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I. THE IDEA AND THE APPROACH

The whole idea behind the co-operative movement has
appealed to me for a large number of years. Even though I
was not personally connected with it, I was attracted by the
philosophy underlying it, the social purpose, the way it seemed
to steer between various extreme courses of action which I
did not wholly approve of. For many years, we in India were
engaged in the struggle for freedom. To begin with, it took
the shape primarily of political freedom. But, even as it deve-
loped, it became obvious that political freedom by itself was
not enough. It had to have a social content; it had to aim at
economic freedom. _

In the ideological sphere there have been great controversies,
great movements, and I am not going into that question. But
one thing seems to hdve been progressively accepted and ad-
mitted by large numbers of people: that a purely acquisitive
society is not good enough under modern conditions. The
State, therefore, begins to curb the purely acquisitive
tendencies in society. Every modern State, whatever its broad
economic policies, not only deals with matters positively, but
also curbs purely acquisitive tendencies. It has tended to bring
about equality of opportunity, not in an absolute sense but
broadly speaking, .to reduce the tremendous disparities which
exist among various groups. Well, in doing so tife State has
naturally to intervene. Sometimes that intervention may have
gone a little too far, according to the opinion of some people,
and even invaded the freedom of the individual a bit too
much. No individual has, of course, absolute freedom. But
if we value individual freedom, as many of us do, how are we
to find a balance between preserving that individual freedom
and at the same time getting away from the clutches ol an
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acquisitive society? The co-operative movement seems to olfer
a philosophy, a method of approach, which would aim at this
kind of social pattern.

Naturally, many of us are attracted to that idea. Many
years ago—l should think about a quarter of a century ago
or more—our great national organisation, the Indian National
Congress, accepted for its objective the creed of a co-operative
commonwealth for India. We were often asked what that
meant and it was not particularly easy to define it. Of course,
I could speak at length about the general purposes and the
general ideas lying behind it, but to define it precisely was
rather difficult. That did not mean that the i1dea was a weak
one. In fact, it sstmply meant that the idea was not a rigid one
that could easily be put within the four corners of a definition.
It was, nevertheless, a good idea.

I have mentioned this to you just to indicate how our
minds turned to this co-operative principle in visualising the
organisation of the State itself, and this too not in the past
tew vears but for some 20 or 30 vears or even more.

We came
to that 1in ou: search

tor a social 1deal that would satisfy
various other urges that we had. The initial urge, of course,
was the urge of political freedom. Another was of social
advance and social equality, of equal opportunity for people,
and of removing class and caste distinctions which came in the
way of that equality. You will remember that this has always
been basic to our movement, to gur thinking and to our acti-
vity. And we have wanted to do all this by peaceful action.
In fact, the words used were stronger: “by non-violent means”’.

GROWTH OF CO-OPERATIVE IDEA

Many countries have developed various

; : philosophies  of
action, and In many ways they are similar:

! but no other coun-
try has ever laid stress on peaceful action to achieve even

revolutionary ends. As you know, under Mahatma Gandhi’s
inspiration we have endeavoured to do so, and

measure of success, in the political field and
in the social field. Now all those ur

us towards the co-operative way of fu
co-operative movement till it

with a large
also to some extent
ges have gradually led

nctioning, through the
embraces the entire country and
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the life of the people. And that was why we made it part
of Article 1 of the Congress constitution more than a quarter
of a century ago. Then came independence, and our Consti-
tuent Assembly framed a Constitution for our country. The
Constitution does not use the phrase ‘‘co-operative common-
wealth”, because, I suppose, it was all too vague lor an enact-
ment of that kind. However, in the Directive Principles of
State Policy, and in the Preamble to the Constitution is laid
down what we aim at in the realm of social policy. The aim
is sought to be realised by introducing the co-operative method
in our various activities.

Indeed, I do not quite see how else we can function satis-
factorily. On the one hand we have to develop our heavy
industry, big industry, because there can be no industrialisation
unless we have that heavy base. We are determined to bring
about an industrial revolution in this country. We are deter-
mined in the course of this present generation to achieve what
other countries have done during a. much longer period of
time. Also, we are determined to have a bigger revoiution,
this atomic revolution, the revolution of the atomic age. We
are further determined, at any rate we hope, to bring this
about in our own way, in our own peaceful, democratic way,
keeping alive some of the ideals that have moved the Indian
people for ages past. 1 am not referring to their out-ol-date
customs. 1 am not referring to the many evil things that
have grown round us through these hundreds and thousands
of years, but to some basic ideals which have, 1 believe, been
evident for long periods in our history.

Now in regard to big industry, the basic industries, we are
aiming at State control. But what about the small industries,
the household industries, the cottage industries? What about
land itself? We do not want the State to control them. We
are in the modern world. If you have too small units, whether
they are cottage, household or small industries or a small
patch of land, you cannot reap the tull benefits of modern
science. You remain backward. What is the choice for us?
Is the State to swallow everything? Talking of land, you
cannot have large farms under private owners.  Obviously
not. What is the choice? There is no escape from the way
of co-operation. Thus alone you avoid large-scale ownership
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by individuals or groups, without sar?"riﬁf:ing the nr;]vanmg:es of
?la‘rge units so essential for the application of modern science
and technology. The co-operative thus fills the gap IJEI‘.’W!IEEH
small units and modern technology. It has become as im-
portant as it was in the past. In fact it IIE}S become ever so
much more important in the present-day India, for we are now
advancing consciously, deliberately, towards a set goal.
A WRONG APPROACH

Now, as a live and dynamic movement, it has its problems,
of course. Your president referred to them—to State inter-
ference or State association with this movement. In your
annual report there is a reference to important decisions taken
about three years ago when the Rural Credit Survey Com-
mittee was appointed. In its report to the Govermment, the
Committee referred to the co-operative movement and asked
for far greater association of the State with that movement
financially and otherwise so as to Vit
the proposals of the Rural Credit Surv
respect were broadly accepted by

alise it. Subsequently,
cy Committee in this
our Government and these
are being progressively given effect to. Now, I want td make
a confession to you: I think that our
quite right in accepting some of the decisions of the Rural
Credit Survey Committee, ] am sorry for it, I am respon-
sible for it as much as anyone else. The more I have thought
about it, the more ] have realised that the approach of EIIE
Rural Credit Survey Committee In some respects was not a

sound one and it tended to push the CO-Operative movement in
this country in a wrong direction,
What was this wrong direction?
the part of that Committee to dist
that they were not competent

do a job by themselves; there
come in to help.

Government was not

There was g tendency on
FUSt our people, to think
enough, that they could not
[ure_Guvertm'l.ent officials must
Government money should

push them up.
b money

15 followed by Gov-
CO-Operative has not
technical Dersonnel,
which can pe started and
| elieve that he approach—
€ 15 some reasop behind Il—was a

If Government money comes, th
ernment officials. Because the smal]
enough resources in HONEy or competent
there should bhe large Co-Operatives,
helped by the Government. Now I |
it may be argued that ther
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wrong one, and 1t has given a wrong turn to our cn-ﬂperﬂtive
movement. Ever since I realised this, I have been trying to
point this out, and here, on this occasion, I should like te
say that the approach, even though it might bring some results
locally and temporarily, pushes the co-operative movement
in a direction which is not co-operative at all and which offends
against the philosophy which has grown round this movement.
If it is to be a Statesponsored movement, with Government
officials running it, it may do some good—if the government
officials are competent—but it does infinite harm in the sense
that it provides few opportunities for the people to learn to
do things for themselves, to develop a spirit of self-reliance,
self-dependence, and even to make mistakes if they want to

make mistakes.

SizE oF CO-OPERATIVES

Another question is about the size of the co-operatives.
There is a tendency which, I believe, received encouragement
from the reasoning of the Rural Credit Survey Committee’s
report, to put an end to the small co-operatives and establish
bigger ones. The argument is that big co-operatives with
larger resources can employ trained personnel and can, there-
fore, do much better work. Again, I agree that there is some-
thing in that argument but in achieving these temporary
results, possibly permanent harm will be done. Such an ap-
proach comes m the way of the very development of that
spirit of self-dependence, self-reliance, of co-operating with
one another, and will encourage something which, I believe,
is completely wrong and which is so prevalent in this country:
looking up to the Government for everything.

You know that I am a part of this Government. Even so,
1 feel that any policy which encourages people to look up to
the Government for help at every stage 1s undesirable, because
the one thing that we want in India is this spirit of self-
reliance, self-dependence. Of course, the Government must
help, but it is one thing to help and quite another to boss; and
inevitably this tendency to boss 1s there not so much at the
top levels as the lower ones. The lower you go, the petty
official becomes not the petty boss but a big one. Therefore,
1 would like to say quite definitely that this tendency which

9



was encouraged by the Rural Credit Survey Committee chc}rt,-:
which we as Government unfortunately adopted . as It
was a bad tendency. We should try to get over it as quickly
as we can and aim at small co-operatives without official inter-
ference. Where help is necessary it should be given.

Way SMALL CO-OPERATIVES ?

Why a small co-operative? Well, for many reasons. ‘TI:IE‘
bigger it becomes, the lesser people kt_]u::nw one another i It.
Eventually, it ceases to be an organisation where people know
one another intimately and can co-operate with one another.
Of course, at higher levels it matters little if people do not
know one another, but at the village level it is far easier to
trust one another and to work together. Therefore, I believe
in small co-operatives, more or less the village co-operative.
It may even cover two or three nearby villages. To have the
advantages of bigger associations they can be linked up over
a larger area. You can have that too, but the basic unit
should be the small one.

I have said often and I would like to repeat here that the
three pillars of India right at the base should be the village
panchayat, the village co-operative and the village school. It
is on these that the whole structure of India politically, econo-
mically and socially should be built up. We think naturally
in terms of big things at the top—Parliament at the top as a
sovereign body laying down the law and otherwise controlling
the destinies of India. But Parliament is important only if
the base [rom which it draws its strength 1s strong. You
cannot have a parliament floating in thin*air without a strong
foundation, which in the India of today inevitably lies in the
village. Therefore, the importance of the village panchayat,
the village co-operative and the village school.

CO-OPERATIVE FARMING

There has been an argument, I believe, about co-operative
farming. Well, first of all, when we talk about the co-opera-
tive movement, obviously we do not talk just about credit
societies. ‘That is only a minor part of a CO-Ooperative move-
ment, a helpful part, but not an important one. Philosophi--
cally, it is not important. Certainly you must have credit

10 -’
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societies, but we want co-operative work to grow in many
ways, in as many ways as possible; otherwise you cannot take
advantage of modern technology. Small units in land and
cottage industry lack the resources for development. They
must function together, otherwise they cannot make much
progress, Therefore, co-operation should spread in every
possible direction. among small owners of land, in cottage
industry, producers’ co-operatives, consumers  CO-Operatives,
and so forth. Finally come the co-operatives doing joint
farming.

Sometimes the argument is advanced: “Oh, if vou have joint
farming, this is communism’. To this one feels like replying:
«Whatever that be, the gentleman who uses that argument
lacks much capacity for thinking, lacks intelligence”. Let us
make up our minds that if it is a good thing, we will have 1t
by whatever name it may be called. Discuss the thing on
merits. But it is quite absurd to say, “Oh, this is anti-commu-
nism or this is communism, therefore we will not have it".
This is cold war and we will not have, I hope, a cold war in
discussing any problems, economic or political, national or
- ternational. Also, remember that whatever st€p we take, in
regard to co-operation or anything else, has to be in the demo-
cratic context, that is, it has to get the goodwill of the people.
We cannot force them. If we do so our Government would
oo the next day, unless the whole regime is changed, unless the
whole system ol government is changed—and we certainly have
no idea and no desire to change the regime or the system of
government. Therefore, whatever is done has to be done with
the goodwill of the people, with their willing consent.

Considering it on that basis, I have no doubt in my mind
that co-operative farming 1is desirable in a large number of
cases. For the moment, I do not say “in every case’’, because
conditions differ. It may be, for instance, that the raising
of paddy requires one type of farming, raising of wheat
another.  Leaving that out, where you have tiny patches of
land, it seems to me ol great advantage that those patches
are treated together. Lven though they are owned separately,
they should be treated together. Thus alone can a great deal

of waste be avoided and progress made 1n a hundred ways.
I need not go into that because it is easy to realise it
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We have to increase the scope of co-operation in agriculture
tremendously. It is limited today, and tlu:: last step will no
doubt be co-operative or joint farming, with lfﬁh‘: crutt;nﬂf:ﬂt of
the people. We can have and we sllmultl 1111\’:{3 btu_tf: farms as
examples, or models where this kind of thing is done, to
convince the people how good it is and so that we may and
they may learn. 1 am not a farmer. I can only speak theore-
[iL'&lll‘.’, Yl may say so. Thinking about 1t and dirst'ussing it
with fl}er:ple, I am driven to the conclusion that in the prevail-
ing- conditions we have to move towards co-operative farming
in the greater part ol India.

In India we are absorbed and engrossed in tremendous
work which may help achieve the Second Plan. Of course, the
Second Five-Year Plan is only a short step in a long ascent.
We have to go up and up, step by step. It 1s a tremendous
task because we want to telescope decades of endeavour and
hard work mm a much shorter period and we have to work
along democratic lines. Well, we are trying and we shall con-
tinue to do our best.

Meanwhile other things are happening. Technology is
changing with amazing speed. Science is bringing new powers
to us with extraordinary speed. To some extent, we have to
keep abreast of those things. Take even agriculture. Consi-
der 1_1uw some form of atomic El1ergy—~isnl;ﬂ;)é5-—is being put to
s G e lffﬂture. It 1s making all the difference to produc-
Lo Oh""f“”‘l}’r we have to get out of our grooves. You
cannot do so ff you leave the poor individual farmer to his own
resources. What can he do? You have, therefore, to rely on
some movement ; - ~ :
s s .;a.’T}?;:T;(:u:ff:;ﬁlsi} we have no use for big
an end of them. The only wa g ha.vel arge sy pU
the co-operative movement. Thxfn}’u ipen 2 _l_l&. 18, puereione
the individual, the small inc]i".fidug EG'GI)EIEtUD-H ?:lrfne i

al, keep his individuality

]t‘lll;dl?[, Ihfﬁ Ireedom llﬂtﬂct, and yet function in a big way and
take advantage of science and technology £

N : :
culgnf::*]ir: WIEHI more. You know of the development of our
y movement, the community blocks and the national

:] ]!a 'I I l E.I L L L] ' ‘I . l l . lY
1 r . . p

man | : ' 5. 1t 1
Y Pplaces NE‘*E”I“EIE&S. It 15 one of the most remarkable
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movements, not only in India. In the past five years, or 4
little more, what it has done in India is, 1 believe, rather sur-
prising. 1 repeat, it is full of weaknesses and all that,
naturally. But the future of India, especially of rural India,
is going to be very largely influenced, as it is being influenced,
by this movement. Now, I want the (_‘ﬂ{J:.)EI'H[iE’E movement
to become bigger and bigger, and, therefore, I want a close
understanding between the co-operative movement and these
community development schemes and blocks. What form this
close understanding should take I do not quite know myself.
But these two vital movements in India, building from below,
have to work hand in hand.

II. “1 HAVE FAITH IN VILLAGE PEOPLE”

I will tell you how some of us have been feeling about this
matter of agrarian reform. We have considered various ap-
proaches separately, the question of ceiling and the question
ol co-operatives, but we are beginning to feel that the two are
intimately connected. If you had large farms in India, as in
some countries, one can conceive—you may agrec with it or
not—of their functioning efficiently, producing a lot and being
able to develop modern techniques. The basic problem of
India is the very small holding, normally I would say ol one,
two or three acres. With their small holdings all that the
farmers can do is to carry on without making much progress
in the application of modern techniques. Now, the imposition
of ceiling is likely to cut up some of the big farms as it should,
as it is meant to. If you want progress and the introduction
ol modern techniques, then these infinite number of small
farms should be worked co-operatively, so that they get the
benefits of modern techniques.

When I say “work co-operatively”, it means co-operation

Press Conference, Neso Delhi, November 7, 1958
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of many kinds. We think the first step should be cn-ﬂperﬂti_v'tas‘
not merely for credit—that is there of course—but for all Kinds
of 5&1'1'icég, for buying and selling things, seeds, fertilizers and
the like. The next step Is gradual removal of the middle
man. Then comes the next stage, which may be called joint
cultivation, though property rights remain. That is the ap:
proach, so that the problem of ceiling 1s more and more tied
up with the question of co-operatives; otherwise there is the
danger of production going down. It is a complicated problem
and it is being considered.

May 1 say, when I talk about a co-operative, 1 mean a
village co-operative and nothing bigger; at the most two oOr
three villages if they are nearby. All our thinking now 1s
based on the panchayat and the village co-operative and giving
them power and authority to take decisions, and also to make
mistakes, as they might. We take the risk. It 1s better to do
that than to hedge their authority and make them feel help-
less. Speaking for myself, I have a good deal of faith in the
innate goodisense of the village people. They will no doubt
make mistakes. It does not matter. All of us make mistakes.
But if you give them that feeling, they gain self-confidence;
they gain initiative and they do things and not wait for offi
cials to do them.

I repeat that the co-operative we conceive of is a small
one so that there is intimacy among its members, knowledge
of one Hﬂﬂthm:. It 1s not an impersonal thing. If the members
GF a cn-opemu‘ve know who is bad and who is good in thelr
x'111¥age, there is thﬂiiﬂ‘)’ a greater chance of its success than
:11:::?; {:;E:ES i?;z}ﬂ;ii‘;f‘ I]]r{}FﬁSSE? of the law or E.EJITIE

Normally speaking, there Iif: e B mﬂfh-“m?ﬂl
village panchayats or t;ﬂ-n erati.vem?t Imu-t:h .]'Jﬂl't)’. .pi_:ahtlcs it
P P S :11’1[. I do not .thlnk it should

: ' lg j E‘J’_ 5_“‘“‘1 on a separate looting. In corpo-
rations and municipalities in big cities, party politics come in.

But the problems of th
¢ panchayat almost enti '

L] -l |
Col tirely cut across

y Tlffr‘ej are] ?nly two ways of increasing production: through

1e efhcient big landlord or through effic;

v il g icient peasants work-
rg : lla tves. The former is, relatively speaking, op-
pressive to theé peasantry. Therefore, we are driven to 'the
14
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second alternative. We have to consider not only food pro-
duction but human advancement. You cannot, in raising food
production, forget the human factor. Indeed, if you forget
the human factor, ultimately food production comes down.
That is why in every country, including capitalist countries,
the landlord has been more or less eliminated, as 1n Japan.
The U.S. Government encouraged the Japanese to put an end
to the landlord system. Nobody can describe the ' United
States Government as socialist. I am afraid some of our people
have not quite understood this modern approach. s

III. WE HAVE TO GO FORWARD TOGETHER

We have to remember the proportion of land to the popu-
lation in India. A great deal depends upon this proportion.
By and large, the average holding in India is pitifully small.
If you divided the land among all the people who wanted it,
the holding would be even smaller. In this extremely small
holding, apart from its being oftén uneconomic, you cannot
expect any progressive methods being employed. What are
we to do? It seems to me that the only hope lies in co-opera-
tive effort, with the State helping, no doubt. But, again, I
am anxious to root out this habit of many of our people, in-
grained during British times, of relying on someone to do
things for them. I am anxious that the co-operative should be a
peasants’ co-operative, not a State co-operative imposed on the
peasant and run by officials. I do not want State officials. I
have too much to do with officials to want to see them cover
the whole land with State apparatus and thus reduce the
initiative of the peasant. I believe the only way out i1s to
develop a sense of co-operation among our peasantry, for real
co-operation alone will lead to what are called small co-opera-
tives, each covering a village, or two to three small villages
together. The point is that the members of the co-operative
should be more or less known to one another.

Eram an article in *Kurukshetra’s November 14, 1958
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Some people argue that a small m-npm'z.ltive llla‘s meagre
resources. This 1s true, and the only way is to join up a
number of small co-operatives into bigger federations or call
them what you will, and give expert advice and assistance. As
you know, any problem involving human beings is difficult.
When large numbers of human beings are involved, it he-
comes even more difficult. In agriculture, we have to deal
not only with men and women but with animals and plants;
and some balance has to be maintained among them. A little

imbalance upsets the whole structure and the planning

goes
to pieces.

All these difficulties which are there are de

doubt, and they are got over. But the progress becomes slower

than one has thought; and sometimes a bit ol frustration comes
in. Why cannot we go ahead

alt with, no

faster? But then one re-
members that we are on the march. We are not marching by
ourselves, as individuals or small groups. We are a

large
brotherhood of

960 million people on the march: and we have
all to go forward together and we cann

another; and we have al] to help one
I do believe that the initial difficulty having been got over,
the pace will become faster, because, as I have sard often, 1
have tremendous faith in the innate goodi sense and intelli-
gence of our people and of our peasants.

ot run away [rom one
another in this Process.

IV. NEITHER SUDDEN NOR IMPOSED

The Nagpur Congress adopted two

planning, the Third Five-Year Plan. e
agriculture and land reforms. ’

All-Infha Congress Committee appointed special
cnnunit!;ees, ONE on planning and ¢he other on agriculture
and allied matters. Both of them were high-level committees.

resolutions: one about
lC., and another about

Many months previously, the
met and

Press Conference, New Delhi,
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They met day after day; they co-opted or invited eminent
people outside the Congress—economists and others—and they
gave very full consideration to every point of view. This con-
sideration was the culmination of numerous discussions, talks,
questionnaires issued by the Congress organisation and the
replies to them. For the past two or three years we have been
discussing these matters, about agriculture, land reforms and
ceilings.

Take for example the question of ceilings. It has been
discussed year after year so that there was nothing suddenly
5prung on the Nagpur Congress. It was discussed, as I said,

r years in the Congress Committee meetings. Then we ap-
pmntcd two special committees which reported to this Nagpur
Session of the Congress. The report has been published. That
is how the matter came up and we discussed it at considerable
length in our other committees—the Working Committee and
the Subjects Committee—and adopted their recommendations
in the main.

For anyone to suggest that I imposed anything, properly
or improperly, on others is hardly fair or in consonance with
the facts. It is true that 1 wholly agree with what the Con-
gress has said. I agree, if I may sdy so, with passionate con-
viction. I say with passion because I believe in the progress
of India with passion. I am not a politician. I want to do
something in India, to change India within the tew years lefi
to me, to change the peasant in India, to change agriculture,
economy and the rest. I may go wrong—as I do often—but it
is my intense desire to reach a certain goal. "I'he other day a
book, A Bunch of Old Letters, came out and I would invite
your attention to the view I have held, the policies 1 have up-
held, for the past 30 or 40 years. I do not say it is a great
virtue to keep on repeating the same thing. The world

changes and people should change their opinions oOr views
and grow with the world, but I merely 1 referred to this to

say that I have felt this way these many years. I have been
pressing my views upon the Congress in various ways all these
years. Sometimes Gandhiji did not approve of what I said.

He said: “You go too flast.”
So what the Congress has done is the natural develop-
ment of thinking for the last 20 vears. Whether it is right or
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wrong we can consider later, but it has been discussed ad
infinttum. :

As for m-upemtimlml am not for t.he moment referring to
joint cultivation as that is a separate issue—that has lt)leen the
basis of the Congress approach. We talked about “the co-
operative commonwealth” 1n  our constitution. We talk
about co-operation in industry. We have always talked
about that. What we have decided at the Nagpur Congress
is that there should be service co-operatives all over the
country within three years—service co-operatives, please note,
not joint cultivation at this stage; that is to say, people keep-
ing their separate holdings, cultivating them separately, but
meeting together in the village co-operatives for various other
economic purposes. I do submit that nobody in the wide
world can disagree with this proposition, unless he is quite

completély out of touch with the modern world. It 1s an

obvious proposition which cannot be challenged, more

especially in a country like India where you have small hold-
ings. I you leave those small, separate holdings as they are,
without a co-operative link, you condemn them for ever to
poverty and stagnation. They will never grow out of it.
With hard work, with improved seeds and all that, they may
improve their lot a little, but they will never rise above the
subsistence level, never really improve themselves. This is not
a prospect which one likes. We have to break through it. And
{ur hre:%king through it, there are many things to be done. The
industrial approach and all these five-year plans are meant_ for

that, to draw away more people from the land to industries.
When I say industry, I mean the big industries
dustries and cottage industries. |
the small holdings can only funct
co-operatives comes in,
machines, etc.

the small in-
But in the sphere of land,
| ion if the element of service
for sel’ling
. I'hus alone can the cultivator take advantage
of improvements and modern mr.*hniques

seeds, manures and

Th_“t is what the Cangress has said- Service co-operatives
That is step one. It is further said that our ubjec‘tivel is ]mﬂ:
joint farming, with the consent and with the approval i I i
concerned. ‘Thus, broadly speaking, we are C}}}lce : D_ L 1(::51.’.
three years on service co-operatives, AR 08

If, during thisg period, anv
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person or any co-operative wants to establish jﬂiﬁ? fuﬁﬂ'ﬂg, it
is up to them to do so. There is no compulsion. But, speaking
lor myself, I am convinced that joint cultivation, more specially
in the circumstances of India, is a desirable and prohtable thing
lor those concerned.

So, what the Congress has decided is to accept the 1dea of
the village co-operative which, remember, the Planning Com-
mission has been urging for a year or two. The only additional
thing it has said is that we aim at joint farming ultimately, with
consent.

There is no special legislation. All we have suggested 1s
that the existing laws should be broadened, to make it easy for
co-operatives to be formed. Of course, all obstructions and
restrictions in the way of co-operation should be removed. For
instance, at present, only those having some property or re-
sources are taken in co-operatives. It 1s all wrong. We want
to include every villager in the co-operative, whether he has
resources or not. Unless we do so, only those who have can
function: others, who have not. will not have a chance to go

ahead.
]
he
Ngs
he
V. IMMEDIATE OBJECTIVE : SERVICE CO-OPERATIVE!
&

Nothing can be more important than the food situation in
the country. It is obvious. 1 shall not say much about it
except to assure the House that our Government 1s very far
from being complacent about the food problem at any time.
It is too vital a matter, and only those who are completely
oblivious of what happens all around can be complacent. That
does not mean that we cannot or we have not erred occasionally
in regard to this or the arrangements we have made. But as
the House knows very well, we have had to face three bad
vears and we are just beginning to turn the corner with the
good rice crop we have and the good wheat crop of the coming

El‘i‘paﬂc}: in Ryya Sabha, February 12, 1959

—— . . lg



ceasen. WWe haye come (o' SOME rather iumrltnnt deciz:inms in
regard to State trading and mme other prob lamﬁI su;:_.- as clg.
0peratives which 1 think are intimately r{.mnentm, ‘1_1 l;}:natqe Y,
with the food problem and with the business of distribution.

SraTE TRADING IN FFOOD

When we said we were going in for State trzldiflg in the
wholesale trade, we were completely earnest about it and we
are going to pursue it to the end. But H"hllﬂ we came tﬂ.thm
decision. we had no real apparatus for it. Therefore, inevitab-
ly, we had to go in for licensing and authorising some of th_e
old wholesale dealers to act on behalf of the State. That 18
not a very satisfactory arrangement. We cannot easily control
all these fl*.-'hﬁl(f':ia.lt‘ dealers. And, secondly, it 1s obvious that
they do not like this change in our policy. When you ma‘ke
an individual or a group responsible for carrying out a policy
which is not to his or its interest, difficulties arise, undoubtedly.
But there is no alternative open to us at this stage. If we
develop our co-operative organization, as we hope to do. then
these difficulties would diminish and ultimately fade away com-
pletely. And so, from this point of view, apart from others also,

it 15 essentjal that we should develop our C(‘J-ﬂ]_‘)ﬂt'ﬂ[h"ﬁﬁ 11
villages and elsewhere.

m?li:. JoiNT CuULTIVATION

2 p fI"herr: has been an argument—I may refer to it although, I

srelieve, it has not been raised here—about joint cultivation.

j-‘-r.ﬂuw, wlh;u we have said is, we call for service m-{:peratives n
every village in India and unions of co-operatives above them.

And we have said that our objective is joint cultivation, which

we hope to achieve with the approval and consent of the
farmers. We will concentrate on

obvious reasons, practical as well
that in the situation in India

service co-operatives, for
as other. We are convinced

T \ a4l present, with small holdings,
it 15 essential to have larger units so that they can take advant-

age of modern techniques, implements and resources. There-
fore, personally I am convinced that this 18 the right course. We
can never make substantial progress in farming if our units are

small, and we can m.lly have big units by having big landlords
or through co-operatives. When we rule out the big landlords,
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we are inevitably driven to co-operation. We hope that as these
service co-operatives spread out all over the country and joint
cultivation also takes place here and there, the example and
the results that How from it will be the greatest arguments in
favour of joint cultivation. In fact, honourable Members
might be surprised to know that even now there are many
hundreds and possibly more than a thousand or nearly two
thousand joint-cultivation farms in India. I have no figures
to show the success they have attained, but some of them, I
know, have succeeded very well. In fact, the farmers have come

and told me about this.

VI. “WE MEAN TO PROCEED BY CONSENT"

Why did the honourable Member, Shri Masani, get rather
worked up? Because of certain resolutions passed at the Nag-
pur session of the Congress, among them being one on land
reform and co-operatives? ‘There, in those resolutions, it was
said that our aim and objective was joint farming, that we
should aim at that; but for the present, for the next three years,
we should concentrate on service co-operatives. It was further
emphasised that co-operation must in the very nature of things
be voluntary and if joint farming came it would be with the
consent of the people concerned. Shri Masani in his speech
stated that he had always been in favour of the co-operative
principle, but the way it had been mentioned in the Congress
resolution had nothing to do with co-operation because the
moment the idea of joint farming came in, 1t was not co-opera-
tion. Further, he said that, if there was joint farming at any
stage, it must necessarily lead to collectivism. ‘That 1s his argu-
ment. Collectivism then leads to that horrible state of affairs
which, according to him, exists in Russia and China and else-
where. Therefore, this is the slippery path which leads down
to the lowest depth. This is the argument; I hope I have put
1t correctly.

Speech in Lok Sabha, Febryary 79, 1959




The argument presumes so many things which do not exist
that it 1s a litcle difficult to answer it. He stargs with the as.
sumption that where there is joint farming, it ceases to be co-
operation. I have heard ol many criticisms of joint larming,
but this 1s the first time I have heard this principle enunciated,
Then, if there is joint farming, he says that it must lead neces-
sarily to collective farming. This also seems to be rather an
odd statement to make. Speaking for myself, I do not, broadly
speaking, accept collective farming. But I do believe in ‘co-
operation and I do, firmly and absolutely, believe in the right-
ness ob joint cultivation. Let there be no doubt. I do not
wish to hide my own beliefs in this matter. I shall ¢o Irom
field to field and from peasant to peasant begging them to
agree to it. If they do not agree, 1 cannot put it in operation.
That 1s a different matter. ‘It is for them to agree. | am not
saying that in this or any other problem any common principle
can be applied to every country in the world. We may have
some general principles of approach, but e
and conditions have to be

else from another
not it in.

ach country’s facts
judged as they are; and something
country should not be imposed which may

If T suggest something for the peasantry of India,
it is because 1 think that in the conditions |
is desirable and profitable.

what I may think or other
cause we live in

of India that thing
I cannot say in this changing world
S may think a few years later, be-
a4 period of rapid change.

Shri Masani said that he objects to anything being done to
change the traditional way of doing things. He 5:11’:1 that he

wanted the traditional way of [:unily farming, individual farm-

INg, to conti ! : S
g, continue. Now, I am not dgainst tradition as such. but

:r think tll'm‘t the one thing we want in India is to get away
t_r::}t:ﬂftlu ac 1'[1':}.;1 as much ag possible. We have had enough of
fa( : 100 “'“f .v.-c have become in some ways traditionalists,
e MI}gnmllats and all that. Ang I must say, however much 1
: ! . g i : ] !
may nh‘lh:,r from Shri Masani, T (o not think he is a funda-
mentalist and gz traditionalist in that sense
WiLLing ASSENT oF PEopLr
So, let us consider this question on y

: Id- [ E E D[ Cﬂ'{:} e g 1
| I L g i - [ltl{]l] mu t
tlﬂ'ﬂ'l l.h'E '.\I“lﬂg dSsent 'D{ I-'[“; IJEGPIE 'CU'[]CEI’HE(I' ﬂthE‘l'i"."ir‘iEI 1
¥ L i -
2-.

YETLLs, realising that what-



agree with Shri Masani, it is not co-operation, it is something
else. If this is agreed to, then most of the argument that Shri
Masani advanced falls to the ground.

He also stated with great vigour that nowhere in the world
has this kind of farming vielded results. Here, again, I think
¢that it is very unsafe to make these general statements. 1 can
give him instances where it has been known to be a success. . He
gave examples. He told us what had happened in Yugoslavia
and Poland. The examples given were of failures in collective
farming. He combined two quite different things. He gave
the example of one and applied it to the other. That 1s a
curious way of argument. Firstly, he says that joint farming
of the kind we have suggested is collective farming, and then
he says that collective farming has failed somewhere, and there-
fore joint farming will fail here. "This indicates confusion 1in

his mind. _

I am not judging Yugoslavia or Poland or the Soviet Union
or China. I do not like many things that happen in other
countries: I like other things. Sometimes in the context of
problems one expresses one's opinion, but I am always rehic-
tant to do so, because, unless a high principle is at stake, 1
honestly do not consider myself competent to judge other
countries. I do not know all the facts and circumstances and
the context, and to judge by some odd facts that appear in
newspapers or in a report is not enough. 1 do not want people
in other countries also to [all into the trap of judging my
country by some odd lacts or reports. Thervefore. 1 cannot say
whether Yugoslavia, Poland, the Soviet Union or China are
acting rightly or not. They know best.

TrE SITUATION IN INDIA

But in India we have to deal with a specific situation. Here

the average holding is very small. The average for India is—
[ am not certain—one acre, may be two. Certainly, quite a
large number of people do not even have one acre of land.
What are you to do in this situation? It would be a completely
different proposition if the average holding here were, let
us say, 20 acres or 50. That would make us think differently.
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I am not enamoured of joint farming or anything merely for
the name of it. But if a person has a holding of one acre or
so, as most people have in India, what can he do with that?
Of course. he can improve it, if as Shri Masani has told us,
we give him better seeds, water, fertilizers and better tools. Cer-
tainly, gradually we can give him all these, and 1n any event he
ought to be given these things. but having given all these,
what then? There are certain improvements in the land which
we can profit by, if we had large pieces to cultivate. A one-
acre holding will always keep its owner in semi-starvation, In
a good season he may get a little more to eat, but again he
relapses. Of course, we have at the present moment too many
people on the land and they must be transterred to other
occupations, namely, industry, whether 1t 1s big industry,
middle industry or cottage industry. The burden on land
has to be lessened. That is true, and everything has to be
done that helps greater production. But I do submit that,
whether it is from the point of view of a theoretical approach
or otherwise, in the present-day conditions in-India, joint
farming is the right objective to aim at.

I say again definitely that we mean to proceed by consent,
not otherwise; and, apart from the theoretical view, if you
examine the question from the practical point of view you will
reach the same conclusion. I know very well that peasants are
conservative, and they do not easily change their habits even if
i want them to Ellﬂ]lgﬂ. I will have to put E‘XEL]I'I.IJ]ES of success
lzjefnre the'm,- not a -speec:h. If I tell them that their neighbour

y Hus question lies in the hands of

the _farmers of India, not in my hands or Shri Masani’s hands.
I will only do my best to convince the

: m of a certain course of
£Cction. A :

Give THEM Furp Timg

In wme meanwhile, when we sa
years we should concentrate on

itself indicaEﬁ that we are not Proceeding hurried] Giv

them [‘11.11 tl'me. They must haye Service cﬂ-nperatiz;ﬁzs fi 1’*:

No Act is going to be passed by Parliament, 5 they Lhﬁmsellri&.
. o - v

y ﬂ?at ior the next three
€rvice co-operatives, that
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want a change, who can prevent them? Indeed, I ask you, who
can prevent a co-operative society today from deciding in favour
of jomnt cultivation? No one can prevent it. There is no
question of coercion. There is no question of a new law.
Society itself decides to do certain things.

PRESENT PoSITION OF CO-OPERATIVES

I should just like to give a few facts about the present posi-
tion of co-operatives. In regard to the small village co-operative
societies, here are a few facts. At the end of 1950-51, the num-
ber of these societies was 116,000. At the end of 1956-57, the
number was 159,000. At the end of 1958-59. the number was
179,000. These are the village ones, not the big ones. The
membership of village co-operatives was, in 1950-51, 51% 'akhs:
in 1956-57, 91 lakhs; in 1957-58, 110 lakhs; for 1958-59. the
estimate is 138 lakhs.

To come to the large-sized co-operatives, at the end of 1956-
27, there were 1,915; in 1957-58, 4,529 and in 1958-59. 6.318.

Honourable Members may like to know the amount of rural
credit that was given by these co-operatives. 1 might mention
that 80 per cent of this was given by the village co-operatives.
The big ones gave only 20 per cent. In 1950-51, it was Rs. 22:0
crores; 1n 1955-56, it was Rs. 4962 crores; in 1956-57. Rs. 63-8
crores; in 1957-b8, Rs. 96 crores and in 1958-59, Rs. 130 crores.
All this indicates a solid advance of co-operative societies, more
especially of small co-operatives.

Coming to joint co-operative farming, there were 2,000 co-
operative farming societies in India at the end of 1957-58. But
I would like to add that this term ‘co-operative farming’ has
been used somewhat loosely. Sometimes, the land is held by the
society, the ownership is ol the society, and yet cultivation is
carried on individually. If this type of farming society is ex-
cluded, the number of joint and collective farming societies,
where cultivation is undertaken jointly, 1s 1.357. consisting of
966 joint farming societies and 391 collective farming societies.

I do not say that all these 1,300 odd societies are very good
or very successful or models of joint farming. But in every
State, there are examples of successful joint farming societies.
They have risen in the last two or three years, not because of
any pressure from anybody, but because for various reasons the
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farmers have decided to do so. There 1s a report of the I?l'u-
gramme Evaluation Organization of the Planning Commission,
Studies in (,‘u-rjpm'nﬁf-.:f(r I'f'ﬂ':r'.!}irf.'f.?g_. issued two and a half years
ago. In this report all these societies are separately evaluated.
Further studies are being organised now by the Planning Gom-
IMISSION.

There is another question about which some doubt has been
raised by some people. There has been some criticism about
the ceilings on land. This question has been under discussion
net in this House. but outside. and certainly in the Congress
organisation for a number of years and in the Planning Com-
mission. Honourable Members know that the Planning Com-

mission has repeatedly recommended it. In fact, some States
have already taken action on it.

The point that T would like to make is that these decisions,
whether about co-operative farming or ceilings, were not taken
suddenly. These problems were discussed and argued for years.
In fact, we have been criticised and perhaps rightly criticised for
being too slow. Anyhow, they have been considered; special
committees were appointed, consisting of members of the Con-
gress and eminent economists from outside. These committees
made recommendations which were again discussed. So, the

decisions arrived at were preceded by a great deal of discussion
and consideration of each aspect of the question.

VII. KEEPING OUT PARTY POLITICS

i,

Al:l}’ group, party or individual i welcome
agrarian policy laid dowp by the Congress.
not by individuals or groups.
this policy lies chiefly in
do not want party politi
villager.

to work for the
We go by policies,
the working out of
wer down., where we

A ;
5 1o come in. 7 confuses the poor

Press Conference, New Delhi, Maych 6
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Our present programme, broadly speaking, is ceiling of
land and village co-operatives, service co-operatives; later we
aim at co-operative farming on a village scale. We welcome all
co-operation in that.

What are the organisations that function in the village
There is the panchayat. There is, or should be, the village co-
operative. ‘T'here 1s the community development block. Those
are the major organisations at that level. We do not \ant any
parties to function in any of these organisations as parties.
There the door is open for the fullest co-operation, and, of
course, higher up too—the community block’s Advisory Com-
mittees and above the block stage also.

VIIl. THE BOGEY OF COLLECTIVISATION

We had recently decided on the objective of co-operative
farming, as soon as people desire it; have decided about ceilings
on land: have taken decisions on wholesale trading in food-
grains. And you have said there has been a fair amount of
vocal opposition to 1t. I have been interested in that opposition
because it has displayed 5 per cent reasoned approach znd
95 per cent passion. Its words are full of passion, anger. I
thought, when I read some of these diatribes, that there is no
passion like the passion ol vested interest which is afraid.

It has been quite an extraordinary educational experience,
for me at least, may be for others, the way these objectives have
been dealt with by some people. Certainly there are two sides
to a question. But apart from that, exactly what is this thing
‘co-operation’? Is it a terrible revolution, a revolutionary word
which has disturbed some people’s minds so much? 1 was under
the impression that one of the universally accepted things in
the world today was the co-operative principle. There could
be no doubt about it. Even in India, backward as we are, we
have made fair progress in co-operation.

Inangural speech at annyal session of the Federation of Indian Chambers af
Commerce and Industry, New Delln, March 7, 1959
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You suggested in your address, “Let us have pih?t schemes
of co-operation”. 1 wondered what you meant, and if you had
cared to see what had already been done in India. The other
day I gave some figures in Parliament, and I would invite your
attention to what has already been done without any major
effort. It is uite substantial, though not enough. It 1s true
that in the old days co-operatives were chielly credit co-opera-
tives, and now we talk of them as service multi-purpose co-ope-
ratives.

You will be surprised to know that there are already hun-
dreds of co-operative farming societies in India, established
without any effort on the part of the Government. People
have formed them, farmers have formed them. And yet co-
operation is talked about as if it were some dangerous novelty,
the touch of which might drive us to that terrible thing, collec-
tivisation, which itself is a symbol of a still more terrible thing—
communism.

ANTI-IsM

Well, that is not the way we think, and I should like to
make it perfectly clear that we are not against communism
and we are not against capitalism. I object o that approach
and, constituted as I am, if anybody brings up such things to
me, he drives me in the very direction he wants to prevent me
from going. That is the normal reaction of a vital human being.
I cannot understand in our politics this business of “anti-ism”
which 1s so prevalent in the world today.
| People Say there is great rivalry in Asia, great competition
bEt‘f‘r’"E:En 'Irfdm and China. I have no sense of rivalry or com-
petion with China. Possibly—I do not know—our objectives
are not quite the same. Partly they are the Saln-_;g_l,uiﬁiilg e
standards of living. Partly, I think, they are Aifferant. ALY
how, 1 have no sense of rivalry. g
Eh;tc;:ﬂEfea]:?[;;;tlsﬁ:;nmfl;i}{i 1: is [1.1une ol my business.
T R s Dkl Llfﬂn _mm them. I propose
e Sl people like in our country, and if anyone

dl'll 1TOI11 . w ooy

‘T'his entire upi:u::,'sl": EFLIJ;?U”T %I‘E UPEI?'

pivaliy with that cousitey, i _.‘?{ f‘gtun.ﬁt this country  or ol
: _ INLLy 1s a bad one. I consider it bad fron
the international point of view and bad from the it sl om
ational point'

Others are welcome to do
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of view. As for somebody telling me that co-operative farming
will lead to collectivisation, and therefore to communisim, well.
if it does, I am not frightened. I do not understand words
being hurled about like this in order to frighten people.

[ do not approve of collectivisation. I do not rhink, as far
1s T can see, that it is suited to or is likely to suit our country.
We are not going to work for it. But even in India there are
1 few collective farms. It is a big country with great variety
and we allow all these things to happen. No government
apparatus has exercised coercion. Some [farmers have been
keen on 1t.

Anyhow, our objective is co-operative farms and it suits the
conditions as they exist in India—the conditions being the
existence of small holdings. I do not venture to advise other
countries as to what they should do. That depends on their
conditions, their economic advance and the complex of things
which condition them. We have to deal, you and I, with con-
ditions in India.

SMALL HOLDINGS

In India the holdings are extremely small. The average
holding is about an acre or a little more. What are you to
do with that? How are our farmers ever to advance? It does

not matter how much you help them with better seeds and
better fertilizers and the like. They will make some progress.
undoubtedly, but they will never get out ol t?le rut of poverty;
and I am not prepared to envisage a future in which this vast

agricultural population remains ever on the verge‘c:f sul?s:st-
ence. I would rather:have a million revolutions in India.

Let us remember this basic fact and not be threatened by

all kinds of bogeys. The biggest thing and the most frighmfl-
ing thing is the poverty of India and the hundreds of mil-

1 A :
lions who suffer from it. In every cffort we make, in whatever

domain, we have to keep that in View. We realise we cannot

do away with poverty quickly, sudden{y. It w(;.%l ta!(ﬂnus gene-
rations to end it, but we must march in that direction.

! he
Of course there are too mamny people on tl;r;: iaii : :hg
burden on the land should decrease and peopie N<

diverted to industries—big industry, medium industry, small
29



andustry, cottage industry, all kinds of industries. I think this
can be done and it will be done, and the process need not be

very slow.

No CoOMPULSION

For the rest, land must be worked in the co-operative way.
‘We do not say that you must start co-operative farming imme-
diately. Nothing of the kind. We have said that we should
have service co-operatives all over India. We have suggested
«that this should be done in three years. We have about 550,000
-villages, big and small. Presumably that would mean about
200,000 co-operatives, because some ol the villages are very
small. It is not a terrible figure to contemplate. When these
service co-operatives are functioning it will be open to the
people to take up co-operative farming. We do not want to
enact legislation, we do not want compulsion. Let the people
decide for themselves, or may be that we go and try to induce
them to decide for themselves. That is a different matter; that
is our right and certainly we propose to do that.

Why then this shouting all over, as if something has gone
50 wrong that it might hit the people? I do not understand it.
Have we lost the capacity for reasoning and thought because
-we are afraid that somebody may tread on our toe or on our
vested interest which is more tender than our toe? The vested
interests progressively will have no place in the world. Any
vested interest which comes in the way of a fellow-man will have
still less place in the world. Nobody wants to attack anyone'’s
ir{terests; it_shnuld,_huweuer, be realised that in India the
dlfferences in iwealtn today are big; the examples of con-
.s%)munus ;Pendmg are p;;inful when we see the differences in
the spending capacit St
muchpless ag pﬂllitica’{lyﬂ dr.:iii:ﬁg]ﬁég H_uw N Pl
. untry, tolerate all that?

Tanositue need for these things: the ceiling on land or the
‘State trading in foodgrains. .

Ceilfng on land is a common tnough reform. I might di
cuss this question of co-operative farming, I.L ‘is n fg t. ;15.
Fﬂllective farming takes place in diverse countries. [ 3;31'- kit
1s practical on a fair scale in Canada. Yet Canad*£ ik K
ing towards collectivisation. People dq not knm:.r llﬁh:;t E:;j
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IV PORTANCE OF 1T RAINING

One important point about co-operatives is that if the co-
operative movement is to succeed in India, and it must, thei
it must be preceded by careful training and education. It 1s
no good saying: “Form a co-operative and allow village people
to function.” That is not good enough. And I confess that
we have not given enough attention to training. We have to
train people carefully. It is a task we all have to face, and
‘¢ is in the measure that we train people that the co-operative
movement will succeed.

Well, Mr. President, I have taken advantage of your kind-
ness in inviting me to talk about some subjects which you have

dealt with in your address, and others that you have not. I

hope you will forgive me for the liberty I have taken. Thank

VOu.

IX. NEW PATTERN OF RURAL SOCIETY

Mr. Speaker, Sir, 1 should like to express my gratil?catinn
at the fact that the honourable Member has brought this reso-
lution before the House. 1 should like to express also my
satisfaction that this subject of m—nperatim‘t and coﬂpfaratit'e
farming has met with some rather aggressive and virulent
opposition from some Members in this House and some IJED}'JI-E
outside. Indeed, it would have been a pity if a move of this
kind should have been quietly and unthinkingly accepted.

[ welcome this because we war this subject to be under-
, stood, to be treated as a live subject, and not accepted as many

things are and then forgotten. |
I must confess that I have not been quite able to under-

stand the rationale oOf the logic of the opposition to co-opera-
tive farming. 1 can understand, of course, an unieasoned

passion, Prejudice, a dificulty to comprehend something

Speech in Lok Sabha, March 28, 1959
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which vou are not used to, fear of everything new. ‘That one
always has to face whenever there is any kind of step forward.
But the attempt to argue and reason against this has not Leen
understood by me in spite of every effort.

What are we after? Broadly speaking, we are after raising
the standards of our people, increasing our production, so
that the land can yield better results for the people cancern:
ed and for the country. We are after a higher form of
social organisation, a social organisation which helps us in
realising our social objectives. There are two ways ol ap-
proaching this question, positive and negative. Let us examine
the negative approach, because it is the negative approach
that applies to honourable Members who oppose this idea.

The negative approach is: do not do it, it is dangerous,
people will not like it, there will be trouble. Sometimes it is
even said that it will lessen production. If any step that we
take basically lessens production, then it is a wrong step. It
1S not a matter for argument, because, obviously, we are aiming
at higher production.

If we do not act, what happens to our agrarian economy?
We leave farmers struggling hard to eke out g poor subsistence,
some a little better, others 2 little worse. A bad harvest
comes and they are knocked on the head.

[t is worth considering where all this leads to.  Leaving
things as they are, I submit, leads to the Inevitable conclusion
that you want to petrify the poverty of the peasants and the
poverty of this country. That is a conclusion which, T am
quqe sure, 1iubndy will thinkingly accept; they may, u;nhink-
ingly—some honourable Membere A .
ingly they will not El{:(.'{:‘]',}f H:JE:@C;:E?L?HH};] d{.r}h'hm s
Therefore, we cannot leave t’hings ;1;5- th E, a : Wgn: hagh

SR P : _E} .;u*e._ We are just
Ez;iinmi tr;] ad C pt. the tact of Indian poverty con-
5 £ BovertySofion agricultural classes continuin

[ have not a shadow of doubt that co-operatives - )

L _ : Peratives are the
]llght approach, that CO-Operative f:uming is the right obiec
tive to aim at. Of course, there can be some valid cri%ici' : 'Jui
questions. It might be asked how lar the cnnditiﬂ-n .:HF dﬂlf.l
parts ol India are suitable for Co-operative  farmi 5 1.11 al
present moment. Or one may say—ang] rightl ~Bilg atithe
not have this kind of thing, which requireé }’aﬂﬂ}’— R

good deal of
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training, without trained persons to do it; you cannot simply
pass a law and expect things to happen™. This is right criti-
cism which we can answer by training people or by creating
‘he necessary objective conditions. That is the scientific
approach to the problem. But it is not good enough just to
say that co-operative farming or co-operatives are unsuited,
being something new or against the genius of the Indian
people, and, therefore, we must not have them. That has
no meaning. That is an unscientific approach. And if you
accept that, you accept remaining sunk in poverty 2il the time
hecause you can never go ahead without doing something

Nnew.

hand, it would not be correct to say that co-
and, therefore, we should have it

use that is difficult. I agree that
are the ground;
to win them

On the other
operative farming 1s good
everywhere tomorrow, beca
it would not be practicable. We have to prep
we have to prepare the people’s minds: we have
OVer.
tance has been raised in
As long as our
it can only be

The question of voluntary accep :
some quarters. That too is an odd question.
Constitution, as it is today, remains in force
by voluntary acceptance. 1f the Constitution breaks down and
is changed, I do not ktnow what will happen. But so long as

our democratic Constitution lasts, these fears and apprehen-
1 would go further than that. It 1s

almost impﬂssible in Indian conditions—
of change-over in a vast country bv
Vou cannot. You can pass d law
le to work that law, get people

work that law. Otherwise you
d to have a mneasure

sions are unfounded.
difficult—I would say
to bring about this kind
methods of cmupulsinn.

but you have to get peop

in hundreds and millions to
db - not siicceed, eyeneifiyousats prepare

of compulsion.

On the other hand, it seems to me quite absurd to sav
that one farmer can hold up the whole village and can prevent
that whole village from going ahead. I do not accept that
position. 1 walit to make it perfectly clear. If you accept
that pﬂsitiﬂ]‘l there will be no law pa.'f.sed by this Paﬁrlianflent
or by a village panchayat or by the village co-operative; it 1S

impossible. 1f the village co-operative wanfs (o do something

\
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and one man says, “No, I veto it”, the village co-operative be-
comes helpless. No co-operative can function like that; no
panchayat can function like that; no legislature can function.
Democracy does not mean that each person can hold up the
rest of the community. So, fundamentally, co operative farm-
ing can only come by a widespread general acceptance of it.

[ want to make it perfectly clear that if we consider a
policy a right policy, we shall give every incentive in [a'r(;;ur,
of that policy, but not apply pressure. Surely we are going
to give incentives. We will confer distinction every time for
better work. Distinction 1s conferred on the better worker
through better wages. He produces more and we will give him:
better wages. That is a type of incentive that you always give.
In fact, I should like that type of discrimination somehow to
be made in all factories and farms and plants and even govern-
ment services. But it is difficult in government service, because
there everything goes by time-scale.

I put it to this House that we have rather slightly lost our-
selves in thinking about these questions. I say so with alt
respect. We ask, what has Yugoslavia done? What has some
other country done? We ask whether this is democracy or not,
Of course we should profit by what Yugoslavia, Ruggi.;_h China
cr America or England or Germany has done. But we are
trying to measure these questions by yardsticks which may be
useful occasionally, but which have no great relevance today.
We ought to consider the conditions in India.  We have to
consider how to achieve our objective. When I say conditions

m India, I mean not only the agricultural conditions but the
people of India too. I have no doubt, theoret
operation, co-operative working, is good in
department of human activity, except perhaps high artistic
eftort, Leaving*sur:h artistic ai:tiﬁity,' in every other AcLivity,
co-operation is the better method. There can be no doubt
about it in theory. You may raise difficulties that 1 practice
people may not accept it. Let us meet that point. But it is
a better way of life, and in fact it IS an inevitable way of lil"e-
when you live in crowded communities, It is all 1'Eght in a
sparsely populated country for People to haye large farms ezu:;1
a separate entity. In the Vedic age, ’i:rresumably the thm; land
tenure system was suited to that time when there were vast

ically, rhat co-
every single
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lands and [orest areas and a relatively small population. “Your
cannot have a system of the Vedic age in terms of the popula-
tion in India today which is a hundred times and grows apace.

‘There are two solutions to the problem. One is co-opera-
tion and ultimately co-operative farming, and the second is-
to take people away from the land and into industries. A fact
which is rather unique in the history of our country and which
no doubt many honourable Members of this House know is
the ratio of agricultural and urban population in India and
how 1t has varied. In most of the industrialised countries of
Europe, throughout the 19th century, the urban population
went up. By ‘urban’ I mean particularly the vopulation
engaged 1n industry. The ratio of agricultural to urban
population was 50:50, 60:40, 40:60 and so on. In America,
of course, the agricultural population is much less. India is
one of the very few countries where throughout the 19th
century and right up to a part of the 20th rural population
increased at the cost of the urban population.

What does that mean? Lack of opportunities for work,
lac k of industrial activities, and everybody falling back on the
land and becoming a burden on it. The land was not empty.
The land was already full, when more and more people came.
That is the basic cause of India’s poverty: the burden on land.
So we have to take people away and give them some other
occupation. By ‘taking away’ I do not mean bringing them to
Calcutta or Bombay and leaving them there, but having indus-
trial activities there.

The other solution is the co-operative approach to the land
problem. This is a logical, scientific and reasonable approach.
Further, apart from that, it helps us in our other objective;
that is of raising the production from land. It should be
obvious that, other things being equal, with better techni-
que, with better methods, there is greater production. To
say that primitive tools or bad technique will give you more
seems to be on the face of it contradictory.

Now, better techniques cannot be utilised in small
patches Hf land. but it is possible for a big farmer with a
very big farm of hundreds and hundreds of acres to use better
I am not for # moment talking about tractors.

Ha
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Not that I am opposed to tractors, but I do not think that
tractors in present conditions in India can be used on a mass
scale. 1 am thinking in terms of better tools and better
techniques. They cannot be utilised 1n small patches of land.
First of all, the small, poor agriculturist has no resources at
all. Secondly, he 1s not trained to use them. In order to use
these techniques you have to have larger farms. In the large
State farm in Rajasthan, most wonderful results are being
achieved today. In about four days I am visiting the place.
They have 5,000 acres, and the crops there, I am told by people
who have been there, are just astonishing. A normally 4 ft.
high crop is 10 ft. high there.

Nevertheless, for other reasons, I do not want farms to be
too large. We are aiming at an agrarian economy of small
larms co-operatively organised on the village basis. Co-opera-
tion does not function successfully if the unit is too big. 1 do
not want that to go beyond a village or two villages, because,
otherwise, the personal touch goes. Strangers come in whom
people do not know. Then two things may happen. One is
that the official may come in there, and I want, as far as Pos-
sible, not to have official Intrusion. Secondly, a few clever

people in that group of big villages may become bosses and
exploit others. But in a small village, where people know
-one another, there is a sense of almost family kinship. There-
fore they know who the knaves are and who the good people
are. They can more or less pull together, even quarrel and
still carry on. This is the idea. That is, a village, or may be
two villages, will form a Co-operative unit, and ten to twelve
of these units will become a union of Co-operatives for econo-

mic purposes. A small unit May not be capable of producing

results or may not be wholly viable. Byt the union will be
viable. |

If people can undertake joint cultivation, well and good.
But: I do not ask them to do 50, because 1 realise that good
as ]mnt* cultivation is, people have tq Brow into it. It can-
not be imposed. You have to learn the psychology of it -mt.l
the practice of it. l

S0 far as practice is concerned, I think ¢

- 15 of the utm
importance that from now we train people, ] o

arge numbers of
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people. It will never succeed unless there are trained co-
operators, and training means that the Central Government
and the State Governments and the Community Development
movement all undertake this task in its various stages and
degrees. First, there should be some people with high-class
training who are really experts in it. We may have special
classes, 1n our agricultural colleges, rural institutions and
other places. That is to say, every State should have a hand-
ful of people, with complete knowledge and experience. Then
there should be people with a good deal ol experience though
not of the same standard. Finally, the Panchs and the Surpanchs
should be given some training by the co-operatives and by
the Community Development movement. Thus there should
be a large base of some training, a little higher base of more
adequate training and people with really very high-class train-
ing at the top. That 1s essential.

The other aspect is the psychological one. II people start
with service co-operatives and work it and succeed, the next
step is a short one for them. It is not I who decide or Parlia-
ment that decides. The service co-operative decides. If they
want some help from us, we should try to give it. They
will decide it ultimately in the light ol their own experience
in the service co-operatives as well as by seeing how joint culti-
vation is functioning in other areas. The larmer goes by
fxnmp]e rather than b} tllEDT}l These are the SIHgES that

I see.

I am convinced that joint cultivation 1s desirable for

greater production, greater cohesion and a progressive removal
of class distinctions. It is an important thing. This is the
psychological part of it. You change gradually, not suddenly,
the whole social fabric of the village in that way. GCo-opera-
tives, panchayats and all these village organisations should
build up the real democratic basis of our society. It means
each step following the other; it means hard work, millions of
l]E{jl}l[_{- being ;q}prﬂm‘hed_ It means also that the ::'tpp!‘ﬂﬂf:h
should not be too rigid. The broad outlook should be clear
enough, but in 1ts application it should not be rigid. In a
huge country like India 1 do not like any rigid approach
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which must apply to every bit of India. Sometimes the ap-
proach you may make to a wheat-growing area may not be the
same as the approach to a rice-growing area. Conditions are
difterent and the approach will have to be adapted to these
conditions. The approach should be flexible and, inevitably,
there will have to be stages. The first stage, broadly speak-
ing, is the service co-operative, the multi-service co-operative.,
The next 1s joint cultivation societies. This will not happen
suddenly overnight all over the country. Gradually, the
service co-operatives will become joint cultivation societies.
There will be a period when you can see both tunctioning
and acquiring experience.

The House will remember that we have said that the
ownership of land will continue. Some people say that this
1S a ruse, or that, even if we mean it, we will not be able to
stand by it. I do not know; how can I say about the future?
This concept of ownership is a peculiar concept which has
changed through the ages. The House knows Acharya Vinoba
Bhave thinks there should be no ownership of land at all. I
respect the idea and I should be very happy indeed if there
were no ownership. But I do not think it can be so today. 1
do not reject it at all, but I do not think it 15 feasible today
and therefore I do not press for it. But this idea of owner-
ship itself is an incorporeal thing. Suppose there is a very
big estate and a limited liability company with shares. A
pansowns iOspen centiof ‘the 1and. But he cinnot say, ‘‘this
particular bit of land is mine”., He owns 10 per cent of the
larger area; the ownership is solid €nough. He gets the divi-
de‘}ds- Tm_lay land is terribly important only in countries
which are industrially backward. It is somewhat Important
everywhere, but it is more go in industrially backward com-

munities. | But whereyer industry goes ahead, ownership be-
comes scrips and shares, ownership becomeg credit, am in-

visible t}}mg. A man with credit can raise almost any amount
to start industries, T]:EE whole concept of ownership is chang-
mg and yet we are sticking to ownership by sitting on a

Jquare yard of land and being Proud that “hjs square yard
1 mine and nobody can take it”. Even there it goes, as com-
|

n.unal life develﬁps. In the cities there used (o be roads
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IJI‘i‘-.’iltti'l}'-U"-A.'llﬁtl and bridges privately-owned. Now roads
have become public property as also bridges. Railways have
become public property, too. The idea of private ownership
changes and the public and the individual benefit by it. A
changing society revises its ideas about these basic forms of
ownership. That will happen. One should not be alraid of it.
In fact, one should welcome it provided it leads to the objec-
tives we are alming at.

So, whatever way you look at this problem, you are driven
to the conclusion that our future lies In a co-operative ap-
proach; I would add, a co-operative approach not only on the
land, but also in industry. For the moment, we are dealing
with land.

X, FLEXIBLE APPROACH TO PROBLEMS

Mr. Speaker, Sir, I should like to say something in these
opening remarks about the co-operative movement and not so

much about the genernl Community Development movement.

The co-operative movement is not a new movement 1n India

or the world. We have a fair amount of experience of co-
operatives. Nevertheless, the broad apprﬂﬂdl that we have now
decided upon has some novelty about 1it, at any rate for u?.
This approach, however, :s not a sudden development. ‘It is
the result of a great deal of earnest thought and considera-

tion.,
N. D. C. RESOLUTION
L ; ‘
Many months ago; ‘here was the meeting of the National
Development Council, and 1t decided unanimously that we

programme and establish co-opéra-

il . ﬂhﬂﬂd with the
should go ndia. This Perhaps came as a sur-

tives in every village 1n L

Sabha during debate on the Demand for Grants of the
unity Development and Co-operation, April 12, 1959

S peech in Lok
Ministry of Comini
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prise to people who had not been thinking. about the subject.
A little later, the National Congress, meeting at Nagpur, not
only approved ol this but laid great stress upon it, especially
on the ultimate objective of joint farming. But, for the
moment and for the next three years, it said, we must con-
centrate on Service co-operatives.

After that there was some excitement about this decision,
as 1f some disastrous step had been taken. Even in this House
speeches were delivered which showed the measure of excite-
ment and opposition in so far as the makers of those speeches
were concerned.

Some weeks have elapsed since then and almost everyone
in this House and, perhaps, mutsitle—harring the few incorri-
gible people who will not see the light even if it is a bright
light—has very largely and very lirmly accepted this basic ap-
proach.

There may be differences about details, as there must be
in such a tremendous programme, but the basic approach has
been accepted and has been welcomed. I think it has been
welcomed more especially by the population of the rural
areas to whom it applies. I do not say that every single
person has welcomed it, that every single detail has been wel-

comed or agreed to, but the broad approach has been wel-
comed.

NEW Sociar STRUCTURE

To begin with, I should ljke o place a certain aspect of
this before the House, We talk about the Co-operative move-
11_1ent, we talk about village Co-Operatives or larger CO-OpEra-
tives. But I should like this matter (o pe considered from an
even broader point of view: ol Feorganising our vas.t rural
areas, nf- building a neyw social  structure, The essential
characteristic of g CO-Operative or g Panchayat is close m:jn*-lct
social cohesion and mutual  obligation “Fl-;is :isi vit'qu I‘
building up gradually a new structure fk i
That is an enormous undertaking, Whe
Community Development novement, that was our bjectiv
although it was not stated N institutiong] terms TT JE'ijE
tutional terms come now through the mﬂnpermi;s ]:it]igf-z;

for our rural society.
- we started with the
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the Community Development movement has sought to make
the people living in the rural areas self-reliant, working to-
gether, co-operating, building up their villages and generally
advancing on every front, more especially the agr_icu!tural
front. Now the co-operative cemes and gives the aim an

institutional character.

ATTEMPT ON MAGNIFICENT SCALE

In other words, this 1s an attempt on a magnificent scale—
I use the word ‘magnificent’ because the size of India is magni-
ficent—to apply the basic social approach to the land problem.

e the other H[}pl‘ﬂﬂfh of too much individua-

lism in small tiny holdings, which prevents pProgress. We do

the collectivist approach either. We put forward:
in with the basic

We disapprov

not approve
this co-operative approach because it fits
ideals that we have.

No doubt, as we go ahead, we shall consider this matter
of co-operation again and again, vary it, change it and adant
it to changing conditions. In a problem like this, it 1s essen-
tial to be flexible. No strict doctrinaire apprnnch or academic
approach is desirable, for two reasons. Firstly, 1n a country
like India with its great variety it is never wise to be very
secondly, because in the very natur€ of

a vast movement like this, affecting 360 million people in
India, you cannot be rigid. You have to see from ume to
time what is necessary. Therefore, 1 should like this House

to consider the decision from this larger point of view.
While being flexible we should not allow flexibility to go
so far as to become just nothing definite, just a vague generali-

sation. That is not good enough. Therefore, one should
have fairly clear notions as to the nature of the m—uperntive

movement as we envisage it in our rural areas.

RURAL CREDIT SURVEY

doctrinaire and rigid;

About this, the House will recall the recommendations of.
the Rural Credit Survey. The Survey resulted in many good
suggestions and proposals. But its recommendation in regard
to village co-operatives was based, I think, on the unfortunate
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presumption that our people in the villages were too backward
to be given much responsibility. I do not personally belieye
in that approach.

The other viewpoint is that the essence of the Co-operative
movement 1S 1n its non-official, selt-dependent and self-reliant

character, making for close contact and mutual obligation
among the members.

- This discussion continued for two Or tiiree years.
of the Rural Credit Survey's proposal
forthcoming from our b

Because
, and because money was
anks, “especially the Reserve Bank, the
tendency to put up large-scale societies developed. I do not
say that those large-scale societies have not succeeded, but
opinion has gradually veered round to small wvill

age co-opera-
L
tives for the various

reasonst It have' indicated, A true co!
operative is one in which you can make the people grow, and
where people make contacts and where there is mutual obliga-
tion and social cohesion. [f you want our people to grow, and
if you want 1o lay the base of 3 reg] Co-operative structure, the
unit should be small and not 5:}1]1etl'lfr1g very big. :

A variation was suggested to bridge the gap.

That was:
let us have village societjes,

but let us have unions of 10, 12
or 15 village societies, so that they may be supervised generally
and, for certain Purposes, given assistance from the banks.
The National IJevelﬂpment Council decided in favour of
village societies. The National Congress definitely decided in

favour of them. The Nationa] Develc}pment Council, which
met 1'»:34:::311[1)(, again went 1nto this matter and appointed a sub-
committee, which hag submitted s report.

The position now these broad principles
completely. The Principles, as described, were that there
should be social cohesion, and that thege societies should not
be r::fﬁciEr.l~1‘iddEn~—althﬂugh ofhcials may help certlninly. They

Sllﬂi:lld: as lar as possible, not b financed in (pe shape of share
capital, etc., by the State.

Is that are accepted

TRipAL AREAs
H‘m-'m’g said that, -there 4Ie exceptions ¢ this. One broad
and inevitable EXception is in ye

; . L 3 ' areas. We
do not wish to mtroduce rigidly :

hich may suit the
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rest of India and not the tribal areas. Therefore, in the tribal
areas, we shall have the co-operatives in conformity with condi-
tions there, because they have strong communal feelings and
organisations, and our co-operatives must suit them,

Just like tribal areas, there are other backward areas in
India, and the problem was whether we should relax the prin-
ciples there. Opinions vary somewhat on this. In a sense,
90 per cent or more of India is backward. Ultimatelyf¥it is
not a question to be argued theoretically. It has to be decided
Irom case to case, bearing in mind the principle that we should
try our utmost to have these small societies and bigger unions
of those societies.

Inevitably, the State Government itself has to judge where
the principle has to be relaxed. Theirs is the responsibility
and they will be the judges. But in regard to other issues,
such as State participation, we shall consider the problems as
they arise. We shall try to solve them always with a little
measure of flexibility. In the final analysis, the State autho-
rities will have to consider and decide.

T'here was another problem in connection with this. It
has been said many times before that the co-operative law has
to be simplified. It is being simplified. We have found that,
while the law has to be simplified, what really requires simpli-
fication is the working of the law. We are quite convinced
that the official character of co-operatives should cease and the
co-operatives should be free to make mistakes, if they want to.

TRAINING AND SKILL

Now, a very serious difficulty arises. The working of co-
operatives requires training and skill. Of course, the organiser
requires a great deal of training and a great deal of skill. Even
the secretary of a village co-operative requires some training,
some skill at keeping simple accounts. That 1s a difficult
problem. Sometimes, a village does not have a single person
who can do it. We hope to train them in large numbers by
stages. The right thing, I imagine, should be to have two
persons who should be used for this purpose. One is the Gram
Sevak, and the other is the village teacher. The Gram Sevak,

at the present moment, serves ten villages, and it will be
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a bit too much for him to be asked to look after 15 or 10 or
even a smaller number of societies. The idea of the Gram
Sevak has grown out ol the Community Development move-
ment. He i1s a part of the movement and he has been trained
for 1it. I think about 30,000 to 40,000 have been trained. Per-
haps his charge is a big one and may be we might reduce the
charge. Then there is the village school teacher. I feel he
should be responsible for the clerical work of the co-operative.
But@@ll these things will have to be worked out. A problem
may arise that in a village there is none with the requisite
training or literary capacity. Again, there may be absolutely
no funds at all to begin with.

How do we get going ? On the one hand, we do not want
the co-operatives to start on the wrong foot. If all help flows
in from Government, they will never get self-reliant. On the
other hand, there is the difficulty of getting started. In regard
to Government help, the broad approach is that help should
be given but that it should be given only for productive sche-

mes and projects and co-operatives should not be left to decide
how to use the money.

It is in this context that I should like the House to ‘consi-
der this problem. I venture to say that, in spite of the heated
arguments that have taken place sometimes, there is no person
who can disagree with this basic approach, because there is no
other approach. As I put it recently to this House, what is
the alternative for dealing with large numbers of small hold-
ings 7 What do you do with them ? If you leave them as they
are, they can never come out of their shell. They may improve
a little, but they can never get out of their shell.

As soon as you make this basic, fundamenta) change in the
approach to the land problem, I think this change will lead
imevitably to progressive joint cultivatimna with the separate
shares of members in the land being

If one looks at the problem from the larger point of view
that I have ventured to place before the House, one sees this
not only as something pertaining to cultivation and agriculture,

but something leading to greater aims, something that gradu-
ally changes the whole context of village life,

retainecd,
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