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Third in a series of Lectures in memory of Jawadiadehru

It is an Honour and a privilege to come here taveelthis lecture. The First Nehru Lecture was
given by an Englishman of Indian birth, Lord Butleho under our Constitution could become
naturalised if he had so wished. No, it's no langhmatter; it's not so easy. We have much
difficulty because our Constitution says that ther you or your father or your grandfather were
born in India, then you are entitled to be an Indi&nd he spoke with intimate knowledge of the
Nehru family and Panditji himself.

The Second Lecture was by the first Governor-Gemnédadia, that is to say the first Head of the
Independent Indian State. We never speak of Lordd_ Mountbatten as the last Viceroy of

India, who came to perform the obsequies of Empiu¢ as one who helped to inaugurate India
into a new life and - without disrespect - did sotle co-operation of Indians and not least Pandit
Nehru. Now so much has been written about theRdtae Minister, perhaps most of it is as it
was, but anyway it has gone into what is calletbinys | believe most of history is what does not
happen but still it's what our students learn. fBf@re, | have very little that | can say which is
new to you and if anyone is expecting any anecdmtesy special news | am afraid | have not
any and if | had | would not give it. And, theregothis will be quite an ordinary effort.

The reason, | am guessing, why Lord Mountbatteedske to come here, and pressed it on me,
is because of my long association with Pandit JawahNehru over a period of thirty years,
involved in public life and in personal relatiossarting before Independence when we had the
common characteristic of being called ‘agitatorexeept that | was never called a vagabond,
without means of subsistence under the Indian I@¥@u know Pandit Nehru was once arrested in
Calcutta because he had no visible means of sahses) Therefore for thirty years, and for the
eight years previously, without seeing each otbeat least seeing from a distance, joined in
ideas and objectives. These thirty years are yelich have enriched my life and | hope, with all
humility, made some contribution towards the idéhad Pandit Nehru wanted to put forward.
Now it's only because | am of this old vintage amdd Louis Mountbatten has been particular to
tell me that we are the only veterans around. &a bne of the specimens in his antique shop,
and that is all there is to it.

The identity of objectives established by Pandibideand many others, required what is
sometimes called ‘agitation’, but we now call irtf@anisation of Public Opinion’ by informing
comparatively ignorant humanity about the facts@urding their living standards. Achievement
of that purpose was in itself a tribute to PandihiNi.

The Character of Nehru

If I speak to you about Nehru the man, | have sagtything about him, because he was not what
may be called an upholstered personality, that gy, he was not a stage personality for
Parliament, a stage personality for talking toBinéish, a stage personality for talking to the
magistrate. He spoke as he was, he was a natmapin that way. Most of you have heard it
said that Pandit Nehru was a complex charactegogsfy those who do not like him say he is a
complex character, a difficult man, a controverpeisonality. (They always say about me that |
am a controversial personality. The real trutbastroversy chases me and in a spirit of
compromise | meet it half-way!) He was spokenéaomplex personality, he was spoken of as



an enigma, sometimes full of contradictions. Theeee others who said he vacillated and there
were others still who said: Why does he make soynspeeches?

Now the real fact of the matter is that he wasragex personality because the world he lived in
was complex, and, what is more, the faith thatdkih the other people compelled him to take
into account everything that was going on aroumd; laind he was not a doctrinaire: he was open
to ideas, open to suggestions, and had no hesitatichanging a view if he was convinced about
it. He was a man of immense courage - couraggreeaand courage to differ. Those who were
his critics would say that he was waiting for timee to see how he could jump. Now this
apparent contradiction largely arose from his wjhess to take into account the various factors
that came in. In other words, he recognised tluiddwnot as a world revealed by some unknown
personality or entity, nor as a world that was mebtoj but as a world in which events, ideas and
everything else were a confluence of many forces.

For India, to start with, he became very soon ymelm®l| of the hope of our people, and so he
remained almost up to the afternoon of the 27th W64, when he breathed his last, even though
he had not the same strength physically as befdeewas a symbol of our hope and also the
embodiment of our aspirations. His position realiyne about not so much because some
philosopher or some political scientist, some atutsbnal lawyer or some Parliamentarian, was
saying: ‘Here is a remedy, here is a formula fog tr that or the other’, but because vast numbers
of people felt that they had a personal relatigms¥ith him.

Pandit Nehru spoke at meetings at great lengthywdnad is more when he was very tired and
feeling like nothing on earth, the best way for homrecoup himself was to go and address a
public meeting. This is not my invention; it wafaat that he drew inspiration from the people,
and the crowds spoke to him as he spoke to thelmenWie spoke to these vast audiences of a
hundred thousand or even half a million, it waslikely they would have understood fully what
was being said, but each one felt that he, Nehas, talking to him.

This capacity to establish that relationship was ohhis main features. He also made people
feel that to be an Indian was not necessarily amoh but something which enjoined upon them
to adopt an attitude of dignity or patience or e and also not to carry opposition to people to
the extent that you hated them. His main conaethe world, not only towards the end of his life
but from the period of his childhood, was the cqtiza of resistance to domination, and it so
happened that the British were the dominatorsvak not as though he picked them as
dominators. There was a psychologist who saide“@tick does not follow the hen, it just

follows and the hen is in front’. That is all. &so it was not as though he picked on the British
as the worst in creation - there were worse cresatidut because they happened to be those who
were putting the lid on him. He used to say thatawuntry had a situation where all of us, rich or
poor, peasant or prince, were foreigners in our tamd.

| do not speak in this way because | am speakingidon. There are so many passages in his
writings where he said that whatever oppositiorhad, was to a system, a system basically built
upon discrimination between the races on the ond had the necessity - or perhaps the rather
unsupported argument - of economic exploitatioth@nother. In making himself a symbol of
Indian freedom, he was really the exponent of &lien as such and this gospel of liberation
works right through and became part of the gerpottical education of the country. He taught
that liberation could not be confined to the aeicbf a constitution as to how many people could
vote and how many could not vote. Liberation méseg@dom to mould our life, freedom over the



means of production, freedom to end poverty. Hksmwf the 560,000 villages in India - theds
India.

Once somebody said that a certain town was disdas#l not mention the town because | have
to go back to India - but India lives in those D80 villages. When Lord Mountbatten asked
Nehru: ‘What is the most important problem of IrtlidNehru replied, ‘It is the economic
problem’. Lord Mountbatten then asked ‘Have youayoy other problem?’ ‘Yes’ said Nehru, ‘I
have 360 millions of them’ - meaning the peoplénalia.

So he had this desire ‘to wash every tear fromyegge’ (as Gandhiji put it) - that is to say, to
remove poverty. India’s problem then, as todajtsisast mass poverty where the bulk of our
people, according to the United Nations’ statistie® below the level of subsistence. And
beating poverty he thought (partly because ofrtigact of ideas from other places, partly
because of his own thinking) was possible only witheme was the implementation of distributive
justice. That is why you find him not in 1947 @&4B, but in much earlier years, seeking a
method for the development of the national movemdrdre the base of it was the people and the
people were mobilised to support it. It was expdito them that independence was not for the
Viceroy or for a few officials or educated classeshe elite, but was for the masses of the people
who would be able to live in conditions of dignitin this, | think, it is correct to say that thesat
educators were the people themselves.

As you know, Nehru came to England at the ageftefin, and then went back after seven years
and visited Dehra Dun or somewhere where an Afgtaiesman was visiting. The Nehru family
was living in the same hotel.

I know very little about the Afghans but, generapeaking, they are straightforward people. |
did know Pandit Nehru and he would not have bepartof any conspiracy. But no doubt the
Intelligence people thought differently, with thesult that persons whom Lord Butler knew were
approached and said it was better for him to goyaviz2ut he would not go away because that
would be submission to an illegal injunction. Sowmas externed, as they call it in India. (There
are various forms of untouchability and this istheo one.) So he was sent away and visited the
villages in what is now called Uttar Pradesh, tbalhed the United Provinces (which then, as
now, were anything but united). He went out testheillages and travelled among peasants, not
as any kind of tourist, not as an anthropologist,living with them; and if you read his
autobiography, you will see the beginning of a r@avakening of social consciousness,
identification with the people. He said: ‘I lookado their eyes and they into mine’. That was
communication.

Those who say that the vast body of Indian peogellgerate little realise that there is no more
politically awake population in the mass than yimdl fin India. (They may not read newspapers,
and it's a good thing they do not.) That is whyle would come trudging for fifteen to twenty
miles to a meeting to hear somebody and then g dvat tell people what had happened. Nehru
was moved by their suffering, moved by the tal¢éhefr grievances and of course saying: ‘I will

do whatever | can’. But nobody could do much iosthdays. And that was the beginning of
what may be called the involvement of the people.always spoke of the future of the peasant in
India because the peasant is the bulk of our ptipala

Now this is Pandit Nehru. So far as | know - akadw my limitations - he was a simple person
and the very contradiction of the complexities thedple speak about as a result of his simplicity.
That is to say, a set of facts are before him.takes them as they are, and other facts come in,



and when the other facts come in, he modifiesdeas - being a very simple and direct person -
without any desire to obtain any second-hand infdiom. Even in individual matters, for
example, if any person sent an adverse letter abeuir somebody else, it was normal that |
would be told. There was no way of carrying tatekim, because the person who did so would
soon discover the fact had been passed on. Alathghis direct approach was his great
generosity, not a generosity merely to those whieewmse to him and were to be supported, but
generosity to those who were his opponents. Aatishthe quality that is carried through in our
parliamentary life, which has contributed to sorhésodevelopments. He was generous to his
opponents because he always had the courage ® aglehe courage to differ. Lord
Mountbatten mentioned in his Nehru Lecture somi@finstances where he had the courage to
differ. This democratic approach involved him gry considerable work, and work became part
of his nature. He had to set the example.

His Loyalties

He was a person of great dedication and, if | nagys®, a person with great loyalty. There are
many people who are loyal to superiors but feweppewith loyalty to those below them. Pandit
Nehru’s loyalties sometimes landed him in diffieest but he got out of them or he confessed
them. And | know of no statesman of his eminenhe would freely speak about his own faults,
speak of them in Parliament and to everybodys #$aiid that the purpose of language is to convey
your thoughts, except with politicians who use lzeqge to hide their thoughts. But in the case of
Pandit Nehru, he would tell Parliament about histakes or miscalculations or whatever it might
be, sometimes with not very pleasant consequerigeshe endeared himself to Parliament and
his respect for Parliament was such that in sgitdl @he file work, in spite of all the foreigneos

the dignitaries and others he had to see, theggrpatt of his time was spent on the benches of
Parliament even if he did not have to participatthe debates, because he felt that as the Prime
Minister of India, particularly in that period, thespect for Parliament, coming from a person of
his position, would probably contribute to otheople also regarding Parliament in the same way.

The next aspect of his character which, in my ssbion, is spoken of mistakenly is that he was
very vacillating. Of course, if you are preparedake in new ideas and new factors and to re-
evaluate a situation, then you will be vacillatberause your views cannot remain fixed. He
went through a great deal of mental conflict armbehof us who worked with him know that the
greatest difficulty, the most disturbed state ofidpiwas before he came to a final decision of a
big matter. When there was a final decision oiganmtter then he would say there was no going
back.

Now the two great personalities who influencedliféswere his father, Pandit Motilal Nehru, and
Mahatma Gandhi. Those were two persons from éntliferent moulds, of different
orientations, of different backgrounds, and vefffedent in the way they did things. Pandit
Motilal Nehru was both adviser and advised; thabisay, his son learnt from him and in the later
stages, Pandit Motilal Nehru himself said: ‘He wagleader’. It was a reciprocal relationship of
that character and perhaps some of Panditji’s Beecabstinacy might have come from the
paternal inhibition - ‘do not do this’ or ‘do nobdhat’. Similarly, the general compassion, the
general desire to find out how someone else feghtrhave come from Pandit Motilal Nehru.
Ultimately, Jawaharlal’'s being drawn towards Gajpdtas responsible for his plunge into
politics. Contrary to what is usually believed,i¥e was not bowled over by Gandhiji after the
latter’s return from South Africa.

Nehru and Gandhi



In Gandhiji’'s autobiography, calldgkperiments with Truth, there is no reference to Pandit
Jawaharlal Nehru because at that time there wadlittég relationship, and | would rather think
that at that time he felt like most undergraduatesx-undergraduates who wanted to say, ‘he is
talking in mystic terms, it does not apply to us’.

At no time in his life, even to the last periodd dNehru totally accept or identify himself with the

methods and ways of Gandhiji, except that he sh@eedihi’s belief that good ends could not be
obtained by bad means. For Gandhiji means wers. eRdr Panditji means were means, but still
they were related to ends and therefore ends warittbnditioned by them.

Nehru and his father parted company politicallyadreg, when Pandit Motilal Nehru became the
Leader of the Parliamentary Swaraj Party and hisdst not join but went on with Gandhi in non-
co-operation. Yet even at that time Nehru didbelieve that the Bihar earthquake was the
visitation of God for our past sins. He said itsveaphenomenon which had hurt a lot of people,
and he said so publicly. He had arguments butea¢tid of everything, in a serious matter, he
would say, ‘Gandhi is a magician; he knows hisitidas are likely to be right’. Where Pandit
Nehru got to a conclusion by a rational approaghpbic, Gandhiji very often would get there
through intuition. But it is not true to say tl@andhiji’s view was always final.

The 1939-1945 War

As you know, Pandit Nehru was anxious that Bripskicy should change in order to enable
Indians to participate in the defeat of fascism mmglerialist aggression in the world. | will not
go into details of this, but a resolution was pdsstesome meeting of the Congress where
Gandhiji interpreted it to mean that the suppaat thdia would give to Britain and the lack of
hostility to the British war effort would be of @m-violent character. Not only Panditji but most
of the people said: “You cannot fight a war agakisier non-violently’. And after a time - |
believe it took another year or so - Gandhiji hithgave way on this question and said: ‘Let India
be free to make her own choice. If the Japanese wwanvade India, then there would be
resistance by the Indian people, violent or nodevit. And so it is regarded as one of the
instances where Gandhiji had been moved to acheptiew in certain circumstances.

The same thing happened in the case of India’steggie to aggression in Kashmir, on which | do
not want to elaborate, where the decision was takahe Prime Minister Nehru himself. As
usual, he went to Gandhiji - whether he feared hleatnight disagree or not made no difference,
he always went to Gandhiji to ask what he felt alibungs - and in this case Gandhiji simply
patted him on the back. But, of course, when Ggirgtid, ‘You must return large quantities of
money to Pakistan’, Nehru agreed about that alscause that did not affect the resistance as
such.

Gandhiji's mind was very different from that of arpon who had been trained to work in
laboratories, who believed in technology, who slat tn the modern world one could not go
back but must go forward.

For Pandit Motilal Nehru, this struggle between ermity and antediluvianism did not arise. But
with Pandit Motilal Nehru’s earlier background ofiat had been called moderation, father and
son were in the same struggle together, but largyelgccount of the health of the father, and on
account of the generation gap (as it is now callgdir paths lay differently and the greater part
of Jawaharlal's public life was spent in agitatmmin captivity.



Being in Prison

Now it was at this time that a greater affinity doped with Gandhiji. Gandhiji prescribed the
ways a person should conduct himself when in pridéat a question of saluting a sergeant-major
or anything of that kind, but Gandhi said: ‘If ydo not want to deteriorate, and if you do not
want to be reduced to nothing, then you must wo80, during the whole period of
imprisonment, Nehru not only worked hard himselft aw to it that all those who were with him
worked hard also - whether it was in the gardenytwether cooking or working in some other
way - whatever it was, they had a full day, theyarallowed themselves to be lost in moodiness
of any kind. And it must be said to the creditiag# British Government that, but for those long
periods of imprisonment, monumental works like @anpses of World History, Autobiography
andThe Discovery of India would not have seen the light of day!

Some people regard universities as prisons, bwvayyhis period enabled us to have these
monumental works of great literary quality. Spegkior myself, | am amazed that a person who
had no access to libraries, no research staff,dytmwork things out, could produce such works
(I am not speaking about myself, because | coutdlnat even if | had a research staff!) How
could he have produced these thousands of histdaicis, going back to ancient times, right
through Babylon, Syria, to the Romans, to the Gseakd to the various Empires and the
vicissitudes of Indian development, to Europe? mMost modern and ancient developments were
originally written as letters to his daughter, butheir published form they are complete histaries
Some facilities were available for these purpokesgh not in large quantities.

Pandit Nehru was no philosopher. If you told hiratthe was, he would say that we were all
ignorant - which is probably true. He did not éoll a course of conduct out of a text, even in
dealing with the problem of the United Nations;di@ not say, ‘this has been said by John Stuart
Mill, or by Karl Max, or by some Prime MinisterHe knew all that, but he went pragmatically
about the situation. So what we may describe plilosophy has to be deduced from what he
said and did at different times, and in differeomtexts.

He often spoke of the dangers of nationalism. éHeader in India at that time to speak about
dangers of nationalism was not a very safe exerbigeNehru had said nationalism had its
limitations. And to some of us who worked with hine said: “You go and tell them that so long
as there igour own flag in your own country, you have liberation. tBvhen you fly the flag in a
country that belongs to other people, saying whagbiod for me is good for them, then it becomes
something different.’” | hope I do not offend anglgdy saying these things: times have changed.
And this brought him into the position of being and statesman.

After his return from Great Britain he starteditedl his co-workers that India was one country in
the world, a country among the countries. Sooer &i¢ was appointed General Secretary of the
Congress, he and his family went out and his §ireat meeting was what he called ‘the gathering
of the oppressed’ in Brussels, that is to say, etimg of the representatives of people under
colonial Empires. By the standards that Governspritged things, they were not representatives
of anybody but themselves. The impact of thisdaggthering of people had a profound influence
upon what he did afterwards and he brought intdritiean movement a conception that India’s
place - both during her struggle for independemzkadterwards - was with the people who still
sought liberation. This explains the first partiod declaration of Indian independence, which
says: ‘The Indian people like every other peopée/e the inalienable right of freedom’. But - |
do not know whether he should have put it otherwib®ugh hesaid the inalienable right to
freedom, in his way of thinking he was not like Reeau, who said: ‘Man is born free and is



everywhere in chains’. Nehru said that man wadoat free, but had the capacity to free himself
from his chains.

So, really, the contribution Pandit Nehru triedrtake to India was to give it as healthy, as
consumable, a dose of modernity as possible. 8wihf said that, it is important for students to
realise that the whole of his life reflects hisigtyle between the past, the present and the future.
Though he was a great reformer, a revolutionasy atichitect of modern India, the past pulled

him. He tried to rationalise it by saying that get inspiration from the past, but unfortunately th
past had been laid over by evils of various kinttschv he was not able to surmount because of the
Western interests involved.

The struggle between the past and present in lradeen very largely the explanation of the
pace of progress for which Nehru was responsildieadso for the very many compromises made.
He believed that it was not sufficient to have adjaea if the people did not accept it. And,
therefore, while he would not go by the pace ofglogvest, he would meet many people more
than half-way, provided it did not cut into whatdadled the principles. Like Abraham Lincoln

he said that a principle is not a geometrical tetims,an area in which different ideas can find
accommodation. This can be carried too far urfiegteater weight of political opportunism, but
anyway, his nature was such that after he had gigesideration to matters of this character and
had to reverse the approach, then the people Wolldav him because of his outstanding capacity
to give affection and to receive affection. Thiéetion was universal. That affection was not
conditioned either by status in life or whether yoere Under-Secretary or Congress Secretary or
opponent or anybody else - an Englishman, a Geonan American - that affection was
universal. In that sense he was a universalist.

One World

During all the time | knew him he was speaking al@world order. The One World seemed
remote, but even up to the end of his days he skidwever long it takes, if the world is to
survive, then they have got to learn to live togethThis is now called the doctrine of co-
existence. At first the Americans, my colleaguetha United Nations, were very allergic to this
word ‘co-existence’, largely because it was firseéd by Lenin in 1920. And so we altered it to
‘neighbourly relations’ or something of that kinBut co-existence became the principal basis of
his approach to world order.

Yet he did not take a romantic view, in the serfsgomng about being a Good Samaritan without
any good reason. What he said was: ‘If you ar@adE@amaritan you should also have the base
of self-interest’. Mutuality of interest was anetltbasis of international co-operation. But in all
this, in the twentieth century world, he was dortedaby the conception that without world peace
it was not possible to accomplish anything, ancceda him, as to Gandhiji also, was not the
peace of the grave nor the absence of war, bugdtablishment of equilibrium inside
communities and between communities.

Here, it is necessary for us to look back for auterat the world he came into. The generation of
Nehru was deeply and perhaps unhistorically imgefy the defeat of the Russians in the
Japanese war. The Russo-Japanese war carriecsagaesd made an impact on every home in
India at that time, because it was the first titme the people dominating over Asian people had
been defeated. Nobody bothered what it was allialbt anyway the Russo-Japanese war was
considered by average Asian people as their oworyic Soon followed the Sun Yat Sen
revolution in China. Whatever may have happenetther revolutions afterwards in China, that
revolution meant the liberation of the Chinese pedmm the Manchu Empire and the Celestial



Empire. Only a few centuries before the Statearatdhe Yangtse had gathered together in the
first peace conference in the world - | believéha thirteenth century B.C. or something of that
kind - and they all went home quarrelling with eather more than when they came in. And then
followed the various imperial dynasties and the 8ahSen revolution had a great impact not
only on Panditji but on a great part of India.

Then came the First World War in which Turkey jartbe German side and the result of this was
the liquidation of the Ottoman Empire. The liguida of the Ottoman Empire ultimately made
States out of Lebanon and Syria, which were thengbdalestine. The new kingdom of Iraq
came into being, and soon afterwards the Britighavew from Egypt, and so on. It brought
liberation to the whole of that part of the worlidathough it is not quite accurate some people
say that from Constantinople to the Bering Seeaethasre new people. And then came the
liberation movement in India, which fructified ing attainment of independence for India in
1947, and was followed soon after by the liberatbimdonesia, Ceylon, Burma, and all those
areas.

It was in that context that Panditji came and hdrees sometimes spoken of as an Asian
statesman. And here | want to qualify his positi®¥anditji often spoke with very strong views
about the part that the Asian people should plagisiworld; but it was all part of the gospel of
equalisation. At Bandung, particularly, it was pgasition taken up by India that while Asia
should resuscitate itself, there should be no cotmEantal nationalism, no compartmental
organisation. He said that there should be norAsarld different from any other, and today, of
course, it is easier to say that, because we dknmt where Asia begins and where it ends. San
Francisco is a part of Asia - or is America in Vi@in?

And so this great Asian personality acquired woedsonality. He had a particular appeal to the
youth of the world, whether he saw them face te facnot, because they regarded him as a
twentieth century person. It is generally believédhink with some degree of truth - that the
twentieth century is not yet born. English exps#y they are afraid of the one that is dead and
other that is afraid to be born. It was the wahlat is afraid to be borne that Panditji was trying
nurse. But he did not always succeed becausesad,Ithe gravity of the past is much stronger
than the effervescence of the present, or thetpwihrds the future. He always put the view that
this world cannot survive in the presence of nuckgeergy unless all war is abandoned, and yet he
was not a pacifist. And the greater part of Inglf@reign policy has been directed towards the
popularisation of these ideas. He was one of thiédvg statesmen who from the very beginning
said there was only one way to deal with the atomlp and that was to end it.

The Goal of Independence

I must say something of the period in which LorduMtbatten was largely concerned. When the
Cabinet Mission came to India, it was not belietteat the Independence of India could be
established only by the amputation of the countiy the creation of two States. | believe the
then Viceroy took the view that it would be a trdgéut that it had to happen, and Panditji came
to the view that there was no other way. He to&dseveral times that we had to get rid of the
Empire and, if it meant cutting, then we had ta cut

I must speak also of the role that personal retatips played in the formulation and the
development of policies. If the last Governor-Galis relations with Nehru had not been
personal in the sense that they could talk to ettolr without slapping each other’s face - if Lord
Mountbatten had not assimilated the fact that swnest Panditji broke into a temper, and vice
versa - things might have been very different. sTareaking down of the barriers, the breaking of



an Empire, the difficulties of changing the waysGafvernment, all created human problems. In
this last stage of the transition from what wagampire into an independent India, the feeling that
however much they differed, they would not try heeat each other, that is to say exercise
diplomacy.

This personal relationship was not only with LordWitbatten. Lady Mountbatten also played an
important part in our relations with the peopleaaghole; and we on the Indian side were able to
convince Gandhiji that here were people who hadecauith honest intentions, and it is no longer
a secret that the last viceroy of India was propé#ie first sovereign to come to India with the
powers of a plenipotentiary. So we knew that weawm longer going to be pushed from pillar to
post.

Panditji also accepted formulae and things of tharacter. That is why it was possible, towards
the middle of 1947, to go through a period of DaoninStatus. Well, Dominion Status is
something which builds up feelings of exultationcam historians, but dominion is a bad word in
India. And, of course, at that time in the histofythis country there seems no reason why the
Soviet Union should not become a dominion of theidr But all this passed and we came to
the reality of trying to find a way without mucholénce on each side.

| would just say one word about this. There isfeence between the development of
democracy in our part of the world and the develepnof democracy ithis part of the world.
Even our Constitution says that as far as procedwencerned, if there is no precedent we must
follow the example of the British Parliament.

There is one important difference. In Great Bnitdemocracy came after the Industrial
Revolution - there was a period of a hundred ybafsre democratic institutions developed under
the impact of economic circumstances and the pressi the people. But in India democracy
was immediately established to a greater degree@naat Britain had in 1929, after women'’s
suffrage. This is our problem and that problemfieoried Nehru at the time. He also
contributed, spoke on many occasions, uttered wehish have become historic. But he was
really no orator. He never tried any oratoricalks. He talked to the people and his main
conception of electioneering, of public educatas: “You cannot send three hundred million
people to a university - you are finding it difflcto send thirty thousand to the university!

Speaking to the people was the only means of peblication. Nehru spoke to them about the
atom bomb, about Lord Mountbatten, about Royalhpua democracy, about Russia, about
China, about anything in the world; it was mordess an open public seminar in that way. But
there were occasions when he made statements wécban only guess will go down in history.
Lincoln in his Gettysburg speech, said: ‘The wawid little note, nor long remember, what we
say here’. But Lincoln was proved wrong. And wliea Indian Constituent Assembly met,
Nehru said in a famous speech which | am goinga&olr

‘Long years ago we made a tryst with destiny, anw the time comes when we shall redeem our
pledge, not wholly or in full measure, but very stamtially. At the stroke of the midnight hour
when the world sleeps, India will awake to life dr@edom. A moment comes, which comes but
rarely in history, when we step out from the oldhe new, when an age ends, and when the soul
of a nation, long suppressed, finds utterances fitting that at this solemn moment we take the
pledge of dedication to the service of India andge®ple and to the still larger cause of
humanity.



‘At the dawn of history India started on her unewgdguest, and trackless centuries are filled with
her striving and the grandeur of her success anthligres. Through good and ill fortune alike
she has never lost sight of that quest or forgdtiendeals which gave her strength. We end
today a period of ill-fortune and India discoveesdelf again.’

Nehru’s tribute to a leader

| well remember Nehru’'s speech at the time of Ggrsldeath:-

‘Friends and comrades, the light has gone out ofiees and there is darkness everywhere. | do
not know what to tell you and how to say it. Owetdved leader, Bapu as we called him, the
Father of the Nation, is no more. Perhaps | ammgito say that. Nevertheless, we will not see
him again as we have seen him for these many y&deswill not run to him for advice and seek
solace from him and that is a terrible blow, ndiydn me, but to millions and millions in this
country. And it is a little difficult to soften éhblow by any other advice that | or anyone else ca
give you.

‘The light has gone out, | said, and yet | was wroiror the light that shone in this country was
no ordinary light. The light that has illuminedsitountry for these many years will illumine this
country for many more years, and a thousand ydtms that light will still be seen in this country
and the world will see it and it will give solaaeibhnumerable hearts. For that light represented
something more than the immediate present, it semted the living, the eternal truths, reminding
us of the right path, drawing us from error, takihig ancient country to freedom.’

Representing India

Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru went to prison occasioraily when the manuscript of his
autobiography first came to me, its title was ‘imdaOut of Prison’. In this he recalled his speech
at his trial in Gorakhpur, where incidentally Mr &ny was born (another Englishman of Indian
birth). In his address to the Magistrate Nehrd:sai

‘| stand before you, Sir, as an individual beirigdrfor certain offences in certain States. Ya ar
a symbol of those States but | am something maue &m individual. I, too, am a symbol at the
present moment, a symbol of Indian nationalismplvesl to break away from the British
Empire’.

‘There are more powerful forces today in the watldarge. There are elemental urges for
freedom and food and security which are moving westses of people, and history even is being
moulded by them. It is a small matter to me wlegigens to me in this trial. Individuals count
for little. Seven times | have been tried and ¢oed by the British authorities and many years of
my life lie buried in prison walls - and eight timer a ninth or a few more will make little
difference’.

Jawaharlal Nehru concluded his address:-

‘I add that | am happy to be tried at Gorakhpuhe peasantry of Gorakhpur are the poorest and
the most long suffering in my province. | am gthdt my visit to the Gorakhpur district will
serve my people at a later stage’.

| have quoted this because | spoke of his philog@sha collective compendium of his thoughts.
All these things reveal his mind and you will firight through from the times when he thought he
would fight sword in hand, by himself, and libertitte country. From that period onwards there



was no change and his life was characterised byegistance to domination of whatever kind,
whether inside the country or elsewhere, coupldt imsistence that there should be no personal
animosities. Pandit Nehru also is rememberedjang to put in formal language what were to

be the aspirations of the people with regard taasdevelopment. As early as 1930, in a series of
resolutions of the Congress, he foreshadowed whed @ become the fundamental rights in our
Constitution.

The Commonwealth

This lecture would be regarded as totally incongpiet did not refer to the fact that there was no
pressure from Great Britain, either from Lord Mdatten as the previous Viceroy, or from Lord
Attlee, or from any leader of the Conservative Yatat we should stay in what is called the
Commonwealth. It was left to be implemented byl#aslers in a long series of conversations.
Pandit Nehru held that we should not throw the baldywith the bathwater, and always in his
mind was the feeling that India’s remaining a mendfeghe Commonwealth would probably help
towards erasing the racial difference within th&t i the colonial Empire. This was a thing that
weighed in his mind a great deal and he was quépgred, even when India became a Republic,
to enter into a compromise which few English stats and fewer Indian statesmen had believed
to be possible.

The Constitution was framed and today its Prearsdys that:-

We, the People of India, having solemnly Resolved to constitute India into a Sovereign
Democratic Republic and to secure to all its citizens:

Justice, social, economic and political;

Liberty of thought, expression, belief, faith and wor ship;

Equality of status and of opportunity; and to promote among them all Fraternity assuring the
dignity of the individual and the unity of the Nation;

In our Constituent Assembly this twenty-sixth day of November 1949, Do Hereby Adopt, Enact
and Give to Ourselves this Constitution so that this ancient land may once again rise to her old
and ancient glory.

Nehru tried to mould the national movement of India a socialist instrument - and history alone
can say how far he was romantic, how far he wdsstiea The attempt was worthwhile because
there is no future for India except in a societyahtis socially developed, because you cannot
have millions and millions of people without theans of survival, without opportunity. In arich
land, like the United States, the United StatesiBeat has said that one-fifth of their population
are beyond the gates of opportunity. If that ishewe, it is even more true of us. And | end this
by saying that | have taken very good care noayoasything about the post-Nehru period - that
is current history - because then you would sags wontroversial. We face greater difficulties
with the resurgence of Empire, the nostalgic feptihgoing East of Suez which is water, and
water is neutral. When you put ships upon it thegome belligerent.



