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Indian bullet”.

Morarji was visiting Pakistan
as a guest of the government of
Pakistan. I was escorting him to
Utmanzai for a courtesy call on
Bacha Khan. More than 40 years
have passed since that thought-

provoking conversation,

Morarji’s words still ring in my

ears.

Three years ago I was digging

up the treasure trove
buried in the archives at
the British record office
when a very interesting
paper on this very subject
attracted my attention. It
was a note dispatched by
Major-General J. D. Lunt,
the British defence adviser
in Delhi, to the. Foreign
Office in London. Just
 before this paper was
- received in London, the
British high commissioner
had met General J.N.
Chaudhry, the Chief of
Army Staff, who revealed
to the high commissioner
__that
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Army Staff, who revealed

‘No general dar
military rule in

“WE have marital law
today”, I told Morarji
Desai. “You will have it
tomorrow. We share the
same weaknesses. Indians

- are as good and as bad as
i we are”. Morarji reacted
sharply “No general [will]
dare impose military rule
in India”, he retorted.
“And if he does, Morariji
will be the first to face the

By Roedad Kbaa

cuss such a delicate topic with
the high commissioner shows
that it was not so {ar below the
surface in the minds of t]u, gov-
ernment and of the 7,4%. This
was confirmed by a speech made
by Kamaraj, the Congress pres:
dent, in Madras, in which he said
that if violence continued on the
scale recently seen in Punjab and
Bengal, the military might con-
clude that democracy was
unworkable and themselves tike
over the government.

In an accompanying ncte on
the subject, the defence adviser
summed up the position as
under:

a.) The new generation of
Indian officers is more decply
involved in politics than its pred-
£CEessors were.

b.) The Indian anny is badly
paid. A large part of it is
deple ed in operational areas —
Kashmis, Ladakh, Sikkim and
NEFA where familics are not

re impose

India’

uying to leave and join business
firms. All this can have an effect
on the nation’s view of the army
and the armiy’s view of the nation.

h.) The Indian army inherited
from the British the tradition
that the army must always be
subordinate to civil power and
that officers should keep out of
politics. Despite the example of
the neighbours, Indian officers
have so far managed to follow
this admirable precept, although
there are differing views on how
much longer they will continue to
do so. To some extent, they have
been heiped by the innate suspi-
cion of the Indian politician for
ihe soidier, who for nearly 200
years represented an army of
occuipation.

The Indian journalist is equal-
ly ignorant and equally despised
by the soldier. Moreover, the
Tadian army is stationed mainly
on the frontiers in awkward and
uncomfortable garrisons which

offer no inducements for

pendence,

My Choyran  tha
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Fiftyfive years after inde-
the Indian army
remains bound by tight con-
stitutional and political con-
straints. There has been no
coup, no
brigadiers’
seize power.
army has not mtuvcned

colonels’
onspiracy
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The Indian

to the high commissioner
that Mr. Chavan, the
defence minister, had con-
sulted him during March
1966 on the possibility that
circumstances might exist
in which the Indian army
would seize power from
the civil authority.

+The COAS told the high
commissioner that they
had discussed this matter
at some length and he had
expressed the categorical
view that such a possibility
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army has not intervened in
politics. De Tocqueville and
other theorists have argued
that democracy and a large
standing army are incompati-
ble, but India has managed

both. Indian democrecy has

stood the ¢ast of time.
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visits by the politicians,
and to this extent it is iso-
lated from the main trends
of political thought.

i.) I have been told that
General Thimayya, the
most popular and probably
the most competent of all

' the Chiefs of Army Staff,
who was forced to throw
or up the sponge, was urged
in 1949 to head a coup but
{O lack of support from the
navy led to the abandon-
ment of the plot.
In  conclusion, the
1n defﬁ.nce adviser wrote: “It
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ment of the plot.

In conclusion, the
defence adviser wrote: “It
is difficult to sum up a
paper such as this and I am
not going to attempt to do
s0. I hope I have not been
unduly cynical in my
approach, mnor over-
inclined to pour cold water
on the optimist who regard
the Indian army as the last
bastion of democracy in
Asia, It has survived the
stresses and strains of past
48 years with remarkable
success and in the course



based his belief on:

a.) His view that there was a
deep-seated respect in India for
constitutional government at all
levels in the country.

b.) The size of India and the
degree of decentralization of its
he argued that it would be
administratively and opera-

-tiona].ly impracticable for t.he

9 state govem
; mentsi.n ‘operation.t '+

c.) If the army were to attempt
a coup against the Union govern-
ment without seizing power in
the states simultaneously, the
Congress machine would remain
operational and the coup would
almost certainly be ineffectual.

d.) If the coup were directed
against one or more of the states,
it would involve the same weak-
nesses as above in even greater
measure. Moreover,' the army
commander who directed such a
coup would place a critical strain
on the loyalty of the army, since
state loyalties and rivalries are a
real factor in the army. In these
circumstances, the organizer of a
coup would find himself in a civil
war situation.

e.) The COAS agreed that
there would probably be no great
difficulty if the Union govern-
ment directed the army to take
over a particular state or region
— though even then he would
require reasonable time to rede-
ploy troops and assemble a select
force whose loyalty would be
strained as little as possible. The
COAS agreed that there-svould
probably be no great difficulty if
in a situation of political and
administrative chaos, the presi-
dent of India might, independ-
ently of the Union government or
even against its wishes, order the
army to take over from the civil
authority. If this ever happened,
he would do his best to execute
the order. He believed that pres-
idential authority would be an
adequate cover and that the
operation could probably be car-
ried out successfully. But he was
thankful that there was no
prospect of such an order being
given before his retirement.

The fact that General J.N.
Chaudhry was prepared to dis-

—

did not exist, General Chaudhry

ame politics. De Tocqueville and
other theorists have argued
that democracy and a large
standing army are incompati-
ble, but India has managed
both. Indian democrecy has
stood the

tast of time.

permitted. Even in peace tme
garrisons, married accommoda-
tion is not easy to come by.
Officers serving in New Delhi are
particularly hard hit since rents
are high and there are not
enough quarters to go round.

c.) Pensions are absurdly mea-
gre: a major can expect 500
rupees, and a general oiiicer not
much more than 1,000 rupees a
month.

d.) It is said that senior officers,
who have reachcd the highest
ranks'in the ‘army, are so con-
cerned during the last few years
of their service with securing for
themselves lucrative employment
in the government or in business
that they have little or no time to
worry about their subordinates.
On several occasions I have heard
criticism levelled at General
Chaudhry, the former Chief of
Army Staff, as well as at others.
Lack of confidence in the integri-
ty of their senior officers had led
to the un.oing of many armies,
and not only the Egyptian.

e.) The Indian army is finding
it difficult to maintain officers’
messes as an economic proposi-
tion. f) A marked lowering of
the social status of the officers in
a country such as India, where
great emphasis is piaced on

izzat”, could give rise to discon-
tent. This will be even more the
case if there is a great and grow-
ing difference between the facili-
tes provided for the generals
and those provided for junior
officers. Perhaps nothing has
struck me so forcefully than this
general lowering in status and
the widening of the gap between
an army officer and his equiva-
lent in business.

g.) Marriage of one’s daughter
to an army officer is no longer
sought after by ambitious par-
ents, She would be far better wed
to some up-and-coming young
businessman. A former Chief of
Army Staff is finding it extreme-
ly difficult to find a bride for his
eldest son, a promising young
captain in wue army, whereas his
youngest son was quickly
snapped up by Burma-Shell.

A corollary to this is that well-
to-do parents or those coming
from army families, are no longer
keen to put their sons into the
army. Many young officers are

is difficult to sum up a
paper such as this and T am
not going to attempt to do
so. I hope I have not been
unduly cynical in my
approach, mnor over-
inclined to pour cold water
on the optimist who regard
the Indian army as the last
bastion of democracy in
Asia, It has survived the
stresses and strains of past
48 years with remarkable.
success and in the course
of doing so has developed its own
personality. I feel certain that
elements exist within it, which
could set'it off in pursuit of polit-
ical power, as has been the case
in Pakistan, but 1 would judge
tnat conditions would have to be
far worse than at present before
it took the plunge”.

Fiftyfive years after independ- *

ence, the Indian army remains
bound by tight constitutional and
political - consrramts There has
been no’ coup, 1o colm:el» or
brigadiers’ conspiracy "to. seize
power. The Indian army has not
intervened in politics. - De
Tocqueville and other theorists
have argued that democracy and
a large standing army are incom-
patible, but India has managed
both. Indian democracy has stood
the test of time. The constitution
has kept the country united,
allowed its democracy to survive
and kept the armed forces at bay.
The structure of the Indian civil-
military relationship is still
intact, largely because the legiti-
macy of the political system
remains high. :

The lesson of history is that the
only defence against a military
coup in any country is strong
political institutions and nothing
else. A democratic government
can be given to any people, but
not every people can maintain it,

It is now abundantly clear that
Pakistan cannot survive: i)
except as a democratic state
based on the principle of the sov-
ereignty of the people. There is
nothing intermediate between
the sway of democracy and the

yoke of a single man; i) except—

under a constitution which
reflects the sovereign will of the
people, not the whims of one
individual person; iii) except
under a system based on the
supremacy of civilian rule; iv)
except as a federation based on
the willing consent of all the fed-
erating units. v) if the rule of law
gives way to the rule of man
because the dykes of justice and
law will then break and revolu-
tion will begin.

Pakistan cannot survive under
military rule, with or without a
civilian facade, because military
rule lacks legitimac¢y and is an
anachronism in a world of global
markets, information and media.




