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alertness to developments and his capacity to mislead,
the Dwija may succeed in heaping direct or indirect
discredit on the practitioners of this policy long before
the Sudra wakes up to it. Secondly, the colossi among
the lower castes like the Chamars and Ahirs may want
to appropriate the fruits of this policy without sharing
them with the myriad other low castes, with the result
that the Brahmin and Chamar change places but caste
remains intact. Thirdly, the policy may be misused
by selfish men among the lower castes for individual
advancement, who may additionally use weapons of
intrigue and caste jealousies.
This would rend society further apart and subject it
to grosser selfishness without bringing it any benefits
of weakening and expansion. Fourthly, every single
case of election or selection between a Sudra and
Dwija may become the occasion for acrimonious
exchanges. The baser elements among the downgraded
castes would use it as a constant weapon. In their
over-weaning desire to eliminate the particular Dwija
against whom they are ranged, they would in total
seek to oust all Dwijas or to fill the air with darker
suspicions when they fail. Fifthly, economic and
political issues may be obscured or relegated into the
background. Reactionaries among the lower castes
may misuse the anti-caste policy to serve their own
ends. For instance, the Backward Castes Commission
Report, by which the lower castes are swearing, has
side-stepped the great issues that confront the people
such as abolition of land tax on uneconomic holdings
and the impositions of a ceiling on all incomes. Its
concrete recommendations are just two in number,
one good and the other bad. It has recommended
reservation in services for the backward castes and the
reservation could justifiably be more disproportionate
than the Commission has wished. But it has erred
in making a similar recommendation for education.
Let the backward castes ask for two of three shifts in
schools and colleges, if necessary, but let them never
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ask for the exclusion of any child of India from the
portals of an educational institution.
Such is the poison that this policy may bring forth.
Continual awareness of this poison may check it in
great measure. But the fear of the poison should not
blind us to the miraculous power of this policy to
create and cure. India will know the most invigorating
revolution of her history. The people will have become
alive as never before. She may also have indicated
in the process a lesson or two to mankind. Karl
Marx tried to destroy class, without being aware of
its amazing capacity to change itself into caste, not
necessarily the ironbound caste of India but immobile
class anyway. For the first time, an experiment shall
have been made in the simultaneous destruction of
class and caste. The young high-caste must now rise
to his full measure, instead of seeing in this policy
an attack on his interest, he should view it for its
capacity to renew the people. After all among the
very few relationships of marriage between high and
low castes, those between Dwija and Harijan can be
named but not so between Sudra and Harijan. The
young high-caste must decide to turn himself into
manure for the lower castes, so that the people may
for once flower into their fully glory. If human nature
were capable of infinite sacrifice, we would have the
high-caste become advisers, while the executives are
all low-caste. If this is not possible everywhere, let it
be so in as many places as possible. With faith in the
great crucible of the human race and equal faith in
the vigour of all the Indian people, let the high-caste
choose to mingle tradition with mass. Simultaneously,
a great burden rests on the youth of the lower castes.
Not the aping of the high-caste in all its traditions and
manners, not dislike of manual labour, not individual
self advancement, not bitter jealousy, but the staffing
of the nation’s leadership as though it were some
sacred work should now be the supreme concern of
women, Sudras, Harijans, Muslims, and Adivasis.
[July 1958]

Principles of Parliamentary Behaviour
Future generations will have cause to remember
Mr. Rajnarain Singh as the greatest parliamentarian

of free India’s first few years. Mr. J. Nehru will
probably be remembered as the other notable
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parliamentarian, a crafty strategist, who knew how to
shift blame, to quieten opposition through praise or
threat or a commingling of both, and that in the larger
parliamentary histories, Rajnarain’s name is assured
in the briefest parliamentary history, a champion of
the people, a warrior of parliamentary rights and,
above all, a foe of violence and a crusader of civil
disobedience as much within the parliament as outside.
He would be remembered as the man, who made his
body a witness to his creed, who taught the weak,
helpless and lonesome man more through example
than through words, how not bend to tyranny.
The facts of the Rajnarain affair are not in dispute.
What is in dispute are the fundamental principles
and assumptions of parliamentary behaviour. What
is a parliament? It is the place where three categories
of persons, elected representatives, government
and a presiding officer meet in order to debate and
resolve. Each of these categories should be bound by
rules and, what is more, everyone of them must put
himself under voluntary and appropriate restraints
in order that parliament may truly reflect the people
and that parliamentary business may be properly
transacted. None should be free from these restraints,
in particular, must the presiding officer bind himself
to rules, possess an unruffled tranquillity, hold the
scales even between the government and dissenting
representatives and, above all, obliterate his own
individuality in order to regulate parliament as an
orderly reflection of the people’s will.
Every one of these categories may indeed have
made mistakes. That is the first direction in which
the current controversy must be put straight. The
assumption is grievous that the speaker can do no
wrong. In fact, the speakers and governments of
parliaments, which have only recently won their
freedom and statehood, are prone to act outside the
bounds of parliamentary rules and etiquette. The
government is likely to think and act in the fashion
of people who bigotedly believe themselves to be
right. The speaker is likely to share that feeling. He
has no living tradition behind him, no internal light
to guide him, unless he is a very brilliant or a deeply
liberal person. He is guided by books of parliamentary
practice and rules from abroad. All zealous copyists
are, in essence, monkeys, particularly so when they
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have to assert a new-found authority. They kill the
spirit of freedom and copy the more rigid kind of rules.
We shall make a sample list of questions on which
speakers in India have made decisions: (1) What words
and usages are unparliamentary; (2) Which questions
may be disallowed; (3) Which adjournment motions
may be disallowed; (4) Which deputies may be seen
and called upon to speak oftener than the others; (5)
What should be the procedure for entertaining motions
of no-confidence; (6) If, and to what extent, should the
police, armed or otherwise, be called upon to restore
order within the legislature.
On all these six issues, speakers have made a
habit of making mistakes, primarily because they
are officious and zealous to maintain a decorum
that belongs to a finishing school for uppish middleclass girls, who they are in essence, rather than to a
parliament.
It is true that the exercise of all authority, no matter
how bound by rules, must always remain discretionary
in certain measure. Even discretion should be bound
by certain broad principles, though not by rules.
The authority of speakers of parliaments, therefore,
should be bound by rules, whenever possible, and
by principles, within whose ambit they may exercise
their discretion. Parliamentary life in the country has
suffered from the lack of such rules and principles,
and, above all, from the stupid belief that the speaker
must possess the authority to evoke unquestioned
obedience from members of parliament. The speaker
must undoubtedly possess the power, more morally
than legally, to evoke obedience from parliament’s
members, but the obedience should also be principled
and not unquestioned.
Rajnarain has been known for his normal obedience
to the speaker. But speakers in India are yet quite
often unprincipled and unruly. What is one to do in
such a situation? Parliaments would never grow up to
adulthood, if members did not devise some means to
keep their members within the bounds of principles
and rules. Alone in the latest Rajnarain affair, three
speakers, two of parliaments in Delhi and one in
Lucknow, have not been adults. The Lucknow speaker
erred on several counts. He should not have disallowed
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the debate on the arrest of hundreds of people, that had
taken place a day before the debate was demanded,
which was occasioned by the near-starvation of
millions of people in his state. Even after he had
illegally and officiously denied debate, he should
not have denied expression to a dissenting member
who would have walked out after his dissent. After
the speaker had got into a brawl with the dissenting
member, he should have adjourned the House, as
indeed he did, but not to invite the police to restore
order. He should have adjourned the House in order to
talk to the dissenting member and to the leaders of all
other parties, if necessary. He should have adjourned
the House for a whole day if necessary in order that
the dissenting members and the government could
understand each other’s viewpoint, adjust or accept.
A parliament is not a battle-field. An operation is
sometimes held back even on battle field. But speakers
of Indian parliaments, essentially because they have
never or rarely been face to face with personal danger,
are a little too prone to threaten their members with
police men who dangle their revolvers and use their
fists and boots.
The two speakers of the Indian parliament, of the
People’s House and of the Senate, have grievously
erred. After disallowing the debate on the plea that
the Lucknow parliament and its proceedings could not
be a fit matter for debate in the Indian parliament, the
two speakers violated their own ruling and expressed
voluble, intemperate, rhetorical and emotionally
surcharged opinions on the proceedings of the
Lucknow parliament. The speaker of the Lok Sabha
went so far as to say that the Lucknow speaker and
police did what was right. The Delhi speaker said this
in face of the Lucknow speaker’s declaration, made
the previous day and when the adjourned House had
met in the afternoon, that he had asked the police not
to use excessive force and complaints should be made
to him in writing if the police had done so. Nobody
has denied that one member, Ramsingh Chauhan, was
kicked unconscious. The speaker of the Lok Sabha
has charged like a mad bull into this situation. He
has violated his own ruling. He has commended an
action of brutal force with the backdrop of weapons
in the innermost sanctum of peoples’ sovereignty. He
has done so when the Lucknow speaker was himself
in doubt about the propriety of the police action and
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its extent. We do not know if the speaker of the Lok
Sabha can be prosecuted in a court of law on charges
of contempt or breach of privilege of the Uttar Pradesh
legislature or similar jurisdistic issue. We do know,
however, that he should put himself under a rigorous
course of self-control, and strive to achieve a certain
dullness of spirit if he cannot achieve tranquillity, in
case he does not wish to be a continuing disgrace to
his chair.
The speaker of the Rajya Sabha, Dr. Radhakrishnan,
has the additional reputation of being a philosopher.
A speaker should never indulge in cheap gibes
particularly when he happens to be a philosopher. On a
walk-out by members of his parliament on serious and
solemn occasions, he should not gibe that the business
of the house would be transacted easily and smoothly.
Dr. Radhakrishnan was so hit up that he described
the scenes in Uttar Pradesh parliament as ugly and
defined democracy as a consideration for others.
Unless the philosopher was equivocating, which
would be worse than lying, these remarks were
obviously meant against Rajnarain and his comrades
and not against the Uttar Pradesh speaker and the
police. The serene philosopher has outsize feet of clay
and, when his self-interest is aroused, the serenity
of his spirit vanishes. Philosophers have not been
unconsciously advised to keep within their cloisters.
But the Vice-President of India has always yearned to
adorn the top places of safe politics and he may recall
how he used to beseech Rajnarain, who was then only
a student leader, to put in a good word for his vicechancellor with the Congress leadership.
The problem of the speaker’s behaviour must be
viewed in greater perspectives. The speaker must
indeed ration the time of the legislator with justice
as well as protect the debate from a greater irrelevant
or disorderly derailment. But, then, this matter
of time must be more fundamentally examined.
Indian parliaments, even of such populous states as
Uttar Pradesh, which is larger than the largest West
European state, West Germany, sit for four or five
months in the year. They should sit for ten months in
a year. What after all is a parliament? It is the most
sensitive mirror that man’s dexterity has yet devised,
to people’s wrongs and sorrow. When men die by the
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million through smallpox or hunger, when they starve
by tens of millions and when they are arrested in their
hundreds for protests, the mirror must gleam with the
red light of danger and must be in operation as long as
possible. If the mirror is kept out of commission for
the greatest part of the year, democracy is bound to be
curtailed, almost fatally. Rajnarain’s or the speakers’
behaviour must be viewed against this background of
unreasonably short parliamentary time. The speaker
has to crowd together or disallow much that should be
allowed. Parliaments in India must sit for the greater
part of the year.
Rajnarain’s action of civil disobedience within the
legislature deserves a searching but comprehensive
examination. He might indeed have hurled a shoe at
the chief minister or given a whacking slap to the food
minister. This would have passed off as an expression
of temporary passion, for which the offender would
have received the light punishment. Large numbers of
unthinking people would have admired the act for its
surfacial courage or passion. However, the act would
have been totally devoid of value. In fact, such acts
promote the spirit of disorderly conduct and breed
situations of insult to man’s dignity. They are of no
use to the weak and lonesome man, and all men are
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that when faced with overwhelmingly superior might.
They depress the general run of men into the habit
of surrender. Rajnarain’s act is a symbol of what the
totally unarmed or powerless man can do in the face
of armed might. He need not bend his knee. He need
not hit back at the tyrant. All that he does is to refuse
to obey, propelled as he is by the almost religious
force of civil disobedience. Reason has hitherto always
collapsed against weapons. When reason summons the
aid of weapons in its fight against armed unreason,
it collapses just as much as when it is suppressed
because of its refusal to resort to arms. Reason acquires
its appropriate weapons through civil disobedience.
Humanity knows of no other way to arm reason; civil
disobedience is armed reason. Rajnarain’s act within
the Uttar Pradesh parliament will indeed be long
remembered for its two-fold meaning. It will live long
as a symbol of what all men might do in their hour of
distress, in the moment that a weak spirit invites them
to submit to tyranny and exploitation. It has also been
a powerful blow struck at parliamentary fraud, or,
better, a most strenuous exercise in suffering in order
that the mirror of parliament may be kept without spot
or blemish. However much sycophants and frauds
are condemning it today, it will have acted as a great
cause for the correction of parliamentary procedures.
[October 1958]

India, China and Our Borders
I should like to make some proposal, entirely noncontroversial and non-partisan, which all political
parties, publicists, in particular, the radio and the press,
would do well to adopt.
1. The division of the people of India into Aryan,
Dravidian and Mongolian should be irrevocably
ended. There are no such divisions at present nor
have been in the past 3000 years and some times I
imagine the European scholars have invented these
lies to disintegrate India.
The Chinese are making use of this lie in order
to wean away the emotional loyalties of more than
one and half crores of people of the Himalayan India
by telling them that they are both brothers of the

Mongolian race. From my personal experience of
people right up to Thailand, as also my knowledge
of history, I can categorically assert that India and
her immediate neighbours like Tibet, Thailand and
Cambodia are certainly not Mongolian in the Chinese
sense and they are all definitely more akin to India
than China in their mind as well as race.
2. The frontiers between India and sovereign Tibet
may and should have been the McMahon Line and
that between China and India should be the Kailash,
Mansarovar and East flowing Brahmaputra and in
fact 30 to 40 miles further north, where the land
shows a steep fall. I had so far depended on cultural,
mythological and geographical evidence for this policy.
But I am now producing an administrative evidence

