that this kind of enquiry will 
raise passions to the utmost? Every 
party will seek to cast the blame on the 
other and the result will be, that instead 
of that process of healing and soothing, 
— bitterness, charges and counter
charges. That, I think, will be terrible. 
Therefore. 1 do not see how it can serve 
any good purpose in that way.

1 feel I have exceeded my time-limit; 
I am grateful to the House for its indul
gence.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Does any hon. 
Member want his amendment to he put 
to  vote? •

Some Hon. Members: All o f them
may be put.

M r. Deputy-Speaker: I shall now put 
all the amendments to the vote.

The question is :
That at the end of the motion the fol

lowing be added:
•‘but regret to note the growing 

imbalance in the approach of the 
Government to the problems of the 
country, international and national 
as reflected in the Address, where
in several pressing questions of the 
people have received little or no at
tention at all.”

The motion was negatived.

M r. Deputy-Speaker; The question is:

That at the end of the motion, the 
following be added :

“but regret that the Address has 
not referred to the complete failure 
of Government in tackling the pro
blem of the reorganisation of States 
in a democratic manner after con
sulting all the responsible elements, 
parties and individuals in the coun
try."

The motion was negatived.

M r. Deputy-Speaker: The question is:

That at the end of the motion, the 
following be added :

“but regret that there is no refer
ence to the appointment of a N a
tional Commission to go into the 
question of safety measures in the 
mines though the exploitation of 
enormous mineral wealth is recog
nised under the Second Five Year 
Plan.”

The motion was negatived.

M r. Deputy-Speaken The question is:

That at the end of the motion, the 
following be added :

“but regret that the Government 
of India have failed to accept the 
democratic and legitimate demand 
for the reorganisation of States on 
the basis of language.'’

The motion was negatived.

Mr. Deputy-Speaken The question is: 
That at the end of the motion, the 

following be added :
“but regret that the Address fails 

to  refer to and express disapproval




