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is no satellite, but more the leader of 
the independent force of Vietnamese 
nationalism; and even North Korea 
seems nationalist first and pro-Chinese 
only afterwards. 

Thus, conflict, held at bay by (or 
sublimated in) the Cold War, has seep
ed back to its decentralised sources. 
The Cold War and any sort of coagu
lated peaceful coexistence held no offer 
of progress; it offered only an unstable 
stalemate, a precarious and stagnant 
peace, the stability of the overwhelm
ingly destructive confrontation of two 
equally abhorrent and nationalist ruling-
classes. Decentralisation has come with 
a rush, and now polarisation is not be
tween two politically identical politi
cians, one in Washington and one in 
Moscow, both berating the other vehe
mently for identical sins while the pas
sive world looked on at the empty 
tirade. Now it is between the Gold-
water men of the new white collar 
West, the Orpington men, and the new 
radicals who rightly demand, bomb or 
no bomb, justice can no longer be 
postponed. Polarisation means that 
many of the intermediate distinctions, 
formerly made so important, evaporate. 

Not that any of this directly concerns 
the orthodox trouble spots which, even 
if sometimes symptomatic of broader 
movements, are in the world sum of 
things, of marginal significance for the 
future. The circles spreading out 
around India contain more than their 
fair share of troubles—Burma's drive 
to etatiste nationalism might upset its 
precarious status quo, Indonesia's cer
tainly wil l , and now even Ceylon has 
made a few hesitant stumbles towards 
more militant unification of its society. 
Aden, a shuttlecock between Arab na
tionalism and British neo-colonialism, 
might settle down if the British respond 
to Nasser's latest soft tones. But Zanzi
bar further down the coast is not so 
promising—its early domestic reforms 
were broadly excellent but its radical-
ism could make it also a shuttlecock, 
this time between China's impatient im
portunities and the now rather conser
vative African nationalism of the main
land. On the next circle outwards falls 
unhappy Cyprus, still trapped in irre-
concilables, and Baathist Syria now 
wooed by radical China as a counter
weight to radical Egypt (wooed by 
Baathist Russia). Algeria is also 
threatened from Right and Left who 
feel that democracy ought to be part of 
'socialism', to which Ben Bella has just 
ominously replied, 'Our socialism stems 
from Islam' (and Wilson's from Method
ism, Ne Win's from 'Burma', Sukarno's 
from guided Java, and little Sihanouk's 
from Cambodian nationalism laced with 

Buddhism—why do they all still claim 
the same word?). Congo, newly em
braced by Tshombe, shows no signs of 
being able to escape disaster, which is 
much the same as South Africa, busily 
gnawing away the last vestiges of bour
geois democracy. Southern Rhodesia 
stays stuck in a frozen posture of defi
ance, tempered by a recognition of im
perial preference on tobacco. Finally, 
Indo-China remains a guttered house 
inhabited by motley gangsters, pirates 
living off the land, with no prospect yet 
of anything to give the poor people 
some modest modicum of shelter except 
yet another broken-down lean-to tack
ed on to the ruin. Faraway in the dis
tance, Berlin still grumbles, and Cuba 
glows, Brazil breaks more radical necks, 
and Mississippi continues to receive 
back in Federal aid five dollars for 
every one paid in Federal taxes, aid put 
to good uses, as three dead Freedom 

Fighters show. 
Terror froze the world during the 

Dulles-Stalin era, and now that the ter
ror has abated, there is a chance of 
change. Politics can no longer be en
capsulated within the walls of the room 
where the summit politicians meet—it 
must return to its rightful owners, the 
mass of the people. If the Cold War, 
of its nature, was a world dictatorship, 
a totalitarian shadow that kept the mil
lions of the world in fear, then the end 
of the Cold War makes democracy 
possible. And democracy means 
that, at least in the short-term, 
the Right will revive, not just the Left, 
that the American people can risk 
Goldwater means that already the dan
ger is very much less, and the Left is 
already a challenge. Which is a cause 
for optimism, more optimism than has 
perhaps been possible for many years: 
jam today, and for everyone. 

Had We Listened Well. . . 
Kalyani Maitra 

HE had asked, quite simply, for only 
a handful of ashes to be thrown 

into the Ganga and strewn over fields, 
but his party made of this request a 
near farce—a tamasha—something that 
he would have abhorred. Should we 
read into this an augury for the future? 
The spirit of Jawaharlal gone, but his 
name exploited for benefit of infinitely 
lesser mortals, whose one wish is to 
hold on to the reins of power? 

Without the magic of his presence, 
the aura of his charm and good looks, 
will future generations treasure him 
and his vision as much as we do? India 
is an ancient country and the cult of 
hero-worship is almost part of us. Our 
people still love their old rulers and 
cherish the memory of Raja Ram. But 
doesn't this prevent healthy growth? 
Must we always look back? 

Not having known his glamour, the 
public of the future wil l judge lawahar-
lal's successes and failures by a differ
ent standard. He loved and was in 
turn loved most extravagantly by his 
people. He had endured hardships and 
humiliations and forsaken much for 
them, and when freedom came, it was 
he — debonair, aristocratic, verily a 
prince among men—who put them into 
focus in the critical eyes of the world. 
Even while admitting his impatience 
with practical detail, the failure to 
choose men wisely and the unnecessary 
sentimentality over personal relations, 
we admired him because he was so 
sincere in his convictions and so much 
in love with his India. 

We, who knew foreign domination, 
value the contribution of our freedom 

fighters and for us August 15 holds a 
different meaning. Our children, who 
were born in freedom, take freedom for 
granted, like rich men's sons their 
patrimony and wealth. The image of 
the fairy prince turned pauper for the 
sake of his people will no longer hold 
good, simply because the situation 
will no longer exist. Generations 
change and so do their ideals. We no 
longer want to be unique Indians up
holding impossible standards of con
duct—which we do not practise—and 
which win us no friends. It would be 
well if future Prime Ministers and 
leaders of India preached less and 
looked more to the realities of our 
own problems. They will lack 
Jawaharlals stature to speak to the 
world and be heard. After all, the 
United States during her adolescence 
was forgiven her preoccupation with 
herself. And ours is a strange ado
lescence, at once new and old, and the 
slate is not clean—but covered with 
the dust of ages. 

If we had listened well when he 
was alive, his death should make no 
difference to our outlook. Our con
science should show us how to assimi
late changes and yet keep our basic 
ideals. But will the post-Nehru era ring 
this change? If the youth of today is not 
over-burdened with ideals of the past, I 
trust that in future it may be given to 
many more to say: 

"I loved you and so I drew the 
tides of men into my hands, and 
wrote my wil l across the sky in 
stars", 
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