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PUBLISHER’S  NOTE

The lectures which make up the contents of this book
(first published in 1946) were delivered by M.N. Roy at a.

Political Study Camp of the Radical Democratic Party in May,

1946. This book is about the nature of the revolution of our
time. Roy indicates a new orientation of the Socialist move-

ment which in both its divergent branches—social democracy

and communism-—has reached a dead end. The direction in

which it can look for remedies is organised democracy.
“No public man I know of, whether practical politician or
mere observer’, writes Philip Spratt in the Foreword to the

book, “has been a more consistently correct prophet than.

M.N. Roy.”

26. 7..82 co —S. Balwant

INTRODUCTION
To the Author

~ M.N. Roy was in many ways a unique person. He distin-
guished himself both as a man of action and as a man of thou-
ght. As a man of action, he was a devoted and dedicated revo-
lutionary. Asa man of thought, he developed into a profound
and original social philosopher. He passed throggh three phases
of political life. He started as an ardent nationalist, became an
equally ardent communist and ended as a creatively active
Radical Humanist. He built up and propounded the philosophy
of Radical Humanism which may well become one of the most
relevant philosophies of the future. ‘
M.N. Roy was born on 2Ist March, 1887 in Brahmin family

in a village in West Bengal. His original name was Narendra-
nath Bhattacharya. He started taking part in underground
revolutionary activity from the age of 14. He was involved in
2 number of political offences and conspiracy cases. Under the
leadership of Jatin Mukherjee, he and his colleagues had pre-
pared a plan for an armed insurrection for the overthrow of
British rule. When the first World War commenced, ax"promise
was secured from certain German agents for the “supply of
arms to Indian revolutionaries. In 1915, Roy went to Java in
search of arms from the Germans. That plan having failed, he
went a second time to Java for the same purpose. Thereafter
he moved from country to country in pursuance of his scheme
to secure German arms. Travelling under different names and
with fake passports, he went from Java to Japan, from Japan
to China, from China back to Japan, and reached San Francisco
in June, 1916. Soon thereafter, the United States joined the
World War, and Roy and some other Indians were charged in
a conspiracy case instituted in San Francisco. Roy evaded the
American police and managed to go to Mexico. By that time
he had studied the basic books on socialism and communism
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and had become a socialist. He joined the Mexican Socialist
Party and became its organising secretary. He developed the
party organisation and was elected its General Secretary.
He converted the Socialist Party into the Communist Party
of Mexico at an extra-ordinary conference. He thus became
the founder of the first Communist Party outside Soviet
Russia.

Roy was invited to Moscow to attend the Second Con-
ference of the Communist International which was to be held
in July-August, 1920. Roy reached Moscow prior to the con-
ference and had discussions with Lenin on the national libera-
tion movements in colonial countries like India and China.
He differed with Lenin to some extent on the role of colonial
capitalist classes in the movements for national liberation. On

Lenin’s suggestion, the Theses on the National and Colonial

Question prepared by him and those prepared by Roy were
both placed before the Second Conference of the Communist
International for acceptance. Both the Theses were adopted
by the Conference.

Roy came to occupy a high position in all the policy-making
bodies of the Communist International. His main work at that
time was to develop a Communist movement in India. He
managed to send a number of Communist emissaries as well
as literature to India. He has been recogmsed as the founder of
the Indian Communist Party.

By 1927 Stalin had started his peculiar tactics for the liqui-
dation or expulsion of all persons of independent thinking from
the Russian Communist Party and the Communist Internatio-
nal. Roy was one of the victims of those tactics. Roy wrote
some articles for the press of what was known as the German
Communist Opposition, criticising some of the policies adopted
by the Communist International. For this offence he was turned
“out from the Comintern in 1929.

Roy now decided to go to India, although he knew that
he would be arrested in India and' would have to suffer a long
term of imprisonment. He had been accused No. 1 in the
famous Kanpur Conspiracy case of 1924, but could not be
tried at that time because he was out of India. Roy was pre-
pared to pay the price of a long period of incarceration in
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order to participate in the Indian freedom movement,

Roy came to India incognito in December, 1930, was
arrested in July, 1931 and was tried and sentenced to imprison-
ment of 12 years on the charge of conspiracy to overthrow the
British Government. The sentence was reduced to six years in
appeal.

After completing his sentence Roy was released from Jail
on 20th November, 1936. Immedidtely thereafter, he issued a
public appeal asking the people to join the Indian National
Congress in millions. At the same time, he made it clear that
the nationalist movement could not be strengthened unless it
underwent a process of radicalisation and democratlsatlon He
urged that the Indian National Congress “should be built up
from below by organising village and taluka Congress Com-
mittees and by vitalising them on the basis of a socio-economic
programme of democratic freedom and radical agrarian reform.
His idea was to develop the Indian National Congress with its
net-work of village and taluka Committees, as a State within
the State. The plan was that at an appropriate time, the Con-
gress as the alternate State would give a call for convening a
Constituent Assembly to frame the Constitution of frec India

~and that the call would be the signal for the launching of the

Indian revolution for democratic freedom.

On the basis of this radical programme, the followers of Roy
started work in a large number of rural and urban centresin
the country and within a couple of years they became a force to-
be contended with. In 1940, however, Roy and his followers
had to part company with the Indian National Congress because:
of their difference on the issue of India’s participation in the
Second World War.

When ‘the “phony” stage of the Second World War was:
over and the Nazi armies invaded France in April, 1940, Roy
declared that the war had become an anti-Fascist War and
that it was necessary for the very survival of democracy
throughout the world that the war efforts of the Allied Powers
should be supported at all costs. “If Fascism succeeds in
establishing its domination over the whole of Europe”, Roy
declared, “then good-bye to revolution and good-bye to
Indian freedom as well.” He also confidently predicted that
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“the defeat of Fascism will weaken imperialism” and would
ibring India nearer to the goal of democratic freedom.
, The leaders of the Indian National Congress were, however,
.of a different opinion. They declared that the Indian people
-would support the war efforts only if the British Government
-agreed to set up a National Government in India with fuil
.autonomy over defence and foreign affairs. Roy disapproved
of this offer of conditional support, -because it implied that the
wwar efforts would be opposed if the condition was not
accepted. Roy argued that since the success in the anti-
Fascist war was necessary for India’s demeocratic freedom, we
could not put conditions on our offer to help in achieving that
success. On this issue Roy and his friends left the Indian
National Congress and formed a separate party, called the
Radical Democratic Party, in December, 1940.

As early as in December, 1942 Roy expressed the view ‘that
the Fascist Powers were going to be defeated in the war and
that India would get national freedom asa result of thesocio-
.economic changes which were taking place in Great Britain
and the allied countries during the course of the anti-Fascist
struggle. Roy’s anticipations were proved correct. Historians
are agreed that India got national freedom largely as a result
of the liberating forces generated by the defeat of international
Fascism.,

When it became clear to him that the Fascist Powers were
going to be defeated in the war, Roy switched his attention to
the post-war reconstruction of ‘India. He got prepared two
basic documents in 1943 and 1944, one the “Peoples’ Plan for
Economic Development of India” and.the second a “Draft
Constitution of Free India”. The documents contained Roy’s

original contributions to the country’s economic and political

problems. Contrary to the economic thinking which was then
current, Roy gave priority in the People’s Plan to the develop-
‘ment of agriculture and small scale industry. Production under
the Peoples’ Plan was to be for use and not for profit, and the
objective of economic planning was to supply the primary
mneeds of the people consisting of food, shelter, clothing,
.education and medicine. The Indian State, according to the
Draft Constitution of Free India, was to be organised on the
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basis of a countrywide mnet-work of Peoples’ Committees
having wide powers such as initiating legislation, expressing
opinion on pending Dbills, recall of representatives and
referendum on important national issues. The idea of Peoples’
Committees subsequently popularised by Jayaprakash Narayan
was mainly derived from Roy’s Draft Constitution of Free
India.

After the end of the war, Roy began to express his heretical
views regarding Communism and Marxism. He differed with
Marxism mainly on the role of ideas in human history and on
the primacy of moral values. He summarised the philosophy
which he was propagating in a number of Theies. These came
to be known as the 22 Theses of Radical Humanism. He also
issued a manifesto on New Humanism.

The 22 Theses outline the principles of the personal and
social philosophy of Radical Humanism. The basic values of
freedom, rationalism and morality are traced in the Theses to
man’s biological evolution. It is pointed out that quest for
freedom and search for truth constitute the basic urge of
human progress. The Theses emphasise the inseverability of
political and economic freedom and indicate how the compre-
hensive ideal of political and economic freedom may be
achieved.

Further discussion of the principles enunciated in the 22
Theses and the Manifesto led Roy to the conclusion that party
politics was inconsistent with the ideal of democracy and that
it was liable to degenerate into power politics. Roy was of the
view that political power in a democracy should reside in
primary organisations of the people such as People’s Com-
mittees and should not be usurped by any political party. He
was ‘further of the view that particularly in countries like
India, where a major section of the electorate was illiterate,
party politics was bound to become an unprincipled scramble
for power. These ideas led to the dissolution of the Radical
Democratic Party in an All India Conference held in
December, 1948 and the launching of a movement called the
Radical Humanist Movement.

One of the new ideas developed by Roy during his Radical
Humanist phase related to the concept of “cooperative
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economy’. In a cooperative economy, the means of Produc-
tion would not belong eiher to the capitalist class or to the
State. They would belong to the workers themselves. Roy
was of the view that cooperative economy was superior to both
capitalism and State ownership.

Roy was an intellectual giant. He was a constant source
of original ideas. Throughout his life, he applied his great
intellectual powers in the service of the ideal of freedom.
Freedom was the basic inspiration and consuming passion of
his entire life. ;

New Delhi.
31.5.1982

V.M. Tarkunde

.

PREFACE

On the occasion of a meeting of its Central Political Council,.

~the Radical Democratic Party held a Political Study Camp at

Dehradun, from May 8th to 18th, 1946. The fundamental!
principles of revolutionary political theories and practice were
discussed. Having regard for the historical importance of the:
discussion, all the main speeches were taken down verbatim.
stenographically. My speeches are pubhshed in this book, as.
promised in the following letter addressed to Provincial Political.

- Study Camps which were held soon after the Central Camp.

“Comrades,

“Fundamental questions underlying the principles and.
programme of our party were raised and discussed in the:
Dehradun Political Camp. Although they are not new, having:
been implied in the very organisation of the R.D.P., some
comrades, nevertheless, appeared to be taken aback. Having
returned possibly unconvinced, it would be natural for them.
to talk in such a manner as might create a measure of confusion
in the ranks of the party.

“To carry the discussion down to the véry bottom of the-
party, so that all possible misunderstanding might be obviated,.
it has been decided that members of 'the Central Secretariat
together with other competent comrades present in the Camp,.
should in the néar future visit the various provinces to address-
local Political Camps and membership meetings. 1 am sure
that a full report of the discussions in the Dehradun Camp will.
clear all doubts. In addition to oral reports, by competent.
and leading members of the party, a full account of the pro--
ceedings. of the Camp will be published as a book, assoon as.
possible. Therefore, I appeal to you not to make any hasty
judgment on the basis of fragmentary reports, which may have-
reached you in the meantime. Comrades present in the Camp-
are likely to have been struck by some sentences or expressions,
and passed them on to others. Out of the context of the whole-



“Xii

-discussion, particular sentences or expressions may sound
_jarring and create confusion. :

“Pending your receiving the full report of the Camp, it
might be useful for me to send this explanatory message.
Although, let me repeat, the ideas elaborated in the Dehradun
~Camp constitute the philosophical background of our political
‘theory and practice, and are indeed implied in the very organi-
sation of our party, they are now restated by me for the con-
sideration of the party. Therefore, for the moment, they can
‘be discussed as ideas held by me personally, and you need not
-assume that the party is committed to them. I am only
‘suggesting that the party must be conscious of the philosophical
implication of its principles and programme. Having dispas-
‘sionately discussed the ideas elaborated by me, the party will
either endorse them or reject them in the next All-India
“Conference.

“As one of the founders of the party, it is my obligation to
_guide the momentous discussion. The following remarks are
made with that purpose.

“Our approach to the problems of political theory and
‘practice is claimed to be free from any dogmatic presupposition.
“Otherwise, we could not pretend to be advocates of scientific
-politics. Freedom from dogma is the specific feature of scienti-
fic thought. We also proclaim that our thinking and action
‘know no authority. Is that only rhetorics? Do we realise
‘the seriousness of the declaration that our political theory and
‘practice are determined by principles free from dogmas and not
‘Testricted by any appeal to authority? If we did, then we
-should not believe that we are unconditionally or irrevocably
-committed to any system of philosophical, social, political or
“economic thought. Any closed system of thought which, by
its nature, precludes further development, including far-reaching
revision in the light.of new knowledge, is a bunch of dogmas.
"Those who regard Marxism as such a closed system of thought,
.cannot also pretend to subscribe to the iconoclastic principles
.of Radicalism, which knows no dogma and respects no
-authority.

“It will not be proper to judge my ideas by the standard of
-orthodox Marxism. You shall have to judge them on their
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own merit. If they have no intrinsic merit, you should reject
them, irrespective of their conformity with, or deviation from,.
Marxism. One could put forward absurd or highly harmful:
ideas on the strength of quotations from Marx, Lenin or Stalin.

“It might be helpful for the discussion if I pointed out the
fallacy of a fear which must be haunting some of you, and
preventing you from judging dispassionately. The fear lurks.
behind the question: Are we not deviating from Marxism?
This question is troubling the conscience of all the comrades
who appear to be disturbed by my ideas. The implication of”
the fear is nothing short of suggesting liquidation of our party.
Adherents of orthodox Marxism must belong tqthe Communist
Party. The organisation of the Radical Democratic Party,
therefore, represented a deviation from orthodox Marxism. It
cannot be justified by quoting scriptures. Don’t run away with
the flattering notion that the Communist Party made mistakes,
and we are better Communists. The fact is that Communist
political practice in the Soviet Union as well as in other
countries, logically follows from Marxism conceived as a dogma
and an immutable scriptural authority.

“If Radicalism is only a counterfeit signboard for an affiliate:
of the selfsame firm, as some comrades actually contended in.
the Camp, then the organisation of the R.D.P. is splitting the
Communist army and doing harm to the cause. The honest
and disciplined behaviour on the part of those who take that
view of our party should be to undo the harm without any-
further delay, and return to the fold of the faithful.

“You are entitled to reject my ideas; they claim no authority-
but their intrinsic merit. But you must have the courage to-
think out your own thoughts boldly and act honestly according:
to your ideas. Hypothetical rejection of my ideas shall have to
be followed by liquidation of the R.D.P. Because, I have only
elaborated the philosophical principles of Radicalism. It -will.
be your business to find out what is the relation between
Marxism and Radicalism. I must only insist upon your seeing:
that they are not identical; they are two things, though not.
mutually exclusive.

“Radicalism is not a deviation from Marxism; much less.
a negation. But it does propose revision of Marxism. And
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-precisely therefore it represents the scientific essence of Marxism,
-which is, that there is no absolute truth nor perfect knowledge.
“To insist that the deductions made from an analysis of the
.conditions of a century ago, hold good even to-day and will
hold good for ever, is deviation from Marxism. On the contrary,
‘Marxism is defended by those who realise that it should be
revised in the light of changed conditions, and have the com-
~petence to do so. Radicalism proposes to rescue Marxism from
-degeneration into orthodoxy.

“QOur party will have nearly half a year to examine its
.conscience and to test its faith. I have indicated the correct
‘method of doing that. You shall have the fullest freedom to do
your own thinking; only, please, think freely. Don’t try to
-measure Radicalism by the standards of a less adequate, par-
tially antiquated, philosophy. If that philosophy still satisfies
‘you, you are free to stick to it; but again, do so frankly and
honestly, which means, by accepting its political corollary,
_namely, the stupid and immoral behaviour of the Communist
Parties.

“And don’t demand that I should join you. The Radical
Democratic Party is your party; if you are of the opinion that
it has no fundamental reason to exist, and that opinion will
follow logically from the rejection of the philosophical principles
.of Radicalism, you are entitled to liquidate it. But I am not
-your creation. You should not demand of me to think as you
.do. I shall continue my quest for freedom, wishing you luck
in your new adventure.”

The letter is reproduced because it summarises my speeches,
.and reflects the spirit of Radicalism as I understand it.

Other speeches will be published in a second volume. This
-method “is adopted because, for technical reasons, all the
speeches could not be published together “before the Party
Conference. This book should be read with the companion
volume— Radicalism, by Professor Shib Narayan Ray—which
‘is a systematic statement of all the aspects of radical thought
.and practice, as they took shape during the discussions in the
Dehradun Camp.

‘Dehradun, Nov, 20, 1946. M.N. ROY

FOREWORD

i

No public man I know of, whether practical politician or
mere observer, has been a more consistently correct prophet
than M. N. Roy. He has'been dealing for twenty- -five years with
European, Indian, Chinese and world politics, and on hardly any
major issue have his analyses and predictions _been disproved
by events. He is not however merely a writer. Probably many
journalists could claim a fairly impressive record of predictions
come true—if only because they have written so much that they
are bound to make a lucky hit now and then. Roy has always
written not as a journalist but as a political strategist concerned
to know what is happening so that he can act appropriately.
There is therefore nothing journalistic about his writing : no
ornamentation, no tub-thumping, no irrelevancies, no evasion.
It is functional writing, consistent and responsible; and that such
writing should prove to be so unvaryingly right must be almost
unique and is certainly noteworthy.

It is strange therefore that in a country so given to hero-
worship, Roy should not have become a popular idol. Not
that his merits as a political thinker are entirely unrecognised.
They are admitted even by some who dislike him—people who
would not be found dead with a copy of Independent India yet
like to know what Roy is thinking about things. It is rather
that the truth hurts, and hurts in particular nearly all those who
control pubhc opinion in India. -

But there is another factor, in this conspiracy to ignore a
man who should be among the foremost in public life; and
here is perhaps a justification ‘for the present introduction. - Roy,
as I have said, is not a journalist. He writes for a .limited
circle who understands his style of thought and his background
of ideas, and seems unconcerned whether he is intelligible outside
it The documents which make up this ‘volume were all
addressed to the Radical Democratic Party and  presuppose its
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special background. I believe they have an important message
for a wider public, but their form is not such. as to recommend
them immediately to it. As a comparative newcomer to this
party and its ideas I may be able to present a slant on them
which will be more intelligible and acceptable than they are as
* they stand. ,

As Laski has put it, there is everywhere a sense that
mankind is on the march, but nobody seems very clear about
the direction. It is obvious that we are in the middle of a
revolution which embraces the whole world, but it is equally
obvious that except in Russia people have not yet decided
what is to be done about it. The outcome of a revolution
is not laid down .completely in advance. More or less total
anarchy may persist for quite a long time, and at the end almos.t
any kind of relative stability may be achieved, but unless it
fulfils certain conditions that stability will break down again
fairly soon and the process will be repeated until a stable state
fulfilling the conditions is reached. We have passed through
one such false stabilisation and its breakdown. The minimum
conditions of stability are all that can be said with certainty
about the outcome of a. revolution. It would seem obvious that
what we have to do is to ascertain these minimum conditions
of stability and set about establishing them, but in fact it is not
so easy as that. Mankind is still- uncertain about its direction
not because these conditions are not pretty generally understood,
but bécause, first, even after thirty years of world chaos they
are still not easy to fulfil, and second—and this "is where this
book comes - in—they do not giveus a very complete guide,
and- as they stand they-are not attracti’ve enough.

The conditions,  at ‘least the controversial ones, can be put
down as three, corresponding to the main ascertainable causes
of the world breakdown. First we have to get rid of the instabi-
iity arising out of clashing national ambitions, fears, etc., armed
with-the military power modern technology gives the larger
nations. The complete solution is a world state. This is obviously
still distant, but we can hope that an interim solution will be
found if the other conditions are more or less adequately met.
The second condition is: that the instability arising from the

" working of indequately controlled capitalist enterprise should be
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curbed. After the great depression of fifteen years ago the:
necessity of this is not seriously questioned—even in America
part of this necessity is admitted—but how it can be done is.
still strongly disputed. On the world scale it is still a centrak
difficulty. The third condition is that the rising standard of life
which the mass of men everywhere have come to expect as a
result of technological developments should be realised fairly
quickly. People know now that the old gross poverty and ine-
quality are not inevitable, and unless they see progress towards.
their abolition there is going to be trouble. This is a separate
condition from the second, because a remedy for the instability
of capitalism might result in a freezing of &onomic progress.
The Gandhian school aims at this. The Nazis would probably
have achieved it. Nazism, had it conquered the world, would.
have been a full solution in the sense that it could have preser-
ved stability for a long period by suppressing all discontent by
force. Gandhism proposes to achieve this end by ideological
means, i.e. persuading people not to desire a higher standard
of life; but since it could not succeed in this, Gandhism in its.
pure form must be ruled out as a theoretically possible solution.

These three seem to be the main conditions which will have to.
be fultilled by any solution of the world’s problem, any outcome
of the world revolution now going on. There will probably be
very little dissent; indeed the three conditions are commonplaces.
of any discussion of the subject. Yet though they are so well
understood there is strangely little enthusiasm for them. This is.
the framework within which the problem of this book is.
discussed.

India is part of the world and is involved in the revolution.
Few looking at Indian conditions would care to deny this, yet
that Roy always has this fact in mind is one of his graver
crimes. He thinks in terms which apply first to the world as a.
whole, and then applies them to India with the necessary modi-
fications, which are often not great. Now this deeply annoys..
many nationalists, who at bottom do not think of India as part
of the world; they think India is unique, that foreign or
“western” ideas do not apply to her, and presumably therefore
that she happens to be having a private revolution of her own.
This of course is but a way of saying that they want to confine
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yme revolution to its nationalist aspect, whereas Roy says that
-that is merely a small beginning, hardly worth calling a revolu-
‘tion at all. It is good.in so far as it removes a mental obstacle
to further changes: it satisfies the demand for equality of status
among the nations, which has always been a main factor in
mationalism; but clearly that does not get us very far.

It is interesting to notice that Roy has been saying this for
-more than twenty years. (See his speech “Our Future” in this
-volume). It is really a remarkable prophecy. He was clear on
‘the main ideas years eatlier, but the first I remember of it is an
.article in The Communist International about 1924, in which he
-pointed out that after the 1914-18 war and by 1923 the export
.of British capital to India had fallen to zero. This and other
facts led him to infer that in due course a peaceful transfer of
-political power to Indian hands would take place—not through
‘the magic of soul-force nor out of the democratic convictions
.of the British ruling class, but by virtue of a shift of
economic power. And it followed that as regards the real
problems of the revolution that transfer of power would mean
nothing. The old order would remain; only the personnel at
ithe top would change.

Now this was not just a brainwave, a bright idea for an
article, to be forgotten when the next article had to be written.
Roy thought about it seriously, discussed it with Lenin {who
-disagreed), and finally decided it was true, and stuck to it when
jprobably nobody else in the world accepted it. He made it
:an essential part” of his diagnosis of India’s condition, and it
‘helped to determine his attitude to all subsequent problems. In
‘particular it helped to decide his attitude during the recent war
‘when -after Churchill became Prime Minister in 1940 he sav;
ithat the consummation he had prophesied could take place at
any time if only the Indian National Congress would édopt a
- wesponsible attitude to the war. He saw that Congress opposi-

tion to the war was ‘not a principled opposition, but was what
beiting men call hedging, a provision against the eventuali
:an Axis victory. He said that ip the circumstances it was not
'mer'e]y permissible but obligatory for a sincere opponent of
-‘;;asm.sm to support the war, .and therefore the Government, and
e did so. Now that everything he predicted has taken place, and

ty of
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the erstwhile incorruptible revolutionaries are cooperating to
the limit, it would be only decent if those who condemned his
cooperation would admit their error. But perhaps that is too
much to expect.

India being part of the world and involved in the revolution
1ike the rest of it, we have to consider the same sort of solutions
1o the problerﬁ it sets. One type of solution we can rule out
without any doubt. That is the type we call fascist. Fascism is
even theoretically a solution only in the form of the conquest
of the world by a single fascist power. If two or more major
powers went fascist they would fight, and that is.no selution. In
any case the solution is a highly undesirable one. But though
we need not hesitate to reject Fascism, it needs §ome discussion.

In a sense it was fortunate that the fascist movement
assumed early in its career the grotesquely repulsive form of
Nazism. Thereby its natural sympathisers abroad were largely
disarmed, every shred of decencyleft in the world was rallied
:against it, and its military defeat was rendered possible. For the
essential purpose of Fascism can be served by a far more discreet
type of reaction. - It is perhaps not even necessary to fascist
politics that it should produce the armed monopolistic party -
which was typical in EBurope. In Japan nationalism was so
strong that this could be dispensed with, and constitutionalism
was preserved, though with a fairly severe police terror. On
this point I have come to think that Roy was right again,
though here he was not alone. He always said that the-
essential points about Fascism were that.it was a reaction
against the current decay of capitalism, an attempt to preserve
its unequal distribution of property and avoid a socialist
revolution, by increasing the power of the national state and
subordinating the individual- to it; but how these aims were -
achieved was a secondary matter.

It will be seen that Fascism in this sense is simply an attempt
1o prevent the realisation of the three conditions we have laid
down above for a stable outcome of the current world revolu-
tion. It is nationalist, thus contradicting the first condition; it
insists on preserving inequality, thereby contradicting the third;
and the economic system that results from these is almost bound
10 be unstable, thus contradicting the second. Fascism is thus -
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the contemporary form of conservatism, or since we are living
in a revolution, the contemporary form of counter-revolution.

It is possible for a country to go fascist in this sense—and it
is clearly the important sense, since the frills are likely to follow
anyway—without displaying in the early stages the sensational
illegalities and cruelties of the European fascists, and even under
the auspices of relatively sympathetic leaders and ideas. This.
must be grasped before it is possible to understand Roy’s.
assertion that in our time all nationalism is potential Fascism,,.
that this is true of Indian nationalism, and that Gandhism is a.
fascist ideolgy.

If people will think calmly about Gandhism, they will have
to admit that, like the more respectable professions of the.
European fascists, it is largely a cloak for quite different policies..
As a certain Mr. Reid from Madras said at the last conference:
of the British Conservative Party, the Congressis the Conser-
vative Party of India. It may have to let down its landlord.
supporters—it is still to be seen on what terms it does so—but.
it is firmly committed to capitalism, and is reconciled to the
States. It is nationalist, of course, and is already working for
a fully nationalist economic and political policy—an armaments.
industry, an active export policy. etc.. Yet in plain contradiction.
to all this it professes Gandhism, and Mahatma Gandhi is still
its active leader. It is clear however that his teaching ijs in its.
practical effect conservative, though not Conservative : it
prevents people from revolting against -old-fashioned institutions.
and against economic and social inequality. Itis only recently
that he has ceased explicitly to defend landlordism and caste.

Roy was highly critical of Gandhism from the very start,
in 1920, and has never altered his opinion.  He has of course:
written much on Gandhism at oue. time and another, and he:
has said many penetrating things about it. Yet it is true, I
think, that he has failed to make his criticisms intelligible’to-
the Indian reader. His approach to Gandhism seems that of an
outsider, an unsympathetic foreigner. He has never tried to getr
under the skin of the Mahatma or_ his admirers and see where:
that extraordinary power comes from.

If I may digress, I once made such an attempt, though with
.contrary purpose. Reacting against what seemed academic:
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criticism of Gandhism by the left wing, I tried to find elements

in it which could be used for democratic and socialist purposes.
Needless to say, I found plenty, though I ended on a pessimistic
note, doubting whether Gandhism would not be more easily
applied to reactionary ends. Some of the Congress Socialists
have discussed a socialist ideology and even strategy deriving
from Gandhism. But as Roy always thought likely, the
Congress Socialists have turned out to be merely nationalists,
and that seems the probable fate of any attempt of this sort to
give socialism indigenous roots.

My most scrious mistake in regard to Gandhism was, 1

suppose, to overlook the gulf between its theoryand its practice.
It is extraordinary, beyond almost any other movement in
this respect. More often than not, it achieves the opposite of
what it professes. The Mahatma’s followers do not take him
seriously. They are bored with these lofty principles; they
accept them as Christian congregations accept the weekly sermon
on loving their neighbour, and go about their business unmoved.
And the Mahatma, though in a sense he means most of what he
says, is petfectly well aware that it is largely ignored. Of
course in our imperfect world this sort of contradiction is not
uncommon. It is notorious in the Anglo-Saxon countries. But
1 think it is even more pronounced here. It is to be attributed,
apart from the will to believe and the fear of non-conformity,
to a general character of this ancient priestly culture, which
attaches exceptional importance to words—semi-magic mantras,
scriptures which must not be altered by a syllable, and the like—
which allows freedom of belief, or at least of discussion, at the
expense of strict conformity in practice, tends to attach higher
moral value to intention than to achievement, and has evolved
an intensely introverted and other-worldly philosophy. Clearly
in such a society reaction will find it exceptionally easy to
masquerade as progress. And in such a society a man with
Roy’s background will find himself very much out of his
element. He is accustomed to the atmosphere of continental -
Europe, where they call a spade a spade and despise Anglo-
Saxon cant—and would be astounded by Indian cant if they
met it. (I am not passing judgement: cant may very well have
its uses too).
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This criticism of the Soviet Union wi
opposition, but it is not new and is unquestionably well founded..
We cannot doubt the predominant opinion of the great number’
of able and in large part favourably inclined observers who-
have reported from first hand on the Soviet Union. For fifteen.
years past these observers have been pretty,,consistently critical..
Apart from their testimony we have the public facts of Soviet.

domestic and foreign policy, which together make a picture:

which is not attractive enough to win the support of normal.

cultured people abroad. It is not convincing to attribute this-
coolness to the influence of vested interests oOf propaganda. The
broad truth cannot be hidden, though as Burnham has remarked.
there is no way to make anyone see who has decided in.
advance to keep his eyes shut. We have also the unquestion~
able fact that the Soviet occupation in Furope has been very’
Manual® workers are a different matter, but the:
middle-class people who become active members of the
communist movement abroad are few, and it is reasonable to-
suspect, are in many cases swayed by subjective, often neurotic:
impulses, while the movement is Now relying less on its basic
principles than on nationalism and other emotion-rousing:

stunts.

unpopular.

Probably the conditions in Russia thirty years ago left the
but it is characteristic of their’

communist leaders 10 alternative,
ly the minimum which:

outlook to attempt by way of change on
the “objective conditions” made necessary and to overlook

what people would be likely to want. Roy makes the interesting:
remarks that the ultimate root of this mistaken policy is the’
underestimation of ideas. The underestimation of ideas is i
fact explicitly professed in the post-revolutionary communist.
philosophy, in what is sometimes declared to be its fundamental
principle, “the unity of theory and practice, with practice
primary”’. This principle is clearly a very dangerous one. it.
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amounts to pragmatism, and pragmatiem not in its original
‘high-minded form but the caricature into which it was twisted
by its critics: the truth is what works, therefore whatever I can
“make to work will be the truth. That is, might is right. To
“unify” theory and practice, with practice coming first, is to
Justify whatever the government does, and to destroy all
independent standards of judgement. It judges ideas by their
practical effects, not by their truth, and thus justifies the
political control of thought. A state in which the official
philosophy avows this as its leading principle is bound to be
illiberal. It is the opposite error to the Indian one; which
clevates ideas and principles so high above the earth that people
-give up the attempt to adjust their practical conduct to them.
And as sometimes happens, extremes show a tendency to meet.

Thus, though for very different reasons, neither Fascism nor
communism provides the solution the world is waiting for. There
is a third policy worth discussing, social democracy, constitu-
tional or liberal socialism. This could be a theoretically adequate
solution, and would compare favourably with communism in
regard to individual freedom. Moreover its success would
stir up far less opposition, even from outright capitalist America
and it would thus avoid the practical difficulty on this score
that faces communism. However, there is no likelihood of
social democracy achieving the necessary measure of success.
Though it has many adherents and a few powerful parties,
whose records of practical work are respectable, it is suited
only to countries with a strong parliamentary tradition, and
even in these has failed rather strikingly to kindle enthusiasm.
It is a fair-weather policy; out of its element in our chaotic era.
In its competition with communism it tends on the whole to
lose ground. In any case it has had no strength hitherto in
India.

Thus we seem in India as in most other countries to be left
with only two competitors for our support—nationalism, which
against its present will, no doubt, but we believe inexorably,
will be driven towards fascism; an;j communism. It is remark-
able how widespread is the opinion that these are the alterna-
tives before us, and to that opinion must be attributed much
of the fatalistic pessimism which underlies the nationalist or

~than his judgement of facts.
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cay that I regard his judgement of values as no Igss soun
o He says that this dilemma is
intolerable. As between the two communi‘sn? is better, dOUb:;
ﬂess. but its success is most unlikely and it is not good erlxox;lg .
We‘have seen communism tried out, we can tell wheret a.nc oy:
it went wrong, and we ought to be able to avoid its wors
erro/isn'y ultimate solution of the world’s tro;lbles must1 k;e-
socialist or collectivist. That is inescapa!?le, We can tlegt
fore build on the traditions of the socialist movemeiit. du
that movement in both its divergent branches 13as reache z;
dead end. A policy adequate to meet the W(?l'lfi s nee(.]s mu;
avoid the errors of both the traditiox‘le}l somahst.partle&;. ﬂ;
must get away from the lifeless, uninspiring .forn.lahsm ol f}r
social democrats; and the direction in Wthh.lt can‘lo‘o< 0
remedies is to bring the. rank-and-file Yoter into mtlmat.e,
permanent contact with the administr.atxon, more or less tl)I;
the way the original Soviets did in Russxa: How thls .mayhiCh
done is suggested in Roy’s Draft Constitution for India, W g
should be read together with this boo.k.‘ On the ot]r.l‘er hanci
though it accepts the Soviet it rejects the 1111pera1 doctrines at;
practices which have caused the C’ommux.nsts to t.)e so strongg
opposed—their reliance only on the industrial working glas.s ta;; :
the poorer peasants, and hostility to other classes‘, t'helr ;‘n ?
rance of all ideas but their own, thelp' repudiation o ‘u;e
elections and of civil liberties, and th.eu‘ demandifqr a single
party dictatorship. The conditions which made this n;rr%w
policy plausible thirty years ago have been deslgoye eally
subsequent events, and over large parts of the world a r 13;
liberal but dynamic socialism can now appeal conﬁden.t]y. to' a
classes except the few remaining rich. Thelje are md‘xcatl.ons
that the communists are changing their policy in this dlrectlol?f,'
but how genuine the change is remains tq be seen, and even lf_‘
it is genuine they will have to overcome an immense amognt o
“doubt as to their good faith before they can make it effective.
To sum it up in slogan form, Roy says that to the three
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objectively necessary factors in a solution set forth above, we
must add a fourth, freedom. (1, Peace; (2) Collectivism; (3)
Material well-being; (4) Freedom. His Draft Constitution again
suggests the kind of state structure in which these ideals can be
realised. All four points could be discussed with advantage.
Here I propose to make some remarks only about two of
them.

~ Peace obviously involves some limitation upon nationalism,
but how far and in what ways nationalism must be curbed is a
big question. The Radical Democratic Party has incurred
much defamation by ranging itself against nationalism-—not in
the sense of opposing the demand for national independence,
but of opposing nationalism as an ideology. In this it is follow-
ing the tradition of the Marxian, and indeed the pre-Marxian,
socialist movement.

This socialist anti-nationalism has of late been subjected to
much criticism. It is said that socialists cannot be expected to
sacrifice national interests, or refuse to defend their country,
or to draw inspiration from its culture; and that if they attempt
to do these things they isolate themselves, not only politically
but psychologically, and find themselves like a branch cut from
the tree, dried up and useless. ‘In practice the social democrats
have since 1914 been nationalists, if usually of an apologetic,
undemonstrative type. The communists at first denounced

“them as traitors for this, but latterly have gone one better and

almost everywhere have become vehemently nationalistic. This
has been justified by pointing out that the bourgeoisie, at one
time the leaders of nationalism, showed during the Nazi-Fascist
episode that they preferred the solidarity of class and wealth
to that of the nation, and that it has, therefore, fallen to the
masses to maintain national traditions. The communists, no
doubt, seeing in this an easy way to popularity, have taken
their cue eagérly, and have so to speak commandeered the
national cultures. .

All this however is not a_complete answer to the socialist
‘case against nationalism. It is possible in some circumstances
to make use of nationalism for good ends, but it remains a
dangerous tool, and even in proletarian hands will require to be
used with discrimination. Technical, economic and political
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conditions demand world unification, and accordingly the nation.
as a political unit is obsolete and nationalism is reactionary.
Nationalism becomes the emotional core round which gathers.
the ideology of the past, which a progressive movement must
aim to change more or less considerably. There is a distinction.
between the content of a national culture and its national form.
So far as that content is valuable, it is likely to be universal:
rather than national. When a man is thinking, or investigating,
or criticising, or delineating, or cxpounding, he is unlikely to-
produce the best work unless he feels that he is pursuing the
truth, and in fact most of the best culture is imbued with this.
universal spirit. ¢

Tt does not follow that one who believes this need cut.
himself off psychologically from his nation or refuse to defend
it or to participate in its culture, any more than he need cut.
himself off from his family. His efforts ought to be directed
towards harmonising national interests and culture and world
interest and culture. _

The politics of the matter does not however solve the psy-
chological problem, which for many people remains a serious.
one. Roy discusses it in one aspect in the speech “Two
Psychdses” in this volume. That deals with a special case, but.
it seems to be generally true that the adoption of what are:
believed to be rational political opinions which run counter to-
the general opinion is apt to lead to prickings of conscience-
and apathy. The only practical remedy dis reason. One must
explore the rational foundations of one’s beliefs and be sure
that they are worthy. of one's acceptance. It is particularly”
necessary to beware of irresponsible theorctical criticisms and.
extravagant hostility to common opinion. Such attitudes are:
often a cover for other motives, and once this attitude is punc--
tared, one is left deflated and apathetic. But with the best.
possible case it takes strength to stand alone.

It is necessary on the other hand not to be defeatist about.
nationalism: We hear a great deal of its power as an emotion.
and a political force, but this may be exaggerated. It is-
primarily a defensive attitude. Those who make use of it in.
the absence of genuine dangers have to work it up with much
Iabour, and fabricate grievances for the purpose. Even whens
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“there are genuine dangers and grievances, it is not clear that
‘nationalism is always the emotional centre of the response to
“them. In the Buropean Resistance to the Nazis, sheer national-
ism seems to have been but one factor of scveral. It was less
“national hostility to the Germans as such which destroyed their
plan of European unification than resentment at their predatory
-policy and horror at their cruelty. In the same way in India
‘the national movement is not a purely nationalist .movement.
It has always been concerned with other grievances, and in
fact nationalism is to some extent fictitious, created to obscure
those grievances. 1In considerable sections of the people it has
-even now failed to do so. We need not fear that we are losing
-an indispensable weapon by refusing to cash in on nationalism.
Internationalism is in the tradition of the socialist move-
“ment, but freedom, the fourth condition as I have put it, which
Roy proposes should be made a fundamental guide and criterion
-of our politics, is in a more doubtful position. -As Max Eastman
‘has pointed out, the socialist movement is animated by contra-
dictory impulses. - Tn some of its adherents the urge to freedom
predominates; but in others it is a revolt against the atomisa-
‘tion of bourgeois society, a desire for comradeship, fraternity;
‘while in still others it is a revolt against the chaos and waste
‘and inefficiency of capitalism, a demand for organisation.
‘Whatever the rank and file have felt, in socialism as a political
trend these latter collectivistic and totalitarian impulses have
‘predominated. Tn Marx the urge to freedom was strong, but
‘he rather took it for granted as an ideal and thought little
-about it, and he helped greatly to discredit it by identifying
bourgeois freedom with free trade. “The Fabians, having been
‘brought up in bourgeois freedom, rather reacted against it, and
certainly helped to discredit 'it. J.B. Priestley and George
Orwell have both recently drawn attention to the adulation of
-dictators to be found throughout Bernard Shaw’s work. Though
less consistently, H.G. Wells - also was guilty of encouraging
-dictatorial ideas. The social democrats however have usually
favoured freedom, if in their*"usual lukewarm way. It is the
-communists who have been the most consistent and ardent
-opponents of freedom, not indeed as an ultimate ideal, but here
-and now, in theory and in practice. For if they have used the
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word freedom to describe the condition of a loyal participant.
in the communist enterprise, they have criticised and deprecated.
the liberal type of freedom, and have concentrated their efforts.
on achieving the other two ideals, fraternity and organisation.
And in this they have been moving with the times. For
industrialisation and the more highly integrated society it brings.
inevitably increase the regimentation to which the individual.
is subjected; and the socialist form of industrialism, -by largely
destroying private property, the basis of freedom hitherto,.
carries the process much further still.

Is it then of any wuse to kick against the pricks? In an
industrialised, and more especially in a socialise¥ society, is not
the eclipse of liberty inevitable? ,

Not if we really want liberty and organise for it and are-
willing to pay for it. We cannot ensure it of course by abstract
declarations. It will require careful working out and patient-
education. But that is true of almost any good which is to be
enjoyed by a modern society.. The constitution, the rights it
guarantees, the legal system, can all be so ordered as to help-
freedom and hamper tyranny. The right, for example, to a.
minimum living wage whether one works or idles, would go far-
to deprive the state of its power to'coerce the individual. It
would be expensive, but to a libertarian it would be worth it..
Similarly genuine freedom of association could” largely replace-
private property as the basis of effective freedom for unorthodox.
and sectional opinions and their expression. . There is no abso-
lute need for a socialised society to monopolise the press,.
broadcasting, the cinema and education. If we really want
liberty we can so arrange that within quite wide limits minorities
and even cliques and cranks have effective access to these means.
of expressing themselves. Indeed we must so arrange, for that.
what freedom means. :

It has always been the socialist view that in spite of super--
ficial appearances industrialism makes for freedom as well as.
against it. A small illustration comes from Nazi Germany,.
where least of all places did they deliberately plan for freedom.
There they inaugurated something approching the freedom to:
travel. Of course they did not make it free, but they sent.
many poor people, who otherwise- might never have left their
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home town, to see the Norwegian fiords and the sun above

“the horizon at midnight. Subsidised travel all’ over the world,
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knew the meaning of tyranny and developed a passionate urge
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to freedom. We have not been deprived of freedom to quite
that extent, but we have experienced external compulsion

- enough to make freedom the most popular national objective,

The demand for freedom, if not of the fiercest intensity, is

very widespread. Every party subscribes to it. The restrictions
upon freedom in Russia have caused a strong reaction against
communism. It can almost be said that the popular cry of
the moment is libertarian socialism. The Gandhists base their
objection to both capitalism and socialism mainly upon the
supposed tendency of both to destroy freedom, and correspon-
dingly put forward its ability to safeguard freedom asa princi-
pal claim in support of their village plan. ®arious other
religious groups are demanding recognition as the third way
between capitalism and communism on the strength. of their
adhesion to freedom. :
- The sentiment in favour of freedom exists. It will be streng-
thened as experience reveals that despite the good intentions
of the planners planned capitalism does not yield freedom but
the opposite, and that in the sphere of public policy allotted
to it Gandhism is coercive and restrictive through and through.

However, as I have said, our chains are for the most part
of our-own forging, and that will still be true in the utopia
our Gandhists and national capitalists are planning between
them. But as the ideas which enchain our minds become
more plainly unsuited to our situation, the process by which
they are imposed on us will be more clearly felt .as coercion.
Freedom implies the right to err, but when the great majority
hold ideas which impel them 1o profitless and disastrous
«quarrels, and lead them to prefer ruinous to useful economic
policies, they will begin to feel that they are not effectively
free. This is the unfreedom from which India is suffering now,
and surely it is painful enough to inspire strong demand and

struggle to be free, if we can show people 1

how they are
enslaved.

Freedom is not only an objective, it is a method. This is
implied in Freud’s remark. If we want to achieve freedom we

must work for it in a free way. There will then be room for

all—those with definite political ideas, and those with but
vague aspirations, those with religious beliefs and those without
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—for the aim of freedom is the guarantee that none will find
himself deprived of the fruits of victory. There is only one for
whom there is no room: the totalitarian, open or disguised, and
the method of freedom is such that as we go along he will

expose himself,
Finally, I may - revert to Max Eastman. He distinguished

three impulses behind the socialist movement—for freedom,
for fraternity and for order. Roy points out a fourth which is
conspicuously present in all the socialist movements and
thinkers—the moral motive, the demand for a better order.
It is sometimes expressed as demand for equality, but it is

broader than that. It shows itself in the protests of Wells against .

the patent medicine racket, of Morel against the Congo scandal,
best of all perhaps in the work of Upton Sinclair. People want
socialism because they see that moral corruption is an essential

part of capitalism, the system cannot work without lying,.

cheating, profiteering, cruelty and unfairness, and they hope
that socialism will get rid of these things. It is a moral motive,
independent of the other motives, and is a strong one. It may
" be regarded indeed as the fundamental motive of the socialist
movement. And one of the things which it demands is
- freedom. If it finds that socialism has to be enforced by a
. police terror, it will conclude that socialism is a mistake. -The
fundamental inspiration of progressive humanity is behind the
demand for freedom. '

Bangalore P. SPR ATT‘
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. On the outbreak of the second world war, the political
life of our country was plunged into a crisis which has not yet
been. overcome. It was a crisis pregnant with incalculable
possibilities, either for good or for evil. All of a sudden India
found herself almost within the reach of freedom. B:ut very
few saw the opportunity, because not many in this country
felt ‘the urge for freedom. National independence was the
fashionable ideal, which did not necessarily mean freedom
Therefore, the revolutionary implications of the war escaped“'
even most of those Indians who called themselves revolution-
aries and sincerely believed themselves to be so. The most
applauded virtue of sincerity, not fortified by intelligence turned
out to be meaningless. It was sufficiently discriminating to enable
Professed revolutionaries to choose the right side in a critical
;noment. Ther.e were not many in this country to welcome
Cz)f;ecd?m ;’vhen it was within reach, because so very few were

scious ursui i i i
emancjpagngpideas.ng a really liberating ideal, actuated by
morlzelciiulse of ,,that anomaly of h‘er political life, India was
the CriS.ey hto choose the wrong side in the crisis. Therefore
of ga. nls w t{ch presented her with the unexpected opportunity
for oo xn(g:h regdom, was also pregnant with great possibilities
tho . ; 0?81ng th.e wrong ‘81de, because of the absence of
Tndis ‘ie c;)r freedom, in a sufficiently large number of people,
hold, as ound to'place. herself on the road to slavery, though

Tlng high the misleading flag of national independence.

also h.ere_ were a few in the country who saw the danger. They

realised that thanks to a fortuitous combination of
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circumstances, India was presented with a golden opportunity
of gaining not only national independence, but something
much greater, namely, the freedom for the masses of her people
to take destiny in their own hands and shape it intelligently so
as to put an end once for all to economic exploitation, social
slavery, cultural backwardness and spiritual degradation. Such
-an opportunity does not come often; it should not be missed.
But if it was to be seized, a sufficiently large number of people
must see the opportunity and that was conditional upon
their grasping the revolutionary implications of the war.

Those who perceived the unexpected opportunity, there-
fore set to themselves the task of explaining the historical
significance of the armed confiict, and convincing political
India that she would gain incalculably if she would get over
nationalist prejudice fed upon race hatred. That was a thankless
task. Its accomplishment was conditional upon at least the
“Jeft wing” of the nationalist movement looking beyond the
immediate goal of political independence, and visualising the
ideal of people’s freedom and feeling the impulse to fight for
t. That was a cause worth fighting for. Therefore, it was
legitimate to hope that the conditions for enabling India to

~ seize the golden opportunity could be created.

To seize the opportunity, India ought to practise scientific
politics. not only inspired by a liberating revolutionary ideal,
but based uponarealistic analysis of the national and inter-
national situation, guided by realism. Revolutionary fervour
ought to be combined with the sobering counsel of reason.
Historic significance of events ought to be judged not by the.
good or bad motive of men at the helm of affairs, but by their
objective possibilities. The fundamental principles of scientific
politics had to be formulated before they could be tested in
practice. That was donein a political Study Camp held at
Dehradun six years ago. :

A small minority in the nationalist movement had visualised
the greater ideal of people’s freedom years before the revolu-
tionary war opened up the possibility of attaining it much
sooner than the boldest of dreamers dared expect. Having
developed an ideology of their own, very different from the
ambiguous ideals of orthodox nationalism, they had undertaken
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ithe historic task of building up a people’s party as the instr
ment for-the struggle for people’s freedom. Disagreein wiltlt-x
the Gandh?st cult, they nevertheless remained insige the
“Congress with the hope of transforming it into a revolutionar
partybc‘)f Fhe people. The credit of grasping the revolutionarz
«f}?;ii. ilities of the war as soon as it broke out belongs to
. The experience of working inside the Congress had con-
vinced them that it was bound to become the party of the u
'?lasses, such as could not possibly serve the purpose of conqﬁgif
ing freedom for the people, although it might sway them b
-demagogy and emotional appeals. The pionee¥s of the peo Ie’)s,
par_ty? therefore, felt the necessity of organising themsclves 1?nto
:zt. distinct group inside the Congress. The mark of their distinc-
tion was_ categorical rejection of Gandhism as a reactionar
-cult, anc.i a rational scientific approach to all the problemz
-confronting the Indian people. The group was called th
Leag}le of Radical Congressmen. It was organised formall .
‘the time of the Congress Session at Tripuri, where the dictatoy 'af
Vtcndcncy of the Gandhist leadership made itself felt with allrl'a
brazenness and brutality. "
- Immedxately, upon the outbreak of the war, the Executive
ommittee of the League of Radical Congressmen met to consi-
<der the critical situation. Having realistically analysed the relatio
‘of forces, nationally and internationally, it outlined the polic tg
be pursued by India in the crisis precipitated by the war To-}clia
after the vicissitudes of six fateful years, any objective ilistoridl};
| g}utshteselt{y ‘él?at, had Fhe Conegress leadership taken the advice
herd Ra 1<.:als, India by‘ now would have been the master of
o estiny, instead of being in the present perilous position. The
ktegﬂfg;ss. Ieader‘s having preferred opportunism when a far-sigh-
- indeslevledpf)h‘cy was urgently called for, the Radicals had to
o w};slb;i; y. Ift was a moment .of fateful decision; the
and ot resometixlly 'reedom and Fascism. It had to be made,
et ;l::C;lllzie ;‘he momentous decision, with the conviction to
had o tl';ﬁ'g, was 1}1ot easy for the Radicals themselves. They
Bug they ttion of & clearly defined revolutionary ideology.
were not altogether free from preconceived ideas
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about friends and foes. They shared .the obsession that the:
essentially racial doctrine of anti-imperialism was the highest.
revolutionary virtue. Given that obsession, they were also
liable to underrate the danger of Fascism, and consequently
land in the wrong camp in the midst of the international civil
war. In brief, the Radicals themselves needed a good deal of
heart searching before they could take up their place in the
Indian political scene as the champions of people’s freedom,
and as such avowed enemies of Fascism, in the battle to be
fought eventually on the home front.

A political Study Camp was held in Dehradun at the end of
May 1940 with the object of clarifying revolutionary ideas and.
ideals. The discussion lasting for ten days covered the entire field.
of revolutionary theory and practice. Preconceived notions were
subjected to a searching criticism. Venerable beliefs were thrown.
in the crucible of ruthless realism. Fond hopes were put to

the test of logical possibility. A clear distinction was made

between what should be, and what could be. The fundamental
principles of scientific politics crystallised out of that discussion,
in course of which passion was tempered by reason, emotion.
sobered by intelligence, and prejudice dispelled by objective
appreciation of facts. \ :

The Dehradun Camp of 1940 gave the small band of Radi-
cals the courage to swim againt the current. The courage resul-
ted from the conviction that politics must be rational and
scientific if it was to produce positive beneficial results. The
fundamental principles of scientific politics were subsequently
elaborated in the programme of the Radical Democratic Party,.
which was inaugurated at the end of 1940.

Since it was founded under the abnormal circumstances out-
lined above, the Radical Democratic Party has become a force
in the public life of the country. Nevertheless, the country as.
a whole could not seize the golden opportunity presented by
the war. As a matter of fact, it moved not towards freedom,
but towards Fascism. The R.D.P. alone endeavoured to pre-
vent the dangerous development, which it foresaw. Why did it
fail ? Why could not a sufficiently powerful mass movement be
organised to resist the growth of Fascism ? There is no doubt

that the R.D.P. programme, as elaborated in the Draft Consti-
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-tution of Free India, and the People’s Plan of Economic Deve-
‘lopment, presents a vivid picture of freedom needed by the vast
bulk of the people. The party has had very little time to carry
on propaganda and other forms of activity necessary for mobi-
lising the masses. It was handicapped by the lack of material
means. A people’s party is a poor man’s party. Nevertheless,
;};he Qppressed and exploited masses were attracted by the
Radical programme. Operating in the face of great difficulties,
the party grew itself numerically as no other party has ever
.grown. Yet, the rising tide of Fascism could not be stemmed.
A tidal wave of totalitarian nationalism swept the country in the
recent elections. Trreparably weakened by ®the revolutionary
‘war, Imperialism is eager to instal its erstwhile enemies in power.
The' ominous change-over is taking place through the inter-
mediary of the Labour Government, which was expected to
-extend a helping hand to Indian Democracy. It seems that lured
by a false perspective, the Radicals disregarded the realities of

the Indian situation and wasted time and ¢nergy in futile efforts.
Is that the lesson of six years experience ? If that is so, then, we

must come to the conclusion that either politics cannot be

:scientific, or scientific politics cannot be practised.

Exacftly af_ter six }{ears, the Central Political Council of the
R.D.P. is again meeting in a political Camp at Dehradun. In

-addition to the 66 members of the Council, about 150 other

leading members of the party, including all the candidates who

~contested provincial election, are attending the Camp. All the

:clbove questions will be freely raised and frankly discussed. That
1s a feature of scientific politics. Nothing is taken for granted. It

‘knows no dogmas. It is not guided by revealed wisdom or

anybody’s inner voice. Experience is the touch-stone of all

jtlle.f\)rles and principles. At the same time, facts are not taken at
their face value. To explain phenomena is the function of science.

Experienced facts must be subjected to a critical examination,

-and then conclusion drawn from them.

I should not anticipate the discussion in the Camp. Indeed, I

;Should not even raise questions and suggest answers. But I
.Zl)l(ozg‘ht that .it migbt be helpful if all possible reactions to
o iphrtlence were surm‘lsed and depicted in broad outlines.. That
-Ight serve as incentive to thought, and thus make the discussions
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in the Camp more fruitful. But I do notintend to state my
personal reaction. That might influence the thought of others..
Free thinking, unfettered judgment, and a tolerant but critical’
regard for others’ opinions are essential for a froitful dis-

cussion.
All the questions that might conceivably arise from the march
of events during the last six years, as well as from our own ex-

perience, are formulated in the agenda of the Camp. They allow

free ventilation of all manner of views—optimistic, pessimistic,
sceptic. To a large extent, the views will be coloured by the

temperament of those expressing them.,That subjective factor

must be taken into consideration while appraising the views.

Emotion plays a big part in human behaviour but scientific’

politics seeks to control emotion by reason.
Whatever may be the result of the discussions, and T
personally have no doubt about it, the Camp will be a landmark

not only in the history of the R.D.P., but in the political annals-
of India. The Camp held six years ago laid the foundation of

the R.D.P., which chose a burning torch as the symbol of its.
politics and emblem of ideal. The R.D.P. stands for Enlighten-
ment. It advocates a philosophical revolution to provide moral:
and spiritual incentive to great social upheavals which will set’
the Indian people free. Until and unless the urge for freedom
is kindled in a sufficiently large number of people, even great.
mass movements can be misled. That has been the case in India..
Cultural backwardness of the masses has lent itself to their
emotional regimentation. The result is that the rise of Fascism

‘fkhas been glorified as the struggle for freedom.

Enlightenment, rationalism, alone can take the Indian people:
out of this vicious circle. But it will. not do if it remains an

academic virtue. Tt must become the guiding principle of”

politics. That is why scientific politics alone can lead India to
freedom. Tt may appear to be a long process. But there is no
other way, and once the ‘injtial steps are taken, the new trail is.
blazed, things will move faster.

While armed with this conviction, we shall, however, not be:

inclined to play the ostrich. Realities must be faced, whether -

they are heartening or terrifying. Inaugurating the first Dehradun:
Camp, Isaid: “By facing difficulties and overcoming them, one:
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becomes a revolutionary”, or something like that. I still stand. |
by that view, and suggeet that the altered situation of six years.
later should be met accordingly.

We met in the Dehradun Camp six years ago to ascertain.
the duty of revolutionaries, fighting for people’s freedom from
spiritual as well as social slavery, while triumphant international.
Fascism cast its ominous shadow athwart the civilised world.
We resolved to stand by democracy which, at that juncture,
appeared to be a lost cause, risking our political reputation and
putting our political future at stake. We failed to carry the:
country with us on the road to freedom, even when it lay open
before it. But we stood by our intelligently chosen ideal with the
courage of conviction. We swam against the Turrent successfully.
I am decidedly of the opinion that it was a rich experience,
which has only steeled us for the coming struggle.

We are meeting in this Camp six years later to decide how
to meet the new situation. Fascism has been defeated in the
battle-fields of Europe and Asia. But international civil war
between progress and reaction, revolution and counter-
revolution, is still waged on the home fronts which cut across
nations. In this new situation, we shall have to fight Fascism on
our home front. Thisis not an unexpected situation. The
Radicals were the first to sound the alarm against the menace of
Fascism. Many others also called themselves revolutionaries, and
let us not doubt their sincerity, preferred to live in a world of
make-believe. They declared, like the soon-to-be disillusioned
American Liberals “it cannot happen here”. 1 wonder if they
have learned the lesson even now. But we are not taken
unawares. We are ready. It will be a hard fight. We have
already tasted it. Fascism is almost in the saddle. Backed up by
decayed Imperialism desparately trying to escape the doom
of history, it will be a formidable enemy of freedom. It will
have the great asset of the emotionally regimented masses.
Philosophical revolution and scientific politics are the only
weapon which can blast that foundation of Indian Fascism. They
are in the armoury of the R.D.P. Therefore, I say that we are
prepared for the new situation.

What shall be done concretely, and how to go about it, will
be decided in the Camp. Our belief in scientific politics is put
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. to test. Having survived the ordeal of vilification by a press
controlled by vested interests, the R.D.P. will stand the new
test even more successfully. Only, let us have no illusion. Let
us be fully alive to the danger and be prepared for everything
which. is known to be the reward of the crusaders for people’s
freedom.

A NEW iDEOLOGY

INAUGURAL ADDRESS

%
By way of opening the Camp, there is really very little to say.
A whole series of problems will have to be discussed. For that

“purpose, this Camp has been convened. It would not be proper

for me to anticipate the discussions. Because, we have assembled
here to find out which questions may be agitating the mind of
the party. You will have to raise the questions, and you shall
have to find the answers. We, the conveners of the Camp, shall

~do nothing more than participate in the discussions, and try to
help you with our experience.

Nevertheless, we do not want to have an erratic discussion.
Although the Camp will remain in session for ten days, yet
there will not be enough time to discuss everything under the

‘sun, without limit and at random. There has to be some direc-

tion, some organisation in our procedure. With that in_ view,
the Central Secretariat has prepared not only the agenda of
the Camp, but also a synopsis for each item on the agenda. First

“the questions on the agenda should be discussed. But that does
‘not preclude ‘the raising of other questions, bearing in mind

that, unless we limit our discussion, it cannot bear any fruit. In

‘the beginning, we shall discuss the problems only with the pur-
‘pose of clarifying our minds; yet, ultimately, something concrete
‘Wil have to come out of the deliberations. We are not meeting

in an academic spirit, simply to discuss any kind of questions.
Inorder to find the solution of any particular problem, the

‘.problem will have to be clearly stated and since all problems
- are inter-related, no problem can be properly - discussed
“unless it js relatively isolated. Attempt should therefore be made
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to circumscribe the radius of the discussions, so that the discus~
sion of every single problem will lead to some conclusion, and
ultimately, on the basis of those conclusions, we can shape the
future of the party.

With reference to the method we want to follow in this.
Camp, I may make a few observations regarding our party and
the principles which are to guide its activities. Exactly six years.
ago, to be precise, on the 20th of May 1940, we held a Camp
also in Dehradun. The results of the deliberations of that first
Dehradun Camp were published in the form of a book called
“Scientific Politics”. I believe that book came to be regarded as
the guide for all our activities. But we do not believe in revealed
wisdom. We do not believe that the whole truth is revealed to
anybody at any given time. Experience is the only source of
truth whioch is revealed to man progressively. What is believed
to be truth on the sanction of certain experiences, may not cease
to be true, but may no longer be the dependable guide for our
activities after some time. From time to time, we must test the:
truth, which has guided us previously. It must be thrown in the
crucible of experience gained subsequently. On the basis of that.
experience, our knowledge must be broadened, our minds clari-
fied and a greater truth discovered.

The first Dehradun Camp met in a very critical period, not
only in the history of our party, but it was one of the most critical
periods of the history of the whole world. The historical signi--
ficance of the first Dehradun Camp was that the very few people
in our country who realised the magnitude of the crisis assem--
bled there. Perhaps all of them did not have that consciousness

from the very beginning, but the realisation dawned on most of”

them in course -of the Camp. ‘If the first Dehradun Camp had

not resulted in the foundation of our party, the fact alone that.

a handful of people realised the magnitude of the crisis which

overtook our country stands to the credit of those who assem-
bled there. All of them have not politically survived the inter--

vening six years. Not many of them are here. But I remember

every one of their faces, which at that time bore expressions of
doubt, incredulity and even indignation. It was a rather excrucia--
ting intellectual and emotional experience for all of us. It will not .
in any way belittle the signifiance of that Camp or dishonour.

A NEW IDEOLOGY 1F

the memory of those who assembled there, if I recollect that
not many of them dispersed fully in the spirit with which the
critical situation was to have been met,

The discussion in that Camp practically covered the entire-
field of political theories and practice. Cherished ideals, con-
victions and faiths were subjected to a critical examination.
Having appraised the usefulness of certain political practices, .
until then believed to be revolutionary activity, we came to the
conclusion that they were futile and might under circumstances
be even harmful.

The principles of political theories and practice as well as
the ideals of revolution, which emerged frofh the discussions of”
the first Dehradun Camp were generically called by us scientific
politics. The term scientific politics was not new. It is generally
admitted that, being a branch of social science, politics is also a
science. Political theories are considered to be scientific theories.

Nevertheless, political practice is very largely a matter of”
emotion, and that is particularly so in our country. Political
theories are also very largely determined by emotion, by our
wishes, by our desires. In any case, we should admit in the very
beginning that political practice is really a matter of emotion.
Politics as a branch of social science is a science, but at the-
same time, political science is practised by human beings. Human
beings can be the object of scientific examination in more than.
one way. Yet, the basic urge of all human acitivity is emotional.
Therefore, it is quite correct to say that political practice is
very largely emotional, and it is very difficult to practise politics
scientifically,

.Imay digress for a minute to illustrate what I mean. One-
gUIC?i}lg principle of all scientific investigation is that no pro-
position should be given the credit of being scientific unless it
can. be stated in mathematical terms. Now, many propositions of
social science, many propositions even of politics, can be stated
approximately in that manner. But where emotions are coneccr-
ned, science must be modest and should not claim a very high
degree of probability for its propositions. Emotion is one of’
the forms of biological activities which cannot yet be measured
mathepqafically. Therefore, itis so very difficult to lay down
very rigid laws of political practice. But, on the other hand,.
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unless we have some guide, practice will be groping in the dark;
it may even be like madmen running amock. And as a matt.er
of fact, politics has degenerated to such a state, no‘F only in
India, but in other puarts of the world also. Therefore, in ord'er
"to practise politics with a minimum measure of guarantee (?f '1ts
leading to positive results, it is necessary to have some g'mfdmg
‘,_-principles which may claim the validity of scientific propositions.
In the first Dehradun Camp, we tried to arrive at some such
‘principles. We had a long discussion on the relation of qlass.es
in Indian Society. By examining things as they - are in India,
we came to the conclusion that our previous notiong of
class relations, acquired from text books written on the basis of
experience in other countries, did not quite fit in with thg rea-
lities in our country. Now, politics is a form of human activity;
having for its object the administration of public affairs so as to
guarantee the greatest good to the greatest number. Ther.efore,
the interrelation of the various groups constituting a partm.xlar
community necessarily determines the form of political practice.
When we discovered that the relation of classes in our country
was very much different from the relation of classes in.other
‘countries, and when we further discovered that the rela}tion of
“classes in our country did not fit in with that pattern wl'nc‘n was
the basis of certain political practices, until then behevec} by
us to be revolutionary, not only had we to formulate new princi-
“ples of political theory; we also adjusted our political activity

to those theories. ) . . ¢
I made these few retrospective remarks with the object o

reminding you of the spirit with which our party was born. The
birth of our party marked a break with tradition, not only.of
the reactionary nationalist politics; it marked also a break with
the tradition of what we had until then believed to be revolu-
tionary theory and revolutionary practice.

Perhaps, at the time, the fundamental feature of the very
‘being and becoming of the Radical Democratic Party was not
«clear to many of us. Indeed, in course of time, I began to realise
that the principles that resulted from our discussions in the first
Dehadun Camp, had a much more far-reaching signiﬁcanc.e
than I could myself imagine in those days. Thatis not surpri-
sing. At their inception, the implications of new ideas are not
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evident. The dynamics of ideas unfolds itself in course of*
experience. : )

~ We propose to conduct this Camp also in the spirit of the
first Dehradun Camp, that is, in the spirit of an objective seeker
after truth. We have assembled not simply to review what we
have done in the past, to approve or disapprove of having-
done this or that thing, to find our weaknesses and to resolve-
to be good in future. All that, of course, will be done in due-
time. But firstly we have to forget that we have any vested
interest, so to say; that our purpose is to criticise or approve:
the politics of a party. We have assembled wigh a greater pur-
pose; it is to discuss certain problems which have been raised
not by the experience of our party alone, but by the experience-
of the world as a whole. We must approach those problems as
scientists; they are related with the anatomy and physiology of”
entire modern human society. Having come to certain conclu-
sions from that purely scientific analysis, we shall then review:
the experience of our party to judge if we have been doing the
right thing. On the basis of this new insight into the anatomy
and physiology of modern civilised society, we shall also have to-
judge how we should act in the future.

I have come to this Camp prepared for the hypothetically
possible conclusion, which may result from our experience, that
a party like the Radical Democratic Party has no place in this
country. This very cross statement should put you in the right.
mood. At the same time, let me also tell you, so that you might
not get on the wrong track, that whatever is once stated, having
been subjected to all kinds of examination, and having been
established as scientific truth, can never be wrong. Our political
theories and practice must be judged from that point of view.
They may be inadequate; they may have to be enlarged, amended;
but they must have set us on the right road. But we should not
begin with the spirit of a believer, as people with vested in-
terests, determined to justify whatever has happened. We
should begin with the spirit of scepticism, the spirit of seckers.
after truth, and we must have some standard for what is truth.

We are meeting here at a time which, in a way, may be even
more critical than when we met six years ago. Because the:
problems which appeared very dimly before our minds at that:
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-time, have become very pressing and more articulate. There-
“fore, to-day it is no longer enough for us only to visualise dis-
tant possibilities. The possibilities have become realities. We
.are face to face with them and it has become a question of
_either swimming or sinking, either we live or we die. Nor is it
the question whether the Radical Democratic Party lives or
dies, but whether civilised humanity lives or dies, whether India
will be a part of modern humanity forging ahead, or will join
the victorious army of irrationalism marching triumphantly back
to mediaeval darkness. It does appear to all who are not blessed
.with blind faith that the whole world is moving that way.

During these short years of . our existence as a party,
‘we frequently talked of the danger of Fascism. The spectre
‘which haunted civilised humanity for all these years has
“been laid, militarily. But, as far as our country is concerned,
the danger is greater than ever before. That will be a topic of
our discussions. I should not anticipate it. But in passing I must

make a reference to a thing or two. 1 do not know whether many
.of us really understood what is meant by Fascism, when we spoke
.so much about it. In any case, at that time, Fascism, whatever it
t be, was something distant. We saw the danger was coming
nearer to oui country, and the prevailing political movement
.of the country was indifferent to it. And, we suspected, it might
even welcome the danger. Therefore we sounded the alarm,
‘and thought it was our duty as revolutionaries to try to organise
.some sort of resistance to that danger.

To-day the danger, in so far as it was a danger not inside
but outside our country, is apparently dead. Fascism has been
‘defeated in the battle-fields. Politically also in many countries
it has been very largely weakened. Yet, an examination of the
world situation, an unbiased appreciation of events, and a
realistic view of the perspective of developments, which is open-

_ing up before us from day to day, do not allow us to be very
optimistic. That will be clear to us when we come to the parti-
‘cular point on the agenda. However, the situation outside our
country is not altogethei" unmitigated. The struggle between
progress and reaction, between good and evil, if T may use this
old-fashioned term, is still going on, and the chances may be
appraised as fifty-fifty. That 15 a hopeful position for the con-

migh

A NEW IDEOLOGY 15

temporary world. If revolutionary crises, which we have been

taught, make revolutions inevitable, the chances are usually

Aifty-fifty. Any revolutionary crisis is also a counter-revolu-

T;fnary crisi§. The counter-revolution is as likely to triumph as
the 1e\'zolut10n.. In the modern world, the forces of counter
:r'evoluhon arAe incomparably stronger than the forces of revolu-
;i);. Tha‘; is a lesson of experience, which should compel
o ;y revo gtlonary not only to be sceptical about his theoretical
pre up%mtlons and postulates; if he is bold enough and is a
man with scientific spirit, he will be
: : R ersuaded je
some of his cherished ideals. ’ Fren fo et
. ®
‘d‘argur.m;lg to our country, we find the situation to be much
& beer,h t efctllanbces are not even fifty-fifty., Thereis very little
cheerful about. The only consolation i
b oneerful abou ion is that we have not
F s. We saw what was i
be : ' : coming. We warned
. Oe CT;)}ljmtry.lWe tried to stop it. Still, it could not be stopped
- we alone can say, well, this cou .
‘ . s ntry does not deser
anything better. But, on tt o
1 . , he other hand, with iti
with our experience, wi ftments, we. caniot oo
., with our commitments ,
o ,» We cannot retrac
‘wit11StepS" Wei shall have to go ahead. But we should go aheag
no illusions. Indeed, if we want to go ahead
, we

_must h i i i
ave a new ideological equipment, a new philosophical

vision i

- ;1? gz\;vpialth, 1so to say. Inmy opinion, this Camp will

se unless it will give not onl i
ool only to the Radical

arty, not only to India, b ‘ ‘
o : on , but to the to :
niglﬁ, adnew faith for civilised humanity. That is whartnljz?:;ed
e - i -
il gnst‘;o day. Ido not know if light ever came from the
¢ strength of the legend that light comes from the

Orient, t ia’s ci
.eviden’celﬁy ta}Ik of India’s civilising mission. History gives no
hat light ever really came from the East History

‘0111}1 reco o
I'dS g
hordes of Huns and other barbarians comin from
o

~ that direcy
wouls cgleon tc? overrun the world.. On that historical evidence
more truthful to say that the forces of darkness,

came from the Eg / < - i
realll)y o f:oﬁlqst;e 22515&, perhaps once in history, light may
o .

our par)tI;L; g:le;hlse \élvhy we §ele'cted the torch as the symbol of

srail i)e bll 1scd hun.lamty 18 groping in the dark. A new

philosopny Thazef f.'or it. The world needs a new light, a new

Guided.b gre ore we selected the torch as our em{)lem

vt e principles formulated six years ago, we ha.ve
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gained experience. But having made the self-same’ experience,

all of us yet may not draw the same lessons, and everyone of”
us may be equally correct. A feature of scientific politics is not.

to take any fact on its face value; no experience should be te_tkeg
on its face value either. Therefore, you should not be guided
by the lesson I have drawn from experience which you may

have shared. I react in one way; but you may react to the

same experience differently. So, let us compare mnotes; let us set

aside facts, which in reality may be fictions, and discover a com-~

mon denominator of our common experience, and draw conclu~
sions from that. .

As I said already in the beginning, our politics is ‘not the
result of revealed wisdom. We know no dogma. W'e know no-
authority. None of us claims to have an inner voice. But on.
the other hand, let us not be guided by illusions and call them
facts. For instance, when a man sees a ghost, he. reall?/ sees a.
ghost. He makes an experience. He does no.t lie. His expe-
rience is a fact. Because you know that ther‘e 1S no ghost, d‘ov
not call that man a liar. Only say that his ‘ mentality or his
ability to experience is influenced by certain preconcelv‘eq,
notions, and therefore he sees a thing that does pot really exist
or imagines it to be different from what it really is. ‘

That may have been the case with our experience. .Many‘
things have happened. I have judged .them fn?m the point og
view of my temperament, my preconceived notions, my way o
looking at things. The same happens to _othgrs; they see thmgs
from their point of view, their judgment is influenced by thplt
temperament and preconceived notion§. So, \vEefl,Yve ezan;m:
our experiences, we shall have to set aside our “I’s”, ’an p gco
the facts of our experience(in the context of the general s.ettma7
of our ick"kotntry and of the world, which cannot be experlen?ed
as a whole by anyone of us. Before we come to 'the conclusion
that our country is moving in a certain <‘in‘ef:t10n in consequence
of certain happenings, we should ascertain 1f our experlgg;:e is
pot an illusion. We musf’ask if such happenings .are I?OSSI eI nt
the given circumstances of our countr‘y.. Let me 111ust1.ate d‘w ;at
I mean. You may see water. But if it can bfa estabhshe‘ tla
neither hydrogen nor oxygen has been . present n that, particu. a;
place, you should not believe your vision. In the absence o
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' 'hydrogen and oxygen there can have been no water. Similarly,
~every political fact is the result of a certain combination of

circumstances. Similar combinations of circumstances . will
produce similar results everywhere. If we see that in our coun-
try facts are taking place, as they did, for instance, in Russia
during the October Revolution, or somewhere else, we shall
have to ask whether the social background for the happening
of such facts is there or not. If we find that the appropriate
social background is absent in our country, then we must doubt
our own judgment and admit that we have been dreaming, that
we have been creating an ideal world out of imagination. But
usually that is not done. Wishful thinking, therefore becomes a
revolutionary virtue. To avoid disappointment “and frustration,

~ desirable developments are imagined. To see ghosts becomes

the evidence of revolutionary fervour. That way can only lead
to the madhouse. If we do not want that fate to overtake us,
we shall have to submit the facts of our experience to the test
of historical possibility, and place before us a perspective of
things which can possibly happen in our country.

We are living in a given atmosphere. We are not detached
on-lookers., The atmosphere affects us. If you stand on the
roadside and watch an LN.A. demonstration, subconsciously
your feet move as if marking time. So, you see how, dormant
in every revolutionary, lies the counter-revolutionary, The
atmosphere in which we live is clouding our judgment. Are we
then doomed to be helpless victims of the circumstances ? Ig
there then no way out? There is. We need only remember the
cardinal principle of the philosophy we profess, viz. Marxism.

Man is the maker of his destiny. But Marxism is not concejved

as a philosophy. It has been degraded to what is called “a

' Tevolutionary technique” to be with the masses, at all cost. The
~ man, however, must differentiate himself from the masses before

he can be the maker of his destiny. To be radical is to grasp
the matter by its root, Now, “the root of mankind is man him-
self.” That is not my opinion. That is a quotation from Marx.
Intelligence, the ability to control emotion with reason, diffe-
rentiates man from the masses,

While not underestimating the importance of the role emotion

Plays in human behaviour, our political practice must be guided -
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by intelligence. There must be a clear understanding of what
we are doing, and for what purpose we are doing a particular
thing. That is the essence of scientific politics.

Now, comrades, as I told you in the beginning, it would not
‘be proper for me to anticipate the discussion. 1 only took the
liberty of outlining a procedure, a method for our discussions.
But if you feel that a different method will yield greater results,
you are at liberty to choose it. The method recommended by me
is the tradition of the first Dehradun Camp, where our party
was born. This Camp will show if we are still true to that
tradition. But you are free to turn your back on that tradition;
only, in that case, the Camp should celebrate the liquidation of
the Radical Democratic Party. On the other hand, loyalty to
our own past commits us to a certain way of approaching pro-
blems, some rules of procedure and a certain methodology.
These are not arbitrarily laid down. They logicaily follow from
the philosophy of our politics. Political practice without a
philosophy is a vulgar scramble for power.

If we can approach the problems which have grown out of ‘

our experience, which are facing entire humanity and are
baffling it, with that spirit, a patrimony of ours, I am sure we
shall be able to find solutions. In any case, that is the correct
approach to the problems, and as such is sure to yield the desired
result eventually; if we fail, . others will succeed. Let us blaze
the trail, and have the satisfaction of pioneering.

The second Dehradun Camp will go down in history with
the credit of having explained why the Radicals selected a
burning torch as their emblem. Politics is a form of human
activity. Human life must be -guided by a philosophy. That
philosophy may change from time to time. But there are certain
values, certain principles, which transcend time and space. Other-
wise we shall have to lose faith in the progress of humanity,
How can we judge that civilisation is a progress: from bar-
barism ? There must be something common to barbarism and

civilisation. We can judge that this or that thing distinguishes -

civilisation as a greater human endeavour, and therefore civili-
sation is a progress from barbarism. Otherwise, there is no

Standard for measuring progress, and no ground to believe tha

civilisation is better than barbarism.
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‘Therefore, a philosophy, to be a guide for all forms of

~thuman action, must have some ethics, some morals, which must

recognise certain things as permanent and abiding in humanity.
And only a group of human beings—be it a political party or
any other kind of organisation—primarily moved by those

abiding (and T should say even permanent, as permanent as

jhumanity itself) values, can claim to be the maker of the future.
Others making that claim may be successful in destroying

,’ the past, but o(hly to make a frightful mess of the present, and

-experience occasions. grave doubts about their ability to make
«a future good enough for free men to live in. We not only want
to create a new world; we want to know what kTad of a world
‘we are going to create. We must know what is freedom before

_we can be qualified as the architects of a free world. What the
world needs is a philosophy of freedom. The birth of the

Radical Democratic Party was heralded by the declaration that
India heeds a philosophical revolution. Without a philosophical
Tevolution, no social revolution is possible. We shall have to
Temember that. We cannot make philosophical revolution by

dearning fallacious theories, sticking to exploded dogmas and
- Tunning after false ideals. -

We shall have to learni not only from our own experience,
but from the experience of entire humanity. With that spirit of
<catholicity, with the humility of the seeker after truth, and with

_the greatest ambition of man to be free, it should be possiti.
for us to make this Camp a historical event. The discussion
_ here should give us the conviction that, in spite of all difficulties,
~ the Radical Democratic Party has not only a place in this

‘country, but has something to contribute to the struggle for the
freedom of civilised humanity.
But let me not put you in a mood of optimism. Because,

Scepticism and pessimism are the most reliable guides to human
_action.  Optimism is foolishness. Only scepticism and pessimism

lead us to truth. But, on the other hand, if we are oppressed,

’if we think there is nothing left for us to do, we might be
~ overwhelmed. Therefore, 1 shall conclude by recollecting a
_ Seatence from my inaugural address at the first Dehradun Camp.

[ said that one became a revolutionary by facing difficulties
With the determination of overcoming them. If that will still




20° NEW ORIENTATION

be the guiding principle of our party we shall be able to praétisev :
scientific politics even in the atmosphere of rank irrationalism..

In the absence of difficulties, there will be nothing for us to do.

Difficulties call us into existence. By overcoming them we
shall prove ourselves capable of acting according to the cardinal.

principle of our philosophy—man is the maker of his destiny.
To-day there are many more great difficulties before us than

in 1940. But at the same time, we have been steeled by six

years’ experience. It has not only made us more efficient as

political workers; it should have also made better thinkers of”
us: At least a feyw philosophers must have grown in the ranks.
of the Radical Democratic Party. Its aspiration should be to be:

the brecding ground of philosophers, so that for the first time
light will radiate from the East, to illuminate the rest of the
world. Comrades, hold the burning torch firmly in hand, to-
blaze a new trail towards the cherished ideal of freedom,

THE TWO PSYCHOSES

Our party does not suffer from the disease of leadership.
At the time of the first Dehradun Camp, we wére all new. Then
I happened to be the seniormost, with a little more experience,

- The seeds sown six years ago have grown up into trees bearing

fruits. There are many others to-day in the party who can
speak on every subject as well as myself. Therefore it is no
longer necessary for me to do all the talking. For another
reason, I did not want to participate in the discussion so carly.
‘We claim to cherish some principles, or profess to do so. It is
time to test our conviction. Is it deep enough? Or have we
been fooling ourselves? We must take measure, because the
-depth of our conviction will be the measure of our success, and
guarantee the future of our party. Unrestrained expression of
the views and sentiments of all present here is necessary for a
‘correct judgement. Therefore, T wanted to be rather an
observer than an actor in this drama. 1 did not want to
Impose my opinion and influence your judgement. Even now I
do not propose to do anything of the kind. I am participating in
the discussion earlier than I wished only to put it on the right
track. . :

The impression I have gathered from the discussion until
now is that the purpose of this Camp is not very clear to many
of you. From the replies received from various provincial
Organisations to the earlier circulars regarding the Camp, it
was clear that the purpose of the Camp had not been fully
grasped by the party as a whole. A final circular was issued,
and accidentally I happened to draft it. In that circular, it was

‘made clear that this Camp was not meant to be a party

<onference, not a formally representative body, not a meeting
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of delegates or delegations. It was going to be a meeting of”

those members of the party who have had the opportunity of

acquiring the greatest amount of experience, particularly during.
the last elections, as jwell as during the recent history of our
party, and also of those comrades who have shown the aptitude:

to think out their own thoughts on the basis of that experience.
It was felt that, if those two groups of comrades incorporating.
the theory and practice of the party, the best that has been.
produced .by the party in the line of intellectual development.
as well as maximum experience, came together as individuals,.
not representing party units, but to exchange notes, discuss
problems born of our experience, it would be possible to:
make some addition to our intellectyal equipment acquired in.
the first Dehradun Camp, and which since then has become the
foundation of our party and its activities.

Unfortunately, it seems this point was not driven home to-
the party as a whole. 1 dare say there are individual comrades.
who understood the purpose of the Camp and came here with:
the proper spirit and some of them have already made valuable
contributions; and I hope that, before we disperse, more of such
contributions will be made. In order that we do not deviate
from our purpose, I want to submit for your consideration.
what I consider to be the fundamental problems which should
attract the attention of the leading members of the party. In
the first Dehradun Camp, Comrade Safdar, whois absent
to-day, made some observations which are worth remembering..
‘He said that a party was like a sack of potatoes, the organisa-
tion being the sack and the members the potatoes; but if you
take the sack away, the potatoes will all get scattered and you
can take them nowhere.

The emphasis on the rank and file is an expression of a
religious mentality ; it is a new God. In this critical moment,
neither rank and file nor their activity nor the masses can save

the country. Only individuals, as individuals, can react to the .

crisis.. Thinking, which must precede action, is done by indivi-
duals. Neither history nor the party can do without individuals.
We felt that those members of our party, who can measure
themselves up to the crisis as epoch-making, event-creating
individuals, should get together here, discuss the burning issues.
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and deduce certain fundamental principles—not tactical ideas,
but fundamental principles—for the future guidance of our
party. _

The agenda and synopsis of the discussion are al'ready in your
possession. It is not necessary for me to recapitulate them.
But I may draw your attention to the fundamental prf)blems
underlying this discussion here. Although there are different
items on the agenda, yet they are all interrelated.  The Central
Secretariat had to work two days before the agenda could be
formulated in the present form. All issues appeared to be
jumibled together; if they were not put in their proper sequence
and relation, the discussion was bound to de rambling and
confused. We could get lost in details while basic issues had to
be joined. Nothing positive would then result from this Camp. |

Much has been talked about political activity. Deprecating
remarks have been made about theoreticians who can only talk
and write. A political party, of course, is an organisation for
action. But one of the features which distinguishes the Radical
Democratic Party from other parties in India and also abroad
is the belief that organised thought is the condition for planned
action. It should be clear to you that that is a corollary to one
of the lessons we have learned from history: there can be no
political revolution without a philosophical revolution. First we
must fearn to think, then only can we work systematically.
This Camp is meant to be a school to learn thinking. The ﬁr§t
Camp was a school where we graduated in thinking; after six
years, we have come here for a post-graduate course. We have
to learn still more.

Members of the Central Secretariat have praised and appre-
ciated the work of the party, and I fully subscribe to the
sentiments expressed by them. But you will excuse me if T add
some unpleasant observations. The impression I have gathered
from the discussion until now is that the fundamentals of
Radicalism have not yet been fully grasped by a large number of
members of the party. I lay emphasis on the word Radicalism.

I shall show that it is something different from Communism,
Socialism or any other brand of “leftism’>. Otherwise, it
Would be a fraud to call ourselves Radical Democrats. If we
were Socialists or Communists or something else, why should
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we hide ourselves under a new label? We have chosen a new

nhame because we are not satisfied with the’ philosophies under-
lying the theory and practice of other political parties. A group
of people inspired by certain philosophical principles, by a certain
view of life, logically has a distinctive approach to all problems
of life, including politics, trade unionism, propaganda, agitation,
and everything else. Radicalism is not revolutionary National-
ism, nor is it slightly heretical Communism. It is a distinctive
philosophy. Confusion naturally results from the failure to be
aware of the very reason of our separate political existence.
“Tarkunde has pointed out that we are measuring our success and
failure not by our own standard, but by the standard of others.
We have not tried to measure our success and failure by our
own standard, because many of us are ignorant of our standard.
Therefore, the first thing for this Camp to do is to clarify what
we are.  Are we camouflaged Communists, little redder
Socialists, or a little more honest bourgzois-democrats? What
are we? Let us be clear on that point. Then it will be easy
to judge what shall we do or what should we have done. That
will be a simple question of logical deduction.

We are revolutionaries, and revolution has only two connota-
tions in India: A revolutionary must be anti-British. But even
Tatas and Birlas are revolutionary in the anti-British sense.
Then there is a higher type of revolutionaries, who call them-
selves anti-imperialists, to distinguish themselves, nominally,
from the more discrediting anti-British company. The unsophis-
ticated patriots are frankly moved by racialism; the others are
equally so, but they paint their patriotism red and roar as the
liberators of the proletariat. The masses generally won’t do,
. because the honest nationalists also claim to be the champions
of the masses, and therefore call themselves revolutionaries. If
revolution is monopolised between these two, and we call our-
selves also revolutionaries, then we must belong to one or the
other of. those groups. But we parted company with one of
them on the issue of India’s relation to the anti-fascist war, and
with the other much earlier. ,For five years, we have existed as
a separate party. Yet most of you are still anxious to square
your revolutionary conscience with the belief that you are no
worse than the others—that you are also anti-British and anti-
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‘imperialists.  You seem to believe that our decision to support
‘the anti-fascist war, may be our anti-Fascism itself, was a tactical

move. .
The result of the discussions of the first Dehradun Camp
published in the book “Scientific Politics” having been at your
disposal all the time, you might have come to this Camp in a

-different frame of mind. We did not outline only a plan of

action, a cleverer tactic than that of the Congress or the
Communists or other paties; it was more than a clarification of
generally accepted theories; more than an objective and realistic

-analysis of relation of classes. Tt was even more gthan a state-

ment of some ideological problems. Tt was an entirely new
approach to all the problems political, social, economic—
problems which have been before India for years; problems
which have heen baffling other parties. Our approach was
fundamentally different from others because it was philosophi-
cal.  We believe that politics and economics, being concerned

‘with different aspects of life, must be guided by a philosophy

of life. Otherwise, politics becomes mere scramble for power

-and economics degenerates into selfishness. In any case, at the

first Dehradun Camp we brought a philosophical attitude and

‘scientific method to bear upon the problems of politics and

social reconstruction. Therefore we called our politics 'scientific
politics. '
But at that time, we were still groping in the dark, so to

‘say. Tt was not yet possible for us to formulate a beautifully

self-contained system of philosophy. We could only indicate

_certain tendencies, anticipate certain developments. After six
‘years’ experience, we have met here to-day to give a better, a

more articulate shape to the philosophy outlined in the first
Dehradun Camp. If that was not the purpose, I would not be
here. T am not satisfied with the prevailing theories and

‘Practices of politics, be it bourgeois or communist politics,
- American or French politics, British Labour politics or Stalin’s

Bolshevic politics. It does not hold out any hope for the

: ‘tormented, bewildered and beguiled humanity. Of course, my

feeling may be of no consequence. You need not take it

'}Ser‘iously. But having professed to advocate politics with a
ph‘losophy, you must think seriously. Having claimed to
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cherish a high ideal, you should not debase and ridicule it
because now you would rather go back on it than to travel the
way of pioneers, which is never strewn with the roses of
popularity and immediate success. ‘

After two years’ discussion throughout the party, we finally
chose the flaming torch as our emblem. It was not a fanciful:
choice, it was no light-hearted selection. The emblem symbolises
the distinctiveness of our politics. It indicates that our politics.
is based on enlightenment. It is not merely anti-British or anti-
imperialist, which means the same thing. We Dbelieve that.
without a conscious will to freedom on the part of the masses,.
freedom is bound to be a fraud, no matter which class comes to-
power. Yet, the idea of a political party advocating enlighten--
ment, holding high the emblem of a flaming torch, appears to be
ridiculous to a young member of the party, who spoke with
great enthusiasm to lay emphasis on activity as against theoris--
ing,. What he meant is that we should imitate other
“revolutionary” parties, and do better. We should go to the
masses. Of course, we should; but with what purpose? What.
is our idea of revolution? What is our notion of freedom?
If on these fundamental questions there is no difference between
us and other parties, then why should we have a different party?
Those who are not prepared to raise these questions and answer
them boldly and honestly, more honestly than boldly, will be-
wasting their time here.

If you only want to fight Imperialism or establish a dictator~
ship of the proletariat why are you here, ploughing a lone
furrow? Go to those who also want nothing more than that,.

" and your efforts will be more fruitful. = If you have the patience-

to plough a lone furrow which may not lead anywhere in our

whole life time, if you share the belief that all the bombastic
plans of national or world reconstruction promised by other

parties are quack remedies, and that humanity needs something’

more than that, only then will you be at home here. This is a
camp of Radicals. A clear grasp of the fundamental principles

of Radicalism should be the basis of our discussions. Alterna--
tively, some of you should stand up and say that for six years
we have been chasing a chimera, and demand the liguidation of-

the Radical Democratic Party.
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,endqlilsl; ‘ ffarty IS not a poiitic‘al machine which holds that the
 Justilles any  means.  Its philosophy is not Jesuistic. Our-
political philosophy makes room for the individual, and moral
{/Kefdu?. Its basic pﬁnciple is that man is the measur,e of all things.
: e Ju’dge. ffhe merit of any social order by the freedom it gives.
0 its individual members. That is our “new philosophy”’, which
has enabled us jco ‘discover the new way of revolution.’ As a
g]lle;tjf (gifact, it 1s a very old philosophy. All prophets of’
nan reedom, in all ages, were inspired by this philosophy
Wh'xch places man in the centre of the world. “Revolutionary’:
phqo.sophies‘which hold that freedom is conditional upon
individual’s sacrificing himself on the gltar of a colleclt)ive
ego, 'be that the State or the Nation or a Class, have debased
fOlfth'S, and thrown the world in the present C;isis. We want
SZ yl e;lll\;e tclt)e :)I% philosophy of fref-ﬁdom to purify politics, so to:
i~ contribute to the solution of the crisis. [ may once.
rem;nd you that Karl Marx also regarded man as the
root of things,
o Oll\lff\galretty m;htig;n to the supposed f)rganisational weakness
dount o h;we 1ieems to be Froubhng most of you. No.
o e ,Correcﬂ weadnesses. But the organisational problem has
yestordon S}gf;;)]se to ll)e splyed. Tarkunde has ‘done that
ton T 3;180 i li/speakmg, itis not an organisational ques-
el fcam e re.fe'rred to the question of the fundamental.
otz o) Iour p?llthS. In the last analysis, the so-called
ob?ect iy <t)lna questlops result from the confusion about the
oo partiel gr.galhlsaft'lon. The Spef:iﬁc organisational structure
. pm};ra ngllca y %Howg from its programme and policy.
wrong wipo me an pohcy are not wrong, there is nothing
policy of i ,orgam'satlonal struc'ture. The programme and
attan, O epillrty.ggam. are determined by the ideal we want to
fied by he 1deal is clearly grasped, and conviction is forti--
politioe] e gegcei .the rest logically follows. Therefore, our
e functri)onh ice 1fs rational.  Yet, there are internal defects in
has beny pusz'o the Party. Why is that so? This problem
L ln.g.me for yea‘rs.
ol - no(t) ez:i)llrled by the limited success of the party. Our
Forge the e s y attained. I have patience. We must first
Imstrument necessary for the task we have set to our=
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.selves. The party is the instrument. Therefore, I am primarily
concerned with the internal growth of the party. The success of
our external activity depends upon many factors beyonfi our
control. Objective conditions may retai"d the fla‘ntxtatwe
development of the party. But its qualitative growth is 1ndepe11—
-dent of them. We may not be able to increase our membcrshxp
rapidly enough, and numerical weakness hasl not permitted { 1}13
to expand our activity. But our programme is bound to hav S
an irresistible appeal for the people. It must only bei place
before them, be explained to them. In a vast counhﬂ*y like ours,
that initial task requires a vast army of political Workers.. Some
comrades complained that there is no emotional appeal 11.1 ‘?ur
politics; but none sugrested what shounld be t.he .for_m of ma;
emotional appeal. Ho, even those who are dlssatxs.ﬁe(i do no
know what is to be done. There is plenty of emotional appe'al
in our programme. Hut it bas to be carried to ‘cboﬂse vgho will
be moved by it. We have not been able to do f;n'at because,
so long as racial nationalism will be the predominating popular
femoiz'(;n, our party will be numerically small. But why should
it not grow qualitatively? Why should not every member. be a
hundred per cent Radical? This question has been troul.)lmg me
all the time since we organised the party. Unpopularity does
not perturb me. Slanderous propaganda leaves me also un-
perturbed, T believe that in the midst of alrpost overwhelming
difficulties our party has done very well. It is sure to 'do better
in the fulness of time. Meanwhile, it should grow l.nternally,
so that, when the time comes, it shall be able to catch it by the
forelock. What could prevent us from being hundred per cent
successful in that respect-?

While listening to the speeches, the answer has suddeply
.dawned on me. A large number of members of the Radlcal
Deémocratic Party are still suffering from a psychosis—the
psychosis of Nationalism. That is quite natural. One caur.lo;
run away from one’s shadow. They were ‘all b?rn and E?xed
politically in the atmosphere of Nationalism. They att?ned
-political maturity in that<atmosphere. Most of us have live

through the stormy experience of the racial-nationalist move-

ment. The impression of that experience of political gdole-
.scence has sunk deep into your subconscious mind. That is how
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a psychosis is formed. It influences your emotions without your
knowing it. TIntelligence and reason may try to function as
censors—custodians of our Radical conscience. RBut the sub--
conscious being the nine-tenth of mind, the Radical conscience:
is only skin-deep. Emotion—the nationalist psychosis—surging
mightily out of the subconscious, overwhelms intelligence and
reason., ‘Hence the cry for some emotional appeal. You don’t
know : but you are demanding that our politics should have:
more of racialism !

Our party must outgrow this psychological crisis. If it
cannot, there is no future for it Becawse, the natjonalist
psychosis is antagonistic to our philosophy; Nationalism cannot
be reconciled with Radicalista. A conscious nationalist will
reject Radicalism, and be an honest counter-revolutionary, a.
conscious’ Fascist. A Radical dominated by the nationalist
psychosis will be hypocrite, because he is neither a nationalist
nor a Radical. Many members of our party still labour sub-
consciously under a guilty conscience: We are not sufficiently
anti-British, anti-imperialist; therefore we are not revolutionarijes.
That feeling, unworthy of a true Radical, inhibits the activity of”
the party more than any other cause. Our programme does not
lack emotionel appeal; only, it does not measure up to your
emotions. Many of you have a dual personality. Emotionally,
You are nationalists; intellectually, rationalist; philosophically,.
nothing.

That is my clue to the solution of the organisational prob-
lem. I pass it on to you; make any use of it you can. If you
think it is no good, throw it away. But I am convinced that
the problem is psychological. The nationalist psychosis is the
Most potent factor which has prevented a better internal growth
of the party. Our task is to remove the psychosis. A psycho-
pathological case requires a psycho-analytical treatment, The
patient must be made conscious of the cause of his disease.
Because of this psychological contradiction many party mem-
bers seem to be baffed and frustrated. I have listened to the
Speeches. There has been some criticism, some'enthusiasm,,
Some pessimism and some optimism also. But on the whole,

ot many of you seem to be free from the feeling of frustration.

It is a natural feeling.  We resolved to do something; we failed..
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“But in reality, your imaginatibn is .,be,traying_ you. Vlgﬁltzfounr:ss
: tionalist psychosis, you believed that a re itiondry
Sy Ill1a 1d do certain things. What the party resolve .
e Oltlhin different. You believed that the new waka(l)
lotion wai preferrable because it would be a §hort-cut, . t(e)
krz\;(t))lfuctzaourid not accomplish what you be]ielx'/e'd it V\e});pes'ic; o
p i i ragmatic politics. :
o Bultl an];;g;icgﬁr;ﬁnizi I‘?o feward us for supporting the
expect t ed‘d ot rely upon the British Democracy to place us‘
}’Vﬁf- Ay ; nthe party has not failed. There is no reason to
fo pOV.Vel;' ate(zl’ On the contrary, the party has come ngarirtt;
‘fed' ¥ uf trhan i't was six years ago. I shall revert to this la
by ¢ shall discuss our fundamentals. eels
o Whentwte of frustration and hopelessness, when one. ”
i zrty has not ' functioned properly, but cannot mz;d
rgrlgftct;l;cfete suggestion for improv;ment,. on:nzu%rlzltatg(i)nio t;r;ng;
| steric
I‘n Suczszlztgz% pesofrfedgf ;(fz()s?:k cBZ)nsolation in finding fault -
*for co .

imaginati itish Demo- -
ith the leadership, and in the imagination that British
w .

' i ramme is good and we must
o has’tf‘e:vl:irs Sr;tll Ocli)rnv]:i);gfd and steadfast Radicals. l:lucil:
Bk ‘,ni of the party could not guide it properly; they 11l
o 1€ad;f5 al;k and file do what they wanted .to do;. and ﬁna1 f)z
T ‘lett ‘ rocracy left us in the lurch. This .feelmg of se )
Brltt;[se}cl)i;:;s and the catalogue of imaginary grlevanci‘s Siigfi(l;l;sg
of aring conscience—o
others ie'r\s]iethe‘i\/}l)lgrflfgilcf ivqu’thinkg that British Der'nocrleltcy
e :18 s‘?. If you think that we expected much frpm it, t ehn
has ale ut}.lat you did not read even the resolut19ns of the
e Ssge only assumed that a party of the Indian people
pary t upon the sympathy‘of British Democracy. But 'v\;a
o COu?ld up that party of the Indian people, to ‘.bégm with.
had ¥ bmld di that for us. This grudge against Brltls‘h Demo-
e 15 b of the racial-nationalist psychosis : .nothn'lg ggos
oy ¢ out of England; every Englishman is an _1mper1a -
'?3:11 :g::ecizl?lo such thfﬁg as democracy in Britain; it was a
ist;

istake to place any faith in British Democracy; that wasa
‘mista

ion!

jati the path of ravolution! o N

ﬁdev'?;longionr:::s otP omission and commission of the British
e i

| under-study,  With these

THE TWO PSYCHOSES 31

Labour Government have been catalogued here. I have no
Teason to defend the British'Labour Government, nor do T want
to hold a prejudiced opinion. Some comrades said that the
Labour Government is following Tory policy. They took their
cue from the nationalist and Commounist press; and Communism
in our country is Nationalism painted red. Finally there is
Russian opinion which also condemns the British Labour
Government as imperialist. To believe unquestioningly what-
ever comes from Moscow, has come to be another revolutionary
standard. Butisita revolutionary virtue to be blind to obvious
facts? Read the history of diplomacy, ard you will find a
striking similarity between the present Soviet diplomacy and the
diplomacy of Tzarist Russia, Why, then, don’t you quarrel
with Comrade Stalin? Why do you believe that _everything
‘the Russians do in Persia and elsewhere is all for revolution,
-and all that Bevin does is counter-revolutionary? That is not
an  objective attitude. That is prejudice.  The Socialist
President of the British Board of Trade has come to make a
Pact with the Indian bourgeoisie; we have severely condemned

the British Labour Government’s formally democratic approach

to the Indian problem. We have characterised this policy as

helping Indian Fascism. The projected pact with Indian

National-Capitalism will be a conspiracy against Indian freedom
as well as against British Democracy. But what about Stalin

inakingapact with Hitler when it suited his purpose? We

~ defended it, and I shall still defend it. Stalin did it to gain time.

Why do you blame Bevin if he tries to consolidate the position
,Of the Labour Government? They are also playing for time,

Labour must win the next elections. For that purpose, they
Mmay have to go slow.

British Imperialism is
i perialism. Ag revolutionaries, we must not
! mitate! We must leaven up our politics
With the anti-British emotional appeal even when Britain is on
the way to Socialism! They applaud Soekarno’s Republic,
Made in Japan; frustrated Fascists in other Asiatic countries are
taken to be champions of democracy. Only British Labour
‘cannot be trusted, and Bevin must be cursed ag Churchill’s
complexes of racial nationalist psycho-
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sis, you are naturally critical of our ever relying upon support
from British Democracy. I am afraid that is only skin-deep
Radicalism. Your feeling of frustration is due to the immatu--
rity of your Radicalism. The party has succeeded in proportion
as it was radical. )

The inter-relation between the economic structure of Britain
and other parts of the British Empire is a very important
question raised by Shib Ray. Professor Parikh has answered
it. We may have to revert to the subject. For the moment, 1
shall make a few general observations. Suppose Wwe expected
British Democracy to help us; suppose Wwe assumed that the
success of democratic freedom in India was conditional on the
help of British Democracy; would there be anything wrong in
that? Did not great revolutionaries like Lenin and other
Bolshevik leaders also expect the world revolution to come to:
their aid? Their expectation was not fulfilled. 1If it was quite
alright for the infallible Bolsheviks to expect help which did
pot come, why should you think that it was wrong for us to-
have expected from British Democracy what it has failed to
do? - And it may yet be proved that our expectation was not
misplaced. The British Labour Government has actually sent a

" mission to hand over power to those they believe to be represen-

tatives
conclusion no
established in India
were not much mist
faith in democracy. Wep

w that the coveted National Government will be

aken in our expectation which was based on
lead guilty to having that faith.

I may remind you of a few facts of our party hustory. Since:
xecutive Committee in September

estion of elections before the party,.

the meeting of the Central E
1943, when we placed the qu
in acticle after article in the ‘In
war was over~—and we said so
was actually over; we dropped the war issue and hardly talked
about the war any more. Some sort of a short-cut fo
revolution during the war now being out of question, we had
to work with a long perspective. We anticipated that within
two years after the war new clections would be held; we resolved
to agitate for the introduction of universal franchise before the

next elections.

dependent India’ we said that the

of the Indian people. After all, it is a foregone:

by the grace of British Democracy. So, we

even two years before the war

We did not take it for granted that univeral:
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suffrage would be introduced on our demand. We resolved to
fight the elections even on the present franchise. We also
pointed out how, even under that handicap, a people’s party
all other things being equal, stood a fair chance of winniné

. a good number of seats. We said that the future of our

party and of India would depend on the result of the
coming elections. For two years, we. carried on propaganda
for adult suffrage, and also to prepare the party to participate
in the elections under any circumstances. We did not expect
the party to sweep the polls. Finally, the resolution of the
Bombay meeting of the Central Political Co#ncil in September
194‘5 set a target before the party: it was a modest target. We
believed that, if we could win a dozen seats in each province,
we should be in a position to influence the political future of
our country. Even that small measure of success attained by
a party functioning under most unfavourable circumstances,
under all sorts of difficulties, would have proved that it was a:
factor in the country not to be disregarded. We held that,

* in that case, British Democracy would be compelled to take

notice of it. We failed, for reasons beyond our control. The
elect%on was neither fair nor free. It was a typically fascist
election. In the given atmosphere, no party like ours could do
any better, Even with their emotional anti-imperialist appeal
the Communists, who moreover seemed to have plenty of
money, also failed before the onslaught of totalitarian National-
1sm. The negative result of the election, | therefore, is not the
measure of the position of our party. Istill believe that in a
free and fair election we could capture more than a dozen seats.
in each province even with the present narrow franchise, and
I also believe that such a show of strength on the part of a

‘democratic party would have enabled the British Labour

Government to tackle the Indian situation differently.
e However, the inpt I'want to make is that we did not tell
o t}Il)arty that 3r1tlsh Dex.nocracy was like Santa Claus waiting
e' oppf)rtumty to bring us a present. Labour was in
Ir)no:%r ;n Br'ltain; ifa part}{ like ours placed itself on the political
andp 21 India, as they see it, that pgrty could not be neglected;
fant ace the Radical 'Den'locratlc Party was recognised as a
actor to be contended with, it would be able to influence the
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“future of the country. That was the line of our thought.
Evidently, we did not expect a present from British Democracy,
nor did British Democracy betray us.

We never had any illusion; we never expected anything from
"anybody, for nothing. We were not functioning in a vacuum.
We never said that our position in India would be directly
inflienced by the political situation in Britain. We only said
that a democratic government in Britain was more likely to
attach importance to cooperation with a democratic party in
India, if such a party existed and was strong enough. Already
"in the Lucknow Conference of our party at the end of 1942, we
said that the war was no longer a major issue for us, and gave
the call for fighting Fascism on the home front. I would ask
you to recollect the concluding passage of Sinha’s speech at the
Lucknow Conference. He said that the Radical Democratic
Party must become the decisive factor in the political life of
our country, and then only would India be able to attain her

freedom. Self-confidence has all along been the keynote of our

political practice. It results from our philosophy. Those who
have not grasped the philosophical principles underlying our
politics are naturally overwhelmed by the apparently discourag-
ing experience of the last few years.
One or two words about the new way of revolution, another
red herring, according to some speeches made here. It would
" appear from these speeches that, in 1940, the leaders of the
party, frightened by the spectre of revolution, sank in the mire
of opportunism, made fantasies about the new way of revolution
and led the paity in a blind-alley. That again is a misreading
of the history of the party, ignoring its genesis, missing the
perspective of its political practice. ~ The new way of revolution
was not a figment of our escapist imagination. We talked about
it at the Lucknow Conference. Read the minutes to refresh
your memory. Having analysed the international situation, we
came to the conclusion that the impending revolution could no
longer take place on th old pattern, that the whole .world was
moving towards a new way, and India as a part of the world
must fall in line. At that time, the new way was not clearly
visible. But it was as clear as day-light that the old way was
‘a blind-alley. If there is any man in his senses who would
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still disrggard the fact of the complete collapse of powerful
Communist Parties in the midst of revolutionary criges ) lii
refuse to learn from that tragic experience the obvious ’1 o
that the world has entered into a new epoch of histor ES}SIOn :
‘the‘ qld ways of revolution are closed, then, with not Vel}" V;'l'en
-opinion of his intelligence, I would beg to differ. The zt o
irise of Fascism proved the incompetence of Communist t O?HY
The ﬁne}l victory of Fascism meant defeat of Communisnaic ICIS.
ithe earlier stages of the anti-Fascist war, Communist Partie were
thoroughly discredited. But the Communist Parties we o the
sea-green incorruptibles; they may make enistakes butr ethth'e
theory must be right, under all circumstances! Ever,y word eut:
~'the Communist Manifesto, written nearly a hundred years a .
is as trl_xe today as it was then. If one disagrees, he is a cou ths
revolutionary. That seems to be the opinion o’f some comrlztde .
who have spoken here. That is measuring yoursélf up to tgs
sstandards of other people with whom you pretend topbel' .
that what we did was only a comouflage, and perhaps som;e‘;)ef

our leaders might have had social-democratic opportunist

-deviations.
@ The hguxdatlon of th'e Cgmmunist International bore -out
‘Ce analysis of the world situation we had made at the Lucknow
»thf;?ftelrence of our party. .It was an authoritative admission
b he qld way of revolution was closed. In the book “The
ffa(i)llL?;:ugi"St hInternationa!”, we laid bare the causes of the
=capita1istet ¢ Com.mumst movement. The development of
st coSnomy‘ dl(% not take the pattern set by Karl Marx;
o hr:Ftate is too powerful to be overthrown as at the
the sy rench Revolution or of the Russian Revolution;
oporation, hwea.pons and the modern technique of military
Sopon Oave ;e.ndereq the ol.d technique of revolution—
oo (ﬁcvsier through 1.nsurrect1on~—impossible. That being
neressity thea re}c}:onstructlon of society was still a historical
. W;y O;e should be other methods of attaining the object;
FanaticaH}: hOIdr}ew ways, of revolution must be discoveredi
o ing on to‘ an 'untenable faith won’t do. It is
e for revolutionaries to bz intelligent as well ag

indomitable.

We .
scanned the horizon of Europe and detected certain
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tendencies which indicated the possibility -of the impending:
revolution finding a new way in order to escape complete
.defeat. That was as far back as the Lucknow Conference of
our party. The old ways of revolution appeared to be even.
more impossible in India, Yet, no new way seemed to open.
up before us immediately. On the contrary events moved
steadily towards counter-revolution.‘ Fascism thrived with the
fraudulent cry of freedom, and with the aid and connivance of”
the established State, Under the given relation of forces, very
little could be done to check the fatal process, even if we chose:
to travel the old way of revolution. In such moments, the
Dpatience and far-sightedness of revolutionaries are severely
‘taxed. Fascists and counter-revolutionaries were talking of”
_revolution. Should revolutionaries join the crazy chorus and
dig the grave of revolution 9 The progressive forces in the.
country being not nearly strong enough, the impending catas-
trophe of Fascism capturing power might be avoided only by
the accident of British Democracy intervening. The Russian.
Revolution was an accident; in India also, revolution might.
take place by an accident. While not ruling out the possibility-
of an accident, we reorientated our political practice to a long:
perspective.

Whatever might happen or might not happen in our coun-
try, Europe is travelling the new way of revolution, the way’

-which we discovered in 1942, The most red-hot revolutionaries .

no longer go to the barricades, but to the polling booths..
Parliamentary electoral campaigns have replaced insurrection.
The demand for proletarian dictatorship’ has been quietly set
aside; Communist Parties now are participating in coalition.
governments with non-proletarian parties, They are travelling
_the new way of revolution, even in countries occupied by the.
‘Red Army. There, proletarian dictatorships could be estab-
lished any day. But they would most probably precipitate an
international clash, which might put an end to all revolution.
Therefore, revolutionary dogmas are discarded.

Years before wisdom dawned on others, who were too-
powerful to rely upon intelligence, we discovered the new way,
out of ordinary common sense. A little of rationalism made us:

- non-conformists, and enabled us to break away from dogmas..

THE TWO-PSYCHOSES. 37

“When the experience of a whole generation was that t}clle <1>tld
ways of revolution lead only from defeat .to defeat, and u E
mately to the triumph  of counter-revolution, we had enough-
:sense to see that there was something wrong with those ;N'?ysi
‘Searching for a new way, we felt the necessity for t_he po irlgat
-education of the: pcople manning the Stz?te :machmery.’ erz-v
-appeared to be a deviation from the ﬂoctrme of non{cooitent
tion. But should political untouchability go even to _ txebee er-,
-of refusing to educate State employees? C‘an enemies I;ion-
-suaded to see our point of view? 1 shal? answer the fluesht |
ater; it involves our philosophy, and indicates our approac 0

: ay of revolution. e

e ?E\:szzze(s)s of revolution depends on three conditions. (;1011ev
.of them is the breakdown of the established St'a’te. What f o;,s_
that mean? It means decomposition of the sg¢1a1 bas1§ 10 g ec;
established political regime. Wh¢n a partlcular' social or o
-decomposes, all its members do not go over .to the camp o
counter-revolution. Decomposition of a social order c;ea
an atmosphere of psychological confusion, helplessness,' 1f)pe-
Tessness, frustration. Revolution opens up a r:)erspectlve, SO
-does counter-revolution also. Now, if revolution is be.tter than
counter-revolution and offers greater freedom, a‘nd 1f. ¥1uman
nature is not essentially bad, then, in a great social crisis, thci
perspective of revolutionary changes shou}d have ;1 st;o?}glst ‘
appeal for all but the morally depr.aved. If we be 1eveld et
the human being is a thinking animal, then we should a o
believe that, in tlet crisis, revolutionaries have at least as much
<hance of winning over the atomised members‘ of ,‘the dyg;i
social order as counter-revolution. Only, revolut}onarles slréloxij
have patience and perseverence, instead of being swayed by
‘passi ike hatred. - '
paSSIV\?:Sa?e living in an atmosphere of comp.lete dlsmtegratxo.r—l
of the established social order. Revolution and cqunte;
revolution are both on the order of the day. if force. is tltz
deciding factor, then the dice are loaded ggamst r(;volutlon.t ’
‘success is conditional upon the ability of its ‘votanes to ac 2 ,
the personification of the high ideals cherished by humanity

i i le
~since the dawn of civilisation, as the defenders of imperishab

ion * ion
human values. That is the new way of revolution : revoluti
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by consent, or by persuasion, if you like. But that will not be
persuasion by propaganda, but persuasion by history. Why do-
you think that we are the chosen few ? We belong to the:
middle-class, and there are millions and millions of people:

belonging to the same class, brought up in same atmosphere,

with more or less the same education. We have come to the
conclusion that neither bourgeois society nor the Fascist, “New

Order” can establish human freedom; history has taught us the
lesson. Given the necessary political education, and assuming
that they are not irredeemable, others can also learn the lesson:
and act accordingly.

In addition to the nationalist psychosis, there is yet another
minor psychosis, which has been inhibiting activities according’
toour professed political ideas and principles; indeed, even
breventing a clear understanding of these. Some of our

members still believe that Radicalism is nothing more than a.
- “slightly heretical Communism”, as Philip Spratt has put it.
‘With that belief, they are naturally ashamed of doing anything
which does not conform with the standards of Communist.
conduct. From what I have said, it should be clear that.
Radicalism is not camouflaged Communism. We shall have to.
get over the major nationalist psychosis as well as the minor
Communist psychosis, if we believe that we have something
new to contribute to the political thought and practice, not only
of our country, but of the world as a whole. A political party
which represents such a sharp departure from the beaten track
must be armed with a philosophy of its own, must have a fresh
approach to the problems of life. It is not an accident that the
Radical Democratic Party was born of the crisis precipitated
by the anti-Fascist war. It represented the repercussion of new
ideas which have been crystallising throughout the world during-
the last five or six years. We have made some contribution to-
the new movement of ideas, which are bound to shape the
political practice and social behaviour of the coming age. That
is not a negligible record. Bearing that in'mind, you should be
able to get over the inferiority complex resulting from the
double psychosis.
If you want the Radical Democratic Party to exist, if you
want that your party should have a future, you shall have to
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go back from this Camp with the conviction tha"c you are not
Communists, but Radical Democrats, and Radical Democr'ats
are something different and something better than Commgnlst;
—hundred times better. The Communists are old-fa§h10ned
revolutionaries. History will give them that much credit—an
" rII:lO;einostscript to an article written on the eve of the (gai-
cutta Conference of our party at the end of 1?44, I wrote t };a ;;
whatever might be the relation of forces in Europe at t 1?
time, revolution would march forward but no longer I.Jnder the
banner of Communism. Four years earlie‘r, I had written that
Communism was among the first casualtles. on the war. Thg
march of events in Europe during the previous dgcade shqul
Have driven any critical student of history to thg.t -conclusion.
1 had reached it before the Radical Democratic Par.ty was
formed. The formation of our party, therefore, was in tune
itk spirit of our time.
Wlt};B;hZHSIr)nians, let us review our past critically; 'but let u's
have our own standards. There is a lack of clarity on this
score.- Therefore, so far, the discussion has emphasised on
details, begging the fundamental issues. 1 wanted ‘Fo dravz y<()1ur
attention to those issues. We have met here to filscuss. un a;
mental problems. Let us turn to them. -What is Radicalism?
For us, that is the question of all questions. ane we ‘know
clearly what we stand for, it will become evident what we

should do under changing circumstances.
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What I said on the last occasion was rather unexpected,
and many comrades felt very uneasy about it. Now that our
party is entering into a very decisive period of its existence, it
is not very geod for it to be in that psychological state. What
we need now is a strong conviction and fajth, It is said that
faith can move mountains. Before we could find a new faith,

which will be acceptable to all, as all the great faiths of the

‘world were accepted, it is foolish to undermine the old faith,
and I am afraid whatever I said on the last occasion amounted
to that foolishness. I did not want to proceed with that. But
after Karnik’s provocation, backed up by no less a person than
Shastriji, there is no getting away from it.
Nevertheless, I would try to stick to my original decision of
not placing before you ideas and ideals which may appear to
be very greatly different from those which we have been pur-
suing all the time. But I must also admit that during the last
several years I have been feeling very dissatisfied. Time and
again, I discussed with some friends the doubts which were
rising in my mind, and the problems which were worrying me.
Shastriji has just now borne evidencé to the fact that I was
something like a tormented soul. I make a greater confession.
My whole political life, which is now nearly forty years old,
has been nothing but a tormented soul’s search for freedom.
I'am afraid I have not been able to impart that urge of mine to
many with whom I came in contact, Because, after all, when
we are participating in politics, we shall have to deal with
problems which cannot be alwadys stated absolutely, and which
cannot be always solved disregarding the context of the reali-
ties of our existence. As a matter of fact, I may tell you that
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1 feel very uncomfortable in politics. 1 feel like a fish out of -

-water. But having been drawn into this whirlpoo'l since my
.early youth, I have not been able to get out of it. Perhaps

the time is coming when I shall at last do so. T hinted at that |
yesterday when I tried to explain, as I understand them, the

difficulties which seem to make theé so-called organisational

problem baffling for many of you. I traged the difficulties to a |
-double psychosié on the part of a great majority of membe'rs_ of
the Radical Democratic Party, and I expressed the opinion

" “that, if the R.D.P. can overcome these psychoses, only then it

will have a future; otherwise it has none. 1do not know how
you would feel if it came to be. the latterycase. I should ‘be
free. I should have peace. Having observed the reaction
«created by my foolishness of the day before yes.texjdayf 1 have
been feeling that perhaps my day of deliverance is nearing.

In aﬁy case, I am afraid that Karnik has left you with an
expectation which-will not be fulfilled. Nor need you bave any
-apprehension. I am not going to expound a new philosophy.
Because, there is none. The thoughts that have passed through
and taken shape in my mind from time to time have been
recorded, though not always very explicitly or elaborately, a'nd
partially published. The published part, a very sx.nal’l fI:aCtIOIl
of the recorded thoughts, nevertheless gives an indication of
the whole. And I thought that it was noted by tl?e members
of the party. If they did, they would not be so terribly flabber-
gasted by what I said the day before yesterday. Because, what
I said then I had -said on many previous occasions. But the

. trouble is that we do not live integrally. We live in moments

after moments. There is no connection betweern the various
moments of our existence. However, let me recollect exactly
what are the heresies I preached the day before yesterday.

Your attention has been drawn to the fact that the ger.ms
of those heresies could be found in the book “Scientific
Politics” which is the record of our discussions in the first
Dehradun  Camp. My criticism of what could bej'c.alled
orthodox Marxism and my scepticism about the possibilities of
Communism, though not quite freely expressed in the Dehradun
Camp six years ago, were inherent in what I said on tpat
occasion. -Only a critical view of Marxism and a sceptical
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iant(t;tud§ towards the practice of Communism could have
uced us to get out of the beaten track of orthodox revolu-

tionary practice and strike out a new path to the goal of

free(ciiom. In other words, but for a certain measure of inde-
peg ence on our part i.n approaching the problems of the theory
?n Ppractlce of revolution, there would be no Radical Democra-
t;}ce fz; tgr(.iatifhereffore I maintained the day before yesterday that
ot & g ;?n of the R.D.P. was not a matter of tactics; it was.
ot taft orary move of one group of Communists practising
ot 1\(; a;'agamst afxother group going the wrong way
shon an}g R Depld not 51mpl)f reverse the signboard of our
shop an k. .P. on t%le' frontmc}e .when C.P. remained written

ack, to be exhibited again in due time. We were not

playing hide and seek. We were acting intelligently with an

(l)ltO}feSt conviction, haying no intention of deceiving ourselves or
ers. Therefore, it greatly surprises me to find Dharitry
C_%angulee, who was present in the first Dehradun Camp afte}r,"
six years still Iabouring under the belief that the Radical i)emo-
cratic Party was only a signboard to hide our Communism
But T am also glad. My psycho-analytical treatment has beer;
successful. The patient has become conscious of the psychosis 7
I hope more than one will react similarly. Either they will bé
Zglrler;l :uzd become confirmed Radicals, or have the moral
O . . . )
nevergo utgrgewv:t consciously to the old faith which they have
This amazing persistence of atavisms could be due only to
one or the other of the following reasons: FEither all this time
T have beffn trying to express some ideas without making
them sufficiently intelligible for you to grasp; or they did no%
::;V(})]I:;e}); a st;long enough conviction to you. In the latter case,:
1Oyaltyep; twe IZDP tog@'fher? If it was a question of personal
o » 1 wonder wh'at is the basis of that sentiment. The:
her possible explanation would be that you simply disregarded
n:)y 1deai§, took up a .’folerant attitude: the man seems to have-;
tgh.ne a} ittle out of his mir}d, and is taiking all manner of strange:
Ings; nevertheless, occasionally he does have good ideas; that
may be enough for the time being, eventually, we shali drifﬂ

back to our spiritual h is i
ome and t T i
2 nightmare. his interregnum will pass over as.
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However that might be, no useful purpose will be served by
pursuing the speculation whether it was personal loyalty or a
tolerant attitude which kept the R.D.P. together. 1 am inclined.
to believe that the fundameéntal principles of Radicalism, as.
distinct from a camouflaged faith in Marxist and Communist.
orthodoxy, did find favour with a growing number of party
members. But for one reason or another, they could not be-
sufficiently elaborated so as to be fully assimilated. The time -
has come for us to do so. Personally, I would let the ideas.
make themselves felt in the minds of those who, disillusioned by
experience, are searching for a new faith, those who want to be:
Radicals. I wanted you to search your hearts and do your own.
thinking. I did not wish to force the issue on you, and
stampede you to a decision. But I wanted the party to know-
its mind; to yexamine its intellectual heritage, either to reject it
or to be proud of it. It-seems that my last speech has served
the purpose of a necessary provocation. Some party members.
who have been living in an atmosphere of spiritual falsehood
and intellectual pusillanimity have received a jolt, which has.
placed the issues clearly before them. It is a parting of ways.
spiritually speaking. Let us have the moral courage and
intelligent conviction to choose our respective ways. Thereafter,.
the future of the Radical Democratic Party will be clear.

Let me state the issue simply. It is a matter of fact. None:
can run away from his shadow. Our present is the result of
our past. The Radical Democratic Party is there as the effect
of a cause. Irrespective of myself, it was born out of a critical.
attitude towards Marxism. Criticism is neither rejection nor
negation. All critics of Marxism are not necessarily anti-Marxist.
Marxism is not a system of dogmas;it knows no final and
absolute truth. Regarding experience as the only source of
knowlege and truth, it is bound to adjust itself continuously to
unforeseen events and changing circumstances. But every system
of thought tends towards orthodoxy, which is a sign of stagna--

tion. Constant criticism is the guarantee against that danger.
Holding that thought is determined by being, Marxism admits.
not only the possibility, but necessity, of self-development.
Therefore, I cannot rule out criticism. Tndeed a critical Marxist.
is the conscience keeper of Marxism. Its own critical nature:
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‘guards the purity of Marxist thought. The Radical is a Marxist
‘in this sense, not as a blind. believer. He accepts the positive
~contributions of Marxism, in so far as they are not contradicted
by subsequent social experience and scientific knowledge, and,
inspired by the heretical and iconoclastic spirit of that precious
heritage, proposes to elaborate, enlarge and enrich it So, let
‘there be no guilty conscience on account of our critical view of
Marxism. We should be proud of our intellectyal honesty as
‘well as the effort to make some contribution to revolutionary
theory and practice.

Our attitude towards Communism is equally critical ; but
-our critique of Communism goes farther than that of Marxism,
Itis an error to identify the two. Marxism is a philosophy;
‘Communism is only a political practice—the means to an end,
‘Neither of them is an ideal. Nevertheless, while Marxism has
become a religion for its uncritical adherents, Communism is.
‘regarded by its votaries as a utopia. As long as one could only
‘imagine about it, any scepticism about it might be dismissed
-either as irrelevant or prejudiced. Now it is no longer a matter
-of imagination. If we are Marxists, our ideas must be influ-
-enced by experience. There is the experience of the Soviet
Union, and the record of the Communist Parties in other coun-
tries. That experience compels scepticism. The political practice

-of the Communist Parties is neither intelligent nor honest. The
history of the Soviet Union makes one doubt whether Com-
munism will lead to the ideal of freedom. I shall have more to
'say about the utopia of Communism. For the moment, the
point is that our disapproval of the communist practice is not
‘new. The error was to identify it with Marxism. The confusion
-about our attitude towards Marxism ‘resulted from that error,
*On the other hand, our critical acceptance of Marxism seems to
have created the belief that there is such a thing as pure Com-
‘munism distinct from Communist practice.

The review of the international situation made on behalf of
the Central Secretariat. of the party seems to have raised in the
mind. of some of you a number of questions: Are we abandon-
ing Marxism ? Are we turning -against Communism ? Are we
taking up an anti-Soviet stand 9 Your conscience should be -

«calmed by the preliminary observations about theoretical ques- ,
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tions. Now let me turn to the international situation. Thereafter:
hose questions again. . ‘
I Sh&}lh;int ’:}?et purp?)se of our reviewing the mtfernatxonlidi
situation? Are we meeting here as a club_ just to dfs.cuss tae>
subject? Are we behaving like passengers ina bus whll}’ngo a;V\; rz.
the time by discussing the news in t'he morning papers 1 e
‘'we - studying the international situation with tt}e .purpthe:
of writing history ? 1 submit that we are reviewing :
international situation with a particular purpose. T‘he purpose
with which every item on our agenda should be dxscus'sed hafs.
been made explicit by the serial order an.d the. Synopsis. ‘ch is.
quite possible that some of you hold an entirely different opn'uon,‘.
of the international situation. They may read facts very dl{ﬁz;f-.
rently. But as @ party, we must have a common purpﬁ)se’. \ e:
are meeting here, as members of a party, to review the 1p er--
national situation with a common purpose. In a cluborin a
bus, or in a railway compartment, that common purposg wou@d.
be absent, and we could have complete_ ffeedom to dlscufss m:
any way we like. ‘A common purpose limits the scope 0 our
discussion here. The purpose is quite clear from the synopsis. It:
is to appraise how things are ir{. the world to-day, becz}use we:
as a party shall have to operate in a part of that world..Smce we.
met last, things have been changing, and we as M_arx1s.ts .must,
continually adjust our behaviour to the chaaging sxtu.atxon‘, we:
must not fit into the changing situation of the wo.rld imaginary
facts of a preconceived world-pattern. At one time we review:
the world situation and coordinate expected facts and gvgr}ts into-
an ideal pattern which gives us a direction fqr our af:t1v1txes: At
another time, we take stock of the situation age%m, and if we-
see that some of the actual facts do not fit into our ideal pattern,
we should not quarrel with the facts, but reshape our pattern..
It is a pattern not only of facts, but also an ideal-pattern,
Because, we not only see events, but we try tc? uxlder§tand what ‘
is the moving force of those events ; why this particular set of
events is taking place and not anothey. When world eyents move
“very fast, it becomes urgent for the people engaged in political
Practice to take stock of the situation more ﬁ'equent]y, and
B Cllallge their ideal-pattern equally frequently if that appears-:
1o be indicated by the changing situation. Therefore, we cannto-
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'say that, having founded the Radical Democratic Party in 1940
“with an ideal and a set of ideas, we must unswervingly stick to
‘them, completely disregarding what is actually happening in the
‘world. To act like that might be according to Communist
.practice, but it would be a deviation from Marxism.

They talk learnedly about historical determinism. What is
‘that? It means that political events do not take place at
random; they are caused. But that is a tautology. How are
-events caused? Whatever may be the origin of thoughts or
‘ideas, any event presupposes some thought, and thought in its
‘turn is influenced by being. Experience determines our thoughts
and ideas, and these set the pattern of historical events. We
'started with certain ideas about revolution, and revolutiounary
‘practice; since then we have had some experiences. In the light
-of those experiences, we shall have continually to test our faith
-and our dogmas. That is Marxism, as I understand it. For
me, Marxism is as I understand it, not as Palme-Dutt or
Dimitroff, or even as Comrade Stalin teaches it. And that is how
I understand it. If somebody disagrees, not with rational argu-
‘ment, but on the strength of authority, I should refer him to the
highest authority—to Comrade Marx himself. Meanwhile, I
‘have as much right to say that I am right as you have to call
yourself right and me wrong. Until you have the power to
‘shoot me, you are not going to deprive me.of the freedom of
‘intelligence. :

That much about the purpose of our discussion. The first
purpose is to take stock of changing situations, so as to adapt
-our political practice to actual experience; the second purpose is
to test our ideological presuppositions, our théory and our faith
iin the crucible of experience. .

It is hardly necessary to deal with'the various questions raised
in course of the discussion. That would be rather difficult, and
‘this talk would be very disjointed and incoherent. Because, not

~a few of the questions are irrelevant to the purposes of the dis-
-cussion, having no relation o the actual facts of these situations.
I am not talking simply to talk, or even to depict a factunal
picture of the international situation. I am trying to make
- ideas clear. Moreover, it would take a very long time if I were
to-make a detailed analysis. A brief review of the international
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situation will serve the purpose. I shall, of course, take into
consideration all the relevant questions raised and try to answer

them.

In the first place, let me emphasise one point: We are not
anti-Soviet. We remain as staunch defenders and friends of
the Soviet Union as we have ever been. History has recorded
that, when all its blind followers betrayed the Soviet Union,
we alone stood loyally. We shall still stand by our loyalty.
But we shall do so by our standards, and not by the standards
-of turn-coats and opportunists. So also agout Communism. We
are not anti-Communists. We are not going to carry on pro-
paganda against Communism. But as I have already said,
previously Communism was a utopia; if you do not like the
word, let us say an ideal. An ideal, being an abstraction or
imaginary, can never be subjected to a critical analysis. We
have simply to believe in it, because nobody has seen it in
operation. It is simply born out of the imagination of somek
body, and we can only say that it is a very good imagination.
Therefore, as long as Communism remained a utopia or an
ideal, any critical attitude or scepticism was not possible; we
could either accept or reject the ideal. We could pursue it or
not. But once the ideal is achieved, it has come within the
competence of critical analysis; we can look closer into
it. If we find the ideal, cherished so far, not good enough,
if we feel that we must have a greater ideal, Marxism does not
preclude us from conceiving it, and doing so does not mean
negation or denial of the ideal already achieved. Our understan-
ding of Marxism will not prohibit critical examination of an
attained ideal, and the setting up of higher ideals on the basis
of that experience. Any other kind of Marxism would not be a
philosophy of freedom and progress, but a warrant of death.

Now let me talk in a somewhat academic Marxist language
in order to satisfy some of our comrades who fear that we are
deviating from the faith. We can also cross swords in Marxist
scholasticism. It is simple enough to quote scriptures. Marxism
says that class antagonism has been the spring of all progress
throughout history. 'Communism will establish a classless
society. Thereupon, class antagonism will disappear. There is
an obvious corollary to the assumption: with the disappearance
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of class antagonism the spring of progress will ciry out, and the
wagon of history get stuck in the morass of a utopia. It isa.
utopia, because there is no reason to believe that history is hea-
ding towards the disappearance of humanity. That calamity
may happen, but not in the course of dialectic development.
which is theoretically endless. But the utopia of Communism.
. promises only death. In a classless society, dialectics will cease
_ to operate; history will come to a standstill and humanity will.
die out. This brand of what is called orthodox Communism or
Marxism does not open up a vista of unlimited progress and
freedom. It tells us that on such and such a day the world is.
going to die. I do not believe in horoscopes, not even if it were.
cast by Marx himself. ,

What can we visualise beyond Communism? How do we:
propose to unfold the liberating potentialities of Marxism, not.
appreciated or even ignored by its orthodox adherents? In the:
latter part of my talk, I shall attempt answers to these crucial
questions. Now let me turn to the international situation.

It is mentioned in the synopsis of the agenda that a polari-
sation of forces is the basic feature of the post-war international.
situation. We are not living in a void. We do not forget our
past. Only people who commit mistakes try to forget their past.
It so happens that we did not commit very glaring mistakes.
Therefore, we are not ashamed of our past, and can always test.
our present by our past. In 1942, having analysed the inter-
national situation at that time, we came to the conclusion that.

__there was a polarisation of forces. To-day we want to test that.
conclusion. Has the international situation developed as we:
anticipated in 1942 ? Even before 1942, in the middle of 1940,
soon after the fall of France, I wrote an article with the
caption “U.S.A. OR U.S.S.R.” Since then we have repeatedly-
said that that was the choice for the contemporary world. In
the course of our discussion, some comrades have suggested
that the perspective of the present international situation can.
no longer be stated in that-old term; that the facts of to-day
cannot be fitted into our old pattern, which has become anti--
quated. Icansee the force of that argument. It draws our-

_attention to a parallel process of polarisation. But has the old

~ process disappeared ? It cannot be simply assumed that the new-
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proces of polarisation has eliminated the older process. That.
is not the case. While the parallel process of polarisation,
which we perhaps did not see so clearly or indicate so expli-
citly in 1942, may have become clearer to-day, the process that.
we did anticipate then is still in operation, and I am going to
show that the other process is only a logical corollary to it,
which is much more pronounced to-day then ever before. L
would also say that the parallel process, more evident now, was.
also anticipated by us, because it is a process of polarisation of
ideas.

Let me refer you again to that prophetic article written in:
1940. Therein the choice for Europe was stated in terms of time
as well as of space; the choice was between yesterday and to-
morrow. The U,S.A represented the world that was disappea-
ring, and the U.S.S.R. amnew rising world. Europe had to
choose between the past and the future. Now the passing world.
had also an ideal, just as the new rising world has one. There-
fore, the choice between U.S.A. and U.S.S.R. implied also
a choice between two sets of ideals. The polarisation of ideals
which has become clearer to-day, was always there, underlying
the polarisation of the economic, political and physical forces.
Those who “detected this more evident process could not ignore.
the underlying one. We did not. We said that only two great
Powers would survive this war—the U,S.A. and the U.S.S.R.
The rest of the world would gravitate round the one or the:
other of the two poles. Has that happened or not? I think it
is hardly necessary for me to belabour the point. I do not think.
anybody will dispute it. Britain, whether democratic or imperia-~
list, or socialist or even radical-democratic, can play only a.
minor role in the world of to-day. If she chose the radical demo-
cratic way, she might recover her position and be the leader of’
a new Europe. Notwithstanding all our quarrel with British
imperialism and grievances against British democracy, we should.
not lose sight of that possibility.

"The relation between Britain and the U.S.A., on the one:
hand, and Britain and the U.S.S.R., on the other, is more or
less irrelevant for the purpose of our testing whether our
anticipation of the development of the international situation,
that is a polarisation of forces, has been borne out by facts or
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not. Whether Britain goes with America or with the Soviet
Union, is of subsidiary importance. We anticipated that she
might tip the scale on. the wrong side. It has been suggested
that the Anglo-Soviet pact appears not to have operated as we
anticipated. I shall come to that point presently. First let me
pursue the major process of polarisation. While Britain is still
trying to balance its position between. the two poles, and Europe
is still in a state of flux, in other parts of the world the process is
going much farther. For instance, in China, the polarisation
went so far that only about six months ago the country was on
the verge of a civil war which would have immediately precipi-
tated a clash between U.S.A. and U.S.S.R. The Soviet Union
<cleverly got out of that fatal position by negotiating and signing
a treaty with China. But after six months’ time, it seems that
it did not work, and China is again drifting dangerously towards
the brink of a civil war, and it is very difficult to imagine how
a war between U.S.A. and U.S.S.R. will be ay
there will be a full-fledged civil war in China, ,
This process of polarisation in Asia js creating a new home

of Fascism. 1In 1942, when the Axis Powers were still going
strong, and few in our country doubted their ultimate victory,
the Lucknow Conference of our party declared that Fascism in
- Europe was going to be defeated in the field of battle, and
although military defeat of Fascism might not mean its political
and ideological extermination, yet, its spearhead broken, the
disappearance of Fascism would only be a matter of time. At
the same time, we said that in future we would have to fight
Fascism on the home front. Now, a review of the situation in
the Asiatic' countries must drive us to the conclusion that,
defeated in Europe, Fascism js still a living force in Asia, which
may still ‘become its new home. Evidently, the tactics and
policy of our party will have to be adjusted to that conclusion,
if it is warranted by facts, which is for you to judge. But we
shall discuss that aspect of the international situation in greater
detail when we come to discuss the Indian situation. India
being a part of the world, events in other parts of the world
are having their repercussions on the Indian situation. The

oided, in case

political programme of our party will have to be framed directly

on the basis of our appraisal of the Indian situation; but a
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«correct appraisal of the Indian si.tuati‘on is dependent hc;?evaexs
objective analysis of the world situation. Becalcllse, wt s
happens in India, happens in the _context of world events. ho“,'
-when discussing the Indian situation, we shal@ have to see v
the world situation is likely to infiuence .1t. T<?-da3f we ar
discussing what is the essence of the international sﬂuqtlolg e
The policy of the British Labour Goverr%n‘le'n"c in Gr sé
‘Spain, Germany, etc. etc., has been str-opg'Iy criticised mh cqur :
-of the discussion. The trendhof the cn:lc‘lzgil ;ogzsz;o’; eislr;llgt
i he conflict in the presen
iizsasill(})fnbtg:vte::n the U.S.A. and U.S.S8.R. ’but. between theBle.L;ct?:]:
and Britain. No doubt that there are conflicts between Bri a,
and the Soviet Union, and it is not for us tq defend. ever}g ?oye
.of the British Labour Government’s foreign policy. Bu toltJr
purpose is not simply to condone or condemn. We watr} (;
have a realistic view of the cross-curfents of the 1r.1terna iona
situation so as to make an objective judgement of "1ts per§peci
tive. If itis true that the basic. feature of the mterxfaatlonlad
situation is the Anglo-Soviet conflict, then the pattern o dwor y
.events as anticipated by us in 1942 no longer hold§ gog , tfm
we shall have to take a different view of the vYodd .51tula 1on£
But for an objective judgment, it would be entirely 1rr(<:J ezran
10 go on discussing all the newspaper'reportshabogt't -mﬁcz
Spain, etc. efc., unless we ﬁrst. ascertain w}.xe‘t er Cril a.mt d
really become a decisive factor in world politics, ~an ,1;1-“8(;:1 :
of one process of polarisation, we hav.e now a tUrxaéniu T oo
flict. Nobody will maintain that either the S. . t the
U.S.S.R. has become a minor factor. An 'Anglo-. ov1;3 'tCOI':' 1l
‘becoming the predominating fafctor Iof ’thfz.n;ter;;at;on;y ;(1) tl;i tliila,l
.eclipsing the earlier process of po arisation, VP fcal
.possibiligty. Britain may be disapIiear.lsngs gflap(ii];:gllc alnnzlpeé:)ai-
i wer, but the imperialist psychosi ,
;Setqi:n\flt the policy of the British Labour Gchrnmexiltth n:iz
lead to a conflict with Russia before the latter cliz‘xs ;eso ::ibi]it
U.S.A. We shall have to examine éhit ?yio;lljls;capgﬂy o yi_ts
logists of the British ,
-Go:e:]ren§1r:nrtlc;trai$so pc;glicy. We havc? more than enoughd reason
10 be critical and even for condemning the.m; we havet o(:;e :o
frequently, on various issues. But our business 1s‘ no y to
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quarrel with people or find fault with them. We want to
understand the world situation. We are not irresponsibleu
journalists. We observe the British or French or Russian.
po]itics.with the object of finding out how it will affect the
world situation, and how the world situation will affect India
We must find out not only facts, but also. why those facts art;
happening. Therefore, when we examine the policies of Various'
countries, we do not simply praise or condemn, support or"
oppose; we try to find out why a particular government is.
behaving in a particular manner. That procedure must be
adopted by people who want to practise politics in a scientiﬁc,‘

systematic and rational manner. How can we plan unless we

can sce beyond the tip of our nose? So, whatever has been
said seemingly in praise of the British Labour Government’s
foreign policy was not an apologia: the purpose was to counter--

act the tendency on the part of some comrades to bend the stick

in the other direction. That would give us a distorted picture
and preclude a dispassionate judgement. b
There is still another reason why we try to understand the
foreign policy of the British Labour Government more closely
and clearly than the foreign policy of Peru or Venezuela or even
of the U.S.A. It is because we are vitally concerned with\
Britain. India is still a part of the British Empire. Fate is‘
haunting us. A British Mission has come to make us free: ‘but‘
the negotiations seem to lead nowhere. Therefore wha’tever-
happens to the British Empire, is a matter of life or’ death for
us. Immediately, we have to be guided by that aspect of the.
international situation. Notwithstanding the fact that until now:
the British Mission has not made much progress, under the:
impact of the world situation Britain may still find sor,ne way to:'
set India free, although that may not mean freedom for the
Indian people. ~ As the situation stands at present, it is through
the intermediary of Britaint that the world situation affects India V
The.r‘efore, we must, in the first place, try to understand Britain’st
position and policy. What the Soviet Government does or:‘
says dpes not affect us so immediately. It is very easy to write
an article in the “Pravda”, patting Dr. Soekarno on the back or
calling Subhas Bose on one day a Fifth Columnist and the next
day calling his :LN.A. a revolutionary force. Such things

“twisted to serve any purpose.
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‘happen in the irresponsible atmosphere of absolute power.
Propagandists need not be scrupulous about facts which can be
Therefore, even if the all-
‘powerful Stalin says that the Radical Democratic Party is right
it will not affect us directly at all. But the slightest move of
the British Labour Government has a direct bearing on the
Tndian situation, and therefore we have to be very careful in
observing it. If we want to be critical and objective observers,
‘we cannot begin with the prejudice that whatever the British
‘Government says is wrong, firstly because it suffers from an
imperialist psychosis, and secondly because it is a social
democratic government. If we praise or criticise it, it is done
objectively; it has to be done because it has the most direct
‘bearing on India and our political practice in this country. 1f,
appraising various acts of British foreign policy, we find it
difficult to endorse a wholesale condemnation, that does not
mean that we are apologists of the British Labour Government;
‘nor does it mean that we are expecting it to come and give us
‘something in return.
Since a good deal has been said about British policy in
‘Greece and Spain and Germany, let me say a few words to
make clear some points which might have been missed. As
regards Greece, A.K. Mukherji wanted to draw your attention
to a new set of facts, which should not be altogether unknown
to you, because they had been brought to your notice even
previously. T am afraid you did not attach great importance to
them, because they did not fit into your preconceived idea about
this government or that government. Having regard for the
‘passion of our comrades to discuss the international situation,
‘for sometime a weekly review of world affairs is being published
in the ‘Independent India’. It is not an expression of opinion,
nor articles interpreting events and policies; it is a factual report
'O,f events coordinating them so that readers get an integrated
plct.ure of what is happening in the world, In course of that
review, it was pointed out that the conflict in the Near East is
:r}{l{ci1 Sl;)ir;gerlizfcliusiv;‘,ly a conﬁ.ic.t between British Imperialism and
iinﬂuecn.c iy ngotLLs y, theﬂpolltlcs of that p.al"t of the ‘W'()rld was
Russias Imp;/riali;:mconl:1c‘£ bx?tween British Imperialism and
. or a time, after World War 1 and the



54 NEW ORIENTATION

Russian Revolution, Russia disappeared from the scene as a
great power. It has now staged a come-back, having recovered
the status of a Great Power. But it is a Socialist Power,.
not an imperialist one. It is trying to promote revolution
and help the liberation of colonial countries. But Britain, even
with a Labour Government, remains an imperialist power, still
playing the old game of keeping the Asiatic peoples in colonial
slavery. There is a conflict between Britain, which is trying to
retain her hold on the Near East, and Russia which is trying;
to liberate the peoples of those countries; consequently, the two
are clashing. T am afraid that is interpreting facts to suit pre-
conceived notions. Prejudiced against Britain and predisposed.
towards Russia, you are missing a new factor which has entered
the scene. Once it is taken notice of, the simplified view that
the politics of the Near East is dominated by a conflict between
British Imperialism and the liberating mission of the Soviet
Power, will be obviated. , '

The new factor is the U.S.A. established in Saudi Arabia.

It is not yet known generally, but eventually it will be found
out, that the Anglo-Persian Oil Company is no longer a British
concern. Perhaps it is already an affiliate of the American
Standard Oil. Otherwise, why should America be so particular
- about building the pipe-line through Mesopotamia? Why should

the British be so anxious to transport oil to the Mediterrancan
and establish a naval base at Haifa? Why again, should the
Americans be so eager to bring fuel within the reach of the
British Navy.

 The U.S.A. has appeared on the scene as a new factor in.
the Near East. Mukherjee wanted to draw your attention to-
this fact, suggesting that one could not have a balanced view
of what happened in Greece if he did not take proper notice of
this new factor. If a base for an eventual attack on the Soviet,
Union is really being created in the Near East, the inspiration
and initiative are coming from America, not Britain. On the
other hand, Soviet policy in Persia, the nerve-war against
Turkey, actual claims on her territory, the support given to
shady people in Kurdistan and Iraq who were associated with
the fascist agent—Rashid Ali—these moves cannot simply be
regarded as motivated with the pure purpose of liberating the
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Near East from the clutches of British Imperialism. With such

‘a high degree of credulity, one cannot get an objective view of

the situation. The overriding fact is that there is a conﬂxc} Qf
power-politics, and it is not a conflict bﬁ?tvxfeen Russia and Bnta;m
alone. The U.S.A. is an active factor in 1;[. I\J?Vse Zhall have to
ich is the major factor---Britain or the U.5.A. .
a 'Ivyllll::bogv;lc:us g]uestion would be: Why should .Amerlcat
suddenly want to come there 7 Let us look for a satlsfacto}rlyy
answer. Firstly, it is a fact that she is there; al'ld .secondlil,_ s ;
is doing certain things which cannot be ordmarll}.f exp e?.me 1,\
So, the answer to the question will have‘to Ee foun‘d m.a ratnqna »
convincing, interpretation of facts. The interpretation 1?‘ ol?vxousfk
because the fact neatly fit into the pattern of' polarisation o
international forces anticipated by us. If AS{a will be the nehw‘
home of Fascism and, as the only remaining defendgr of the‘
vanishing world, the U.S.A. will be the _power behind t e.,
throne, it will be much to the latter’s convemen'ce anc} advantage.
to fight the eventual war against the U.S.S.R.in Asia. Europi
still remains in a state of uncertainty. The danggr .of Sdov1Ie ,
influence spreading further westwards is not yet ehm@ateU - In
any case, the possibility of an attack upon the S'ovxet 1r11101}
proper is practically ruled out by the sufﬁcw.:nt‘ly thick wall- }c1> |
buffer States from the Baltic to the Adriatic. Moreover, the
European peoples are much too exhausjcgd and depleted to
provide cannon fodder in sufficient quantities. To transport a.
large enough American army first to Europe and then acr0§s.
it will not be an easy job. It might meet the fate .of Napoleon s‘,
Grand Army. In contrast, the position in Asxa. will be all very
favourable. For all practical purposes, China is alreafiy under
American control. Her supply of cannon fod('ier is al@ost.
inexhaustible. In addition, there will be India. With a National
Government, this country will also gravitate towards the
American pole. There will be plenty of suppl'{es of all 'sor.ts. But
it may not be possible to build up industries in the Asiatic coug-
tries quickly enough. It will be necessary for the U.S.A. .to
bring in modern armaments all the way from home. 'ljhe Pacific
is open to them, having practically become an American lake.
But the Russians are also in the Pacific. They are in Korea and
may come down as far as the Yellow Sea. So, the Pacific route
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may not be altogether dependable. To that extent, the base
in (;lllna will also be insecure. It would be’ risky to ;vage a war
against the Soviet Union which will have the advantage of the
Jnt'ernal line of communications, Other bases must be esta-
bhshcﬁd. India is the obvious choice. But there also the crucial
question of the line of transport and communcations has to be
.solved: It was opened during war—across Africa and the Arab
icquntrjes.. America is establishing herself in those countries
with a .strategic purpose. Britain does not like it but cannot
]r;rev§nt it. Moreover, ostensibly, her interests are not threatened.
ut really they are, and she cannot help it. She is naturally
trying to hang on by the skin of the teeth.. as they say. But
‘when the maturing clash will break out, s};e will be nov;/here
In that case, in order to fight against the U.S.S.R.. to defen(i
the world against the menace of Bolshevism, the Am,ericans will
%ccppy all Fhe Near Eastern countries bordering on the Soviet
5;:3?0 ?Kﬁa and Chin.a will be granted the more honourable
ha o ielf}s]. Assuming that. the'holy crusade will succeed,
- ere to get tf'xe. vxcto.rlous crusaders out of those
o éll ries ? Bfm.sh Imperialism will also go with Bolshevism.
;inv;devlztrly,t Br;t;m an.d Sf)viet Russia are strange bed-fellows
s s; Syt . The anti-fascist war brought them together in the
commonpfu; u1on. 1;I’hey have reasox.l to stick together for their
oot - re. But at the same 'tlme they are irresistibly drawn
1e whirlpool of pbower-politics, which often overpowers
teason. However, the answer to the question why the U.S.A
should be interested in the Near East is clear : It is a part o.f 1.:h .
Process of the polarisation of the world—the poles being th:
U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. Strategic considerations in antici-
;panon of a war with the Soviet Union have made the U.S.A
;;Fiifelsteg‘ in the NF:ar East, 'particularly in its oil reserves.
18h etlorts to retain a place in the sun—some hand in Persia
control of the Levant, creation of some new naval bases t(;
fl?:lg]tfer;bélancle the ill?minellt loss of Alexandria and possibly
than e s :rlllit —are agned rather against American penetration
. oves aganst the Soviet Union. Had not America
mter'vene(‘i where she had no legitimate business Anglo-Soviet
relations in the Near Eagt might not have so d’egenerated In
any case, the Russians could try to understand British anxi.ety
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instead of raising the bogey of British Imperialism while the real
.danger is coming from a different direction.
 Somebody argued that Britain still wants export trade ; how,
‘then, can she be a country moving towards socialist economy?
AIn a joint manifesto issued on May Day this year, the British
Labour Party, the Trades Union Congress and the Cooperative
Party declared that Britain must expand export trade because
:she needs food and raw materials. Now, you may have objection
‘to the desire of the British Government to expand export trade;
‘but can you object to the British people wanting food? God
‘has placed them in a country where no moge food grows than
-can feed them for three months in a year. Is it their fault?
‘They did not choose their native land. Should we believe that,
‘God having condemned them io three-quarter starvation for
‘the whole life, it would be sinful for them to get their focd
from abroad ? What are they going to eat during the remaining
nine months? They must import food for those nine months;
-and they shall have to export goods in payment. In the present
state of the world, none would supply them food free
of cost, not even the Socialist Soviet Union. And yet you
would argue that Britain is imperialist because even under a
Labour Government she wants to expand her export trade. IS

that Marxism?
The policy of the British Labour Government to expand

export trade and if possible, a protected market, is a necessity
which grows out of the peculiar position of Britain. A protected
market is desirable precisely because Britain’s position as regards
food supply is very precarious. Not even a seca-green incorrup-
tible revolutionary government can trifle with the primary res-
ponsibility of feeding the people. If Britain went Communist,
'with Harry Pollit as chairman of the Council of People’s Com-
missars, a thoroughgoing proletarian dictatorship with R. Palme-
Dutt keeping watch on its theoretical orthodoxy, even then
she would have to pursue the “imperialist” policy of expanding
the export trade. If to do that is not permissible under
Marxism, the sooner we throw away the three volumes of
‘Capital into the bonfire, th: better.

Even the Soviet Union, which has all the potentiality of being
a self-sufficient country, could not do without export trade. Do
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you know how it built upits export trade ? The effort led to
the famine of 1926-28. In those days only agricultural products
could be exported. Large quantities of wheat was spared for

export by reducing bread rations almost to the starvation level.
That had to be done because otherwise essential necessities

could not be imported, agricultural machinery, for example. If

it is permissible for the Soviet Union to have an export trade
even by putting people to great hardships and privations, why
should Britain be called imperialist for the same practice, even
though she had to do so to get food for nine months in the

year? Evenin a socialist world, Britain would not produce

enough wheat ; other countries would require industrial goods ;
there would be mutual exchange. But we are still far from that
utopia, living in a world where trade remains competitive..
The Soviet Union also has entered the competitive world
market. It is nothing worse than the impulse of self-preservation.
which compels Britain to seek export trade.

Let us think and talk like real Socialists. We are looking'
forward to an integrated world economy. Because of the pecu-:
liarities of the country, Britain grew as the workshop of the
world. Tt is long since she has lost that monopolist position.
Yet, even now she can manufacture goods required by other
countries where those goods cannot be easily produced. What:
is the harm if Britain supplied those countries with manufac--
tured articles in return for food and raw materials? Is it neces-
sary to destroy the workshops of Britain in order to build them.
up again in other countries, so as to allow the workers of those
countries the privilege of wading through the sea of blood and
tears of early capitalist production? Why not let the British
workers send you the things you need and you supply them in.
return the food they need, provided that it can be spared ? If
such a mutually beneficial exchange is not possible between.
India and Britain, the latter will have to find other directions
of export trade. Isit really so difficult to think in practical
socialist terms? It seems that in reality there are not two-
psychoses: they are two facets of the self-same psychosis. The
Communist psychosis is only an expression of the nationalist
psychosis. I tell you, there is no Communism in the world
today : Communism has become the most extreme form of
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Nationalism. We have not destroyed Communism. The Com-
munists have done that. Itis idle to owe allegiance toa }ost'
cause, a discredited ideal, an exploded dream. Let us be realists, .
uew ideals.
and/fsnfegards Greece, it will be a waste of time to quarrel
about the exact composition of the E.AM. in Gree<?e, whether'
20, 50 or 70 per cent of its membership was Comm.u'mst. 1 only-
wanted to point out that, whatever policy the Br1t}5h Govern-
ment pursued in Greece or clsewhere, was necessitated by the-
peculiar conditions of Britain, and no Government—ILabour or
Communist---can run away from its shado:v. They must al'l ‘be:
compelled to act according to the necessities of the British
people ; the island grows food only for three months a year—-
that is a stark fact.

To drive the point home, I may remind you ‘ of the not
remote past. Again, I am not justifying British pohcy.’Perhaps‘
an alternative policy might be conceived. But things d'ld
happen. I am trying to explain why they happened as they dlfl.
It should not be foregotten that the British Army landec? in
Greece with the consent of Comrade Stalin. That is a histox:xcal,
fact. Nothing can change it. If the Russians are so very anxious.
to liberate Greece from the Fascists, they could have done it
very easily. There was a powerful Russian army just on the
other side of the border, in Bulgaria. General Scobie had only
a few thousand men at his disposal. A large section of the
Greek people might have risen in tevolt. Why did not the Red
Army march in and liberate the Greek people ? If the crime
against Greece is a crime of commission on the pgrt of
Bevin, it was a crime of ommission on the part of Stah}l. In
neither case was it a crime. Both had to determine thelr'rés-
‘pective policies in Greece in the context of their foreign pohcllcs,
as a whole. Neither could queer the pitch of a long-term p.011‘0y
in order to satisfy the clamourings of the leftist press in Britain;.
and the policy happened to be mutually agreed. Later 'on,
there rose Anglo-Soviet conflicts on other issues. The Russians
went back on the agreement about Greece and demanded eva-
cuation of British troops. However, the fact remains that once-
upon a time there was an agreement on this issue, and subse--

quently that agreement was broken—not by the British, but by’
the Russians. Why ? The change in the Russian attitude was.
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‘Bot motivated by any concern for Greek freedom. Otherwise,

the earlier policy, agreeing to the landing . of British troops,
-could not be explained. Greece was simply used as a pawn in
the game of international power-politics. The Russians have
“set a new pattern of their foreign policy, which, on the face of
it, looks very plausible. They think that there are two enemies :
America and Britain; of the two, the one is down and out; it
will be easier to deal with him; therfore let us dispose of him
first, and then we shall have only one enemy left to fight. That
sounds mere common sense—indeed, Napoleonic. But a little
-analysis will show that the Russians are badly miscalculating,
Nobody can get out of his skin. Britain will have to live and
-exist. And if the Russians will make it difficult for her to exist,
Britain will go over to America. The polarisation will be clear
-and complete. For the moment, Britain is oscillating between
the two poles. The new pattern of Soviet foreign policy may
-drive her to America.
The question of British policy towards Spain was raised at
‘the fag end of Shib Ray’s speech. He tried to answer it in a
rather off-hand manner. What he said might create a wrong
impression. Let me say a few words to obviate that. The
French Government, evidently under Communist pressure,
~demanded some international action against the Franco regime.
"The-British Labour Government did not support the demand.
Why ? One may ask a counter-question; What is the motive of
the Communist-inspired French demand? Let us not speculate
-about motives of any party; but let us try to imagine the result
-of any action taken in pursuance of the demand. The result
most probably would be war. Therefore one should understand
why Britain could not support the French demand without the
-consent of America. She is not in a position to risk a war
with the powerful trans-atlantic cousin, If the Communist-
dominated French Government is S0 very eagerto come to the
-aid of the Spanish Republicans, why does it not go ahead with-
out waiting for Britain to act? With Soviet assistance, France
‘can cope with Franco. But the war will spread. France is
not prepared to take the risk. The French demand, therefore,
s another instance of Communist irrresponsibility.
" 1In this connection, we should recollect that in the last civil
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war in Spain, the Soviet Government also practised the policy -
of non-intervention just like the People’s Front Government of -
Leon Blum and Chamberlain’s Government in Britain. Again, it.
would be silly to talk of a betrayal of the revolution. At that time

also the Soviet Government was not prepared to risk a war.

There was no use of intervening unless it could be done effec--
tively, and the Soviet Union in those days could not effectively

intervene in Spain. Every ship would have to run the gauntlet .
of the Italian Navy in the Mediterranean or the German in the-
bottleneck between the Baltic and the North Seas; and that.
would have meant war. Since effective interyention was not

a practical proposition, the Soviet Government preferred a .
policy which might at least minimise intervention in favour of
counter-revolution. In the present situation also, the Soviet

Government cannot adopt a different policy, unless it is pre--
pared to risk immediately a war with Britain or America or

both. Are we prepared to demand that the Soviet Union should

immediately risk a war to help the Spanish Republicans against

Franco ? Evidently, we are not. If we cannot demand it from .
the Soviet Union, why should we demand it from the British

Government or the French Government? If we can exonerate the :
Soviet Government of the failure to come to the help of the-
Spanish Republicans, why should we be so very exacting in the -
case of the British Labour Government ? Why should we expect .
a social-democratic government to be more revolutionary than .
4 communist government ? '

The misfortune of Spain, the continuation of the Franco-
regime, results from the peculiar combination of circumstances .
in Burope; it is no use laying all the blame at the door of Mry..
Bevin. It is not Britain who is keeping Franco in power. In
this connection also, America is the decisive factor. Because of
her cconomically vulnerable position, Britain does not dare.
act alone—not even in alliance with France and Russia. In.
case of a war, in which America will be on the other side,
Britain will be in the most exposed position. But why is.
America interested in keeping up the Franco regime? Why -
should we not ¢xonerate her like Britain? For the simple
reason that, if she wanted the overthrow of Franco, nothing .
could prevent it. Because, in that case, active intervention in.
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:support of the Spanish Republicans would not involve any risk
of war. .

That is the negative reason which is the corollary to the
‘positive reason.  America wants to have a safe bridgehead on
‘the European littoral of the Atlantic. The Iberian Peninsula is
‘in every way the most suitable for that purpose. The whole of
Europe is moving to the Left. If the final stage of the inter-
national civil war is to be fought' on the European continent,
‘troops and supplies from America must flow in across the
Atlantic. Franco’s Spain will provide the trans-atlantic crusaders
‘with a hospitable landing place. The way to the Mediterranean
and also to the Near East can be cut off by Spain if she joined
‘the European leftward movement. America being so vitally
‘interested in Franco’s Spain, the British Labour Government,
‘with all its undeniable sympathy for the Spanish Republicans

must move warily. It would be foolish to risk a war with -

America just when her financial assistance is essential for
Britain’s cconomic recovery. Any act on the part of the
British Government not palatable to America may be considered
-as.an act of hostility, and the loan may not be sanctioned. For
nine months, Britain must live on imported bread. Whoever
lives in 10 Downing Street, be it Attlee or Pollit, must not forget
that fact. For that, Britain needs the loan; for that, she needs
-export trade; for that, she needs naval bases. The self-same
acts were being committed; the self-same facts are occurring;
but in an entirely different context. To-day those acts are
-committed not by an imperialist government but by a govern-
‘ment, moving towards Socialism. Therefore, it would be foolish
to interpret the facts in the same way as if Chamberlain or
‘Churchill was still the Prime Minister. The Communists take
that absurd view, because they cannot think objectively. They
say Bevin is a Social-Fascist, and that explains everything! Is
that Marxism? Not to approach facts as they are, but with a
preconceived notion? Under certain circumstances, export
trade was the expression of British Imperialism; under all
<circumstances it is the expression of the hunger of the British
people; and in a certain other context, it may be the expression
of an effort to build up an integrated socialist world economy.

- Somebody asked a question about Germany. That is really
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a very complicated question, and has no direct bearing on the
situation in India. All points on our agenda are inter-connected.
We are discussing the international situation in order to come
to a conclusion on the basis of which we shall consider the
possibilities of the situation in India. While the situation in
every country has some indirect bearing on the situation in
any other country, for the moment, what is happening in
‘Germany will not directly influence what happens in India.
However, just a few words before passing on to the next point.
The conflict going on in Europe to-day is very largely what
is called power-politics. Britain being inea position oscillating
between the two.poles, and haunted by the spectre of being
reduced to a third rate Power, is trying to manoeuver so as to
occupy a place from where she may drive a fair bargain. There
are moments when a weak third party can play the two main
parties one against the other. Once upon a time, that was the
position of Britain in Europe. Then she pursued the so-called .
balance-of-power policy. Situated in a similar position, it is
quite natural for her to revert to the same policy, which was so
effective in the past. On the other hand, the U.S.S.R., antici-
pating another war, is alse trying to manoeuver for positions.
In this power-politics, for these immediate strategic considera-
tions, ideological affinities and antagonisms, have been lost sight
of. Our grievance is that the revolutionary side in this conflict
should have allowed ideological convictions to be overwhelmed
by other considerations. We should remember that it was
Stalin who demanded subordination of ideology to other
considerations. Trying to justify neutrality in the war against
Fascism, he declared that to take up arms against an ideology
was to wage a religious war, which belonged to the Middle
Ages; to-day it is absurd to wage a religious war. We may not
object against opportunism or power-politics, at the cost of
ideological conviction, on moral grounds. We do not pretend to
be anybody’s conscience-keeper. Our objection to this doubtful
“realism” is that it is prejudicing the cause of revolution.
Post-war Europe is in the position we anticipated at the
time of the Lucknow Conference of our party. We visualised
that after the war, Europe would be in a state of flux, different
countries being in different social and political conditions; some
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countries might still remain under Fascism, overt or covert;,
others, on the opposite extremity, might go fully socialist; in.
any case, the Soviet Union would be there; and in between,.
countries in different stages of advance towards democratic free--

dom and Socialism. Does not Europe to-day present exactly
such a picture? There is Spain on the one end, and on the.
other, the Soviet Union. I do not want Spain to remain fascist
to fit into our pattern, so that it will be flawless; but she is.
there, as a matter of fact. The various countries, with varying.
political and social institutions, make it impossible for the big.
Powers to have a united policy. Germany is divided into four
zones, each occupied by one of the big Powers. There are all.
sorts of reports from each of those zones. We assume that the.
zone occupied by the Red Army must be experiencing a greater-
degree of freedom than the other zones. Perhaps that is true;.
the assumption may not altogether be unfounded. But the fact
1s that we know very little about it. So, while it is natural for
us to assume that it is so in order to maintain our faith, is it.
also permissible for us to quarrel with others on assumptions
which cannot yet be verified ? There have been events which are.
ominous. Recently, Kingsley Martin, editor of the “New States-:
man and Nation” was in Berlin; he personally has always been
very friendly to the Soviet Union, although he is not a Com-.
munist, but a Liberal. His paper has always been pro-Russjan..
He visited Berlin and was found with a German Social-Demo-
crat who accompanied him to certain parts of the city. Together
with his German companion, he was arrested by the Russian.
police; he was released after some time, but not his companion..
He protested and demanded the latter’s release. He was advised
firmly to get away even without knowing the whereabouts of”
the other man. Another instance is  Michael Foot, Labour
Member of the Parliament and a near-Communist. He is g
greater friend of the Soviet Union than the whole C.P.G.B.,
because, whatever he writes is read by the entire British people,.
and taken seriously; whereas whatever is writen in the “Daily
Worker” is read only by a few thousand people at most, and
nobody believes it. Recently, there has been much talk about
Persia in the press; people thought there was something wrong.
Foot went there tosee - for himself. A first-hand report by a.

npaturally annoyed, and
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prominent journalist would inﬂuencc? public oplmo(til. H?O?:E;
all the way to Teheran where he waited .for four gys for th
ermission to enter the province occuplgd by Russ&an ri)tp
’I;he permission could be obtained only from the Rusma:il mi 1:1?;
authorities; it was not granted. A man who was bound to mak

i i ; bad, came back
: le report, if things were not very > e |
2 favouad g most probably with his confidence

Shal;‘f’rkl;en such facts are there, and similar facts are happening;
every day, it is rather difficult to t'a‘ke it for grgntedctclslatiecsloxgi
kind of paradise is being created in tl}e counmhes olea pof wa;l;
theé Red Army. All that can be expl‘amegé on t ; P a of war
emergencies. That is plausible. B.ut is th€re Fea yt gdag? 0 ¢
another war? Who can fight against the Russmns o-day? Can
dB?’itain of all countries, fight against Russia? :f thihCo;rlr;g;;i;
Party of Great Britain has not beep tel}mg 1es;l’ thzr usians
that no government in Britain, whe bour
sto’;liiykng::ﬂd count upon the sx‘Jpport of the peopli,s 1fsa%t.
declareci war against the Soviet Union. The Comrkr)lurtxilse ﬁr:{
that even the army would revolt. Tha’f would n:rt ae; the fist
e o o peol]:llrepforfevsin:/lﬁcha pVZevented Britain
i ion. It was popu t W . ' .
:gt\i/\l/:yusarticipating in ‘lchte war of 1ntervent'10n in Russia
i i he ¥ ion. .
1mmedlatctl"yoirit;rogll;l:alre;l:n?iment, objectively, »it‘ is nqt a Jokg
to ﬁ/;klz’? l;tgarinst the Red Army toiday. Bgttis};plniivl;srtrlgrsoléi\:
i he speeded-
b'een o o O?atlu)/neii;ttlilee;t;?:;tog; com;)letely ov?rhauled before
th_n f_Of Sevel1omic lif’e can be rehabilitated; as it is, they cannot
oroduce ecollj h goods to supply the civilian n.eefis of the couxz
‘gmdli’(\:/eitﬁns?mi a shattered industrial base, Britain catr:n(()ite 'Saiiri"emO .
toyimdertake even a minor war. V.Vha‘tever n”{ay 1E:eint : eition
Mr. Bevin or Mr. Churchill, Britain S}nlply is no in 4 o whe-
to fight Russia in the near future. Itis also \If{erZSianS el
ther immediately America could fight the uh o .a e oo
jective factoris operating also there, althoug o et
a 1veNot that the Americans are revolutlo.nal‘les, ) uto e
\;:rynpereddoughboys want to go home. ‘;lo er:;llrzir()elell {ionnox,
ice-cream with their girls; they care neither 1or reve
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cognter-revolution; they want to go home. And neither in
China nor in India a sufficiently strong base has - yet been
created for a war against Russia, So, who can fight at present?
gr;igz)l:l}; gr;:ate the bogey of war and excuse everything on

Either the Russians are mistaken, or they are suffering from
a psychosis, or they are not capable of appreciating the revolu-
tionary consequences of this war, Whatever happens in other
parts of the world, this war has ploughed up Europe to such
an extent that that continent can no longer be the base of coun-
ter-revolution. Once these circumstances are taken into account
fear of an carly war against Russia appears to be entirel};
groundless. In such a situation, the Russians could well afford
to be more liberal. Let them throw open the doors so that
everybody can see what they are doing in Germany. If the
are proceeding with socialist construction, let the Worid see ity
applaud it and demand that the same thing should be doné
everywhere. That would be the most effective method of

Army. In the absence of sufficient data, it would be f. lish
either to condemn or condone. But I must say that th -
acting not very wisely. W are
.Look at t'h-e situation in those countries from another pojnt f
view. Elections have taken place in several of them; in i)h e o
them,‘the Communist Parties have been miserably défeateéee 9f
Apstrxa, Hungary and to a large extent in Bulgaria. Perha B,h{n
d1d not allow free elections in Greece. But how .to e I;S' he
defeat ;O,f the Communists in the other countries occ);p al;l tge
the Rus51.ans ?1Is that not a significant fact ? It indicalz]e th f
the reaction of the people in the Russian-occupied count ?S }:at
not been as we expected and wished. We do not know thﬂes' o
tion; th.erefore we withhold our judgment. But let u ot o
((;gr erit;(re theoljy I':md practice on the basis of assumptsicﬁlost i’\’eset
not know all the facts: i
deductions from them mu,s:) lr;tavlzz Clll(; i(:e(;)zcz(l)me’ wl the logiel
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It is hardly necessary to go like this through country after

<country. A reference has been made to Tito’s valiant anti-
fascist fight as against the meagre contribution of liberal intel-
Jectuals. I will come later to that aspect of the international
-situation. Let me- now summarise our discussion up to this

point. On the assumption that Britain under a Labour Govern-

‘ment is continuing the imperialist anti-Soviet policy leading to
;another war, some comrades suggested that the perspective of

the international forces polarising as between U.S.A. and
U.S.8.R. should be revised. T have examined the facts mentioned
by our revisionists. Now itis for you to judge whether a re-
vision of our view is called for. I am nof convinced by the
arguments advanced for rcvision. What is necessary, as I said
1in the beginning, is to take notice also of the parallel process of
polarisation. That would not be a revision of our view, because
the parallel process was always there, as the more fundamental
‘factor of the international situation. The ideological polarisa-
tion has become more evident to-day because the political
polarisation has become sharper. In support of the suggestion
for revision, some comrade brought in the question of interna-
tional exchange. By itself, the question is very interesting. But
it is obviously an overstatement to say that the fact of Russia
supporting the gold standard proves that the U.S.A. and
U.S.S.R. are coming together against Britain who, even under a
Labour Government, is preparing for a war 1o recover her
position as an imperialist Power. The sneaking belief that
“*democratic” America is against British Imperialism, is yet
-another expression of the nationalist psychosis. The Russians
-supporting the gold standard is certainly an act of stupidity.
Perhaps they believe it to be clever diplomacy to drive a
cleavage between Britain and the U.S.A. The Russians recen-
tly have made other moves calculated to appease America. But
it is all wishful thinking, or the Russians are living in the fools’
paradise. They are obviously playing with the idea of finishing
‘the British Empire first, and they will have their hands free to
-deal with America. The Americans occasionally pretend to play
‘the game, their object being to frighten the British : Should the
Jatter try to have an independent foreign policy, the Americans
swould play into the hands of the Russians. The threat has gone
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home to the British, who have walked into the parlour of the:
Wall Street Shylocks. The Russians have also fallen for the
trick. They have made several concessions to the Americans,,
particularly in China. The declaration to support the gold.
standard is that latest Russian concession to America. But

these are all superficial events, which do not make history. If’

the U.S.S.R. is a Socialist state, the U.S.A. being the most.
powerful capitalist country, must be its principal enemy. None:
can call himself a Communist and yet expect the U.S.A.

to ally with the U.S.S.R. in a crusade against the bogey of

British Imperialism. To-day, British Imperialism is no more
than a bogey. It is dead. Anyhow, what are the facts 7 Blood:
is thicker than water. When in the UNO the Persian issue came:
up, the Americans dropped their pretence of sitting on the line,
and took the ring on the side of the British. You watch out for
other events to see how the ground lay. The leadership of the:
anti-Soviet block naturally belongs to the U.S.A. If Britain
would be driven to join that block, that would be, thanks to the.
shortsightedness of Soviet diplomacy.

Before I proceed to deal with the parallel process of ideologi--
cal polarisation, which is really more important, and which.
will explain the conflict between Britain and the U.S.S.R.. let
me dispose of the bogey of the third world war. It has bee’n a’
consolation for all the frustrated revolutionaries to look forward
to another world war.  After the first world war, no revolution
in Europe succeeded; they hoped for the second world war to*i
give them a new chance. I cannot comprehend this mentality,
nor can I understand how people with such a mentality coulcii
call themselves revolutionaries. A war in our time means ther
hell let loose. For peoples or classes to be free, those who-
cannot free themselves by their own efforts, the wo,rld' should
go up in flames. - That is a very perverse idea of freedom. The:
second world war came; we missed the opportunity again N’oW
we drcam of yet another world war. That is behavfng like:
vultures: Let there be miore carcasses so that we may havei
more to eat! That is really what Communist ideals havé come
to be. Unfortunately, the third world war may ‘come; but it

will ‘not bring freedom. It will bring the end of modern.

civilisation.  Therefore, Marxists who can see beyond ' the.
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heaven of proletarian dictatorship, who believe in human

values, must not adjust their political practice to another world
war; they must move heaven and earth to prevent the calamity.
And my grievance against the Soviet Union is that although it
is in a position to prevent that calamity, it is driving the world
‘headlong towards that direction.

We have been quarrelling with the British Labour Party for
not giving us freedom. I started the quarrel. It is really
-mean: they have betrayed us. But why does not Comrade
Stalin behave a little better than the Social-Fascist Bevin?
He could have done it. But he goes one step ahcad
and  retraces five steps. [Even toeday, if the Russians
+would talk about India just as they are doing about Greece,
Spain, and so many other countries, and demand that the
British Labour Governmeit should hand over power to Indian
Democracy, that would clarify the position immediately. What
are they doing instead? They are plumping for the Congress,
disregarding its fascist inclinations and damaging record
during the war. British Imperialism must go; it is going; it is
nearly gone: but will the position of the U.S.S.R. itself be
improved if Fascism captures power in India? One may ask:
‘What could the Russians do? Well, if they cannot help, they
should at least desist from doing harm to the cause of Indian
freedom; and they are exactly doing that out of the preverse
desire to embarrass the British Labour Party. If they were
actuated with a positive purpose, they could help Indian
-democracy. ’

The Russians, of course, receive false information from their
henchmen in India and Britain. But they have other ways of
knowing things. For instance, there is a representative of the
Soviet News Agency in this country. He is fully acquainted
‘with the programme and policy of the Radical Democratic
Party. Tt is further reported that he believes that our point of
view of the Indian situation is right. He must be making his
reports, There are other channels through which information
reaches the Russians. Why do not they publicly support the
R.D.P. and demand that the British Labour Government should
approach the Indian problem as suggessed by us? One cannot
but come to the conclusion that the Bolshevik liberators of the
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world are opposed to democratic freedom for India; they prefer
to favour Indian Fascism. They have, of course, their theories.

to justify this damnable political practice. Does not experience

entitle us to doubt the correctness of that theory? - 'And they

call it Marxism! If Marxism favours Fascism as against
democratic freedom in India, T would certainly discard Marxism.
of such a variety. Nor is it anti-imperialism. Don’t be
beguiled. A people’s government advocated by the Radical;
Democratic Party as against a Fascist National Government.
would make a clean sweep of Imperialism; therefore, the latter
would place Fascism in power. The Russian Bolsheviks and
their henchmen in Britain and in this country also patronise:
Fascism,

Now, let me show what the Russians could do to help Indian.
democracy and hasten the downfall of Imperialism. A Russian.
demand that the Indian problem should be solved as the R.D.P.
has proposed would immediately cause a realignment of
forces in the political . life of the country. It is a wide-spread
belief in the nationalist camp that a subject nation cannot be-

free except with the assistance of a foreign Power. Until, -

recently, the hope was pinned on Germany and Japan. They
having been eliminated, all eyes are now turned towards the:
Soviet Union. The Communist Party is looked upon as the
powerful arm of Stalin reaching out to India. The Communist,
Party exploits that fiction for keeping a large mass of left
nationalists away from rational, far-sighted, revolutionary
politics. Once Comrade Stalin would disown his bastards, who.
have been functioning as the storm-troopers of Indian Fascism,.
and publicly demand a democratic approach to the question of
Indian freedom, (we donot want any other help from him), the
educated middle class would rally round the Radical Democratic
Party. Consequently,- it will before long become a powerful:
factor in the political life of the country and the British Labour
Government would . be compelled to listen to its suggestions..
Why don’t the Russians take this democratic anti-imperialist.
view, the only honourable attitude for an honest and intelligent
Marxist to take under the given circumstances? There are two.
reasons. One is the nationalist degeneration of Communist

DPolitics; degeneration of Communism itself; the second is short-
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” sighted power-politics which, in its turn, results from the fact

that the Soviet State has become a national Sta_’te. '

The power-politics practised by the Russians may indeed
prove to be suicidal. 1 have already poin.ted out the dangerous
possibility of India under a Fascist National Glovernr.nent be-.
coming a base for the future war against th'e SO\{let Unlon. The
erroneous policy of supporting colonial nationalism, irrespective

- of'its social background and outlook, has produced an extre-

mely harmful result in China, which has already been conver.ted.

into a base of American Imperialism preparing for a war agal.nst

the Soviet Union. Nevertheless, the Russians are still p}lrsulxlg

the suicidal policy in the Near East. What is happening, for

instance, in Persia, may lead to the establishment of a sm.all

buffer State—Kurdistan or Azerbeidjan may come under Soviet

influence, or even be incorporated in the Soviet Union. But at

the same time, the entire Arab world is going over to the other

side and not to British Imperialism, but gravitating to_wards't.he
opposite pole. The immediate repercussion of the power-poht'lcs
of the Soviet Government in Azerbeidjan has helped America
to gain a strong foothold in the Near East as the protector of
the whole Arab world. The old Stalinist strategy of backing up
Pan-Islamism as an anti-imperialist force has failed. Instead of
being attracted to the Soviet Union, the Muslim wqud has gone
over to the other side. The Russians have realised th‘at ?he
policy has defeated its own purpose; that instead of winning
the sympathy and support of the Muslim WOI‘I.d, .the latter_has
gone against them. That sentiment is having its reper.cussmns
in India also. Therefore, all of a sudden, the ‘Communist Party
of India has discovered that Pakistan is an absurdity. The
high-priest of the Indo-British Communist Church, Palme Dutt,
himself has expounded this new theory. Instead. .Of t.hese‘
devious political manoeuvers and theoretical so.phlstlcat}ons.,
the Russians could have handled the Persian issue in a straight-
forward manner. To bamboozle a weak government is'not the
right and effective means to detach it from reactionary 1ptel'na-
tional influences. By seizing monopolist control of th.e oil fields
of North Persia, with the ostensible object of keeping Anglo-A
American concession-hunters away, the Soviet' VG0ver’nment
acted according to the pattern of the Tzarist foreign policy. It
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has gone back on the early Leninist tradition of the Revolution,
which abandoned all the privileges acquired under the Anglo-
Russian Treaty of 1907 about Persia. Deviating from the revo-
“lutionary tradition which raised their moral status, the Russians
are bound to lose in Persia also.

While discussing the foreign policy of the Soviet Union, let
me draw your attention to a number of facts which will enable

us to pass on to a re-examination of our perspective of Red

Napoleonism. The Soviet Government has seized oil conces-
sions in Persia. Egypt proposes to build a dam across the Nile :
Itis a huge industrial project. Capitalist firms from various
countries are bidding for the contract. Four tenders have been
submitted from Russia. Such constructions usually serve the
purpose of exporting capital. Is export of capital consistent
with Socialist economy ? That is one set of facts which must
‘cause misgivings.

Here is another set. In the first Foreign Ministers’ Con-
ference, the Soviet delegate ‘demanded the trusteeship of Tripo-
litania. The progress of the conference was held up on this
issue. For once the social-fascist Bevin proved to be much too
clever for the Machiavellian Molotoy. He opposed the idea of
‘trusteeship, and advocated complete independence for all the

. Ttalian colonies in North Africa. There was a sight for the

-gods; the great champion of freedom for colonial peoples
opposed Bevin’s proposal. As an alternative to his original
demand, the Soviet delegate proposed that Ttaly should hold
the trusteeship of her former colonies. At that time, there was
hope that the Communists would come to power in Italy.
Finally, there was the Soviet demand for naval bases on the
African coast of the Red Sea and the southern littoral of the
Mediterranean. That demand has also been withdrawn after
weeks of haggling and mud-slinging in international conferences.
The acquisition of naval bases far away from home, on foreign
territories, is reminiscent of the days of imperialist expansion.
How could it be a part of the foreign policy of a Socialist State?
This certainly is a perplexing question. Naval bases, far off
from home, do not serve any defensive purposes. Because, in
the time of war, they can be cut off and rendered useless. They
are established as the outposts of powers with aggressive designs.
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V*The fact that the demand was withdrawn shows that it was not
seriously made. Why, then, was it made at all ? Evidently, as

a bargaining counter in the game of power-politics. However

‘the demand for sharing with Turkey the control of the Darda-

nelles still stands. It can have a defensive purpose; nevertheless,

it means encroachment on the territorial sovereignty of Turkey.
Jt-is hardly possible that the -derand will be enforced without
_ ‘the risk of a war, and Turkey will be in the other camp, with
_the sympathy of the entire Moslem world. The defensive pur-

pose of the Soviet Union could be served by international

eontrol of the Straits.

While engaged in this suicidal power-pelitics, which is isola-
ting the Soviet Union, the Russians are invariably backing up
the wrong horse in the colonial countries, which will thus be-
come the new homes of Fascism, and therefore no friends of
Soviet Russia. If the British troops quitted Java, handing over
‘the country to Soekarno, what would have happended to that
country? If instead of reinstalling the former Governor of
Burma, the British had handed over power to Aung Sang, what
would have happened to the Burmese ? The record of both
these anti-imperialist heroes leaves no room for any doubt on

that score. Both the countries would be handed over to people

- who acted as Japanese agents during the war. So, everywhere,

the Russians, in spite of their Marxism and Communism, are
blaying into the hands of Fascism. I dont’s say thatitisa
deliberate policy; it is stupidity. ,

What shall we conclude from these facts? Wherever they
¢an do anything, they do the wrong thing; where they cannot
do any thing practically, they back the wrong horse theore-
tically. There must be some logic in this continuous -bungling.
The object of our discussing the international situation is to grasp

~the implication of these bewildering facts. We must discover

the red thread running through them all.

It is not sheer perversity, but thanks to our Marxist training
twe have reached the conclusion that revolution can no longer
take place under the banner of Communism, and that Marxism as
Vulgarised by its orthodox exponents can no longer give us strong
enough inspiration. We shalil have to set up higher ideals and find
a nobler philosophy of life. Unprincipled power-politics inevit-

tha
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ably results from the pragmatic view of history, the view that the:
end justifies means. A relativist ethics raises selfishness to the
status of revolutionary urge. The world has made certain.
experiences; we must draw the lessons from them, and having.
drawn the lessons, we must have the courage to act accordingly..
If that is not permissible for revolutionaries, then we shall have:
reached another conclusion: revolution is not possible. Experi-
ence has proved that under the discredited flag of Communism,,
revolution can advance no further. We must raise a more
inspiring banner. You apprehend that by getting out of the
beaten track, even when it has turned out to be a blind-alley,
we shall be unpopular. In that case, every intelligent and
honest revolutionary cannot but be unpopular; the same fate

will overtake the cause of revolution itself. Is it, then, a lost v

cause? Should the world be left to stew in its own juice? These:
are the questions which emerge out of our discussion. We must
face them boldly. If we still believe that the world needs a.
revolution, then we must blaze a new trail, inspired by a new
philosophy of revolution, and prepared for political practice
suitable for the circumstances.

After the French Revolution, Europe was unsettled by the
Napoleonic war. Feudal power was undermined, and in course
of time a new staus quo was established. Contemporary Europe
will most probably make a similar experience. The Fascist
powers have been defeated; some parts. of liberated Europe
will go further towards a new social order; in others, the pro-
gress may be slow; in some countries, there may be a positive
reaction. But Europe asa whole will settle down to a new
Status quo of uneven development. A whole continent cannot.
be expected to march together abreast; nor has history ever ex-
perienced an uninterrupted period of revolution. Every revolu-
tion establishes a new status guo. Every revolution creates vested
interests. That is a lesson of history. The Russian Revolution
cannot be the exception. It has also created a new stafus quo.
That is not to be condemned as reaction. That is how all revolu-
tions end. Otherwise, after a revolution, human history would
come to an end. Within the ‘limits of the new status quo estab-
lished by the Russian Revolution, a new stage of human deve-
Iopment will take place. Thereafter, a new revolution will be
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necessary. That is dialectics of history. Otier countries will:
have to experience the revolution which has established a new -
Status quo in Russia. But neither the pattern of the revolution -
nor that of the post-revolutionary status quo can be transplanted”
in other countries. Once a revolution establishes a new status -
quo, the period of that particular type of revolution comes to -
an end,

Tust as in Russia there could be a semi-proletarian revolu- -
tion, partially skipping over and partially {ulfilling the bourgeois
democratic revolution, similarly other countries may skip over -
the peculiar type of revolution which took place in Russia.
Their revolutions will have different patterns. JIn other words, .
the period of revolution of the Russian model has come to an
end. We may even say that an epoch of history opened up by
the Russian Revolution has been closed upon the defeat of -
Fascism. The Red Army has played its historical role by bring-
ing about the defeat. Now Europe will recover from the post--
war unsettlement, in its own way which will also not be one and
uniform. That variegated process of recovery opens up a new-
period of revolution. It may not be as spectacular as the Ten
Days that shook the world thirty years ago. It will be a revolu- .
tion none the less, and will be a greater revolution, because it
will establish a new starus quo on a higher social and cultural
level. That is why Lenin used to say that upon the spread of”
revolution to Western Europe, Russia would be a back-number.
~ Ddon’t say anything worse than what Lenin used to say. That .
1 not an anti-Soviet attitude, OFf course, I refuse to take up a
religious attitude towards the Soviet Union. A new status quo -

~has been created there, Human development will have to g0

beyond that stage. It would be absurd to maintain that this is
the end of its journey. It would be equally absurd to maintain

‘that human genjus cannot possibly create different types of -

§ocial order. To say that the future of mankind must be cast
-one uniform pattern, is to set a rigid limit to human crea-
tveness. T am not prepared to believe that the ideal society has
been established in Russia, and the rest of the world can do
nothing but imitate it slavishly. That belief breeds the spirit of -
Conse‘rvatism which, in course of time, imperceptibly becomes .
reaction. Those who say that to criticise Communism or to-
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“have any misgiving about the evolution of the Soviet Union
“is a deviation from the loyalty to the cause of revolution, should

themselves be warned against the danger of becoming conser-

Like the Russian Revolution, the French Revolution also

‘became a back-number in course of time. Butit was nota
“failure any more than the Russian Revolution is a failure. The

French Revolution was a success. Tt accomplished its task. But
world history did not stop there. The Russian Revolution
followed the French Revolution. Similarly, an Tndian Revolution
will follow the Russian Revolution; and why should we assume
that the Indian Revolution will be on the pattern of the Russian
Revolution? The ideological, theoretical and practical pattern

-of revolutions which are still to take place must be influenced

by the experience of the world since the Russian Revolution.
By reviewing the world situation, we come to the conclusion

‘that they will not take place according to the patterns of the

Russian Revolution. By making a dogma out of those patterns,
we shall only obstruct revolutions which are still to take place.
We cannot say that we are fighters for freedom, if we are inca-
pable of freeing ourselves from a dogma. We cannot fight for
freedom if our own spirit is not free; even if the chains are
manufactured in Moscow, they will be no less galling and obs-
“truciive than the chains made in England or in India.
Iconoclasm is the fundamental spirit of revolution. But
iconoclasts  themselves often set up new icons. The icono-
~clasts who went ahead of us destroyed old icons, but have set
up new ones. Since they are the high-priests of the new temple,
‘they do not want that their icons should be destroyed. But if
“we want to follow their footsteps and act as revolutionaries, we
~shall have to pull down the new icons. As revolutionaries, we
~claim the right to tear down their icons just as they had to tear
~down older jcons. That is the path of revolution, which we
must travel in quest of freedom. If your ideal is not freedom,
“but proletarian dictatorship or a closed system of Communism,
then we must part company, for you to lag behind, and others
“to march forward towards unexplored regions.
Comrades, in my yesterday’s speech I did not say anything
-more than that. If that iconoclasm is not the fundamental
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principle of Radicalism and of our politics, then, I do not think
that our politics differs from that of any other party, anditis.
not scientific. If that is not the case, we have no right to exist,
and I shall say again, let us part company. Those with a simple -
nationalist psychosis may go to their spiritual home, and those -
with the more extreme nationalist psychosis may go to the Com--
munist Party. '

Yesterday, I thought that it would be necessary to divide this.
talk in two parts, the first dealing with the facts of the situation, .
and the second setting forth the conclusions regarding our ideo--
logical and theoretical equipment to be drawn from those facts. .
Towards the end of yesterday’s talk, I felt that very little remai- -
ned to be said. What I wanted to say regarding the ideological
and theoretical presuppositions of revolutionary political practice, .
was outlined in course of the speech yesterday. Nevertheless, .
having said that I would continue the talk to-day, I must do se.
But in the beginning, I must tell you that there will be nothing :
new. As a matter of fact, there may be some boring repetitions. .
I shall try to summarise the theoretical deductions which must
be made from our review of the international situation. That, I
pelieve, is the purpose with which we have been discussing the -
mternational situation for the last two days.

It is necessary to re-examine our ideals and our theoretical
postulates and presuppositions from time to time, in order to.
prevent that we run after wrong ideals, and in order to guaran-

tee that we may be able to continue our advance towards the -

goal of freedom, "

I began my talk yesterday with the statement that, as far as.
I'am concerned, the ideal is neither Communism nor Social-.
Democracy nor simple democracy nor again a classless society; it
is freedom. We are supposed to be committed to a materialist
philosophy. Meterialism is antitheiical to Idealism. How, then,
can we have an ideal ? Am I not deviating from our philosophy -
yVhfen I j[alk of an ideal ? Some comrades raised the question .
Insinuatingly, One frankly disparaged vague notions like-
freejd.om. I'don’t know what is the concrete purpose of his-
political practice. I thought that Communism wasnot our end
but 4 means to the end, the end being freedom. Perhaps we shall’
never attain. perfect freedom;. ideals are never- ieach'ed;-but they -
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+inspire incessant strivings towards them. Freedom is not an
-empty concept; nor is it a vague ideal. It is the choice for
action. The greater the latitude of choice, the nearer we come
“to freedom. Therefore I cannot conceive of a nobler view of
ife than the old principle that man is the measure of every-
-thing. That social order is nearer to the goal of freedom which
.allows the individual the largest measure of choice.

I believe that the degeneration of Communist theory and
-practice, about which we talked yesterday, results from one single
“fact, and that is the failure to understand the supreme impor-
‘tance which is given to ideas in Marxism. Materialist philosophy
-does not exclude ideas, and the potentiality of ideas. As a
matter of fact, ideas are the urge for all human activity, and
.all human progress. Materialism traces the origin of ideas to
‘the physical being of man. They are not revealed; nor do they

exist independently of our physical existence. But Materialism
-does not say that ideas have no- more than a subsidiary place
in the history of human progress. On the contrary, every great

-social or political movement was heralded by new ideas, which

.operated as the motive force of the movement. When these
fideas exhaust all their possibilities and can no longer move men
to great and heroic actions, the period of social and political
-development heralded by them comes to an end, and humanity
begins to look out for newer ideas, new inspirations, new ideals,
.a new faith, in order to begin a new surge ahead. The over-
-emphasis laid on the class character of ideas, the mechanical
‘term “‘super structure”, compelied Marxists to overlook the
very fundamental principle of philosophy. Consequently,
Marxism ceased to be a philosophy and became only a mere
-political practice; and political practice or "a theory of
political action or social revolution without a philosophical
Jbasis is bound to degenerate into pragmatism. As a matter of
fact, some people in our country talk about Marxism asa
.technique of revolution! '

Now, if Marxism, or the theory and ideology of the revolu-
tion of our time, is a creation of the proletariat, then we cannot
-explain how these ideas were formulated by Karl Marx at a
time when the proletariat was still in its infancy. You will simi-
Jarly see that the ideas and theories of the bourgeois revolution
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‘were developed by men long befere the bourgeois revolution
long before the bourgeoisie had become a dominant social force.’
The ideologists of the bourgeois revolution lived in the atmos-
:sphere of feudal society, and themselves belonged to the feudal
society. Many of them, subjectively, never broke away from the
tradition of feudal culture. A man like Voltaire, for instance,
subjectively was a reactionary. Then there is Balzac, a man
‘whose contribution to the history of re'volutionary thought is
-ﬂco.nsiderable; subjectively, he was a defender of feudal society
aristocratic culture and mediaeval traditions. Yet, nobody has’
-done more to undermine the moral foundation of feudalism.
Marx did not go to Moscow to learn his philosophy. He learned
‘his philosophy from Hegel, who is said to be the philosopher
of ngcism. How is it that the same Hegel gave birth to
Marxism and also to the philosophy of Fascism? In order to
understand the historical significance of these facts (there are
‘many more), we shall have to abandon the dogma that ideas
-are mere super-structure built on established social relations. Ag
-against the dogma, the fact is that the so-called bourgeois ideo-
logy developed before the establishment of the bourgeois society;
the so-called proletarian ideology (Marxism) also precedec{
the risc? of the proletariat. I use the adjective “‘so-called” because
'tlx§re I8 no such thing as bourgeois ideology oi‘ proletarian
phllosophy. Ideas are the common heritage of mankind The
idea and ideal of a new social order have to be conceived' first;
‘then, efforts for building it can begin. You cannot build ":
house without having an idea in your head. What sort of hous;
do you want to build? A house requires a material foundation
~con}posed of bricks and stones and mortar, and it also requires
an ideal picture in the brain of the architect. And that brain
«does.not follow the foundation of the house. The brain of t‘he
ﬁgcuhrlt:gt‘ precgdes the house, just as Voltaire and Balzac preceded
b ‘(;;ge (I)Sf s?c;ety, .and Karl Marx lived a hundred years before
thet plg %arlanv revolution. T.herefore, it is wrong to say
trae, fho ;;lat elr'Z?'ls have no place in Materialism. If that was
Markism e s i ;lsm c§>u1d not claim to .be a philosophy. If
Varxism evoid of ideas, and spurned ideals then, it could
mot Imsplre efforts for the building up of a new sc;cial o’rder.
made those few general observations by way of reminding
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you of the purpose of this discussion. Itis not simply a debate,.
skilfully to score points. The rteview of the international
political situation was to lead us to an examination of experience
made by men moved by certain ideas and ideals, and then to
judge if those ideas and ideals are still compelling enough to
take us further. We have examined the facts. We have reviewed
the experiences made. Now we are in a position to judge whether
the ideals of Marxism and Communism, ‘as we understood them.
hitherto, can still serve as the incentive for action in a compli-
cated situation.

Before proceeding further, T want to emphasise that our
discussion here has only one purpose: to clarify our own minds..
We have critically examined Communist theories and practice,.
and the foreign policy of the Soviet Union as well as its internal
conditions, with the sole purpose of deriving lessons for our own.
guidance. We shall have to act according to those lessons. We:
do not propose to carry on anti-Communist or anti-Soviet pro--
paganda. That is not our business. If we were anti-Communist.
or anti-Soviet, we should have the courage of our conviction,:
and say so publicly. But we are not. We had to clarify our own.
ideas, so that we can see clearly ahead of us and our action is.
more effective. You need not be oppressed by the apprehension.
that now we are committed to criticise Communism and the
Soviet Union. That is not our task, although some of us indi-
vidually have more reason to be bitter against Communists or
Soviet Russia than most anti-Commuunist crusaders or Soviet-
baiters. If we allowed ourselves to be moved by subjective:

considerations, we could have said many things long ago. But:

we have all along taken a tolerant attitude. To criticise is not
to condemn, We are neither bitter nor vindictive. We are not

quarrelling with people for the sake of quarrelling. Some of
you seem to be staggered at the very suggestion that there is.

little freedom in the Soviet Union. I have no first-hand know-
ledge of conditions there to-day, although one can form a pretty
fair judgment from information available. It is not very reason-

~

able to say that whoever does not praise the Russians unreser--

vedly is a liar. e

I have had some personal experience, and it was nota.

pleasant experience. I had more than enough reason to be bitter.
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You .don’t know that. Perhaps you will never know. If th
IRussxtar;s could have their revolutionary ‘way, 1 migh't not b:
;;;\i,a:d iyll.annl;lo,bthey §1d ‘not gwant to kill me in a straight--
-y droppedrmi/ vp;t;lg:lnlg Wa bulliet tlhrcl)ugh my head. They
o . S whe as sertously ill.  That was the price
Stalm paid to secure the control of the Communi tern
:;lonal. And you‘ migt.lt not believe me when ? ls;a)lfntt;;zaf
: ngllt he was right in doing so. The point is th
;Efiustxce dmg to me personally did not influence my o%?e%:rt?\?:
sgment.  On my return to this '

se.nt.enced to 12 years transportatio:.o unStl?c’)’rtil; uaf%znow, s
gctlon, a high Police officer, who was inﬁharge of etrhenll\i et
thzn;;nstgllfst case,. visited me in Bareilly Jail. Beating aebeggs
thousin [hortell while, he came to the object of the visit, He:
0 oot 12; fmust be bitter against the Russians, and wanted
o, it Ri; gehng. The central theme of the conversation
it SSI,a-I:; .have treateq you very shabbily.” After twoﬂ‘ .‘
A Dt p,hﬂfi) s‘u hm €xasperation: “You are hépeless; you are
o o ! thop er. How can you still stand by those people
not stand byyan;goé?'vel tsrtf)egsdb o ?:; L et et L i
poL St 3 y my ideal. Before leavi -
ijlgiis C\:)Viilattev’e’r happens, there is no future for Coxirrir;i’is};:‘
With yor d.ry.. | I asked, whx ? He said: “I have been dealing:
ot thelsc;lp ;s ff?r a ‘long time; Iknow each of them inside"
might have 2}1, cl?anie l;ic’:;ﬁ: c(fui(;ur intIegri;y’ o ey mmunisT
You can casily imagine the point é?th' ors g s none.”
. ag s story. If I allo :
halisee (;i ggrsroelzjigégr);.lt(o get the better of my loyalty, ;V 3;10;[1111;
could not terrify me to sltc?oz;I I;galso.w put telve years in prison
the Ig rCeC;i(Sitglve. many .m.orc? instances to convince you that even
Wil s ingz;sonal injuries have never influenced me, and
determimnd alsonbce tn}:e. My present critical attitude to-day is.
origin of y preseyt e ‘onalty to the cause of freedom. The
of my Inc e n att.xtude may be traced to the last sentence
depasturs . nlld 0 Stalin, written from Berlin on the eve of my
(© the ide 1o, t Ae;. I'wrote that I could not reconCiI‘e'lﬁyself '
include gruqin 1 catalogue of revolutionary virtues did not
Jetuc hfulness, honesty' and loyalty. T have not become:
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a moralist only to-day to cover my deviation from the path of
revolution. '

There are one or two points of fact which were not covered
yesterday. I must say a few words about them. Talking about
the Anglo-Soviet Treaty, some comrades said that we had hoped
- that it would save the world. Our appreciation of the historical

importance of the Treaty was neither a matter of hope nor
- expectation, It was a thesis. We said that Europe could be
- reconstructed according to the spirit of our time if the Anglo-
. Soviet Treaty became the axis of post-war politics. Given the
- fact that the parties concerned in this Treaty were both commit-
ted to the self-same ideal, conceived differently according to
their traditions and other preconceived notions, it was quite
Jegitimate to expect that immediate difficulties would be over-
come and the Treaty would be the axis of European politics.
And that alone might have avoided the dreaded third world war.
That might have further accelerated the. process of polarisation
‘between the U.S.A. and U.S.S.R., and thoroughly democratised
and revolutionised Europe. A close alliance between the Soviet
Republic and Britain moving towards Socialism would have
liberated not only Europe, but perhaps also the entire Asiatic
.and African continents from the influence of the U.S.A.; the
Jatter might have been isolated and left to stew in its own Juice,
and would have had very little possibility of undertaking a war
against the U.S.S.R. That would be the development of post-
war Burope towards Radical Democracy. Therefore we came
to the conclusion that only the triumph of Radical Democracy
could prevent a third world war. And to-day I say, if a third
world war cannot be prevented, there is no hope: civilisation is
going to break down.

What is the corollary to that conclusion ? The triumph of
Radical Democracy is the only hope of the world. Neither
Communism nor the old-fashioned democracy can save it.
Radical Democracy alone can save the world; therefore, the new
faith of revolutionarjes, the new hope of mankind must be
found in the philosophy of Radicalism. To rescue Marxism
from the rut of orthodoxy---call it revision, if you please, words
don’t frighten me---has become a a historical necessity. Realisa-
tion-of the necessity sets - us ‘free; and only spiritually free men
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«can lead the struggle for human freedom.
Now I shall deal with a fact which seems to be troubling you
all. Estrangement between the Soviet Union and Britain under

'ithe Labour Government has of late been the outstanding feature

-of international relations. It has nearly eclipsed " the polarisa-
:?ion of the world between the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. That
is a very disturbing development and must attract the attention
of all intelligent revolutionaries. Until now all explanation of
Anglo-Soviet distrust has been psychological: the Russians are
-still labouring under their fear complex. But that is hardly a
:satisfactory explanation. The exploits of the Red Army must
have given the Russians a sense of immense Fower. That should
-dissipate the fear complex, :

What then is the real cause of this Aunglo-Soviet estrange-
‘ment ? T tried to explain it yesterday; it is power-politics,
‘practised on both sides. But it is not the old-time power-
politics. Until the first decade of this century, there was a
-conflict between Tzarist Russia and British Imperalism. It
dominated Asiatic as well as Europeon politics for many years.
‘That old conflict seems to have been revived, notwithstanding
“the fact that both the countrics now have different political
_rﬁ?gimes, and have concluded a treaty for twenty years. Is
history, then, repeating itself ? No. The background of this
‘new power politics is an ideological conflict. Shib Ray drew
-our attention to this parallel process of polarisation. The new
“polarisation is not the third arm of a triangle. It does not give
‘us the picture of a triangular fight between Britain, the U.S.A.
-and the U.S.S.R. The old polarisation is still going on; it may
for tl}e moment appear to be overshadowed by the Anglo-Soviet
\COIl'ﬂlCt; but still it remains the basic factor. T for myself
.beheve that before long the confusion will be cleared, and
Anternational relations will be seen in their true perspective.
;Meanwhile, a new conflict has arisen. It is no longer a conflict
between Communism and Fascism, or Communism and Demo-
cracy. Itisa conflict between dictatorial Communism and a
,resurge-nt idea of democracy. Therefore, Shib Ray was not
‘very wide of the mark when he said that the outstanding feature
»’%f conten'lporary international relations was conflict between
“-ommunism and Radical Democracy. Perhape it is an over-
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statement to say that Radical Democracy is represented by the:
British Labour Government. Nevertheless, historically speaking,
the statement contains a very large grain of truth, However
may be the position to-day, we should see which way events are:
moving. Who will ultimately lead resurgent Democracy, still.
remains uncertain. But one thing may be taken for certain;.
the British Labour Government must move towards Radical
Democracy, if Britain was not doomed to setback. Since we:
believe that the future belongs to Radical Democracy, we expect.
that, wherever dictatorship is not yet in the saddle, events.
will move to that direction. .
The old polarisation between resurgent Fascism and deca-
dent Communism will lead to a third world war which would.
ruin the world. Parallel to that fatal process of polarisation,.
anew process of ideological polarisation is developing. The:
third factor is not decadent British Imperialism, but a Britain.
which has launched upon the new way of revolution. We must
fix our eyes on that rising star, because Communism no longer
offers any hope. For the moment, it may reasonably be ex-
pected that British Labour in power will assume the leadership-
‘of Radical Democracy. If it fails, the leadership will come-
from other quarters, out of the excruciating experience of the:
European peoples, rejecting, on the one hand, the line of dicta-
torial Communism and, :on the other, conventional notions of’
ineffective and outmoded Social-Democracy. The philosophy’

of the new political practice has still to be formulated. Otherwise:

there will be no clear perspective before civilised humanity,.
‘which is groping in the dark today. Unless there is a new hope

and a new faith, tormented and frustrated fpeoples will be:

divided between the lures of Fascism and decadent Communism..
The result will be a terrific clash between the two poles of the
world, and civilised humanity will go down in that clash.

The-selfishness of nationalism prevented India from taking-
an active part in the world-wide efforts, which brought about.

the defeat of Fascism. At the same time, imperialist foolish-

ness did not allow Indian anti-fascists to do what they could.

have done by way of contributing to the defeat of the Axis.
powers, and also to arrest the rise of IFascism in the country.
The misfortune may turn out to have been a blessing in disguise..

Y
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«Compelled to remain out of the fray, we had the opportunity
-of carefully observing the cross-currents and under-currents of
world events, and dispassionately draw conclusions from the

-excruciating experience of the civilised world. Consequently we

may be in the position to make a considerable contribution to
‘the formulation of a new philosophy of life, which seems to be
‘the crying need of our time. Let me repeat that it is not going
‘to be a really new philosophy. What is necessary is to examine
«current ideas and cherished ideals in the light of new experience,
and to revise and restate them to suit the requirements of a
-changed situation. That requires a good deal of thinking. The
«credit of having eclaborated the idea @f radical democracy
belongs to us. We have suggested that formal parliamentary
-democracy and dictatorship are not the only alternatives for the
future. Our theoretical propositions about a really democratic
ppolitical practice and the structure of a new type of democratic
‘State are being corroborated by actual political practice com-
pelled by experience in a number of other countries. The new
way of revolution visualised by us four years ago has been
-opened up by the experience of more then one people. We
«could not contribute much to the military defeat of Fascism;
but we have elaborated ideas which are bound to influence the
post-war reconstruction of the world. That is a strong enough
incentive for us to clarify and crystallise those ideas still further,
and to put our cherished ideals in the new perspective of a
«<changed situation.

It appears that Europe is being polarised between western
Democracy and Russian Communism. Two abstractions are
posed as thesis and anti-thesis. Neither the one nor the other of
‘the two factors supposed to be in conflict really exists. The so-
«called Russian Communism is very different from the ideal of
‘Communism. Tt is something concrate, and that concrete thing
does not fit in with the abstract ideal of Communism. The
Soviet Union may still be called Socialist Republic, but in
reality it is a national State. The internal structure of
that National State may Dbe socialist or communist, never-
theless, it is a National State. Operating from the basis of
a National State, Communism can no longer be an international
force. A National State cannot disregard considerations of its
defence and security. Power-politics becomes unavoidable. It is
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perfectly right for the Soviet Government to determine all ifs:
policies by the considerations of defence and security. Defence
means self-preservation, which is the most elementary human.
impulse. But it cannot be simply taken for granted that the
very existence of the Soviet Union, its efforts to exist as a.
National State, constitutes an urge for revolution in other parts.
of the world. It does not. That explains many strange moves.
of Soviet foreign policy, to which I have drawn your attention..
As a National State, the'Soviet ' Union frequently is compelled:
to act in a manner which does harm to the cause of revolution..
Its primary concern is not to spread Communism, but to extend:
the influence of the Soviet State. The revolution has created a.
vested interest, which must be defended. Whatever may be the
conditions inside the Soviet Union, Communist Parties abroad.
have become instruments of the foreign policy of the Soviet.
National State. Communism - everywhere has degenerated into-
Nationalism.

On the other hand, Western Socialism, or parliamentary
Socialism, is a spent force. All over Europe the parliamentary:
system has broken down.. How could then the old social-demo-
cratic parties operate according to their conventional notions ?

Between China. on the one end, and France on the other, a.
whole array of peoples, big and small, are actually travelling a.
new way of revolution, In China, the Communist Party has.
abandoned the programme of proletarian dictatorship, and has.
become a people’s party. In the territories controlled by the:
Communists, a typically Radical Democatic State is rising; a.
State on the pattern of the Constitutton for free India prepared
by us. In France also, the Communists as well as' the Socialists,.
notwithstanding their respective old ideas of revolution, are’
converging towards the common ground of Radical Democracy..
The Communist Party has discarded the programme of captu-
ring power through armed insurrection, to be followed by the
establishment of the proletarian dictatorship as the instrument.
in the hand of a monolithic party. Post-war France is moving.
towards a new political regime which will neither be dictatorial
nor formal-parliamentary. There also we behold the rise of a
Radical Democratic State. :

That is the new political tendency which -is- mentioned in the
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synopsis of our discussion as the basic feature of the post-war
European situation. The old-fashioned parliamentary demo-
cracy has broken down. That happened already early in
the inter-war period, and prepared the ground for the rise of

. Fascism. Therefore, conventional parliamentary democracy can-

not be restored in post-war Europe. On the other hand, expe-
rience has compelled the Communists to abandon the path of
insurrection and dictatorship.

All over Europe, except a- few small countries, an entirely.
new type of State is arising. All these- countries are tending
towards the type of State outlined in our Draft Constitution.
Spratt has pointed out that our Draft combines the Soviet system
with the liberating principles of parliamentafy democracy. A.K.
Mukerji drew your attention to the fact of the rise of a new
type of party in Europe. It represents the new political tendency.
In different countries, an essentially similar party has chosen
different names ; Popular Republican Party, Progressive Chris-
tian Party, Christian Socialist Party, etc. The large bulk of the
middle classes, the “morass” of the time of the French Revolu-
tion, tends to follow the new party, which is rapidly winning
the support alse of the peasantry. The once passive ‘‘morass”
is now throbbing with life. That fact has dissolved all the old
ideas of one-party State and the corresponding philosophy.
Together with the Communist and Socialist Parties, this new
party is dominating the political situation practically in all the
countries of Europe, and, in course of time, it is gaining rapidly
at the cost of its partners in the coalition. The old bourgeois
right-wing parties standing for the classical Parliamentary State
have been reduced to non-entities, if not altogether eliminated.

.The idea of insurrection and proletarian dictatorship distin-
guished the Communist Parties from the Social Democratic
Parties. That distinction has disappeared. There are Com-
munist Parties in all the European countries, some of them very
powerful, occupying pre-dominating positions. They no longer
jcalk of insurrection, and are entering into coalition governments
mstead of trying to establish proletarian dictatorships. In
France, for instance, the Communist Party is immensely stronger
than the Bolsheviks were in Russia in 1917. Why do they not
want to establish a dictatorship of the proletariat? They have-
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come to realise that in Russia that might have been the
only way, but in France to-day, the situation is such as rules
out’ the possibility of capturing power through insurrection.
Therefore they have discarded their pet dogmas. They have
ceased to be Communist Parties except in name. In practice,
the Communists have given up the idea of insurrection and
proletarian dictatorship; but it still remains their theoretical pre-
supposition. On the other hand, while entering coalition govern-
ments with the Communists, the Socialists cherish the ideals of
civil liberties and individual freedom, they are against regimen-
tation and authoritarianism. Thercfore, while they are prepared
to cooperate with the Communist Parties in practice, they refuse
to accept the latter’s theoretical presuppositions.
Between these two, there is now the third party. It may
still have connection with certain reactionary clements; but it
has recognised the essential feature of the post-war European
situation : that the sfatus quo ante bellum cannot be resto-
red, that, if democracy is to operate, the economic structure of
Europe must be overhauled. The new party, therefore, guaran-
tees that Europe will march ahead on the new way of revolu-
tion, whatever the older parties may do or not do. The rise of
the new party fulfils the condition for a successful revolution,
and guarantees that the revolution will not defeat its own end.
1f revolutions take place of necessity, if they are historically
necessary, then the necessity must be realised not only by the
proletariat, but by a much large section of society. In the past,
revolutions were made by minorsities. The latest instance was
the Russian Revolution.” To-day experience compels all objec-
tive students of history and intelligent revolutionaries to doubt
if the Russian Revolution fulfilled all the promises. In the
conditions of post-war Europe, the necessity for a revolution is
felt by the majority of the population. Therefore, a minority
yising in revolt and cstablishing a revolutionary dictatorship, is
no longer necessary. A new way of revolution has been opened
up. Itisnota figment of my imagination. It has arisen out
of experience. It is not npecessary for revolutionaries to go with
their battering rams to break down open doors. But there are

prejudices backed up by theoretical presuppositions, which are

jmpervious to the lessons of experience. The prejudices blind
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the old-fashioned revolutionaries ; they suspect traps behind
-open doors; therefore instead of walking in, they would try
»d.CVIO.US back-doors, which practice provokes distrust and suspi-
-cion in others.
The result i3 that there i3 doubt, there is mutual suspicion,
and distrust between the Russians, on the onc hand, and the
:Sf)-called Western Democracies, on the other. At the same
tiine, the Russians themselves have realised long ago that the
-Co.mmunist Parties arc no longer suitable instruments for revo-
]utxpn. That is why they liquidated the Comintern. The liqui-
'd‘ahon of the Comintern resulted from the fact that the U.S.S.R.
\vasaNzxtiox1a1 State. A National State can have a socialist
economic structure and still remain a Nafional State Stalin
himself once said that the republics composing the Soviet Union
were ngtxonal in form, but socialist in content. Owing to that
authorxtative description of the politico-economic regime of
:thel.l' Fatherland, the Russians were inhibited from condemning
Ngtxox}al-SociaIism, and preferred such terms as Hitlerism and
Hltlgrlte Qermany. It seems they were also reluctant to equate
Fascism with National-Socialism. Assuming that the economic
structure of the Soviet Union is socialist, it cannot be denied
that the U.S.S.R. to-day is a National State. A National State
and an international organisation cannot function together
Iharmomously; therefore, the Comintern had to be liquidated.
The Russians must have foreseen that after the war it would not
bfﬁ possible to operate through monolithic parties or proletarian
dictatorships even in the countries which would be liberated by
the Red Army. It would be necessary to sct up coalition
governments. That has actually happened in all the countries
'O}fcupxed.by the Russians. If the Comintern was still in existence,
ioed;{.u?:smltlls Would have to stand by the resolutions of that
Partiés illl tllat. case, t.hey could 1.1ot advise the Communist
Dig o Lg 'lell co~untnes to enter into coalition Governments.
coalitions V:]ntrll 1}1111 anathe?n'a upon' old Kautsky for advocating
coalition rlsx h t‘1e bougeoisie? Having damned the advocate of
could g ivalak 1'enefgafle, the sea-green incorruptible Ileninists
m his footsteps.
of tf:tl'thé anmunist Parties §till exist. The logical corollary
iquidation of the Comintern would be to disband its
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«pational section” also. In some ‘countries, that logical corol--
lary was drawn. But before long, the “‘mistake” was rectified..
The Communist: Parties are political vested interest. Once they
are established, to keep them up becomes a matter of prestige,.
and the hope of capturing monopolist power some day keeps.
~ them going even when there is nothing to do but harm. L.nok
at the Communist Party of Great Britain. Year after year,
they are seeking affiliation to the Labour Party. If they are
honest about unity, why do they not close their shop and ask
all the members individually to join the Labour Party ? Nobody
prevents them from doing that. But they want to have their
party, with their ideas and principles, and then enter somebody
else’s house with the object of disrupting it and then running
away Wwith it. That is Communist tactic, like the proverbial
camel which walked away with the tent. There is another reason
of this inconsistency—to liquidate the world Communist Party,.
but to allow its national sections to continue functioning.
Either there is room for the Communist Parties in the present.
day world, or there is none. The Russians want to have it both
ways. An international Communist Party was not a suitable:
kind of instrument for a National State to work through. In-
deed, it was the cause of frequent embarrassment. But the Com-~
munist Parties in different countries can be very suitable instru-
ments for Soviet foreign policy. Therefore, the Russians -did-
not ask the Communist Parties to liquidate themselves. None:
but the simpleton would believe that the Communist Parties in
other countries exist and function independently of the Russians,
or that their policy is not determined by the requirements of’
the National State of the Soviet Union.

The result of this contradictory policy is a terrific mess.
Communist Parties, they all still swear by the principle of
international solidarity, but in actual political practice, they
have become the most ardent defenders of national interests.
There are many cases where the Communist Parties in two-

adjoining countries cannot have an agreed policy as regards the:
relation of their countries. The policy of the Commounist.

Government of Yt{goslavia regarding Trieste and the neigh-
bouring territories, a poliey primarily determined by Russian

strategic considerations, puts the Italian Communists in a very"
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awkward position. Participating in the coalition government,.
they must oppose the- Yogoslav claim; otherwise they will be-
isolated. The Russians also are in a queer position. They can.
let down their proteges neither in Yugoslavia nor in Italy. The-
result of their diplomatic rope-dancing is an appalling deteriora--
tion of the international situation, and degeneration of Com--
munism. The Communists in France and Germany are:
also in a similarly awkward position. The French Communists -
must stand for the security of France, and that means.
detachment of the Ruhr Valley from Germany, that is, dis--
memberment of Germany. If the French Communists do not
stand for that, they will be swept off in the next elections. On.
the other  hand, the German Communists, true to Russian
indoctrination, stand for a united Germany under a Com-
munist government. Whom are the Russians going to support 7
You. see, Communism has degenerated into Nationalism.
HaV{ng degenerated into Nationalism, it has ceased to be Com--
munism. It has ceased to be an ideal for people who look
beyond national rivalries and jealousies, towards an order of”
human brotherhood and commonwealth. Since Communism.
can no longer provide that ideal, it has ceased to be the bannet
of revo?ution. Communism and the Communist Parties should.
not.l?e identified. There is very little of Communism in the:
political practice of the Communist Parties. What is the use:
of C_herlshing an ideal which has been discarded by its prota-
glomsts “? Tl?e Communis‘t Parties should honestly admit that.
;;‘2’ ;S»r: ?djgstmg their political practice to a new situation,.
and, reviseofhlcgl sequel j[O the admission, discard their dogmas-
will bo s po?xlxrt ti};egglelpcal hpresuppositions. In that case, there
There is yet anothelrniatasi)mst53 lYeShcommlflllSt S
Communist Parties in oth - ) : Ru§sxan's to keepup e
rrassment esulting er countries, 1 spite of all the emba--
instruments in' th g . rom the policy. Th.ey are to serve as-
rival is the so—calei S(I;I(‘ilggle for. the l'ea'dershlp of Europe. The
Here we come teo tg;nocrz}tlc Socialism or Weste.rn Somahsm.
European situation. It | ';(){alallel‘ process c.>f Polarlsatlon of the-
betwoen dictatoriai o O1s1 eolpglcal polansahop. Thf: s‘truggle
the loadership of the Emmumsm and Flemocratlg Socialism for-
uropean working class is as old as the:
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Russian Revolution. A Communist Party in power in a vast
.country provided a strong leadership to the former. Although
during the inter-war period the Communist Parties suffered
_defeat after defeat in their attempts to capture power
in other countries, the advocates of democratic Socialism were
_also fighting losing Dbattles against their rival. The damaging
behaviour of the Communist Parties in the anti-fascist war
until the Soviet Union was attacked, discredited them seriously.
"The experience under Fascism created a general revulsion against
“the very idea of dictatorship of any kind. Democracy and
liberalism got a new chance. But democratic Socialism was still
~without a leadership, which could stand up against the power-
“ful rival, now further reinforced by great military achievements
and the expectation of the European peoples. The relation
.changed immediately after the war was over, when the Labour
Party swept into power in Britain. At last democratic Socialism
found a leadership; and the struggle for the soul of liberated
Europe sharpened in the form of Anglo-Soviet diplomatic
~discord.
The root of the conflict between Communism and the so-
~ _called democratic Socialism is struck deep in. the cultural
history of modern Europe. It is not a question of differences
in tactics, but something more fundamental. Western Demo-
-cracy no longer simply implies return to the parliamentary
‘practice of pre-war days. It has a profound cultural connotation.
It is a call for return to the tradition of Liberalism. It is a
powerful reaction to the theory and practice of dictatorship,
~which have created such a havoc in Europe. The failure to
.appreciate the historical significance of this spirit and fall in
line with it, implies a complete failure to understand Marxism.
'As a matter of fact, it means negation of Marxism. Because
Marxism is the outcome of Liberalism. Without Liberalism,
there would be no Marxism. Placed in the historical perspective,
judged in relation to its spiritual ancestry, Marxism is antitheti-
cal to any dictatorship. Yet proletarian dictatorship is supposed
1o be the only way to ,Communism! Evidently, the political
practice of Communism has broken away from the anchorage
.of the Marxist philosophy. Communism as it is preacned
.and practised to-day is not Marxism.. It is un-Marxist, anti-
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mur?rf: .goxlllfa(i'e has reffarred. to the glorious role of the Com-.
unists in ﬁghmg Fascism in Europe, and compared it t
;mserabh? failure of the Liberals. To illustrate the conot 'the'
r;t mgp(;uoned two names: Tito and Romain Rolland Sl(iSt‘
o ihel piftljryle a ?IOI"]OUS role; but don’t overlook the other sidse’:
e b mu. “t is doubtful' whether Tito could succeed
o the mtrxlgns of C‘hurc.hl]l, who risked the life of his.
Hhe the o tp ito, HlStOI‘lC"dl events in a stormy period
e N c.a‘nnot be ﬁt_ted into a neat pattern; roles are:
quar?:rgsed ?\Zd virtues and vices are found in most unexpectgg
. oreov_er, the fact is that the® mobilisation :
f;igé)%gmiisfﬂes in t}}e fight against Fascism was not thg f;;vctl;li
ined nist Paftles. The people who would never have
] ¢ (ommunists cooperated with them in the resistance

© mo i
vement, moved not by Communist doctrines, but by demo

;ﬁfl; ideals 'and liberal traditions. They were so moved by the -
acﬁve%;ga” 1ssu.ed by men like Romain Rolland. But for the-
e Ofopderatlon o.f the educated middle class cherishing the -
. WOUIde}I:locratlc 'freedom‘ and the tradition of Liberalism,
e st ave bee.nvno resistance movement. When after -
they WOUIdu}}:on Russ1a}, the Communists changed their policy, .
o dee;‘e/ftggelz h]zciate;i, because the bulk of the working
em. In power, the Nazis ga
’{)(;htalzzdullilkeernpl(l)ﬁd—s.xx million in Germany, Thge Vewo‘rx{kc;:rrl;
Heil Hie wle -fed pigs: they forgot the Red Flag and shouted
standard of i'reegor;hOcsie\;/ihfls’cz;rtli(oeSt dceilys IOf et borms Y the
o . . n and culture was borne by th
Thr;slefaf;lgfr;;fé :Zgihzgu;d ?;tt]reated no better by Co?nradee
. C y Hitler. Itisin response to their-
a}g}:;aslt tlga?cei:dom Vt\?at European hpmanity rallied in the ﬁgehli
could bemf ithout the tradition of Liberalism, Fascism
fight Faar 01.1g.ht.' And to say, even to day, that we can
that, i oo iy-gejectlﬂg'the vtradition of Liberalism, means
The Copnes to gllt Fa.smsm, we must adopt fascist methods.
fore, o ms'ts a_re acting precisely in that manner. There-.
> mmumsm’ can ‘no longer be the road to: freedom

Rev’olution: will take place under a different flag.

W 0 . .
hat did the Communists do. until Russia was attacked?
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: Hitler’s
o broadcasting from X
pTerit Maurice Thorez Wwas : jalist war
Unt? thenéallimg the French people to turn th; elmhfgiﬂsoundin%
X.German'y"l war. Theoretically, that mlghtf that policy? The
into a civl as'the pr actical implication o - and Laval;
“but wh’at wm unist leader was no better than Petatgam Eascism:
French Comfunctioning as a collaborator of trmrlrlzp o the lesser
‘he also \Z)zsuandist of Hitler. But let us nOtC t?nrade Stalin do?
.as a propas id the great O
.t liohts. What di ) ; oker
Communist haggtivith Hitler and _remameq 2 pasm;/)ze;’ n;o very
Hief::ii: aszis overran Europe. frlf;gatNﬂ;Eg;:;a\slfate ¢ Russia,
“when e .
: the defence 0 . : Fascism,
‘pecessary Pollz)tf(gommunism. It was alllancecw1t:1ad1;assct1alin
But that \g:fsence of a National State. Aﬂg. Oncl)inted or at
'fo‘i. thi& so firmly in the alliance that;ilwasatt;iﬁ% Russia, and
“believed 8O- hen Hitler ; ’
ded to be W S v loyal
e crlatf};eplr;‘:te; a traitor! Now, nad Hitler been very Y
-calle '

. id be -the
; ist "ally, what wou
* and mnot attacked his Communis tytighta but we would not

ia might bhave sa o,
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dual on the altar of the collective.ego. It makes no difference
whether it is the class or the nation. That being the case, when
Communists establish a National State and become the prophets
of patriotism, their collective ego can hardly be distinguished
from that of the Fascists. In either case, it is totalitarian.
So, the dividing line between Fascism and a decadent Commun-
ism is very thin. If one is not very rigid about the philosophy
- of life, does not insist on the purity of his ideas, and does not
continually subject his ideals to a searching criticism, without
knowing it, any day he may step over the borderline, to find
himself in a peculiar company. The Communists actually went
across the- line during the war. Thergfore, Communism has
ceased to an ideal which can inspire us and guide -our steps in
the march towards freedom. :
I shall conclude with a few observations about the philoso-
phical foundation of the political practice of Radical Demo-
cracy, the triumph-of which offers the only guarantee against
~ the world coming to a catastrophe, modern civilisation going
down into decay. Until now our .ideological equipment was
“Marxism. I have already pointed out the difference between
‘Marxism and Communism. Marxism is a philosophy and Com-
munism is a political practice. Communists claim that Marxism
is their philosophy. Therefore, ”Communist political practice
must be according to the philosophy of Marxism. But -as
soon as the political practice of Communism ceases to. be cont-
rolled or guided by the fundamendal principles of Marxist
“philosophy, it becomes rank opportunism. ‘That has been the
case with Communist practice during the recent times. To
substantiate the contention, let me go back to the very funda-
mentals to which I referred in the beginning of this talk. What
is really your ideal? Is it Communism? Our ideal, the ideal of
Cvery progressive human being, is freedom. We want to attain
freedom. We set before us the ideal of Communism, because
Wwe believed that under Communism freedom would be attained.
But that, as I pointed out, was a wrong idea. Under Com-
munism, freedom will not be attained, because Communism
Will not be the end of history. ‘There will be human progress
beyond Communism. ‘Therefore, -we-must. visualise Communism

only as -a means towards- the end. _Communism. is a -means for
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and believe in its-promises; we had no chance of examining its
practical validity. Once:the.ideal is realised, we can -no longer
believe blindly; we must face the reality and have the courage
‘to-tell the truth about it. Has the ideal turned out as expected?
Has it yielded the promised result? Now Communism is prac-
tised in-the ‘Soviet Union, we can examine it-and see whether it
is really what we wanted. Many of those who for years
cherished and worked for the ideal of Socialism or Communism,
seem-to have been disillusioned by the conditions in Soviet
Union. It will not do to dismiss their opinion summarily, .and
condemn them as propagandists of counter-revolution., Many
of those whom disillusionment has comfPelled to be critics of
the Soviet Union, were lifelong fighters for revolution and
Socialism. Why should they suddenly become counter-
revolutionaries? The verdict.of the rulers of the Soviet Union
and their henchmen abroad cannot simply be taken for granted.
The internal condition of the Soviet Union is not a matter of -
opinion, but of fact. We must ascertain facts and not be
simply swayed by this or .that opinion. Having ascertained
facts, we shall form our opinion. It will be an opinion based
on truth, and a revolutionary should have the courage to stand
by truth.

The objective and impartial attitude on our part would be
to say that, until we know the facts as they really are, we shall
withhold judgment. Meanwhile, reports of people whose
opinion cannot be simply dismissed, do-cause a certain amount
of doubt and misgiving. However, it has also to be borne in
mind that, the Soviet Union being a new type of State, any
danger for it is a dangar for the future of humanity. Therefore,
in a crisis, we should be on the side of the Soviet Union. That
appears to be the only consistent and impartial attitude that a
free fighter for freedom, a fighter for freedom with a free spirit,
can take up. Any other attitude would mean that enslavement
of my spirit qualifies me to be a fighter for freedom. I am not
prepared to take up that attitude. We should take a non- .
committal, impartial, objective attitude regarding points of fact.

At the same time, it is necessary for us to examine some of
our theoretical presuppositions which are considered to be the
fundamentals of Marxism. One question that arises in my mind
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:ahead. Social surplus being the condition for human progress,
it can be maintained that exploitation of labour is inherent in
-organised society. The day all exploitation of labour stops, and
society consumes all that it produces, all progress also stops,

- There follows stagnation, and organised society breaks down.

The experience of the Soviet Unijon compels us to examine
ssome of our economic dogmas, and to come to the conclusion
‘that there are certain fallacies in Marxian economics, the blind
-acceptance of which could, therefore, no longer be considered as
the guide to revolutionary practice.

It is argued that under capitalism the sur

plus is appropriated
by a class,

which uses it for its own plirpose; in communist
society, suplus will be produced, but it will be used for the
common good. Let us examine this assumption. What happens
under the classical pattern of socialist reconstruction ? The
proletariat captures power and establishes a dictatorship. Dicta-
torship means that the State is controlled by particular class,
and all the means of production are owned by the State. So,
_brivate property as such is not abolished; the ownership of the
‘means of production is simply transferred from one class to
-another class, from the bourgeoisic to the proletariat. The
Proletarian dictatorship is supposed to be only a transition
towards Socialism; eventully, the State will wither away, and
we shall have Communism. Here again, we have the experience
of the Soviet Union. We are told that the entire Russian people
are behind the present government; we are told that the bour-

geoisie has been liquidated and a classless society has been

established. If that is true, where, then, is the necessity for

till, it is there. The
ons: Either a classless
ple is not behind

s still a coercive
or the dictatorship is no longer necessary; yet, it
‘ontinues because it has become a vested interest. In the latter

'€ase, we are confronted with the question; Is economic demo-

fact leads to one or two possible conclusi

the State, and therefore the Soviet State i

, *Cracy possible in the absence of political democracy any more
than when the position is the reverse ?

Once a State is established, it becomes a vested interest.
ower is not voluntarily transferred. The pattern ‘of Marxist
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theory does not provide for.any transfer of power; it visualises:
withering away of the State; in other words, political power
will cease to be a factor in social organisation. Here is something.
worse than a fallacy; it is an absurdity. The State is the political
organisation of society. It can never disappear unlegs human.
society will revert to the state of savagery. The Russian expe-
tience calls for a revision also of the fundamental political
principles of Marxism. If dogmatism prevents us from facing
the issue, then as orthodox ‘Marxists we must accuse the
Russian Communist Party of having betrayed the - revolution.
1 would rather follow Lenin, who echoing Goethe said: “Theory
is grey, but ever green is the tree of life.” .

One may come forward .with the argument that the Stat-e‘
may not have withered away in the Soviet Union, but there is
no dictatorship.. With that argument, the orthodox Marxist.
buries his own theory. But that is his look-out. Once he
admits that withering away of the State under Communism yvas
a2 mere utopia, then there is ground for rational argumentation,
which may be fruitful. Firstly, let it be pointed out tha}t
universal suffrage does not necessarily establish democratic.
freedom. It may be different on the basis of economiq democ-
racy. But there is another side of the picturej in. Rugsxa. The:
new Constitution has established democracy; it has introduced
universal suffrage. Every single Russian man and woman has.
the right to vote—but to vote only for one party. You may
-say that is a guarantee; if they could vote for other. parties,,.
counter-revolutionary parties might grow. But Marxism says-
counter-revolutionary parties only grow in a class society. A
A classless society having been established in Russia, there is no
basis for counter-revolutionary parties. Why do they still insist
that people vote only for one party? From whichever side:
you look at the situation, you are compelled to come to the
conclusion that a dictatorship is maintained while it is no longer
necessary, and that is a psycaological problem. Once a dictator--
ship is established, it does not wither away. Experience oompels.

us to discard another dogma of Marxism- which contradicts.
Marxism itself. The State is the political organisation of society.
Will a communist soeiety cease to be politically organised? A
Trighly complicated industrialised society -must have a highly
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<omplicated political organisation. Therefore, a State must be
there. If we hold on to yet another dogma of Marxism, that
the State is an engine of coercion, then, we must admit that

_-even a communist society will require an instrument of coercion.

A class dictatorship may disappear, but it will be replaced by the
dictatorship of a party; proletarian dictatorship will be replaced
by a bureaucratic dictatorship. That is happening in the Soviet
Union.

The new communist conception of democracy; that every
-election must be a-referendum and not an clection, that citizens
are not allowed to choose between a number of possibilities, but
their choice must be limited to one proposal, to say yes or 1o,
is a negation of democracy. That is no free election. It is
-only an attempt to broaden the base of the dictatorship. That
is the real difference between dictatorial Communism and the
so-called Western Democracy or democratic Socialism.

There is a philosophical difference implied in this difference
of political practice. Communism does not recognise the
individual; his very existence is ruled out as an abstraction. The
theory is that the individual exists only as a part of the collecti-
vity.  With this theory, communism breaks away from its
Pphilosophical anchorage. It does not result from the fundamental
philosophical principle of Marxism, namely, being determines

‘QOI]SCiOuSIleSS. Collective life is conditional upon man’s
‘consciousness of the existence of others, and his consciousness. is
'th&.a result of his being. Social organisation presupposes the
existence of individuals. Collective effort is the means to the
end of man’s self-expression, which is another name for freedom.
Man must be there before he can cooperate or collectivise with
Others. Marx was more explicit than the above philosophical
formula; he actually declared: “Man is the root of things.”
This liberating doctrine was formulated by Protagoras two and
a hglf milleniums ago, and has been the basic impetus for all
SO.Glal and cultural progress ever since. The ancient Greek sage
said “Man is the measure of everything.”

Tl}ere is a fashion to disparage the individual as a mere ab-
stra?tlon. The fashion has been paraded even in the rustic surro-
undmgs of this- Camp. I protest against that fashion, which-
offers Communism. as the alternative ideal. But concretised
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Communism is a negation of freedom. Let us not be light-
hearted or cynical about the ideal which we want to fight for,.
and die for, if necessary. I have really no new philosophy to:
offer. T only suggest that freedom is the ideal of all progressive:
and enlightened human effort, and the position of the indivi-
dual is the only measure of freedom. Assoon as we have a

standard to measure it, freedom ceases to be an abstract ideal.

The Americans may say that theirsis the freest couniry,.
and the Russians may say theirs is the freest country. If there
is no standard of judgment, if freedom is a relative term, then,.
let us not talk about human freedom; because, in that case, the
concept of human freedom would be an abstraction. But if
freedom is a human ideal, there must be a common standard.
Collectivism, economic reorganisation, abolition of private.
property in the means of production—none of all these are the
measure: the measure can only be man; that society which:
gives the greatest measure of freedom to the individual, is the
freest society. That is the only measure. We can have no other
measure.

The contention that collectively men can have a very high:
degree of freedom at the cost of individual freedom, is logically
fallacious; it is a sophistry. Freedom of society must be the
totality of the freedom of the individuals. If you reduce freedom.
of the individual, the totality of freedom is also reduced.
Therefore, the doctrine that the individual should sacrifice for
the benefit, welfare and progress of society, is fallacious. That.
it is not a liberating, but an enslaving doctrine, and that
doctrine is not to be found in Marxism. One can trace that
doctrine in Marxism only by _isolating Marxism from its.
antecedents. All these false, mistaken, opportunist, vulgarised
ideas result from the inability to see Marxism in its historical.
perspective. 1 want to save Marxist philosophy by dissociating,
it from decadent Communism. Only then it can be placed in
the proper historical perspective and fully appreciated. With
that purpose, I attach supreme importance to the individual,
and desire to save the positive values of Liberalism. Marxism
will still supply us the faith if we can amplify it as the philoso-
phy not of a class, but of a free humanity. By its own nature,
Marxism admits of such amplification. Orthodox Masxists
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* think that the entire history of the past was obliterated by a new

history on the day Karl Marx was born. The Marxist theory of
1‘1istory has been traced to Hegel, to Hegelian dialectics. That
is not quite true. Indeed, it is wrong. The fundamental principle
of historical determinism was conceived two hundred years
before Karl Marx. Orthodox Marxists are ignorant, illiterate
and uneducated. Otherwise, they should know that in the
middle of the seventeenth century, the Italian historian Vico,
wh‘o originally laid down the fundamental principle of the
pl}xlosophy of history, formulated it in two words which can
still be our guide, namely: “History is humanity creating itself.”
Has Marx said anything more than that? History is humanity
creating itself. Discard the un-Marxist beliel that Marxism is
the final truth revealed to Karl Marx by God Almighty, and
you will be able to trace the roots of Marxism throughout the
entire process of the evolution of ideas since - the dawn of
cw.llisation. Marxism has a rich past; therefore it can be the
phllosoplxy of a bright future. Human ideas have always been
liberating. Ideas are never reactionary. Ideas become reactionary
when a stage of human development heralded by certain ideas
comes to an end. Immediately, a new system of ideas develops.
But it develops from the old ideas. That is how Marxism
developed. Socialism grows in the womb of capitalism; the
f:orollary to that doctrine obviously is that the roots of the
ideology of Socialism can be traced in the bourgeois philosophy.
Mar.x’s ideas were heralded by thinkers who are branded as
the ideologists of the bourgeoisie. Indeed, no philosophy belongs
to a particular class. Successive philosophical systems represent
stages of the entire process of human development. Man is
Fhe maker of the social world; therefore it belongs to him. That
is the moral sanction of Socialism. Similarly, man is also the
malfer of the ideal world. Philosophy as a whole is a human

heritage.
d It Marxism justiﬁed. a pattern of social reconstruction
vancing the absurd claim of being the final stage of human
E;Ogl'ess, tg revolt against that vulgarisation of the philosophy
ey Olleg/t(i)lunop would be a rev.oluti_ona?y virtue—the duty of
e onaries. Every revolution in history ultimately establi-
new status quo, and human progress demands that every
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statis quo must be subverted. Otherwise, history would have
come to a stop. There is no reason to believe that it will be
different with the Russian Revolution. It isnow-a matter of
experience that Communism in practice creates a new-stafus quo,
under which the human individual has precious little freedom.
Therefore, if freedom is theideal of human life, we must look
beyond communism. Revolution, that is, subversion of the
status quo, and reorganisation of society on the basis of more
equitable and equalitarian relations, remains a necessity. But it
must find a new way. The Marxist scheme of revolution
postulates dictatorship that is, abolition of liberty, as a condition
for success. Experience has exposed the danger inherent in the
facile belief in the scheme; at the same time, experience has
also proved that there are alternative ways of revolution.
Professed Communists are actually travelling that way. But
being still wedded to a false philosophy, which disparages
humanism and denies freedom to the individual, they cannot
harmonise their practice with their theory; the result is moral
depravity, intellectual dishonesty and deceitfulness in political
behaviour and international relations.

Experience has opened up a new way of revolution for the
civilised humanity to travel; now a new philosophy is needed to
illumine the new way. That philosophy can be evolved on the
fundamental principle of Marxism that thought is- determined
by being, and this principle, in its turn, is the quintessence
of the entire human experience. Asa matter of fact, the need
of our. time is not a new: philosophy; there are not many
philosophers—old and new. There is only one philosophy
which has evolved continuously since the dawn of civilisation,
heralding, from time to time, successive stages of social develop-
ment and enriching itself by the experiences thereof. What is
necessary to-day is to draw inspiration from the store of the

civilised man’s spiritual heritage. That alone can guide the

steps of mankind out of the present impasse and towards a still
unexplored future believed to be full of promise. Marxism
tried to do that; therefore, for nearly a century, it served as the
incentive for revolutionary action. But once its votaries accomp-
_lished the revolution in one country, they naturally became
defenders- of the new status quo: Marxism: ceased to be the
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philosophy of the future; its function became to explain the
Status quo, to provide it with a theoretical justification. A new
.orthodoxy has thus grown out of the philosophy of revolution.

The new philosophy I plead for is Marxism, freed from the
orthodoxy, from its association with the new starus quo. To do
that, we need only to realise that Marxism is not identical with
communism; the one is a philosophy, and as such, a statement
-of eternal truths; the other is a political practice. If we hold high
the flaming torch of Marxism, understood as the sum total
-of the entire human heritage, the way beyond Communism will
be clearly visible. What is to be done concretely, is to replace
the economic man by the moral man, to reelise that humanism
is not incompatible with the materialist philosophy. When I
ask you to see beyond Communism, to find a ray of hope
penetrating the deep gloom of our time, I do not suggest that
the reorganisation of society so as to eliminate the injustice
and inequalities of the old order is not nécessary. It must take
place; but the pattern must change, as also the means of
aftaining it. The problem of harmonising planned economy
with individual freedom should not baffle human ingenuity.
‘What is necessary is regarded only as the means for the attain-
ment of the goal of freedom. Once that is done, the vision
of the ideal will serve as a constant corrective for all aberrations
in the practice of Communism. It is also humanly possible to
prevent that the individual citizen is swallowed up by the
Leviathan.  Again, we need a faith: democracy is possible; only
it must outgrow the fetters of parliamentary formalism. On
the other hand, we must discard the fallacious doctrine that
negatlon of democracy (dictatorship) will lead to a higher
democracy.

Already in the beginning of the war, I said that democracy
would survive the crisis ‘by reorientating itself. Following up
the idea born out of the greatest crisis of human history, we
developed the concept of Radical Democracy, slaborated its
brogramme in the People’s Plan and the Fundamental Principles
of Democratic Freedom, and outlined the structure of a new
State. We also indicated the new way of revolution, to be
.bl‘ought about not by the proletariat under the leadership of
1ts party, but by the great bulk of the people, comprising many
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classes, operating through the People’s -Committees under the
guidance of the Radical Democratic Party, which does not
claim a monopolistic position or power. Organised democracy,
operating through the People’s Committees, will be the
Sovereign. There will be room for any number of political
parties to appeal for its patronage.

So, you see, Radical Democracy is not a mere political
programme; much less is our difference with Communist practice
simply tactical. Tt is a difference of two philosophical orienta-
tions; we place man in the centre of our scheme of things;
others would sacrifice him on the altar of the collective ego.
That is slavery. I reject it. It is my revolutionary duty to
speak out. Otherwise, I would belie my forty years’ quest for
freedom. T must warn you that fallacious ideas and false ideals.
will lead not to freedom, but to the disaster of yet another
world war, and, if the world survives that catastrophe to a new
slavery. Honest revolutionaries are idealists, both in the
philosophical as well as the practical sense. Idealists must have
a faith. Therefore, you will hang to your old faith and move

towards disaster or slavery, as if by fatality, unless you acquire

a new faith. I have tried to describe the faith that glve§ me
hope and courage to carry on. It is for you to accept it oOr
reject it.

RADICAL ATTITUDE TO MARXISM

I do not want now to deal with the points raised by Athaide..
I am extremely happy that he has raised them, in a straight-
forward manner. I hoped that others would also speak out.
their doubts and difficulties, in an intelligent and coherent:
manner. I put a point of view before you; you may not agree;.
but unless you give me your reasons, I cangot argue with you.
Most prabably there are many others who feel uneasy about:
my new-fangled ideas, which give them a creepy feeling, but
they have nothing to say. The reason of this unsatisfactory
attitude must be that what I have said appeared to be entirely”
new or unexpected for some members of our party. If that was.
0, I munt have been deceiving the party ever since its founda-
tion. As far as [ remember, I have not done that. The ideas I
expressed yesterday and the day before had been forming in my-
mind already for a long time. I did not make a secret of them,
they were hinted at, if not explicitly stated, in my writings.  You.
could not help noticing the importance I have been attaching
to the need of a Renaissance movement to deal with cultural
questions and philosophical problems. If I had absolutely no
doubt about Marxism, why should I talk about a new philoso-
phical movement.? I felt the necessity of further thought on
certain philosophical problems, which some may believe to-
have been solved once and for all by Marxism. Idid not take-
that view. The day before yesterday, Shastriji pointed out
that a speech on “What is Marxism” I delivered several years
ago, started with a sentence which was fundamentally different.
from the Marxist approach to history. So, whatever I told
you yesterday was nothing new. Inever kept anything secret.
If I failed to make you understand my ideas that was perhaps
due to their unclearness. That is possible; the ideas are new;
T'was still turning them over and over in my mind. Perhaps-
ﬂlerefore, I could not formulate them clearly and forcefully,.
80 as to carry conviction.
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classes, operating through the People’s Committees under the
guidance of the Radical Democratic Party, which does not.
claim a monopolistic position or power. Organised democracy,.
operating through the People’s Committees, will be the
Sovereign. There will be room for any number of political
parties to appeal for its patronage.

So, you see, Radical Democracy is not a mere political
programme; much less is our difference with Communist practice
simply tactical. It is a difference of two philosophical orienta-
tions; we place man in the centre of our scheme of things,;
others would sacrifice him on the altar of the collective ego.
That is slavery. I reject it. It is my revolutionary duty to
speak out. Otherwise, I would belie my forty years’ quest for
freedom. T must warn you that fallacious ideas and false ideals.
will lead not to freedom, but to the disaster of yet another
world war, and, if the world survives that catastrophe to a new
slavery. Honest revolutionaries are idealists, both in the
philosophical as well as the practical sense. Idealists must have
a faith. Therefore, you will hang to your old faith and move

towards disaster or slavery, as if by fatality, unless you acquire

a new faith. I have tried to describe the faith that gives me
hope and courage to carry on, It is for you to accept it or
reject it.

RADICAL ATTITUDE TO MARXISM

I do not want now to deal with the points raised by Athaide..
I am extremely happy that he has raised them, in a straight--
forward manner. I hoped that others would also speak out.
their doubts and difficulties, in an intelligent and coherent
manner. I put a point of view before you; you may not agree;.
but unless you give me your reasons, I canmot argue with you.
Most prabably there are many others who feel uneasy about:
my new-fangled ideas, which give them a creepy feeling, but
they have nothing to say. The reason of this unsatisfactory
attitude must be that what I have said appeared to be entirely"
new or unexpected for some members of our party. If that was.
so, I munt have been deceiving the party ever since its founda-
tion. As far as I remember, I have not done that. The ideas I
expressed yesterday and the day before had been forming in my
mind already for a long time. I did not make a secret of them,
they were hinted at, if not explicitly stated, in my writings.  You.
could not help noticing the importance I have been attaching
to the need of a Renaissance movement to deal with cultural.
Questions and philosophical problems. If I had absolutely no
doubt about Marxism, why should I talk about a new philoso-
phical movement.? 1 felt the necessity of further thought on
certain philosophical problems, which some may believe to:
have been solved once and for all by Marxism. Idid not take-
that view. The day before yesterday, Shastriji pointed out
that a speech on “What is Marxism” I delivered several years
ago, started with a sentence which was fundamentally different
from the Marxist approach to history. So, whatever I told
you yesterday was nothing new. I never kept anything secret.
If I failed to make you understand my ideas that was perhaps
due to their unclearness. That is possible; the ideas are new;
I was still turning them over and over in my mind. Perhaps.
therefore, 1 could not formulate them clearly and forcefully,.
80 as to carry conviction.
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An intellectual and cultural movement on a sufficiently
large scale cannot be organised in our country in a ‘short time;
“therefore, I went ahead alone with the ‘cooperation of a few,
some belonging to our party and others not formally. We
founded “The Marxian Way”. Three issues of that magazine
have been published in the last nine months; the fourth one
will be out in course of a month. The ideas I have submitted
for your consideration are systematically expounded in that
magazine, which I have chosen to call “The Marxian Way”.
I want you to take note of that fact. It signifies that my ideas
-are not inconsistent with the fundamental principles of Marxism,
although my understanding and interpretation of those princi-
ples do depart from the orthodox. Iam opposed to Marxist
~scholasticism. I have not suddenly come to you with a revealed
wisdom. Therefore I protested against Karnik’s way of announ-
-cing my speech the other day. But amongst friends and
comrades, one need not always take things too literally.

In my first speech, 1 made the .confession that for several
‘years I had been troubled by the internal stagnation of the
party. I kept it to myself, although I did discuss it with those
members of the party who, in addition to being comrades, are
-also my personal friends. It was not exactly a stagnation, but
a very slow and unsatisfactory development. The external

..growth of the party, its quantitative expansion, might be very
largely conditional upon objective factors; but its internal
_growth depends entirely on us. We may be only ten; our ideas
may be unpopular; and therefore it may be very difficult for
‘us to become twenty soon enough. But nothing can prevent
the ten from becoming more clear about their ideas, and
-develop a greater degree of fervour, initiative, zeal, fanaticism.
Yes, fanaticism, to propagate them. The facét caused me a
.good deal of anxiety. After much thought, I finally came to the
-conclusion that our party had no root, We are either Marxists
or Communists or anything else; we are only not what we call
ourselves; we have simply attached a peculiar name to us. We
-do not believe in ourselves; we have no conviction, spiritual,
theoretical, moral or philosophical. We are always anxious to
measure up to other people’s standards. That is not a dispara-
-ging remark. It doss not reflect on anybody’s intelligence or
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moral integrity. You are all very anxious to do certain things,
and have suffered and sacrificed for them. But you are not:
clear what are those things.

‘Having analysed the internal life of our party, I came to the-
conclusion that, because of a double psychosis, which naturally
resulted from the political atmosphere in which we have grown
up, our party could not become an independent political factor—
independent ideologically; I should say, spiritually.  You know-
how the psycho-analyst treats his patients. He makes them

_ conscious of what is-in their unconcious mind, I decided to.

try that method, and have done 80, to your consternation. I
don’t as yet know what will be the result. If it will be positive, .
then you will begin searching your hearts and test the funda-
mental principles of Radical democracy on their merit and by
your own intelligence, not by quoting scriptures. This Camp-
has been organised with that purpose of spiritual purging and
self-examination. Let us be ourselves. I thought that g
large number of idealistic young people, cager to do certain
things should no longer deceive themselves or allow themselves
to be misled; that they should go the way they really wish to.
To attain that purpose, I had to confront you with the philoso-
phical implications of the programme and political practice of
the party to which you belong. But let me tell you that I
stated the fundamental principles of Radical Democracy as my
p.ersonal view. The party is not committed to that point of”
view, having not yet discussed it freely and frankly.. So far, and
as far as the party is concerned, it is committed only ’to a
-p'ohtical programme which is interpreted by the party members
either as revolutionary nationalism or comouflaged Communism |
Sp, whatever I told you is not to be taken as a representativc;
View. It may not be the view of the Central Secretarjat
although all its members individually may agree with me I’
have placed before you my personal views. On the other hz;nd
WE? gave this Camp also an official party character, because i;
I‘::}‘g?lt not have been worthwhile for you to come here ohly to-
N ar rpy personal views. The last day of this Camp will be
cWiIll}eeltmg of the Central Po.lif.ical Council of the party, which
ot 1ave to make a decxs‘xon. And if my personal ideas are-
acceptable to you, you will persuade the C.P.C. to pass g
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resolution disowning everything I have said. - The Radical
‘Democratic Party will still exist, and it may be strengthened by
‘that possible action of yours. Because, thanks to my psycho-
.analytical treatment, you will have become conscious of your
-real emotions, and not be misled any longer by a mountebank.

But I ask you to bear in mind one or two considerations. The
-criticism implied in the points raised by Athaide can be directed
.against me or the party only on the assumption that either
myself or the party is committed to Marxism as it is understood
by its orthodox exponents. 1f we start from that assumption
“that we are uncritical Marxists, Athaide’s points are
very strong. But any one of you will find it very difficult
“to prove that I ever justified anything I said or did by quoting
Marx or referring to any authority. How often have we declared
-that we practise politics as a science; that our party knows no
-authority; that it places reason above faith ? Was that all
meaningless verbiage ? If that was so, repudiate all that, eat
your own words. and be damned in your Marxist orthodoxy.
If I wanted to defend anything on the authority of Marx, and
‘yet advanced arguments or made propositions which could not
“be reconciled textually with Marxism, then the aspersion that I
.am trying to revise Marxism would be warranted. Since admit-
‘tedly Tdo not stand on the ground of orthodox Marxism,
whatever I say may be different from it, but cannot be called
.a revision.

1 do not regard Marxism as a methodology. You must have
noticed that I have always insisted on the view that Marxism is
-a philosophy, something more than a system of economics, or a
political theory, or again a technique of revolation, as it is called
by some. Indeed, it is more than all that taken together.
Primarily, it is a system of pure thought, a philosophy, The
intolerant orthodox may condemn this view as idealism; it
“may be, and.idealism may not be such a bad thing, after all. I
.do not stick to Marxian methodology. I am concerned with
its essential philosophical features, and these again are to be
.geen in their historical setting. As a philosophy Marxism is
-the outcome of the development of thought from the dawn of
‘history; therefore, it is the heritage of humanity; it is the
ideological equipment belonging to everybody fighting for a

RADICAL ATTITUDE TO MARXISM 111

better world. Anything in Marxism that cannot be reconciled
with that appreciation of it, I reject.”
It follows from what I said that, if the Radical Democratic

- Party starts from that assumption, that it is a Marxist ioarty in

the sense that its programme should be based literally on what
Marx wrote a bundred years ago, about economics, politics,
ethics, acsthetics, and all other subjects under the sun, it may
be the party some of you want, but I shall not belong to it.
Judgments formed one hundred years ago canpot hold good
to-day; even the best of theories must be continually readjusted
to experience, if we want to avoid falling into the ditch of
dogmatism. I shall not be a member of* a party wedded to a
dogmatic system, because [ do not believe that spiritually-
enslaved people can lead the struggle for freedom.

In brief Athaide’s points have put the question very clearly.
If Radical Democracy is identical with Marxism, why then,
should you sail under a false colour ? Call yourselves what you
believe yourselves to be, and be prepared for the consequences.
I shall wish you all luck, but I shall not be with you. Do not
take this as a threat. I sincerely do not believe that M.N. Roy
and the R.D.P. have any causal connection. With no organi-
sational connection with M.N. Roy, the Radical Democratic
Party might have a greater chance of becoming a more effective
political factor in this country, but then it would not be the
Radical Democratic Party. Fundamental issues have been
raised; I was eagar to discuss them. We must know what we
are. I do not like dishonesty, either conscious or unconscious,
If we are Communists, what business have we to be outside the
Communist Party? If we are nationalists, what business have
we to be outside the Congress or the Congress-Socialist Party?
From tomorrow we shall discuss the future of the R.D.P. Let
us once for all clear this question and decide whether the R.D.P.
has any reason to exist as an independent political factor in
this country or not. I do not want to sail under false colours
‘or mislead you. I have told you that a party distinct from the
‘COr}gress and the Communist Party or the C.S.P. can exist in
Infila only by virtue of an entirely different philosophical
Orientation, not only about the Indian situation, but also about
the international situation.



'RADICALISM 'IN INDIA

Having discussed-general-principles during the first days of
the Camp, now we have come to conerete details. 1 shall take
up one or two ‘of the practical problems which have been
agitating the minds of most .comrades, and about which we must
be very clear in our ‘mind if we want to.apply ourselves to-
the task of further developing our party. The analysis of the
Indian sitvation in the context.of world events has brought us.
to the conclusion that the perspective of the Indian situation is.
dominated by the rise of Fascism. That is not something new
forus. We anticipated it. Therefore, the perspective should
not dishearten us or create in us a feeling of defeatism or dejec-
tion. As a matter of fact, our party was founded with the
object of fighting Fascism. Shortly after the foundation of the
party, we realised that,. while we could do very little to fight.
international Fascism, the time was coming when we would
have to fight Fascism on the home front. To-day we find
_ourselves in a situation which . we anticipated. Now we shall
have to think very hard in order to find the ways and means.
for fighting the danger against which we have been sounding the
alarm for all these years.

This perspective will naturally determine the discussion of’
the future of our party. The future of any party in India will.

be determined by that perspective. Some will fall in line with
rising Fascism; others will resist it. The process of polarisation,.

political as well as ideological, which is going on throughout the:
world, will also be in. eperation in our country, and we our-
“:selves, our party, will be involved in:that process. As a matter
rof fact, in India the two poles are represented by the Nationak
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Congress and the Radical Democratic Party, respectively.
Until now, the political "situation was confused by various.
external factors, and by many imaginary considerations; there-
fore, the polarisation could not be clear. The situation is.
clearing up; the confusing factors are disappearing; within a
short time, the foreign rule will go, and with it many imaginary
grievances; the process of polarisation will become evident.
Therefore, fundamentally, the task of our party will be to draw
the attention of a larger and larger section of the people to this.
pro cess of polarisation, which will determine the future of our

" country. The country must be divided in two camps. In the

physical world, all poles have equal attractive and repulsive
power. In the social world, will is a very powerful factor. The:
power of attraction or repulsion of any particular policy can be-
determined by the amount of will developed in that particular
pole. So, if we cannot develop an indomitable will to draw a.
large section of the people towards the pole which we represent,
all our theoretical presuppositions, or the maturity of objective
conditions, nationally and internationally, will not help us, and
revolution will remain a dream.

I want to repeat what I have said on innumerable occasions,
and perhaps at the end of the Camp I shall deal with it again
in greater detail. Revolution is not inevitable. Only objective
conditions and even historical necessity do not make a revolu-
tion successful. Fundamental changes in the structure of
society take place only when there is a group of individuals.
who feel the necessity, who see .the possibility of fulfilling i,
and who can develop an adequate amount of will to bring:
about the changes which are both necessary and possible. In.
absence of such a group of people revolution is not only in-
evitable, but even when it is necessary, it does not take place,
The history of the world is littered with unsuccessful revolu-
tions. Revolutions fail as a rule. Successful ones are excep-
tions to the rule. There have been very few such exceptions in:
entire history.

So, let us not count on the maturity of objective conditions.
or rely on the fatalistic view of class relations: Capitalist ex-

ploitation will sharpen the class antagonism; gradually, the

oppressed classes will come in the camp of revolution; all the
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reactionaries will go to the other side; and suddenly God will
beat the drums of revolution, there will be a clash, power will
'be captured by the revolutionary class, who will usher in a

new order. History never falls in that neat pattern of the text- -

‘book of revolution. In reality, movements of history are much
‘more complicated. Those accustomed to think (rather believe)
.and talk in terms of the masses, ignore the human factor which
is the basic factor of history, and it can be properly appreciated
.only in individual behaviour. Man must be man, individually
conscious of his dignity and creativeness, before he can' make
‘history. Man makes history, not the masses. Man’s ability to
-make history depends on his skill to forge the instrument.
“For us, the instrument is the Radical Democratic Party. Your
ability to make a revolution will depend on your ability to
forge the Radical Democratic Party. Otherwise, defeat will be
-your fate. Firstly, you have to imagine what sort of battles
will have to be fought by the revolutions of the twentieth
century. Then you will be able to judge what kind of weapons
‘will be needed in such battles, and also judge what sort of
materials are required for forging the necessary weapons.
‘Having done all that preliminary work of thinking out the
-whole process, you will set about the task of gathering mate-
rials and forging the instrument. That is my formula of our
-plan of action. ; ‘ - :

In the Indian situation, dominated by the rise of Fascism,
‘we are in an advantageous position in relation to all the other
so-called leftist parties, which also claim to stand for revolu-
-tion, which also profess Socialism or Communism, which also
talk of a classless society, and what not. But history only will
'pfove if they stand for the ideal of freedom. Our advantage is
to have anticipated what is coming; we are not taken unawares.
‘We had no illusions. All the other parties of the Left, some
with a streamlined revolutionary theory manufactured in
“‘Moscow, others with taller pretensions, all of them with greater
.ability to shout and running the race for gaining popularity at
the cost of principles—if they have any-—all those parties have
‘been ﬁghbting an imaginary enemy. They are all anti-imperialist
-parties, all their other professed ideals—Socialism, Communism,
o on and so forth, are mere cliches. - They thought Imperialism
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4was the greatest enemy of India. Once upon a time it was.
But now it is dying; and for the future of India, it is only a
ghost. Yet, the bogey of Imperialism has successfully clouded
the perspective of the political situation, and the so-called leftist
parties, including the one which claims to represent pure
Marxism and which happens still to be the ideal of some of you,
have contributed to the rise of Fascism by their politics of
chasing a ghost. We alone laid the ghost of Imperialism, and
pomted out the demon which stands behind the bogey. Those
who honestly and intelligently stand for a revolution in this
country must have to fight that demon. The other so-called
leftist parties gained popularity by attacking the ghost, while
the demon captured power. Now the® ghost is disappearing.
Very soon there will be no Imperjalism. Itis no longer neces-
sary for you or anybody to take it from me. Pandit Jawaharlal
Nehru has said it; Mahatma Gandhi has also announced the
end of Imperialism. Now they all say that Imperialism is
going. What shall the leftist parties do now? Since anti-
imperialism was the revolutionary ideal, all the “revolutionary”
parties will be unemployed now. A revolution of a kind has
actually taken place by consent. Imperialism is going volun-
tarily. - If it did not, it would have been fun to see how our

“thundering anti-imperialists could have compelled it to go.

The other parties gained popularity by joining the chorus
of the demon for a National Government. Knowing, that th:
passing of Imperialism was a foregone conclusion, we insisted
that the demand of national independence should be replaced
by the demand of people’s freedom. It was high time to raise
the question about the kind of government which would replace
the imperialist government. Already two years ago, we raised
the demand for a People’s Government as against a National
Government. -Any democratic nationalist or progressive and
enlightened patriot must have seen that the People’s Govern-
ment demanded by us would be a real National Government.
The National Government demanded by the economic rulers
of the country through their party, the Congress, and passion-
ately supported by the socialists and communists, would be a
fake National Government. Because, it would be controlled
by an upper class minority. That fake National Government
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is goingto be established soop. What will the revolutionary

patriots, who also demanded g National Government, do now?

Having demanded it all the time, it will be very difficult for
them immediately to fight against it. We alone are not so handj-

capped. For this great advantage, you have to thank our

deviation from the dogmas of Marxism. How could we take
such afundamentally different view of the situation, if Radj-
calism was not an ideology by itself? We do not have to shift
our position. We can Immediately tell the people that Imperi-
alism is disappearing just as we anticipated, and ‘the National
Government will not solve their problems. Ag camouflaged
Communists, we could not do that; clinging to orthodox
Marxism. as the only ideology permissible for revolutionaries,
we would have fallen between two stools. History has vindi-
cated us as the only intelligent Marxists in this country. Having
foreseen, almost prophetically, what was coming, it will not
be necessary for us to change our brogramme, to alter ouyr
line of action. We have been asking people to think of the kind
of freedom they want after Imperialism disappears Now they
are confronted with thig problem, and we have éuggesteda
solution,

Because of this advantage of ours, the plan of action as
outlined in the agenda logically follows from the perspective of
the situation, as it emerges from our appreciation and analysis.

lmperialism.k The Congress-Socialist Party, the Revolutionary
Socialist Party, and the League of Rcvolutionary Congressmen,
the formation of which is announced in to-day’s papers—all of
them are going to carry on a fight against a4 strawman, against
a bogey. If the National Government does nothing to promote:
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anything. Thus, the revolutionaries of yesterday, who became

popular, while unpopularity was our lot, are going to be the
storm-troopers of Indian Fascism. And mind you, there are
many “Marxists” and Communists among them ! .

That is how Hitler also came to power. Even when, with
the connivance of the Entente Powers, he was securing the
annulment of Versailles treaty and marching towards power,
the Communists and the national-revolutionaries (in Germany
also the Fascists used that label) agitated for a united struggl‘e
to free Germany from Entente Imperialism ! Similarly, in this
‘country also, the revolutionaries who never deviateq from .the
purity of Marxist orthodoxy and did hot commit the crime
which we are supposed to have committed, -are bound to be the
stormtroopers of counter-revolution, deceive the people and
divert their attention, thereby making it impossible for vthem' to
01'g3niée themselves against Fascism. That is how Fa.scnsm
‘succeeds. Because, Fascism is a mass movement. It is a npstakp
‘to say that revolution is all masses, and counter-re.vol‘ut.lon is
Supported only by the upper classes and perverted individuals.
‘Whenever counter-revolution succeeds, it commands the suppo.rt
of the masses. Fascism succeeded as a mass mc?vement n
Italy and Germany. Fascism did not succeed in England
because the masses could not be attracted by it. Why ? Because
of the tradition of Liberalism and democracy which made ‘the
British working class and the masses in general immune " against
the danger of Fascism.

In our country also, Fascism will not succeed only by ?he
Machiavelism of a Patel or the demagogy of a Nehru or with
the money of Tatas and Birlas. It will succeed if the masses
‘can be mobilised under its banner. Perhaps it will be a frau-
dulent banner. Because, ninety per cent of the people going the
fascist way do not know that they are doing so; man}./ may not,
or actual'ly do not, want it. To make them copsmous, tp tell
them where they are going, to explode the false 1deal§ mfska-
ding them, is the task of a revolutionary party in this critical

Mmoment. ) o
Before long, the leader of Indian National-Socialism may

Say the same things as the leader of German National-Socialism
did. When Hitler captured power, he said: Now we have made
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only the first revolution—the national part of it; we shall have
to wait some time for the second revolution—the socialist
phase. But the second revolution never took place in Germany;
nor will it take place in India. Perhaps the left wing of Indian
Fascism will eventually get impatient and demand the second
revolution, and meet the fate of their kind in the ranks of
Germon Fascism. You remember Hitler’s blood bath of 1934,
which drowned the dream of the second—the Socialist—revolu-

tion. The orthodox Marxists in this country may suffer that’

fate, and that will only be the penalty for their stupidity.

This perspective should make clear the historical significance
of our emphasis on anti-Fascism. It was worthwhile to court
unpopularity for a time for emphasising the issue which was
going to be the issue, not only for India, but for the whole
world. Having done that, our party has won a place in the
political life of our country. We have won that place not by
the ability to talk glibly, but by our ability to think seriously
and independently, and by virtue of the moral courage to have
placed before the country the issue on which it was bound to

-be divided before attaining the goal of freedom. The conclusion
~ is clear: Our policy in the past was right, and therefore our
future is bright.

A good deal of discussion has taken place about the nature
of Fascism and how to, fight it. Some theoretical observations
about the social background of Fascism have also been made.
I wish to say a few words in that connection in order to make it
clear how Fascism in our country can be fought effectively.

Fascism is not a platonic idea like cowhood or treehood or
horsehood, for' all actual cows or trees or hofses to fit in.
Fascism.is a socio-political manifestation of our time and its
pattern is determined: by the peculiarities of the country
in which it grows. German Fascismi was different from Italian
Fascism, and the Fascism in the East-European countries again
was different from both. Therefore, we should not have an
a priori notion about our enemy. Neither will Subhas Bose
return as Indian Mussolini, nor will Patel be the Hitler of India.
To put the point straight : Indian Fascism will be cultural; it
will be a cultural reaction. Therefore, violence may not be such
a very outstanding feature of Indian Fascism. It has been said
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that Fascism is violence, violent suppression of minorities, of
freedom, etc. It is not just that. In India, Fascism may evemn:
be non-violent. So, let us not be deceived by appearances.
In order to succeed, Fascism must have the support of the
masses; in that sense, Fascism has already succeeded, at least,.
partially. It has deceived the British Labour Government and:
British Democracy, by having. apparently enlisted the support
of the masses. The British Labour Government wants to. hand.
over power to the Congress not because ’the‘: Congress is spp-‘
ported by Tatas and Birlas, but because it appears t(? h\;}ve
the support of the masses. The British Labour Party says: f,,
as a party, are committed to democgacy; how can we oyerru S
a party which has the support of the masses and wins all
elections? And can you dispute that the Congress }'1as the
support of the masses? We know the means b¥ whlgh thg'
Congress has secured that advantage. It has got it not md;e t-
by advocating a programme of the welfare of the masses, but
by demagogy and deceit. It has taken advantage of onelz-
objective factor — the backwardness of the masses. The (.:u'ltura;
backwardness makes the Indian masses superstitious, rehglous}y
inclined, and given to blind faith. The Congress, with 1ts.
Mahatma, has made political capital out of that factor to secure-
the support of the masses. So long as we do not apprecxate’«
that factor in its full importance, we shall not be able to tackle.
the situation. The first item of the agenda mentions that factor
as one of the causes of our election defeat. Some of our revolu-
tionary comrades might think that to speak of backwardness
of the masses was a betrayal of the masses. The fact never-
theless is that it is, thanks to their backwardness, and by
exploiting it with the Mahatma cult, that the Congress has
won the support of the masses. Why create a new God,
instead of facing the truth ?

In other countries also some similar defect was utilised by
the Fascists to secure the support of the masses. In Germany,v
it was the old nationalist preoccupation and the readiness .of
the Germans to accept regimentation, and the militarist
. tradition. The highest ambition of any German is to put on
a uniform. When Hitler put all of them in uniforms, they

believed they were all supermen, and followed him. Similarly, .
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in our- country also, the people are being put in a uniform :
khaddar is a political uniform; and they also think that by
donning the Mahatmic uniform, and g particular kind of
headgear, they become supermen. The Indian people can be
more easily regimented spiritually, because thanks to our cul-
tural tradition they are predisposed that way. “Ramdhun” will
Cast the hypnotic spell. Blind faith is the characteristic of
religious mmentality. The Mahatma and his army of propa-
gandists will fully exploit that asset, and persuade the gullible
people that cvery act of the National Government is for their
£ood; they must only be submissive and obey.

We shall have to fight the objective factor of backwardness,
if we want to undermine Indian Fascism, But that cannot be
done from one day to another, On the other hand, if we take
the othodox Marxist point of view, if we take the purely
materialist view of ife as against our “idealistic deviation”’,
‘what would happen ? In that case, we should argue as follows :
Because they are living in feudal conditions, the mentality of the
Indian people cannot change; we must wait until India has been
Teconstructed as a capitalist society and a proletariat has grown
to lead the people in a revolutionary struggle. That is exactly
how the Communist Party, whom some of you would imitate,
has been arguing, in practice, if not in 50 many words. Other-
Wise, their demand for transfer of power to the Congress and
the cstablishment of a National Government cannot- be
explained. :

So, a fervent, fanatical, faithful and puritanica] adhesion to
Marxism should persuade us to put the Indian revolution off
to the Greek calends, should make of us propagandists of
Tatas and Birlas ‘and the Bombay Plan, should Jjustify our
helping the nattonalist bourgeoisie capture power, even when
they make no secret of their fascist ambition, with the vain
hope that the bourgeoisie will create the army of the proletariat
whom we shall eventually lead into the battle against the
bouigeoisie. We are ot prepared to take that fatalistic view of
history and of revolution. Once upoa a time, under ‘entirely dif-
ferent world conditions, such a “Marxist” view might have been
Pplausible. To-day it is palpa‘bly absurd, and suicidaj. Because,
it amounts to believing that the victory of counter-revolution
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‘will pave the way of revolution.

We believe that man makes history; we bel?eve that ever;g
man, if he is conscious that he is a man—neither a slave o

‘Comrade Stalin nor of Mahatma Gandhi—will find the creative
-genius in himself, and only by bringing that powerful uige into
‘the consciousness of a sufficiently large number of Indian men

and women shall we forge the instrument and make a revolg-
tion. If that is not revolutionary spirit, I do not kllf)W wh;tt 1s
revolutionary spirit. I derive that spirit from .Marx s thesis on
Feuerbach in which the philosophical principles of revolu-

‘tionary politics were outlined.

Now let me go over to the plan of a%tion. The object of
-our plan of action is to fight Fascism. Since Comrades Tata
-and Birla cannot make the miracle of producing for our benefit
-a large army of class-conscious proletarians from to-day .to to-
morrow, we shall have to look for some other revolutionary
factor. Or we shall have to declare that for a long time no revo-
lution is possible in India, unless we want to deceive qurselves
-as well as others by wishful thinking, false theories and
‘senseless shouting. Since Tatas and Birlas cannot rpake the
miracle, and since we want a revolution, we must believe that
-other human beings also can be revolutionaries, that thp need
for revolt against the intolerable conditions of 'h}lman life can
be felt also by others who do not have the privilege of Dbeing
‘slaves of capitalism. And why do you think thaif only slaves
can be revolutionaries? Why can you not imagmc? that free
men can be greater revolutionaries? I' mean, spiritually free
‘men, men who can think for themselves, who do nqt need an'y
authority to rely upon, nor any dogma to dictate their
behaviour. -

When, as a school boy of fourteen, I began my political
life, which may end in nothing, 1 wanted to be .free. Indepen-
~dence, complete and absolute, is a new-fangled 1deaf. The old-
fashioned revolutionaries thought in terms of freedom. In
these days, we had not read Marx. We did not 1<119w .abo%lt
the existence of the proletariat. Still, many spent their h.ves in
Jail and went to the gallows. There was no prolctariat to
Propel them. They were not conscious of class struggle. They
'did not have the dream of Communism. But they had the



122 npw ORIENTATION

human urge to revolt against the intolerable conditions of life.

They did not know exactly how those conditions could be

changed. But they tried to change them, anyhow. I began my
political life with that spirit, and I still draw my inspiration

‘tather from that spirit than from the three volumes of Capital’

or three-hundred volumes by the Marxists. That is the basic
urge of freedom, which created this world of men, which
Created the feudal as well as the capitalist world, and which
will create a still better world of which we are dreaming.

There is the middle class, a small class of people who have

enough education to come out of the atmosphere of mediaeval.
backwardness which breeds the belief that all this misery is.

made by God and therefore we must submit to it. The very

fact that nearly fifty years ago, there were perhaps only a.

dozen men who conceived the idea that things might be

changed, proves that to-day there must be many more ready
to revolt against this cultural tradition of ours. The tradition.

is the foundation of Indian Fascism. It is neither any sym-
biosis nor anybody’s cartel. In Germany, it might have been

the cartels, in Ttaly something else, but the foundation of Indian.

Fascism is God, the belief in God: that everything is created
by God and the only thing that we can do is to sing Ramdhun,
spin and wear khaddar. The Indian masses are going to be

regimented in this uniform of khaddar. The proletariat may-

not put on the physical uniform, but will be readily regimented
spiritually. Don’t ignore the fact that Holi is a greater holiday
for the God of the Indian Marxists than the First of May or
Ninth of November. If Hitler could hypnotise the German
preletariat, how much more easily will the still feudal-minded.
Indian “proletariat” be swayed by the Mahatma of Indian
Fascism! Therefore, success of revolution in this country
depends upon the type of people who fifty years ago showed.
signs of revolt, if it is ever to take place in our time. What
are you after all? Why cannot you have confidence in your-
selves? You are revolutionaries, not as worshippers of the-
Marxist God, but on your intrinsic merit. And why should you
think that we are the privileged few? We come from the middle-
class. If we can be what we are to-day, there is no reason why'
7+ others of our class cannot be like us. Search yourselves for-
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the reasons of your being de-classed. It is because your class:
is doomed to degradation and slavery. Why not try to ﬁn'd a
revolutionary elite in a class which has really been proletan.amw
sed and which has the intellectual equipment to be conscious-
of the urge of freedom? '

And that is nothing new. I said the same thing in t'he first
Dehradun Camp, six years ago. If you have forgottep it, T am
sorry, because it is of vital concern for us. Because it can. feel
the urge for freedom, while the masses are callous, the m}dfile- ’.
class was swept by the emotion of nationalism, which promised
to satisfy the urge. Subsequently, when we approached the-
middle-class with our anti-Fascist appeal tfley were so obsessed
with nationalism that our arguments did not convince therp.’
But now things are changing. Imperialism will go. There \ylllf-
be a National Government. There will be industrialisathna
according to the Bombay Plan; and we know that the economic:
conditions of the country will not be changed materially. A
few thousand educated young men may get jobs. But the-
unemployed masses will still starve; I mean t.he army of un--
employed middle-class. Their hopes will be dispelled. Natl.on-»
alism will have triumphed, but their lot will still be degradation.
That is the objective factor we must seize as our asset. As-
against the objective factor of the political backwardness of
the masses, which Fascism will exploit, we shall rely on another
objective factor, qualified and suitable to fight Fascism. An.d',
if you will not agree with me that every single one of them is.
as good as every worker and peasant, then let us not arguei
any more. You will get hold of the workers anq peasants only
if you have enough of such men who consciously fe.el j[he-
necessity of revolution and are moved by a determmatlo'n:
resulting from that consciousness. One hundred of t'hem will.
mobilise millions of workers and peasants. Do first things first,.
and give credit where the credit is due. ‘

1 have already spoken about the new way of revglutlon._
But I am afraid there is still a lot of doubt in the minds of
some. So, you will allow me to deal with this question' at some
Iength. Let me begin by repeating that we have not .dlscovered
a new way of revolution. I emphasised on that point when I
spoke last time. Yet, I get the impression that some of yous
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-still think that we have discovered a new way because we .did
not like the old dirty way; that the new way is a neat way
strewn with roses. That is not the case. We simply learned
lessons, not only from the history of the world during this war,
but also from events since 1919. What did we find? We found
that the Marxist pattern of revolution, or to be more correct,
‘the Communist pattern of revolution, did not succeed anywhere.
If there is one failure or two defeats, you may say they are due
'to mistakes. But if you have a whole series of failures, you
‘simply cannot close your eyes to it. You have to draw some
lessons from it. On previous occasions, particularly in the book
“The Communist International”, I explained the cause of
‘these failures. To summarise: when the classical Communist
‘scheme of revolution was imagined, the armed forces of the
‘State had not grown into such a formidable factor as now. An
-eighteenth century army or even a nineteenth century army,
could be overwhelmed by a mass insurrection. But the
mechanised army of to-day is a different thing. The old idea
of winning over the army has also become untenable. Then,
‘counter-revolution now operates internationally. The army of
a country in the throes of revolution may waver or actually
Join the revolution; but there are other countries to intervene
promptly. The ordinary soldiers may be recruited from the
‘peasants and workers, but the officers come from the upper
«classes. Therefore, the old idea of the decomposition of the
-army does not work any more. During the inter-war period,
‘the threat of revolution in any country was countered by the
threat of armed intervention from outside the country con-
«cerned.  That was the cause of the failure of revolution, one
after another. We simply drew lessons from that experience.
When we talked about the new way of revolution, we were
not living in a vacuum, asis imagined in a note submitted
by some comrades from Calcutta. Yesterday, S. K. Das said
that there is a general feeling in the party that we have discar-
ded the old way of revolution, because it is no longer available
to us; therefore we talk about new ways of revolution without
knowing what they are. But the position is not so hopeless.
We are neither living in a vacuum nor groping in the
dark. We talked about the new way of revolution already in
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1942, and our approach was strictly Marxist. According to-
Marxism, a combination of three factors creates what is called
a revolutionary crisis. They are: breakdown of the established
economic system, decomposition of the State, and the existence
of a consciously revolutionary party. Marxism also teaches that.
the State is the political superstructure of the established econo-
mic system. Therefore, maturing of the second should necessarily
bring the first into operation. Experience, however, did not

* fulfil this theoretical expectation. After the first world war,

even in defeated Germany the State did not break down,.
although the country was in a state of economic chaos.
Particularly, the army remained intact, everwafter defeat. There-
fore, revolution did not succeed.  The second world war, soon
after its beginning, promised a different outcome. Already at
the end of 1942, it was clear that the established State was
disinteg}ating; we took notice of the fact, and said that the
status quo of 1939 could never be re-established. We meant
that the previous social order with its State could never be
restored. The revolution thus was on, and it was travelling a

- new way. Therefore, we characterised the anti-fascist war as a

revolutionary war, irrespective of whatever might have been
anybody’s design. If the State to be overthrown by revolution
had already broken down before any revolutionary upheaval
on the classical pattern, it was idle, if not actually absurd, still
to plan it. So, a revolution, overthrow of the old social and
political order, was accomplished in an unexpected manner.
That is the empirical basis of our theory of the new way of”
revolution. There is a logical basis also.

The decay of capitalist economy and the breakdown of the-
State create conditions favourable for revolution, because they
mean decomposition of the class pattern of that society. The
stability of an established order depends on the endurance of”
social relations which constitute its foundation. Its breakdown,
therefore, presupposes dissolution of those class relations. That.
by itself is the revolution. Decomposition of the class structure
of a social order spells its collapse. A revolution takes place.
We were not alone to notice those peculiar features of the
European situation. A number of revolutionary intellectuals.
reorientated .their ideas accordingly. The new revolutionary
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Aiterature did not reach this country until after the war, Our
reorientation about the theory and practice of revolution took
‘place independently. Tt proved that we were Marxists; our ideas
“were determined by the experience of the world. “Being deter-
‘mines consciousness” is not an empty formula with uys. We
“practise the philosophy we profess, and by doing so we qualify
-ourselves to elaborate and enrich it We do not suck ideas out of
-our thumbs. If our ideas about a new theory and practice of
revolution were not the inevitable and logical consequence of the
‘prevailing conditions, people in different parts of the world
independently could not havye thought in the same manner.
‘'They all deduced the same conclusion from a commonly
-observed reality. Those who lived in an imaginary world stuck
“to their dead dogmas. They do not agree with us, accuse us
-of revising Marxism, because they understand neither Marxism
nor the trends of the contemporary world,

The possibility of a new way of revolution cannot be

-conceived by people whose thinking process is weighed down
by an obsession that class society is indestructible; that it can

‘never disintegrate beyond repair. This obsession that revolution
never takes place really of necessity; that history changes only

"when a wilful minority takes it in hand, denies you the right
.of existence. The function of revolution is to overthrow an
-established State, You cannot do that before the established
“State disintegrates, "If the theoretical foundation of your
-existence is the unshakable faith that class society never
-disintegrates, then you have no business to exist; because, in
-that case a revolutionary situation will never be created, and
“there will be no revolution. That is how orthodox Marxists
are deviating into Idealism.

We are not so very much in the dark about the new way of
revolution, just as we have not discovered it. We have not

v'discarded the old way of revolution for reasons of our own. If

not just.for the fun of it, but to attain the goal, you can still
travel the old way, T am prepared to follow you either with a
batallion of proletarians; or with bombs and pistols. T am not

.afraid of insurrection, nor should I make a fetish of it. That
‘was the road to revolutisn once upon a time. To-day that
"is a blind-alley, and a bloody-alley. Bloodshed for no purpose
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is insane, and when that is advocated, even after its futility has
become evident, it is criminal. We have simply learned from
‘world experience that revolutions no longer take place in the

-old way. That has also been indicated by experience. New
way to revolution, however, is not a Mantra for us. It being a
new way, there is no cliche about it, no set pattern; it will be
different in every country. Our new way will not be exactly on
the pattern of the Chinese or the Polish or the Yugoslay way:
it will be an Indian way, and we shall have to work it out
-ourselves.

Man’s thinking process is often tyrannised by words, And
‘Wwe are not free from that. Many members of our party are
haunted by two words; co-operation and constitutionalism---
both practices are believed to be repugnant to revolutionary
politics. Non-cooperation has been the political creed of India
for twenty-five years; we have all along criticised this negative
cult as sterile. Experience has proved that to be so. The non-
‘Co-operators co-operated in the past and are on the point of
abandoning the cult once for all. Yet, for some of our comrades,
the idea of co-operation remains taboo. Some of our ultra-
<revolutionary members have never got over the guilty conscience
about our offering co-operation in the anti-fascist war, Some
non-co-operators co-operated with Fascism; others would have
done so if the opportunity came; they had no scruple about
that.  Yet, they are sea-green incorruptible revolutionaries
whom we should imitate. In Europe, Communist Parties
in some countries actually co-operated with triumphant Fascism
in the earlier years of the war. Nevertheless, some of you - still
Square your conscience with the sneaking belief that the Radicals
are camouflaged Communists. Tyranny of words drives you to
such a shameful position,

Already in 1942, we anticipated that after the war elections
would be held, and the future Constitution of India would be
framed by the newly elected Assemblies. If we wanted to
influence the political future of India, we could do that only by
going in the Constituent Assembly. Therefore, we placed
before the party the task of preparing for the coming election.
Once again we acted on the principle that revolutionary practice
must be adjusted to the given situation. The danger of Fascist
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invasion was receding; but those who would have 'welcomed théf
“liberators” were still there. Dying Imperialism was preparing
for putting Indian Fascism in power. The relation of forces.

between revolution and counter-revolution was overwhelmingly
against the former. Any attempt of the revolutionaries to c;p~
ture power In that atmosphere by the classical method of insy-

rection would only make things easier and more convenient for

counter-revolution—the alliance of departing Imperialism and

nationalism thirsting for totalitarian power. In any case, ap
, an.

insurrection in that situation would be a reckless adventure, Jt
could not possibly be a mass insurrection. The regrettable

fact was that the masses were already hypnotised into the:

camp of counter-revolution. |[n one word, revolutionaries cgp.

turing power by insurrection was out of the question. But thelrje

are more than one method of capturing power.

| The idea of Constituent Assembly was introduced in this
country by us. We visualised the rise of the Constituent.

Assembly as the organ of popular sovereignty capturing power

from Imperialism. The non-cooperators did not like the idea

They wanted Imperialism to transfer power to themselves,

Imperialism was anxious to oblige its friend, the enemy. So, the
Constituent Assembly was to meet under entirely diffe’rent
circumstances. It was not to be the organ of popular sovereignty
for capturing power from Imperialism, but of the struggle for
the capturing of power abdicated by Imperialism. The cgntend-
ing parties were the upper classes - and the “people, in other
words, Fascism and revolution which later could take place
only under the banner of Radicalism. The Constituent Assembly
was to be the battleground between Fascism and Radicalism
With that perspective opened up by the situation, as it was.
already in 1942, we came to the conclusion that the next battle
for freedom ‘was to be fought not on the barriéades, but at the
polling booths in the coming election. That realistic resolution
was interp_reted by some members of the party as a drift towards
constitutionalism. Again,‘ the tyranny of words, Anything to
do with Constitution is constitutionalism. Tt js forgotten by the
pure revolutionaries that even if you capture power by insurrec-
tion, you will still have to frame 2 Constitution. The future
Constitution. of the country is the political issue before the
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country. If we want to be a political party we shall have to
concentrate on that issue and join it in the manner open to us.
under the given relation of forces. :

Now Iet me turn to the letter from some members in
Calcutta. It is an important document. It raises two points; one-
regarding the policy of the party, and the. other regarding
organisation. The policy and the internal organisation of
the party are inter-connected. It is contended in the letter
that the leadership of the party is not quite sure whether we
should abandon insurrectionary politics and adopt an evolutio--
nary course, or not. The last sentence of the document is: “We-
therefore suggest that the party leadership should declare either-
in favour of the insurrectionary ideal or of an evolutionary
course.” That is a significant statement. Insurrection is not a.
tactic, a strategy, a way to revolution. It is an ideal! Perhaps.
that is an unwitting mistake of terminology, which, however,
reveals subconscious emotion. There are some for whom
insurrection is an ideal. Perhaps the comrade who wrote the
document. (a document is never collectively written, though it
may be so signed) is no longer conscious that that is his.
idea; but whatever is in our. subconscious mind very largely:
determines our emotions, and even our thoughts.

A task is allotted to the leadership. The proper procedure
for these comrades however should have been to declare their
faith in a straightforward manner, and say: We cannot pursue
this equivocal policy any longer; we stand for the insurrectionary:

» ideal and ask the party to follow it. But they prefer to sit on the

fence, and not taking on themselves the responsibility. of deciding’
the issue. That is not a:revolutionary- mentality; That s, as.
Spratt says;.a bad intellectual habit.- ‘

The New ‘Way of Revolution is . neither-an assumption nor
a theory. with us; it is' a lesson. of ‘history. If that is not.
sufficiently’ clear with some comrades, then  there must be a
difference of approach, and we shall never understand each other:
We must start from some point of agreement. That point was

~-the analysis of the world situation. .I am very  glad that some

comrades have raised the issue; but I must say that they should
have raised it ‘with a greater intellectual honesty.. If there:is.any

*. confusion,  that is not due.to lack.of: clarity on the part-of:the
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feadership. You read all our party literature; there is no equivo-
«<ation. There may be lack of clarity on the part of the party
membership; and that may be due to two factors, either inability
to understand it, or an entirely different approach to our prob-
lems. In the former case, it would be an honest attitude: in the
fatter case, it must be inferred that the comrades have their
‘theoretical assumptions. We start from an analysis of facts, and
‘we use theories only for our guidance. Theories are not dogmas
with us. They must be revised in the light of experience.

The contention is that it was never made clear whether the
dransformation of the State was to be brought about by the
action of the toiling masses, and if so, how. Itis an irrelevant
argument. We never said that we were going to transform the
‘State. We simply said that under the impact of the war the old
social order was disintegrating and its super-structure, the State,
‘was also crumbling with it; consequently, other ways of revolu-
tion were opening up. The old obstacles were no longer there.
‘The war was breaking them down. If you do not take notice of
‘what we have said all along since 1942, it is not for you to
-complain that we have not made it clear. You ought to point
-out that this or that in the party literature is not clear. You
-cannot plead ignorance, ' as one comrade did yesterday when he
:said that he had not come here equipped for the discussion.
The fact is that there are members in our party who still believe
‘that insurrectionary politics is preferrable; they idealise it. As I
-said  already,  please prove that it is still possible, and I shall
follow- you. o :

“To counterpose insurrectionary politics as against the evo-

~ lutionary course, is not warranted. We speak of new ways of
revolution, we. do not propose an evolutionary course. Then,
-comrades, let me remind you that the ‘new way of revolution
‘was discovered by us even before the war. Do you remember
-our controversy with the Communist Party about the Consti-
‘tuent Assembly? Already then we ‘were visualising the new
»; ‘ways of -revolution. 1- do not know how many of you were
‘present at the Faizpur Congress, when Dange polemised against
me. He said that the«Constituent Assembly would rise after
‘the capture of power. I asked him: How are you going to

-capture. power ? What is your instrument for capturing power ¢
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His instrument was the Communist Party. The Constituent
Assembly was only a slogan for them to deceive the people.
‘We were honest about it. We thought, in India the proletariat
or any other single class was not strong enough to capture
power. If we say that the bourgeoisie cannot make a revolution,
the logical corollary is that the proletariat cannot make it either.
If the father is impotent, how can a son be born to him at all ?

Since neither the revolutionaries of the past nor the revolu-
tionaries of the future are there, India must discover a new
saviour. The old revolutionaries and the new revolutionaries
together constitute no more than five per cent of the people;
cannot a new Messiah come out of the semaining ninety-five
per cent? The answer to that question posed by history, was our
idea of the Constituent Assembly. Because that was a new way
of revolution, orthodox Marxists were incapable of seeing it.
The new way was actually discovered before 1942, when I was
still in jail. We have not been frightened out of the heroic path
of revolution either by Fascism or by the war. We have been
thinking seriously about revolution. We believe that man can
remake the world, that a group of people feeling the urge with
sufficient intensity, conscious of the creative power of man, can
remake the world.” Therefore, we did not want to wait for the
bourgeoisie to capture power ‘and create a proletariat so that
it might become the vanguard of the revolution in some distant
future. We felt the nécessity of remaking the world, and wanted
to begin with the job, and to forge an instrument for doing
50 out of the materials available in this country, in our days.
We Hhave succeeded in evolving a new theory. It is nota
deviation from Marxism. If there is going to be a revolution
in India, it will take place that way. There is no other way.
‘Suppose you \organise a cadre party, either of the proletariat,
or of the old classical type of revolutionaries: the insurrectionary
idea is older in this country than the Marxist and that tradition
has also come into our party. We organise a cadre party;
give it a good new leadership; and an iron core of the party is
also shaped. How big will it be? It cannot be more than
10,000 or 20,000. Then we proceed to prepare for an insurrec-
tion. Shall we be left alone ? By that time, we shall have a
National Government, and Jawaharlal Nehru, ably assisted by
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the Comimunist Party or the new Revolutionary Congressmen’s
League or the Congress-Socialist Party, under the strains of
Ramd/zun, will mobilise the masses—-an army thousand times
Jarger than your cadre party. They will also have a cadre,
consisting of storm-troopers, of their new Civic Guards. At the
first sign of our tiny army moving towards the barricades
calling for a general strike and perhaps armed with some smug-
gled pistols, the Congress Civic Guards will shoot us down
with tommy-guns. And finally, let us not forget the Mahatmic
spell can produce much greater mass pressure than an insurrec-
tionary cadre party can ever do, and that will tip the scale on
the side of counter-revolution. A cadre party committed to
insurrectionary politics, whether Marxist or old-fashioned revo-
lutjonary, will be faced with that perspective. Unless you can
prove that an insurrectionary politics can have any possibility
‘of success, we are not simply prepared to be terrorised by your
broadside against the leadership. As against wishful thinking
or sheer adventurism, we propose a practical programme. It
is not new; it was formulated on the basis of an exhaustive
“analysis of the Indian situation made six years ago at the first
. Dehradun Camp. Let me recapitulate that analysis in outlines.
.~ In our country, the bourgeoisic did not grow as a fully
differentiated and sufficiently large . class. Therefore, we do not
have a stereotyped articulate capitalist society, for which the
Marxist pattern of revolution was prepared. In India, the
_classes are inbred, the vast bulk of the people being more Or
less an amorphous mass. - A monolithic party of the proietariat
can have no social basis, The ideology, programme and
demands of any particular class cannot rally the whole people.
" At the same time, a vast majority of the people can be mob lised
with: a humanist appeal—a programme of political freedom,
social, reconstruction and cultural. progress, all palpably bene-
ficial for most men and women. That is possible. Because,
1Indian society is not a healthy organism; it, is diseased. It is
based, on the one hand, on decomposed. feudal relations and,
‘on the other, on weak, halting, capitalist relations. There is no
economic cement to' hold it together, no economic cohesion.
On the basis of such a society, no stable State can be built.
‘There could be a stable imperialist State. imposed from outside.
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That is now gone. The rising national State will not be able to
stabilise itself, because it will be confronted with baffling ecorio-
mic problems and deep-seated social contradictions. Such an
unstable State can be pulled down easily, if the proper method
is adopted. Therefore, we are so very particular ‘about the
philosophy of our politics and the structure of our party. It
must be a party not of the economic man, belonging either to
the bourgeoisie or to the proletariat; it will be the party of the
moral man. Its appeal will be directed to human beings, not
to classes. Appeal to class interest goes over the head of the
people, because classes - are not clearly differentiated; the prole-
tariat is half-peasant; the peasantry is Malf-feudal and largely
proletarianised; the urban petit-bourgeoisie is proletarianised,
but not free from the feudal mentality. Capitalist and feudal
relations are inextricably interwoven. There is no sufficiently
large group with a common interest. Therefore, the appeal to
revolt against the intolerable conditions of life must be addres-
sed to individual men and women, particularly to those who
are qualified to appreciate human values. A party of moral
men, moved by the ideal of human freedom, therefore, alone
can be the instrument for pulling down the Fascist State rising
on the unstable foundation of a disintegrated society. The
type of the revolution will be determined by the peculiarities of
social conditions and cultural atmosphere; a new type of revo-
lution requires a new kind of party as its instrument. That is
historical determinism, which is the core of Marxist wisdom.
When we were in the Congress, we proposed that the
Pprimary Congress Committees should be organised as units of
a democratic State. Outside the Congress now we think in
terms of People’s Committees and People’s Conventions. We
are pursuing our old idea of Constituent Assembly. The new-
ness in our idea is that power will be captured not by a party,
but by those Committees, which will constitute the foundation
of a democratic State. Without such a foundation, you can
never build a State within a State. You can do that only within
@ State which is already shaking. The perspective of building a
State within a State is still there. The Indian Fascist State will
be ever more unstable ‘and rotten than the Imperialist State.

There will be widespread econtitic unrest; instead of clear-cut
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class conflicts, there will be communal conflicts. In the midst
of such a flux, it will be easy to organise People’s Committees,
provided that there will be a purposeful party of the people
composed of individual men and women,

If you still think in terms of the Russian Revolution, why
cannot you see that the people’s Committees can be the same
thing as Soviets? Why do you want a Russian word? We
Propose to organise people’s Committees and build up the
pyramidal structure of a democratic State. Yet, you say that
we have given up the revolutionary way, and Jjustify your
unwillingness to work by saying that Fascism is too strong.
That will not help us. During the war, we were perhaps unpo-
pular and could not do much to bursue our revolutionary way.
But now those obstacles will not be there. We cannot wait untif
they altogether disappear. Propaganda must precede the political

offensive. And our propaganda will be addressed mainly to the

educated men and women who are destined to lead the revolu-

tion in India in the given situation. Both in Germany and Italy,

the Communist Parties failed to realise that, and therefore, they
could not stop the rise of Fascism. Belief in a one class party
persuaded them to neglect the middle class, which even in
capitalist countries plays a decisive role. So it provided the

storm-troopers of Fascisn, and when Fascism in power threw

some crumbs to the proletariat, they also followed Fascism.

We must appeal to that class of people ‘which is capable:

of appreciating some human values, which can be moved by
ideals greater than bread - and butter, whose politics is not

entirely determined by the selfishness of one particular class.
which is hungry. We must get over the idea that we are the
chosen people of God. If We can appreciate high ideas, there

are others who can also do so, We shall place before them not
the ideal of proletarian dictatorship and classless society, but
the ideal of human freedom. We shall tell them that, if you

allow yourselves to be hypnotised by Ramdhun you will have
to send your wife to the kitchen and not allow your daughters.

10 go to college. I have no doubt that there are many who will
appreciate your ideas, And with them we shall create a generab
staff of revolution. That is our plan of action, : :

Concretely speaking, the constitutional issue is the issue,
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and this issue will be understood by the educated class, not by
the peasants and the workers. India is going to have a new
Constitution; we shall ask them whether they want the kind of
Constitution recommended by us or a Constitution made in
England, which is not a Constitution at all, because it will not
alter the rotten social structure of the country. While carrying,
on the propaganda, we shall forge the instrument for eventual
action, and that instrument is People’s Committees and People’s.
Conventions. How long it will take I do not know. Perhaps.
only a few years, or many years. But unless the party is free
from all philosophical falsehoods and theoretical fallacies, we
can do nothing, either to-day or in the §uture.

What is our immediate plan of action? Until the next party
conference, let us not do anything more than strengthen our-
solves ideologically. The discussion of this camp should be
continued throughout the party. Every member of the party
must know clearly what s Radicalism, must know what he is
and what he stands for. The fundamental principles of Radi-
calism will crystallise out of the discussion here. They must
have the intelligent sanction of the entire party. As far as Iam
concerned, the programme of the party can be stated in one
word; it is, freedom; and freedom is not an abstract concept.
It means the right of individuals to choose how best each can
unfold his or her creativeness and thus make the greatest cont-
ribution to common welfare and social progress. The philoso-
phical connotation of this programme is evident. It can be
intelligently accepted and effectively acted upon only by men
and women who can see that ethical values are greater than
economic interests, and revolt against -economic exploitation
and inequities as immoral practices. Therefore Isaid that the-
Radical Democratic Party must be a party of moral men, of
de-classed and disinterested individuals, Call it an idealistic
deviation, if you please. I would plead guilty to the charge.
Because, T cannot think of any great social upheaval except
under the impact of a revolutionary philosophy of life. Radical-
ism is more than a mere political programme, a plan of social
reconstruction. It is a philosophy of life. * :
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I do not want to summarise the discussions of the Camp.

“That would be impossible. We have discussed a whole variety
-of problems during these ten days, and one cannot possibly
summarise all that in a talk of an hour orso. T shall only try
to make a few remarks on one or two things which appear to
me to be of fundamental importance, and also try to clarify one
or two points which, I feel, are still somewhat uncertain in the
minds of many comrades present here. Perhaps I am mistaken.
Perhaps the wunclearness [ apprehend is not there, and
therefore, what I shall say, might be a rather boring repetition.
But there are certain things which can hever be repeated too
often, because we are very apt to forget things even if they are
-of very great importance.

In the beginning, I want to offer you an apology, and also
make a personal statement. I want to offer you an apology for
springing a surprise on you. Perhaps many of  you did not
come here expecting to discuss questions which do not appear
to have any direct bearing on politics, and about which many
of us had ideas regarded as either final truths or dogmas. My
bad habit being always to shake final truths and destroy dogmas,
I found it necessary to do the same thing regarding certain
ideals which have been cherished by many members of our
party. However, I want to make it clear that the point of view
I expressed regarding philosophical problems are purely my
personal views and I do not expect any member of the party

to accept them on their«face value. It is quite possible that-

many of you have not yet seen what is the connection between
my philosophical views and the politics of our party. It is quite
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possible that many of you think that we are revolutionaries
«concerned with effective political action; what is the use for
us to come together here and discuss philosophical problems.
If you feel like that, I shall try to spare your feelings with the
conviction that, sooner or later, you will also think as I do.
‘There again, one question may be pertinently asked: If these
are my personal views, and T am not yet in a position to
‘convince you that there is a very intimate connection between

‘politics and philosophy, what business did I have to place before

‘you my personal views? 1 shall answer that question briefly.
In a way, I have a proprietory interest in the Radical
Democratic Party and that proprictory interest is in the process

-of liquidation. 1 also want to transfer power, as honestly as

British Imperialism is doing it! But having advocated certain
political theories and political practice, which placed a number
of peoﬁple in a rather awkward, difficult and inconvenient
position, I was feeling all the time somewhat guilty. 1 was

‘perfectly satisfied that what we did politically, risking popularity,
-apparent isolation, etc., since the beginning of the war,
was perfectly justified. But I was not quite sure that my
feeling was shared by all the members of the party, notwith-

standing the fact of their having gone through very difficult
ordeals for that political practice. We often do such things.

‘We often develop a very high degree of zeal and enthusiasm for
-doing certain things for which we really do not possess any inner
‘conviction and an intellectual conviction is not always an
inner conviction. A moral and emotional conviction goes
-deeper. Man, being essentially a rational animal, often finds

it very difficult not to do certain things which appear to be
reasonable, although otherwise they may be undesirable. He
is intellectually convinced that certain things are-to be done,
and does them. But in the heart of his hearts, there is always

‘Some doubt and scepticism; that is what we call moral scruples,

I felt that there was a moral scruple which was disturbing the

‘soul of many members of the party. Therefore I wanted to exp-
lain to you that I had no scruple, and that what I did was not
‘the result of a rational intellectual conviction cnly, but also of

moral conviction, It sprang from a much deeper source than

-anti-Fascism:or the desire to see Hitler or Mussolini hanged or
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to find some new pattern of building society or reconstructing.
the factory chimneys in a different shape.

Nevertheless, I can see quite easily that for pursuing the
politics of our party, it is not necessary forall of you to agree
with my philosophical views. And before we disperse, I want to
tell you that you must not go back with the idea that, unless you
see eye to eye with those philosophical views, you would be bad.
Radicals. But I want you also to know that I could not pursue
those political practices unless I had those philosophical views..
If you do not feel like that, it is perfectly alright. In that case,
regard my philosophical views sympathetically as my personal
views and reject them, if you like. But I wanted to say yet
another thing to explain something that I said and that you.
took as a joke; that is, my desire to transfer power, so to say.
It so happens that I had something to do with the foundation
of the party, and did something for the development of its.
political theories. But, of late, I have been losing taste for
politics. I do not find enough satisfaction in political activities.
But do not run away with the idea that that is frustration or
defeatism. Nothing of the kind. I still believe that, if any--
thing is going to happen in India, that will be the result of the

political practice we advocate, and I further believe that, if

there is going to be a new world as we all visualise, and it will.
be a new world of freedom, Radical politics will have an appli-
cation even beyond the frontiers of India. .

Yet, I am not quite satisfied any longer with political.

activities. I can now do other work according to my inclina-
tion, because I am convinced that the Radical Democratic Party: -

has come of age. Itcan stand on its own legs and go ahead.
Tt will need me still if it shares my feeling thata decent politics,
a human politics, cannot be practised except as the expression:
of some higher moral urge, according to some philosophical

principles. ‘Then you may need me still. But if you think that.
politics can be practised without any connection with the pro--

blems of philosophical truths, morality and all these so-called

and despised higher valdes, then, 1 think, you will not need
me. My being with you will rather handicap you. So, just as.

the Mahatma says that transfer of power will be good both

for Britain and for India, so in this case 1. feel -that.-my leaving:
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the party to practise politics will be good for me as well as for-
the party.

. Before T go over to speak about other things, I crave your:
indulgence for still a word or two about a subject which has
been discussed at great length, that is the question of leadership.
Nobody is perfect. No leadership is perfect. The leadership of
the Radical Democratic Party may have committed mistakes;
let me be still more frank : when I talk of leadership, 1 do-
not mean something which goes from top to bottom through-
out the organisation. That kind of integrated, all-pervading
leadership, which coincides with the party from top to bottom,.
1"18.5 not yet been developed by the partys and to develop that
is its business. When I speak about the stagnation of the quali-
tative growth of the party, I mean the absence of that kind
of I_eaglership. But now, when 1 speak of leadership, I speak of
the top leadership, more concretely, about half a dozen people
who are not only my comrades, but also my friends. I can
quite conceive thatin the ranks of the Radical Democratic:
Party, there are many people incorporating potentialities which
will eventually make them surpass those who are to-day leading-
the party. But let me tell you one thing. I have had some
experience; I have seen revolutionary parties and leaders in
many parts of the world. T have had opportunity of knowing
personally and working closely with almost all the great leaders
of the contemporary revolutionary movements; and I can tell
you that the half a dozen people leading the Radical Democratic
Party can be compared very favourably with every single of’
those great leaders of the revolutionary movements of our
time. The difference is in power. With power, the most
mediocre man can be the greatest leader of the world, and
without power, the greatest intellect may pass unnoticed. A
Molotov can appear in. London and talk big things, because-
he has the Red Army behind him. But neither Tarkunde nor
Parikh, for instance, can do that. They have had to make-
themselves felt by their intelligence alone, a thing which is very
little in demand and'not much appreciated. On the other hand,.
the sort of power which may be available to them within the:
party—and, if T have followed the discussion properly, they
could assume that power with' your domocratic sanction—they
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-do not want to exercise that power. It is the power of énforcing
discipline. They do not believe that mechanical discipline is
the best method of building up a party which proposes to
create a new world of freedom. They do not believe thata
regiment of robots is the suitable instrument for the struggle
“for freedom. They want the Radical Democratic Party to be
-an association of spiritually free men for whom discipline is a
matter of moral conviction. Therefore, they are greater than
‘the other successful revolutionary leaders. That opinion based
on an intimate association of working together for years, has
also given me the conviction that, for political practice, the
Radical Democratic Party can as well do without me. I told
"you all this because I shall be waiting for a reply, not to come
in the form of a vote or a resolution. I shall observe your
reactions, in your work—your reactions to the things discussed
in this Camp will be the rcply for me.

A word about discipline. I conceive it as organisational
-ethics. Is that not another bourgeois deviation ? What has
-ethics got to do with politics or party organisation ? A negative
-or utilitarian attitude to ethics results from the “pure Marxism”
‘which knows nothing beyond social relations and productive
forces. Interpreted as the outcome of the evolution of human
thought—the age-long scarch for truth—Marxism does not
exclude morality. Discipline  results from the moral sense of
responsibility. Fnforced by .threat or compulsion, discipline
becomes an encroachment on freedom. That kind of discipline
may hold a party together, and such a disciplined party may
‘bring about a revolution. But it can never establish freedom.
Because, negation of freedom cannot lead to freedom. Therfore,
“we do not want mechanical rules, but organisational ethics.

Why does a man join the party? Because, he agrees with its
principles and programnie. An attitude and a code of beha-
viour follow from that agreement. If the man is not a liar,
1ying even to himself, he must want to act according to the
principles of the party and do something for the implementation
-of its programme. Mechatical rules of discipline are needed
‘in a-party which is moved by all sorts of considerations, save a
‘moral conviction and fervour. The Radical Democratic Party
«an do without that sort of ‘discipline, because it has -a

that. At last, I found that some inhibition and shortcomings.

OUR FUTURE 147

philosophy.
So, you sce, even concrete questions like party organisation,,.

discipline, centralisation, etc,, can bz referred back to funda-

mental principles, moral convictions and ethical values. I want
the Radical Democratic Party to be composed of individuals.
inspired by those things. If we can get together people of that
type, certainly the Radical Democratic Party will be strong’
enough lo cope with the very difficult task before us. It is.
grasping the magnitude of that task. To expzdite the process,
I thought we must do some heart-searching and give ourselves.
some thorough shake-up. I was searching for an answer to-
the question why we could not grow in stature of the individua]
members of the party. Nobody could prevent us from doing

n ogrselves prevented our growth, both as g party and as.
individuals. I came to the conclusion that we must either have
a renaissance of the party or bury it. I have told you what |
believe to be a revolutionary faith and revolutionary ideal, for-
which a man can live and die. Now, it is for you to choose or
not to choose. If you share my faith and accept the ideal,
there is a bright future for the party. Not doing so, you may
still be able to do things. In that case, I shall wish ‘you luck
and part company. Because, the Radical -Democratic Party
would then not be the party I wanted to build, But now that
the child is born and can walk by itself and wants to go a
different way, it should be left alone. You have had your
elementary education, so to say. I have told you what I
wanted you to be. But you are old enough to go your own
way, wherever you want. Nobody wants.to impose:on you,

I have spoken so frankly, because I want you to - think, and
it will require a good deal of thinking. - But, for heaven’s sake,
do not talk light-heartedly. I have given you some intellectual
food. Chew well, and try to digest. If you cannot, vomit it
out. But do not go.about and feed others with your undigested.
food. Such talk will. paralyse  the party. If you have really
appreciated our discussions here, you will now go to the people
only with our.plan of action.. Whatever we. have talked among

ourselves, should give you the conviction. and- enthusiasm to
do so. ' '



142 NEW ORIENTATION

All this time I felt that a gulf was opening between us. 1
~wanted to bridge it. These discussions have thrown the bridge.
It is still very thin and insecure. Nevertheless, some have
“braved it and crossed the gulf. With them, the core of the
-party will grow stronger. ‘ . . .
Somebody disparaged the idea of philosopher-kings. This is
not the first time I have spoken about if. Sincg Plato suggested
-the idea, nothing more pointed has been said to prove that
“freedom is possible. Now, you do not have to go ‘?y Plato nor
by me. A little reflection makes it clear that the idea of the
proletarian dictatorship can be "ac.ce‘pted b)_/ honest and
“intelligent fighters for freedom only if it is cpncewed as a new
version of the Platonic idea of philosopher kings. Of cpursea.the
~term “‘kings” was determined by the prevailing political notlgns
_of the time; it has no application to-day; we are concerned with
the idea. The dictatorship of the pl:o}etariat i§ supposed to be
~the political institution of the translltl(?n.al perloq. It must.be
~composed of thoroughly declassed individuals, if proletar%an
_dictatorship is to serve purpose it is expected to; otherwise,
it is bound to establish the rule of another class. The people
~composing the dictatorship, because they corpe from the grole-
tarian class, may have no scruples in destroying the estgbhshed
‘bourgeois social order. But as proletarians, representing the
interest of a class, which has captured power, they may not also
-work for the abolition of the rule of that class; they cannot be
~trusted to abolish their own class. Experience has proved that
~the tevolutionary State the proletarian dictatorship,. does not
wither away. Whatever may be the nature of economic  recons-
truction, a class mentality is fostered as moral sa}lctlon for the
-dictatorial regime. Hypothetically, the ‘c.iictgtorshlp may .u§her
in a higher type of democracy, if only it is wielded by individu-
_als who are completely differentiated from all class‘es. Only suc-h
men can establish a classless society. Of course, in that case it
~would not be a dictatorship. It is absurd to expect 'that one
-particular class can ever establish a classless §001ety. The
-abolition of capitalism' may abolish the 'plzol_etanat as such;
‘but it is highly doubtful, psychologically, if it is not metamor-

-phosed into a new ruling class. . .
" We talk glibly about declassed intellectuals, meaning that,
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unless the intellectuals fully differentiate themselves, spiritually,
from the bourgeoisie, they cannot be revolutionaries—advocates
of a new social order. Is it not only logical that the same test
should be applied to those who are to wield dictatorial power

_ -during the transition period? If the praletariat cannot throw

up individuals who will also be declassed, its dictatorship cannot
possibly usher in a classless society. De-classed intellectuals
usually attach themselves to another class—the proletariat; they
develop the proletarian mentality. Power in the hands of people
having no vested interest alone can guarantee the reconstruction
of society as a co-operative commonwealth. It is easy to see
that only philosophers, as individuals,s can be completely
disinterested. The proletariat in power will have as much of
vested interest as the bourgeoisie. When the proletariat captures
power, it also wants to keep it inits own hand; and if that
will mean, in the hands of a few people who also belong to that
class, then proletarian dictatorship will be a permanent feature;
it will never wither away. When I expressed doubt about the
unlimited possibilities of Communism and about the system in
the U.S.S.R., I had all these considerations in mind. So, the
Radical Democratic Party, in my opinion, in so far as I am a
Radical Democrat, proposes eventually to create a group of
individuals who will approximate to the ideal of Plato’s philo-
sopher-kings, who will approach the ideal conception of decla-
ssed proletarians, who can carry into practice the Marxian
theory of dictatorship without debasing it and making it a
pretext for another form of slavery.

I hope that now you may see how very fundamental is the
reason for the existence of the Radical Democratic Party. If
you appreciate " the greatness of the purpose, and desire to
develop the Radical Democratic Party in that direction, you
may still need’ me. Because, in that case I can be helpful. But
if it is-only for organising political action, solving organisational
problems, dealing with changing political situations, and
gradually carrying through our plan of action—for that, the
party can do very well without me. '

So, my request is that you do not go back from this Camp
Wwith'new organisational problems in your mind. As regards
the philosophical questions, treat them as my personal views,
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regard them as having no connection with our politics. For a.
correct appreciation of the international situation and to test
our theoretical presuppositions, we had to subject to a critical
examination many ideas and ideals we had accepted on their
face value. If we have come to some unpalatable conclusions,
which may not be liked by some people outside, it is not nece-
ssary for us to go and shout them out from the housetops.
That was only for us, for our own clarification, to make our
own ideas clear to ourselves. Therefore, there is no call for you
to be oppressed by the feeling that now we must make propa-
ganda against Communism and the Soviet Union. Nothing of
the kind. If that is the case in connection with the questions of
political theory, it is all the more so with philosophical prob-
blems. You do not have to proclaim publicly that we are
against Marxism or revising it or doing any other violence to
it; again, that we have become idealists, or no longer believe in
the Marxist Theories of Values, for instance. Having discussed
philosophical problems. if you feel that our politics  should have
nothing to do with them, why bother? But if you ever begin to
feel that there is a connection, you will remember what 1 told
you in this Camp. '

That, I hope, should eliminate all apprehensions regarding
our position vis-a-vis the public. Our public attitude towards
Communism and the Soviet Union remains as always; only, we
are no longer blind believers and followers: we have now a clear
idea of how things are developing; and we should. try not to
measure our merits by their standards. We' should try to
develop a standard of our own. :

As regards remoter: theoretical-and philosophical questions,
let us make -one or two observations. With . the assumption
that nothing newer or more or better can be. said in the realm
of social thought or economic doctrines or political theories than
what Karl Marx wrote hundred years ago, you will naturally
be sceptical and critical about whatever I have. said. But my
appeal to you is : Do not measure my . ideas. by anybody else’s
standard. I have told you certain things; they may fit in with
Marxism or they may not. I ask you to evaluate what I have
said on its.own merit. If you think it is.good,. accept it; other-
wisc; reject it. But if you say that you.must. reject my ideas
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because they are different from Marxism, your o ini ilk
“have neither any value, nor any meaning for me pThm: Wfll',
only prove that, having no independent ideas of your. owal o
are incapable of judging other ideas independently If In’ ] you:
to measure my ideas by what Marx has said .why s}‘lﬁaliged
speak to you? I would read Marx and compz’xre Is Ouk X
you because I assume that there is g group of hl‘lma ple)a' tor
who can think independently; let me submit my thounI .
their judgment. Be critical, as much as you can bu‘t%”tlS -
d.on’t quote scriptures. I am not appealing to them ’for ; telase
Tity; therefore, they are irrelevant when you judge m auY10~
shall have to judge my ideas on their own merit. If oue‘ o
no better than to throw the three volumes of. Cayitalcan do'-
head, then we are neither here nor there, and ii) is lat :iliy'
necessary for us to sit together to compare notes. Jt wa]alr y'
necessary for me to talk to you for days to find out jf SI ln'odt
correctly learned all the sentences of Karl Marx. e

For these reasons, 1 do not think it will be necessary fo :
.to‘ waste your time in replying in detail to a series of questr’ .
raised .two d.ays ago. They might serve 2 good purpose if lonsj
were discussing Marxism. In that case, I could prove th ttge-
comrade who raised the questions understood Marxism Wra 1 ;
But for the purpose of convincing him or others of the ri g?g @ ;
of what I have said, it is hardly necessary for me' to riegl e
a!l these questions in detail. Because, we shall be dispy-toj
qlﬂ'erent things, not what I said. I only repeat that our filfssmg‘
sion here is not meant to take place on ‘the assumption lStCI:l S-'-
we are orthodox Marxists. That assumption would prec] ; t-A
all discussion. Anything that Marx has said must bz tllcl .
textually and literally, and nothing more can be said ab : €.>m
Therefore, we should not take it for granted that our djsc OU? "
takes place on the assumption that we are Marxists F ZSIOH-
expressed my views. You are intelligent people; judge.whetzlllve‘
they are acceptable to you or not. I ask you t<’> judge intellcz-

?rOgreSS’ and anything else said under the sun is a deviation
irom Marxism—then, of course, you cannot judge whatever E
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:said on its merits. . ' )
But that is not my attitude towards theoretical and philoso-

-phical questions. Whether that is the "attitude of the Radical
‘Democratic Party is for you to decide. So, there is hardly
.any necessity for me to take up these questions point by point,
“to prove whether or not I am revising Marxism. Moreover, I
‘may mention that in formulating the questions, Marxism has
in some places been incorrectly stated. By quoting scriptures,
T can also prove that revision of Marxism is inherent in
Marxism. Anybody who says that Marxism must not be revised
is anti-Marxist. The distinguishing feature of Marxism is its
-dynamic nature. Itis pragmatic and empiricist. It says that
ideas are determined by experience; and Marx did not say that
-all human experience and knowledge came to a stop in 1851.
‘Only I should not use the odious term revision; I prefer to
-say, amplification, enlargement.

In this context, I may take the liberty of drawing your atten-
‘tion to an assertion made while raising the question whether
I was not revising Marxism. It is, that Marxists have eariched

‘Marxism by incorporating all the new  scientific knowledge

-gained since the days of Marx. I am afraid that is not true; the
.discoveries of modern physics have rendered nineteenth century
Materialism completely untenable; yet, the Marxist pandits
weven to-day fight philosophical criticism based on twentieth
~century physics by quoting scriptures from Engels’ Anti-Duhring,
written nearly a hundred years ago. Anyhow, once you admit
sthat it is permissible to adjust Marxian theory to human expe-
rience made since the days of | Karl Marx, then you will come
to realise that everything [ have said can be fitted into the
-scheme of Marxism as a philosophy. If that cannot be done,
“then we shall have to place all the works of Marx in the dusty
archives, attaching to them nothing more than historical value
“for to-day or for the future.

It has been contended here that, proletarian dictatorship
ds a fundamental tenet of Marxism. Marx did not hold that.
However, I am not alone to have departed from that tenet; the
-crime has been committed much more glaringly by the ortho-

-dox Marxists and Communists. Everywhere they are entering

. nto coalition governments; and nowhere are they establishing

OUR FUTURE 147
proletarian dictatorship. Is it honest to do things entirely con-
tradictory to one’s theoretical presuppositions and fundamental
tenets, and yet insist that the latter are final truths? That is
intellectual dishonesty, and if that is really a fundamental tenet
of Marxism, Ishall be glad to admit that] am notsuch a
Marxist. ]

It has also been asserted that the withering away of the
State is a fundamental tenet of Marxism. One has to be a
-day-dreamer t6 hold on to that dogma. Is there any sign of
‘that miracle happening in the Soviet Unjon? There, the State
is getting stronger from day to day. Either we must hang on to
-exploded theories which lead to blind faith, or learn from expe-
rience, which may compel us to revise ouf theory. ’

We must take it for granted that Karl Marx honestly belie-
ved that under Socialism class distinctions would disappear,
:and therefore the State as a class organisation wither away.
‘But one cannot help feeling that that was a naive belief; it was
‘wishful thinking. How could a keen intellect be reconciled to
'such a belief ? The zeal to prove that Communism was not a
“utopia which lured Marx away towards the uncertain ground of
‘speculation, and he made a dogma out of speculative thought.
So long as a stateless society remained inconceivable, Com-
‘munism could not be anything but a utopia. Therefore, for the
sake of his “Scientific” Socialism, Marx had to postulate t*c
‘withering away of the State. Either, at the point, Marx came
very near to anarchism—also a utopia—or he did not think
'hard enough. The State is the political organisation of society.
How could a complicated, centralised, industrial society be ever
‘without a State ? This question should have occurred to Marx

‘while he was casting the horoscope of humanity. As itis, he
'S¢t up a number of hypotheses, and these are getting exploded.

Is it, then, still Marxism to stick to those hypotheses as final
‘truths ? That is not Marxism. If Marx returned in our midst,
he would say that, a hundred years ago, he anticipated history

to move according to a certain pattern, but since that did not '

happen, and things developed differently, what he said a hundred

-years ago does not hold good any longer and is to be rejected.

I do not want to be a bastard of Karl Marx. 1 want to be

Ahis spiritual descendant. Only in that sense can Marxism be



148 NEW ORIENTATION

“the philosophy of the future and claim to be the only system of
“human thought which defies the danger of dogmatism and can
-develop with the development of human society. I conceive:
Marxism in that way, and therefore I call myself a Marxist,
even when I do not recognise the authority of Marxian scrip-
tures and scholasticism.

This heart-searching was necessary in order to free ourselves.
from certain subconscious inhibitions, which are preveating the
“internal development of oyr party. Yesterday we discussed
“organisational problems. They have been placed in their proper
“setting by competent comrades. I think that it is not a simple
“pshchological problem; it is a psycho-pathological problem.
It grows out of certain inhibitions in our subconscious mind,
‘which harbours a double psychosis. But henceforth we shall
live in a different political atmosphere; it should be possible for
us to get over the psychoses, if we are serious about Radicalism.
With the disappearance of Imperialism, the historical basis of
the nationalist psychosis is gone. Consequently, it should be
possible for us to get over that psychesis. It is no longer
necessary for us to measure us. with the naticnalist standard,
whether our politics is sufficiently racial and chauvinistic.
Because, to be anti-British was the standard of revolutionary
purity of politics in the nationalist atmosphere. As our politics
‘was non-racial, it was not considered revolutionary enough.
But this atmosphere is changing now. Therefore, the nationalist
standard need no longer bz our measure. I hope that it wilk
no longer be necsssary to dig out the serpent of nationalist
psychosis, and to that extent the internal life of our party will
be normalised and rationalised. We shall be free from a guilty
conscience. : . ’

But the other psychosis still remains, and that is also to a
great extent of the sams nature. Communism in our country
became fashionable with 2 section of the students, because it
appeared to be the most extreme form of nationalism and
racialism. The people wiho call themselves Communists in this.
country have forgotten Cofnmunism, if they ever really knew
what it was. For the last twenty years, ‘Communism in this
country has been identified with anti-Imperialism, which is the
political creed also of the nationalist movement. The political
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programme of the so-called Communist Party of India has for
years been United National Front, which will necessarily include
-Zhe capitalist patrons of nationalism. The literature of .the
C.P.I, dealing with the Indian political situation, has little
to say about Communism; it is all anti-Imperialism. Aqy
Marxist who has read his text-books should know that there is
no longer any British Imperialism for the Indians to fight. It
can now serve only as a bogey for the benefit of those who
want to hoodwink the Indian masses. The Communists have
been playing that game. We have learned from Lenin all .al.)out
Imperialism; anti-Imperialism is not Margism: it is Lemmsxp.
Marx appreciated Imperialism as a revolutionary factor; he said
that the British conquest of India had historically areyolu-
tionary significance. Marx also said that capitalism histolecally
had a progressive role to perform. Imperialism is the highest
form of capitalism. If capitalism in its earlier stages h.as a
progressive role to play, how does it lose that role in i'ts higher
stages ? I want to know if Marxism prohibits its votaries from

having the most elementary understanding of logic ?
Anyhow, Lenin held that modern Imperialism was based

on the export of capital. If that is so, then it logically folloyvs
‘that, with the reduction of export of capital, Imperialisrp begins
to decline, and decolonisation of the colonial countries com-
mences. During the year following the first world war, the
export of capital from Britain fell heavily. In 1922, there was
an actual deficit in Britain’s balance of overseas trade. I was
the first to point out that epoch-making fact. That was one of
my major crimes in the eyes of Communist orthodoxy; I should
say bigotry. For twenty years, I have been vilified as the father
of the “De-colonisation Theory”. But history goes its own way.
What I anticipated so many years ago, is actually happen.mg
to-day. If the theory of decolonisation was a revision of Ma1*x1§m
then, history is belying Marx; my crime was that twenty-five
years ago I anticipated it. 1 could do that because 1 understood
my Marx, énd my Lenin. Tt was not my original wisdom'; a
little intelligence enabled me to understand what T was rgad{ng.
Lenin said that, in a certain stage of its *development, capxtah_sm
«created more new capital than could be invested -at home with
a sufficient rate of profit. For getting a higher rate of profit,
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the unemployed capital was exported .to other countries; that
was the basis of modérn Imperialism. From that, as students
of logic, we can draw the conclusion that if one day this flow
of capital from one country to another ceased, then an imperia-
list country would cease to be so in course of time. Because,
another tenet of Marxism is that, under its own contradictions,

‘capitalist economy is bound to break down.

Britain having céased to export capital already more than
twenty years ago, I came to the conclusion that the process
could not be arrested. Unless we believed that capitalism was
indestructible, unless we believed in the bourgeois economic
doctrine that, given laissez faire, the law of supply and démand
will operate and capitalism stabilise itself again and again, we
should anticipate a breakdown of capitalist economy in Britain.
There would be temporary recoveries and zigzags. But the
general trend would be downwards. From that analysis, 1

" came to the conclusion that the colonial economy of India,

based on British capital, would necessarily change its character,
and a process of decolonisation would take place. And asa
corollary to that, I wrote that decolonisation in the economic
field must have a political repercussion; eventually, British

- Imperialism would find itself faced with the necessity of trans-

ferring power to the Indian bourgeoisie. In the Second Congress
of the Communist International in 1920, I pressed this point of
view as against Lenin, who believed that the bourgeoisic in the
colonial countries must still play a revolutionary role. Why ?
Because the bourgeoisie in Europe had done so. But is it
Marxism to say that a class plays exactly the same role, no
matter in what part of the world or in what period of history ?
That is metaphysics, not. Marxism. It means that there are
social factors which transcend time and space.

. Lenin’s understanding of .these problems was metaphysical
and idealistic. I pointed out to him that, under the given world
conditions, the Indian bourgeoisie might be anti-Rritish, but
they could not be revplutionary; that racialism was not a
revolutionary sentiment. I explained why the Indian bour-
geoisie could not be revolutionary; not because of any inherent
inferiority, but because the contradiction between Indian capi-
talism and British Imperialism would disappear in course of
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time, and consequently the political conflict between the two-
would-also be composed eventually. An eventual compromise:
between decayed Imperialism and bourgeois nationalism was a.
foregone conclusion. Is that not happening to-day ? Imperia-:
lism is transferring power to the nationalists, who have been:
fighting it ineffectually all these years. It was not Royism, as-
it used to be called. It was not my wisdom. In those days,.
I believed in Marxism as a dogma, and having read my Marx,.
Icame to those conclusions; history has corroborated them.
Therefore, I maintain that my philosophical views as well as.
the politics of the Radical Democratic Party are Marxist;.
whereas the Orthodox Communists of to-day are non-Marxists,.
philosophically as well as politically.

If the Communists were Marxists, they should have realised.
already twenty years ago that the foundation of British Imperial-
ism was undermined. The temporary stabilisation was artificial,.
though it induced some orthodox Marxists to talk of a second.
industrial revolution, out of which capitalism would be reborn.
Except those who took that revisionaist and non-Marxist view,
all Marxists should have seen already then, before the rise of
Fascism, that Imperialism was a passing phenomenon. The
Communists at least should have anticipated the passing of
Imperialism. 1In that case, they should have acted in an entirely

_ different manner, to prepare the people for the real revolu-

tionary struggle ou the home front. But they forgot all about
class struggle, and called fanatically for a united national front.
Their action, in cross contradiction to their theories, exposed
them as nationalists. They might talk of social reconstruction,
internationalism and what not; but really they also wanted only:
the British to get out.

Nevertheless, anti-Imperialism has sunk deep in the sub-
conscious of many of you. But Imperialism is no longer there.
Now the battles for freedom must be fought on the home front..
The verdict of history is that the Radical Democratic Party
alone is qualified to lead the Indian people in the coming.
battles for freedom. Why should you even now be haunted
by the nightmare of unpopularity and isolation? Now that the:
external enemy is gone, the people are bound to be attracted:
by our ideas of revolution, our perspective and our progratme.
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As revolutionaries, we should have the conviction that now we
are going to isolate those people who have been dominating the
political scene so long by deceiving the people and distracting
their attention to false issues. So long as the ghost was there,
‘we could not help it. Now the ghost has, disappeared, and if
others are still able to deceive the people by raising the ghost
«of a ghost, do not _call yourselves revolutionaries! Close. your
shop and find some other occupation! If you cannot conceive
of your isolating the demagogues, then you cannot conceive of
the possibility of a revolution in India. The cause of the
- camouflaged nationalist-Communist psychosis having also been
removed by the march of historical events, you have no longer
any reason, even imaginary, to have a guilty conscience. Shake
-off your psychosis, and all lack of enthusiasm will disappear;
the organisational problems of the party will also be solved.

It is a good augury that the conclusion of our Camp coin-
wcides with the formal passing of the ghost of Imperialism. Today
is the day of our deliverance. We shall be delivered from the
‘psychoses, which have been stultifying our revolutionary vigour
and undermining our revolutionary conviction. We shall no
Tonger be enslaved revolutionaries—enslaved by our own
-dogmas, prejudices and preconceived ideas. We are free revo-
Tutionaries, and only as free men can we free others. We
should send hearty congratulations to the British Cabinet
Mission on their success. When the Cripps Mission failed in
1942, we were glad, because, if Cripps had succeeded, India
‘would to-day be ruled by Subhas Bose as Hitler’s Gauleiter. In
that case, Gomrade Cripps could not have come again to hand
‘over power exactly to those people who would have preferred
to welcome the Japanese army of liberation. Nevertheless,
‘we are glad that this time he  has succeeded. Because, hence-
forth, we shall not be in any way handicapped in the fight
against Indian Fascism, installed in power by the British Labour
‘Government, L .

India is on the threshold of national independence; but who
is free in this country? Who can say that to-day is the day of
-our deliverance? Only the Radical Democratic Party. This
-day of deliverance belongs to the members of the Radical
Democratic Party, because only we can appreciate this freedom,
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-and we alone can go to the people and tell them that th%s is only
‘the beginning, there will still have to be a 'revolutlon, aqd
‘then they will also be free. Until now, the Radical Democratic

Party was Prometheus bound; after this Camp,‘ .the Radical
Democratic Party will appear on the Indian political scene as
Prometheus unbound. That is the message which you must

‘take from this Camp to the entire membership of the party; and

if you can deliver that message with conviction to every
single member of the party, all organisational pl:oblems will
sbe solved, and the entire party will plunge into activity with new
vigour, new enthusiasm and a new persp%ctive.
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A year has passed since the ruinous clash of arms formally
ceased in Europe. The military operations against Japan also

ended in a victory much earlier than expected. Tortured and
tormented for years ever since Fascism seized power in a series
of countries, the world heaved a sigh of relief, hoping for an
early peace, to be followed by political and economic reconst-
ruction on the basis of the grand democratic alliance which
rescued mankind from the deadly grip of fascist barbarism.
Hardly a year after the memorable day of deliverance, the great
€xpectations seem to have disappeared, leaving civilised human-
ity bewildered by thz recriminations amongst the victorious.
Powers, and dazed by the dread of yet another world war,
which may come, perhaps sooner than the anxiously anticipated
peace. The international situation is not only drifting towards.
a dangerous direction; those who were expected to be the
saviours of a war-worn world seem to be pushing it recklessly
tothe very brink of a perilous precipice. If the present chaos.
of international relations continues; any day the hapless world
may go over, in a deadly crash, from which there will be no
recovery, ; :

All thoughtful believers in a bright future of humanity must
be deeply perturbed by the gloomy perspective. But they must
not simply stand aghast, paralysed by the feeling of helplessness
amounting to fatalism. They must think furiously, so as to lay

* Statement on the international situation, issued by the Central
Political Council of the Radical Democratic Party of India, on the
basis of the discussion in the Political Camp held at Dehradun fronr
May 8th to 18th, 1946.
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bare the cause of the malady threatening tl}e Ver};X ex1stieasr;ce ’1?(5 |
the civilised world, and act bold to extermmat_e' tde c:min.g To
begin with, the voice of reason must be. raise ,fworthOdoxy‘
progressive world against the diﬁ'erent varletlﬁs 0 Drihodon
and blind passion which a]re c;;aatm}i ;rslsa;r:llgs;; I;rzst ey
madness. It is singularly ¢ oughtles .
irresponsible to take up }:hfdfa:;htsu'i vz:i\i\; %T;llie;isggﬁ?:ﬁ e\z?d
is inevitable, and to ho at it w
:zo;lllgvz:rtlzbclear the ground for the r.aisxr}g of a ngw. Tilvliihvlehv;
may be erroneously conceived belr}g-lxl accor arlx.ce vt th
Marxist doctrine of economic determinigm. In ;C}Ell ltya,m culture,
it betrays a woeful ignorance of the dynamics O ! lz'r;xn oul th;
and represents cynicism of the unfounded cgnvi(;l i | that the
so-called “pre-history” is bound to be ruled by the
Jungilfe.the final triumph of world revolution 18 condltlclmgl upac;reli
yet another war, then, the fanatical forces of revg ution e
heading towards a pyrrhic victory. One Floes klllott rer?;xgzr zt)v \(/) rlg
high degree of imaginativeness to realise that a e oty
war will have the most disastorous consequences, n.los . pT o
amounting to a complete breakdown of nziod;lzh ct1vt1h 1::2111:2“:
Greatest possible eﬂ"orts. mpst be ixigcllleytocgft::inothatanationamt
i astrophe. Since it is pract -
;;%;a;lm bg a willing party to another world war, the Ra.dlce;;
Democratic Party pledges itself re§olutely tf) co-operaté mzl;
international efforts undertaken with the object of saving the
Y he catastrophe. . _
Wor\lﬁ(;ht;‘lzlzlotpledging itsilf, the Radical' Democratic Parlty ir?f
India declares that the object can be attame_d only ll)yt rep abcou%_
antiquated political doctrines and th'i:osrs;lca‘l3 f;)litclllez esl\éiﬂler
i hich history has mercilessly .
i\;cf:tzlxi gemocracy” (even in the refurbls.hed” form ?f d;mc;% ‘
cratic Socialism) nor ‘“‘Russian Comnilumsr.n. can hea o.t
another war towards which the world is drifting rap}cl.}};; as 1d
were by fate. The unseemly squabbles 'between the' Brmsdo e;r; )
Russian delegates to the recent international anfellences 1o not
permit any other conclusion. Neither of the rlva's p;og 2
sufficiently inspiring leadership to -ﬂ§e‘ progrf:sslx¢ orcesﬁi J
the world. One has only a threadbare institutionalism to offer
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:as the panacea for all evils; the other, on the contrary, still

‘holds out an ideal which, having been attained, has lost all the
glamour of utopia, and appears to be repelling for all who
‘fought to free the world from totalitarian power and spiritual
‘regimentation. ‘

The progressive world pursuing the ideals of democratic
freedom and economic equalitarianism, and cherishing the
human heritage of cultural values, is torn between the two rivals
for the leadership of post-war Europe. In the absence of a
-common code of behaviour and standard of values, there can
be no unity of purpose, and therefore no . cooperation. The
‘result is the present atmosphere of tormenting doubts, corroding
‘suspicions and cynical efforts to stab each other in the back,
-and the general instability, and fear of an impending catastrophe.
At this gravest crisis of its entire history, the civilised world
‘needs a new hope, a new faith, a new ideal, to inspire a new
‘philosophy of revolutionary theory and practice suitable for
“the prevailing conditions. :

Fascist Germany was the ' spearhead of European reaction.
Its defeat heralded the dawn of a new era for Europe. The
post-war period was to be a period of reconstruction on the
‘basis of really democratic social relations. The development
‘might not be uniform, some countries going ahead of others.
But the older order would be no more. It was expected that
‘the Anglo-Soviet alliance would be the backbone of a new
-democratic 'Europe. The expectation was reinforced when
Labour came to power in Britain, in the wake of the military
-defeat of Fascism. Such a reconstruction of Europe could not
‘take place on the basis of capitalism. Political democracy must
be fortified by an ‘economic system free from the profit motive
-of powerful vested interests. Rising out of the ashes of Fascism,
Europe must march towards social democracy. Before Labour’s
-advent to power in Britain, the leadership for post-war Europe
marching towards social democracy could come only from the
‘Soviet Union. Consequently, a polarisation of the international
forces in the post-war world was to be expected.

Already in earlier years of the war, when Fascism marched
from victory to victory, the choice . before Europe was between
the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. Britain was heroically holding out
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against triumphant Fascism. But either the U.S.A. or the
U.S.S.R! or both of them, as happened ultimately, must come.
in if Europe, including Britain herself, was to be saved. The
U.S.A. came in earlier, though no more voluntarily than the
U.S.S.R. The latter’s participation, however, was politically-
predetermined; if was in the nature of the war, so to say..
Strategically, it was palpable, almost self-evident, that, without:
the participation of the Red Army, Germany could not be
defeated. In consequence of that strategic position, the Soviet
Union was destined to be the leader of European democracy
liberated from fascist slavery. Under Soviet leadership, Furope:
would be bound to break away from the moorings of capitalism,.
and steer her course towards Socialism.

But the U.S.A. had also appeared in the European scene,
though only on the periphery. American diplomatic relations.
with Vichy and subsequently the Darlan affair and Italian
armistice, clearly indicated the direction to which the U.S.A.
would pull if it got a hand in European reconstruction. As the
only capitalist country sure, as such, to survive the war, the
U.S.A. would naturally try to save Europe also for capitalism,
by restoring the status quo ante bellum. Consequently, all the-
conservative and reactionary elements of Europe, anxious to
go over to the winning side before it was too late, hailed
the U.S.A. as the liberator. There began a process of polarisa--
tion, as between the U.S.A. promising restoration of the capi--
talist status quo, and the U.S.S.R. heralding a new social order.

-Had Britain survived the war as an imperialist power, the:
scale might have been tipped in favour of the U.S.A. The
passing of British Imperialism is one of the revolutionary,.
liberating, consequences of the war. The advent of the Labour
Government reinforce the position of the U.S.S.R. in the con-
test for the leadership of post-war Europe. The military defeat
of the fascist powers, therefore, opened up a perspective of’
high hopes and great expectations.

Before long, the hopes were dashed and expectations belied.
Every conference of the Great Powers, allied in the war against.
the fascist Axis, became a scene of bitter recriminations.
between the representatives of the British Labour Government

“and of the Communist Soviet Union. The U.S.A. appeared to-

sit on the line waiting for the time to play the laughing third.
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‘How did that tragedy happen ?

The facts are generally known. There has been bungling on
“both sides. But the familiar explanations are not couvincing.
It is easy enough to denounce Bevin as a “Social-Fascist”, and
‘accuse the Labour Government of continuing the traditional
“foreign policy of imperialist Britain. That is apsurd. With as
much apparent force, one could say that, in foreign policy the
“Soviet Government is also stepping into the shoes of Czarist
Russia. On the other hand, the psychological explanation of
“Soviet foreign policy is also not convincing.

There was a time when every apparently aggressive or
-otherwise questionable  move (such as the pact with Nazi
~Germany) of Soviet foreign policy could be explained as moti-
vated by a justifiable anxiety for self-defence. 'One could
plausibly maintain that the Capitalist Powers would seize the
“first opportunity to attack concertedly the sole Socialist State
and overthrow it. Until the outbreak of the war, the U.S.S.R.
"was in that danger, though for propagandist purposes it was
often magnified. But the war has not only smashed the spear-
head of European reaction; it has also undermined the position
-of the capitalist powers, with the sole exception of the U.S.A.
~Consequently, the U.S.S.R. is no longer in the danger of an
eventual concerted attack by the capitalist world. The only
‘possible enemy, still capable of undertaking a military crusade
-against Socialism, is geographically not in a position to launch
an attack on the Soviet Union in the near future. The anxiety
“for security against a world of enemies, therefore, can no longer
be the motive of Soviet foreign policy. Nor can it be the fear
complex created by past experience. To-day the Soviet Union
“possesses the strongest army of the world. The consciousness
of power derived, from that fact should remove the fear com-
plex and give a feeling of security.

For all these considerations, the psychological explanation
-of post-war Soviet policy is not valid. One is compelled to

search for a motive other than anxiety for security. The clue -

“to the apparent enigma is to be found in the fact that invariably
Soviet foreign policy clashes with the British view. Its purpose
is believed (by its apologists) to be to counter the sinister
«design of British Imperialism which, even under the Labour
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‘Government, is said to be trying to marshal «all the reactionary
forces of the world for an enventual war against the Soviet
Union. If that is really the purpose of Soviet foreign policy,
then, it is fighting a bogey. Assuming that even the Labour
Government is pursuing an imperialist anti-Soviet policy, one
must raise the most obvious question : Is Britain in a position
to wage a large-scale war in the near future? Only those who
are labouring under a die-hard obsession would answer the
question in the affirmative.

There can be another explanation of the post-war Soviet
foreign policy. It is diplomacy on the pattern of Napoleonic
strategy : Elimination of the enemies, one_by one pick out the
weaker enemy, deliver him a smashing blow, and then turn
upon the stronger. The Soviet Government can pursue this
Napoleonic diplomacy on the assumption that the Labour
Government is also imperialist. Indeed, that precisely is the
point of departure. Apart from the absﬁrdity of the guiding
belief, the Napoleonic foreign policy of the Soviet Government
is evidently short-sighted, if not stupid. If British Imperialism,

notwithstanding the Labour Government, is still functioning

as the spearhead of world reaction, which is being marshalled
for an eventual attack on the Soviet Union, it must be backed
up by the mightiest capitalist Power, namely, the U.S.A. In the
case of a show-down between the Soviet Union and the bogey
of British Imperialism, the might of the U.S.A. will certainly be
thrown in the scale on the side of the latter. ,

If the Russian leaders entertain any illusion in that respect,
if they believe that the U.S.A. will be a passive spectator in an
Anglo-Soviet war, then, they are living in the fool’s paradise.
Yet, there is no other explanation of the Soviet foreign policy
which picks up quarrels with the British Government practically
onevery issue of the post-war international relations. Fear
complex no longer motivates it. On the contrary, the provo-
cative policy is pursued presumably with the belief that Britain
cannot risk a war, and on the background of a new polarisation
of the European situation. The Soviet conflict with Britain is
not due to the Labour Government pursuing an imperialist
anti-Russian policy. It results from the possibility of Britain,
under the Labour Government, offering an alternative leader-



160 NEW ORIENTATION

ship to post-war Europe. The recurring diplomatic clashes—

-accentuated by a propaganda offensive, are the reflex of a con-
flict of political ideas and, in the last analysis, of philosophies.

The ideological polarisation of Europe as between 'the:

democratic Socialism of the British Labour Government, and

‘dictatorial Communism advocated by the Russians, and their

proteges in other countries, to-day over-shadows the historis

choice between the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. Should the ideo-

logical conflict lead to an armed conflict, the future of Europe
and of the world as a whole would be dark, indeed. The U.S.A.
might emerge out of that tragedy as the laughing third, and

finally succeed in the hitherto miscarried effort of restoring the:

status quo ante bellum.
For the moment, the tragedy appears to be inevitable. The

‘drama of post-war Europe seems to be unfolding with the
_ fatality of the Greek tragedy. On the one hand, wedded to the
dogma of the dictatorship of a monolithic party, which may be
camouflaged for tactical reasons, the Communists in Russia

~.and their allies abroad simply would not believe in the bona fides

of others who hold that Socialism could be established demo-
«cratically. On the other hand, honestly progressive elements.
-throughout Europe, who have lost faith in the capitalist order
‘and are therefore ready to cooperate in the building of a new
society, are repelled by the idea of dictatorship, particularly
after having. suffered and sacrificed so much in the bitter

struggle against Fascism.. Nor would the numerous army of

confirmed Socialists in the countries with a democratic tradi-
‘tion, countenance any kind of dictatorship. And there does not
seem to be any hope of a synthesis or reconciliation of the

“conflicting views.
The plan of a united Internatlonal holds out little promise.

The political history of Europe during the last quarter of a
eentury and more was embittered by an endless recrimination
between the  Social Democratic and Communist Parties. The
regrettable tradition cannot be obliterated. Because, it was
not a superficial difference. - The notions of democracy and
dictatorship are mutually exclusive; they are logically associated

with conflicting philosophies’ and antithetical codes of ethics -

and social behaviour.
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Drawing inspiration from the humanist tradition, the demo-
cratic Socialists, or Social-Dzmocrats (the contemporary world
makes no place for any other brand of democrats), visualise:
social organisation as a harmony of voluntary individual efforts.
The free individual discharges social obligations not under any
compulsion, nor as a homags to the exacting god of a collective
ego, but out of a moral conviction which grows from the:
consciousness of freedom. The idea of dictatorship, on the
contrary, marks a complete break from the cultural heritage of’
modern civilisation. It is a negation of all the social and ethical
values which have given expression to the liberating urge of
mankind ever since the man of the Renaissance rose in revolt
against spiritual regimentation under the banner of the Chris~
tian Church, and temporal totalitarianism of the Holy Roman
Ermpire.

That being the case, a reconciliation of the two ideologies:
which are dividing the world in two antagonistic camps, is not
possible. Nor can the one eventually overwhelm the other by
winning the loyalty of a decisive majority. Because, both are
defective, much too inadequate to meet the requirements of the
contemporary world. Both have been discredited, more or less,
in experience.

The theory and practice of dictatorship, even as the means
to an end, is repugnant. But, on the other hand, the limitations
of parliamentary democracy can no longer be ignored. Under
it, civil liberties can be reduced to mere formalities. Without
accepting the Marxist view that parliamentary democracy is
also a class dictatorship (of the bourgeoisie), a view which
cannot be easily disposed of, critical students of modern history
should be able to see that the inadequacies of parliamentary
democracy are inherent in itself. In the highly complicated
modern industrial soctety, individual citizens particularly, those
belonging to the majority labouring under economic disadvant-
ages, have very little chance of exercising effectively the
sovereign right which formally belongs to them. Law gives.
them little protection, particularly in critical times. Itis an
indisputable fact that under the parliamentary system democracy
cannot control the executive. * Between two elections, it is
completely out of the picture. During that period, a party
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having a majority in the parliament can legally assume dictato-
rial power. Th ; guarantee against such a possible abuse of
power, attainabjc with democratic sanction, is' not legal. The
.guarantee is provided by the moral sense of the majority party.
‘Thus, parliamentarism -as such cannot defend democracy, and
:guarantee civil liberties, under all circumstances. S

Not only Hitler rose to power “democratically”. The history
of the last quarter of a century records the experience of many a
‘country where dictatorships claimed democratic sanction, though
they kicked off the ladder after having attained power. Even
in a country like Britain, with the longest and most deeply
ingrained democratic tradition, the possibility of dictatorship
being established with a parliamentry sanction could be headed
off only by the implied threat of revolution. The fear of the
people rising in revolt is the check on the temptation of the
majority party assuming dictatorial power. To assert its sove-
reign right fully, democracy will have to go beyond the limits
-of parliamentarism. That means, parliamentarism does not
give the fullest scope to democracy.

This fundamental defect of parliamentary democracy results
from the contradiction between the philosophy and political
“practice of Liberalism. While, true to its humanist tradition,
Liberalism proclaims freedom of the individual, its economic
-doctrine of laisser fuire, with the political corollary, places the

Fé
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individual in a helpless position in the wilderness of cut-throat
«competition. In such! circumstances,  individualism becomes a
mere word. The polit\ical and social practice of Liberalism
having negativated ' the moral excellence of its philosophy,
parliamantary democracy was bound to be discredited. If that
‘was not the case, the stormy rise of Fascism could not be
rationally explained. Fascism grew out the crisis of parliamentary
-democracy, within the limits of which the social and economic
problems confronting Europe in the inter-war period could not
be solved. In order to survive Fascism, democracy must out-
grow the limitations of formal parliamentarism based on an
atomised and therefore helpless electorate. An organised demo-

‘cracy, in a position to wield a standing control of the State,

should be the political foundation of the new social order. By
reorientating itself in this - direction, democratic Socialism  will
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open up before the modern progressive humanity a new vista
of political and economic reconstruction, which will neither
postulate an indefinite period of blood and tears, nor be clouded.
by doubts about the alternative course of peaceful development.

The events in Eastern and South-Eastern Europe are shaping:
on this new pattern, although the scene is dominated by the
Russians who still remain formally wedded to the dogmas of
dictatorial Communism. In practice, the Russians have proved
themselves to be realists enough to admit that the dictatorship-
of the Communist Party may not be the only instrument of
revolution, in every country, undereall circumstances. Once
Upon a time, coalition government was anathema for the
doctrinaire Communists, Now they are forming coalitions with
other parties, and are thus deviating from orthodoxy with the:
sanction and under the guidance of the high-priests of Com-
munism.

Let the champions of democratic Socialism be also somewhat
less doctrinaire and more realistic. They should see that parlia-
mentarism of the British model may not be the best form of
democratic government under all circumstances. Indeed, there is
N0 set pattern of parliamentarism. The French system, for instan-
ce, differs from the British, and the American from both. Once
the practice of one-party rule is abandoned, why should ngt
each country be allowed to evolve its own form of democratic
State, determined by its peculiar conditions? Toleration is a
basic principle of the democratic view of life. If the advocates.
of democratic Socialism, particularly the British Labour Govern-
ment, took up a less doctrinaire and more tolerant attitude,.
the international tension may relax, allowing progressive:
humanity a chance to react independently to the contemporary’
crisis and conflict of ideologies, to find the new philosophical
orientation, which is the crying need of our time.

It will not, indeed, be a new philosophy. The store of
cultural values, piled up since the dawn of civilisation, is far
from being exhausted. That precious heritage of the past pro-
vides a solid foundation for the magnificent structure of the
future dreamt alike by romanticists or revolutionaries, idealists
Or utopians. If the germs of Socialism or Communism grew in
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the womb of the capitalist society, then the inspiration for a
truly liberating philosophy for the future should also be found
in the moral and spiritual values of the so-called bourgeois
culture. No Marxist could disagree, without belying the master.
To be true to their liberal tradition, the democratic Socialists
should also find the ways and means to enable individual citizens
to stand out in sovereign dignity, which is not attainable within
the limits of formal parliamentarism based on atomised
electorates. ‘

The philosophy which will give modern mankind a new
hope and a new faith must put a congrete content into the ideal
of freedom.  If the liberating possibility of social organisations
and political institutions is still to be judged by divergent ideo-
logical prejudices, discordent doctrines and conflicting dogmas,
common efforts for overcoming the present crisis, the greatest in
history, and for promoting human progress, will remain a matter
of wishful thinking. A common measure of freedom alone can
make such common effort possible, Guided by the dictum of
ancient wisdom, that manis the measure of everything, the
philosophy for the future should proclaim that the merit of
any pattern of social organisation or political institution is to
be judged by the measure of freedom it gives to the individual.

Dictatorship of any form, however, plausible may be the
pretext for it, is excluded by this perspective of social evolution.
Politics cannot be divorced from ethics without jeopardising

~the cherished ideal of freedom. It is a fallacy to hold that
the end justifies the means. The truth is that immoral
means necessarily corrupt the end. This is an empirical truth.
In the Soviet Union, proletarian- dictatorship—the rule of a
monolithic party—promises to be a permanent institution.
It is identified with Communism. So, the means have become
the end. The State does not hold out any hope of withering
away, according to the Marxian scheme. If a socialist society
has been established in the U.S.S.R., the period of transition
has passed. There is no longer any necessity for class dictator-
ship. But it does not disappear. Why ? That is a question which
must cause searching of hearts. So long as no other party is

allowed to exist, it is idle to say that a higher form of demo-

cracy has been established.

A NEW ORIENTATION 165

The practice of “Western Democracy” is equally disappoint-
ing. Insisting on the continuation of that prastice, Socialism
doss not inspire coafidence of success. It may succeed in
Britain. But the tradition and the prevailing conditions of other
countries do not hold out much hope. Consequently, dictatorial
Communist practice still has a great appeal there. That is the
cause of the Anglo-Soviet tension, which may precipitate
another war. Dsmocracy and dictatorship are fighting for the
future of Europe, and for the moment it looks like a losing
battle for democracy.

To turn the tide, democracy must reorientate itself. It must
revert to the humanist tradition of Liberalism. Tt must not be
limited by the counting of heads, particularly, when the heads
have not the opportunity to raise themselves with sovereign
dignity. In India, for instance, by conventionally pursuing the
formal parliamentary democratic practice, the British Labour
Government is only helping the establishment of a  minority
rule which will almost certainly - degenerate into a fascist
dictatorship.

Formal parliamentarism must be replaced by actual demo-
cratic practice. The character of a party must be judged not
by its ability to catch votes, but by the merit of its proclaimed
principles and published programme. The people should be
asked to vote not for professions and promises, but to judge the
record of a government. Democratic practice which is no more
than mere counting of heads is, in the last analysis, also a
homage to the collective ego. It allows scope neither for the
individual, nor for intelligence. Under the formal democratic
system, unscrupulous demagogues can always come to the top.
Intelligence, Integrity, wisdom, moral excellence, as a rule,
count for nothing. Yet, unless the purifying influence of these
human values is brought to bear upan the political organisation
of society, the democratic view of life cannot be realised.

-The contemporary world is not poor in men and women
incorporating those values of the humanist tradition. -But
disdaining demagogy, they can never come to the helm of
public affairs. On the other hand, a dictatorial regime, even if
established as the means to a laudable end, discourages the' rise
of that type. Thus, between formal democracy and dictator-
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ship, humanity is deprived of the benefit of having its affairs
conducted by spiritually free individuals, and is consequently
debarred from advancing towards the goal of freedom.

It is idle to condemn dictatorship on the ground that
regimentation precludes the creation of human values, so long
as those values are not allowed to influence public affairs even
under democratic regimes. Therefore, to wean the unthinking
world away from the appeal of dictatorship, postulated as a
short-cut, indeed, as the only way to freedom, democracy must

" - recover the humanist tradition of modern culture. Man must

again be the measure of things. Intelligence, integrity, moral
excellence, wisdom, should be the test of leadership. Democracy
can no longer be taken simply for granted. Today all modern
men of culture are perturbed by the challenging question: Is
democracy possible? The advocates of democratic Socialism,
while rightly rejecting dictatorship, have so far failed to answer
satisfactorily the question of our time. To find the answer, the
humanist tradition of modern culture must be traced all the
way back to Plato. The fundamental democratic principle—

the greatest good to the greatest number—can be realised only .

when the conduct of public affairs will be in charge of spiritually
free individuals who represent none but their own conscience,
~ Moral sanction, after all, is the greatest sanction. It has
been shown above that the real guarantee of parliamentary
democracy is not law, but the moral conscience of the majority
in power. In the last analysis, dictatorship also rests on a
moral sanction,—it claims to be the means to an end. But
group morality is a doubtful guarantee against the temptation
of power. Values operate through the behaviour of individuals.
Therefore, gavernment composed of spiritually free individuals,
accountable to their respective conscience, is the only possible
guarantee for securing the greatest good to the greatest number.
Democracy must have that philosophical reorientation, if
it is to survive the present = crisis, and resist' the powerful
onslaught of dictatorship. The attempt to resist thc onslaught
by other means, such as thé" creation of a Western - Democratic
Bloc, will only lead to war, and -another war will destroy

modern civilisation with all its cherished cultural vclues. ]
What is suggested is not ad hoc establishmentfof a rule]by
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Pareto’s “intellectual elite”, but such an organisation of the
democratic'society as will give unlimited scope for the unfolding
of the creative genius of man, and place executive power of the
State under the control of free intellectuals—free from the in-
fluence of vested interests and also from the vagaries of the
collective ego so very susceptible {to demagogic appeals. For
this purpose, democratic practice should not remain limited to
periodical elections. Even if elections are by universal suffrage,
and the executive is also elected, democracy will still remain a
formality. Delegation of power, even for a limited period,
stultifies demoracy. Government for the people can never be
fully a Government of the people and by the people, and the
people can have a hand in the Government of the country only
when the pyramidal structure of the State will be raised on a
foundation of organised local democracy. The primary function
of the latter will be to make individual citizens fully conscious
of their sovereign right and enable them to exercise the right
intelligently. The broad basis of the democratic State, coincid-
ing with the entire society, will be composed of a network of
political schools, so to say. The right of recall and referendum
will enable organised local democracy to wield a direct and
effective control of the entire state machinery. They alone will
have the right to nominate candidates for election, Democracy
will be placed above parties representing collective egos. Indi-
vidual men will have the chance of being recognised. Party
loyalty and party patronage or other forms of nepotism will no
longer eclipse intellectual independence, moral integrity and
detached wisdom. , :

Such an atmosphere will foster intellectual independence:
dedicated to the cause of making human values triumph. That
moral excellence alone can hold a community together without'
sacrificing the individual on the altar of the collective ego, be

it the nation or the class. People possessed of that great virtue

Will command the respect of an intelligent public, and be recog-
nised as the leaders of society automatically, so to say. Dema-
gogy will be placed under a heavy discount. Mechanical
counting of heads will cease to be the criterion of democracy.
Democratic practice will not be reduced to periodical elections,
It will be some time before reorientated democracy can be
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the master of the situation. In the transition period, the Cons-
titution should provide for creative genius, intellectua] detach-
ment and mora] integrity Occupying a high Place in the State,
S0 as to advise, guide and influence the operation of executive
power. In the transition period, democracy must be electjye as
well as selective, Until the in tellectual and moral level of the

to bear on the situation, democratiq regimes cannot serve the
purpose of promoting freedom. Firstly, the €conomic life of
society must be progressively freed from the paralysing and
corrupting contro] of vested interests, Ip consequence thereof,
intellectual independence will be accessible to a greater number.,
Secondly, the latter shouylq be regarded as the most trustworthy

mtrinsically representative character is to be measured by
counting heads, society wil] remain deprived of the best available

Bearing in mind aj] these problenis and possibilities, the
Radical Democratic Party has prepared a Draftof the Consti-
tution of Free India, It €liminates the defects of forma}
parliamentary democracy, and obviates the danger of dictator-

democracy, with the hope that progressive worlq Opinion,
tormented by doubts and pessimism aboyt the future of man-:
kind, and haunted by the dreadfy] Spectre of a new war, will
give it a careful consideratiop, '

Ist of June, 1946




