portrait of a revolutionary
B. P. KOIRALA

Bhola Chatterji

a ankur publishing house
Uphaar Cinema Building
Green Park Ex. New Delhi-11016.




BP Koirala

portrait of a revolutionary

1st Published September 1982.
© Bhola Chatterjee

Published by :

Mrs. Seema Mukherjee
Ankur Publishing House
Uphaar Cinema Building
Green Park Extension, New Delhi-110016.

Printed by

Miss Baljeet Kaur

Filmahal Enterprise

Uphaar Cinema Building
New Delhi-110 016 (INDIA).



—
.

© ® N S v AW

Contents

Foreward

Preface

An Overview of post-referendum politics
Down Memory Lane

Prison days

Nepali Congress is born
Cultural pursuits “
Friends in need

The party’s options
Socialism with a difference
‘l have no regrets’
Appendix A

Appendix B

Appendix C

Index

Vil

29

72

99
105
118
141
161
169
177
178
181
193
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Foreward

Bhola Chatterji has produced yet another book on Nepal.
Ever since the early 1950s, when he actively participated
in our revolutionary struggle against the Rana autocracy,
he has taken a keen interest in Nepal’s political develop-
ment. He has his own point of view. He knows personally
most of the dramatis personae of Nepal’s politics. The
present book appears to be an assessment of my politics.
He has sat with me in long sessions and has extensively
interviewed me on various subjects, and has extensively
quoted me in his book. But the book is his. It is his point
of view which he has presented in his book.

B. P. Koirala
29-11-81
Kathmandu






Preface

Thirty years is not a very long period in the life of a
country. By that token, modern Nepal has yet to come
of age considering that it entered the 20th century some
three decades agn. This Himalayan kingdom, the home of
some 13 million people of diverse ethnic origins speaking
a number of languages and dialects, was forcibly exposed
to modernity in 1951.

Until then, it was a “closed” feudal country autocrati-
cally ruled by the Ranas. For about a century, the Ranas
held the office of prime minister as a hereditary tenure.
It was the 1950-51 revolution pioneered by the Nepali Con-
gress, of which Bishweshwar Prasad Koirala (his friends
call him BP) was the undisputed architect, that introduced
democracy into the country and threw it open both to for-
eigners and to its own children who dwelt outside the
charmed valley of Kathmandu.

And then started a process of political engineering, often
bewildering, to catch up with the times. The kingdom’s
brief experiment with parliamentary democracy was fol-
lowed by the Palace-imposed partyviess panchayat demo-
cracy a euphemism for authoritarian rule. The Nepali Con-
gress pioneered resistance to it, and a succession of utterly
corrupt and incompetent governments, accountable only to
the Palace, wasted opportunities for economic development,
misconceived innovations to rig up a political system, fitful
efforts, mostly counterproductive, to acquire an identity dis-
tinct from its two giant neighbours to the north and south
respectively—all these are but some of the ingredients of
a complex story that came to a climax on 24 May 1979.

On that not quite unpleasant morning, climatically speak-
ing, the 36-year-old Eton-Harvard-Tokyo-educated King
Birendra did an unprecedented thing. Without prior an-
nouncement, he went on the air before most Nepalese had
their morning cup of tea. The King, believed to be a living
incarnation of Vishnu, announced that a national referen-
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dum on the basis of universal adult suffrage would be held
to ascertain the people’s opinions on the kingdom’s future
form of government. They would be free, he assured his
people to decide through the ballot box whether the party-
less panchayat, suitably reformed, or the multiparty sys-
tem should rule the roost.

I have attempted to explain the whys and wherefores of
this in my book Palace, People and Politics: Nepal in pers-
pective. In the years since the 1950-51 revolution, which
opened up the country for the people to determine the
form of their polity, I have had occasions to visit that
country, watching men and affairs from close quarters.

I did not have to depend on secondary sources to re-
construct the three-decade-old account of Nepal’s endea-
vours to knock into shape a political system capable of
delivering the goods. My three previous books on contem-
porary Nepalese politics record this. They do not however
give a blow-by-blow account of the new serious, new
comical drama that has been continuing on the political
stage of Nepal these past three decades.

The present study turns the focus on Koirala, so far the
country’s most illustrious as well as most controversial
Nepali. while keeping a tab on the not unoften confusing
developments which took place after King Birendra’s an-
nouncement of a referendum. The book’s canvas is narrow
and its first part scans the Nepalese political scene after
the declaration of the referendum. The second part con-
tains a series of taped interviews (autobiographical in a
manner) | have had with Koirala between October 1979
and November 1981.! A certain overlapping between my

IThe tapes of the interviews and the transcript thereof, every
page of which is corrected and signed by BP Koirala, are in the
custody of the Sociological Research Unit of the Indian Statistical
Institute. Also, Nehru Memorial Museum and Library, New Delhi,
has a gift microfilm copy of the transcript. There will therefore
be no further mention of this in the text. For the sake of clarity
and brevity the interviews have been sparingly touched up where
necessary without of course interferring with their basic struc-
ture and key words. The alterations have been seen and approved
by Koirala.
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other books on Nepal and this volume is net unlikely. This
unavoidable flaw, though technical, may be overlooked.

A few words by way of personal cxplanation. This
account of post-referendum Nepal is not one-dimensional.
Any number of exercises could be undertaken to implant
it in a so-called academically objcctive framework. This
might be good cnough to fetch a certificate of impartial
scholarship, but it would not reveal even a fraction of the
real story. For an understanding of which one would not
regret if one were to lean on Koirala’s perception of the
kingdom’s political scene. Whether or not this approach
is sufficiently “scientific” I am not particularly concerned,
even as I concede that Koirala is not infallible.

Indeed, Koirala sees men and events through his own
prism. But between him and the men who fasten the sup-
posedly objective sticker to their sermons there is this
difference: while Koirala grasps. the truth that underlies
facts, others meander in the thicket of jargon, palming off
a particular facet for the whole.

It bears repetition that Koirala, apart from the Palace
is the central figure in the evolution of Nepalese politics in
the last three decades. If one is not pathologically anti-
pathetic to Koirala one would see that whatever happened
onh the kingdom’s political stage in this period was either
caused by him or was the reaction of others to his doings.

For instance, the partyless panchayat system. This was
the late King Mahendra’s reaction to Koirala’s sustained
efforts to hammer into shape a parliamentary democratic
polity in Nepal and transform its absolute monarchy into
a constitutional one. For that matter, the 1980 -national
referendum and the subsequent general eclection .in 1981
was but King Birendra’s response to ,the ceaseless struggle
Koirala has waged since 1960, when King Mahendra had
Nepal’s nascent democratic polity sent to the block, within
and outside the country to restore democracy.

Come to think of it, the stalwarts of the partyless pan-
chayat system have all along done no more than make a
show of responding to.the challenge Koirala poses:. Their
lot is only to react to the course of politics the ‘Nepali
Congress might have decided to pursue at any given point
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of time. The partyless panchayat faithfuls who have taken
turns at the political game these past two decades have
done so as satellites of the Palace, which alone called the
tune. |

Such men do not make history. So why should one
bother about what they say or do? To get an idea of Nepa-
lese politics since Koirala made a revolution in 1950-51
attention will have to be riveted on Koirala and the Palace.

This is why Koirala’s point of view has an unrivalled
significance in the present Nepalese context. Though fatally
ill with cancer, he continues to inspire his men, symbolises
a challenge to those who strut in the corridors of power,
and continues to bear his cross for a Nepal that should
be a little more livable.

The book completes the study on contemporary Nepalese
politics I took upon myself as a member of the Sociological
Research Unit of the Indian Statistical Institute, Calcutta.
I am grateful to Dr BP Adhikari, Director of the Institute,
for his liberal support without which this book would not
have been reckoned part of my official work. I am indebt-
ed to Mr Sankar Ghosh, Joint Editor,Amrita Bazar Patrika,
and Mr MJ Akbar, Editor, Sunday, for their kind permis-
sion to make liberal use of the articles and essays I wrote
for their respective journals. I must thank Dr Lok Raj
Baral, Professor and Chairman, Department of Political
Science, Tribhuvan University, who gave me an oppor-
tunity to discuss with him the basic problems of Nepalese
politics. '

For the help received, my thanks to Mr Indra Sen,
Assistant Editor, Business Standard, to Dr Hari Dev
Sharma, Research Officer, Oral History Division, Nehru
Memorial Museum and Library, to Mr Bidyut Raj Chalisey,
former Nepalese Consul in Calcutta, to the staff of the
Indian Statistical Infstitute Library, and to Mr Asish K
Basu, Mr Ramendra Nath Biswas and Mr Narayan Chandra
Saha of the Sociological Research Unit for typing the
manuscript.

And I shall be remiss in my duty if fail to acknowledge
my debt of gratitude to Mr Trevor Drieberg, author and
journalist, for editing the book. I am not being merely
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polite or conforming to a ritual when 1 thank Mrs Scema
Mukherjee, a friend of the family, whose couldn’t care-less-
attitude alone enuld get this book out,

That my wife Anubha Chatterji is my most abiding
source of sympathy and support is a faclt of life. As for
the opinions and the cerrors the book carries 1 remain sole
ly responsible.

Sociological Research Unit Bhola Chatterji
Indian Statistical Institute

203 BT Road. Calcutta-700035.

1 May 1982.






CHAPTER 1

An Overview of Post-referendum
Politics

There is something in the human psyche that just would
not allow most men to be indifferent to whoever bears his
cross. Even if it is for the wrong set of reasons. How in-
finitely more emotive should be the case of a man who has
suffered persecution almost interminably because he would
not compromise his principles, because he insisted on exer-
cising the basic rights of man and stood on his privilege
to say no when that is at once the only civilised and the
most challenging word one could utter. Particularly when
no society at any given point could claim to have a surfeit
of men like him.

If you chance upon such a person, it is immaterial to
which clime or country he might belong, you would prob-
ably find it difficult to think of him without a lump in your
throat. And Bishweshwar Prasad Koirala, the tallest among
the century’s most celebrated Nepalese, answers to this.

The Hyades must have been there in the firmament when
Koirala was born some 68 years ago. Otherwise, why should
he opt for endless suffering, particularly at a time when
he could have easily bargained for a comfortable place in
the sun. For that matter, why should he insist on the hazar-
dous path of armed revolution when many wanted him to
take the constitutional road to Nepal’s emancipation. This
of course does not mean that he was an adventurer for
the mere love of it. Not at all. He was prepared to sail in
the wind’s eye only if it served his country, otherwise he
would not so much as disturb the meanest life on earth.

He did not enter the school of socialism because he had
nothing better to do. It was a deliberate choice when, way
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back in the 1930s, he decided to cast in his lot with the
Congress Socialist Party in India. He came into close con-
tact with Jayaprakash Narayan, Narendra Deva and Ram-
manohar Lohia, the three most important builders of the
Indian socialist movement. Once his mind was made up,
socialism became his passion. And what had been a pas-
sion in his salad days subsequently crystallised into a posi-
tive philosophy of life.

Firmly convinced that ideas, more than the urge for mere
satisfaction of physical hunger, motivate a man to action,
he prevailed upon the Nepali Congress, which had pioneer-
ed the 1950-51 armed revolt for the establishment of demo-
cracy in Nepal, to accept a programme that should aim at
building a democratic socialist society in the country. All
these years since a myopic King’s lust for power goaded
him into snuffing out the Himalayan kingdom’s youthful
experiment with democracy, of which Koirala was the ini-
tiator, the people have had perforce to endure an oppres-
sive system of polity. What helped them to keep up their
spirits was their conviction that he would lead them out
of the blind alley. Koirala kept faith with them.

That he did not regard compromise as a virtue was
evident when he made hs way to the office of prime minis-
ter, the first ever elected prime minister, of Nepal, in 1959.
Because of his refusal to plump for the easiest way out of
the confrontation with the Palace regarding basic principles,
he fell foul of the late King Mahendra in December 1960,
only to add another eight years to his already voluminous
record of incarceration. Exile awaited his reelase from pri-
son, to be followed by confinement over again. He could
no doubt have his freedom as well as an exalted berth in
the power structure if he had agreed to surrender his right
to dissent. That of course of course he did not do.

Nepalese society, which is largely feudal but itches for
the tinsels of modernism, has no dearth of men who wish
Koirala were past praying for. Starting from men in high
places through certain members of the royal family to the
mindless panchayat faithfuls always having an eye to the
main chance, there is a class of men who would any day
be glad to see the last of Koirala. For these people have too
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many skeletons in their cupboards.

His Majesty King Birendra of Nepal however does not
belong to that category. He is aware that Koirala is a safety
valve, in fact the only barrier between him and extremists
of every hue, within as well as outside the Nepali Congress,
not excluding the anti-king elements in the partyless pan-
chayat ranks. Take Koirala away from the scene and these
forces would just as soon precipitate a crisis that surely
would not leave the institution of monarchy unscathed.

In the given context of the internal and external challen-
ges which threaten Nepal, Koirala firmly believes that the
King has a significant part to play in bringing about orderly
socioeconomic change. Of course, the King could play that
role effectively only in conjunction with the people and
within a liberal democratic framework.

Not that Koirala is under any delusion that the King will
act from purely altruistic motives. His argument, as he
elaborated in taped conversation with me, is: “After all, a
dynastic King without a kingdom is meaningless. So he
[King Birendra] will be intérested in the stability of the
country. That is the rock-bottom of his self-interest on
which I have been harping. I told him once, ‘You may not
be a very generous man or a loving King. You may not
have love for the people at heart. But you certainly love
yourself, your throne, your dynasty. Therefore, any strategy
on my part which can serve that interest of yours will serve
vou too.’

“This should be the starting point of his analysis—how
to stabilise the country. Can he rule despotically and
strengthen his throne, strengthen his dynasty? Or should
he take the people into confidence, bring them into the
political process and give them power, that is, give up his
political power to the representatives of the people and
thereby ensure the stability of the throne.

“Once I told him that my nationalism is ideological,
whereas his nationalism is basically selfish consideration.
For wtihout nationalism he will have no throne, he is no-
body. Even if the country loses its independence and becomes
part of India or part of China, I told him, ‘I will have my
farm. My house in Biratnagar will be there, although Birat-



4 Portrait of a Revolutionary

nagar might be in India or in China. And I may be voting
for some Indian member of Parliament or some Chinese
legislator, but I shall be there nevertheless. But what will
happen to you if there is no country? So your interest in
the stability of the throne means that you are more vitally
interested in the stability of the country than I That is
why I tell him that his interest will be served by Jommg
hands with us. I think. the King knows this.”! ,

What kind of man is Koirala? What is it that has sus-
tained him all through his last four-decade-long career in
Nepalese politics, that has kept him steady on the strait and
narrow path of principle. What is his political philosophy,
his attitude to life? More, what is the essential Koirala?

For an answer, we might pore over documents, search
old newspaper f{iles, talk to his colleagues who have been
with him through thick and thin, compare notes with his
adversaries, sift the materials thus gathered and, finally,
give rein to our imagination to do the rest of the job.

An alternative approach could be that we allow Koirala
himself to answer the question. This is precisely what 1 did
during my long taped interviews and conversations with
him in Banaras and Kathmandu between March 1980 and
March 1982,

Whether or not this would stand the test of logic and
chjectivity, let pundits determine.

For a change however I would rather join Koirala for.
a walk down Memory Lane. The perceptive observer would
casily see that the story which the taped interviews reveal
1s-not a medley of unconnected events and anecdotes. Nor
is it an essay in unrelieved subjectivity. Since Koirala is
the historian here, he takes the liberty of giving his inter-
pretation of the facts he deals with.

That is as it should be. At any rate, I do not see any rea-
son why exception should be taken to this. I agree with
E H Carr that “‘the belief in a hard core of historical facts
existing objectively and independently of the interpreta-
tton of the historian is a preposterous fallacy,” much as that

1 Author—B P Koirala taped interview, September 1981, Kath-
mandu.
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is a fallacy “which it is very hard to eradicate.”? Beforc
Koirala picks up the thread where it has been left in Palact
People and Politics: Nepal in Perspective? 1 think we should
have a resume of the exiting developments, though some-
what quixotic at times, which took place in the period bet-
ween King Birendra’s announcement of a national refcren-
dum and the doctor’s ominous verdict in November 1981
that Koirala was afflicted with lung cancer, apart from his
35-year-long cancer of the throat and malignant growth in
the glands since 1977.

'The grim plight of the Vietnamese refugees, the bathos
of Nepalese politics and the demented pranks of Ayatollah
Khomeini notwithstanding, the Yuletide spirit was very
much in the air. In keeping with that King Birendra told
his nearly 13 million subjects on 16 December 1979, that
he had finally decided to divest himself of the legacy of
absolute power his father left him. The royval declaration,
among other things, said: “From now on, all elections to be
held to the national legislature shall take place solely on the
basis of adult franchise. Similarly, the convention to appoint
our prime minister on the basis of the recommendations
of the national legislature shall be followed in the future.
Besides, the Council of Ministers will be made responsible
to the national legislature for their line of conduct’*

This sounded like a cloudburst after years of drought.
Without mincing matters, the King said that Rastriya
Panchayat (the kingdom’s supreme legislature) elections
would be held on the basis of universal adult franchise, and
the people’s elected representatives would choose the prime
minister. Taken at its face value, the King’s announcement
tolled the demise of the captive political system through
which the Palace had exercised total power until then.

2 E H Carr, What is History, Pelican Book, London, 1964, p 12.

3 Palace People and Politics: Nepal in Perspective is the third
- volume of my study on contemporary Nepalese politics. The
book includes my extensive taped interview with B P Koirala
stretching over the years between 1972 and 1979.

4 Quoted in Salient Features of the Third Amendment of the
Constitution of Nepal 1980, His Majesty's Government Press,
Kathmandu, 1980. ’
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Few Nepalese could belittle the import of the King's
message. In the last 19 years, no news had emanated from
the Palace which conveyed a firm promise that the Nepalese
could look forward to a relatively meaningful future within
reckonable time. Except, of course, the 24 May royal de-
claration that year to hold a national referendum. This
declaration evidently did not require the Palace to close
any of its optoins. It could indeed manipulate the whole
thing in such a manner as would produce the desired re-
sult—a yes vote in favour of the partyless panchayat sys-
tem. Not so was the case with the 16 December royal
announcement which categorically nullified the foundation
of the present system.

So far, so good. But then how did King Birendra propose
to explain the rationale of the 16 December announcement
in the context of the earlier declaration of a referendum?
The question naturally arose: Did the latest pledge cancel
the earlier one. Or would they both remain valid It was
felt that unless the position was unequivocally stated the
chances were that the people might suspect a catch in 1t
somewhere. |

The referendum announcement was made at a time when
the kingdom faced the most pernicious political crisis since
the subversion of the democratic system in December 1960.
There is no point in recapitulating the details of the crisis
which compelled the King to order a national referendum,
giving the people an opportunity to decide peacefully whe-
ther or not the partyless panchayat system would be repla-
ced by a democratic form of government.5

King Birendra’s decision to allow the people to determine
freely future shape of the country’s polity was welcomed
by most sensible Nepalese. Particularly Koirala. Ever an
uncompromising crusader for democracy, he did not ques-
tion the King’s bonafides when Birendra issued the referen-
dum proclamation. He refused to give credence to the insi-
nuation of certain influential persons that the King’s move

5 For a detailed account of which see the author's Palace People
and Politics: Nepal in Perspective, Ankur Publishing House,
New Delhi, 1980.
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was a ruse to stave off the gathering political crisis and thus
gain the time he needed badly to retrieve his position.

Koirala went on record with the observation that the
referendum declaraion implied that King Birendra had lost
his faith in the partyless panchayat system, that he had
made up his mind to be on the right side of the democratic
forcees. As Koirala told the writer in a taped interview on
4 July 1979 at Banaras, “The King did not have any alter-
native to what he did on 24 May, when he announced a
referendum.” And by that act “the King has recognised the
primacy of the people in the decision making process”
Speaking in the same vein, Koirala said he believed ‘the
King has acted in a spirit of accommodation, accepted our
line and that he has walked over to our side.”®

It would not do to suggest that Koirala did not realise
the implications of his line of rapproachement between the
Palace and the democratic forces, a line which some insen-
sibility, and others designedly, labelled a tired warrior’s
essay in moderation. This is farthest from the truth.

The fact is, Koilara put his cards on the table expecting
the Palace to play fair. The argument was that if demo-
cracy were to be restored without subjecting the country
to a bloodbath there was no alternative to pursuing his line
of “national reconciliation,” that is, a responsive dialogue
between King and people, to its logical conclusion. Since
the King had positively responded to his gesture he would
go the whole hog to ensure that none got a chance to queer
the pitch. -

Also, Koirala declines to entertain the suggestior{ made
by certain quarters that the kingdom should not be forced
to wade through the expensive process of a referendum.
Instead the King should straightway concede the principle
of a multiparty system of government and order elections
to be held accordingly.

His point was that in the larger interests of the nation
the process should not be short-circuited. An unequivocal
verdict must be obtained from the peobple, so that neither
Palace nor the handful of panchayat faithfuls would have

6 Ibid, p 179.
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occasion to complain that an organised vocal minority had
contrived to clinch the issue.

The logic of this prompted Koirala to take strong excep-
tion to the King’s assent to a much controversial bill in
November 1979. The bill, which became an act after it ob-
tained royal assent, enjoined that panchayat elections
-should be held on the basis of universal adult franchise. In
a no-nonsense statement, Koirala said that ‘it is unethical
for the Government to change the present structure of the
panchayat elections” Explaining the reason for his opposi-
tion to it he observed that, in view of the proposed refer-
endum to determine the very basis of the country’s political
system, the powers that be must refrain from doing any-
thing to “bring about structural change in electoral proce-
dure’.] g
The argument was: If King Birendra’s 16 December
proclamation, granting universal adult franchise, and minis-
terial accountability to the elected legislature and not 1o
the Palace, was not a stratagem to wriggle out of the pro-
mise to hold a national referendum, its implementation
would have to be preceded by total dismantling of the pre-
vailign political system.

The King was surely not unaware that the present cons-
titution had firmly established the Palace as the undisputed
source of all affective powers, making the partyless pan-
chayat system a mere creature of it. Indeed it was the
Palace which guaranteed the legitimacy of the panchayat
system and not the freely expressed will of the people. If
that was to be replaced by a democratic system—a legis-
lature  elected on the basis of unfettered adult franchise
precisely means this—the present constitution must be
scrapped and a new one, ensuring the people their basic
democratic rights, enforced, democrats emphasised,

This called for a complete reversal of the course Nepal
had been following for 19 years. If that was the message
the King’s 16 December announcement was intended  to
convey, none would have had a bone to pick with him. It
was emphasised that King Birendra must clearly spell out

7 Hindustan Times (New Delhi), 16 November 1979.
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that his latest decision was not a manocuvre to ditch the
democrats, whose political sanily had enabled him to save
the throne in May 1979. The past, which indeed did not
inspire confidence, would continue to cast its shadow on
the future until he proved that he was as good as his word.
Where would King Birendra go from there, Koirala asked.

The King did not back out. He stuck to his decision
enjoining the people to troop to the polls, on 2 May 1980,
to decide whether the authoritarian partyless panchayat or
a multiparty system of polity should rule the country. For
the first time in the history of the country, 7.2 million
voters were required to participate on the basis of universal
adult franchise in a national referendum.

The significance of this could hardly be overstated. If
1950 was a watershed in the life of the people, 1980 seemed
destined to be a turning-point in the kingdom’s contem-
porary history.

The battle lines had been drawn, contending passions
aroused and the aspirants for the electorate’s sanction
grimly awaited their opportunity to make or mar things.
And that in the name of King, country and welfare of the
nation. A bloody revolution catapulted Nepal into the 20th
century in 1950, and was set to make up for two decades
lost through yet another revolution in 1980. Of course by
consent, although this sounds paradoxical. There is no
reason however why it should if one takes a close look at
the men who were in the limelight, all the circumstances
and the dumb multitude that dragged on an existence hold-
ing out little hope and no promise.

By common consent, King Birendra Bir Bikram Shah
Dev, tenth in the line of the Shah dynasty founded by
Prithvi Narayan Shah, and 65-year-old former Prime
Minister Bishweshwar Prasad Koirala, were the two men
who mattered most in the life of this ruggedly beautiful land
of the Himalayas. On a collison course until recently, the
two were then in an accommodating mood that not a few
looked askance at. The easy relations between King
Birendra and Koirala were at once the most puzzling and
treassuring factor in the Nepalese equation, depending on
which side of the fence one was.
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At the time Koirala made the 1950-51 revolution, King
Birendra was an infant. His grandfather, the late King
Tribhuvan, was virtually a prisoner in the hands of Mohan
Shumsher, the last of the hereditary Rana Prime Ministers
who despotically ruled Nepal for a century. King Tribhuvan
aligned himself with the Koirala-led democratic forces to
free the country from the stranglehold Rana feudalism had
put on it as well as to liberate the institution of monarchy.
Between then and King Birendra’s accession to the tlirone
in January 1972, following the death of his father Mahendra
who had sent Nepalese democracy to the block, the political
situation had vastly changed. The Palace, which had
assumed absolute power, got locked in a fierce struggle
with Koirala, who was determined to restore democracy in
Nepal.

For better or worse, developments since then had faci-
litated the initiation of a meaningful dialogue between King
Birendra and Koirala. This encouraged them to identify
the areas of agreement regarding the basic problem of
Nepalese politics—restitution of democratic government.
Much to the chagrin of the partyless panchayat faithfuls
and even some of his own friends, Koirala’s repeated em-
phasis has in recent times been on two points: (a) King
Birendra’s bonafides are not suspect; and (b) the need for
effective cooperation between Palace and people to get the
country back on the rails. y

As Koirala said at a referendum rally in Bhairahwa, the
kingdom would not be able to come to grips with the crisis
that confronted it unless democratic rule was restablished.
Byt then neither democracy nor monarchy would in the
given context survive without mutual cooperation. So long
as things remained as they were, he emphasised, “monarchy’s
role in nation-building is paramount.” He also cautioned
whoever cared to listen that since “monarchy is an institu-
tion acceptable to all... it should not be involved in any
controversy.”®

This was no music to the panchayat exponent’s ear. The
advocates of this system, a contradiction in terms, had been

8 The Statesman (Calcutta), 4 April 1980.
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continually harping on the note that it enjoyed the King’s
unreserved support, and that because it was the only efTec-
tive answer to the kingdom’s problem of politics. Through
public speeches, press statements and cleverly manipulated
reports in The Rising Nepal, the country’s only government-
owned, English-language daily, broad hints were given to
the gullible that, whatever might have been the develop-
ments after the King’s referendum announcement on 24 May
1979, the Palace counted on them to pull it off.

With crude cunning, the panchayat camp exploited every
available forum to sell the line that Palace and panchayat
system were but two sides of the same coin. In fact, the
security and safety of the Crown and the country were
inseparably linked with the continuance of the panchayat
system. As former nominated Prime Minister Tulsi Giri, one
of the sharpest operators in the panchayat camp, put it,
“threat to it [Nepal’s natoinal interest], if any, would come,
not from outside, but from fifth columnists such as the ban-
ned Nepali Congress™®

At their face value, the raucous cries of the panchayat
promoters suggested that a favourable referendum verdict
was a foregone conclusion. If tapped, any of the senior
panchayat leaders, for instance, Matrika Prasad Koirala
(elder half-brother of B P Koirala), Kirtinidhi Bista, Tulsi
Giri, Nagendra Prasad Rijal (all former nominated prime
ministers) and Prime Minister Surya Bahadur Thapa, would
reel off a fantastic volume of statistical data to establish
that the partyless panchayat system inhered in it all the
virtues and none of the vices of every conceivable brand
of democratic polity.

Their argument was that King Mahendra had introduced
the panchayat system “because nationalism and democracy
were difficult to maintain under a multiparty system.” Tulsi
Giri would go a step further, convinced as he was that
nothing could be called unfair in war and love, and assert
that “the panchayat system was peculiar to the Nepalese
people and was not less democratic than the democratic
system obtaining in any of the rich countries”!?

9 The Rising Nepal (Kathmandu), 11 April 1980.
10 Ibid, 10 April 1980.
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With crude sophistry, Giri even sought to get the point
across that none, not even the King, could rival his commit-
ment to the panchayat “philosophy.” Speaking at the pan-
chayat convension held on 28 June through 30 June 1979,
Giri observed that “if the reforms sought in the panchayat
system were to determine its basic principles [active royal
leadership, partylessness and indirect elections to the na-
tional legislature] it would be better for us to request. His
Majesty to give us the party system.” Comments are un-
necessary. It is just that locating Giri’s peer even among
amoral panchayat promoters, who habitually made a vir-
tue of political opportunism, would be a tough assignment.

Talking of Giri, one cannot help mentioning that-few
Nepalese politicians can match his capacity for rationalis-
ing even the most blatant act of indiscretion and infidelity.
More than once he has been the country’s nominated prime
minister only to be given the sack for mucking up matters,
internal as well as external. Until recently he was under a
cloud for his alleged involvement in what had come to be
known as the “carpet scandal”—a multi-million-rupee export
racket that made a great stir in the country.

The former Prime Minister had maintained a low profile
after the May 24 referendum declaration the previous year.
Giri told some politicians that, as soon as he would be able
to get himself absorved of blame for his “alleged” involve-
ment in the carpet scandal, he would expose all the graft,
corruption and misuse of public money men in high places
indulged in.!2

He would also spare no pains to unhinge the panchayat
system, a “fraud” on the people, Giri babbled. Most pan-
chayat leaders held that Giri, who cut up rough at little
or no provocaiton and who reportedly enjoyed the support
of the then disbanded Rastrawadi Vidyarthi Mandal, an out-
fit of fanatically panchayat-supporting musclemen, was in-

11 Lok Raj Baral, “Nepal 1979: Political System: in Crisis”, Asian
Survey, Vol XX No 2, February 1980, University of California
Press, p 202. } ' |

12 A prominent opposition leader, whose name is not to be men-
tioned for obvious reasons, told the author this sometime before
the referendum took place.



An Overview of Post-referendum Polilics 13

deed a thorn in their flesh. But they could do precious little
about it, for Giri had too powerful patrons to be touched.

The' panchayat camp was a house divided against itself.
Unlike Alexandre Dumas’s Three Musketeers, every one of
the senior panchayat leaders stood for himself, for the
Palace’s patronage for personal power and all that went
with it. Matrika Prasad, otherwise a suave person, was a
panchayat campaigner not because he had convinced himself
that the system was based on sound principles and guaran-
teed a cure for the country’s ailments.

After all, he was president of the Nepali Congress at the
time of the 1950-51 revolution, and he could not possibly
have.unlearnt all the lessons of history he had then lecarnt
the hard way. But lack of will to undergo suffering and make
sacrifice, the desire for power and the good life plus family
conflict landed him in the company of men not one of
whom would hesitate to consign him to limbo when it came
to the crunch.

Matrika Prasad was not unaware of this. He was also
alive to the fact that he could never occupy the prime minis-
ter’s chair unless the Palace desired it and that his pan-
chayat colleagues would oppose him tooth and nail, seve-
rally and collectively. And he was aware that Prime Minis-
ter Thapa would feel no qualms about deserting the pan-
chayat camp should the referendum go in favour of the
multiparty system. :

In terms of resources however the panchayat camp was
very firm on its legs. Knowledgeable sources confirmed that
its propagandists had till then collected about Rs 15 million
Nepalese (100 Indian rupees =— 145 Nepalese rupees). Others
apart, the panchayat camp was aided and abetted by all
manner of vested interests, not excluding a sizable number
of former Ranas, landed intersets, businessmen and those
who had during the 19-year panchayat rule benefited by
their active association with the system. It would not do to
suggest .that the system had no committed supporters. It
had, and the bulk of them were from the officially consti-
tuted network of basic panchayat units in the rural and
urban areas.

The panchayat camp also had allies in the royval family,
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King Birendra excluded. Some very influential members of
the sprawling royal family, who controlled between them
the most sensitive and complex segments of the adminis-
trative apparatus, had a high political and economic stake
in the authoritarian system. Small wonder that nothing
would stop them from throwing a spanner into the works.
And the ramified organisational structure the panchayat
system had spawned over the years, particularly in the re-
mote hill areas where the 20th century still has a tenuous
toehold, were of substantial help to the anti-democratic
forces. Intrigue and conspiratorial politics, exploitation and
physical violence had generated a climate of fear and fata-
lism. Continuous drumming on the point that the institu-
tion of monarchy and the panchayat system were indissolu-
bly interlinked did not draw a blank. Could it be denied
that until the other day King Birendra was the most elo-
quent champion of the panchayat system?

There was anoher side to the picture. The panchayat camp
no longer enjoyed the King’s active patronage. Not that the
King had suddenly grown tired of exercising absolute power.
Rather, a combination of factors compelled him not to
ignore the writing on the wall. He knew quite well that a
section of the panchayat hardliners and externally inspired
forces of destablisation had a hand in the arson and violence
that rocked Kathmandu in May 1979.

Neither was he in the dark about the aspirations of some
of his close relations, not excluding their extensive financial
interests. Also, if Iran reminded him of the tragedy that
might befall a tripping monarch, Koirala’s words and deeds
assured him that democrats formed a dyke between anar-
chy and the institution of monarchy. He was convinced that
Koirala was not talking for effect when he said that Palace
and people must pull together for an effective response to
both internal and external challenges.

Of the numerous other factors which were likely to queer
the panchayat camp’s pitch, the blighted economy was cer-
tainly a major one. The performance of the economy in the
last two decades had been generally indifferent and, at times,
downright counterproductive. In spite of the steady inflow
of a fairly large quantum of foreign aid and assistance, rea-
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sonable mobilisation of local resources, elaborate planning
and what have you, the economy had refused to look up.

If official economic exeprts who were wont to making
understatements, for instance, former Finance Secretary
Y.P. Pant, called the economy ‘‘unsatisfactory” others would
say that it was in downright bad shape. As Lok Raj Baral
put it, “decline in agricultural productivity, the trade deficit
with India, adverse weather conditions, a price hike in
essential commodities, the impact of the rising price of
petroleum products, and the changed political climate have
affected the economy. In the 1979-80 budget, foreign loans
have gone up to 63 per cent of the total budgetary expendi-
ture of Rs 2969.6 million.” The fact that Nepal, which had
all along been exporting food, ‘“seemed likely” to be con-
verted “into a food importing country”!® speaks volumes
for the difficult state of the economy.

The panchayat government’s management of the economy
was a sad account of utter ineflficiency, wasted opportuni-
ties and wrong priorities, of acts of malfeasance and mis-
feasance. The economic policy formulators did not seem to
have an understanding of the cruel problem of poverty that
smote the people. The acting president of the banned Nepali
Congress (political parties were banned under panchayat
rule), Krishna Prasad Bhattarai, was not far from wrong
when he said that the 19-year panchayat rule had only in-
creased the already massive volume of poverty and unem-
ployment. As he said at a Pokhara Bar Association meet
recently, “the rich had become richer and the poor poorer
under the panchayat system.’!*

To illustrate the point, five families, not of Nepalese origin,
have literally climbed from rags to riches under panchayat
rule. They are still making their pile, thanks to the highly
profitable two-way graft traffic between them and some of
the panchayat leaders. The economic stagnation was much
too severe to escape even the most superficial observer’s
notice. Soaring prices, a shrinking employment market and

a zero growth rate did not help narrow the panchayat

;
/

13 Baral, op cit, p 204.
14 The Rising Nepal (Kathmandu), 10 April 1980.
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camp’s widening credibility gap.

If cowardice is infectious, courage is perhaps more so.
One could see that if one would only step into the Nepali
Congress office, at Ranipokhari in Kathmandu, as the count
down for the referendum began. With each day that passed
an increasing number of people from almost every walk of
life came there to identify themselves with the democratic
forces. Streams of young men and women, their eyes spark-
ling with hope, arrived every day for the guidelines and
material assistance the leaders might give them. Their re-
quests were modest: campaign literature, posters and strips
of blue cloth (blue was the election colour allotted to the
multi-party camp).

More often than not disappointment awaited them, for
the party coffers were always empty. A few words of en-
couragement, instructions to make do with locally collected
resources were all that Krishna Prasad could give the young
idealists before ordering them to remote areas. To reach
some of which might require a few days’ trekking.

The Nepali Congress, its long years in the widerness not-
withstanding, had a large cadre of committed workers. [ts
organisational base however was not as strong as might be
desired. To make up for this, there was the charismatic
Koirala who projected a picture of quiet confidence. He had
no doubt about the outcome of the referendum, and he
believed that King Birendra would not break his word.

What dispelled the lingering shreds of suspicion, Koirala
thought, was the King’s decision to amnesty political pri-
soners and exiles. In a message to the nation on the Nepa-
lese New Year (13 April 1980), the King announced the
grant of amnesty which Koirala had been pleading for all
along. Koirala welcomed the amnesty proclamation as the
King’s “best gift”!® to the people. Apparently the grant of a
general pardon put the panchayat camp at a disadvantage
and did the democrats a good turn.

- Here we might touch on other groups and individuals
that had made common cause with the democratic forces,
for instance, Dilli Raman Regmi along with former Prime

15 Hindustan Times (New Delhi), 14 April 1980.
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Ministers Tanka Prasad Acharya and K.I. Singh. That apart,
there were the Communist groups, both pro-Beijing and
pro-Moscow. Numerically and otherwise, the pro-Moscow
Communists, led by Keshar Jung Ravamajhi, counted for
little. But not so the group that functioned under Monmohan
Adhikari’s leadership.

Founder of the Communist movement in Nepal. Adhikari
was said to be the leader of one of the pro-Beijing groups.
The fact of the matter is that the Beijing-oriented Adhikari
was the only Nepalese Communist lcader with a certain fol-
lowing. Admitting his friendly attitude towards China, Adhi-
kari told me, at a get together at the Kathmandu residence
of Gopal Prasad Bhattarai, a Nepali Congress leader and
former editor of the government controlled language daily
Gorkhapatra, in March 1980, in no uncertain terms thal
he was first and last a Nepalese patriot and that the point
at issue then was not communism but the restoration of
democracy. The only course open to him in the given cir-
cumstances was to work for the success of the multi-party
camp, of which Adhikari readily conceded Koirala was the
unrivalled leader. That is why he chose to cooperate with
the Nepali Congress. Along with other leading multi-party
supporters of diverse political persuasions, Adhikari pro-
posed that a “multi-party restoration” committee ‘he formed
under the chairmanship of B.P. Koirala.!®

It would be wrong to suggest that the Nepali Congress
was all set to romp to victory in the referendum. The party
was hamstrung by forces and factors that just could not be
wished away. Relentless persecution and suffering over more
than two decades had not left it unscathed.

Dogged almost all along by the interminable process of
fission, fusion and fission. it surelv was not as purposefully
united then as it was when it won easily the country’s first
general election in 1959. Lack of resources, intra-party con-
fiict and, above all, the large gaps in the leadership chain
had their adverse effect. Could it be denied that the distance,
indeed in terms of leadership qualities. between Koirala
and the rest was very great?

186 Baral, op cit, p 201.
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Another complicating factor was the presence of the big
powers. They were, and indced are not, disinterested on-
lookers. Each had, and still hayg, its own set of reasons to
take more than merely an acadikmic interest in the goings
on in Nepal. It is just that some did, and continue to do so
brazenly, while others preferred to aect slily. This is some-
thing the democrats could hardly afford to ignore.

It was gencrally believed that things would never be the
same again in Nepal, irrespective of the referendum verdict.
Even if the panchayat group got through, the kingdom
would not revert to the authoritarian system it suffered from
these last two decades. For that matter, a carbon copy of
the Westminster variety of parliamentary framework would
not immediately become operative should the people decide
in favour of the multi-party system.

But one thing was clear: post-referendum Nepal, what-
ever nomenclature its political system might adopt, would
have no more than two alternatives to choose from. Either
its political syvstem must depend for survival on the people,
ensuring their participation in the decision-making process,
or it must brace itself to meet the challenge of the forces
of disruption and disintegration. King Birendra know this.
So did Koirala. This in a way explained why the two were
talking on nearly identical wavelengths.

Outwardly, all was calm and relaxed in Kathmandu and
clsewhere in Nepal. The Bagmati flowed as quickly as ever,
and Narayanhiti Royal Palace looked as serene as it did
before the referendum took place. Life in the metropolis
apparently moved as placidly as one might expect. But the
apparent was not real. The rumblings of discontent were
there for those who cared to put their ears close to the
ground and listen.

In Kathmandu’s almost perennially sun-denied alleys, on
the campus of Tribhuvan University and its affiliated insti-
tutions, in numerous towns, villages and hamlets those who
had voted for the multi-party system continued to gather
in knots, compare notes, sift evidence and express their
discontent.

Discontent was over the results of the referendum, which
went in favour of the partyless panchayat system. For they
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had reasons to believe that the outcome of the referendum
would have gone in favour of the democrats but for the
motivated men who controlled the kingdom’s admiinstra-
tive-cconomic apparatus. What compounded their anger
was the feeling that King Birendra failed for some reason
or other to get the men concerned to act upon his injunc-
tion. The King’s command was that it is their bounden duty
to show total fairness, integrily, impartiality and be respon-
sible towards the Nepalese people in conducting the polling
for the referendum.’!?

There was a widespread feeling that the referendum had
been manipulated. Usually informed sources were of the
opinion that men in high places had decided well before
the people went to the polling booths that the panchayat
system must receive a yes verdict from the electorate. Since
fair means could not possibly achieve the desired objective,
foul had to be emploved. What a perceptive Kathmandu-
based South Asian diplomat said in this connexion neatly
sums up the situation. With a bit of dry humour, he told
a visitor a couple of days after the polling that ‘the multi-
party group has won the referendum, but the . panchayat
camp just could not afford to lose it.’'!® ,

But if the results were manipulated, what was the modus
operandi? Concretc evidence was hard to come by, but as
people slowly began to talk circumstantial evidence piled
up. The fact is that two-decade-old parichayat rule had
spawned a fraternity of vested interesis whose security
depended on the power structure the syvstem had built up.

The powerfully entrenched interest groups, which inclu-
ded members of the royal family other than King Birendra.
the higher echelons of the army officers’ corps and the
bureaucracy, traders and businessmen, both Nepalese and
non-Nepalese. and a multitude of elected panchayat mem-
bers, from the village to the national level, on the govern-

17- Hindustan Times (New Delhi), 1 May 1980.

18 During the author’s visit to Kathmandu some months after the
referendum he was told by a fair number of responsible men,
opposition leaders apart, including teachers, lawyers, govern-
ment officials, businessmen, and even Rastriya Panchayat mem-
bers, that rigging did play a part in it.
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.

ment payroll saw red when the referendum proclamation
was issued. They opposed the referendum from the very
beginning, feecling that the very idea was a <challenge to
the political and economic equations which had come to |-
reckoned as immutable. If the verdict went against the
panchayat system, so ran the argument, it would spell dis-
aster, not to speak of jeopardisnig their political and econo-
mic interests.

They could not foil the referendum decision because the
King was determined to see it through. But they did every-
thing to make certain that the people lost on the swings
what they made on the roundabouts. The astonishing thing
about it is that the operation was neither conducted very
secretively nor with much consideration for the King’s feel-
ings. Even a random survey of the methods emploved 1o
ensure the success of the panchoyat camp would reveal
that nothing was left to chance. For cexample, the ballot
papers were not serially numbered, and this is only one
instance of bad faith out of many.

There was an inordinatle delay between the voting and
the announcement of the results—a full 11 days! In this
preriod  the  districts’ telecommunication links with Kath-
mandu were made inoperative for the declared purpose of
avoiding tampering with "'the results, More, the ballot boxes
were placed under the custody of the armed forces when
the postal ballot results clearly showed that the forces were
solidly in favour ol the panchayat system. There was a
strong belief that tampering was resorted to after the ballot
boxes had been handed over to them.

The question naturally arises: Ilow does one account for
the reported statement of Bisheshwar Prasad Koirala—the
man who did most to make the Palace hear reason and give
the people a chance to act up to their political opinions
freely—that he ‘cannot say that it [the referendum] has
been rigged?!?

On the face of it, a more dependable good conduct certi-
ficate the panchayat loyalist could not possibly bargain for,
considering that it came [rom the kingdom’s most uncom-

19 Hindustan Times (New Delhi), 15 May 1980.
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promising crusader for democracy. Flashing this as  an
irrefutable proof of his innocence, the panchayat campaign-
er went about summarily dismissing the charge of rigging
as a calumny, an exercise in characler assassination,

The why of this is not too dillicult to comprehend unless
one is determined to turn a blind eye on the realities of
the Nepalese poltiical scene. Several considerations seem
to have influenced Koirala in deciding not to add fuel to
the flames. His deliberate policy not to reinforce the accu-
sation that the resuli of the referendum was custom-made
was, in the f{irst place, prompled by his awareness that it
would be almost impossible to produce evidence in support
of this.

Secondly, any move to call the referendum verdict into
question would have tantamounted to reflections on King
Birendra'’s integrity, no less. Thirdly, Koirala could well
appreciate that his rejection of the verdict would have im-
plicitly conveyed a message that was farthest from his
mind—a call to the people to take to the streets.

If the idea of putting the regime in the dock was unthink-
able, the thought of insinuating that the King had let the
people down was still more so. Much as he knew that power-
ful anti-democratic forces were working overtime to bend
Birendra to their will, Koirala did not doubt his bona fides.
The argument was that the monarchy should not be dragged,
particularly at this critical juncture. into political contro-
versies so that it could continue to provide a national focus.
Koirala wanted the dialogue between the King and the
democrats to become more productive. leading to a sorting
out of the problems that stood in the way of restoring
democracy to the kingdom.

Nothing should therefore be said or done that might
implicate the King in the manipulation of the referendum
and tarnish his image. To push the King into a deadend
would wreck the chances of his undoing the wrongs his
minions had committed. Since Koirala did not think in terms
of an all-or-nothing solution to the problem, he set his face
against what might touch off a mass upheaval.

To repeat, Koirala did not develop cold feet. as some
appear to suggest. He just wanted the nation to be spared
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the agonising experience of going through an internecine
conflict. This could be gathered from what a highly know-
ledgeable Nepalese scholar recently wrote to me: ‘Nepal is
passing through a very critical phase of history and if the
popular forces lack calculation and imagination, what would
be the future of this country. I understand that B.P.
[Kairala] has well realised it while accepting the verdict of
the referendum.?

All this notwithstanding, Koirala did not want to be mus-
understood, at any rate not by the great mass of people
who had at their own risk voted for the multi-party system.
This presumably prompted him to say that the referendum
outcome was ‘unexpected and inexplicable.’ In the same
breath, he added: ‘I accept the verdict of the people in
accordance with the democratic norms.” But, he emphasised,
‘people’s fundamental rights are inalienable and they can-
not be taken away on any excuse. My endeavour will be
to continue to try expanding our democratic rights and
establish a full-fledged democracy through peaceful and
constitutional means.’?!

The most consistent point in all that he said was to build
a bridge of understanding between the King and the demo-
cratic forces and create conditions which would smooth
away apparently formidable obstacles to the transformation
of the absolute monarchy into a constitutional one. At no
point did Koirala allow his immediate objective to obfus-
cate his distant goal.

Perhaps the King had a hunch that he was being out-
manoeuvred by his relations and flunkeys. This might be
one of the reasons why he chose to concede, on 16 Decem-
ber 1979, some of the basic democratic rights to the people
months before they were to decide through the refercndum
the kingdom’s future polity. Of course, the King observed,
while granting those basic rights, that this did not ‘suggest
that we are trying to evade the responsibility we owe our
people. In the interest of Nepal and the Nepalese people

20 See appendix A for the full text of the letter Lok Raj Baral,
Professor and Chairman of the Political Science Department,
Tribhuvan University, Kathmandu, wrote to the author.

21 Hindustan Times (New Delhi), 15 May 1980.



An Overview of Post-referendum Politics 23

we shall as best we can, defend the ideals of democracy.
We shall not shrink from the responsibilities we owe our
people.” And in this Koirala detected “a warning to pan-
chayats that they cannot go back to authoritarian rule and
expect him [the King] to provide active leadership.”®

The geenral fecling was that the people, aroused from
their two-decade-long political hibernation, would not just
sit back, waiting for a good Samaritan to come to their
rescue. They were asking for basic political changes and
the King did not seem impervious to that. Immediately
after the referendum results were out, which gave the pan-
chayat group a bare 9.5 percent lead over the multi-party
supporters.

Of the total 7.1 million voters, about 4.8 million partici-
pated in the referendum. The panchayat camp and the
democrats respectively obtained 54 percent and 46 percent
of the total votes polled, he got the message across that
“dissent and diversities of opinion were accepted as hall-
marks of democracy and if the will of the majority is accept-
ed as the ultimate decision to be carried out, the ideas of
the minority are also treated with respect.”?® This was to
an extent reassuring to the democrats who indeed had been
wronged.

The royal proclamation of 21 May 1980 announcing that
a constitutional reforms commission would be set up was
a mix of hope and disappointment. The King assured the
people that the constitution would be suitably amended to
affect certain basic changes. Referring to his 16 December
1979 declartaion he said: “We had already proposed chan-
ges to be brought about in the panchayat polity. In addi-
tion, we propose to consider the advice we hope to receive
from various segments of our society and bring about neces-
sarv amendments in our constitution in the near future.”

If this was reassuring, his concluding remarks were cer-
tainly not meant to encourage the democrats to look for-
ward to a bright future. Apparently sharing with the peo-
ple his understanding of the referendum verdict, the King

22 The Statesman (Calcutta), 17 December 1979,
23 Hindustan Times (New Delhi), 31 May 1980.
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observed: “we consider the will of our people to be truly
inviolable and, while honouring it, we accept the popular
mandate to perpetuate the partyless panchayat system as
our own verdict in the belief that the will of the people
should constitute the main basis in deciding the polity for
Nepal.”?* Even as the people greeted, though with reserva-
tions, the formation of an 11-member constitutional reforms
commission, as the King promised, to suggest ‘“‘necessary
and useful reforms in the Nepalese constitution in the larger
interests of the nation,”?® they kept their fingers crossed.
They were apprehensive lest there should be a row back on
the ongoing process of liberalisation.

Subsequent developments seemed to challenge Koirala
to prove that he was not out in his calculations, that the
King’s concept of change included something more tangi-
ble than mere cosmetics. The odious Freedom of Speech and
Publication Ordinance the King promulgated on 29 May,
1980 came however as a rude shock to the people. While
the ordinance granted freedom of speech and publication
as well as freedom to assemble ‘peacefully and without
arms,” it enjoined, among other things, that nothing be
done “which can create hatred, ill feeling, misunderstanding
and disrespect towards the King, the heir to the throne
and other members of the royal family.”

There was more to it than just that. The ordinance pro-
hibited any activity by way of forming associations, organi-
sations or unions that might be suggestive of party politics.
It also forbade “all kinds of publicity work done in the
name of any political party or organisation or in any other
form; nor can speeches he made and reading material pub-
lished in the name of such political groupings.”?6

Opposition parties of every hue condemned the ordinance.
The press did not pull its punches in criticising it. Even
some leading panchayat politicians, critical of Prime Minis-
ter Thapa’s unprincipled politics, reacted sharply to the
ordinance. Suspecting that Thapa had a hand in it, they

1

24 Hindustan Times (New Delhi), 15 May 1980,
25 The Statesman (Calcutta), 28 May 1980.

26 Hindustan Times (New Delhi), June 1980.
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formed a five-member committee, with former Prime Minis-
ter (nominated) M.P. Koirala as chairman, to “conduct
a study and highlight the reactions of workers of the party-
less panchayat system towards the Freedom of Speech anil
Publication Ordinance promulgated by his Majesty the
King on the recommendation of the government.”?

Koirala said that “any decisions concerning fundamental
rights must be taken on the basis of the constitution. Bul
here, it seems, an attempt is being made o have the nature
of the constitution determined through laws and ordinan-
ces.” The press, for instance the weekly Matribhumi. obser-
ved that the ordinance was ‘shocking...and has disillusioned
all those who believed that all obnoxious features of the
panchayat system would end”?® after the referendum. The
Nepal Journalists Association stated that "it goes against
the letter and spirit of all royal proclamations on the subject
since 30 May 1979, and is opposed to the principles of
natural justice, the rule of law and fundamental rights. ™=

Certain other measures and manoeuvres the regime engi-
ncered seemed to confirm that it had learnt no lesson from
history, and that vested interests would not disgorge so
casily what they had over the vears appropriated. The gene-
ral drift of affairs was not towards the expected healing
touch and reconciliation which could enthuse the pcople
to respond to the severe political and economic challenges
they faced.

That the state of the economy was “far from satisfac-
tory” was admitted by none other than the Economic
Commission King Birendra had appointed not long before.
And the students who had spearheaded the 1979 movement
against the panchayat regime were angry, the toiling masses
restive and the opposition parties afraid that the constitu-
tional reforms commission’s labour would get nobody any-
where if the detestable ordinance was any pointer.

A spate of demonstrations, strikes and agitations involv-
ing almost every section of the population jolted life in

27 Hindustan Times (New Delhi) 5 June 1980.
28 The Statesman (Calcutta), 14 June 1980,
29 The Times of India (New Delhi), 8 June 1980,
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various parts of Nepal. Government’s answer, not unexpece-
tedly, was along ils wonted lines-—resort to force. Where
the stick failed to carry Prime Minister Thapa’s tough
message to the protesters, the regime employed the gun to
do the job. Commenting on this situation, the weekly Matri-
bhumi said that “the awakening and consciousness of the
past one year can no longer be suppressed...there is noth-
ing but disorder all around. As long as the aspirations of
the people are not respected, improvement is not possible.”"

Economic distress was said to be the immediate cause of
the popular outburst of anger. As Nepal Post put it, “per-
haps the Nepali people have been subjected to the crudest
and most barbarous form of economic exploitation for the
first time in recorded history. No form of economy has been
developed. However, there has been a steep rise in the horde
of blackmarketers and smugglers who are seeking to liqui-
date the nation itself. It is not a system of economic deve-
lopment but that of economic exploitation and corruption
which is being established in the country.”

This was not all. Another weekly, Rastra Pukar, went to
the cxtent of saying that the ‘vested interests and their part-
ner, the present government, are trying to push the country
back to the situation before 24 May 1979.”%! The allusion
was to the critical state of affairs that obtained in the
kingdom before King Birendra decided to grasp the nettle
by promising to hold a national referendum to determine
the country’s future system of polity.

The weekly also observed that the pcople’s agitation in
the districts of Jhapa and Morang sounded a note of warn-
ing which the Thapa government could ignore at its peril.
Former Prime Minister and panchayat leader Kirtinidhi
Bista, besides others, accused the Thapa government of
‘indifference to the sufferings of the people’ and of its fail-
urc to combat the ‘serious economic situation.’?

The Thapa government’s policy of persecution virtually
throttled some 38 journals just because they had made it a

30 The Statesman (Calcutta), 28 June 1980,
31 The Statesman (Calcutta), 21 October 1980.
52 The Times of India (New Delhi), 28 October 1980.
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point to criticise the government’s acts of ammission and com-
mission, This did not go unchallenged, Nepal Times, a daily,
observed in an editorial that ‘the administrative action
taken together with the reported threat of removal of
government stafl not subscribing to the partyless panchayat
and reports that the development is slower in districts
which voted for the multi-party camp in the referendum
would amount to seeds of serious domestic discord and poli-
“tical confrontation.3?

The situation was indeed confusing. Even Prime Minis-
ler Thapa, whom few would credit with extraordinary sensi-
bility, could not laugh it away. But he chosc to hang his
dismal account of malfeasance and misfeasance on the
convenient peg of bureaucratic bungling. While speaking to
the Planning Commission, of which he was chairman, he
said that the bureaucratic apparatus was completely devoid
of ‘enthusiasm, coordination and perseverance,’ Without
which, Thapa sermonised ‘there is no question of our suc-
ceeding in development.® As if the Prime Minister had a
surfeit of these things.

To dilate on the worsening economic situation without
reference to the political issues involved would hide from
view the harsh realities of life. The political factor in the
disquieting train of events was considerably larger than
some might imagine. To get to the heart of the matter, the
focus must be turned on the political aspect of the deve-
lopments that have taken place in recent times. Particularly
since some 45 percent of the kingdom’s electorate voted
for the multi-party system in the Mayv 2 national refercn-
, dum. Even if one discounts the widely held belief that the
referendum outcome was doctored, the partyless panchayat
system just managed to scrapc through,

Any intelligent observer of Nepalese politics would con-
firm that the choice was no longer between democracy
and the panchayat system which depended on the Palace
for its survival. Rather it was betwcen democracy with
constitutional monarchy and political turmoil. The people’s

33 The Times of India (New Delhi). 8 October 1980.
34 The Times of India (New Delhi), 18 October 1980.
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choice was for the former as has been time and again c¢m-
phasised by, among others, Koirala who towers above thosc
that have made contemporary Nepalese history.

King Birendra had in a way cncouraged the people to
base their hopes upon a tomorrow without tears. He did
not say that in so many words, but that is what his post-
referendum proclamations and pronouncements mecant, The
exception was that the report of the Constitutional Reforms
Commission, which he had set up after the May 2 referen-
dum, would pave the way for the restoration of democracy
that the latec King Mahendra had snuffed out in December
1960.

But the outlook for the morrow did not seem very pro-
mising. Indications were that the commission’s report,
irrespective of when it might see the light of day, would
not oblige those who had been counting on something more
substantial than a token gift from the Palace. The hopes
raised by King Birendra’s messages to the nation in the
period between the proclamation of a national referendum
and the announcement of ils result were unlikely to be
fullilled. ‘

The train of cvents since the conclusion of the referendum
apparently suggested that men, at any rate some of them,
in high places were intent on wrecking what chances there
were for a relatively peaceful passage to the establishment
of a democratic polity. And onc of the names that promi-
nently figures in this sordid business is that of Prime
Minister Thapa. He represents panchayat supporters in-
capable of seeing farther than the tips of their noses and
who are determined to save their privileges and power today
at the cost of the nation’s tomorrow.

Thapa’s manoeuvrings had not only made a mess of the
business of government but also impaired the credibility of
nonc other than the King. Small wonder that it was often
asked why he was being tolerated if the Palace were serious
about the reconstruction of the political system. Particular-
ly when the Auditor-General’s latest report flayed his gov-
ernment, sayving that ‘economic principles and rules are
completely ignored in the expenditure of government money,
be it at government oflice or at ministry level, and budgetary
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control is weak.3® It is no great surprise that men from cvery
walk of life, including three former prime ministers and a
sizable number of panchayat adherents. clamoured for the
dismissal of the Thapa government.

This once again takes us back to Naravanhiti Palace.
King Birendra gave no indication that Thapa had cecased
to enjoy his trust or that he did not approve of all that his
Prime Minister said or did. This indeed made people appre-
hensive about the shape of things to come. On one hand,
there was the King's commitment, independent of what the
Constitutional Reforms Commission might suggest, to the
principle that members of the kingdom’s supreme legisla-
ture would in future be clected on the basis of universal
adult franchise, that the Prime Minister and his cabinet
colleagues would remain accountable to the elected legis-
lative assembly and not to the Palace. as was the practice
then. ‘

On the other, there were the corrupt, autocratic Thapa
government, the growing intolerance of the process of
liberalisation, which had Dbeen initiated soon after the
referendum proclamation. to wit. curtailment of the frce-
dom of the press, sacking of government oflicials suspected
of antipathy to the Thapa regime and "administrative re-
pression’. The scenario stood out in strong relief against
the King’s declared objectives.

Thapa unfailingly invoked the King no matter how dis-
tasteful might be the aflair he indulged in. Even as he
reduced the system of government almost to a mafia opera-
tion, he did it in the name of the King. With crude cunning,
Thapa exploited every available opportunity to create an
impression that the interests of the King and that of the
panchayat system were identical. that anything done against
the panchayat system would inevitably harm the crown.
The multi-party supporters, the press and the people in
general, including a good many senior panchayat leaders,
were alarmed. In an editorial, Motherland, an English daily,
commented: ‘It is entirely the business of the panchayat

35 Quoted in The Statesman (Calcutta), 12 October 1980.
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leaders to sce that the inlerests of the system are safe-
cuarded without trving lo involve the Crown in the game
meant for them’.35

Samaj, another daily, took strong exception to ‘the man-
ner in which ... the Crown is being appropriated for one
segment of the people and allegations are made against
other segments is low-level politics’. Much as it went against
his grain to rebut what Thapa usually said, Koirala chose
not to remain silent obout the former’s post-referendum
schemings and persistent efforts to make a convenience of
the Palace. While speaking at a conference in Biratnagar,
Koirala said the Thapa ‘government seeks to foment in-
stability, crisis and disturbance™ in the country.

Meanwhile, the Constitutional Reforms Commission got
down to its job with a certain alacrity. Pursuant to the
King’s injunction the commission invited leading politicians,
both panchayat and multi-party, to give their suggestions
regarding the proposed reforms. The point Koirala, apart
from others, put forward for consideration was that ‘“the
new constitution should be silent on the issue of partyless-
ness in Nepal and it would not be proper for the constitu-
tion to frame any regulations on the matter” 38

He told the commission his understanding was that, ‘if
the constitutional aspects of the royal message of Decem-
ber 16, 1979, are sincerely impltmented in political life,
partylessness would then appear to be an unnatural hurdle’,
Therefore, Koirala implored, the proposed reforms should
not be encumbered with such provisions as might help the
forces of disunity and disintegration. His suggestion was
that the commission would do well not to “entertain any
prejudices regarding partylessness ... it [the commission]
should remain silent on partylessness? At the same time,
he made it simply clear that he would keep all his options
open. He told his party colleagues that the reformed cons-
titution would be rejected if it ‘continues to offer “old wine

36 Motherland (Kathmandu), 5 November 1980.

37 The Times of India (New Delhi), 6 November 1980.
38 The Statesman (Calcutta), 23 June 1980,

39 The Statesman (Calcutta), 3 July 1980
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in new bottles”® His suggestion was eminently rational,
no doubt, only there was no taker.

With due ceremony, and not without astrological sanc-
tion, King Birendra told his subjects on 15 December 1980
that theirs had not been a vain wait. And they had been
patiently biding their time for years for the day when their
usurped right to determine who should rule them and how
would be restored. Twenty years before. on 15 December
1960, the late King Mahendra abruptly terminated the
country’s experiment with democracy, and since then Nepa-
lese history had been a story of continual struggle of the
people to retrieve the basic right to be masters in their
own house.

At an impressive public rally at the army pavilion on 15
December—the day is annually observed as the King
Mahendra Memorial and Constitution Day-—the King an-
nounced the gift of a package of constitutional reforms to
the people. This he did to fulfll a year-old promise he had
made to them in 1979. He said: ‘Following the recommen-
dations made by this commission [Constitutional Reforms
Commission] on the basis of the suggestions put forward
by our countrymen and in consultation with the Special
Committee formed under clause 82 of the Constitution of
Nepal, we by this proclamation hereby bring into force the
1980 Third Amendment of the Constitution of Nepal'.

The proclaimed reforms, the King was confident, would
clear the decks for the resolution of the kingdom’s nagging
problem not only of politics but also of economics. ‘It is
our conviction’, he emphasised, ‘that our existence as a
sovereign independent nation warrants a steadv economic
growth in the country for which a firm political structure
seems no less important than a resolute will to progress.
Times therefore demand that, in keeping with the expecta-
lions as reflected in the referendum, we rouse the people
to be active to be disciplined, and to be united above all
so that thev can really contribute to shape our national
cconomy’,

Recalling that the system of politics without party, which

40 The Times of India (New Delhi), 11 October 1980,
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King Mahendra had introduced, was best suited to the
Nepalese genius, he said that it alone could equip them
to safeguard the kingdom’s sovereignty and grapple with
the challenge of national unity and economic development.
He would therefore urge all sections of the people to ‘shed
their artificial dillerences and participate, as usual, in the
successful implementation of the reforms now enunciated’.*!

Narayvanhiti Palace appeared to have convinced itself that
the process the referendum proclamation had set in motion
came to its logical end with the announcement of reforms
in the partyless panchayat constitution. It would have the
people believe that they were not being taken for a ride,
that the reforms, which became operative immediately,
were not a mere evewash.

The reformed constitution has a liberal look of sorts,
holding out some hope of a less agonising tomorrow. The
optimist might even say it is a watershed in the troubled
political life of the country since 1960. The amended cons-
titution, if sincercly worked. would take Nepal a long way
towards restoring democratic rule as it is understood in
civilised parlance, it may be argued. The reforms apparent-
Iv meet some of the basic demands of the men who have
these past two decades suffered and sacrificed much for
the causc of democracy.

For one thing, the kingdom’s supreme legislature, unlike
the then prevailing system, will be elected on the basis of
universal adult franchise. For another, the existing system
of the prime minister being a nominee of the Palace will
be replaced by that of the legislaiure electing, from among
ils members a prime minister responsible to it. The Council
of Ministers will be answerablr to the elected legislature
and not to the Palace as has becn the practice so long. The
legislature will also have the power to unseat ministers,
including the prime minister, for reasons of failure to fulfil
the responsibility of their office by a majority of the 60
percent of the total membership of the Rastriva Panchayat’.

41 Proclamation to the Nation by His Majesty King Birendra Shah
Dev., 15 December, 1980, HMG Press. Singha Durbar, Kathmandu,

p 3. I
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If the curtain is now drawn over this it would most pro-
bably be to the liking of all who discover in the reformed
constitution a cure for the ailments afflicting the Himalayan
kingdom. That is not to be, even though it might cause a
flutter in the political dovecotes. The seemingly generous
rcforms have a catch somewhere. What it is could be easily
identified if a close look is taken at the amended constitu-
tion. , '

The stipulations with which the announced reforms are
hedged in are unlikely to move the multi-party supporters
to enthusiasm. The amended constitution makes it clear
that the partyless ranchayat stavs as the kingpin of the
countrv’s political life, party politics remaining taboo as
hefore. How clse could onc explain the ‘provision ... for
the constitution of a committec on panchayat policy and
investigation in the Rastriva Panchayat. The functions of
this committer shall be to undertake all necessary work
for the promotion ¢f the partyvless democratic panchayat
svstem and to ensure implementation of the decisions taken
in regard to the annual reports of the constitutional bodies™.

The amended constitution stipulates that ‘'membership of
any one of the six class organisations is mandatory for
bhecoming a candidate for election to all tiers of the
panchayat’.*® This means that none could seck election
without being a member of one of the “class organisations”
and, in order to cnrcl oneself a member, one would have
to take an oath of loyalty to the panchayat principle. Under-
standable, no conscientious democrat could possibly be ex-
pected to do that.

The reforms provide for a legislature of 140 members,
of whom 28 would be nominated by the King and the rest
112 clected on the basis of universal adult franchise. That
is, a solid bloc of lawmakers. a good one-fifth of the legis-
lature. will remain beholden to the Palace. As for the
elected legislators, they are likely to split more or less into
two recognisable groups committed to the multi-party system

42 Salient Features of the Third Amendment of the Constitution
: of Nepal 1980. His Majesty’s Government Press, Smgha Durbar,
‘Kathmandu, pp 2-4. .
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and the partyless panchayat concept respectlively. The nomi-
nated legislators would as a malter of course follow the
dictates of the Palace, while the panchayat group, honour-
able exceptions apart, would bec eager not to disoblige il.
The reasons for this are too obvious lo be elaborated.

The procedure for the election of a prime minister is the
most ingenious part of the scheme. This has been so devis-
ed as to ensure that the Palace has the final say. To be
elected prime minister, a legislator must secure a majority
of 60 percent of the votes in the 140-member legislature.
If no candidate for the post is able to secure this percentage,
the amended constitution provides for a run-off between
the two obtaining the largest number of votes. Should this
fail to resolve the issue the legislature will forward the
names ol three of its members to the King, who will ap-
point onc of them prime minister. Further, to acquire eli-
gibility to contest a candidate will at once have to affirm
his loyalty to the amended panchayat constitution and be
a member of onc of the six approved class or professional
organisations.

The long and the short of the exercise was that the
Palace would continue to be the focus of Nepalese politics.
It is virtually a heads-I-win-tails-you-lose kind of arrange-
ment that allows the King to come oul always on top. The
key to this is not far to seek. Of the 140 members of the
legislature, the Palace nominated 28 will understandably
act as a compact group, faithfully voting only for the prime
ministerial candidate enjoying the King’s confidence. This
means that, denied the support of the Palace, any candidate
for prime ministerial office will have to secure a majority of
60 percent. that is, 84 votes, from among the 112 elected
members of the legislature. Can it be doubted that in the
given Nepalese context this will turn out a sisyphean under-
taking for any non-loyalist candidate?

Evidently, the reforms fell far short of what the King’s
public declarations and private utterances had encouraged
the democrats—or if you like multi-party supporters—to
expect. It is not surprising that the amended constitution
did not get an unqualified reception from democrats. In
fact, Krishna Prasad Bhattarai, acting president of the
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banned Nepali Congress, which is by far the most important
factor in the kingdom’s political equation, went on record
with the observation that the democrats could not ‘welcome
the amendments because we consider them undemocratic
and not enough to meet the aspirations of the people
today .3

He was onlv one among many who felt that thev had
been mocked with false hopes. Even a very timid pancha-
yat critic like Surya Prasad Upadhyay former home minis-
ter in the B. P. Koirala government, said the reforms were
‘restrictive’ and might be called somewhat ‘humiliating’ so
far as the obligatory class organisatoin membership and the
like were concerned.*!

Koirala, even as he admitted that the amended constitu-
tion contained ‘some positive features.” was constrained to
say that ‘this document cannot help forge national unity
and reconciliation which is the most pressing priority for
us.”® Still, he made it clear that he would not use this to
wriggle out of his ‘line of no surrender to, no confrontation
with the King.’

It may not be out of context to refer to what one of
India’s leading English language dailies said editorially
while commenting on the constitutional reforms: ‘Indeed...
the vote for multi-party democracy represented the voice of
the forward-lcoking sections of the Himalayvan kingdom,
while the votaries of the panchayat svstem have been the
unabashed apologists of absolute monarchy.... The
“partyless” panchayat is a misnomer. In effect, Nepal has a
single party owing allegiance to the court. What King
Birendra has done now is only to provide a few trappings
of democracy. He will not find it easy to stifle that urge for
venuine reform.’#®

Events seemed to have overtaken the most enlightened
man ever to occupy Narayvanhiti Palace. There were indica-
tions that King Birendra had been led up the gardenpath by

I

43 The Statesman (Calcutta), 18 December 1980.

44 Surya Prasad Upadhyay told this to the author during the
latter’s meeting with him in Kathmandu on 30 March 1981.

45 The Times of India (New Delhi), 4 February 1981.

46 The Times of India (New Delhi), 22 December 1981
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some of the scheming political operators who had so long
enjoved his favour. It was widely believed that Prime
Minister Thapa had so manipulated and managed in
advance the general election, which was scheduled to be
held on 9 May 1981, under the amended constitution that
none looked forward to it any more. The day. instead of
becoming one of deliverance for most Nepalese, was expec-
ted to be one of the saddest in their living memory.

The clever panchayat poliicians, who had been using the
Palace as a peg to hang their story upon, did not leave
things to chance. They had a crucial economic stake in the
parpetuation of the partyless panchagat svstem that gave
them eflective control over allairs of state. Their behind-
the-scene manoeuvrs cventually succeeded in rendering the
omnipotent Palace peculiarly impotent. Vested interests had
created a great gulf between King and people.

The Himalavan kingdom’s first e¢ver general election on
the basis of adult franchise was held in 1959. The issue was
not that the Nepalese had to wait 22 vears for another such
clection but the dillerence between the two exercises. The
1959 election raised popular hopes. It was a promise that
none would be denied a place in the sun. But the 9 May poll
made no promise and held out precious little hope of a rela-
tivelvy meaningful lifec. There was little doubt that the elec-
tion would only make matters worse. let alone find a wayv
out of the impasse the country was in. If Koirala's decision
to counscl his comrades, coworkers and the people not to
participate in the election reduced it to an absurdity, Prime
Minister Thapa’s manoeuvres to stage manage it portended
an unprecedented political and economic crisis.

The people of Nepal have been getting the worst of both
worlds these last two decades, but they have refused to
despair. And when King Birendra allowed the people to de-
termine through the ballot box the kingdom’s future polity
it seemed that the Nepalese had not suffered in vain. For
the first time in its history, and probably in that of most
other Asian and African countries, a national referendum
on the basis of universal adult franchise was held, allowing
the people to choose between a reformed panchayat syvstem
and a multi-party system of government.
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The exponents of the multi-pary system lost the refer-
endum, thanks to clever manipulation by Prime Minister
Thapa’s government. But again’ they did not give up hope.
With their sizable share of the total votes polled, the King's
promise of a constitution incorporating the principles of
universal adult [ranchise, direct election, a government
answerable not to the Palace but to the legislature and the
unflinching leadership of Koirala, they knew a better day
would come

In the brief period since then, the situation has changed.
The anti-democratic forces, which were in disarrav, have
rallied. They made the election a foregone conclusion. The
contestants mostly belonged to diferent, mutally hostile,
groups of panchayat supporters.

The reaction thal the nrention oi Piime Minister Thapa's
name provokca in the usually well-spoken average Nepalese
+-as a revelatiori. I'ven most of the panchayat leaders [felt
the same way. As a malter of fact, what I gathered on a visit
to Kathmandu in March 1980 from my talks with former
Prime Mnisters Kirtinidhi Bista, Tulsi Giri and Matrika
Prasad Koirala, all acknowledged panchayat leaders, con-
firmed the suspicion that the Thapa government had pulled
strings to create such a situation that multi-party supporters
might be forced to keep themselves out of the election.

It is common knowledge that despite the process of libe-
ralisation being painfully slow and the scope and content of
the constitutional reforms extremely limited, Koirala did
not dispute that the King’s exercise was not entirely regres-
sive. He also wanted the multi-party supporters to partici-
pate in the general election that was held under the amend-
ed constitution.

But the idea had to be given up because he could not
compromise his commitment to democracy by accepting the
stipulation that a candidate must enrol himself as a mem-
ber of one of the six panchayat-controlled class organisa-
tions and be under pledge to subscribe to the principles of
partvless panchayat. This indeed was a negation of what
might have to an extent made the constitutional reforms
meaningful to the people.

Koirala had laid his cards on the table much before the
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constitutional reforms became a reality. In his memoran-
dum of suggestions to the Constitutional Reforms Commis-
sion, he had insisted that the proposed reforms should not
impose “any restrictions or preconditions” on ' prospective
candidates for election under the amended constitution, if
and when it became effective. ,

Explaining his stand, he said his decision “means my
freedom, and there is no question of my participating in
the elections if my rights are snatched away from me. If I
do not have a right to put across my point of view through
expression and through organisation, then my contesting
an election or getting elected has no meaning.””*’

The matter was not left to rest here. Well before the
amended constitution was enforced, Koirala tried to meet
the King so that the question could be thoroughly discussed.
The King had earlier told Koirala that whenever he wanted
to meet him he should contact his secretary, Ranjan Raj
Khanal, for an appointment,

Sometime later Koirala telephoned Khanal for an appoint
ment, but he was told that, in the words of Koirala, ‘I
should write an application seeking a mecting.” This of
course he did not do, as I did not have enough time for
that kind of correspondence.” After the reforms were pro-
mulgated Koirala tried again without avail, to meet the
King with a view 'to persuading him of the utterly harmful
nature of the condition stipulating the organisation of mem-
bership along class lines and loyalty to the principles of
partyless panchayat.

As he put it in a press interview, “1 made a second
request. I was again told to make an application without
any guarantee that the King would meet me. So I refused
to do that.”*® There is no knowing whether Khanal did so
in his personal capacity or was directed to act in the man-
ner he did.

There was a feeling that the real spirit of the amended
constitution had not been explained to the King. If that had
been done, if the situation had been placed in its right

47 Hindustan Times (New Delhi), 22 June 1880.
48 The Statesman (Calcutta), 13 December 1981,



An Overview of Post-referendum Politics 39

perspective, the “irritants” that stood in the way of the
democrats, in any case of the Nepali Congress, participation
in the clections might have been removed.

But that was not to be because Thapa and other vested
interests were bent upon queering the pitch. In the circum-
stances, "we are forced”, Koirala said, to boycott the forth-
coming general clection. But boycott, he reminded the peo-
ple, did not suggest the politics of confrontation. Lest there
should be any misunderstanding, he emphasised that the
politics of “extremism of either the left or the right is a
hurdle to the democralic development of the country.”*

Most Nepalese would have been greatly satisfied if the
supporters of the multi-party system, particularly the Nepali
Congress, had agreed to participate in the general election.
This would have made King Birendra happy and reassured
the people. Also, it would have caused the detractors of
Koirala to appreciate that his linc of "national reconcilia-
tion” was in the given context the only rational approach
to the kingdom’s problem of politics.

That, regrettably, did not come about. The boycott deci-
sion of course did not receive unqualified support even of
men who were otherwise known for their commitment to
democracy and trust in Koirala. For example, Lok Raj Baral,
and his was only one instance out of many. He was of the
opinion that the general election was an important landmark
and therefore the Nepali Congress, which was committed
to the principle of representative democracy, should have
participated in it and not price itself out of circulation by
boycotting it.%° |

The opposition parties of every conceivable political pur-
suasion, including the pro-Beijing Communist Party led by
Monmohan Adhikari, boycatted the election. The only ex-
ception was Keshar Jung Raymajhi’s faction of the Moscow-
dependent Communist Party which counts for nothing,
Raymajhi’s criticism of the boycott move as a “mistake”®

49 Thle Times of India (New Delhi), 12 April 1981.

50 Lok Raj Baral said this in course of a conversation with the
author on 29 March 1981 in Kathmandu,

51 The Times of India (New Delhi), 23 April 1981.
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and his decision to participate were but a command per-
formance and had little relevance to the people’s struggle
for democracy. Raymajhi and his handful of camp follow-
ers newed this line as it suited Moscow’s book at that time,
All things considered, Koirala’s decision to boycott the elec-
tion, notwithstanding that the constitutional reforms were
a departure from the past, was the only option he could
exercise to save the Nepali Congress from compromising
its position, perhaps irretrievably.

The outcome of the second general election, which was
foregone in that Thapa and his men had the entirc field
for themselves, did not seem to promise the people easy
days ahead. It also did not appear to have pleased King
Birendra. For the verdict of the 9 May 1981 poll came
nowhere near answering the basic questions that have been
a fixture in the life of the country these last two decades.
The confused post-election scene did not promise a demo-
cratic government that would work, other things apart.
Rather, the long-awaited second general election only com-
plicated matters. As it is, it is hard to believe that there
is a good side to this unhappy situation, mainly brought
about by those claiming to be the King’s men.

It had been bandied about that the 9 May poll would set the
seal of the people’s freely expressed approval on the party-
less panchayat, and this would provide the basis for a f(irm,
representative government to assume the reins of power.
In exuberant spirits, Prime Minister Thapa declared some
ten days before the elections that it would give the country
a “stable government for the next (ive years.”? Little did
he realise then that he had been tried and found wanting
by both King and people, that all his schemes to block the
communication channels between the Palace and the pcoplc’s
representatives were no longer a secret.

At any rate, that is what well-meaning Nepalcse, not
excluding some members of the Royal Palace Secretariat,
would din into one’s ears. Thapa and his associates had
done King Birendra, let alone the people, precious little
good but much damage, willfully or not. Byt for their wire-

52 The Times of India (New Delhi), 1 May 1981,
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pullnig—this is only onc instance out of many - the demo-
crals would not have bovcotted the 9 May election, thue
defealing its very purposc.

Reports have it that Thapa and his collaborators were
cminently successful--if that is the right phrase—in spik-
ing the King’s guns, at lcast for the present. They seem
to have outwitted Birendra, lcading him into a blind alley,
and the way out of this does not promise to be as casy
as some might imagine. Net even the otherwise all-power-
ful Palace could now afford to take things for granted. The
people of course are the worst suflerers, for they will have
to bear the brunt of the mischief that is afoot. If the present
situation makes them apprehensive, the thought of whal
is likely to follow accentuates it.

This is not to detract from the significance of the second
general election. In contemporary Nepalese history, 9 May
1981 will go down as a memorable day. The Ncpalese will
have reason to remember the day for what some men in
high places did to palm off the shadow for the substance.
Also, they will have ground for feeling somewhat relicved
now that a pinpoint of light is visible in the dark tunnel
they have been groping in longer than two decades. A para-
doxical statement? Not at all, provided one does not ignore
Lhe realities of life in Nepal.

The second eclection confirms that Birendra is not irre-
vocably sold on the idea that democracy does not suit the
genius of the Nepalese. This is vouched for by none other
than Koirala. At another level, the results of the election
validated the argument that the political system, which
ruled the roast since December 1960, has outlived its utility.
The election verdict sustained the point that the emphasis
on the partyless character of the national polity has become
redundant, if not counter productive,

Others besides the panchayat members were divided into
several groups, ecasily identifiable among them being four
owing allegiance respectively to the carctaker and the former
'Prime Ministers Surya Bahadur Thapa, Kirtinidhi Bisla,
Tulsi Giri and Matrika Prasad Koirala. Giri went to the
extent of saying that the philosophical concept of the party-
less panchayat had become superfluous and the third amend-
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ment of the constitution had in a way paved the way for
the gradual introduction of the multi-party system.

Many “dissident” panchayat members, who successtully
contested the election against the “official candidates”, were
sponsored directly or indirectly by the panchayat factions
opposing the ruling Thapa group. Also, 20 known cxpo-
nents, maybe more, of the multi-party system got them-
selves elected to the national legislature. Among the newly
eleced members of the Rastriya Panchayat there are five
relatively distinct groups.

The manner in which the 9 May exercise had been con-
ducted obliged the Palace to stand in its own light. The
forces and factors which ensured that the democrats, the
Nepali Congress in particular, had no alternative to boy-
cotting the election seemed to have reckoned without their
host. Few Nepalese in their right senses would dispute that
the multi-party supporters’ participation in the second gene-
ral election would have been a fitting close to the intermin-
able politics of conflict and violence that had dominated
Nepalese politics since 15 December 1960.

This was not possible because of those that have a stake
in the country’s rectrogressive political system and not be-
cause of Koirala’s alleged intransigence. Koirala was prag-
matic enough to realise that, in the given situation, the
democrats could not afford to refuse to see the difference
between their immediate and distant goals. He did not ex-
pect the King to grant a fully democratic constitution at
one stroke. He and other democrats expected the process of
liberalisation to be transformed into that of democratisa-
tion with the enforcement of the amended constitution.

King Birendra had almost promised as much. But con-
trary to his word and the people’s expectations, the second
election opened the sluice gates of political instability and
all that goes with it. What with the absence of legitimately
organised political parties with clearcut programmes and
the complex constitutional provisions regarding the election
of a prime minister, the kingdom’s political problems would
inevitably become still more complicated.

Those who prefer stories with a happy ending would
probably crow over the election of Thapa as Prime Minister
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after the election. Citing this as the logical conclusion of
the process of liberalisation King Birendra had initiated in
1979, they asserted that the curtain had bcen drawn over
the kingdom’s two-decade-old political problems,

So the people who had “mistakenly” boycotted the elec-
tion, particularly the banned Nepali Congress (political
parties continue to be taboo cven in the ‘“reconstructed’
variely of Nepalese democracy), should return to the fold,
the defenders of the new dispensation suggested.

That is a matter of opinion, of course. Developments in
the period between King Birendra’s announcement of a
national referendum and the 9 May election would confirm
that Thapa’s assumption of the reins of government did
not mean that the kingdom’s polity was now on the right
course, or that the powers that be had turned over a new
leaf. Empirically observable facts rather indicated that the
kingdom had not seen the last of its political problems.
Much indeed has still to be done before the fundamental
principles and norms of democracy could become a reality
in the life of the people.

The scenario would apparentlysuggest that Prime Minis-
ter Thapa enjoyvs the King’s support. That he was elected
unopposed, receiving 121 votes in the 140-members Rastriva
Panchayat (of which 28 are nominated by the Palace) should
confirm that the King’s nominees voted for him en bloc. Of
the 19 legislators who did not vote for him, some are pro-
fessed multi-party supporters, and others oppose his ap-
proach to politics an principle.

If myth is more relevant than reality, Thapa could have
got himself elected prime minisier even without the sup-
port of the Palace-nominated legislators. The third amend-
ment of the constitution stipulates that a candidate for
election as prime minister must get the support of at least
84 legislators or 60 percent of the legislature’s total mem-
bership. Thapa got the support of 93 elected members
besides that of the King’s 28 nominees.

But it would be stupid 1o imagine that these 93 were
all non-loyvalists and supported him because he was adjud-
ged the right man for the job. He was elected because the
Palace wanted it that wav. There is one intriguing point in
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this. No knowledgeable Nepalese is unaware that the rela-
tions between the King and Thapa arc not exactly at their
best. True, Thapa has other patrons in the Palace, bul
the King would not have been unhappy if he could have
done without giving Thapa the lop job. Could it be that he
was inducted into the highest political office only to give
him an opportunity to buy a one-way ticket to perdition?

I do not intend to underestimate the fact that the process
of liberalisation initiated with the referendum declaration,
though much too circumscribed and slow, was a positive
move. In fact, this was the [irst positive political step taken
in the kingdom since the 1960 royal takeover. All the inno-
vations and improvisations introduced in between have
been a negative exercise. If this is true, it is also true that
authority calculatingly declined to play the game when it
came to the crunch. That is, when multi-party advocates,
including Koirala, pleaded for the removal of two of the
amended constitution’s most anti-democratic provisions so
that they could participate in the general election.

Between them, the provisions obliged every candidate for
election to take out membership of one of six officially con-
trolled class organisations and sign a pledge of eternal
loyalty to the principle of partylessness of the polity. The
Palace’s refusal to concede the point left the democrats
with nothing short of Hobson’s choice—boycott of the gene-
ral election. This shook the belief of e¢ven the most credu-
lous Nepalese that the 9 May poll was meant to be the first
major step towards the reintroduction of democracy in the
country after a gap of 20 long years.

The regime’s manoeuvres evidently succeeded in keeping
the multi-party supporlers out of the political process. But
that was a Pyrrhic success, if at all. What authority mana-
ged to get entered on the credit side was far outweighed by
the entries on the debit side. A dispassionate look at the
political scene would confirm this. It has ceased to be news
that the position of the Palace is no longer as unassailable
as it was before the national refecrendum in May 1980. For
nearly two decades it had been emphasised day in, day out
lhat the partyless panchayat system was immutable, and
alone cquipped to answer all their problems. With much
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ballyhoo, the partyless panchayat was sought to be pro-
jected as a near-perfect product of political engineering
which faithfully reflected the will of the people.

The entire fabric of the argument in support of this was
torn to shreds on 24 May 1979 when King Birendra de-
clared that a national referendum would settle the question
of the kingdom’s polity. Little did the regime realise that
the Rubicon had been crossed and there was no going back
to the days when the monarch’s word was law, when in fact
he was the state.

Between then and Thapa’s installation as Prime Minister
after the general election, remnants of feudalism, entren-
ched compradors, indigenous and alien vested interests and.
it is suspected, external political operators clubbzd togethe:
to abort the whole process. The results of the referendum
were widely believed to have been manipulated by this
fraternity of interests, yet 45 percent of the total votes
polled in the referendum favoured the multi-party system.

But the King’s promise that the wishes of such a great
minority would not be ignored found nu positive expression
in the subsequently introduced third amendment of the
constitution. The reforms were hedged in with restrictions
calculated to frustrate the multi-party supporters’ eflorts
not to get nicely left.

This has done immense harm both to the nation’s basic
interests and to the monarchy’s enlightened long-term inte-
rests. The people of Nepal need no pundits, native or fore-
ign, to tell them that democracy and the post-9 May gene-
ral election political system are polar opposites. They arc
disillusioned, for they know that ever since Plato roamed
the streets of Athens the concept of the ideal state is equa-
ted with a system of polity where justice dctermines rela-
tions between man and man. Judged by this standard, Nepal
or any other state would fail miserably. It is however con-
ceivable that a democratic state approximates to the concept
of the ideal state. Democracy assures political equality, but
can every Nepalese enjoy it as a matter of course? Surely
not.

The valley of Kathmandu appears as quiet and relaxed
as it did before thc general election, under the reformed
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constitution. But if one refuscs to be carried away by sur-
face impressions and the dcuble-talk of some men in the
corridors of power, one would get to know a Kathmandu
not really at peace with itself. Life in the valley does not
flow quite as smoothly as some dyed-in-the-wool partyless
panchayat faithfuls claim. Notwithstanding the recent poli-
tical engineering, an undertone of despondency runs through
the kingdom’s polity. Yesterday’s brave words do not find
many takers todayv, fewer still care for the promises made
the day before.

Right below the scemingly unruffled surface there is the
rumbling of discontent, and not a little either. In Kath-
mandu’s almost perenially sun-deprived alleys, on the cam-
puses of Tribhuvan University and its affiliated institutions,
in numerous towns, villages and hamlets, be they located in
the Terai plains or the far reaches of the northern
Himalayas, people gather in knots, compare notes, sift avail-
able evidence and express indignation against those who
continue to mete out a raw deal to them.

Few adult Nepalese outside the blessed circle of the
beneficiaries of panchayat rule would not admit that there
is no perceptible difference, politically speaking, between
what is and what was before the country went to the polls
in Mayv 1981. Rather. the situation has taken a turn for the
worse, they would assert. According to a knowledgeable
official, there is no government worth the name function-
ing in Nepal today. The economy is in a bad plight, and
none seems to bother. Apart from the curse of acute poverty,
the problems of increasing corruption and the growing
volume of foreign-power manipulaticns to influence the
kingdom’s afTairs are na figments of the imagination,

This is corroborated by the opposition members of the
Rastriya Panchayat, critical panchas, supporters of the
multi-party system of polity and non-partisan academics.
As Pashupati Shumsher, a leading opposition member of
Rastriya Panchayat, put it, “in the last two and a half
years the quantity and dimension of corruption has come
to such an extent that there is a qualitative change. Cor-
ruption is now so pervasive that it has been institutionali-
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sed and become a culture,”®® King Birendra of Nepal is not
quite relaxed today. Those who keep tabs on the goings-on
in the Palace told me on my visit to Kathmandu early in
March 1982—I do not claim to know King Birendra per-
sonally except that I met him briefly on his overnight stay
in Calcutta in 1977%--that the King has of late been ‘adopt-
ing a somewhat cyvnical attitude towards men and events.
This indeed is to be wondered at, particularly because it
has not been his way so far.

A plausible reason why the King has become cynical is,
perhaps that he fecels he has been let down, and badly too,
bv some men who have enjoved his confidence all along.
For instance, Prime Minister Thapa. Since Birendra sssu-
med power no other prime minister except Tulsi Giri has
caused him so much cmbarrassment. His wheeling-dealing
has done no small damage to the Palace’s idea of a work-
able scheme of politics in the present context.

At any rate, the rapport between the King and his Prime
Minister is reportedly a bad memory. Take. for instance,
the four-day national panchayat convention in March 1982
in which about 1200 “delegates™ from various parts of the
kingdom participated. The convention was supposed to rivet
attention on finding wavs to motivate the partvless pan-
chayat faithfuls to close their ranks and. more important,
put the sinking economy on an even keel. Both Thapa and
his critics agree that the economy has gone out of gear
and unless positive steps arc taken lo revive it the country
would be in trouble. What however the convention actual-
Iy did was to accclerate the internal bickerings and power
struggles rocking the partyviess panchayat boal. Panchayat
devotees did this even as theyv stridently reaffirmed their
faith in the “active leadership of the Crown™.

How deeply the rival groups are involved in mutual re-
criminations could be glecaned from the statement 18 pro-
minent panchayat politicians, including Rastriva Panchayat
t

53 Pashupati Shumsher Jung Bahadur Rana said this in the course
of conversation with the author in September 1981 in Kath-
mandu.

54 For a full account see Bhola Chatterji “A Dialogue with King
Birendra’’, Amrita Bazar Patrika (Calcutta), 31 March 1977.
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members Lokendra Bahadur Chanda, Padma Sunder laoti,
Prakash Chandra I.ohani and Pashupti Shumsher issued in
January 1982, demanding that a national panchayat con-
vention should be held forthwtih to thrash out the problems
they faced. |

Accusing the Thapa government of all manner of mis-
conduct and impropriety, the statement said, among other
things, that it was “actually discouraging™ every move to
restore “unity among the panchayat members.” More, it
was “deliberately pursuing a policy that contributed to mak-
ing the partyless panchayat system urnopular.” The signa-
tories to the statement alleged that “foreign smugglers”
were tightening their stranglehold on the nation’s economy
and corruption pervaded every level of society.

The charge was that “the regime’s policymaking appa-
ratus and the ministers were more corrupt than the lower
cchelons of the administration.” The upshot of it all was
that “vouths, students and intellectuals have lost faith in
the panchayat system and thev are opting out of it.”% In
reality, the statement laid subversion of the panchayat sys-
tem 1o Prime Minister Thapa's charge. This was followed
by an almost equally critical statement which three former
prime ministers. Malrika Prasad Koirala, Tulsi Giri anad
Kirtinidhi Bista, issued. Although theyv did not say it in so
many words, the meaning of what they said confirmed this.

Others who are net associated with any of these groups
also speak no less disparagingly of the present gevernment.
All this seems to suggest that Thapa is the villain of theo
piece. But that would be a rather simplistic view of a situa-
tton in which a complication of influences is at work. To
understand the forces and factors affecting the Nepalese
situation we might turn to Koirala. In a statement issued on
9 March 1982, he said developments concerning the national
panchayat convention confirmed that the rival groups in the
svstem were engaged in a bitier struggle for power. The
convention, in his opinion. “shows ho'v strong is the in-
fluence of those who believe in onec-party totalitarianism
over the partvless concept of the panchayat system.” Koirala

55 See cyclostyled statement (in Nepali).
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also went on record as saving that “one foreign power en-
gaged in imperialist expansion of its one-party totalita-
rianism” was adding fuel to the {lamces in order to stamp
out the forces of nationalism and democracy in Nepal.°®

That the foreign power he referred to without naming
it is Soviet Russia most knowledgeable Nepalese readily
agree. The significant point is that Moscaw-leaning men, but
not necessarilv those bound to the Russia-debendent Nepa-
lese Communist Party, were the most articulate among those
who asked for the convention. Their idea was to make a
bid to convert the panchayat forum into a rigidlv controlled
apparatus, confront non-Moscow-oriented anti-Thapa men
like Pashupati Shumsher with a fait accompli, and then
cngineer a campaign for the Prime Minister’s ouster.

But Thapa, who had at first opposed holding a panchayat
convention but subsequently agreed to it only to steel his
opponents’ thunder, proved too wily. He is known to main-
lain a little more than diplomatically correct relations wiih
Russia. It is said that the inordinately ambitious. Thapa is
his own agent. Anything that he does is calculated to enable
him to have two strings to his bow. In his lexicon "fidelity”
is an obnoxious word. :

That worries the King, no doubt. But much more does
the interplay of external forces in Nepalese politics. Speaik-
ing at a press conference in Paris on 4 September 1931,
King Birendra touched on certain basic aspects of foreign
policy. He referred to Nepal’s commitment to nonalignment.
He dwelt on his concept of the kingdom’s constituting a
zone of peace. But this was not the core of the message he
wanted to get across. He came to that while restating Nepal's
policy on Afghanistan. [ts essence was emphasis on the with-
drawal of Soviet troops from that country. Without larding
his language with diplomatic double-talk, he stressed that
Nepal wanted “to see Afghanistan have its own government
chosen by the people and living as a non-aligned country.”

This was absolutely necessary because, he said, “the rami-
fications of not being able to be in a position like this is na-

[
i

56 See appendix B for the full text of B. P, Koirala's signed state-
ment (in Nepali) issued to the press on 8 March 1982,
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turally of concern for all countriés in the region.” Lest he
should be misunderstood, he added that “we do not agree
with foreign troops in anyone else’s country” and that ‘it
is not only Soviet troops.”

This parallels Nepal’s approach to the Kampuchean prob-
lem. Kathmandu has not recognised the Heng Samrin regime
because it considers the regime a product of external armed
intervention. Not only that, Nepal seldom misses a chance
to underscore the point that the South Asian countries are
seriously concerned over the Kampuchean issue, which calls
for a political, not a military, solution. What is needed,
according to Kathmandu, is withdrawal of foreign troops
from Kampuchea leaving its people to “decide their destiny
by themselves without external interference.”?’

King Birendra’s pointed reference to the Afghanistan
problem made not a few people sit up both at home and
abroad. Most Nepalese could appreciate that the King’s
statement had deeper implications than met the eye and
that it was for both international and domestic consump-
tion. The excessive interest certain foreign powers are now
taking in Nepal’s internal affairs is not an expression of
their benignity. If Koirala is any guide, “interantional ten-
sion and rivalries have cast their shadows on Nepalese
politics.” In a taped interview on 14 September, he told me
that “the whole region is being destabilised” as a result of
“the development in Afghanistan.”

According to him, India, China and the two big powers,
Soviet Russia and the United States, are interested in Nepal,
and “one of the two big powers wants to destabilise the
country.” In the same vein, Koirala said that disquieting
part of it is “the unholy alliance between the forces of des-
tabilisation and their agents in Nepal.”®® There are reports
that some men in positions of power and influence are on
the same wavelength as those who would like Nepal to
enter the orbit of Soviet influence. That was why the King’s
no-nonsense statement at the Paris news conference was,

57 LDC (Least Developed Country)—Nepalese by Aun Duncan (AFP)
Paris, 4 September 1981

58 See Chapter IX for complete text of the taped interview.
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it is claimed, not only addressed to the Soviet Union but
also its allies in Nepal.

For those who care to place their ears close to the ground,
the Soviet Union and USA, besides India and China, are the
two most active foreign powers in Nepal. The kingdom’s re-
lations with India and China are determined by history as
well as geopolitics. India’s options, Kathmandu’s New Delhi
watchers think, are two: it could opt for either a friendly,
stable and nonaligned Nepal or hegemonistic relations. An
overview of India—Nepal relations since the 1950-51 revolu-
tion would suggest that New Delhi has no reason to worry
about Kathmandu’s friendship and commitment to non-
alignment. The question of the other option does not there-
fore, arise. The truth is that neither India nor N :pal has
very many options to choose from so far as their bilatcral
relations are concerned.

This is not to suggest that the relations between the two
countries have all along been an ctching in perfection, Far
from it. There has been more than one occasion when New
Delhi and Kathmandu were found to be at cross-purposes,
when they appeared to have succumbed to the temptation
of achieving a transient success at the cost of their respective
overriding objectives. At the moment, a discordant not> in
the otherwise mature India-Nepal dialogue could be traced
to what has recently come to be known as the “peace zone”
issue, Kathmandu’s desire to be “declared a zone of peace”
in order that it might “institutionalise peace.”

It may be recalled that King Birendra first mooted the
idea at the 1973 nonaligned summit in Algiers: “Nepal,
situated between two of the most populcus countries in
the world, wishes within her frontiers to be declared a zone
of peace.” Explaining why this was necessarv, the King said
that “in the absence of clearly demarcated peace zones
accepted as such by every country in the world. countries
with smaller size and population are bound to feel in-
secure.”® Since then he has returned to the theme off and
on. Significantly, the third amendment of the constitution,

59 Bhola Chatterji, “India-Nepal Relations: case for better under-
standing’”, Hindusthan Standard (Calcutta), 25 March 1975.
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which includes the kingdom’s ‘foreign policy objective in
the Directive Principles of the pancnhayat system,” says that
“the objective of the panchayat system will be to work to-
wards making Nepal a zone of peace.”®

Addressing the first elected Rastriya Panchayat under the
amended constitution on 24 June 1981, King Birendra again
referred to the peace zone concept. He said “development
remains the greatest challenge of our time. Considering
peace essential for development, we have proposed Nepal
to be declared a zone of peace in keeping with the ideals of
the United Nations Charter and the principles of nonalign-
ment.”’8!

There is however no dearth of responsible Nepalese who
consider the royal exercise an attempt to draw a red
herring across the trail. A senior opposition leader told
me on 10 April 1981, that the pcace zone proposal is a ruse to
ensure against external interference with the King’s scheme
of politics. He may thus be left free to resort to whatever
ruthlessness would be necessary to consolidate his position
and thus cnable him to exercise absolute power. On the
other hand, another responsible opposition spokesman gave
me to understand that the peace zone concept was not a
move against any country, let alone India. The basic idea
was to insulate Nepal from the growing big-power rivalry
in the region.

The peace zone proposal has been endorsed by 25 coun-
tries, including among others, Bangladesh, Britain, China,
Pakistan, Sri Lanka and USA. The Soviet Union and India
are the two most notable exceptions. Moscow once agreed
to support it and then backed out. It should be noted that
mutually exclusive considerations have influenced Moscow
and New Delhi in their decision not to endorse the proposal.
The Soviet objective in Nepal runs counter to that of India
as well as of China. It bears repetition that the interests
of India and Russia in Nepal are not identical, nor have

60 Salient Features of the Third Amendment of the Constitution
etc, op cit, p 2.

61 Royal Address by His Majesty the King to the 32nd session of
the Rastriya Panchayat 24 June 1981, His Maiesty’'s Government
Press, Kathmandu, p 2.
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they ever been. Knowledgeable Nepalese admit this. While
Moscow would presumably like to get the maximum politi-
cal milage out of it before obliging Kathmandu, New Delhi
suspects the motive behind it. New Delhi scems to believe
that the peace zonc proposition is ljrinlarily directed at it.
That perhaps explains why it has all along avoided grasp-
ing the nettle, maintaining that it stands for getting the
entire South Asia plus the Indian Occan, and not just one
country, accepted as a zonec of pcace.

New Delhi’s argument apparently does not satisfy Kath-
mandu. The talk of the entire region being turned into a
peace zone is interpreted as putting Kathmandu on notice
that its zone of peace concepl is unwelcome because New
Delhi would like to keep all its options open. This is lim\i-
ever an ‘‘irritant” that does affect overall relations between
the two countries. And Koirala considers this reflective of
India’s inability to "understand,” as he told a senior Indian
journalist towards the end of 1981, “the national susceptibi-
lities of Nepal ... Nepalese nationalism can coexist with
India’s security interests.... Subservience is not necessary
.... A friendly Nepal is a better bulwark against hostile ...
acts.”%?

Since it established diplomatic relations with Nepal in
1954, China has been quite active in the Kingdom and has
a fairly busy lobby in Nepal. Indeed, Kathmandu has a
place on Beijing’s list of foreign policy priorities. To get
the point, we might refer to what the Chinese Prime
Minister, Zhao Ziyang, said on a brief visit to Nepal in
1981. Speaking at a civic reception in Kathmandu on 6
June, he made fulsome reference to the depth of under-
standing between Nepal and China.

More important, observed Zhao, is the fact that “neither
side has ever imposed 1ts will on the other” and that
Nepal-China relations could "serve as a good example for
state to state relaticns.” Referring to the peace zone pro-
posal, Zhao reiterated that the "Chinese Government and
people resolutely support this proposal put forward by His
62 Quoted in Sunanda K Datta-Ray, “Peace in the Himalayas:

Nepal’s Seven Points for Survival”, The Statesman (Calcutta),
1 Januvary 1982,
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Majesty.”63

For the present, Beijing, assured of Kathmandu’s foreign
policy of equidistance between India and China, and partly
bcause of its internal political compulsions, seems to .prefer
a low profile. But there is no reason to believe that China
will remain idle if others succeed in enlarging their field of
operation in Nepal.

The US started taking more than a merely diplomatic
interest in Nepal’s affairs after China’s occupation of Tibet.
That interest intensified as Nepal’s international relations
became multidimensional, and it was with US aid that the
Khampas, originally inhabitants of eastern Tibet who had
taken refuge in Nepal, organised armed resistance against
the Chinese occupation forces.

Referring to this insurgency, then Nepalese Home Minis-
ter Hom Bahadur Shrestha said in early 1974 that the
Khampas had patrons in some “powerful and rich countries
which had their interest in the region.” Informed sources
knew that Shrestha meant the US and not India, for he
had earlier dismissed summarily reports of India’s alleged
cncouragement to the Khampa insurgents as ‘nothing but
heresay.”®* That is an old story.

Seen against this background, the Soviet Union is a
latecomer on the Nepalese scene. Moscow and Kathmandu
started with economic cooperation on a modest scale. This
was discontinued in the early 1970s, the region’s scenario
had then changed after the Sino-American decision to bury
the hatchet, only to be resumed almost a decade later,
The Moscow - Kathmandu agreement officially announced
in April 1981 coincided with an event of some political
significance—the pro-Moscow Nepalese Communist Party’s
decision to participate in the May 1981 general election to
the Rastriya Panchayat. It may be repeated that, except
for the pro-Moscow Communist Party, the opposition
parties of every shade decided to boycott the general elec-

tion.

63 The Statesman (Calcutta), 7 June 1981.

64 Quoted in Bhola Chatterji, “The Riddle of the Khampas,”
Hindustan Standard (Calcutta), 14 August 1974,
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Mention may also be made of the rumpus about two
truckloads of goods Soviet officials brought overland into
Nepal. At the instance of the Nepalese Foreign Ministry,
the customs officials at Birganj held the goods, which had
been labelled “‘diplomatic bags.” The Prime Minister sub-
sequently told the Rastriya Panchayat that the 84-crate
consignment was ‘released on good faith.””6

It is another matter that a Nepalese weckly suspected
that the “crates may have contained sophisticated electronic
equipment.” And Baral , should know what he is talking
about when he notes, while surveying Nepal’s international
relations, that there has been “a futher cooling of relations
with the Soviet Union. There was a widespread rumour
that four officials of the Soviet embassy in Kathmandu were
asked to leave Nepal because their activities were objec-
tionable to the Nepali Government.®’

The Soviet Union’s keen interest in the I{imalayan king-
dom is understandable, particularly in view of Nepal's
strategic location, its policy towards Kampuchea and
Afghanistan and, last but not least, the bitter Moscow-
Peking conflict. If the Soviet Union has no reason to be
enamoured of King Birendra’s firm commitment to his
government’s Kampuchea and Afghanistan policy, which
more or less corresponds to that of China, it has every
reason for an effective presence in Nepal. Among other
things, Nepal can be an excellent listening post to monitor
China, not unlike what the US had, and may still be
having, in China to eavesdrop on Soviet Russia.

As a leading English daily, published from Calcutta. ecdi-
torially observed, ‘it is not adequately appreciated in this
country that the cold war directly impinges on Nepal's
security, and the Soviet embassy in Kathmandu reportedly
monitors Chinese nuclear and missile developments in
Tibet.””®® Moreover, Tibet is China’s soft underbelly, where
certain sections of the people have still to be pacified, and

65 The Times of India (New Delhi), 25 July 1981,
66 The Statesman (Calcutta), 1 July 1981.

67 Baral, “Nepal 1979” etc. op cit, p 203.

68 The Statesman (Calcutta), 5 December 1981.
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might be encouraged to continue challenging Beijing.

This is not to suggest that the US and China, or for
that matter India, are just passive onlookers content with
playing the good Samaritan’s role in Nepal. The US, like
the Soviet Union, has global aspirations. It would be naive
to think that the US is not engaged in what might at once
serve its strategic interest in the region stretching from
Islamabad through New Delhi to Dacca and spike the
Soviet Union’s guns. America’s decision about this time last
year to raise substantially the volume of aid to Nepal
could be taken as a straw in the wind.

It would not be surprising if, in the context of changed
Beijing-Washington relations, the US and ‘China agveed
to play complementary roles, within Ilimits, to contain
Soviet influence. If in the process Nepal is forced deeper
into the whirlpool of international power struggle - they
could not care less, except of course India. For if Nepal’s
foreign policy equations are badly disturbed, this would not
ieave India unaffected.

All these are but facts relating to political problems con-
fronting Nepal. One need not look into a crystal ball to
say that, having got over their two-decade-old political
amnesia, the Nepalese are unlikely to turn their toes in
depending on the benevolence of their rulers to do them a
good turn. In fact, they are demanding a solution of the
problem and asking for changes which would not be
merely cosmetic.

The Palace is not unaware of this, nor is Koirala. But
the question is: How to do it? King Birendra of course
can answer effectively, but he has not yvet spoken his mind
except to say that he does not propose further changes in
the kingdom’s already amended constitution.

As for Koirala, he admits that the problems of politics
can neither be resolved at the barricades nor by any crude
manoeuvres the partyless panchayat government might re-
sort to. He is convinced that the King and the democratic
forces, acting in unison, alone can find a way out of the
crisis that threatens the country. As he explained in a
press interview on 12 December 1981, “I am very hopeful
although I am stricken with a fatal disease.”
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Alluding to his ailment, “cancer of the lungs,” he said it
was ‘‘something like a death sentence” that remained to be
carried out. But it was no small consolation that “Nepal
has made a stride towards liberalisation and democracy,
although we are not satisfied with the hesitant steps that
the King has been taking.” The most significant point, he
thinks, is that “it was very difficult when I came here to
convince the people of the validity of my line—the line
of national reconciliation which means understanding be-
tween the people and the King. Now that line is generally
being accepted by the masses.”®® He is hopeful that the
people will not have to take to the path of struggle again
to recover fully what they lost in 1960, a democratic
polity.

The focus may now be turned on the other side of the pic-
ture. Koirala’s critics accuse him of having developed cold
feet, particularly when the emphasis should be on total oppo-
sition to the King, involving if necessary the liquidation ol
the monarchy itself. Their contention is that the King is
the most stubborn obstacle to democracy. It is alleged that
the only conclusion that can be drawn from Koirala’s “line
of national reconciliation™ is that he has become a colla-
borator, that he is a classic instance of a revolulionary
(legenerating into a reformist in the evening of his life.
Nothing could be farther from the truth. The man who had
on a massive scale made preparations for waging war
against the King has said farewell to arms not for the
fun of it. Not for a mess of pottage. Not because he was
in a funk. It is because he is convinced that violence could
not in the changed context wusher in the democratic
millennium.

He realises that the politics of total confrontation with
the King today would be an invitation to anarchy and
cventval disintegration of the countrv. That may be -vel-
come to the lunatic fringe of Nepalese politics but certainly
not te those who would prefer a rational response to the
challenge of nation-building. If this vemarkably sensible
approach is not to suffer shipwreck. the King must appre-

69 The Statesman (Calcutta), 13 December 1981.
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ciate that his post-referndum innovations and restructuring
are much too inadequate to meet the rising expectations of
the people.

Could it be denied that no state can allow internal
discontent and dissension, without endangering its stability
and security, to remain unrelieved beyond a certain limit?
The Palace should see that the limit is not crossed. The
Nepalese may not yet question King Birendra’s bona fides,
they may even agree to bear with him for some more time.
But they do not have the patience of job. And this is what
Koirala has long been trying to get across to the Palace.



- CHAPTER 1l

Down Memory Lane

Q: When were you born? Who was your father? How
many brothers and sisters did you have? Did your father
marry twice? What was his financial position? Where did
you have your education? And law studies? Did you try
for a job after finishing your studies or did yvou practise
law? How did you enter Indian politics? Who influenced
you? When did you come to know Devendra Prasad Singh?
When exactly did Nepalese politics drawn you into its fold?
Was it an act of deliberate choice? What attracted you to
the Congress Socialist Party? Were you an office-bearer of
the Congress Socialist Party or any of its front organisa-
toins? What was it that got you arrested in India in its
freedom struggle? How long were vou detained in Indian
prisons? Now tell me all about vour initiation into Nepalese
pdlitics and what was the state of opposition politics
in Nepal at that time? When were you first taken into
custody in Nepal? When did you organise the Nepali
National Congress? Did any Indian political leader help
vou in this?

A: 1 was born on 8 September 1914. My father was
initially a small landholder. He was the youngest son of
a clerk in His Majesty’s Government.

Q: Where were vou born?

A: I was born in Banaras. My grandmother was living
there. She was doing her kashibas [retirement from all
worldly activities to spend the rest of one’s life in Kashi
or Banaras, one of the holy place in India, where a
pious Hindu would desire most to spend his or her retire-
ment till death].

Q: What was your grandfathex’s name?

A: Nandikeshwar Upadhyay. He died when my father
was very voung.
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Q: What was your father’s name?

A: Krishna Prasad Koirala. My father married twice,
From both his wives, he had five sons and four daughters—
Matrika Prasad Koirala, mysclf,Keshab Prasad Koirala,
Tarini Prasad Koirala and Girija Prasad Koirala, there was
one son in between who died very young. And four daugh-
ters—Nalini Upadhyay, Indira, Soubhagya and Vijay-
lakshmi.

Q: Which part of Nepal did your family hail from?
~A: We belong to the ecastern hill region of Nepal, about
36 miles due east from Kathmandu. But my father migrated
from there.

Q: What is the name of that place?

A: Dumja. That is our ancestral homeland. But my
father left that place to seek his fortune in Biratnagar.
As a matter of fact, he established the township of Birat-
nagar. It was a small hamlet where he had Kali [a Hindu
goddess]| temple built and he went into business. That is
how the Koirala family started living in Biratnagar.

Subsequently, father acquired extensive landed prorerty
and built up a large business establishment. In those days
my grandmother was living in Banaras. My mother went
there to look after her. and that is how [ was born in
Banaras.

When my father had amassed some wealth a change
took place. I will relate an incident to cxplain it. My father
was very self-satisfied, he had two wives, a [lourishing
business and all the worldly things he could ask for. He
thought he had more wealth than any Brahman from the
hills had earned and he prided himself on it.

On one occasion, when returning home from a tour of
inspection of his trading posts in the border region, he was
riding a Tibetan pony. He felt very satisfied and said to
himself that he was indeed a successful man who had
every reason to be happy. Then suddenly he scemed to
hear God’s voice which said: “Krishna Prasad, you have
made some property, built a house. raised a family, but
vou have not given a thpught to those who are less for-
tunalely placed.” ' |

Next morning my father called his friends and told
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them of his divine message that some social work would
have to be done. But they dissuaded him by saving that
he would thereby incur the wrath of the Ranas, because
it was the Government’s prerogative to build hospitals and
open schools. If he started doing this, they would construe
it as usurpation of their right.

Q: Who was the King at that time? And .the Prime
Minister?

A: Chandra Shumsher was Prime Minister. I don't
rcmember the King’s name. Anyway, nobody cared much
for the King in those davs. However, my father told his
friends that he would go ahead with his scheme all the
same. He immediately went to Calcutta. advertised for a
doctor and emploved one who had an LMF degree.

Q: Was the doctor a Bengali?

A: Yes, a Bengali. My father also engaged a teacher for
his proposed school. He too was a Bengali. Incidentally,
that Bengali teacher was a terrorist. I forget his name. but
M P Koirala would be able to tell you that. He wantled lo
come to Nepal because he wanted to escape from. India and
take refuge here. So he came very willingly with my father
to set up a school in Biratnagar. v

Both the doctor and the teacher, according lo father,
were very good persons. The doctor ultimately bhecame a
high official in the Nepalese Government. Afterwards, he
became Health Officer in the Bihar Government. In fact,
he attained the highest medical officer’s post in Bihar.

As desired by my father, the teacher set up a school in
Biratnagar, but he staved there only a vear or so. le had
two sons, onc of whom was senl to the gallows in India
for a political offence. T met him in Banaras about cight
or nine vcars afler he left Biratnagar. He was living in a
ramshackle house in rather strailened circumtiances and the
day T met him news came that his son had been hanged.

His other son, I think his name was Manmatha Nath
Gupta, was senlenced lo transportation to the Andamans.
This Bengali teacher inspired in my father a feeling for
social service. Whenever my father went to Calcutta, he
would contact some of his friends-—in those days he was
a fop in the sense that he used to get his clothes tailored
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1
al Rankines, then one of Cacutta’s exclusive tailoring esta-

blishments, and he would get his shoes custom-made,

Q: Your father was a dandy, I should say.

A: Yes, that is right. On his visits to Calcutta he used
to ride in a landau. But that Bengali teacher brought about
a change in him, he started using ordinary clothes, sub-
scribed to ...

Q: You mean his life style changed?

A: Not abruptly, but gradually it did change. He took
to writing articles in Nepali, published and distributed
them at his own cost. This brought him to the notice of
Prime Minister Chandra Shumsher. My father had also set
up a women’s organization with my aunt and mother as
chairwoman and secretary respectively. My mother wrote a
letter to Chandra Shumsher’s wife requesting her to be a
patron of the organisation. She readily agreed, but Chandra
Shumsher was not happy.

Meantime, father started taking a keen interest in the
economic condition of the poor. As I have already told you,
the collection of customs used to be offered those days to
the highest bidder. My father had a monopoly of the
customs services, which meant that from the India-Nepal
border in Darjeeling in the west the entire network of
field customs checkposts were under the control of my
father.

He also had a monopoly of import of cigarettes into
Nepal. He had his offices at some of the customs check-
posts. Once 1 happened to be present in one of those offices,
otherwise known as kacharis, and I still remember, though
very young, not the particular incident that took place but
the situation that obtained.

It was winter and large number of his men, very poor
and in rags, were migrating to India in search of employ-
ment. He asked one of them for his clothes and himself
fished the rags out of the man’s bag. And he had them sent
to the Prime Minister with a covering letter saying that
this was the usual clothing that “your subject wears in
winter and compare this with what you are wearing. I
hope it will not be interpreted as disrespect on my part to
have sent these dirty rags to Your Highness.
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“l1 am afraid that when this parcel is opened it may
create some consternation in the Durbar. But I want Your
Highness to understand in what condition your subjects

ER

live,

That was the last straw on the camel’s back. Having
sent the parcel Father came back to Biratnagar. The
parcel took about a month to reach the Prime Minister.
Immediately, a warrant of arrest was issued against Father
on the ostensible ground that he had not paid some dues
he owed the government.

The Bada Hakim [goveror] of Blratnagar Jit Bahadur,
who had received the orders for his arrest, was a friend of
father’'s. He sent for him and hinted he should go to
Calcutta to look after his business there. My father told
him he would go to Calcutta after the Dussehra festival.

By the way, Father was also dealing in silver—those were
the First World War days—and had business interests in
Calcutta. However, the Bada Hakim said that "Dusshera
comes every year, so why wait until it is over? You could
celebrate your Dusshera next year.”

Father got the hint, took leave of him and prepared to
go back home before leaving for India, But the Bada Hakim
told him that he should go straight to Jogbani railway
station [the last Indian railhead in Bihar adjoining the
Nepal border] and catch the first available train to India.
He also suggested that Father could take a horse from the
Bada Hakim’s stable. Father did so and went to his gola
farm business establishment and office in Biratnagar,
collected some money and left for the railway station.
When father was safely out of Nepal the Bada Hakim
gave orders for his arrest.

After he had left Nepal, another order came that all the
members of his family should be arrested. So we had to
flee home the entire family. I was then about three years
old. I remember how we reached Banaras in a hurry. We
travelled second class, [in those days the Indian railways
had four classes, first, second, intermediate and third], and
I distinctly remember that we had to change train twice,
once at Katihar and again a Chhapra, before we finally got
on the train to Banaras.
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Subscquently, orders were issued for the consfication of
all our property. Our debtors were asked not to repay their
debts, which were cancelled, and all FFather’s cmplovees
at his various establishments and checkposts were also arres-
ted. Dirghiraj Koirala’s father, Bishnu Prasad Koirala, who
was at one of the checkposts near Darjeeling, was among
the arrested.

Q: Who was Dirghiraj Koirala?

A: A cousin of mine. he was sometime Education Secre-
tary in the Nepalese Government., His father was arrested,
put in fetters and transferred from Ilam [near Darjecling]
to Kathmandu. On his way, at Dhankuta, he cntertained
his guards with drinks and cscaped. He swam a swollen
river, Tamor, with fetters on, managed (o reach Dharan,
where he had his fetters cul, walked all the way to Jogbani,
and cventually came to Banaras to join my father.

We had 45 persons with us at Banaras. The father of
Monmohan Adhikari [Monmohan is the leader of one fac-
tion of the Nepalese Communist Party] was also one of
our employees. He had to flee the country and was with
us in Banaras.

That is how Fathcer became a rebel. e was a social re-
former and not a rebel at the beginning. Ile just wanted
government to be aware of the miserable economic condi-
tion of the people and it was farthest from his mind to go
against the government. Like other refugees in Banaras,
though most of them had not fled the country, for any
ostensible political reason, they were generally hostile lo
government. FFather sel up a press and started publishing
a magazine.

Q: Was it a periodical?

A: Yes, it was a periodical. Father also used 1o address
meetings of Nepalese in diflferent parts of Banaras. I remem-
‘ber one of those meetings where father was profusely gar-
landed, and thal is how I became aware of the political
situation. I was only four or [ive vears old. About that time
Gandhi’s non-cooperation movement—boycott of British
goods—had just started. I was admitted to a municipal
~school in Banaras.

One day, when T was about seven years old, Gandhi and
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Jawaharlal Nehru came to Banaras. Gandhi appealed for
boycott of government schools, and 1 was the first boy in
my class to stand up and say 1 would leave school. You
know, my class teacher was a very brutal person and I
wanted to leave school in any case.

Gandhi’s meeting was held in a big compound of a rich
man’s haveli and 1 was loudly greeted. Matrika Babu was
present at the meeting and he was the second boy to declare
he would leave school. He was in DAV school. I was taken
to the dais where Gandhi and Jawaharlal were seated. 1
remember Gandhi was there, but not Jawaharlal though
MP [Matrika Prasad] says he was. They garlanded me and
said 1 was a model student.

Q: How old was Matrika Prasad Koirala?

A: 1 think he was about nine. I was seven and Matrika
Babu is older than me by two years and ten months. My
father joined the non-cooperation movement and all our
forcign clothes were burnt. My mother had very expensive
foreign clothes, sarees and all that, but they were also
burnt.

We started using khaddar [home-spun]. I think ours was
one of the few families in Banaras that took to khaddar in
the early 1920s. Father set up a weaving centre where
Mother used to make cloth. A Muslim weaver was employ-
ed for this purpose. Ultimately, father joined [Indian Na-
tional] Congress. But we could not stay in Banaras.

Q: Why could you not stay in Banaras?

A: Because of adverse financial conditions. We had very,
very diflicult times. In those days, I remember, we did not
have regular meals. The family had 45 persons to feed, but
none of them had any employment.

In the morning, all of us would go to the terrace, where
mother used to give us germinated gram with a bit of
jaggery for breakfast. Till I went to college I had no shoes,
no woollen clothes, for that matter no change of clothes.
Whatever I wore was all I had.

Only when the shirt 1 had on became tattered would 1
buy a readymade shirt from the khadi shop; it used to cost
ten annas those days, that is, 63 paise at current prices.
Fortunately for us, about this time a Nepali who had be-
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come a yogi and whose father or mother was related to the
Ranas or the royal family, came to live with us.

The yogi, whose mother was married to an Indian in
Orissa, was very learned, an authority on Bengali literature
as well as in Sanskrit and Hindi. He took a liking to us.
He said he had a little money and would like to buy some
land which would ultimately belong to his sister. Since the
sister was very young at the time, she did not require any
land. She would therefore get it only after marriage. Until
then we could use the land for ourselves.

We went to Saharsa district in Bihar in search of a
piece of land. Biswabandhu Thapa’s grandfather, who was
living there, told us that land was available. That is how
we bought land at that place, and lived there; we were
close to the Nepal border for a few years.

Q: Did you join school there?

A: Yes, I joined the school which Father had started
there, the kind of school that he had earlier established in
Biratnagar. The school had about ten teachers. I might say
that our life there was relatively comfortable. For the first
time after we left Biratnagar, I got milk, ghee [clarified
butter], in a word, proper food.

Q: Did the entire Koirala household migrate to that
place? '

A: Yes, 45 persons belonging to four or five joint families.
But troubles followed us again. The Kosi floods caused
great difficulties. For about three months every year the
entire area used to be flooded, compelling us to live at that
time on machans [hutments on stilts and poles] or in boats.
Ultimately, the river started flowing through our village
and we had to leave it. Again poverty struck us and we had
nowhere to go. The land was gone. And we, our group and
the family where disintegrating.

Q: Did the river change its course?

A: Yes. (But now after the Kosi dam the people have
regained their land. We still have some land there, but I
do not know who is in possession of it.) When I came to
understand that we would again have to take to the road I
wanted to go back to Banaras but lacked money.

I wanted to join a government school of my choice. I felt
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I had enough of Gandhi-inspired schools. My sister Nalini
had a small gold ring and my aunt, Mother’s sister, who
had come to visit us, had a bigger ring. Both of them gave
me their rings saying that I could now go to Banaras and
join school.

When I went to Banaras, I sold the rings and got my-
self admitted to Harishchandra School, now a college. 1 was
a good student, in studies -as well as in character. It was
here that I came into contact with terrorist organisations.

Q: In the school itself? In which class were vou then?

A: Yes, in the school itself. I was in Class IX. I passed
the matriculation examination in 1930. Matrika Babu was
a student of Sadaqat Ashram, in Bihar, and he had a
connexion with terrorists there. I had a connexion with
terrorists in Banaras. Both of us were arrested in Banaras
in 1930.

Q: Do you remember the terrorists’ names? What was
the charge against you?

A: The case in which I was involved related to a big
robbery with murder in one of the villages near Bettiah. It
was the Moulania case, in which Chandraman Shukla was
hanged. Yogendra Shukla was sentenced to transportation
for lifé and sent to the Andamans. Baswan Singh later a
leader of the Socialist Party was also sent to the Andamans.

Q: You were involved in that case?

A: Yes, I was very young then, about 15. There was a
Bengali, a shoe merchant in Bettiah, who was involved in
the case but subsequently became an approver. That was
what led to the arrest of those men. He was subsequently
shot dead by the terrorists at his shop in Bettiah. An identi-
fication parade was held. This was an interesting experience
for me. | |

It was in the mid-1930 that we were arrested in Banaras.
Gandhi had launched the civil disobedience movement and
the prisons were filled with satyagrahis.

I was very young and the jailor said I should be sent
to the juvenile ward. Matrika Babu of course was an adult.
He was lodged in jail with big names like Sri Prakasa and
olhers. But because of our terrorist connexion, both of us
were in bars and fetters. -
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There was however no place for me in the juvenile ward,
so the jailor sent me to the isolation ward, which happened
to be made of the condemned cells. My cell was a very
small, dismal place, blocked on all sides except for an
evehole for a sentry to watch the prisoner.

I was kept locked up round the clock. They gave me two
ecarthen pots for a toilet which were replaced once every
twenty four hours. I did not feel much; the whole thing
was much too unbelievable to make me unhappy.

One morning about ten o’clock, the door opened and I
was told to be ready, which meant I had to collect my
few belongings. They said that I was being transferred to
Bihar. After about three or four weeks I met Matrika Babu
at Banaras Cantonment station. Both of us were under
heavy escort.

There we met Sahajanand Saraswati, the peasant leader.
He brought us a large quantity of fruit and other eatables
and everybody during our train journey was very sym-
pathetic to us. Thereafter, we reached Motihari under heavy
escort and in bars and fetters. At Motihari we were again
sent to the condemned cell. We were kept in one ward but
in different cells—Matrika Babu, two or three others includ-
ing Baswan Singh, and I. It was in Motihari prison that I
met Baswan Singh. ‘

The cell was quite big and clean unlike that in Banaras,
and we had larger earthen vessels for toilet purposes. But
the jail superintendent was a very pig-headed person.
Whenever we suggested anything, he would do just the
opposite. For instance, every morning they used to give us
chapati [flat, wheaten bread] and salt for breakfast.

Q: Was the jail superintendent a European or an Indian?

A: He was a Bengali, a civil surgeon, and a friend of my
father to boot. But he did not give any indication that he
knew us or had even heard of us. Anyway, I suggested that
we be given germinated gram instead of chapati for break-
fast. We had chapati for breakfast and chapati and rice for
lunch and dinner. I told him that my stomach could not
stand chapati.

He said he was a doctor and knew what suited a prisoner
best. Chapati was more easily digestible than germinated
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gram. We were taken 1o court and eventually released be-
cause they did not recognise us in the identification parade.

I was placed alongside students of the local school,
about 300 of them. We were still in fetters, but we were
all made to stand on a platform, part of which was covered
with red cloth so that our legs were not visible. The wit-
nesses could not identify Matrika Babu or me, and on that
ground we were released.

Q: How long were you kept in prison?

A: I think about three or four months.

Q: Don’t you think it was sheer chance that you got
off so easily? Had you been identified, they surely would
have kept you in prison as they did others who were
arrested in connexion with that case.

A: That is true. And we would have becen released only
after the formation of the Congress government in post-
indepedence India. That was my first imprisonment. There-
after, joined Banaras Hindu University.

Q: In which division did you pass the matriculation ex-
amination?

A: Second division, high second division., My father
wanted me to join a Calcutta college, for he thought
Banaras was a village.

Q: Was the Banaras matriculation examination held in
those days under the authority of Calcutta University?

A: No, it was under the jurisdiction of Allahabad Univer-
sity. As I was telling you, my father wanted me to join
Scottish Church College in Calcutta, but I thought Calcutta
was too big and would feel rather lonely. Of course, 1 did
ultimately join Scottish Church College with great difficulty.
I was admitted to that institution thanks to Dharnidhar
Koirala, who was then in Darjeeling.

Q: Dharanidhar Koirala is a relation of yours?

A: Yes, he is my cousin. He wrote to Urquhart, who was
then principal of the college. Urquhart was a very good
man, and I soon became one of his favourite students. I
was also a favourite student of a Bengali professor, a very
learned and articulate man who taught English.

Q: Which year was that?

A: 1930, towards the end of 1930. When 1 told the
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Bengali professor I was feeling very lonely, he asked me
not to give in. But I left Scottish Church College and went
back to Banaras. I passed the intermediate of arts examina-
tion in 1932 and again father sent me to Calcutta. I rejoined
Scottish, but left it again and went back to Banaras Hindu
University, from where I graduated in 1934.

Q: What subjects did you study in your graduation
course?

A: Economics and political science. In Banaras, mean-
while, I came into contact wih the people organising the
defence of the accused in the Meerut conspiracy case. I had
gone to Bombay in 1932 after the intermediate examina-
tion.

Q: Why did you go to Bombay?

A: My father was in search of a business opening, and
il was in this connexion that I went to Bombay. Returning
from Bombay, I came in contact with some of the impoi‘tant
members of the Communist Party. »

From Victoria Terminus station in Bombay, where I
boarded the train for Allahabad, where they detrained, we
travelled together. Three or four of them were there.

At Victoria Terminus, I was a Gandhiite, but on the way
I had long discussions with these people, who were on their
way to Meerut. They created doubts in my mind. One of
them was arrested later, and he created doubts in my mind
about Gandhism. He opened a new horizon for me, and I
was very much agitated when I returned to Banaras.

I was staying in a lodge and not in the university hostel.
One Barua, Santosh or Sontu was his first name, was a
communist, and perhaps had been instructed to contact
me. He came to me ostensibly in search of accommodation
and stayed with me. He started indoctrinating me and gave
me books on Marxism.

The communists had a cell in the Engineering College of
the university. The engineering students had built a radio
set and they used to listen to broadcasts in English from
Moscow. They took me along with them, but I did not
understand a word of the broadcasts. Listening to them was
some kind of ritual which they devotedly performed. I was
awestruck and thrilled by this clandestine experience.
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Afterwards, I started a socialist study circle in the univer-
sity.It was a clandestine afTair.

Q: Who were your colleagues in the graduation class?

A: My colleagues included Devendra Prasad Singh, Maha-
bir Prasad Sinha, Rajeshwar Prasad, brother of Jaya-
prakash Narayan, L. K. Jha, he was my senior by one year
but he was rusticated for one year for a misdemeanour
or I don’t know what. So he appeared in the examination
with me. Rajeswar Rao was there.

Q: You mean the communist leader Rajewar Rao?
A: Yes. Barua, Dev Kanta Borooah, also was there.



CHAPTER III
Prison Days

Q: Shall we now pick up the threads where we left them
yesterday? _

A: As I teld you, I was on probation in the Communist
Party, but my progress was very tardy. I was not happy
in that company for two or three reasons. One of which
was that my natural sympathies were with Trotsky, who
I thought, was more of an internationalist than Stalin, who
was a nationalist.

I was not interested in a Russian nationalist, I was inte-
rested in a Russian internationalist. So my sympathies were
with Trotsky. The manner in which Stalin dealt with
Trotsky was very distasteful to me.

Secondly, the Communists, doctrinaire attitude towards
the liberation movement of India. My sympathies were with
the freedom struggle because I grew up in that atmosphere,
and my father was a member of the Congress Party. Al-
though I had matriculated from my blind adoration of
Gandhism, I still retained great admiration for Gandhi and
his movement. Their, that is the Communists’, vulgar criti-
cism of Gandhi’s national movement and of Gandhi as a
person was anathema to me.

Thirdly, I came in contact with Jayaprakash Narayan
and Rammanohar Lohia when I was a student in Banaras
in 1934. One of my class fellows was Jayaprakash Narayan’s
brother, Rajeshwar Prasad, and we occupied the same
house. '

Q: Did Devendra Prasad also stay in the same
house? '

A: No, he was in the hostel. Rajeshwar Prasad could not
stay in the hostel as he was already married. So he rented
a house where he lived with his family, and part of the
same house was rented by me. That apart, we were class
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fellows. Once Jayaprakash came to see him and stayed a
night.

Q: Which year was it?

A: It was in 1934, I think immediately before the great
earthquake, a day or two before. 1 was then in the fourth
year class; I met Jayaprakash at Rajeshwar Prasad’s place.
He was then thinking of starting a party of his own, he
told me and Rajeshwar Prasad. He was very interested in
me because I started asking questions. Rajeshwar Prasad
did not do that, for he was not politically inclined. But I
was deeply inclined politically and I started asking him
questions.

I told him about my unhappiness with the Communist
Party. I think he also had the same mental attitude. He was
a member of the Communist Party [while in USA] but he
was not happy with what was happening in Russia and its
reaction on the Indian Communists. I felt I had found the
man I could work under. In those days, Lohia used to come
to Banaras Hindu University and stay in the hostel with
another class fellow of mine.

Q: What was his name?

A: I forget his name. He topped the list of the successful
candidates, he was from Kanpur. Lohia used to go from
one hostel to another on a bicycle, sometimes riding double.
He was a bohemian, very boisterous, used to sleep on the
floor.

JP on the other hand was very reserved, rather for-
biddingly so. I came into contact with them in 1934. After
] graduated I went to Calcutta because my father had
always insisted that I should go to Calcutta. I joined
Calcutta University for both master of arts and law courses.
I was there three years. Meantime, the Congress Socialist
Party had been formed and I joined it.

Q: Where did you join it? In Calcutta?

A: No, I joined the Socialist Party in Patna. But I was
not very active, I just became a member. Of course I main-
tained regular contact with JP, Lohia and others. And
Acharya Narendra Deva. In 1937 I-took my law degree, I
did not do my MA. 1 completed my MA course, but I
thought I shouid do law first.
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Meanwhile, 1 had started working for the Congress
Socialist Party. I used to go to Patna, Banaras and do odd
jobs for party members. After I took my law degree, my
‘father wanted me to enrol as a lawyer. You have asked
whether I ever thought of taking up a job. As regards that,
there were two kinds of pressures on me from the family,
My brother Matrika Prasad Koirala was a subba [in Nepal.]
Not a very high post, but still it was government service.
He thought I should also join government.

Q: Who suggested this? Your father or MP Koirala?

A: MP Koirala. My father was dead opposed to my
joining Nepalese government service. He thought 1 could
be independent by being a lawyer. Or I could join politics
if I wanted to and the family would maintain me.

In any case, some reforms were being introduced in
Nepal under Prime Minister Juddha Shumsher. A new
banking system was being introduced. Since I had studied
commerce up to the MA standard, they thought that 1 was
fit for a banking job and assigned me for training with the
Imperial Bank of India—in those days it performed the
functions of the Reserve Bank—in Bombay.

That offer was with me. Also, a new legal system was
being introduced in Nepal. Since I was a lawyer, they
thought that I could be inducted into the legal system with
a good job. MP Koirala sent telegrams to me in Banaras
asking me to come to Nepal. I came here, but found the
atmosphere was not congenial and I felt that service under
the Ranas was dishonourable. 1 decided not to accept the
offer and left. But I was here for about three months in
1937.

Q: In Nepal?

A: Yes, in Kathmandu. But I decided not to join govern-
ment service. Matrika Babu was angry with me. He thought
I was a waster. He complained that I was spurning a for-
tune like that while he had to work hard to earn for the
family.

Q: Incidentally, where did you stay when you were
studying law in Calcutta?

A: I stayed at different places in Calcutta. In those days,
various types of basoas [lodgings] were available where
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students used to stay, basoas were not regular hostels but
messes managed by students. I stayed at a number of them,
one in Beadon Street, another in Mirzapore Street and yet
another in the Sealdah area, near Ripon College.

I had a very happy time in Calcutta with the Bengalis
there. I learnt Bengali with them, their literature, and also
mixed with their families. I was very friendly with a
Burman family, the family of SK Burman, a reputed
ayurvedic medicine maker.

After that, I decided to go to Darjeeling. Dharanidhar
Sharma, my cousin, headmaster of the government school
in Darjeeling, wanted me to come there, stay with him
and start practising law in the district. I went to Darjee-
ling, stayed for a year and worked under one Mr Pradhan,
whom 1 later appointed Chief Justice of Nepal when I be-
came Home Minister in the first coalition government after
the 1950-51 revolution. I had him brought from Darjeeling
to head the Supreme Court which was then being esta-
lished.

I was in Darjeeling for a year in 1938. When war broke
out in 1939, I thought I would go to Patna and involve my-
self in the activities of the Congress Socialist Party. That
was the most opportune time to do so.

From then onwards, I became very active in the socialist
movement in Bihar. Ultimately, I became assistant secre-
tary of the Bihar Socialist Party and was in charge of the
Congress Socialist Party’s student movement in India.

Q: Where did you stay in Patna?

A: At Cosy Nook on Bank Road. Devendra Prasad Singh
had rented that house and was regularly parctising law
at Patna High Court. There was an understanding between
him and me. He said he would look after my family and
that I should not bother myself about family problems but
devote myself wholeheartedly to politics.

This understanding made me a free man and I became
very active in the socialist movement. In the war years—
1939 to 1941—I was arrested many times, but not for long.

I worked among peasants for the Socialist Party’s
peasant organisation, among students and also among in-
dustrial labour. Since I was particularly interested in labour
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problems, the party sent me to work among the workers
of a jute mill in Darbhanga. But 1 was arrested as the
British government apprehended I had gone there to foment
trouble.

Q: What was your father doing at that time?

A: We returned to Nepal in 1929-30 as the Prime
Minister who had taken action against us was dead. His
brother Bhim Shumsher became Prime Minister and asked
us to return to Nepal. We came back to Nepal and Father
bought some land. Again, we returned to Biratnagar and
Father resumed his social work.

When Gandhi gave his call for the Quit India movement,
Father was organising from inside Nepal on two fronts,
one of them a base for political refugees from India who
went to Nepal. Perhaps the British government thought he
would pose a threat if he were left to operate freely, and
so it pressed the Nepalese government to arrest him. I
was arrested in 1942 at Patna, and my father was also
arrested a few months later in Biratnagar by the Nepalese
government. He was taken to Kathmandu and lodged in a
dharmashala under heavy guard. He was later transferred
to a prison in 1945. He died in prison a day before I was
released.

Q: In which prison were you lodged?

A: Immediately after my arrest, I was sent to Bankipore
jail, where Rajendra Prasad was also detained, and kept
there for six months. Then I was sent to Hazaribagh jail,
where many big leaders were detained. There were two
categories of prisoners—A class or special class and C
class or camp jail for ordinary political prisoners. I was put
in the special class in Hazaribagh jail.

Q: Was Jayaprakash in Hazaribagh jail at that time?

A: He had just escaped. He escaped when I was in
Bankipore jail. I was taken to Hazaribagh jail about a
month after his escape. Many of the important men of
Bihar had been lodged in Hazaribagh jail, for instance
Sri Krishna Sinha, Anugrah Narayan Sinha and Phulan
Prasad Verma. Also Jagjivan Ram, who was not a big
name at that time.

Q: Was Devendra Prasad Smgh also there.
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A: Yes, Devendra was also with me. As a matter of fact,
we were arrested the same day.

I was released in 1945. In prison 1 had developed some
trouble in the throat. There was pain and I used to bleed.
The prison doctor thought I had suppurated tonsilitis and
wanted my tonsils removed. So 1 was transferred to Ranchi
hospital under military escort. 1 was operated upon and
my tonsils were removed. Still, my condition did not im-
prove. After my release in 1945 I consulted my doctors in
Patna, but they also did not diagnose my ailment pro-
perly.

In the meantime, the leaders were being released.
Jawaharlal Nehru was released, and so was Rajendra Prasad.
The conference of the All India Congress Committee was
held in Bombay in 1946, Rajendra Babu asked me to come
to Bombay for a medical checkup because my throat con-
tinued to pain and there was also a swelling on the neck.

I went to Bombay and stayed with him. He called in
some eminent doctors to examine me and also wrote to
the director of the Tata Cancer Hospital, Duggan was its
director at that time. The hospital doctors diagnosed my
throat affliction as cancer. Rajendra Prasad was very, very
unhappy at this.

At that time, I did not know that cancer was such a
serious matter. I was in Bombay for six months under-
going treatment. It was about that time, 1946, that I
thought of organising a mass democratic movement in Nepal.
With this end in view, I contacted a large number of
Nepalese who had been arrested in connexion with the
1942 movement in India. Their response was very en-
couraging.

Q: Could you name some of the persons you contacted?

A: You see, I issued a statement regarding the proposed
movement which, however, was not published in the Indian
press. But Searchlight, an English language daily appearing
from Patna, published it in the form of a letter in its
correspondence column. That was in October 1946, and a
large number of people read it. Many of them wrote to me
as I had mentioned my address in the letter. Among the
important persons who reponded to my call was Surya
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Prasad Upadhyay.

Q: Was he also in India?

A: He was arrested in connexion with the 1942 move-
ment and detained in Lucknow prison. That is how he
came to know important political personalities, Rafi Ahmed
Kidwai an others, from Uttar Pradesh [then the United
Provinces] just as I knew important men from Bihar,
Another important Nepalese who responded to the letter
in Searchlight was Dilli Raman Regmi. He did not write
to me as he was undergoing medical treatment in Banaras.
He was suffering from intestinal tuberculosis. I went to
see him in Banaras. There I got in touch with a good
number of Nepalese, such as Krishna Prasad Bhattarai.

Q: What was Krishna Prasad Bhattari doing in Banaras?

A: He was doing his MA in political science at Banaras
Hindu Uniiversity. I contacted Balchand Sharma, who had
just taken his MA degree in English literature from BHU
and was seeking a job as manager of an aluminium factory.
Also Gopal Prasad Bhattarai, a brother of Krishna Prasad.
Gopal Prasad suffered imprisonment in connexion with the
1942 movement. He was a journalist by profession—he had
obtained a diploma in journalism—and he became the
editor of Gorkhapatra [the official Nepalese language daily
published from Kathmandu] later on. I went to Calcutta
also. There I contacted Mahabir Shumsher.

Q: Was that in 1946 or 1947?

A: 1946. 1 also contacted Subarna Shumsher, Rudra
Prasad Giri and some people from Darjeeling.

Q: Where was Ganesh Man Singh at that time?

A: I met Ganesh Man Singh. He was very elusive, having
escaped from prison.

Q: Was he in prison in India or Nepal?

A In Nepal. He was involved in a very big conspiracy
and treason case along with Tanka Prasad Acharya and
others. Two of Ganesh Man’s colleagues were shot by the
police, and two were hanged. Tanka Prasad was sentenced
to imprisonment for life. He was not hanged because he
was a Brahman. ’ \

Q: When did that happen?

A: Sometime in 1940 or 1941,
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Q: That means some sort of a political movement had
already started in Nepal?

A: Yes. The socialist journal Janata (in Hindi) in India
gave publicity to that. It used to be published from Patna.
That was how I came into contact with them. But I was
not in favour of clandestine terrorist organisations in lcague
with the King. It would be some kind of a Palace coup—
I was in favour of mass action.

Q: Would you say that Tanka Prasad’s and Ganesh Man
Singh’s organisation was terrorist?

A: 1 do not think they would agree, but they wanted
to stage some kind of palace coup with the help of the
King. This was more or less sponsored by the Palace. In
1939, I came to Kathmandu once and Chura Prasad—a
student in Banaras who was a member of that group and
was also arrested—had a long discussion with me about
its objective. But I opposed this because 1 thought that it
would boil down to some kind of coup which on and off
had happened in Nepalese politics.

But that would not usher in a new political systcm in
Nepal, it would only amount to a transfer of power from
the Ranas to the Palace. I did not subscribe to that idea,
and they left me out. I think for about two years, 1940 to
1943, Ganesh Man Singh was in prison. He then escaped.

The war was on and he thought he might be arrested
even in India and handed over to the Nepal government. So
he was living in exile, commuting between Calcutta and
Banaras. In 1946, I made desperate efforts to contact him.
There was a very interesting episode connected with this.
The man who acted as go between to put us in touch with
each other was in a dilemma. Who should go to meet
whom?

Should BP Koirala go to meet Ganesh Man Singh or
Ganesh Man Singh come to meet Koirala. It was a question
of protocol of sorts. I said I would go to meet Ganesh Man
Singh wherever he lived. But the go between thought that
it would not be proper for me to do so. :

So he arranged a meeting at a ramshackle hotel on
Chitpore Road, Calcutta. The appointed time was four or
4.30 in the afternoon because he had arranged some kind
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of tea meet. His arrangement was that both Ganesh Man
and I should enter the hotel together, but I was a bit
impatient and reached the place ten minutes earlier.

The host was somewhat upset because it disturbed pro-
tocol. I would have to wait for Ganesh Man Singh. Ganesh
Man thought he had suffered a lot and therefore his status
was higher than mine. When he came and discussed matters
with me, he found that his ideas about me were entirely
wrong. '

Then he said that he would accept any organisation that
I might set up and extend all support to me. Indeed, he
was the best catch so far as I was concerned.

Q: What were Subarna Shumsher and Mahabir Shumsher
doing in Calcutta? And how long had they been in Calcutta?

A: In the war period there was a palace coup. Yuddha
Shumsher was then the Prime Minister. You know, Mahabir
Shumsher and Subarna Shumsher were known as C class
Ranas. They were not legitimate Ranas. They were the off-
spring of marriages into families which were not Rajputs.
According to the ruling Ranas, they were not legitimate
claimants to the office of Prime Minister.

Mahabir Shumsher and Subarna Shumsher were the
grandsons of Bhim Shumsher. So when Bhim Shumsher be-
came Prime Minister they were put on the roll of succession.
Since they were older than some powerful legitimate Ranas,
A class Ranas, there was a palace coup. Once all these C
class Ranas, were called to the Prime Minister’s palace,
taken into custody and dispatched to different places.

Q: When did it take place?

A: I do not remember the exact year, but I think it
happened in the war period, in 1939 or 1940. Mahabir’s

Q: What was the name of Subarna Shumsher’s father?

A: Subarna Shumsher’s father’s name was Hiranya
Shumsher. Mahabir Shumsher’s father was already dead.
They were cousins. That is why they were living in exile.

Q: They had been exiled by the authorities?

A: Well, they had been sent into exile in different parts
of Nepal. Some of them were sent to Birganj, Palpa and
other places and bada hakims [governors.] The Commander-
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in-Chief was also removed and sent to Palpa.

Q: Was Subarna Shumsher bada hakim of Birganj for
some time? And what was Mahabir Shumsher?

A: Mahabir Shumsher was bada hakim of Ilam for some
time. |

Q: They were dispersed from the capital?

A: Yes. And they were living in Calcutta, having resigned
their office of bada hakim. They had purchased huge landed
properties in the war such as Kanak Building, Humayun
Court.... Mahabir Shumsher contacted me and said that he
would finance whatever money we needed for our organisa-
tion. He also said that he and his cousin Subarna Shumsher
would contribute an equal amount of money each for that
purpose. And the first instalment was Rs 25,000, which was
a big amount of money at that time.

Q: Were you able to set up an organisation? Or did Maha-
bir Shumsher and Subarna Shumsher establish one?

A: No, they did not. We had formed two preparatory
committees, one in Banaras and another in Calcutta,

Q: Where did you have your offices in Banaras and
Calcutta?

A: In Calcutta, we had our office in a big building near
Camac Street. You see, the building was owned by a certain
Marwari gentleman who wanted protection from the Gur-
khas in the troubled situation that obtained in Calcutta as
a result of the pre-partition Hindu-Muslim conflict. The
building had been given to a defence committee for Gur-
khas which recruited Gurkhas to provide security to big
offices in Calcctta. They had this building, an office there
with three or four telephones and they were also paid. They
said that thev would be able to organise the party from
Calcutta.

Q: Who said that?

A: There was one DN Pradhan, who later became secre-
tary to MP Koirala in his Prime Ministership and who had
married a Bengali doctor. He was in charge of the Calcutta
office. And Mahabir Shumsher’s .brother-in-law, [wife’s
brother] was also a member of that committee.

Q: What was his name?

A: CB Singh.
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(Q: Who looked after your Banaras committee?

A: Gopal Bhattarai was entrusted with the responsibility
of managing it. There was an elderly person, a colleague of
my father, who was more or less deaf and blind through
old age but we thought that he should be chairman of the
committee. His name was Devi Prasad Subkota, and he died
some time later. But the main figure was Gopal Bhattarai,

Q: We must now get back to your talks with Ganseh
Man Singh.

A: When Ganesh Man said that he would cooperate with
us whoeleheartedly, we wanted to hold a conference, Of the
two preparatory committees, the Calcutta people said that
they would organise the conference, and they had some
money also. We decided in favour of Calcutta hosting the
conference in January 1947,

The conference was held at Khalsa College in Bhowani-
pore. Lohia wanted to attend the conference, but he could
not make it. He reached Calcutta a day after our conference
was over. Tanka Prasad was in prison for the last so many
vears. By way of a svmpathetic gesture, the conference
made him president and I became acting president.

(Q: What was the name of your organisation?

A: Nepali National Congress. Balchand Sharma was elect
ed general secretary. That was how it started towards the
end of January 1947. In March, there was a big labour
movement in Biratnagar. '

Q: Did Subarna Shumsher and Mahabir Shumsher join
vour organisation? ,

A: Clandestinely, ves, but not openly. They financed us
all right, and the first instalment of Rs 25,000 was given
to us. It was with their help that we could organise, and
they promised more help. And I had certain responsibilities
regarding the Socialist Party. As I told you, I was in charge
of the party’s student wing and I had to discharge my res-
ponsibility.

In this-connection, I had to go to Patna and a few other
places. Also, I had to visit LLahore as there had been a rift
in the student movement. I was sent there to mend matters.
In the meantime, I received a telegram from Banaras saying
that there was a labour movement in Biratnagar and I must



Prison Days 83

go to that place.

Q: A digression. How was your throat ailment at that
time?

A: The growth in the throat had dissolved but I lost my
normal voice. It became shrill. I had some trouble or other,
but it was not very serious.

Q: Did you have deep X-ray treatment?

A: Yes, I had it in Bombay. I was given a total of 30 ex-
posers. I went to Biratnagar. The Biratnagar labour move-
ment was the first mass movement in the country. Although
it was purely a trade union movement, the people in general
participated in it.

Q: What was it all about? Was Biratnagar an industrial
centre?

A: Yes. And it continues to be the country’s most impor-
tant industrial centre. At that time it had two jute mills,
a cotton mill, a sugar factory, a chemical plant and the like.
- Q: Who owned those enterprises?

A: A majority of the jute mill shares were owned by the
Chamarias of Calcutta. The chemical plant was perhaps
owned by some Nepalese. I do not know who owned the
other outfits.

Q: Did the Ranas have any share in those organisations?

A: Yes, the Ranas had shares in all the undertaknigs. But
the commanding shares belonged to the Marwaris, the Cha-
marias, in those days. I do nnt know what is the position
today. The jute mill workers went on strike. This was en-
tirely a new thing in Nepal.

Q: Why did they strike? What was the total number of
workers in the jute mill?

A: A few thousand. I don’t remember their exact number.
The remarkable point is that the demands were essentially
economic, for instance, reasonable service conditions, fair
wages, health care, supply of water in their residential quar-
ters. Those who provided leadership to the movement in-
cluded two of my brothers, Girija Prasad, Tarini Prasad,
Monmohan Adhikari, a Communist activist, Yubraj Adhikari
and Gehendra Raj. All of them were employees of the jute
mill — white collar employees.

Q: Were Girija Prasad and Tarini Prasad also employees
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of the jute mill?

A: Yes. They were white collar employees, but they par-
ticipated in the strike. I also participated on behalf of the
newly formed party — Nepali National Congress. So did
Balchand Sharma, Gopal Prasad Bhattarai and many others.
I was arrested along with a large number of workers, The
situation was so serious that the government did not take
any action till army reinforcements from Kathmandu reach-
ed Biratnagar.

- Q: Were Tarini Prasad and Girija Prasad arrested?

A: Yes, they were arrested. So also Monmohan., At that
time MP Koirala, my elder brother, was in Biratnagar.

Q: Was MP Koirala in government service at that time?

A: Yes, he was in government service, He was attached to
the forest ranger, one Mr Smith. He was a famous forest
ranger lately retired from the Indian forest service, Bul
when that movement started, MP Koirala felt called upon
to join it. Particularly when Ganesh Man Singh and others
urged him to take the leadership after all of us were arrest-
ed. My mother was arrested, my sisters were arrested —
why, except my wife, everyone in the family was arrested.
So MP Koirala became the party president in my place
and led the movement. We were brought to Kathmandu
under arrest. ,
It took us about three weeks to reach Kathmandu. We
were made to walk all the way from Biratnagar. But this
exercise, in which we traversed hilly areas, served as good
propaganda for our party. At everyv point on the way hun-
dreds of people gathered and eagerly inquired what we
stood for, what was the Nepali National Congress — our
party was then known as the Nepali National Congress.

Now a mass movement started under the leadership of
MP Koirala. From a labour movement they worked up a
mass political movement for civil rights, civil liberties, res-
ponsible government. We started formulating political de-
mands.” After six months I developed throat trouble.

Q: In Kathmandu prison?

A: Yes, but we were not lodged in a regular prison, we
were detained in a bungalow where we were very well
looked after.
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Q: Who was the Prime Minister at that time, Mohan
Shumsher?

A: No, Padma Shumsher,

Q: Was MP Koirala taken into custody?

A: No. He was conducting the movement from India, that
is from the border town of Jogbani in Bihar, and Banaras,
where we had our headquarters. 1 was released after six
months because Mahatma Gandhi interceded on my behalf.
He wrote a letter to Padma Shumsher for my release.

Q: Why did Gandhi intercede?

A: Because he thought my life was in danger.

Q: Was your life in danger?

A: Because of throat trouble. I had a history of cancer
and my colleagues apprehended that it might be a recru-
descence of the old trouble. So they went to Gandhi and he
wrote a letter to Prime Minister Padma Shumsher request-
ing him to release me. But Padma Shumsher told me later
that he had released me even before he received Gandhi's
letter.

Padma Shumsher told me, “Don’t think 1 released you
because Gandhi interceded on your behalf. I released vou
when the doctor told me your life was in danger. Although
I read in the newspapers that Gandhi had sent me a letter,
I had not received it when I released you.”

Q: What about Javaprakash? Did he do anything at that
time? -

A: Jayaprakash of course issued a statement urging my
release. When we founded the party, there were a large
number of greetings from many Indian leaders, Jayvaprakash,
Rammanohar Lohia, Vijavalakshmi Pandit — she was then
Education Minister in the Uttar Pradesh Government — and
many others.

Q: What about Jawaharlal Nehru

A: Nehru? No, he did not send a message. He scrupulously
kept himself out of it. He was then vice-president of the
interim government. When I was brought to Kathmandu
under arrest, Rajendra Prasad sent me an autographed copy
of his book India Divided. That was his gesture. However,
their sympathies were unmistakably expressed, although
Jawaharlal Nehru did not give any public expression to
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them. But he was constantly in touch with developments,
I was released, others were also gradually released. But
those who had been arrested with me, for instance Girija
Prasad, Tarini Prasad, were not released for over three
years asd a half.

In the meantime, Prime Minister Padma Shumsher re-
signed. Padma Shumsher, who had some democratic lean-
ings, wanted to introduce some changes and he framed , a
new constitution. It was some kind of panchayat constitu-
tion which was however not acceptable to us. In any case,
he had given some freedom and the constitution also pro-
vided an element of electoral process. But Mohan Shum-
sher’s group was very powerful and pressurised him to
resign. He resigned and Mohan Shumsher became Prime
Minister. Mohan Shumsher dismantled everything and vir-
tually imposed a reign of terror. Our people were rearrested
and subjected to torture in prison. During Mohan Shum-
sher’s reign I, alongwith Krishna Prasad Bhattarai and
Kedar Man Byathit, came incognito to Kathmandu to orga-
nise our party. After about a month I was arrested.

Q: When did this happen?

A: In December 1948. After my arrest, I was kept in un-
imaginably horrible conditions. It was winter and 1 did
not have proper clothes, not even a pair of shoes. The rea-
son for this was that when I saw that the police had sur-
rounded the house where I was staying 1 did not have
time either to put on my jacket or to wear my shoes and
I ran for safety.

They arrested me and kept me in that condition and
forced me to sleep — mind you, it was winter —on the
bare floor of a barrack in the Singha Durbar compound for
three days and three nights. For food, they gave me only
chura [flattened rice], some pieces of fried potato and one
small piece of radish both in the morning and in the even-
ing. I shivered all the time because of cold and I fainted
once. I thought I would die because I could neither keep
standing nor sit as the bare, stony flecor was much too cold.
My mind did not work. Sometimes, I used to get up, sit
down again and crouch just to keep myself from losing my
reason.
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I was handcuffed, put in fetters with a chain round my
waist and a military guard kept a 24-hour watch. On the
third day, at night I think, I passed out. When 1 came to 1
found that I was covered with an army greatcoat, there was
a fire by my side and somebody was shouting that “Maha-
raja Mohan Shumsher has graciously sent a carpet for a
prisoner. Where is he?”

I saw that the camp commander was leading the man
who was shouting towards me. I rolled myself in the carpet
and placed a brick under my head for a pillow. That was
how I could manage to get some sleep. Then Mohan Shum-
sher sent word to ascertain if I wanted 1 could get cooked
food. I said that being a Brahman 1 must bathe. This meant
that they must remove my fetters, otherwise I could not
bathe as this would require me to take off my trousers.

A blacksmith came every morning to remove the fetlers,
allow me to bathe and again put me in fetters. They also
assigned a cook to prepare hot meals for me. After ten days,
they put me on trial. Meanwhile, Mohan Shumsher had
again sent word that if I wanted to bask in the sunshine
for two hours every day I could do so. Thereafter, 1 was
taken daily to a mound in the Singh Durbar compound to
sun myself for two hours. The entire palace used to bc
alerted by the jingle of my fetters. and chain, and its
inmates peeped at me through its windows.

Q: Which year was that?

A: It was January 1949. One morning they took me lo a
makeshift court — a room had been cleared, a sofa and
chairs put in and a carpet had been spread. About ten or
15 judges were there in the special tribunal.. The Chief Jus-
tice was Hari Shumsher, father-in-law of King Mahendra.
There were two assistants, one of them connected with legal
matters and the other a guruji. Some other judges were also
there, one of them being Ganesh Man Singh’s grandfather.
The police chief was also present but I don’t know in which
capacity.

Q: Was Ganesh Man Singh arrested with you?

A: No, Ganesh Man Singh was then in Banaras.

Q: Who else were arrested with you?

A: Nobody. Krishna Prasad Bhattarai had already left for
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India. Byathit would have been arrested but he managed
to escape. I alone was arrested on that day.

The trial lasted above two weeks. They wanted to find
out all about my contacts in Kathmandu, the places where
I had stayed, eluding arrest. I told them that I had made a
promise before God not to divulge this and I wouldn’t break
it before man. Then they threatened to whip me. In fact a
triangle was fixed to some bamboo poles and a whip was
also procured. This went on for seven days, butI told them
that I alone was responsible for what I had done and I
would not therefore tell them anything.

The reason the authorities did not give me any clothing
at first was that, they told me, I should get that from the
people with whom I had stayed. That would enable the
authorities to locate my contacts. That was why they did
not give me any clothes or bedclothes for three days. Only
when they got tired of waiting had they decided to give me
clothing.

Q: Did they subject you to any physical torture?

A: No, they did not do that. I think after seven days an
army officer came at midnight and asked me to pack up.
The carpet was rolled up, put in a waiting truck, and I was
asked to board it. Then, with a posse of armed guards, 1 was
taken to the place of detention which was close to Hari
Shumsher’s palace. Hari Shumsher came out with his over-
coat and stood in front of me on a piece of frost covered
ground.

The judgement was delivered in a very informal manner.
There was Hari Shumsher in his bedroom slippers and a
cap. He said that the Maharaja — Prime Minister Mohan
Shumsher — was pleased to send me to prison. I asked him
how long I would be kept in prison. He said: “You will be
in prison as long as your conduct and the conduct of your
family members does not improve.”

This was about two o’clock in the morning. There
were two or three small, very small, rooms near the jail gate
and they were meant for incorrigibly ill, mentally or physi-
cally, persons who could not be kept in the general wards.

One of these rooms was cleared for me. Those rooms
were so unhygienic that doctors felt nobody could survive in
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it and so they had been used to store firewood. My room
had been repaired and reinforced with cement roof, which
was very low and dripping wet. It was about cight feet by
seven and had a small hole in the centre which was sup-
posed to serve as a latrine.

There were three bricks in a corner which was to be my
kitchen. There was a small cot of wet timber on which they
spread the carpet. The room was so dark that I felt it was
a dungeon. It had a small skylight with a grill, but this was
permanently closed.

I was kept there six months, during which I did not sce
a human face. I lost count of the dayvs. In the beginning, I
used to scratch a mark on the wall daily to keep count of
the days I had spent, but after some time I gave this up be-
cause I got confused. I was put in fetters. and one of my
hands was handcuffed and my waist was tied to a grill
with a long chain.

The jailor came on the first morning. He said that |1
would be given three paus (about onc and a half pounds)
of rice, not properly husked, one paisa. three red chillies,
some salt and a bundle of firewood.

Q: Theyv did not give vou vegetables or any other food-
stuff?

A: No. ncthing of the kind. The jailor said — he was
with me for about an hour before he locked me up and
went away for six months — that if 1 wanted I could sell
the rice and get other things in exchange. Because I could
not possibly eat three paus of rice, I could sell half of it and
buy vegetables with the money thus obtained.

U asked him how I would cook my food as I did not have
utensils. He said I should get them from my home as there
was no provision for them. I told him that my home was
not in Kathmandu. In that case, he advised, I should ask
my friends to supply them. When I told him that I did not
have any friends either, he said he would give me some pots.

My place of detention was in front of the women’s prison.
The chowkidarni, [female guard] of the prison brought an
aluminium lota, [a small vessel] which she used to take to
the latrine and which was partly broken and very dirty. She
said T should clean it and use it to cook rice. I took the
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lota and cleaned it, thinking that fire would destroy any in-
fectious germs it contained. There was a small opening in
the wall through which they used to push my ration as
well as water every morning, and I used to prepare a kind
of gruel. I lived like that six months.

Q: Did they arrange for your bath and all that?

A: No, they did not. What is more, there was no change
of clothes for me. Whatever clothes I had became dirty and
tattered.

Q: It is amazing that you did not go out of your mind?

A: 1 told you I was afraid all the time of losing my reason.
It was at this point that I went on hunger strike. I thought
that it was better to die than live like that. |

Q: You went on hunger strike after six months?

A: Yes, after six months. Meanwhile, I noticed one of the
guards singing a very amorous song and I called him. He
stood outside before the closed door. 1 flattered him by
telling him he had a very beautiful voice. The guard was a
Lama and he felt pleased at my remarks. I asked him what
he was doing. He said he was washing a handkerchief made
by his wife. I said she must have embroidered some flow-
ers on the handkerchief. He said yes.

I asked him why he was in the army and what his pay
was. He said his pay was Rs 30 a month. 1 asked him why
he did not go to Lahore to enlist in the Indian Army. He
said that he had run away once, but was arrested at Bhim-
pedi and brought back. He had no help in India and did
not know anybody here. Otherwise he would have liked to
serve in the Indian Army. I told him that I could help him
provided I could contact my people outside. He asked me
whom I wanted to contact. I wanted to contact Master
Purna Bahadur, a teacher who is now a very important pro-
Chinese Communist.

Q: Is he now in the pro-Chinese Communist Party?

A: I do not know if he belongs to any of the Communist
Parties, but he is an outspoken communist intellectual. 1
told the guard that if he could contact him and fetch from
him some paper and a pencil, perhaps I could help him. 1
gave him Purna Bahadur’s address.

You see, I had a faint recollection of the man. I had
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stayed with him for a night in my underground days here,
I had some idea how to reach him and I explained that to
the guard. But every time he went there he forgot his
name, sometimes he would say some Bahadur or other but
never Purna Bahadur. Then I gave him a cue. We have a
Nepali term for a woman’s unmentionable anatomy whose
first syllable is Pu, and I told him ti remember this initial.
He remembered it and got me an exercise book and pencil
and had them pushed through the opening in the wall.
Before he could locate Purna Bahadur he had given me a
wrapper of a cake of soap and a pencil stub. 1 wrote a
letter to Jawaharlal Nehru on that wrapper.

Q: You said that he gave you an exercise book and pencil?

A: That was given three or four days later.

Q: Before he gave you that he gave you the wrapper and
small pencil

A: That’s right. Incidentally, that wrapper had blown into
our compound from a neighbour’s house. I asked him to
hand over the latter [written to Nehru] to Purna Bahadur.

Q: Did the letter reach Nehru?

A: Yes, it did. I think Krishna Prasad Bhattarai and Bal-
chand Sharma took the letter to Nehru.

Q: I suppose that wrapper must be in the archives of
Nehru Memorial Museum and Library in New Delhi.

A: 1 do not know. I have no idea.

Q: Who took the letter to India

A: One of our comrades who had it sewn inside the sole
of his shoes. And he handed it over either to Devendra or
Sushila. But the letter was taken to Nehru by Krishna Pra-
sad Bhattarai and Balchand Sharma. They told me that
Nehru was visibly moved and became tearful on reading it.
He did not actually weep, but his eyes grew moist and he
did not speak for some time.

Q: Were you on hunger strike at that point? _

A: No, not yet. Once I got hold of the pencil and paper,
I maintained constant communication with him.

Q: Where is this Lama now? Is he still alive?

A: When I became Home Minister I searched for him.

Q: Couldn’t you locate him?

A: 1 did see him once. You see, while I was driving back
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from office to my residence one day, I saw him. I asked my
driver to stop the car and my bodyguard asked the LLama to
stop. The Lama feared that he was being arrested and ran
away. My bodyguard also ran after him in Thamel. There
was a big dump of timber and he hid behind that. He was
dragged out of his hiding place.

Meanwhile., [ had reached my residence, and he was
brought there. He looked shaky. 1 asked him why he ran
away. First of all, he said he did not know me. He had
served in the army but he did not do anything wrong.
When I reminded him of that incident, he said he was no
longer in the army and was looking after his land.

When I inquired whether he wanted help, he said he was
happy with his family and did not want any help. I told
him to come the following day and that 1 would go to his
house, but he did not turn up. He was lost to me for ever.

Q: It seems he was a great soul - you offered him help
but he quietly declined to accept it. Let us get back to the
point. You started writing copiously?

A: My problem was where to hide the paper and pencil.

Q: Did they search your room every day?

A: Not every day, but from time to time they used to
:ome and search my room after they knew I was in com-
munication with people outside. T hit upon an idea -1 sent
for the jailor. When the jailor came I told him that 1
wanted a big chula [oven] because I had saved some
money and I wanted to preparc my food properly. He
opened the door and asked some prisoners to make a
large brick chula plastered with mud. I took out three
bricks from the chula and made a hollow in it where 1
used to hide the paper and pencil. T also used to get moncy
and books from Purna Bahadur and hide them in the
hollow. When they came to know that I had been sending
messages outside they started searching the place every day.

Q: Did they find out that you had kept things in hiding?

A: No, they did not find out that, but they found out
that messages had been sent. Because things had started
moving and Indian newspapers were publishing accounts
of the treatment I was getting in prison. Meantime, I inform-
ed them I would be going on hunger strike from a particular
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date. When 1 received information that the message had
been communicated to India 1 went on hunger strike. ,

Q: That was in 1949?

A: Yes, and the month was April or May. It was on
Akshay Tritia day, because on that day I got into contact
with Krishna Prasad Bhattarai’s eldest brother, who was
also detained in prison near where 1T had been kept.

Q: What was his name?

A: Batuk Prasad Bhattarai. He died of cancer. He was
a Karmakand Brahman and knew all about auspicious
days when new venture should be launched. He said Akshay
Tritia was auspicious and whatever I might undertake on
that day would be successful. So I decided to go on hunger
strike on that day. For eight days, they brought my rations
daily, but these were left untouched.

On the eight day—I was taking water with sall—I pass-
ed blood in my stool and had motions for anything between
18 and 20 times with blood and mucus. The jail officials
were watching from outside and summoned a doctor.

There was no change in my condition and the doctor
insisted I should take some food, failing which at least
medicine. 1 said I would accept neither. In that case, he
said, there was no sense in sending for a doctor. I told him
that I did not ask for a doctor.

The next day, Girija and Tarini-——they were under deten-
tion since Padma Shumsher’s time—were kept in very good
conditions, were brought in to persuade me to give up
my hunger strike. But they hinted that I should continue.
They also gave me to understand that there was tremendous
pressure on the Nepalese government from Nehru and
others, and the government was likely to yield.

Every day they were brought to my cell ostensibly to
persuade me to give up the strike but through hints and
suggestions they did the contrary. They however joined
issue with the authorities because 1 was kept in such horri-
ble conditions. They brought a change ¢l clothes for me
and washed me. I had a clean set of clothes after six
months. My physical condition however started deteriora-
ting and the authorities stopped bringing Girija and Tarini.
The government kept quiet as if nothing was happening.
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My condition became critical and Sushila contacted Jaya-
Prakagh Narayan. He had met with an accident and was
in hospital in Patna. From his hospital bed, he telephoned
Nehru to do something to save me.

Nehru sent a telegram to Mohan Shumsher. He also in-
formed Sushila that she should go to Kathmandu and meet
me. But there was a warrant of arrest against Prakash
[Koirala’s son], who was about 2 years old. So Sushila
said she could not come to Kathmandu to meet me for fear
of arrest.

Nehru then said safe conduct should be provided to
Sushila. He also asked the Bihar government to provide
her with a government plane to fly her to Kathmandu. The
Nepalese government said the Kathmandu airstrip was not
serviceable - it was kachcha [unmetalled] - and therefore it
was not advisable for her to travel by air. So she came to
Kathmandu by land route.

She arrived on the 24th day of my hunger strike, a
Tuesday, and the Prime Minister thought that Tuesday
was not an auspicions day, and generally we don’t meet
people on Tuesday.

Q: Is this because of a religious taboo?

A: No, there is a social custom that if you arrive, say,
from Calcutta you generally avoid meeting people on
Tuesday. The Prime Minister said it was not an auspicious
day, so she should meet me the next. In the meantime,
they constructed a one-room house with bath and other
amenities within 48 hours for me in the jail compound. I
was transferred there before Sushila came to see me. I
insisted I must meet Sushila as soon as she arrived. She
was made to wait till the stars appeared, when the bad
effect of the day was not supposed to continue tn exist and
she was then brought in by a team of doctors. I was losing
consciousness and the doctors said...

Q: Were you still in fetters?

A: No, they had been removed the same day. When
Sushila came I had regained consciousness and found they
were giving me saline dirps through the rectum. The doctor
came, Dr Siddhimani, and a doctor from Biratnagar, Bharat
Vaidya, a very good man. They told me that I should not
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talk to my people, this would be dangerous so as my heart
was very feeble and any excitement might prove fatal.

They were not happy at the prospect of my meeting
Sushila, my mother and Koshu [Keshav Prasad, a brother
of Koirala] in that condition. Still, I insisted on meeting
them. They did not come near me but stood at a distance.
I talked te them for sometime, after which they left—they
were staying at a dharamshala [pilgrim’s free resthouse
run by charitable organisations] in Tripureswar.

The same day, I was taken to the place where Girija,
Tarini, Monmohan and others were detained, and a doctor
kept constant watch. And Sushila, Amma [mother] and
others came to that place. The government officers told my
mother that I was thenceforth under her care. My mother
said, “No, as long as he is not released he will be under
the care of the government. The government must remain
responsible for him.” The doctors insisted that Sushila and
others should stay with me, but they refused to do so
saying “Not in prison.” This continued another five days.

Q: You mean this drama?

A: Yes..

Q: That was calculated to bring pressure to bear upon
you as well as your mother and Sushilaji.

A: Yes, in a way. But it did not affect my mother. She
was very strong. On the seventh day of their arrival, Sushila,
Mother and Bunu [Vijaylakshmi, Koirala's sister] saw
Prime Minister Mohan Shumsher. Vijay Shumsher escorted
them to a place in the palace where the Prime Minister
came after performing his puja [worship]. He was in puja
dress.

Q: Vijay Shumsher was the Prime Minister’'s eldest son
who later became Nepal's Ambassador to India?

A: No, he was the Prime Minister’s second son. He died
of electrocution while serving as Nepal’s Ambassador in
India some time later. Prime Minister Mohan Shumsher
told my mother that her son was critically ill and might die
any moment. My mother told him that she knew it because
she had seen my condition. In Kathmandu, she said, “I had a
bitter experience. I laid to rest my husband. It was in Kath-
mandu that I consigned the body of my husband to fire.”
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Q: Your father was taken from prison to the funeral
pyre in Kathmandu, isn’t that so?

A: Yes, and mother was present there. She told the
Prime Minister, “I consigned my husband’s body to fire and
I have come to put my son’s body to fire.” Then the Prime
Minister said, “How can the government yield to the pres-
sure of an obstinate young man? The government has its
prestige to preserve.” My mother replied, “What is your
prestige compared with my son’s prestige?” Then the Prime
Minister turned to Vijay Shumsher—he was visibly irrita-
ted—and said, “I knew I would receive such replies. It is you
who insisted that I meet them.”

After that the Prime Minister sent his secretary, Narendra
Mani Dikshit, to the place where my people were staying
at dharmshala. Dikshit happened to be related tor my
mother. He came there as hurriedly as he could My mother
told him, “You have remembered me after about 20 years, I
don’t recognize you as my relation, I regard you as an
emissary of Mohan Shumsher. Tell me what you have come
here for, what do you want?” '

He appealed to her not to be so harsh, saying that Mohan
Shumsher was a kindhearted religious man and that the
would not let a Brahman die because he was scared of the
stigma of a Brahman’s death on his soul. Narendra Mani
also told my mother that she should have been a little
more diplomatic while talking to the Prime Minister.

On the 29th day of my hunger strike Dr Siddhimani
came, but I don’t know the purpose of his visit. A high
ranking army officer from the Singha Durbar, the Prime
Minister’s office, also came and told me that I was released,
but the Prime Minister thought I was too weak to be moved
from there.

Although it was a place of detention, I could meet any-
body since I was a free man. There was no restriction on
anybody seeing me except Girija and others still in prison.
My relative could see me and the Prime Minister sent a
doctor to look after me. But the Prime Minister thought
that vaidyas [practitioners of an indigenous system of
medicine] were better in a situation like mine and his
personal vaidya came to see me.

3
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Q: So you broke your fast on the 29th day of your
hunger strike and only after you were released. Is that
correct?

A: Yes. The Prime Minister also sent a message that
he would like to see me after I had regained some
strength. On the 12th day after I broke my fast he sent a
car at midnight along with Dikshit. I was led to a room in
the Singha Durbar. There were three folding chairs in the
room, the Prime Minister was seated in the centre chair,
Vijay Shumsher was on his left and Sarda Shumsher, his
eldest son, occupied the chair on his right.

There was a carpet spread on the floor and 1 was asked
to sit on it. Dikshit sat by my side .One officer also came
and sat by my side. The Prime Minister saild he had re-
leased me out of compassion. He did not want a Brahman
lo die on his hands. He said he had not relecased me be-
cause of any pressure from Nehru or “from your friends.
And the government will not yield to pressure from that
irresponsible gentleman and others, but we know that we
have got to move with the times.

“However, we will determine what steps are to be taken.
You arc a free man, you can go and enjoy your life. You
are in bad health, so you go to your doctor in Bombay or
anywhere you like. But don’t be under any illusion that
we will hand over power to vou. Power is given to one,
the right to possess power is written here.”

Q: On omne’s forehead?

A: Yes, he said that it is written on one's forehead and
he moved his fingers across his forehead. I told him that
it was not a question of power, we wanted basic human
rights. He also said, poining to the Prime Minister’s flag-
staff, “You mean to occupy this?” I said that our demands
were very modest. We wanted democratic freedom, civil
liberties and, later perhaps, if the situation so developed,
we would demand responsible government. Then he said,
“All these expressions are acquired from books written by
foreigners. You don’t even talk to me in your own language
properly. When you came here vou did this pranam [that
is, showed him respect by folding his hands and raising
them to touch his forehead, [but this is not what a Brahman
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does. A Brahman wishes swasti, he does not do pranam to
a Kshtriya, a king or a ruler. You do not even know that.”
Q: Indeed, he was a wonderful character.
A: I told him, I thought that when I said pranam, nama-
skar, it was a kind of obeisance, I was paying respect to him.
But he retorted that was not the Nepalese way of saying it.



CHAPTER IV

Nepali Congress is born

Q: What exactly did you bargain for?

A: Our minimum demands were basic human rights like
civil liberties, freedom of association, freedom of speech.
It is not that we wantied to share power, but that right
surely could not be denied to the people for all time.

Q: But then you also put Mohan Shumsher on notice that
eventually you would ask for responsible government,

A: Yes, but not at that point. You see, when I came to
Kathmandu clandestinely I wanted to contact him imme-
diately and tell him what I had come for. I had come here
lo organise my party. I wanted to do openly if possible. So
I contacted him. I wanted to contact him through the Indian
Ambassador, Surjit Singh Majithia.

I got in touch with Majithia — he was playing golf with
Vijay Shumsher and others — and told him that I wanted
to meet the Prime Minister. I inquired if he could act as a
go-between. He said: "I can of course, but I cannot be res-
ponsible for your safety.” I told him that unless you can
guarantee my safety, I told him that “unless you can guar-
antee my safety” what is the purpose of my asking you to
work as a go-betwecen”. He said he could not take that
responsibility.

Then I contacted a teacher of Vijay Shumsher's son—the
teacher, Dhundhiraj Koirala, Dirghiraj Koriala's elder bro-
ther, was a relation of mine. I went to his place one night
and knocked on his door. He was aghast when he saw me.
There was a rumour that I had already come to Kathmandu
and the police were after me. I told him that I had come
here on this mission. He said all right, he would communi-
cate that to Vijay Shumsher. Then he asked me to meet him
three days later at a point near the place which is now
called New Road, in the afternoon. It was winter and he
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said, ‘If vou find me with one glove ofl, that indicates the
mission is successful, and then you contact me. But if you
see I have gloves on both hands, don’t contact me. At the
appointed time I went there. He came with gloves on both
hands. He sent word to me later that Mohan Shumsher
was prepared to meet me but not on my conditions. So I said
that if as a result of the meeting an agreement was arrived
at, it was all right. If no agreement was arrived at, I must
get 24 hours’ time during which I should not be arrested. That
Mohan Shumsher was not prepared to accept. So I could
not meet him. And I reminded him of that. He said, “Yes,
somebody mentioned some such thing to me.” The next day
I left Kathmandu. The government provided me with a
comfortable chair and I was taken to the Indian border
from where I went to Bombay. That was in 1949. In the
meantime, Subarna Shumsher had left our organisation
and ... '

QQ: Why did he leave your organisation?

A: I don’t know what happened. I was in prison. They
issued a very nasty statement against me and formed a
party of their own, the Nepali Democratic Congress. But
they were not able to do much. Thev wanted to collect
arms {o do it.

Q: Now et us take a look at the Nepalese political scene.
What was the political siituation in Nepal at that point?
Was there any political activity, any active opposition to the
regime. :

A. Some political activities had started an organisa-
tion known as Praja Parishad, not the Praja Parishad
established by Tanka Prasad.

Q: Tanka Prasad was still in jail?

A: Yes. A few persons in Kathmandu had started the
organisation and they were trying to make some noise,.

Q: Did you have your men also in that organisation?

A: Our men were there, but the organisers thought that
I had come to Kathmandu to take the wind out of their
sails. When 1 was released, their men—some of their mem-
bers had also been arrested—were not. This was also a
charge against me: that I was released with the help of
India and they were left to rot in prison. They throught.
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'Subarna Shumsher and others, that they could not do much.
So they formed a party, Nepali Democratic. Congress, with
Mahendra Bikram Shah as president and Surya Prasad
Upadhyay as secretary.

Q: Surya Prasad Upadhyay had also left you?

A: No, not quite. Surya Prasad was on the periphery of
our party, he was an ordinary member. After some time
MP Koirala consented to be president of our party as I
did not have time for that.

Q: He became the working president? Did Tanka Prasad
continue formally to be president of your party, the Rastriya
Congress? When you formed your party, you were the
working president and Tanka Prasad was made president.
Isn’t that so?

A: Yes, but after that there were two or three sessions
of the party and the situation changed. Most probably,
after two sessions the formality of having two presidents
was done away with and 1 was made president. In the
meantime, Subarna Shumsher wanted the merger of the
two parties.

Q: He broke away and then again wanted a merger of
the two parties, but why?

A: Yes, because he found that nothing much could be
done, there was no dynamic worker in his party and large
sums of money had been spent without any results. So they
wanted the merger. They sent on their behalf their general
secretary, Surya Prasad Upadhyay, to start negotiations.
MP Koirala was then in Jogbani and I took Surva Prasad
to him. They had a talk and the modalities of merger were
decided upon. Our Working Committee met in Patna, so
did their Working Committee. And we decided on merger
in April 1950.

Q: Did Jyaprakash Narayvan or Rammanohar Lohia have
any role to play in this?

A: No, none whatever. There were three issues: (a) What
would be the name of the party? (b) What would be its
flag? and (c) Who would be its president? I suggested MP
Koirala for president, and when they conceded this, I in-
sisted on retaining their flag. As regards the name of the
party, we decided to remove ‘National’ from Nepali Natio-
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nal Congress and they decided to remove ‘Democralic’ {rom
Nepali Democratic Congress. So the party became Nepali
Congress. The merger conference was held at Tiger Cinema
in Calcutta.

Q: The cinema hall was owned by Mahabir Shumsher?

A: Yes.

Q: Did Lohia have any part to play in the merger talks?

A: No. I don’t remember Lohia or Jayaprakash to have
been in the picture at that stage. The merger was eventual-
ly brought about. MP Koirala became president, and the
president of their party, Mahendra Bikram, was appointed
general secretary.

From that time my political alliance with Subarna Shum-
sher started. He drew me aside and said he had spent large
sums of money to buy arms. He was convinced that with-
out arms nothing could be achieved, but MP Koirala’s
public utterances were against violance. And the problem
was, Subarna Shumsher said, that MP Koirala was our
president, but our objective could not be attained without
armed insurrection. I said, “You go ahead. If you have
money, we will get arms.”

Q: The rest of it of course I already have on tape. What
I should now like to know is something about the political
scene in Nepal. What was King Tribhuvan doing all this
time?

A: T was not in communication with King Tribhuvan,
but the Nepali Democratic Congress was. When the two
parties merged, Subarna Shumsher and we started work-
ing in the closest collaboration. Whatever message was to
be sent to the King was sent by Subarna Shumsher with
my knowledge. We used to take the help of some physical
instructors of the King to send our message. Sometimes
we used to send messages through cigarettes. We would
remove the tobacco, insert the message and refill it with
tobacco. The King was also in communication with CPN
Sinha.

Q: What was CPN Singh at that time?

A: He was India’s Ambassador to Nepal. When we decid-
ed to go in for armed insurrection, we wanted the King
to be on our side. He was in fact already on our side. But
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the question was how he could be freed from the control
of the Ranas. The idea was that he should be taken to
Palpa where the local army commander had under him
about 1200 soldiers and they comprised the biggest unit
of the army outside Kathmandu. We thought that if 1200
men with arms joined us it would be a great accretion to
our strength. So I went to Palpa clandestinely and met the
army commander and he agreed.

Q: What was the name of the army commander?

A: Rudra Shumsher Jung Bahadur Rana. I was his guest
for two nights in Palpa. Our plan was that we should take
the King to Palpa. But the question was how to take him
there. If we could get a helicopter we could perhaps do 1t.
We calculated that a helicopter would take about ten
minutes to cover the distance from the Palace to the air-
port. So if we could get 15 minutes and a helicopter we
would be out of the reach of the Ranas.

But the Indian government would not give us a heli-
copter, nor could we buy one without its help. The Gov-
ernment of India had its own idea about what should be
done with the King. Our second plan was to carry off the
King to Garhi, a fort on the way to Birgunj, rush it and
take him from there to Palpa. We had sent some men also,
we sent Ganesh Manji and some armed men. But they were
betrayed. I think the King became nervous, he thought
that we could not manage it. India provided another way
of escape by giving him shelter in the Indian Embassy
and from there to Delhi.

Q: Who suggested to the King that he should shelter in
the Indian Embassy?

A: I don’t know, I have no idea. 1 think the Govern-
ment of India must have suggested it through CPN Singh.
I did not like it because that would land the King in a
situation where we would lose touch with him. This ac-
lually happened. After the King went to Delhi, we lost
touch with him. I went to Delhi many times when the re-
volution was on but he did not meet me. For that matter,
he did not meet anybody.

Q: I believe it was under the instructions of the Gov-
ernment of India that he did not meet you?
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A: Whenever 1 tried to meet him in Delhi I was told
that he was sleeping or that he was not well.

Q: When did King Tribhuvan’s troubles start with Mohan
Shumsher? When exactly did the two fall out with each
other?

A: When I came to Kathmandu incognito they contacted
me, his sons contacted me.

Q: You mean the King’s sons?

A: Yes.

Q: Who exactly did that? Mahendra?

A: No, not Mahendga. The second and third sons, Hima-
laya and Basant. They wanted to meet me, but afterwards
they thought that it was not safe to do so. I told you about
Tanka Prasad’s party which was helped by the King. Their
plan was for the King to take over and give command to
the army directly. When that plot was disclosed all these
people were arrested and the King was brought to the place
of trial.

Q: What place of trial?

A: Where Tanka Prasad and other were being tried.
There was some kind of an indirect accusation against the
King that he was instrumental in all this. So they [the
King and Prime Minister Mohan Shumsher] were not on
good terms right from the beginning. In any case, Tribhu-
van wanted to be the real ruler and not a virtual prisoner
in the hands of Mohan Shumsher.



CHAPTER V

Cultural Pursuits

Q: Now a word about your literary activities. When did
you take to writing short stories, essavs, novels, political
writings? What about your taste for music? What kind of
music do you like?—Indian, Nepalese or Western classical
music? Any particular composer, especially Western classi-
cal composer, you prefer? Who are your favourite authors,
Indiann, English, Continental and Nepalese? Who has in-
fluenced you most among them, politically speaking? |
have a feeling that like Gandhi and Jayaprakash, you
seem to have a large element of nonconformism in your
political thinking. Am I correct?

A: 1 started writing, at least my writings started being
published in Indian magazines when I was a student of the
ninth class, in 1929 perhaps. There was a very celebrated
journal edited by Premchand [Munshi Premchand, a re-
nowned Hindi litterateur]. I am very grateful to him as
well as to one critic, Shantipriva Dwivedi. Premchand used
to dit and publish a literary periodical called Hans from
Banaras. I was a student in Banaras, where 1 came into
contact with him and Dwivedi. I wrote a story, an
infantile effort, and Premchand read it. He corrected it,
reorganised it and asked me to write it again. I wrote it
according to his instructions and he published it in the next
issue of his magazine. I used to write very short stories,
lyrical vou might call them, which ran into one or two
pages, and Premchand encouraged me.

Q: It seems Premchand was your guru so far as your
literary activities were concerned.

A: Yes, that is true. He was a very simple man. I was
then a student, a Nepali student at that. I did not belong
to Banaras, I was a refugee, but he took very kindly to me,.
I was also in touch with a great Indian, poet, [Jaya Shankar]
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Prasad. There was another writer of great repute, an cxpert
on art and literature. Raikrishna Das, who became director
of the Art Institute in Banaras Hindu University. I was in
that group, I used to listen to their discussions and all that.
My first story was published in Hans, and then one or two
stories were published in Vishal Bharat, a Hindi magazine
published by the Modern Review group of Calcutta.

Q: You mean, Ramananda Chatterji’s Modern Review?

A: Yes. I knew his son Kedar Chatterji. I used to go to
Ramananda Chatterji’s house. The editor of Vishal Bharat—
he is still alive—was [Banarsidas] Chaturvedi. He liked my
story and it was published. These two very prestigious
journals published my stories.

Q: From where was Vishal Bharat published?

A: Calcutta. Prabasi, Modern Review and Vishal Bharat
were published from Calcutta. There I learnt Nehru had
written an article, under the nom de plume Chanakya,
about himself and it was published in Modern Review.
Kedar Chatterji told me this. That is how I started. You
know, those stories caught the attention of the Nepali critic
Gewali who was a teacher at the government school in
Darjeeling.

Q: What is Gewali’s full name?

A: Surya Bikram Gewali. He wrote to me in Banaras to
say 1 should write in Nepali rather than in Hindi. Then
I wrote one story in Nepali, I think in the early 1930s, and
it was published in a prestigious paper in Kathmandu. And
that came as a bombshell because in those days story writ-
ing had not developed, there being only mythological stories
or symbolic stuff. My stories were psychological, about the
problems of women, about sex, the sadness of life.

Q: You were a pathfinder in Nepali literature, I should
say?

A: I think in regard to that style my stories were some
kind of new experiment in Nepali literature and 1 became
famous almost immediately. I wrote a few stories, and then
Surya Bikram Gewali, who was secretary of the Nepali
Sahitya Sammelan, a literary organisation in Darjeeling,
wrote to me to say he was bringing out a collection of
Nepali stories and I should write some new stories for it.
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I contributed three stories which the critics thought very
good. Again, Surya Bikram wanted to publish a collection
of all my stories and I consented. Whatever I wrote created
an impact and people talked about it.

Thereafter, I was arrested in 1942. My stories were in the
press, but Gewali was also arrested and the manuscript was
seized. I was released in 1946 and my collection of stories
was published in 1947 or 1948. They created tremendous
support for me, and when 1 was arrested here in Kath-
mandu I thought I should write on serious subjects because
I was kept in an utterly desperate condition in prison. 1
felt I had reached the rockbottom state of existence.

Q: You stood face to face with life in the raw.

A: Yes, you may say so. And then I started writing on
scrious subjects.

Q: Would it be correct to say at this point that you were
influenced by Andre Malraux’s Man’s Fate?

A: No, I had not read the book till then, I read it in pri-
son. You see, even when I was an eighth class student I
used to read Continental writers. I was very much impress-
ed by French short stories and also Russian short stories.

Q: Could you name some authors?

A: As for Russian literature. I liked all important Russian
writers—Pushkin, Dostoyevsky, Tolstoy, Turgenev, Chekhov,
Gorky. I consider Tolstoy to be the world’s greatest literary
figure. But I was greatly influenced by Chekhov in my
style of storv writing. Among the French writers, I like
Anotole France and Maupassant’s short stories, but Hugo
1s too romantic.

Q: What about Andre Malraux, Francois Mauriac Andre
Gide?

A: I like Andre Gide but not to the extent that I like
Anatole France and Maupassant. I also developed an interest
in psychology in relation to the problems of ethics and
morality. And Albert Camus become my favourite author,
not Sartre. I think I introduced Sartre’s existentialism into
Nepali. 1 also introduced Albert Camus, and Sartre and
Camus became popular here.

Q: Did existential philosophy influence your thinking,
vour attitude to life?
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A: No, not quite. But I was very much impressed by
Nietzsche’s philosophy, not of course what was adopted by
litler and the national socialists.

Q: Would you say that the Nazis accepted only the nega-
tive aspects of Nietzsche’s philosophy?

A: Yes. Because the problem still agitating me is what is
expected of me. I am in politics not as a matter of deli-
berate choice. I am a member of the Koirala family, I grew
up in politics and it was but a matter of course that I should
join it. But, while in prison [refers to his detention as of
15 December 1960] 1 started debating what my duty was,
why I was here. Because when Sushila came to see me one
evening they were in great difficulties. She had to look after
the children and nobody would provide them with shelter
in Kathmandu.

When she came here, I saw her two years after I was
arrested, and her whole hair had turned grey, her face was
full of wrinkles. That set me thinking. What was my duty?
This democracy [his struggle was for democracy] was an
abstract concept. Was it of greater value than the suffering
I was forcing my wife to undergo because of my adherence
to this concept. Had I any right to make others suffer in
the interest of some ideology? After all, suffering was con-
crete, but ideology was just a mental concept.

These questions trouble me even today. I started wriiting
on these subjects and I wrote three or four novels while
in prison. I read the Gita. One of the novels was about
Hitler. It has not been published, it is in the manuscript
stage. But three or four other novels have been published.
[The rest of the tape is about the subject matter of one
of BP’s novels.] As I was telling you, the problem of man
is that he is neither beast nor god, his is an intermediate
status. He partakes of both, there is divinity in him and
also bestiality.

Q: This reminds me of what G.K. Chesterton said about
Robert Browning’s philosophy: God is, animals are, and
man partly is and partly what he aspires to be. That is,
animals have reached the end of the process of evolution
and there is no scope for their further development. So is
the case with God. As for man, he partly is, and the other
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part of man’s story is that he has unlimiled scope for deve-
lopment, which may even surpass that of God. That is the
reason why even God is jealous of man.

A: I will say the same thing in different language. Man
is not only a product of his past, he is also influenced bv
the future. In the sense that man is not only the creation
of his past but of his future aspirations, but what he-
wants to be. The future exists only for man and not for
God nor for animals. There is nothing like tomorrow for
God or for beasts. For man however there is always a
tomorrow. And it is for the tomorrow that he makes all
efforts, tills the land, sows the seed and awaits tomorrow’s
happiness. But there are other factors which intervene and
he may not reap the harvest. That is the problem.

Q: I get the point. He suffers and he makes sacrifices,
for instance, you here. The tomorrow is there and the day
after, so on and so forth. You have all along been a symbol
of suffering. of sacrifice, and still continue so.

A: Not only I, everybody does so.

Q: I understand. What 1 wanted to emphasise is that
I have a living symbol right in front of me. There was
Jayaprakash Narayan, whom I saw till the end of his life,
and he was also a symbol of suffering and sacrifice.

A: As a matter of fact, every man is a symbol of that.
The moment man ceases to have hopes for the future he
ceases to exist. He is dead. Man has to make decisions,
and he has to do so on the basis of his experience, his past
experience. That is, on the basis of very inadequate data
he must decide on evervthing and wait for the results of
his actions. There is the tragedy of man.

Secondly, I shall explain my philosophy. There are two
aspects of man. One is his social instinct. which makes him
a member of society. There is another instinct, which is
the nonconformist instinct, that propels him to refuse to
be a member of society, to abide by any of the rules society
makes. So he is both a rebel as well a comformist.

Man has to live in that state of tension. If he had the
sense of social instinct alone, man would not develop. I
have always cited the example of animals which have a
higher social instinct,the ant and the bee. They offer exam-
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ples of a perfect socialist society. Everybody does his job,
everybody is appointed, everybody is happy. But in the
process of evolution they have, because they have no pro-
blems, remained where they were even before the advent
of man. They will be there even after the extinction of
man, but they will exist without making any further pro-
aress.

So unless there is a streak of nonconformism in him
man cannot develop. And Gandhi had a large element of
nonconformism in him. Why only Gandhi? All great men-
right from Socrates to Christ, were nonconformists. And
they had to pay with their lives for their nonconformism.

Q: What about you?

A: Well, while I am writing stories or novels creatively
I am a nonconformist, I do not accept any restraint. But
in politics 1 am a socialist, I want to hand down laws
which would be applicable to everybody. This means as a
socialist I would make everybody conform to the best laws,
socialist laws, I should like to introduce. But as a writer 1
would give myself the freedom to break those laws.

Q: Which means that you live simultaneously on two
planes.

A: Yes. One who cannot live on different planes does not
live totally.

Q: You mean he only vegetates?

A: Yes, that is true. Either he is a conformist or he is
just an anti-social man. That explains my position. There
is tension in me. I feel I am an outsider in politics, my
profession should have been literary pursuits. When I start
writing I feel I am wasting my time.

Q: Are you an atheist, theist or agnostic?

A: First of all, nobody has defined for me what he means
by God. But that part of existence in which man starts
composing poems, when he is filled with that oceanic feel-
ing, when he sees the vastness of the universe, when he
sees its beauty, the flowers, that is the experiencne of God,
of divinity.

Man does not live by bread alone. There are other as-
pects of life which are as important, perhaps more im-
portant. Those aspects are the unexplained mysteries of life.
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If you are not aware of the mysteries, not awed by them,
you have not lived fully.

You know, when | was Prime Minister, Ravi Shankar once
came to Kathmandu and gave a performance. 1 was very
tired, but I thought it would be discourteous not to attend.
I sat through the entire performance which took about three
or four hours.

After it was over, I went up to him and said this was my
nearest experience of God. When I listened to his playing
the sitar I felt I was very near God. Sometimes you get that
feeling when yvou see a beautiful painting or listen to music
like what Ravishankar played.

Q: Tell me, what do vou feel when you get up early in
the morning, go outside and take a look at nalure, the
flowers, the trees, the blue skv? Have vou ever felt at such
moments that you are in communion with something that
reason alone cannot explain?

A: Yes, I have had that kind of feeling many. many
times. Sometimes what happens is that I become part of
the whole thing. I feel there is a living presence in all that,
the whole universe is vibrant with life and I become one
with it.

Q: At such moments do you feel that this universe and
all that goes with it and beyond is not man’s creation alonc.
that there may be something else beyond man?

A: No, not that kind of philosophy. What I feel is that 1
am part of evervthing, but I don’t go over to philosophy.
or stray into the realm of thought.

Q: Do I brand you an atheist or an agnostic?

A: You should brand me as a spiritualist of sorts. I believe
there are elements in nature which are not amenable to
scientific explanation or scientific analysis. You can read
it as a whole but it cannot be understood in pieces. The
problem of mind is that the understading has to be in terms
of framework of thought. But nnce you put it in the mould
of thought the realisation of truth escapes. Man’s under-
standing will be inadequate if he depends only on his rea-
soning faculty.

Q: Let us now return to the German philosophers—Kant,
Hegel and Karl Marx. Then again, do you have faith in
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dialectical malterialism? For that matter, do you believe
in the materialistic interpretation of history? '

A: To answer the last first, no. I reject it altogether, but
I don’t say there is absolutely no truth in that. Man is a
multidimensional entity. The mistakes that Marx made was
that he created man as an cconomic being who is interested
only in his economic life. 1 will not say that there is no
truth in that, but that is a very inadequate portraiture.

Man is an economic being, but he is also something more.
What is that something more? You might say, man is
God’s creation. I think, ves, but still more. The dimensions
arc many, and man is not a onc-dimensional creature,
Secondly, man is never motivated by the consideration of
bread. His stomach is not the instigator of his activitics,
There has never been any human movement on the slogan
of bread. Even the socialist revolution that took place in
Russia in 1917 was not {or bread. it was for something
higher, for cquality.

Man is only partly a product of history and parlly of
factors bevond history. Before man came into cxistence,
nature had to provide all that he needed for survival, for
instance, water, food, sun, everything. There is a miscon-
ception that man created socicty, but the fact is that il
existed before the advent of man. It is only after man’s
appearance that history came into existence. So far as man
1s concerned, time also starls from the day he came into
existence.

Q: Could it be said that yvou have no faith in historical
determinism, that cvervthing is predetermined?

A: If you believe in historical determinism, then all our
efforts are meaningless exercises. Marx propounded fhe
philosophy that man’s mind is not frec. It is predeter-
mined, conditioned by the social class to which he belongs.
At the same time. Marx was a prolific pamphleteer. If man’s
mind is not free, to whom was Marx’s appeal directed?

Q: Did Hegel influence you?

A: No. I have not read Hegel.

Q: What about Kant? So far as morality and cthies are
concerned, do vou think in terms of categorical imperatives?

A: T think that could be a guide in determining your
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social conducl.

Q: Who are your favourite English authors? And Indian
authors?

A: First of all, T like English poetry. 1 am very ratholic
in my taste. I like Shakespeare, his sonnetls more than his
dramas, and Marlowe. I like all the romantic poets—Keats,
Shelley, Byron, but not Wordsworth to that extent. Then
I like Swinburne for his music, his cadence, and 1 like
Browning for his dramatic monologue. 1 like some of
Tennyson'’s poems, particularly  “Crossing the Bar’™., And
John Masefield. 1 used to like Bernard Shaw very much,
but now he seems dated.

Q: What about Charles Dickens?

A: T like Dickens, but I can’t go back to him again and
again. About Rdian authors. Rabindranath Tagore is of
course the greatest and I like him. I was in Hazaribagh
Jail and I wanted to read him in the original—1 had read
him in translation. Gitanjali. some short stories, particu-
larly “Kabuliwala™, and that is one of the best stories I have
ever read; if I have one story in mind, it is “"Kabuliwala”—
and I sent for his Sanchaita. When the book came I opened
it and the first poem thal attracted me was “Kach O Dev-
jani”. I read it through—I had meanwhile learnt Bengali—
and I was so cnamoured of Tagore that I could never give
up reading him, he continues to have an abiding interest
for me. 1 liked Sarat Chandra Chatterjec, but he appears
to be somewhat dated. And then there is Premchand. Also
Sumitranandan Pant and Nirala. And Java Shankar Prasad.

Q: What about Nepali authors?

A: Balkrishna Sama. His name was Balkrishna Shumsher
but after the 1950-51 revolution he said he must declan
himself. So out of Shumsher he retained only Sama which
means equality. He was a great writer. He died only a
month ago. He is indeed a crealive writer. Then there is
L.akshmi Prasad Devkota, a great lyricist, carver of phrases
and words like Tagore. Devkota is very much influenced
by Shelley and Keats.

Q: About political philosophers, who has influenced you
most?

A: Gandhi, Marx and then again Gandhi. I began with
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Gandhi, had an interlude of Marx and then returned to
Gandhi.

Q: Did Jayaprakash Narayan have any influence on your
political thinking?

A: Gandhi. So far as political philosophy is concerned
Jayaprakash is not as important as Gandhi. Gandhi gave
germinal ideas, mew ideas. He created a few models of
thinking for everything, but everyvthing was in a germinal
form. Javaprakash could have developed that, and he did
il to a certain exten!. I consider Gandhi a greater original
thinker than Marx. Marx was a product, he was not an
original thinker. He stood on the shoulders of others. But
Gandhi was entirely original.

Q: Could you name any American author, political or
literary, who has influenced you? ‘

A: As for American political philosophers, no.

Q: Did Karl Popper’s Open Society mean anything to
vou? ‘

A: No. When I was in college I was greatly influenced
by Tom Paine and Abraham Lincoln.

Q: Did Thoreau have any influence on you?
~A: Not much. I have not read many American authors
or philosophers. Of late, of course, I have read John
Steinbeck and I like him. I like Eugene O’Neill and I think
he is much superior to Shaw.

Q: What about Ernest Hemingway?

A: Yes, he is a great name. I like him, particularly two
or three of his novels.

Q: Did you read For Whom the Bell Tolls?

A: Yes. That book, Farewell to Arms and The Sun Also
Rises—these are the three novels I like most.

Q: And what about Old Man and the Sea?

A: Yes, I like it. Hemingway has a very crisp and power-
ful style. I also like Tennessee William's dramas.

Q: Would you care to talk about music?

A: I was deaf to music till T was in the BA class. A class
fellow, a Maharashtrian, in Banaras, was very much in-
terested in music. He himself was a good singer and tabla
player. He organised a programme for a great musician
from Pune. He sold tickets for it and induced me to part
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with eight annas [fifty paise in terms of the present day
decimal currency] for a ticket. With great reluctance I
bought a ticket and attended the performance. The musi-
cian’s name was Narayan Rao Vyas. He sang four or five
songs—one was a bhajan and two were classicals. That
opened a new perception for me—classical music. Since
then I have enjoyed following Indian classical music. I don't
like film music. I sometimes like Rabindra sangeet, but that
appears to be too melodious, it ddes not have vigour.
Rabindra music could well go with drama: if vou hear the
musicians singing in a group or in a dance drama, then
vou can appreciate it. Because it must also have a visual
demonstration. I like Indian classical music. I like ghazals
also, and not for their music onlv but also their words,
the meaning they convey.

Q: You said some thing about your ignorance of fhe
grammar of music. Would you repeat it? Could it be that
vou like music because it creates a mood in you?

A: Yes, it does. I start seeing things when I hear music.
But if somebody were to ask me the name of a raga 1 shall
not be able to do so. I can’t differentiate between one raga
and another.

Q: What about Western classical music?

A: My acquaintance with it is not exactly intimate except
with two or three composers. For instance, Chopin. I took in.
terest in him because I read his biography and saw a film
based on his life which depicted how he created music.
how he composed., how he was associated with the Polish
independence movement, how he left his comrades and
started living in Paris with the woman he loved—all this
created a romantic background for me to appreciate his
music. You know, when the Polish Ambassador in Pakistan
heard that I was fond of Chopin. he sent me a set of
Chopin’s records.

Q: Do you by anyv chance have Chopin’s Funeral March
in vour collection? You know, Arthur Koestler wrote in onec
of his books that Chopin’s Funeral March attracted him
to communism.

A: No. I read Romain Rolland’s Jean Chkristophe which
is based on the life of the great composer Beethoven. And
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I developed a tlaste for Beethoven.

Q: What about Mozart? Or for that matter Johann
Strauss, particularly his immortal piece "“Blue Danube”?

A: When I was in Vienna in 1954 I had occasion to listen
to “Blue Danube.”

Q: Didn’t you like it?

A: Yes, I liked it, but not te the extent 1 like Beethoven
or Chopin. I like some of the operas, particularly Wagner’s
heroic operas.

Q: What about modern Western music, for instance Rock
n’ roll? Do you have any taste for it?

A:Ncot at all. An apt characterisation of that type of
music was given by Tagore. He said that when he heard
Western music, loud music in his childhood, he got the
impression as if two trains were colliding. That was Tagore’s
expression. I don’t like this loud music. But there are some
songs which I like.

(Q: Do vou like Paul Robeson?

A: Yes, I like him. And Joan Baez and some folk songs.

Q: Incidentally, have you heard Paul Robeson’s “Volga
Boatmen’s Song”?

A: No. I like dancing. My wife is very much interested
in dances and she used to take me to dancing performances.
I will not say that she is a great dancer, but she is a com-
petent dancer. When she is on the stage her expressions
are so spontaneous and natural that they make up for
whatever deficiency she may have in art or technique.
Thanks to her, I have seen all the celebrated ballets—
Russian, English. I have also seen all the renowned Indian
dancers perform. My preference of course is for Bharat
Natyam, Kathakali and Odissi. I am not much impressed
by Manipuri, which is rather slow and monotonous.

Q: What about Bhangra? Don’t vou think it is tremen-
dously vigorous and lively?

A: 1 agree there is vigour in it, but I don’t like it. I
like Kathak. My daughter-in-law is very gnod in that style
of dancing. You see, my interest in dancing was created
by Uday Shankar. I saw him dance in Banaras when I was
a student. Madam Simki was his partner and I thought that
no other pair of dancers could be more complementary
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than these two.

Q: What about films?

A: I am not very interested in films. Nor have [ scen
many. In my college days, I liked some films. "Blue Angel™
to name one. I liked Emil Jannings’ films. Also Greta
Garbo’s. They are all old names. Charles Boyer was also my
favourite. After I was released from prison I saw “Bridge
on the River Kwai” and enjoyed it very much.

Q: What about Satyajit Ray?
~A: I liked two or three of his films. The last Satyajit Ray
film I saw was ““Shatranj ke Khilari,” but 1 did not like it
as much as his other films—"Pather Panchali,” for instance.

Q: What about Hindi films?

A: On the whole, I do not like Hindi films. But there
are two or three films like “Ankur” and “Nishant” which
I enjoyed. I liked some of Shyam Benegal’s films. I liked
another Hindi film because the writer happened to be our
friend. This was Phanishvaranath Renu’s “Tisri Kasam,”
directed by a Bengali. About Hindi films, I must say I don’t
like commercials. They are too loud, too noisy, too violent.



CHAPTER VI

Friends in Need

Q: Did you ever receive financial assistance from any
Indian political leader for your political activity?

A: No, I have not received any financial assistance from
any Indian political leader. But I have received assistance
of all kinds from my political and non-political friends
while I was in India or while I was in prison in Nepal. As
a matter of fact, members of my family were looked after
by my Indian friends when I was in prison here.

I particularly remember my friend Devendra Prasad
Singh who supported my family. To my children he was a
kind of foster father. Like that, there were also other friends.
Among political people who helped me were my socialist
friends, and the tallest among them was Jayaprakash
Narayan. But he did not help me financially and I did not
need any financial assistance for my political work. Then
there was Rammanohar Lohia, but not for financial help.

Q: What about Jawaharlal Nehru?

A: Nehru of course helped me politically in many ways,
but not financially. Nobody helped me financially. But in
my illness—this is something remarkable—I have received
very warm support from innumerable Indians, for instance
doctors. You will be surprised to know that not a single
Indian doctor has charged me his fees. In Bombay, in Cal-
cutta, in Patna and in Banaras, not one of them ever did
that.

Even when I was in hospital, all the expenses were taken
care of either by the doctors themselves or some Indian
friends. Some of them helped me in New York also when
I went there for medical treatment. I have received help
like that, but not for my political work.

Q: What about Chandra Shekhar?

A: Of course, he rendered support but no financial help.
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Once he helped me by buying a ticket for my wife to join
me in New York when I was hospitalised there. Otherwise
he has been a constant source of moral and political sup-
port. Is it not very surprising that not a single doctor ever
charged fees from me?

Q: Of course it is, particularly when most doctors are
known to be sharks so far as money is concerned.

A: But they have becen very kind to me. Not only did
they not charge fees but they also helped meet my hospital
expenses. Jaslok Hospital is a very cxpensive place, but
when I asked for the hospital bills the chairman of the
board of trustees said these had been taken care of. The
chairman was a Sindhi, and I did not know him. He visited
my room twice with the doctors, and when 1 was being
discharged he came and told me that I did not have to
worry about the hospital bills.

Q: Did you ever help any Indian political leader finan-
cially?

A: I do not think it is proper that I should be on record,
but during the election, the first general clection in 1952,
I helped the Socialist Party with some money. I also ins-
tructed the local leaders of my party to help some of the
Socialist Party’s local candidates.

Q: While on the subject, I should like you to explain
what strained your relations with Rammanohar Lohia?

A: A correct answer to that will not be fair to Lohia.
He had at first been a great help to me, but later he did
not maintain very friendly relations.

Q: Was this because of your closer relations with Jaya-
prakash Narayan? Was it a reflexion of the Indian Socia-
list Party’s internal conflict between Jayaprakash and
Lohia?

A: T think so. It was partly that and partly a reaction
to our efforts to build closer relations with Nehru. Lohia
had peculiar relations with Nehru, a sort of love-hate rela-
tionship. When we developed more friendly contact with
Nehru, Lohia thought that his role perhaps would become
limited. I am not too sure about it, but he was not happy
at our contact with Nehru. I feel Lohia suffered from a
complex, more psychological than political. He felt he did
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not get what he deserved and Jayaprakash was getting
more than his due. Jayaprakash was instrumental in bring-
ing us and Nehru together, so he was angry with them both.
I don’t want to be on record, but Lohia had a terrible
inferiority complex.

Q: There is no point in your saying that you do not
want to be on record for the simple reason that I am doing
a full length study of Jayaprakash and I am going to record
all this. I may tell you that I have, independently of you,
come across evidence which would bear you out. Did you
ever receive any financial assistance from foreign political
sources other than Indian?

A:No. But when I was ill and I had to go to the United
States for a surgical operation, the Socialist International
rather the West German Social Demacratic Party, sent
me a ticket from Delhi to New York. On the next occasion,
the Socialist Party of Austria provided me with a return
ticket, and part of my medical bills in the US was paid by
these two or three Socialist organisations.

Q: Could you please let me have details of the plan
Nehru had made to rescue you from prison in 19627

A: Bhola, this is a very delicate question. It involves the
Government of India apart from my party. I would not
like that to be published now. '

Q: All right, I promise I shall not publish it until I get
vour clearance.

A: There was a feeling among our comrades, residing in
India and opposing the system from here, that if I could
be amongst them the struggle perhaps could be conducted
more efliciently. So they wanted to rescue me from prison.
I did not have any idea about this as I was kept incommu-
nicado in prison. I fasted for the usual facilities for poli-
tical prisoners, one of which was that I should be permitted
to see my relations and friends. Ultimately, this was
granted.

My sister ...came to sec me on three or four occasions.
On the first, she went to Nehru to plead for me. When
Lumumba was killed, she thought that I might get the same
kind of treatment. Jawaharlalji assured her that our rulers
[Nepalese rulers] were not as barbarous as the rulers of
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the Congo. She was then in constant contact with Jawa-
harlalji.

On the next occasion or thereafter, she came and told
me that she had contacted my colleagues in Calcutta and
also met Jawaharlalji and that they wanted 1o rescue me.
And she came again to tell me that...the idca was given
up. That was towards the end of 1961 or early in 1962.7°

Q: May I have a full account of your insurrectionary
activities after you went to India on your release from
prison in 19687

A: There was a group of voung Nepali Congress activists
in India. I thought that with their help it should be possible
to build a strong insurrectionary movement. My problem was
that of finance and arms. I raised some money from my
relations and friends and contacted some...gun runners,
I think this should not be published now because it is too
fresh.

Q: Well BP, I am not going to include this part of the
account, the insurrectionary part, in my book until 1 get
clearance from you.

A: Because that will perhaps create some difficulties in
regard to my present strategy. One group of gun runners
contacted me. They... said they would supply arms in ex-
change for...

Q: Were they Indians or Nepalese?

A: No, they were a mixture of all kinds of... They had
their associates in... but the men who actually brought
arms were ...not of one particular nationality. Their first
proposition was that I should give them...and they would
supply arms in exchange. They also told me that they were
in a position to give me any kind of arms.

By way of establishing their credibility, they gave me a
crate of arms free. That was in 1970. There were some
rifles and some small arms. But they said that subsequent
supplies would have to be paid for. That is how 1 started

70 Since we are very close to the event there is a possibility that
Koirala’s complete answer, which is on the tape, may not be
viewed in its proper historical perspective, Its publication must
therefore wait until it becomes part of history.
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collecting arms and sending them inside Nepal. Those were
mostly small arms, hand grenades and rifles. Some rifles
were not in proper condition, but I got the feeling that if
I could get money I could get arms.

But money was the problem. So we organised the...
[Since we are very close to the event Koirala refers to,
its publication must wait until it becomes part of
history.] We had some money with which we bought
some arms. We had three or four groups of activists: one
was in Jogbani, another in Banaras, but the main body
of our men was operating along the India-Nepal border
area adjacent to Jogbani and also inside Nepal. From time
to time we organised raids in Nepalese territory close to
the border. After the...we went in for large scale supplies
of arms.

In the meantime, whatever money we were able to
collect had been invested in arms and we cached them in
Banaras. When Pakistan cracked down on Bangladesh,
some Bangladesh freedom fighters came to me for help. Jaya-
prakash also told me that I should help them with arms
if I had any to spare.

India had not yet given them any help, it was April or
May 1971. Yahaya Khan’s crackdown occurred in March,
when he arrested almost everybody who was somebody in
Bangladesh. So I had a truckload of arms sent to a place
in Bangladesh which is contiguous to Purnea district in
Bihar. But the young Bangladeshi freedom fighters did not
know how to handle arms.

Q: How many weapons did you send?

A: 1 don’t remember the exact number but it was one
truckload, all T had in Banaras. The consignment must
have cost me about seven or eight lakhs of rupees. I
thought 1 would get back the arms after they achieved their
objective. Whatever that is, I had to send a few instructors
also to train them.

Two of our boys, Chakra and Sushil [Koirala], accom-
panied the truck to Bangladesh. Also, I had to send our
instructor, Colonel Rai, who recently died of cancer. But
Rai came back and told me that it was a hopeless situation.
They [the young Bangladeshi freedom fighters] would all
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be massacred unless the Government of India went to their
rescue. It was a futile attempt, everybody would be killed.
They did not c¢ven have enough explosive to blow up a
certain stralegic river bridge.

There was a big cantonment near Parbatipur [in
Bangladesh]. At night, the Pakistani troops would move
out of it, play havoc among the neighbouring villages and
return to their barracks before daybreak. Some thing could
perhaps be done about it if the freedom fighters were able
to destroy that particular bridge. They used hand grenades
to demolish it, but that was not possible. They said that
unless they got large weapons it would be no use. So he
came back after a few weeks.

Q: You mean Col Rai came back? What is Chakra's full
name?

A: Chakra Bansetola. He is an MA in political science
from Banaras Hindu University. He is a' very bright young
man. Another young man, Sudhir Upadhyay, also went to
Bangladesh along with Sushil and Chakra.

Q: May I include in my study on Javaprakash just this
part of the account, that Jayaprakash asked you to give
arms to the Bangladesh freedom fighters and you gave
them a truckload of arms and sent some of your men to
give them necessary training.

A: You are free to include it. After the Bangladesh
incident I started collecting arms again. Our idea was to
capture a district in the interior of Nepal, entrench our-
selves there and then spread out in different directions.
Also shift our headquarters from Indian soil to that place.

We selected Okhaldunga for that purpose, and our people
contacted some men from the army there. The army men
said that they would not in the first place join hands with
our boys, but if there was a meaningful encounter the
army would walk over to the insurrectionary forces. Our
plan was to attack it once and then to send further rein-
forcements. Accordingly, we sent the first team.

Q: Who was the leader of the team?

A: The leader of the team was Rai, I forget his full
name. The team comprised about 30 or 40 men, including
some bright young students. We were expecting another
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truckload of arms... I was waiting to take delivery of the
arms in Delhi and send them direct to the [India-Nepal]
border near Jaynagar...

Q: Which year was it?

A: 1975, perhaps. Next morning...came¢ with the news-
papers and said, “There is news that some arms have been
seized at... I think it is your arms.” Then I read the report.
It was indeed our arms. I became anxious about my people
at Okhaldunga because they could be trapped. There was
no way to send word to them to return.

Meanwhile, I was getting arms from Jaipur. So 1 went
to Jaipur. When I reached Bharatpur, Sailja [Sailja
Acharya, a niece of Koirala] was with me. We went to a
friend’s place. He was an MLA and he had organised
something for us. He showed me news of the encounter at
Okhaldunga, as also of the annihilation of our people
there. 1 think they were betrayed, somebody must have
let them down.

You see, it was snowing that day and they had taken
shelter in a big cave. It was carly morning when the
soldiers suddenly threw hand grenades and started shoot-
ing. Most of our men died in bed, they had no time to
resist, and those who were captured were also killed. One
of them escaped. The leader of that group was Captain
Thapa and the second in command was Angmani Rai. Capi.
Thapa was shot later. This happened some three years ago,
about 15 days before Bhutto was hanged.

Q: How many men were killed in that encounter?

A: I think about 26. And they were the first of our men.
I was sorry for the death of those vyoung people, parti-
cularly the twin brothers Ram and Lakshman. We wanted
to send only Ram, but L.akshman asked to be sent, saying
that they had never been separated before. I told Lakshman
that he would accompany his brother. The group also had
some student leaders, very dynamic and promising.

I knew I could as well have gone with them and be
killed. This thought saved me from collapse. If I had felt
any weakness in me, if I had felt that I could not have
gone with them or I could not have sent Prakash [Koirala’s
cldest son] with them, I would have collapsed. It was a
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greal shock, and I had no more moral inclination to go
on with this kind of thing.

Q: When did this happen?

A 1975,

Q: Do you remember the Jaipur MLA’s name?

A: He was a Socialist elected to the Rajasthan Legisla-
tive Assembly from a constituency on the Rajasthan side of
the Uitar Pradesh-Rajasthan border. I have a bad memory
for names.

Q: So have I.

A: In my case, doctors tell me, this is because of paucity
of vxygen in my blood. 1 don’t remember proper names.
That MLA was a well-known Socialist. In the meantime,
the situation had taken a different turn.

Q: What about the attempt on King Birendra’s life in
Biratnagar?

A: It was not an attempt on King Birendra’s life. It was
just an expression of resentment. Otherwise, they could
have thrown the bomb at the King. The King's procession
had already passed and nobody was hurt. Perhaps the man
who had the bomb or his comrade was killed.

Q: Would you call it propaganda by deed for freedom?

A: Yes. We have never killed any man because killing is
not our policy. We are not terrorists, we did not kill a
single individual. We wanted to have open encounters to
start an insurrectionary movement. That was my strategy.

Q: What was Subarna Shumsher’s role in all this? Was
he aware of your efforts to build an insurrectionary move-
ment? Did he approve of it? Did Jayapraksh know any-
thing about it? If so, did he approve?

A: No, we did not take Subarna Shumsher into our con-
fidence. He might have come to know about it through his
own sources, but we did not tell him anything. About Jaya-
prakash Naravan, he did not know exactly what we were
doing, but he was aware that we were preparing for insur-
rection. He also knew that the hijacking of the RNAC
plane had been done by us.

Q: I repeat, did Javaprakash approve of the insurrec-
tionary movement?

A: We did not ask his opinion.
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Q: Did vyou ever talk to him about that? Or give him
hints?

A: He did not seem to disapprove of it. I can only say
that. Of course, he did not say that I should go ahead
with it or that he would help us. We did not place him
in that position because we thought that it would embarrass
him without being of any help to us. For that matter, we
did not seek his help either for moneyv or for arms. Bul
he knew what we were up to.

Q: Could it be said thal you bade farewell to arms
after the Okhaldunga tragedy in 19757

A: I would not say that. It is true, Okhaldunga was
a very tragic event. Other things apart, something went
wrong with our planning, and there was also betrayal. But
that fact alone would not have induced me to give* up
arms for struggle.

My thesis—which I also maintained at my trial—is that
the people have an inherent right to take up arms when
no other avenues are open to them to express their opposi-
tion to a given political system, when there are no con-
stitutional means to cxpress their opposition. I would not
say that I bade farewell to arms because of that event.
But that did have an impact. it was a terrible shock
to me.

We felt that our part of the world, South Asia, was in
for a period of instability, and there was a danger even
to our national existence. I felt that the King too must have
felt like that. So I thought that we should join hands with
the King without giving up our stand on democracy, or con-
ceding to the King his right to rule absolutely. But at the
same time, as patriots, as nationalists, we must find a way
to come tn some kind of settlement with the King.

I also felt, but I was proved wrong, that the King had
lost his manoecuvrability because of the international situa-
tion, because of the political stalemate in the country. His
political system, the partyless panchayat system, was not
in a positinn to solve any of the country’s problems and the
King’s own personal problems.

So it was a time when I could return to Nepal without
incurring much risk to my life, although when the decision
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rested on one individual’s whims it involved considerable
risk and the King might not be as reasonable as 1 thought
he should be. But his reaction was all right.

So, Bhola, Okhaldunga did produce an impact. Perhaps
my age also was a factor. I have become a little more con-
cerned about loss of life. I feel that one should not very
lightly undertake a campaign which could involve loss of
human life. Then again, if one can avoid armed action one
should do so at all costs. It is only as the last resort that
one has a right to do that, but onlv as a last resort.
Secondly, as I have already told you, 1 felt at the same
time that the King also was suffering from some kind of
handicap. He was in a blind alley.

Q: You mean, the King was also looking for an opport-
unity to come out of the blind alley?

A: Yes, that is what I felt, and we therefore decided
to return. So Okhaldunga alone is not responsible for ihe
change in our strategy.

Q: A point of clarification. I had told yvou much earlier
that the Yugoslav Vice-Foreign Minister Ales Bebler.
said that there must be reconciliation between the Nepali
Congress and King Birendra and that yvou could not make
a revolution lwice over. Now that Bebler is dead, mayv I
include in my book the letter he wrote yvou and a copy
of which vou sent to Jayaprakash?

A: Yes, vou may use that letter. Have vou got a copy of
it?

Q: Yes, I have obtained a copy from the Nehru Memorial
Museum and Library, New Delhi”! May 1 now have a full
account of your dialogue with King Birendra since your
return to Nepal from exile in India? A point of information.
Before you came back to Nepal a highly placed official in
the Indian Foreign Office, he was a Joint Secretary, told
me vou had come {o an understanding with King Birendra,

71  See appendix C for copies of Ales Bebler’s letter to BP Koirala
and Koirala's letter to Jayaprakash Narayan. Also Jaya-
prakash’s letter to King Birendra and his reply to Jayaprakash.
These letters are part of Jayaprakash Narayan papers pre-
served in the Nehru Memorial Museum and Library, New
Delhi.
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that both of you agreed that Nepal should have an anti-
India foreign policy posture.

A: This is utterly wrong. That official was misinformed,
Or it was just malicious propaganda. We came back lo
Nepal without making any contact with the King. We
wanted to contact him. We wanted to tell him thai unless
the monarchy and the democratic forces combined the
nation could not survive.

But there was no response from the King. Still, we came
back and were promptly arrested. From prison, I sent word
lo the King that I should like to mect him, but there was
no response. I was kept in military confinement, not in
prison.

Sundarijal Jail had been converted into a military prison
and I was detained there. Our camp commandant was an
army major and some officers used to visit me, but nobody
else. We were kept incommunicado. In the beginning, I
was kepl with Ganesh Man Singh, but he was later re-
moved to another prison constructed alongside the one in
which I was kept. And I was kept in solitary confinement.

Q: Who else was arrested along with you at Kathmandu
airport? And how were you treated in prison?

A: 1 came to Kathmandu with five others—Ganesh Man

Singh, Sailja Acharya and another three or four persons. I
don’t know how the others were trcated in prison since
they were taken to different places, but Ganesh Man and I
were kept together, and we had no complaints about our
creature comforts. We got whatever we wanted. the food
was all right, but we were denied any contact with the
outside world.
Nobody knew where we had bcen detained. Whenever I
told the officer that I should like to communicate with the
King he said this was not possible. Subsequently, they pul
me on trial.

I argued in court that it was illegal, it was against the
Army Act to keep civilian prisoners in a military prison
and place them under the charge of army men. The army
could take charge of civilian prisoners—I was a civilian
prisoner—only for 48 hours. When I returned from court,
the soldiers were preparing to leave and the police were
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taking over.

Later, we were transferred to the Police Training Centre.
I developed there symptoms of loss of vision, fainting fits
and all that. Doctors were concerned and used to visit me
every day.

When I was transferred to the centre, an oflicer from the
Palace came and said he had been sent by the King. Since
I wanted to meet the King, he wanted to ascertain why 1
wanted to do so. I said I would talk only to the King and
nobody clse. He replied that he had been sent by the King
for that purpose.

I told him that the King did not have any vested interest
in the present system but others had. I was against the
present system. So emissaries who had a vested interest in
the present system could not possibly be neutral and
I would, therefore, not talk to them or make use of them
to convey my views to the King. If the King granted me
an audience, I would talk to him directly but T would not
use an intermediary.

In the meantime, I think the King felt that my condition
was becoming critical. One evening. his secretary, Ranjan
Raj Khanal ...

QQ: He is Bidvut Raj Chalisev’s father-in-law?

A: Yes. He was the principal private secretary to the
King. Khanal came to me and said that I was to see the
King. He had brought a convevance and asked me to get
ready. Within half an hour I was ready and accompanied
him to the palace. I was taken directly to the King. The
King started talking about my health. You see, I did not
know how bad my cendition was. 1 was weak, but there
was no other svmptom of illness except loss of vision.
I said that I thought he had sent for me to discuss the
political situation. He replied. “Your health is very critical.”
I remarked that the health of the countrv was also very
bad. He told me that I was not perhaps aware how seriously
ill 1 was. Then he sent for a doctor.

Q: What was the doctor’s name?

A: Mrigendra Raj Pandey, a very, very competent doctor.
Even in India he would be regarded as a top physician.
He had submitted a report on my health to the King. The
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King gave the report to me. I could not understand some
of the technical terms in it.

The King sent for the doctor who was waiting in the
anteroom. He came and explained to me how critical my
condition was. The King asked me where I wanted to go
for medical treatment. I said that I should like to go to
Delhi, Bombay or Vellore. The King said that according
to the doctor’s report Indian hospitals did not have the
facilities required for the kind of operation 1 should
undergo.

Since my life was precious, the King said, he would like
to send me to the best surgeon in the world. He suggested
two names, Dr De Bakeyv and Dr Cooley. The hospital he
suggested was in Houston, USA which was considered the
best place for the type of operation I needed. He said these
two doctors had developed a new technique of operation.
He insisted that I should leave for Houston as soon as
possible, preferably the next day. As it was seven o’clock
in the evening, I said I could not do so because I would
have to raise funds for expenses, and it was not easy to
go to the States. Anyway, I had some money which the
government had conlfiscated, and I told him that if he
would release that money then I could go.

Q: When was the money confiscated?

A: Im December 1960 after I was arrested. It was about
a couple of lakh rupees. The King said, “Oh, the process
of releasing that moncy will take a week or so. You can’t
wait that long. I will provide the expenses for your journey
and for your treatment. You should go tomorrow.”

The King wanted to know whether I desired to be releas-
ed just then. I said that I could not leave the following
day as I wished to meet my relations and some colleagues
in prison. He said, “All right, if you want to be released
just now, you may go home from here.”

I said that I would go back, meet Ganesh Man Singh
and stay in that camp for one night. The next day, I should
be released and permitted to see the other prisoners. He
said, “Yes, that can be done, You make preparations and
don’t worry about money, that will be taken care of.”

I asked what about politics. He said, “When you come
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back there will be time enough for discussing that. You
save yourself. Don’t treat yourself lightly, it is a serious
matter. Your life is very precious.” 1 was with him for about
90 minutes and we discusséd politics in a general manner.
I was then taken back to the Police Training Camp.

Ganesh Manji was waiting for me, and so were doctors.
The Inspector-General of Prisons was there as well as the
camp commandant. A medical technician took my blood
and laboratory tests were done there itself. Incidentally,
the King asked me whether 1 wanted to meet my wife, 1
said yes, I would be very happy if I could see her. Word
was sent to her, and then I came back to the training
centre.

Q: This was in 19777

A: Yes, June 1977. Ranjan Raj Khanal came again to the
centre. My wife had already arrived there. It was 11 o’clock
in the night. Ranjan Raj told me that the King had sug-
gested that since I could not go to the States alone, I
should be accompanied by whomever I wanted. and money
would also be provided for him.

I suggested that a doctor should accompany me, but
Ranjan Raj and the assembled doctors said that doctors
would be there in the US “who would take care of vou.”
I should therefore be accompanied by a member of my
family who would comfort me. “Why not take vour wife?”
they suggested.

It was thus agreed that Sushila would accompany me.
A photographer came, passport forms were brought and
other technicalities hurriedly attended to that night itself.
Next morning, I was supposed to be released for a day.
Again, Ranjan Khanal came. | forgot to tell you that the
King had told me that this arrangement that I was leaving
for the States should not be disclosed to the public before
it was officially announced on the radio. The King explain-
ed that he had taken this decision without consulting his
cabinet. He would consult it the next day. Ranjan Raj asked
me to request my wife not to divulge these plans to any-
body when she returned home. My wife returned home
about midnight and I gave her strict instructions not to
say anything about it till it was officially announced the
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next day.

Q: Tulsi Giri was Prime Minister at that time?

A: Yes. The cabinet met in the morning. When the King
told it to concur with the previnus night’s developments,
the cabinet passed a resolution full of praise for the mag-
nanimity of the King. But to say that I was a free man
when the charge of treason against me had not been with-
drawn would have been anomalous. So the cabinet argued
that “so long as he is in Nepal he should be in detention
and should leave the country a detenue.”

The King had agrced that I should be free for a day and
leave as such, but the cabinct thought otherwise. The cabi-
net members did not say they would not agree to the King’s
decision but that it would be anomalous.

Secondly, they also hinted there was no assurance from
me that I would not indulge in anti-government propaganda
in foreign countries. For my personal information, the
cabinet resolution was passed on to me through Ranjan
Raj. I asked what the purpose of showing this to me was.
If it meant that I should give an undertaking that 1 would
not speak, I would not accept this condition.

Ranjan Raj replicd: “No, the King has not asked you to
give any undertaking, but this is the attitude of the cabinet.”

Q: Now, the same Tulsi Giri wants to come back to the
Nepali Congress and says that BP Koirala is the saviour
of democracy in Nepal. That is what he told me the day
before vesterday.

A: About my being released when there were charges
against me. in be free to roam about, meet people, meet
prisoners would be anomalous. I said I would accept this,
I did not want to be released. If that was anomalous, 1
would not insist on release. But I wished to meet my family,
my friends and the prisoners. _

They agreced. T met them all. There was a regular pro-
cession of visitors to the training centre. Krishna Prasad
Bhattarai, Sailja Acharya, Bhim Bahadur Tamang, all of
them were brought from prison to meet me. Next day, a
car came and I was taken straight from the place of deten-
tion to the airport.

To see me through all the travel formalities, officers
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from the Central Bank and the Foreign Ministry came there
and Sushila signed all the documents, including traveller’s
cheques. And the plane, an Indian Airlines aircraft, was
detained for an hour or 45 minutes.

Q: How much did you pay for your trecalment at that
time?

A: T carried 5000 dollars in traveller’s cheques and 4000
dollars for our plane tickets. We spent 9000 dollars on the
trip to the States, but that was not enough as some bills
had still to be paid. So the government instrucled the
Nepalese Embassy in Washinglon to pay the hospital bills,
which were directly sent to it. I do not know exactly how
much the bills came to, but T think it would be about
13000 or 14000 dollars.

Q: When did you meet King Birendra next? What did
vou talk about?

A: Some time after my return from the States I had to
go there again for treatment. There was no question of my
meeting the King. I developed the same symptoms and I
had to go to the States for another operation. On my re-
turn, I was released by order of the King. although 1 had
to attend court. During that period I met the King. I think
I met three or four times.

Q: Could you tell me the gist of your discussions with the
King?

A: 1 told him about my point of view, about the nced for
unity between the monarchy and democratic forces to save
the country. I told him that we had three historic tasks to
perform. Three tasks that are performed by other societies
in three historical stages would have to be performed by
us in one stage—building up institutions, giving rights tn
the people, and development. For these tasks it is not
cnough for the King to be dynamic. The system should be
such that the people are motivated, theyv are induced, that
they feel responsible for their country and its development,
and for the stability of the political system. The King
agreed.

Q: Did he agree on all points?

A: Yes, he agreed. Then I said that our international
stance becomes a meaningless exercise if there is no unity,
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if our home front is disunited, if we do not set our house
in order. He agreed. There was nol one single point on
which he disagreed.

Q: Did you ask him what he proposed to do to get things
moving?

A: The King said that this was a very mature way of
seeing things and I should pursue my line. I think the
impression he got from my talk was that I did not ask any-
thing for myself. I did not discuss what type of govern-
ment he should instal, I was interested in the system.

Q: You mean, the focus was on the question of basic
principles and system?

A: Yes.

Q: What did the King say to that?

A: He agreed. I also said that it would be unfortunate
if a conflict occurs between the monarchy and the popular
forces now that the international situation had deteriorated
and the people were taking up positions. I explained to him
developments in Iran. And I told him that I did not want
that situation to develop here.

Q: What was his reaction?

A: He agreed. I think I emphasised three points: we
should not permit a Sikkim-type of situation to develop
here; we should not allow a situation to develop as in Iran;
and we should not allow the situation like that developing
in Afghanistan.

Q: Why did you mention Sikkim? Was there any rele-
vance in the Nepalese context?

A: According to me, Sikkim had an intermediary status.
It was neither a full-fledged sovereign state nor part of
India. What the Chogyal wanted was to raise the inter-
national status of Sikkim. By raising his personal status,
he was raising the status of the state. But he did not seek
the cooperation of the people—that was his mistake. With-
out the active support of the people, he could not achieve
his objective.

Q: Did you ever tell the King that Nepal should have a
democratic system of polity?

A: Yes, I did. T also told him that I was realistic enough
to appreciate that we could not have democracy, but could
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make a beginning in the right direction. The people must
feel confident that the couniry was moving in the right
direction.

Q: What did the King say?

A: He said he would do it. I told him there should be a
time schedule, that the process must not take too long, for
he was racing against time. I told him that 1 had been very
frank with him, that I did not think “you have ever heard
such hard words in your life. Perhaps for the first time
you are hearing the hard truth. Everyone who ever saw
you must have told you that everything was all right and
the country was happy under your benign rule. But that
is not so.”

Q: What did he say?

A: He said, “Generally people come and flaiter me, but
there are some exceptions.” He told me that from 1960 I
had either been in prison or in exile and again in prison
for one year, so I was out of touch with reality, with the
people. “A new generation has come up, you go and mix
with them. Tour the country, find out the facts for your-
self.” .

I said, “I may be out of touch with the people, but you
too must be out of touch with the people, Because you
see only what your courtiers want you to see. You hear
only what your courtiers think you want to hear.”

Q: What did he say?

A: He said, “Usually this is what happens. But there are
people who come and tell me also what the reality is.”

Q: Did the dialogue between the King and you end on
that note?

A: Yes. On the third occasion. Immediately after or just
before the referendum in 1980, we discussed foreign policy
too. I said, “The feeling that your foreign policy is weighted
against India should not be there. It is time—the Janata
government is in office—to mend fences with them. They
are also in the mood.”

Q: Do you still believe that the Palace is an indispens-
able factor in the given context of Nepalese politics?

A: As regards the King’s role, let me make it clear that
we are for monarchy, rather we are for kingship. I would
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not say monarchy for there is a debate going on whether
one is a rajabadi or a rajtantrabadi. We arc for kingship.

In the peculiar situation that obtains in our country, the
King has a role to play. We are transforming society, we
are changing its economic structure, we are changing the
political structure, we are changing the social structure—
in fact, we socialists are engaged in a total revolution.

We want the King to play a role in this social transfor-
mation. If we could get his assistance in this great enter-
prise our task would be casier. But if we use our resources
to fight the King, the country will suffer. If we want to
overthrow the King, we must build appropriate machinery.
In that process, a situation of civil war would develop.

Our political system, our economy are too fragile to sus-
tain such a big upheavel. Of course, in the transformation
of our society there will be an upheaval, but that could be
contained if we could take the assistance of the King. We
have to create the nation with the help of the King, we have
to build a democratic polity and also our economy. In this
formidable task, we want the assistance of the King, we
want an all-embracing national effort.

The King has a big role to play, but what role he will
actually play would be determined by what role he wants
to play, how far he is prepared to cnncede power and make
himself acceptable to the people. That is why my reference
to the King has always been honourable.

I have told the King, and I have also said in public, that
I am for kingship not because I am a sycophant, not be-
cause I am terrorised into making that kind of statement.
Because the worst that the King could do has already been
done to me. So I have no apprehension, nothing to fear
from the King.

And temptation? What rewards, what gifts could he
bestow on me? Prime ministership? I am not prepared to
accept prime ministership given by him. I am for king-
ship not because there is the temptation of office or the
danger that I may be put back in prison or that something
worse might happen to me—I have suffered all, everything
at the hands of the King.

Still, I want to maintain kingship, because if we want
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to save our nalion, il we want to build our country, even
if we want lo build our democratic polity, we neced the
assistance of the King. If we fight the King, our cnergy
will be exhausted in the process and we shall destroy our
nation as well.

So far as the King is concerned, 1 feel he has also made
some positive gestures. I addressed a public meeting the
other day [31 March] and you were present. While we
were holding the meeting on one side of the park demand-
ing political rights and criticising the King’s actions, a con-
tingent of troops was on parade and guns were fired on
the other side. How could this be possible without some
positive attitude of the Palace?

There is a positive attitude of the Palace: 1 have been
talking freely, I have been moving all over the country criti-
cising the constitution and its giver. So I am not filled with
despair. Some of our people despair, they feel nothing can
be expected of the King, he does not see the writing on the
wall.

But I am not despondent, I still have confidence becausc
I feel that the King has seen the writing on the wall. From
his side there has been a positive attitude. I will not how-
ever say it is appropriate to the situation. It is still very
halting and hesitant, but it is a positive attitude and 1 am
trying to cash in on it.

My confidence in my line of reconciliation is based on
the fact that it has borne fruit. When I came here from
exile there was total darkness. People thought I was com-
mitting some kind of suicide. Even Ganesh Manji thought
that the choice before us was between slow death in India
and dramatic suicide in Nepal and we had chosen the
second course.

I said no, it was not that. We have registered very big
gains in the last four years. I think this is due to our line
of national reconciliation. It has stirred the Palace to some
positive actions like the referendum. However manipulated
it might be, the people were involved in it. I could move
about, all the political parties could move about. And there
is the promise of direct election, freedom of speech and
the like. I think that is the King’s positive response to our
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line of national reconciliation, and this should not be aban-
doned in haste.

Q: Is the Palace involved in day-to-day politics in a parti-
san manner? Do you think the Palace should scrupulously
stay away from active politics?

A: The Palace is a bizarre affair. It is not a monolith,
so to speak. There is the King, and there are other lobbies
also in the Palace. I shall not be surprised if the big powers
also have their own spokesmen in the Palace. So I will not
speak of the Palace as such, because I do not understand
it. I only understand the King and I think the King has
some positive role to play-—he should not be a dummy.
He should play a positive role in starting the process of
democratisation. The King should be partisan in favour
of the people. I want the King to be modern and demo-
cratic. I want democratisation of kingship, and the King
should play a role in that.

Q: Do you think that King Birendra is personally honest?

A: I have met the King three or four times. My impres-
sion is that he is a well-meaning person, very sincere, and
also honest. But what is more important in politics is how
he views the situation and how he thinks his interests as
King would be served. I think that should be the basic
consideration in this case rather than whether he is honest
or not. As a matter of fact, I am banking on his assessment
of the situation, on his retaining the interests of the
dynasty at heart.

Whether or not he has the country’s interests at heart,
I do not care. It is enough for me if he wants the stability
of his dynasty. Because if he is interested in its stability,
he should be interested in the stability of the throne and
of the country. After all, a dynastic King without a kingdom
is meaningless. So he will be interested in the stability of
the country. That is the rockbottom of his self-interest on
which I have been harping.

I told him, “You may not be a very generous man or a
loving King. You may not have love for the people at heart.
But you certainly love yourself, your throne, your dynasty.
Therefore, any strategy on my part which can serve that
interest of yours will serve you too.” This should be the



Friends in Need 139

starting point of his analysis: How 1o stabilise the country.
Can he rule despotically and strengthen his throne, streng-
then his dynasty? Or should he take the people into confi-
dence, bring them into the political process and give them
power, that is, give up his political power to the representa-
tives of the people and thereby ensure the stabilily of the
throne?

Once I told him that my nationalism is ideological,
whereas his nationalism is basically sellish. Without natio-
nalism he will have no throne, he is nobody. Even if the
country loses its independence and becomes part of India
or part of China, I told him once, I shall have my farm,
my house in Biratnagar, although Biratnagar will be in
India or in China.

“I may be voting for some Indian member of parliament
or some Chinese legislator but 1 should be there neverthe-
less. But what will happen to vou if there is no country?
So vour interest in the stability of the throne means that
you are more vitally interested in the stability of the coun-
try than 1.” That is why 1 tell him that his interests will be
served by joining hands with us. I think the King knows this.

Q: Do you think the results of the referendum [which
gave the partyless panchayat group and the multiparty
group 55 percent and 45 percent respectively of the total
votes polled] held last vear [198C] reflect the will of the
people? If so, why do you oppose the implementation of
the referendum verdict? Alternatively, if you believe that
the referendum verdict was manipulated, why did you then
accept it.

A: My interpretation of the referendum is different from
that of the King. Nowhere in the referendum were the peo-
ple asked to sav whether they wanted the continuance of
the present political syvstem. The clear choice before the
clectorate was a reformed panchayat. Nowhere was it men-
tioned in the whole process—immediately after the King
called a referendum and till its verdict was announced—
neither by the King nor by the Election Commission that
the election was held to decide whether the people wanted
a partyless political system. Partyvlessness of the polity was
ncver mentioned. In this period the King spoke on two or
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three occasions. the Election Commission made many an-
nouncements, but they and the ballot paper too made no
mention that the choice was for partylessness.

I pointed this out to the Constitutional Reforms Commis-
sion the King set up immediately after the verdict of the
referendum was announced. The commission asked me
what in my opinion would be an appropriate constitution
in the present context. I specially mentioned this fact——I
had to do it—that immediately after the verdict was an-
nounced—half an hour after—the King came forward to
make the statement that the verdict had gone in favour of
the partyless panchayat system. I think the King has mis-
represented the verdict of the pcople. He has given it an
interpretation which is his own. It is not that of the people.

Q: Why don’t vou participate in the 9 May general
clection on the basis of universal adult franchise. If you
think the cnsuing election, amended constitution and other
reforms are a mere cosmetic change, why did you not say
so when the reforms were announced? _

A: About six months after the King announced a re-
ferendum, he made a very significant declaration that three
essential principles of parliamentary democracy would be
incorporated in the Constitution regardless of the verdict
of the referendum:

(i) There would be direct elections on the basis of uni-
versal adult franchise. He did not say partyless national
panchayat. He took care not even to mention the word
nanchayat, he said national assembly (Vidhayak Sabha).

(ii) The second parliamentary principle he mentioned
was that the prime minister would no more be appointed
by him but elected by the elected representatives, that is
the Vidhayak Sabha elecied on the basis of universal adult
franchise.

(iii) The prime minister and his cabinet would hold
office so long as they enjoyed not the King’s confidence but
the confidence of the assembly.

These three basic principles of parliamentary demo-
cracy. the King said, would be incorporated in the
constitution regardless of the verdict of the refer-
endum. What do you think is the logical inter-
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pretation of this important announcement on the part
of the King?

Q: He conceded the basic principles of parliamentary
democracy.

A: There were many constitutional experts who said that
the proposed refcrendum would now be a redundant exer-
cise, because the King had already conceded the essence of
parliamentary democracy. There was therefore a demand
for further clarification from the King on what the people
would be expected to vote for in the referendum.

The question of partylessness was thrown overboard by
this very declaration by the King. The choice now was
between the mulliparty system and a reformed panchayat,
incorporating the basic principles of parliamentary demo-
cracy the King had already announced. So the gcneral
feeling was that whichever side won it would be parlia-
mentary democracy. At any rate, the concept of partyless-
ness would be removed from the constitution.

But people are very unhappy because onlyv half an hour
after the announcement of the results of the referendum
the King said that it was a victory for the stand his father
[the late King Mahendra] had taken. that the people had
given the stamp of approval to the partyless syvsiem initia-
ted by his father.

That was a wrong interpretation he imposed on the
people. Thenceforth, he has always stressed partyvlessness.
When he instituted the Constitutional Reforms Commis-
sion, he specifically mentioned that it was commissioned to
draft a constitution not only incorporating the will of the
people as expressed in the referendum but also that of the
minority. This means that the opinion of the 2 million
voters favouring the multiparty system should also be re-
flected in the constitution.

So we were hopeful that although it would be a
partyless Constitution there would also be freedom for others
who did not subscribe to the concept of partylessness. We
were expecting a constitution which would be acceptable to
us but my first reaction to it was that I rejected it and
emphasised three or four points: ¥

(i) The constitution is very unsatisfactory, it is not demo-
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cratic, it suffers from a spirit of timidity, the giver of the
Constitution had developed cold feet.

(ii) It should have been of the kind which could moti-
vate the people to the higher task of nation-building and
break the backbone of the anti-national elements that had
come to the centre of the political scene.

(iii) The giver of the constitution should have mustered
courage to take decisions appropriate to the demands of
the situation.

(iv) It is harmful to the nation and to the King himself.

I also said it would be a very crucial decision on our parl
and I would therefore consult my party workers through-
out the country and contact the leaders of various other
shades of political opinion. I would also seek an interview
with the King for some clarifications.

I returned to Kathmandu about ten days ago after ex-
tensively touring the country, and the last workers’ con-
ference was held here on 30 March. While I was on tour,
government announced the date for the filing of nominatians
for the elections. What is very surprising is that povern-
ment did not {ix the date for them but fixed other dates
such as filing nomination papers, withdrawal of nominations
and all that. It is like...

Q: Sending out invitations before the date of marriage is
fixed.

A: Correct, I like that analogy. We thought that govern-
ment wanted to hustle us into a decision. We said we
were not going to do that. We would take our time to
decide our policy, and that only after we had completed
a survey of the situation and consulted our party workers
as well as others. In a way, we rejected this constitution
from the beginning, but 1 wanted to consult my party
workers.

Secondly, there arc some good features in the constitu-
tion, one of which is the provision for universal adult
franchise and direct election. Our one temptation was that
since it involved the participation of the people it would
give us an opportunity to be with the people. We could
project our image, explain our stand to the pcople, define
ourselves and our ideology to the people.
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But the whole question was that the Nepali Congress
has certain features which distinguish it from both the
radicals of the left, the so-called left, and the sycophants
of the right. I have been explaining it to the people. We
have got a tradition which is a fusion of both reality and
idealism. This has given a certain courage to our party
men, and this distinguishes us from both these camps.

Had we agreed to participate in the clection as panchas,
our apprehension was that we might lose our identity and
the voters might confuse our candidates with the partyless
panchayat men. Moreover, we did not expect that the King
would give a fully democratic constitution at one go. We
expected the process of democratisation to start with this
constitution, and also the dismantling of the existing
authoritarian and anti-national political structure, But that
did not happen. The constitution is a clever device for pro-
longing the same structure. We fcel that the constitution
does not take into consideration the existing political re-
alities.

This constitution is not bold enough to take note of the
rising expectations of the people. We are the representa-
tives of the people, and so we thought that we would be
betraying the trust they had reposed in us if we accepted
the constitution and fought the elections. That is why we
are not participating in them.



CHAPTER IX

The Party’s Options

Q: Don’t you think your non-participation in the general
clection will close all vour options except that of the
politics of conflict and confrontation? Where do you go
from here now that you have decided to stay away from
the elections?

A: I think if I had accepted the amended constitution
in toto, perhaps my options would have been limited. My
options would have been limited if T had joined the system.
Thapa’s [Prime Minister Surya Bahadur Thapa] options
are limited, MP Koirala’s [former nominated prime minis-
ter and a panchayat leader] options are limited, but not
my options because I am with the people.

Q: Don’t you think that whatever you might decide to do
there is always the possibility of that leading to the politics
of conflict and confrontation?

A: No, I don’t think so. A debate went on for some
time in our party about its approach to the election. Three
alternatives were suggested:

(i) Boycolt the elections and sit tight in our homes doing
nothing. This is called non-active boycott.

(ii) Active boycott which should follow cither of two
strategies: Don’t allow the elections to take place; capture
the polling booths on clection day and prevent the voters
from going to them. :

(iii) Create a law and order problem.,

We opposed that, and also passive boycott. Our boyvcott
is that we would go to the masses, we would function as
it we were participating in the elections. But we would do
this only to explain to the voters the political situation and
the reasons why we are not participating in the eclections,
what particular clauses in the constitution, what processes
we object to and why.
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We will not create a law and order situation, we shall
not physically prevent voters [rom going to the polling
booths, we shall not physically interfere with the election
process. But we shall educate the people, we shall go to
them and do a political job, not a job of anti-social ele-
ments or law breakers. At the same time, we¢ will not stay
quictly at home and just issue statements saying that we
have decided not to participate in the clections.

Q: You are on record with the observation that the
amended constitution is good for neither the King nor the
people. And you stated on 21 March 1981 that your current
political line is no confrontation with, no surrender to the
Palace. This reminds one of Mohandas Karamchand
Gandhi’s “neither acceptance nor rejection™ approach to the
constitutional changes the British government proposed in
India’s freedom struggle. What does your linc really ipean?

A: I will explain what our line is. We shall not compro-
mise on the issue of democracy and we shall not adopt the
line of confrontation with the King. That is why I said no
confrontation, no surrender, of our right to fight for demo-
cracy in our country. But our fight will not be of the
nature of a confrontation with the King.

With regard to Gandhiji’s statement sometimes 1 feel
that I have started understanding Gandhiji more and more
as critical situations develop and one has to take a decision
alone because there is no assistance available from any
quarter.

When my people, my co-workers, myv comrades lnok up
to me for getting out of a tight corner, I feel that I am con-
fronting a situation the like of which perhaps Gandhi also
had to face. That is why I say 1 have started understanding
Gandhiji more and more: his line has brcome a little
more relevant in the given context.

Q: You are credited with the statement that “without our
acceptance of the constitution and our involvement in the
poll, the credibility of the democratic process will be very
little.” You say, “We intend to ask our supporters to stay
away from the polling booths on the election day,” for “the
choice offered is of candidates having a poor record” and
not because you reject on principle the post-referendum
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political engineering. At the same time, you confirm that
“my line of seeking a national reconciliation is still opera-
tive and relevant in the national context.” Can vou really
say there is no gap in the logical association of the three
formulations?

A: Elections will be meaningful only when the people
who remain outside the existing strueture participate, If
the same set of pecople who have been with the system,
who have been participating in the panchayat process for
the last 20 years, were to Dbe involved in the electinns,
if it does not take in those who are outside the system,
the clections are mecaningless.

This is why I said that the clections would be a futile
exercise because they would involve the same people and
the voters would have no choice. It would have been a
hreakthrough |f the people from outside the panchayat
system had participated. We reject the general election
because it does not satisfy the aspirations of the people,
it is not democratic enough and it does not solve the poli-
tical crisis the constitution was meant to solve.

Q: Your statement (20 March 1981) that the amended
constitution’s grant of universal adult franchise and direct
election would pventually lead to “watering down® the
Crown’s authorily because “the people could choose their
cwn candidates in {uture and not abide by the official list”
seemingly suggests that therc is a qualitative difference bet-
ween the pre-referendum political situation and the reali-
tics on the ground todav. How’s that?

A: T told vou that the positive feature in the constitution
is that there will be direct elections on the basis of uni-
versal adult franchise and government will not be respon-
sible to the King but to the elected legislature. But what
I have been tryving to tell vou, Bhola, is that this is not
adequate, the situation is developing faster than the mind
of the King. Whatever concession the King grants is just
a drop in the ocean. It only whets the appetite of the peo-
ple instead of satisfyving their hunger. I do not say that
it has no positive aspect. It has some good features, but
these are nullified by other features like membership of
a class organisation. You see, such membership means that
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you have got to take a pledge when vou offer vourself as
a candidate for election. There is a document which you
have got to sign saving that you adhere to the partyless
principle. We subscribe to the party system. True, we have
lost the referendum but we still think that is not good for
the country. We reserve to nurselves the right to sayv so.

Q: Nepalese politics seems to have reached a state ol
cxhaustion after the hectic period starting with the May
1980 referendum and the general election last May. Ap-
parently, there are two courses open to vou to get over it:
cither start a process of agitation and movement and there-
by pressure the powers that be to concede a multiparty
system of government, or use the present political frame-
work to serve vour purpose. What do vou propose to do?

A: First of all, 1 do not agree with vour assessment of
the present situation as one of political exhaustion. After
we returned in December 1976 from political cxile in India,
a new situation was created. The King took certain steps
to liberalise the regime. and in that process he held a
referendum, introduced reforms and amended the consti-
tution. On this basis, the country went through a general
clection last May.

That was a very active period. because after 20 years
of total suppression of all political activities the people got
an opporuniiy to give expression to their pent-up feelings.
That phase ended with the installation of the Surva Baha-
dur Thapa government. We have now entered a new phase
when the very basis of the partvless panchayat svstem has
ceased to exist.

The panchayat has merely a nominal cxistence and its
essential features have been done away with. People are
free to hold meetings and can speak freelv. The opposition
has a constitutional place in the polity, although the law
does not recognise it. In practice, however., we enjoy as
much freedom as the opposition parties in India. 1 have
been telling my friends and collcagues that the law would
not permit me to hold a public meeting or allow any news-
paper to be published, but the law is ineffective and news-
papers critical of the government, at times- subtly critical
of the monarchy also, are published.
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Q: Does this mean that there is frcedom of the press?

A: Yes, it does. Although the law does not guarantee
the press freedom, it is there in practice. I think in a
constitutional monarchy it is not the law but healthy con-
ventions that are important. My assessment of the situa-
tion is that the third amendment of the constitution has
dealt a death blow to the so-called panchayat system.

The panchas are in a quandary about what to do.
There is no focal point, which the King used to provide
both inside Parlaiment and outside. Of course, the King
has great moral as well as legal authority. But the pan-
chayat system has no central focus inside or outside
Parliament; it is at its last gasp.

Q: Does the panchayat system have any ideological basis?

A: No. The panchayat system functioned so long because
il enjoyed the support of the King. That support has been
withdrawn. The pcople are clamouring for the head of the
Prime Minister; every member of Parliament criticises the
Prime Minister. I have not done so because I hold the
system responsible for this.

You cannot criticise Premier Thapa for his past deeds
because, after the general election, it" is these people, the
panchas, who have made him prime minister. Now they
cannot turn back and say he is a bad man. If they knew
he was bad, why did they elect him in the first place?
And then they, some of the big guns in the Rastriya
Panchayat tell me that the King manocuvred the whole
thing. But the question is, why they permitted themselves
to be manocuvred. When the King had given them the right
to elect a prime minister, why did they listen to the phone
call from the Palace?

Q: That is a valid argument.

A: Again, the third amendment of the constitution, under
which the new legislature was elected, does not solve the
country’s problems. Even from the point of view of the
King, his problems too remain unsolved. Not only that,
the problem has been aggravated, and that not a little
because of the rapid growth of international tension here.
The country’s economic problems, its law and order pro-
blems have been aggravated, and corruption has touched
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a new high. In fact, on every {ront, the system is not in a
position to meet the challenge.

There is deep thinking among the pcople who matter
in politics here on how to get to grips with these problems.
There arc indications of a realignment of forces among
the democrats who are with me and the patriots who are
with the King. A split is recurring in the panchayat just
as there is a split in our democratic movement. Those who
are not patriots among us will not remain with us, and
those who are not democrats will not remain with the King.
That is what I am anticipating, hopefully. My purpose is
to hasten this realignment of forces.

Q: Should we say that you are trying to bring about a
consolidation of democratic forces?

A: Yes, democratic but at the same time nalionalist, I
emphasise this point because some pcople with us may be
democrats, but their patriotic credentials may not be as
clean as I should want them to be. Such people may leave
us—for instance. Parsunarayan Choudhuri has left us.
Similar is the case with the panchas.

Those who are really patriots will accept my argument
that without democratic development you cannot hold the
country together, you cannot save the country, you cannot
even be a patriot, you cannot be a nationalist without being
a democrat. So I am anticipating that the new political
system that is going to emerge will be composed of ele-
ments both from among my old democratic associates and
from among the panchas.

I believe that material for a new political system, a new
political culture is available also among the panchas [BP
wants a svnthesis of patriotic, nationalist democrats and
democratic, patriotic panchas] and I am waiting for that
material to come to me. For this reason 1 ask democrats
not to be scared of panchas and I ask Panchas not to be
afraid of democrats. 1 repeat, after the general election
and the installation of the Rastriya Panchayat, evervbody
recognises that third amendment of the constitution has
not solved the country’s problem.

Q: In the given situation, what are the courses of action
open to the King?
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A: The King, I think, has two alternati\'cs.‘ Ile can
carry on as at present, but this will not solve his problem,
it would only complicate matters. The King amended the
constitution in the hope that he would be able to bring
new elements into the system. He granted adult franchise,
he also accepted the principle that the prime minister
should be elected by the Rastriya Panchayat and the prime
minister should be responsible to it. That is how he wanted
to win over those elements, the important democratic ele-
ments in the country’s political life, which had not coopera-
led with him so far. This was an invitation to them to
cooperate with him.

But since we did not cooperate with him, his purpose
was not served. The result was that he had to call upon
the same prime minister to form the government and re-
tain the old setup. No new elements were inducted into
the system. So far as the King is concerned, all his efforts
beginning with the referendum to the general -election
proved futile.

Now, of the King’s two possible alternatives the first is:
assuming that the present system is not going to solve his
problem, he will have to devise constitutional measures
which induce important democratic elements which have
remained outside the system to get into it. This means
that he must satisfy that important segment of Nepal’s
politics, that is, he must be able to bring people like us
over to his side.

For this another amendment of the constitution is neces-
sary. We have not demanded any vital changes in the basic
structure of the constitution, we have asked for only two
or three minor peripheral adjustments so that he may have
our cooperation. On the other hand, I am saying this for
the simple reason that international antagonism is casting
its shadows on Nepal. And, because of the thinking that
the King is the only factor for stability, there will be inter-
national pressure on him to be very firm and encourage
no more of this kind of experiment with democracy.
Rather, he should reverse the process he initiated three
vears ago. This also could be the advice of some inter-
national forces.



The Party’s Options 151

Q: Could you identily these international powers?

A: 1 think it would not be proper for me to name them
at present. There are four international powers which
concern Nepal: India and China, the two regional powers,
and the two big powers, Soviet Russia and USA. There
are powers interested in  the stabilily of Nepal, and
there are powers who want to destabilise it. One big
power wants to destabilise, and it cannot be denicd that
the entire region is being destabilised particularly as a resull
of the developments in Afghanistan.

Prime Minister Indira Gandhi also often speaks about
attempts by the big powers to destabilise India, of forces
inside and outside the country which arc out to destabilise
India. That factor, the factor of destabilisation, «peraies
in Nepal with greater force. And the unholy alliance bet-
ween them and their agents in Nepal can create a very
difficult situation.

The King can also argue that he did all he could to bring
in the democratic elements, but they were not satisfied
with his efforts. Therefore, any further concession would
only add grist to the mill of the forces of destabilisation,
leading to greafer chaos. Should that argument prevail,
he may also think of reversing the process. That would
indeed be dangerous. ,

Q: Do you have any idea about the King's thinking on
the subject.

A: I have not met the King for the last two yvears, and
it is not easy to guess how his mind works. I put myself
in his position: 1 think the King is worried about both
stability and the excessive growth of foreign influence in
the country. That is why we may feel he must retain power,
he must remain the final authority. Our diflferences with
the King arc that we want him to hand over to parliament
whatever power he holds.

The King’s problem is that parliament should be either
amenable to him or amenable to the democratic forces
but not to foreign forces. His concern, he might say. is,
“You have people like Parsunarayvan Choudhuri in your
party. If you had contested and won the election, peoplc
like Choudhuri would have dominated the party. That
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Choudhuri's action has betrayed your party, at any rate
betrayed his lack of loyalty to you and to your political
line, is quite evident. I have great faith in you, but you
are carrying with you a group of men like Choudhuri. And
Choudhuri was either motivated by personal ambition or
I, the King, brought about a change in him. Ie is more
loval to me than to you. Or he is loyal to others outside
the country. That is, cither he is loyal to himself or to me
or to a foreign power, but he is not loyal to you.”

Q: That sounds plausible.

A: The King may ask me, “Can I give up power and hand
over it to you or to parliament, over which neither you
nor I have control?” I think that is his dilemma, and is
my dilemma also, I am being very frank with you. The
King now says, “1 have given you an opportunity to orga-
nise, I am preventing your party from getting into power
because you do not have a party. You are carrying with
you a crowd without any loyalty to you. They are iith
you because they think that you can deliver the goods.
That is why I do not want you to be in power.

“When you have built your party, loyal to your ideas,
loyal to the country, loyal to the monarchy, loyal to demo-
cracy, then come to me and ask me what I should do.
For the present, I have done whatever was possible, what-
ever is good for the country, for you and for me as well.”

I have no answer to that. You see the line that we have
adopted is expressed rather epigrammatically—no surren-
der, no confrontation. This means no struggle to overthrow
the present system, but no surrender to it. Now the charge
against me is that this is no policy—either 1 should sur-
render to the King, to the present system, or launch a
movement to overthrow it.

What critics fail to understand is that I am not opposed
to local struggles, or to economic sruggles, or to any move-
ment against rising prices. But It oppose a mass struggle
strong enough to force the King to grant democratic free-
dom to us, an unwilling King being forced by the upsurge
of our movement to give in. That is fraught with dan-
gerous possibilities. It is not a figment of the imagination
that because of the infiltration »f foreign powers any move-
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ment of that kind will get out of hand. Both the King and
oursclves will get locked in a struggle in which we shall
be prisoners of a strategy devised in foreign capitals. But
this must not be interpreted as our acceptance of the
present system.

Q: Do you have any other options?

A: We have been given a tremendous opportunity A
educate the people about my strategy, to tell them why
a mass struggle is not appropriate at present, why com-
promise also is notl appropriate. There has to be ideological
clarity and 1 have to create a political party in the districts
parallel to the panchayat system, ecvery village must have
a unit of the party. This is the task I shall now be occupied
with, the task of organising the people, of clarifying the
basic political issues before the people. This will take me
about 15 to 18 months, and only after this is done will
1 confront the King. Until then 1 do not think I can ask
the King to do this or not to do that with any sense of
responsibility.

Q: What do you think could be a face-saving formula
which might facilitate your participation in the present
political system?

A: The situation is too serious and we cannot get over
it with a formula which would only help save face. If the
formula does not bring about basic change, whatever face-
saving formula might be devised would not help. In
fact, I do not agree with your expression “face-saving
formula.” which is not quite appropriate.

If 1 were to meet the King, I would only tell him that
he made a mistake by not granting:- me an audience when
I wanted to meet him sometime before the general election.
But in retrospect 1 think that was a blessing in disguise.
Because even if we had participated in the election some
of our successful members would have gone over to the
other side like Parsunarayan Choudhuri.

The fact that we did not participate in the elections
was a deliberate act of non-cooperation. But that served
us also, for it revealed the weakness in our party just as
the elections revealed the weakness in the panchayat setup.

Q: A committed pancha and an elected member of the
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Kathmandu Nagar Panchayat, Mrs Kanchanmala Chalisey,
made a rather paradoxical observation. According lo her,
vou are the most stable barrier between the King and the
extremist forces both within the Nepali Congress and out-
side. What do you say to thal?

A: 1 think the King is strong enough to look after him-
self, he does not need my support. I feel that ultra-radi-
calism or extremist politics does not suit Nepal, but it suits
the foreign powers interested in destabilising the country.
There are two types of extremists, and after the elections
they seem lo have converged so far as the democrats are
concerned. Those who have all along been very staunch
supporters of the panchayat system are now greater cne-
mies of the King than the democrats.

Q: That is amazing. How do you explain it?

A: Indeed, it is amazing. If you talk to them in conlfi-
dence, you will get to know that the important men who
were defeated in the election blame the King for their
defeat, and those who have won say that they won in spite
of the King. If you ask them how Surya Bahadur Thapa
became Prime Minister they would say that the King did
it, he pulled wires. In fact, everything that is happening
here they attribute to the King. The panchas who flourished
in the last 20 years opposc the King. They are essentially
fascists, influenced by foreign powers. They are not inter-
ested in the stability and progress of the country.

An economic class has emerged in Nepal in the last two
decades which is not dependent on the economy of the
country, which is neither capitalist nor feudal. The feudal
class depends on the prosperity of the rural economy, and
f the economy prospers it will get a share. The capitalist
class is interested in developing capitalism—market deve-
lopment, urban development and all that goes with it.

The new affluent class has no roots here. These people
are affluent because of foreign help, a large share of foreign
aid goes into their pockets. They are affluent because of
corruption, denudation of forests, smuggling and illegal
business practices.

That is the class which is at the centre of our politics.
They have vested interests, they have their ramifications
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inside the Palace. It is common knowledge that every coun-
try has different political lobbies. For instance, India has
a US lobby, a Russian.lobly. A lobby exists to influence
the minds of the rulers, to sell ideas. Here one cannot talk
in terms of lobbies butl only in terms of agents who are
centrenched in our body politic.

Q: There is a good deal of difference belween a lobby
and an agent.

A: Yes, that is true. When 1 sav this, I am accused of
being obssesed with foreign powers. But this is a fact. Even
the King is worried on that score. As I sce it, Nepal's situa-
tion can be symbolically expressed by a triangle. One point
of the triangle is the King, another point is foreign power,
and we constitute the third.

Q: You mean the democratic forces?

A: Yes, that is correct. If' it were only a struggle bet-
ween the King and us, without having to calculate on the
presence of foreign power, this would have been a onc-
dimensinnal atfair. In that case, we could have told the
King to hand over power to us. If he refused to do so. we
could have told him that we would remove him from the
throne. There would have been a straight fight. But not
so now. Before we adopt that attitude we must reckon with
the fact that there is a bigger power than the King entren-
ched in our system.

Not to take this factor into consideration would amount
to serving the interests of foreign powers, wittingly or un-
wittingly. If the situation is analysed as if only two factors
are taken into account when there are actually three fac-
tors present. the perspective would be distorted. That is
why I say the King has a role to play, and our struggle
against the King must not push him to the wall.

Q: You do not want a struggle with no holds barred?

A: That is true. So far as our relations with the King
arc concerned—this might sound paradoxical-——we are at
once riding two horses running in opposite directions. We
are with the King on national issues, but on democratic
issues he is our enemy, we have got to take power from
him. My strategy is to combine these mutually contradic-
tory relationships with the King. At one point we are com-



156 Portrait of a Revolutionary

rades in arms to hold forcign influence at bay, at another
point he is our enemy. That is why I say no confrontalion
with, no surrender to, the King. Most others who refuse to
lake into account the foreign factor say we must cither
surrender to the King, the situation being what it is, or
strike at him.

Q: A knowledgeable opposition member of the Rastriya
Panchavat told me that the Rasiriya Panchayat is a con-
sultative body and the King continues to be the source of
all power in the kingdom. What do you think of it?

A: I think T know the gentleman you are referring to.
Ile also told me the same thing. 1 ask him whether he owes
to the King his position as a member of the Rashtriyva
Panchayal. I am surc he would say he was clected by the
people in spite of the King. All other members of the
Rastriva Panchayat would say the same. But the King
could not have pulled strings to get his men elected.

You ask the prime minister and he would say the same
thing. e is there—he has said it in public—in his own
right. He says he is the second elected prime minister, after
me, of Nepal. That is the constitutional position. The ques-
tion is, why did these members of parliament allow them-
selves to be used by the King? Why did they allow the
power vested in them to be usurped by the King?

If they accept my constitutional analysis, they would have
to accept the fact that the third amendment of the cons-
titution has not brought about any real change in the
situation. But they are not going to do that. They are only
tryving to rationalise their conduct. They want {o be mem-
bers of parlaiment, but at the same time they say that
since parliament is impotent, since the Prime Minister rules
over them. theyv feel they have no responsibility for any-
thing.

Q: I suppose this provides their troubled consciences with
an ecscape hatch of sorts.

A: Yes, that is right. T have strongly criticised the argu-
ment that the King is all in all, that he sclected the prime
minister. Assuming this to be true, why did they allow
themselves to bhe manipulated by the King?

Q: It is said that therc has been a tremendous amount
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of depolilicisation of the people in the last two decades,
That being so, democracy, civil liberties, fundamental rights
and the like do not mean much to them. The problem of
bread matters. That is why the Nepali Congress’ appeal
to them in the name of democracy, fundamental rights and
so on does not cut much ice.

A: I think this is a rather pedestrian argument. My con-
viction is that the people are not motivated by considera-
tion of bread alone. Their springs of action do not lie in
their stomachs. Nowhere in the world has there been a revo-
lution only for bread. Whenever people have risen in rebel-
lion, they have done so in the name of ideology or religion,
in the name of liberty, equality, fraternity. This thesis is
wholly unacceptable to me.

Q: Politically informed people are somewhat concerned
about the question of leadership of the Nepali Congress—
after BP Koirala, who? The Nepali Congress has regional
leaders, but few leaders of national stature. This is consi-
dered at once a major weakness of the parly and vour
failure to nurse a competent group of men who could col-
lectively shoulder the responsibility and give the necessary
leadership 1o the party.

A: Bhola, this is a very difficult queslion. As a matter
of fact, I have not applicd my mind to this question at all.
Butl people have been asking me this question, they seem
to be a little concerned because they think there is no
seccond rank leadership. I am not modest when I say that
I am not indispensable.

Of late, T have deliberately tried to keep myself out of
day-to-day party politics. The responsibility of running
the party has devolved on Krishna Prasad Bhattarai, whe
is acting on my bchalf, and Girija Prasad Koirala. general
secretary of the party. Most of (he party work is looked
after by them.

I meet party workers at home, T do not go to the
party office regularly, and party work has not suffered on
account of my not being wholly involved im day-to-day
activities. So I feel that T am not indispensable, that there
are people who can take good care of the party.

The problem is that my political activities span three
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generations—my generation, my son’s generation and that
of my grandson. In the changing politics of Nepal, I am
one of the most stable factors. People look on me as an
old oak in the courtvard. That is why they think 1 am in-
dispensable.

Secondly, 1 will not say I am happy with the situation
that obtains in our party. The men in charge of the party’s
district organisations belong to the third generation, and
they are now involved in the business of mass politics.
Individually, every one of them has sullered, there is not
a single party worker who has not been in prison less than
five or six vears.

Some of them have been imprisoned for as long as 18
vears, but theyv have had no experience of mass political
activity, they are new to il. They are of course learning
the tricks of the trade very fast, and I depend upon them
to take charge of the districts.

As it is. I am not verv well. I do not tour the country
as I used ts. The organisation thal is taking shape is doing
so without me, although the party activists turn to me
when they are in difficulties and then T give them—I shall
not sav guidelines, but a sense of direction. I am hopeful
that when 1 am no longer around. the third-generation
party workers will be able to make a good job of it.

Q: If T asked vou to do a little crystal gazing, what do
vou think would be the likely political scenario in the near
future.

A: It will be somewhat difficult for me to do that. Well,
perhaps it is wishful thinking on my part to say that the
cntire constitutional exercise from the national referendum
to the general clection was initiated by the King as a sin-
cere exercise to induce an element like us, genuine natio-
nalist democrats who had remained outside the political
svstem, to participate in the system.

‘The King gave real concessions to the people, universal
adult franchise, direct election, cabinet answerability to
parliament, in fact most basic democratic rights, although
he retained certain emergency powers. All this was done
to get our support, not necessarily that of the Nepali Con-
gress alone but democratic support in general. When we
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decided 1o boycott the May 1981 general clection the King's
purpose was not served and he had to call upon the same
man, Surya Bahadur Thapa, to form a government,

So far as we, the opposition, are concerned there has
been no change. My reading is that the King will soon feel
the need to consull us or see his wav to further amend
the constitution. which will salisfy our minimum demands,
hold a midterm eclection and thereby ensure stability in :he
political svstem.

The biggest problem of the nation is instability. If it
were only manageable instahilityv. it would nol have mat-
tered much. But if the instability is of a nalure that gov-
ernment cannot manage it the verv cxistence of the state
would be endangered, particularly in view of the pressure
put on the country. Naturally, the King would be interested
in stability, but this cannot Dbe achieved without
the active cooperation of the democrats in anv arrange-
ment he may have in mind. That is why I sav that the King
will be obliged to turn to us.

Q: What is the other alternative the King might opt for?

A: The King might feel that all thc exercises he has so
far undertaken have been in vain as thc democratic elements
arc not responsive. So no more of these experiments, and
he will rule directly. The international situation will also
induce him to think along that line. because the inter-
national forces are imore interested in stabilily than pro-
gress.

This is what I have heard of late in diplomatic circles
and political parlburs here. Their question is: Stabilily ver-
sus progress. My answer is: Progress and stability. This
may cause dislocation, but it would be manageable disloca-
tion. But therc are elements which feel that any further
concession would only invite dislocation not amenable to
panchayat management or democratic management. If he
is confronted with the alternative of stability and no pro-
gress or of instability and progress, he will perhaps choose
stability. And there will be no more democratic experiments
and innovations.

Q: That is taking a rather grim view of the situation.
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A: Yes, in a way. Because I think some of wur neighbours
would not like too much instability in our country.

Q: Who are those neighbours?

A: Why, I do not think it will help India if a situation
al unmanageable instability is created in Nepal. 1 do not
think it will help China cither. In that case. it may be asked
what would be their choice. Some countries—I do not want
to name them—may like to slabilise the Palace and fully
support the King. They could argue that the King pro-
vides the clement of stability in the couniry.

Q: Don’t you think that the Americans advanced the same
argument in the case of Iran. only to bring about a disas-
trous failure.

A: As far Iran, the blame is laid-—1 do not want to be
very explicit about that—on Carter [President Carter] for
pressuring the Shah to give concessions and withdrawing
support from him. You will recall that Iran’s troubles
began when the Shah introduced reforms in the system,
listening to the opposition, arresting Savak and army
officers, even his Prime Minister. The Shah, it is said,
could have managed it but he was denied the support he
wanted from the US. Anyway, that is a matter of inter-
pretaion and analysis. As for Nepal, there is a feeling in
some circles that the King can manage it by taking over
the administration himself and stabilising the system by
being a little ruthless.




CHAPTER X

Socialism with a Difference

Q: Your commitment to democratic socialism is a fact
of history. You have been a socialist since the carly 1930s.
What exactly is your conception of democratic socialism?
Do you thnik democratic socialism as an ideological move-
ment has a future, particularly in Nepal?

A: Bhola, I have made some comments on the question
that you have asked me. I made a speech in Sydney this
February where I summarised our experience of struggle
and what lesson our experience has for the socialists of the
world. I placed before the Asian Pacific Socialist Organisa-
tion conference in Sydney the five points 1 have made.

One is about democracy. Without appropriate political
institutions in which the people have a vested interest, even
cconomic development is not possible. The rationale of the
King [Mahendra] in staging the coup in 1960 was the idea
that economic development could be divorced from politics
and could be accelerated under his authoritarian aegis.

This did not happen, As a matter of fact, roval rule
brought the economy to the point of collapse. We have
become poorer since his takeover. In our experience, deve-
lopment in our economic context, in the context of the Third
World, means motivating people for the task »f develop-
ment, involving them at every level of development, from
that of decision-making to the level of implementation of
the decisions so made. This is a political job. Authoritarian
rule can only create a bureaucratic edifice with which the
people cannot identify themselves. This is our experience.
So a socialist must concern himself with the development
of democratic institutions also.

Secondly, what our idea is about foreign aid. Foreign
aid in our condition, instead of helping the process of deve-
lopment, only creates a new class of people whose affluence
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is uniclated to the economic condition of the nation as a
whole. The new class has no economic roots in the country.
It exists solely on the basis of the manipulation of foreign
aid and through corruption and illegal trade.

Thirdly, for a.poor country like ours the model of deve-
lopment cannot be provided by the developed societies of
the West. It is too late in the day for us to start on the
basis of that model. Import of high technology does not
suit us. What we need is a technology that is slightly supe-
rior to that we currently employ. That is, only slightly
improved technology that can be handled by our own men.

Where we have blindly imitated the Western model of
devclopment, we have brought about a situation in which the
rich have become richer and the poor poorer, and this has
created an affluent class without national roots, a class that
has no genuine interest in national economic regeneration.

Fourthly, socialists can do no worse than be apathetic to
the democratic struggle of the people all over the world.
When I say democracy I mean liberal democracy. When 1
emphasise this point because sometimes there is a tendency
for somce socialists to give this question less importance
than economic development.

Fifthly, we feel that socialism is the wave of the future.
Socialism is the natural ally of the Third World and the
non-aligned. Without the anchorage of socialism, the coun-
tries of the Third World drift either to fascist militarism
or to dictatorial communism or to obscurantist reactionary
rcligious fundamentalism.

We socialists therefore face a big challenge in the Third
World. The centre of gravity for socialism has shifted from
Europe to the Third World, where socialism both as an
inspiraiional ideal of life and as a model and blueprint for
development has become relevant.

And if Nepal has a future, that is the only strategy for
survival. Democracy at the political level and economic
development that does justice to the masses—these are the
lwo major strands of socialism. Without these two aspects,
ceonomic development to eradicate poverty, as also political
liberty, would be a myth. It is not only a question of idealism or
putting faith in high values of life, it is a matter of survival.
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Q: Do you seriously believe that parliamentary democracy
can be worked in Nepal? Or for that matter in any Third
World country?

A: I shall not say parliamentary democracy because
democracy may not be of the parliamentary variety, but
without democracy there cannot be any stability in the
country. If there is no democracy, then what form of gov-
ernment should the country have? Who has the right to
govern? Who determines the priorities in development?

If there is no democracy, then the man who has the
longest sword would rule. And how can vou put vour trust
in a man with a sword more than in a man who derives
his sanction from the pecople and comes to power? I do not
accept the idea that development and democracy are anti-
thetical. The whole question is: If T do not accept demo-
cracy, who should rule? As for our country, of course, vou
would say that the King should rule. But that is putting
vour trust in a syvstem which may not be as aware of the
developing situation as those who enjoy the people’s trust.
So, basically, democracy and development are not anti-
thetical, in fact one complements the other.

Q: What kind of economic syvstem would you like to
have in Nepal? How do you think Nepal could expedite its
cconomic development?

A: I will give you my idea of it. My idea is not very
clearly defined but T sec light in that direction. I am grop-
ing my way.

Q: Could T ask vou to do a little loud thinking about it?

A: You see, when 1 was Prime Minister I went to the
Planning Commission’s office. There was a portrait of the
King on the wall of the room where the experts had assem-
bled. 1T had to address them. T did not know what to tell
those experts.

Q: They were all cconomic experts?

A: Yes. quite a few of them were products of Harvard
and Cambridge Universities. 1 told them that there was a
portrait of the King, it was a very appropriate thing to do.
But there should be another picture of a farmer bending
over his plough.

I also told them that whenever “you have a project or a
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scheme of development or a plan, you have got to remem-
ber that man with the plough and his hut. And you should
ask yourself what benefit that man in the picture, and not
the King, is going to derive out of your deliberations, out
of your plan here.”

This is not my original 1dea, it 1s Gandhi’s. I am not an
economic expert, but I thought that any development that
bypasses the villager is no development at all. Any deve-
lopment that takes care of urban amenities and neglects
the rural people is no development so far as I am concerned.

Because Nepal lives in the villages, its poverty lies there.
You cannot even begin to understand the problem of pover-
ty unless you are aware of the existence of the villages
and their inhabitants. The mistake of the planners stems
from the idea that they derive from the developed nations
with high and sophisticated technology.

These nations are highly urbanised, even their villages
are urban pockets. Their agriculture has adopted a highly
developed technology. The Nepali planners’ model of deve-
lopment is provided by these nations. Unless the minds of
the planners are appropriately changed and their concep-
tion of development is altered, we cannot even start the
process of development—that is the point of departure. 1
will ask the planners to take sides with the villages and
the villagers, think in their terms and introduce only such
technology as they can understand and handle themselves.

Such technology as is only a slight improvement on what
they are used to—an improved plough, no big tractors,
no big machines, no bulldozers, no jet engines, no big roads
meant only for imported vehicles using imported fuel, run
and maintained by foreign-trained technicians, no cement
or iron for construction and less dependence on foreign
imports. The planners must put all their emphasis on im-
proving agricultural efficiency and on such industries as are
agrobased.

You know, 1 was admitted to Jaslok Hospital about two
years ago for my throat trouble. I used to discuss public
health problems with the doctors there. Some of them were
very public-spirited. I asked them what I should do if 1
were in government to improve the health of the people.
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They said, “Anything betwcen 80 and 90 percent of the
diseases are water borne. If you lake care of water,
if you provide the people with clean potable water, you
would have taken care of 80 percent of the diseases. You
don’t have to have hospitals like Jaslok Hospital or foreign-
trained doctors. You start with water and vou will be able
to control the problem.”

So I suggest we should at least make drinking water safe
and available to villagers. Motivate them to keep their vil-
lages clean, provide them not with costly hospitals, which
we cannot afford in any case, but with basic hygienic needs.
What I want to say is, let us not be moonstruck with the
glamour of the developed countries and romanticise deve-
lopment. Let us start soiling our hands with the dirt of the
villages which make up Nepal. Now, Bhola, you may say
that this will result in a kind of rural civilisation, rather
culture.

Q: Quite so. What you suggest may even remind one of
Pol Pot’s brand of primitive communism.

A: No, not Pol Pot. He took recourse to coercion. Pol
Pot as a matter of fact drove away the urban population,
large numbers of them from Phom Penh and other cities
and towns. That was absolutely undemocratic.

Q: T get the point. Your emphasis is on democracy. You
want things to be done democratically, with the sanction
of the people. And that is the most important point.

A: I call the model the US has provided, the Henry Ford
model, and this model was taken over by Soviet Russia.
When Lenin assumed power, this was his model. He always
said Russia could catch up with the US in ten or 20 years.
Russians now measure their development in terms of the
US. Their model was essentially provided by the US, and
the US model was provided by Ford.

Now, the population of the US is only 6 percent of world
population. To maintain these 6 percent in their present
condition of affluence the US uses up between 30 and 35
percent of the world’s natural resources. If China and
India, which between them contain 60 percent of world
population, try to plan their economies on the same model,
there will not be enough resources available, So that model
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is not relevant by the very logic of it. And that model is
very, very inefficient.

When I told an audience in the US-—1 had been invited
to lecture at Columbia University-—that the US economy
was very ineflicient, they were aghast. 1 said our agri-
culturists or Punjab agriculturists were more eflicient than
those in the US.

After all, what is efficiency? It mecans that there must
be a correlation betwen input and output. You invest a huge
sum of mnoey in one or two acres of land, but the produc-
tion of wheat per acre is not higher than that the peasant
in Haryana or Punjab produces with limited inputs.

“The Nepali cultivator with limited input produces more
rice per acre of land than you do. Then there is the pro-
blem of wastage through consumption of fuel. Your eco-
nomy is dependent on the consumption of fuel which 1s
not unlimited. Unless you redesign vour machine, I see a
collapse of your system by the turn of the century.

“In the process of redesigning your model 1 think the
Third World scientists and your scientists are at the same
level. If you could harness solar energy, perhaps India
would become more affluent than you, considering that more
solar energy would be available in India. I do not oppose
the use of science to improving the cconomic life of the
peasantry. What I oppose is the model you have provided.

“In our country, where we have more men than we know
what to do with, why should we go after machines? After
all, what is a tractor? It is one farmer multiplied by a hun-
dred. Because you have got only one farmer to do the job
of a hundred farmers, you have got to have a tractor. In
our country we have a thousand farmers, and unemployed
to boot. We have got very little capital but abundant
human labour. So why should we go after labour-saving
devices? This is also the philosophy of Gandhi and Jaya-
prakash.”

Q: What vou have said about the cconomic model, let
us agree, is relevant in the present Nepalese context. But
what about the future?

A: If T enter the realm of conjecture, I would say that
the futurec machines will be capable of being handled by
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a small number of men and the cnergy required to run
them would be locally available. Production would be
decentralised without impairing efficiency. Output will not
decrease, but the centres of production would be decentra-
lised. You ask me how I say that. I say it is bound to come
unless we denude the forests, denude whatever little
source of energy we have.

In our country we have both small and big rivers, we
can construct dams, produce electricity with locally manu-
factured dynamos, provide energy for the local people and
produce whatever they need. There¢ may be one or two big
projects, but that is about all. My contention is—I1 got this
idea from Jayaprakash although he was not himself aware
that he had made a very important contribution—that the
misconception about science is that it has its own compul-
sions.

People think it has nothing to do with the human condi-
tion, as if it has an autonomous existence. It is not that.
Science is a moral decision of man. I shall give an example
to make my point clear. There was a big debate when John
Kennedy was president about the Sputnik the Russians
had sent into orbit. There was consternation in the US
on the score that it lagged behind in scientific development.
To restore US prestige, Kennedy called a conference of
leading American scientists. He said he would like them
not only to send a Sputnik orbiting the earth but also place
a man on the moon and thus go one better than Russia.

The scientists said this" was not difficult and that given
ten years’ time and 20 billion dollars they would do it.
There were a few scientists who however said that was not
the best test of scientific knowledge, it was only an engi-
neering feat. They had all the knowledge, all the resources
and they could do it.

But this 20 billion dollars could eradicate poverty in the
Third World. And they asked what ought to be the deci-
sion: land a man on the moon or eradicate poverty. The
point is that a decision as to the direction in which you
want science to develop is moral. To say that science has
its own logic, independent of human volition, is wrong.

In the final analysis man is the ultimate decision-maker.
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The decision in the Third World should be not to save
labour but to use¢ labour, not to develop technology useful
for mass produclion. Let the scientists of the world be en-
gaged in harnessing the energy that is locally available—
but not at the cost of production. T think that is possible,
I think the world is taking that direction. I am looking for-
ward wih hope.

Q: Do you think that Javaprakash Narayan's concept ol
tolal revolution has any relevance to Nepal?

A: You sce, what Jayaprakash meant by total revolution
is that man is not the engine of history, his quest is not
only for bread. Man is a many dimensional entity, and he
is an unfinished producl. Man has a tremendous possibility,
but if you wantl to develop man you must attack the pro-
blem from all sides—ecthical, moral, psychological, ccono-
mic, cultural, cducational. If you lake care of one aspect
of man, leaving olher aspects to take care of themselves,
that does not happen.

That is why Jayaprakash said sociely should attack man’s
problems from all sides. Iis point is that it will not do to
expect the stale, although it is a very powerful factor in
human life, to tackle all human problems, and once you
clect a government to expect there is no other task left
for the people to perform.

[t has been demonstrably proved that laws, if vou like,
the state cannot solve all human problems. We have got
to lackle these problems from different angles. That is total
revolution. Unless you create a proper will for change in
society, creale a new social environmenl, no amoun{ of
legislation from above can solve the problem.

That is why he said he did not think that government
is irrelevant. On the contrary, it is very, very relevant, But
that is a not enough. One who is a revolutionary is not in-
terested only in gelting power. He is more interested
in tackling the problem at the root and changing the
climate, crealing the will in sociely for implementing what-
ever legislation might be made. This is very relevant to
Nepal and to all other Third World countries. Where a new
sociely is being crealed, where new ideas, new civilisations
arc being crealed, this certainly is relevant,



CHAPTER XI

“I have no Regrets”’

Q: Would it be wide of the mark if 1 said that your poli-
tical thinking and aftitude to life betray an clement of
anarchism?

A: I am an anarchist. There is always a tension
in human beings, tension between impulses of anarchism—
not to be bound by rules, to hew a new path for yourself—
and atl the same time, since you are a member of society,
vou have got to abide by ils norms, values and truths.

Q: You mean, there is a conflict belween an unlimited
personality and a limited personality.

A: 1 should rather put it as a conflict belween a mem-
ber of a club and a person. As a member of society, you
have certain norms and obligations to conform to. At the
same time, you conslantly feel that you must get out of this.
This tension is always there in me. You see, 1 was Home
Minister in the post-revolution government and 1 was a
very powerful minister. Law and order conditions were very
uncertain. My policemen had often to use the gun.

Q: I remember this. Once 1 was atl vour residence when
vou had to use a gun yourself.

A: Yes. Even now 1 feel the people have a right 1o break
the law. Bul my business is 1o govern, and that is why 1
am in politics. And 1 may have to shool, or put vou in pri-
son, if you break the law. At the same time, I have sym-
palhy for the prisoner.

Q: Even when you send them to prison you have sym-
pathy for them?

A: Yes, because that is what they should do. They live
in tension.

Q: When were you married? Was il an arranged marriage?
Ilow many children do you have? When was your [irst
child born? '
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A: 1 was married in February 1937 and again in Banaras.

My wife—future wife at that time—was a student at the
Theosophical School here. I had just taken my law degree.
I have three sons and one daughter. I had two daughters,
but one died in infancy. Prakash is the eldest son, Shrihars
the second, and the third is Shashanka. The daughter is
Chetna.

Q: When was Prakash born?

A: He was born in October 1947.

Q: Is your father-in-law still alive? What is his name?
What was he?

A: Kamala Prasad Upadhyay, and he is still alive. At the
time of my marriage he was the bada hakim of Jhapa. He
insisted I should see his daughter before marrying her. So
the marriage was partly arranged and partly not quite so.
I came to Banaras to see her. Then I thought this was a
very, very vulgar way of getting a girl for your wife. Im-
mediately after seeing her, I decided to marry because it
would have been ignorable on my part to reject her. You
see, my mother had great ambitions for me and thought,
like every mother, that her son was very good and hand-
some and deserved the best. My wife Sushila was not as
beautiful as she expected.

Q: But she is one of the most beautiful persons I have
ever seen.

A: That is precisely what I too thought, but my parents
were disappointed [laughter]. But immediately after seeing
her, I sent a telegram to my would be father-in-law saying
I would marry within 15 days. He was flabbergasted. He
said he could not leave his job suddenly, he had to apply
for leave and all that. I said no, the marriage must take
place on the 4 February or never. It took place that day
but few guests could come here. It was a very small gather-
ing, only Devendra, my two brothers and one of my sisters
could make it.

Q: I have known you since 1949 and I have noticed that
on the face of it, the relations between you and your wife are
very loving and full of understanding. But tell me frankly,
have you really loved your wife all along, have you been
faithful to her always?
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A: If you ask me this, I shall say that she appears to me
even today as fresh as on the day 1 married her. Partly
because I have lived awayv from her most of our married
life—1I was in prison or on tour or in exile—I did not have
enough of her companionship. So she retains the same
attraction for me. She has been a great asset to me. There
i1s a spiritual quality in her that sustains me.

As a matter of fact, she has suflered more than I have.
It is only when vou look at things superficially that you
might not get the point. When I was arrested in December
1960, nobody knew where 1 had been detained. Nobody
was sure about my fate, whether 1 was alive or not. When
I met her after a year or so, her hair was greying, and in
the course of threc ycars she became quite grey. with wrin-
kles on her face. She had suddenly aged not only because
I was arrested but because she had to look after the chil-
dren, all small. She is very brave.

About fidelity, I don’t know what is fidelity. If vour
question is the conventional question whether I had aflairs
with some others, my experience is that there would be
very few people who did not have affairs other than rela-
tions with their wives. I am a normal being from that point
of view and I had affairs. But the permanent, abiding moor-
ings of my life are there in her.

QQ: Have you ever tired of politics? Has the thought ever
crossed your mind that vou have had enough of spending
vour life in the almost interminable circuit of struggle, per-
secution, prison, exile. and then the whole cycle over again,
that vou would not regret if you could call it quits?

A: You see, I would not be what I am if I had not under-
gone what you call suffering or privation.

Q: But in vour case vour entire life seems to have been
an account of that?

A: That is the life 1 have known, I have not known any
other life. Moreover, the kind of life people generally lead
has no attraction for me. I would be bored to death if I
was forced to lead that sort of life. I feel that even if 1 were
given a new life to live. my new life would not be very
much different from the one I have led.

I think that there are two aspect to vour question. One
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is that as a politician I would certainly like to succced. The
kind of society 1 want to build or the kind of economic
system I want to create, the thing that would affect others
more than me, I worry about the lack of success on that
score. So far as I am concerned, in personal terms, it is not
success or failure that matters. If in your heart of hearts
you feel that you have done your best, you have staked all
that you are capable of, this gives you satisfaction, and
that is what I feel. I have not succeeded in the generally
understood sense of the term, but when I see people achiev-
ing success rather cheap I don’t think they get any spiritual
satisfaction. You are spiritually more satisfied when you
find yourself making efforts, even if you fail. I think this
is what has happened to me.

Q: Could I say that there is also a spiritual content in
your attitude to life?

A: Yes, perfectly so. Exactly this was the question an
American, a man of letters, asked me when I went to the
US for medical treatment. I told him he was one of those
who asked me not to return to Nepal because I would be
arrested, but if I did not return to Nepal I would be more
unhappy, I would curse myself.

In our context, Nepal’s context, politics is not an avenue
to getting elected president or mayor or some such thing.
It relates to establishing certain values of life, wanting to
live as human beings. We are fighting for basic values, I
think not only in Nepal but also in other countries, we
want to live as human beings. Unless your struggle has
some spiritual content, you cannot survive.

Secondly, even if you survive, you cannot create that im-
pact on society, you cannot create its values, you cannot
establish values like democracy. Our people do not know
what democracy is, but we want to establish democratic
values. I think the basic strand of politics in our country
is more spiritual than political.

Q: How long have you spent in prison, both in Nepal
and India?

A: In India, slightly more than four years, in Nepal about
11 years, and I have lived in exile for about 19 years. That
is, 15 years in prison and 19 years in exile in all.
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Q: Do you fear death, aware as vou are of your uncertain
state of health? How long have you been suffering from
cancer? As we all know, cancer is a word that frightens
everybody, and one who is afflicted with it generally gives
in to despondency. Do you cver feel despondent?

A: No, I am not afraid of death. But the idea of death
always occurs to me. 1 feel that I have not done as much
as I should have. If T had lived an organised life, I could
have done more in every field of life—in literature, in politics,
in every way because I have a tremendous capacity for all
that.

But I am very, very disorganised, you know. totally dis-
organised. 1 may sound vain, but 1 feel that if I had been
organised, I would perhaps have been a great man in the
usual sense of the term. I could have produced more writ-
ings expressing my ideas, my philosophy of politics, cogent-
ly. Or I could have contributed more to building up the
democratic forces in Nepal.

In that context the idea of death always occurs to me.
My diary is full of references to the idea of death—perhaps
I may not live long and I am not organising myself pur-
posively. Sometimes, I think I should go to a yogi. for it
is said that yoga promotes discipline in vour system. both
mental and physicai. The thought does occur in my mind.
There is a constant feeling that I may not live long, and 1
have to do a lot before 1 die. But death has no terror for
me.

Q: What about cancer?

A: 1 developed cancer in Hazaribagh Jail in 1943, 1944
or 1945. In 1944, 1 was operated upon in prison. I was
taken from Hazaribagh to Ranchi for the operation. They
thought that my trouble was tonsilitis because I had a lump
on my neck. After my release in 1945, 1 started bleeding
and Rajendra Prasad took me to Bombay [in October 1946].
He wrote a letter to an eminent doctor there who referred
me to the Tata Cancer Institute, whose director was Sir A
Duncun.

Biopsy was done and the report was given on the third
or the fourth day. The report was sent direct to Rajendra
Prasad. He handed me the report—it was sealed because
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they thought the patient would die of fear—and specifically
instructed me not to open it.

Rajendra Prasad was visibly perturbed, T could casily
see that. He said, “Don’t you worry. The disease can be
cured and you are in salc hands.” The next day I wenl to
the hospital and they started treatment. They told Devendra
and my wife I wouldn’t survive beyond three years.

But the response was so satisfactory that after the treat-
ment was over they asked me to come again a month later.
I was six months in Bombay and they said I was complele-
ly cured and that it was a miraculous cure because the ail-
ment had been detected in the second stage. Now the doc-
tors in New York and other places feel that I did not have
cancer, there was a tumour or some such thing. Because
recovery would have been very rare if 1 had cancer of that
nature.

Q: How did you feel? Didn’t you ever feel despondent?

A: No, not at all. Every day I had to go to hospital—
[ was an outdoor paticnt—and the treatment weakened me
very much. I lived 30 miles out of Bombay and I had to
catch a local train to reach Parel station to go to the hos-
pital, get the trcament and go back again. Sushila had
come to look after me. I thought she would be very un-
happy if I looked morose and worried. I used to ask her
to come with me to Bombay and take her to the sea beach
and all that. Whenever 1 went to the hospital, the doctors
appeared very pleased. They would tell me that T used to
bring joy to the other patients.

Q: What is vour attitude to suicide and euthanasia?

A: Man has a right to commit suicide, particularly when
he is a burden to his family and to himself. I support
suicide, but not when one commits it oul of sheer frustra-
tion. I also advocate cuthanasia. When one is suffering from
terminal cancer or from any other ailment that has no cure
one has a right to opt for cuthanasia. As a matter of fact,
[ have told my pcople that if T get a paralytic stroke or
terminal cancer, I should be administered some injection
to put me to eternal rest.

Q: I am in complete argreement with vou on this point.
And I have also written about both suicide and cuthanasia.
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A: That reminds me, Minoo Masani formed an organisa-
tion some time ago to solicit support for cuthansia. 1 ap-
preciate this.

Q: How would you like to be remembered in history?
For that matter, what would you like as your epitaph?

A: I have not thought about it. As a matter of fact, |
don’t think I have done much for which I should be remem-
bered by posterity. I told you in my previous interviews
that the spiritual side of my endeavour does not require
that I should have a place in history. 1 have enjoyed life
and 1 feel that 1 have fulfilled my dutics—that is enough,

If 1 say that I should be remembered by the people with
a monument, I think I don’t have that ambition, absolutely
no ambition of that kind. If 1 say that I should be remem-
bered as one who introduced the dehmocratic system into
Nepal, that too would be a very vague kind of monument.
So I am not very much worried about how I should be
remembered by the country and the nation.

Q: But then can you say that you have been true to
vourself, that vou have tried vour best to do what you
wanted to?

A: Yes, 1 think 1 did my best, except that 1 was not
organised. If I were more organised, perhaps my contri-
bution would have been more permanent and enduring.

Q: And you have been true to vourself?

A: Yes, I have been very true to myself. About that there
is no doubt. In fact, I have been very honest with myself.
Q: BP, do you have any regrets when vou look back on
the past. .

A: 1 have no regrets. 1 have lived a full life, exciting,
deeply engrossing and satisfying. If I am given a new lilc
to begin, my course, my development, will not be different
from the one I have followed in the present life. In the
context in which I lived, in the environment of misery, un-
happiness, oppression and tyranny. ignorance and exploi-
tation, I couldn’t have been otherwise than what I am.

My life is a series of reactions to these facts of existence.
In worldly terms—in the eyes of the people—I have under-
gone great hardship in life, a life of deprivation, hunger,
imprisonment, sometimes in inhuman conditions, serious
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illness. But Bhola, I have no sense of suffering. Any
other kind of life would have been not only boring bul
coarse also. Morcover, the tremendous love, aflection, res-
pect that 1 have received from my people, my friends and
family is a gift worthy of the gods.
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Lok Raj Baral
Tribhuvan University
Kirtipur, Kathmandu
Nepal.

28 May 1980.

Bhola Chatterji

Indian Statistical Institute
203, Barrackpore Trunk Road
Calcutta-700 035.

Dear Mr. Chatterji,

I wonder whether you received the Political Science
Syllabus sent through my office immediately after your
departure from Kathmandu. If you have not, I will again
send it. If the reforms as proclaimed by the King are sin-
cerely implemented, there will be no scope for compliant.
You know that Nepal is passing through a very critical
phase of history ... I understand that B. P. has well realiz-
ed it while accepting the verdict of the referendum. No
sensible Nepalis should provide excuses for anarchical forces
operating against the peaceful democratic transition.

With best regards.

Yours sincerely,

(T.ok Raj Baral)



Appendix B

oq IFJT

Aqrast Afaurawr aS gAad g7 q9gewr aift oft @
WRA W F daw wfger wE@E 97 g qF fag 1w 39,
F, aq fax ams @ift gagar gaw fa@sr gagea ofq
TATT TTM ITFHT T | TG qgeRHRT faafaaar fay ow gy
ggaaraesr fAgean wfq afaar w@s wa U Fiagmer wradar
farfid g7 @@= g7 9= IS B 1 SAwWa Fagar afcm
ATATLERT (WOS-W0E FGHT SEAT) WeqAT WIS Ffgwa qr3uq
X EUET AATE T @ qT A q&El gmuads ofr Fese
faufsa iz w5 wcfeq stwamad 99 gagw afy fee gafafaa
TA HHT VAT T J9q7 1T Fifge®r FT afzqaar @ wA g
gi=n fasamis g agTedr @ | Q=T gIgaar arfaw qqrfasren
rgiar fratfea sfadfagezior gsr wow axww g3urfas
AIIAT SAET 9 WATTIE AW 257 {77 97 FUR AT X ATAH]
gfgars gga BfUFREEAT AFAATLAF WA gRAF F | IET X
FIqT gaFT FaF1ET AT W7 37 geaArs 7 aArs fAdAaar-
F1 W A7 o gEAar w4 giga, A gwg eprfag a7 gger
ST argar fag geas ar 97 Jawr af et g

gt fareft giare w_l aumaF Awags faRa qq-game
T IR WIZFT BF | FIHET ;g afeex mmaa«rd  eqeq
a7 usAfas geer faa wfyagesd awraawT fawagsad 1
FNEURFT FI WA SAT 3B | UF §o1F TEIATATGHT FHTSTITEY
faearear daw@ uger faray afsasd Imer afao odfr sfagaraEr <
IFTEY FTATYATE JTAFT g TEIEEFT TIUT TAWT TOREHT
FURE TE fuargsar dfgust ITFE@ ATALE T IF NATH!
gaqi3=7 faud gleaafeagearz oft fag gas | awsgard faaq



Appendir B 179

HTHT UIT gESF-AFKY FIAGINT FArfaq @9 Ffay fax gqrasxwr
MIAZEHFT |19 A1 FFEQU 7e2 T TNy qirags faedidaq |
qq gReH! gra-qAT AEgeal gfafea, aqv 97 v afve q9gE
oft =afzana gfemawr agafa a7 a7 a7 @ F7EE DA FTA
oft ardEe T g fgAeE a=aaer g afq agAT ST 8

g9 Ty gFeHT UAAT 49T FaF1 qfawr qgeaqy @4 99
g1 a< @I «a@e gaifaq amarT qage g gfaq sgaedr-
FT AGE TEAT ATT WOKT B, ATHEAT HfAsA3q3q I9% qlws
A 9T 1 " agend guF fafwsw ggwer uw g sggeqa
fafews ax-afasmesr amfais gL gm | 98 G2 awFr wfqm
TEITEEAT &@ifwea AT W afq Aqre) W1aar a9197 gEq?
AUH g | ufeza gfezwt q et w1 wegsd AMF FTA B AT
fazelt gaTamges 9o+ 24191 TATT HQATEEATE 7 3T 3, AfF
BT T ARATHT Aq=ATE 7 | g7 «xifeza At faamgm”’ fawmz
FATT |EG QIS ATEARE! AIFT HIET FFOITAT T HHKT FA-T
g1 uIer afgwisr wAAfq @i avaar @fF ) 9WEd #4EEny
a1 ez fadfugssr samr afega ¥e famig adg wavsdy
T @1 T ANE FIgeT © A Wi 5 g7 cgeqr Afega A
g1 gEAT, 98 7 gfaq 97 quF! fawgar 99 #1479 Aoy v
g7 7 AA1S A, @EqT 997 g& g4 qfq afaar fasn afwat
AFT UTAAF FWWAAAT T 0oy | W 9 TATFIAT AW FI T
FIAAT T FEIOT g 93® 9 fa=a1¢ VEEy; IR av eaqeHa,
ST FAT-HAT IT @ATNT ¥efd gew, Fad fazai Feafaw a7erm-
W FEZEA1Z TNF WOURET 7399 3 | fgzzgsgrar IFrfasn
Saaidlgea T uwkar a1 ggFg WAt ufea fgaar g W A9
gfezFius FTI07 AR FIAEE FIFAT ASEHR § A+ FUA A
WA TITG T GAFH] TAFATA @19 T =159 FA 2 TAF fG2si
gHI5 T FHIEAFT 9IFIE g4 A geararatend gFifad T aFAEwIT
f&a qmAT 9y, fev aear ofswgewr fagage fwa g=oa
qe FU FIAE AT ?

M qF FUGEA® AU A AROE g9 g2ATZ NIST



180 Portrait of a Revolutionary

TATAART  FEY waiAE faa afsageay feawr qgiarrgs afaar
U7 JqFT BT |

TIAAT®T TIST AT T fAEqiEw aaaqr 1 9 0 9% 9
FATGZI G TFGU IFATHIGEATE 7 AT T1F 3T AT AIUZE
Sfq auq a1 =geg | grR T8t ST @Y, FAwA H-AEar afg v
AT ¥ @F greET @Y midEs faeat gsmeagsard fawa
JeATIT TXHT B |

HITT 25,2038 fasdsq< gaT WFUAT



Appendix C

(Truc Copy)

Sarnath

B. P. Koirala Varanasi, U.P.

Copy of Bebler's letter to me

My very dear B.P.,

Only a few hours ago I arrived [rom Kalhmandu to this
place, to Calculta. As you sec I spent nearly a week in your
country. And it was a fascinating week. The natural beauty
of Nepal, the charm of your people, the wonderful ancient
art, and—above all—the dramatic situation at present all
this contributed to make my sojourn full and tlense {rom
the first to the last minute. The tragic death of Sherchand
added to the intensity of the impression Nepal made on me.

The hospitality 1 enjoved was bevond description. My first
and foremost host was the indefatigable Sherchand; he
knew how to f{ill out every hour with some e¢ncounter or
visit. He accompanied me one whole morning on a sight-
seeing tour (also indispensable, no doubt). After his death
the role of the main host was taken over by S. P. Upadhyay,
who proved to be extremely attentive in all respects. 1
knew that your admirable wife, Sushila, was behind the
scenes, pulling ahe strings of all arrangemenas for me.

Now Dbecause it is a crucial moment in your country’s
history and that—because of circumstances (I only partly
guessed) 1 was involved in the events those days, 1 have
the duty of giving vou a full report of my conversations.

Whom did I see? Here is the list: M.P. Koirala, Prof.
D.R. Regmi, Mr. S.B. Thapa, Mr. Acharya, the P.M., Bista,
the acting Chairman of the Parnchayat Parliament, the
President of the Communist Party (pro-Russia), Krishna
Prasad Bhattarai, the Ambassador of India, Mr. S.P.
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Upadhyay, a group of young socialists, a group of student
leaders of the Nepal Student Union and many others.

The situation is one of great decisions; cveryone without
exception, left or right, considers that this cannot last. (By
the way: I had a confirmation of this impression as soon
as I arrived in Calcutta. The trade commissioner of my
country in Calcutta met a few dayvs agn the princess of
Nepal, King Birendra’s sister, who told him her brother
was preparing important new steps which became indis-
pensable). Everyone in Kathmandu considers that the King
is indeed advised by everybody to modify boldly the present
set-up.

How? M.P. Koirala reported to me his conversation with
the King in the following way: M.P.—"The situation should
be normalized.” The King—"How?” M.P.—The people in
jail should be set free and those in exile should be brought
home.” The King—“I know this has to be done but I feeil
I should not hurry.” M.P.—“You should also not be slow.
For being too slow you might have to pay a high price.”

M.P. Koirala is not sure whether the King has taken
any decision. According to him much will depend on the
advisers, and it is difficult to say who are or who will be
the main advisers of the King.

S.B. Thapa (a former P.M.) seem to be sure but does not
say so. My impression was that he considers himself as the
adviser who is much or even most listened to. To say it
quite frankly, what Thapa had to say to me sounded like
the King’s message to you. There can be no other expla-
nation why the man insisted so much to see me in private
and why he came alone to my hotel. He performed a real
speech, as if he were in the Parliament. The main points
were the following:

1. The Kink seeks sincerely a democratic way out of the
situation, but naturally he is not inclined to lose face; the
Panchayat system was an invention of his father and the
idea of his' father was that the system can be developed;

2. The Panchayat system can indeed be developed; the
last events (the eviciion of the President of the Panchayat
Parliament) are a proof of it; the system can be for the



Appendix C 183

time being the framework for a democralic political life,
acceptable also to the Congress Party;

3. The alternative, an armed insurrection, would be
extremely dangerous; it might provoke a Chinese interven-
tion; and in any event, it would stiffen the opposition of
the palace which would proclaim the insurrection as the
work of India etc.

4. The way to normalization, which is the King's objcc-
tive, goes through a declaration of B.P. that he renounces
the method of subversion and armed fight and ihat hc¢ ac-
cepts the Panchayat system as the framework of political
life.

It so hapend that I met the Indian Minister Counsellor
Mr. Singh immediately after the talk with Thapa. I reported
Thapa’s ideas to Singh and Singh was enthusiastic about
them. He thought it probable that the King would make a
proclamation on Aprfi 12, the Ngepalcese new year, and
that this proclamation will be very moderate and concil-
iatory. One should hope for nothing better. said Singh,
than that B. P. responds to the King’s proclamation by an
equally moderate and conciliatory statement. This would
be the beginning of the dialogue B. P. wishes to have.

Half way through this conversation we were joined by
the Ambassador. He fully agreed with his Counselior.

I must admit that I am quite impressed by the wayv of
thinking of Thapa and the Indians. The main reason for
this “opportunistic” position of a Yugoslav revolutionary
is the fact that it seems to me important that you be in
the country. Your safe return is in itself an objectlive of
paramount significance. All your people, Congress people,
feel your absence as a great obstacle to the fight. There
is no one in Kathmandu who could replace you. Therefore
I should think that you should be ready to pay a rather
high price (politically) for your return to the country.

The Indian Ambassador was categoric that there would
be no danger for you if you reiurn after a conciliatory
statement as envisaged above. So was Thapa.

I might be completely wrong, but I would not be sincere
with you if I did not tell you what I think. If you are at
least inclined to consider seriously the Thapa-Indian Plan,
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then you should use Upadhyay who comes to see you on
Friday next. He could be the intermediary with the King
in the following sense: to convey to the King your inti-
mation to respond to his proclamation if it is conciliatory
in a conciliatory way; this would influence the King to
make his proclamation conciliatory indeed.

I would have liked to come to Varanasi and to tell you
all this and much more orally. But I cannot stay any longer
on the Sub-continent. I am absent from my country already
one whole month. Anyhow I have put on paper all the
essential points. Upadhyay will tell you many more details.

Sushila decided to stay a week or two longer in Kath-
mandu for rest in the climate of your country, so much
better than of Varanasi. May be she hopes to see you arrive
in Nepal soon after the new year.

I would like to follow what happens next in Nepal. Could
you send me sometimes a publication of yours?

With my very best wishes for the success of your noble

fight,

Yours,

Sd. Ales Bebler
Calcutta 20.3.72
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Royal Palace
Kathmandu
Nepal

March 12, 1972

Dear Mr. Narayan,

I must thank you for your kind letter of February 5,
1972.

I do recall with pleasure our meeting at Harvard and
I am glad that you have chosen to write me at this junc-
ture.

It is true that I have greatly benefited by my extensive
travels abroad and I have had the opportunity to study the
workings of some of the leading democratic institutions in
some of the western countries. The system of Panchayat
Democracy as evolved in Nepal has great potentials for
doing good and it has come to stay for a complex of rea-
sons. It gets its warrant in the social structure of Nepal
and our social behaviour which unlike the west has always
been hierarchical. Equally has this system been moulded
by the geographic need which puts every Nepali on a
quest for a national indentity. Conditioned by the Nepalese
style of life, their world views and culture, the Panchayat
needs reforms rather than replacement.

One thing which many observers from other countries
fail to notice in the case af Nepal is that she never came
under colonial rule and this characteristic goes a long way
to explain for many of the innovations one comes across
in the evolution of Nepalese attitudes and postures at va-
rious times of her existence as an independent and
sovereign country. Perhaps it is in this particular regard
that the Nepalese everywhere considered my Father a
source of National strength.

I have noted your observations and 1 shall think over
the suggestions you have made. However, this should not
be interpreted to mean that I am against anything that is
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good and adaptable in any system or to mean that 1 am
against the evolution of the existing system in Nepal (o
further improve it in due course of time.

With Dbest wishes for your personal health and well-
being,

Sincerely,

Sd/-
/Birendra Bir Bikram Shah Dev/

Mr Jayaprakash Narayan
Patna-3
India.
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B. P. KOIRAILA Phone: 63549
Sarnath,
Varanasi, U.P.
4.4.72

My dear J. P.

I received you letter and a copy of King Birendra’s
letter to you along with it. The King's letter is a great dis-
appointment to me, because he has rciterated his adherence
to the present “‘Panchayat” System and has advanced
justification for it in the Nepalese condition. We in the
democratic camp had expected that the young King would
usher in a new c¢ra by starting a dialogue with the leaders
of democratic force and start building up democratic insti-
tutions cndowed with authority. Instead of doing that he
is trying to find justification for the continuation of a
system that has absolutely no popular support it has
proved a failure -—— justification on specious grounds, like
Nepal’s national identity, hierarchical Nepalese society,
Nepal's style of life ete, ete, as if they have a bearing on
whether Nepal should have a monarchical dictatorship or
Absolutism, or Constitutional Monarchy, democracy or
dictatorship. The problems of Nepal demand, primarily,
establishmernit of free political institutions that would en-
courage popular initiative and leadership at all levels.

The king has been meeting some political figures. He
has already met 5 ex-P.M.s — M.P. Koirala, Tanka Pd.
Acharva, K.I. Singh, Tulsi Giri and Surya B. Thapa. He
may be meeting some others. He has, presumably, not
given his own mind to these gentleman who have been
asked for their suggestions. We will be able to know defi-
nitely what his plans are after he meets Subarna Shumsher,
who is in London these days for the treatment of his son.
Subarna is likely to be back in India in the next week.
There is a feeling among political circles in Kathmandu
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that the King will open out with Subarna. If his letter to
yvou is an indication of his mind, then there is now no
hopeful expectancy in me of a [ruitful outcome of the
meeting between him & Subarna, if & when it comes off.
That the King has started interviewing people is by itself
no indication of his serious intention — his father was a
past master in such political gamemanship.

About a fortnight ago Bebler, our Yugoslav friend, went
to Kathmandu on my suggestion. He was on a visit to
India, Bangladesh and Ceylon. I asked him to include Ne-
pal in his itinerary. He was in India a guest of the Govt.
of India. In Kathmandu he was our guest. Sushila was with
him. After his Kathmandu visit he wrote to me a long
letter giving me his reactions. I am enclosing herewith a
copy of his letter. A foreigner is easily taken in by the
superficial indications of a serious situation. Bebler, with
all his revolutionary experience, too seems to have been
duped by rumours & superficialities.

I think, despite what I have said above, you should be
on speaking terms with the King, i.e. you should be in
correspondance with him. A channel of communication bet-
ween you two must be established & kept open. But you
must not expect any hopeful results tangibly and soon as
a result of the correspondance.

I will keep you posted with new developments if they
occur.

With affectionate regards from both of us, Sushila &
myself,

Yours affly.,

Sd/- Bishweshwar
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JAYAPRAKASH NARAYAN Camp.
Permanent Address: Patna
Kadam Kuan, Patna-3 February 5, 1972

Bihar, India.
Telephone: 51239

)
Your Majesty,

I hope vou will not mind my writing to vou this personal
letter. I am only a private citizen and you are a King. But
I am venturing to do so on the strength of the very kind
visit that Your Majesty, as Crown Prince, had paid me at
the Harvard University Guest House in 1968. I recall our
talk then with pleasure and pride.

Please accept my hearty congratulations and felicitations
on your accession {o the throne of vour illusirious fore-
fathers. Your Majesty's father, late King Mahendra of
revered memory, had made a great contribution to the pro-
jection of Nepal on the international canvas as an inde-
pendent sovereign country with a distinct personality and
mind of its own. He had also succeeded in establishing
friendly and mutually respectful relations not 9only with the
neighbouring countries but also with the great and the
super-powers. He walked warily but successfully through
the maze of international power-politics and remained
faithful to his proclaimed policy of non-alignment and
world peace. His last act of recognising Bangladesh —
after India, among the first two Asian countries. along
with Burma to do so — proved his foresight and quick
appreciation of the great changes that had taken place in
the power svstem of South Asia, and of Nepal’s own na-
tional interests in the emerging geopolitical situation, apart
from demonstrating his sympathy for the just and demo-
cratic aspirations of the 75 million people of Bangladesh
who had been subjected to the most brutal oppression and
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appalling atrocities, known to recent history, by the West
Pakistan Government.

But, if Your Majesty will forgive me, late King Mahen-
dra’s style of rule at home was so personalised, and at
times appeared so arbitrary, ihat he unnecessarily aliena-
ted a large section of his politically conscious subjects and
the natural democratic aspirations of his people. The ex-
periment he made with the Panchayat system of ruie was
a total failure, like the ‘“basic democracr” of Pakistan. The
Panchayat system, with the concept of which 1 myself
was in sympathy, could never be a success and a reality
except in an atmosphere of complete civic and pnlitical
freedom which just did not exist under the personal rule
of the King. Nor did the primary communities at the
bottom enjoy any of those rights of self-gnvernment which
a Panchavat system, as envisaged by Mahatma Gandhi,
required.

In these circumstances, I do hope that Your Majesty
with vour youth and your progressive ideas, and your ex-
tensive travels abroad and studies at ihe best Universities
of the West, would take ecarly steps to bring about radical
changes in the political structure of your country, so as to
associate the people and their genuine rcpresentatives in
the task of building up a new democralic, progressive and
prosperous Nepal. I have no doubt that the demncratic
forces of Ncepal will respond sincerely to whalever steps
Your Majesty may consider fit and proper at this stage.
But, for that a genuine restoration of the democratic
rights of the people would be necessary. and replacement
of the Panchayat svstem with a genuinely democratic and
representative government. The Royal prerogatives of the
Crown must at the same time be preserved, and 1 feel that
a system with proper checks and balances will not be
difficult to evolve. In the conditions of Nepal, the Crown
is a symbol, as well as a guarantee, of the unity and terri-
torial integrity of the country. I am sure every Party in
Nepal, provided it believes in democracy, is fully aware of
this and will do all that is possible to uphold the honour,
dignity and strength of the Crown, and assure its conti-
nuity.
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Lastly, I hope Your Majesty will not think that I am
writing all this because 1 happen to he a friend of B. P.
Koirala. That, of course, I am; but my real concern is
with certain values and principles and the good of Your
Majesty’s people and country.

I remain with deep respects,

Yours sincerely,

Sd/- Jayaprakash Naravan

His Majesty King Birendra Bir Bikram
Shah Dev of Nepal.
KATHMANDU.
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