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PREFACE

Though not a political philosopher in the conventional sense,
Jawaharlal Nehru has nevertheless steered his political ideas
between idealism and realism, thinking somewhat as a philosopher
while working as a politician, and distinguishing himself more or
less as a philosopher-politician. The problems of political thought
today cannot be entirely based on speculative arguments or ethical
doctrines, but have to be closely related to the real issues of human
affairs. In other words, philosophy and factual questions supple-
ment each other. While Nehru speculated considerably on political
issues, practical politics gave him the singular advantage of under-
standing many of them stripped of illusion. Combined thought
and action helped him in formulating his ideals and, in a sense, his
political philosophy became embodied in his practical experiments.

The greater part of Nehru’s life has been a dedication to politics,
of which about thirty years were spent as an active revolutionary.
During that period he underwent nine terms of imprisonment,
amounting to nine years less twenty-three days. While prison
provided leisure for deep thought and writing, life outside be-
came enriched with varied experiences. When the revolution
ended on August 15, 1947, years of greater responsibility awaited
him in office. From revolutionary activities, conflicts with
government and similar traditions straight to the seat of authority
to deal with difficult problems required no easy adjustment. A
greater problem was also evident. Not only was Nehru a revolu-
tionary and an agitator, he was also ‘bred up in a high tradition
under a great man’, Gandhi. This was an ethical and moral
tradition, and at the same time was applied to practical politics.
He could not set aside this background while in power. Instead,
he carried on a continuous attempt to bridge the gulf between
idealism and practice.
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Nehru is a man of wide reading and of broad human outlook.
With a scholarly approach to politics he formed his intellectual
convictions, mostly in an individual way. The times he lives in
have deeply influenced him, as have also the great ideas of the
age, and events have imperceptibly served as lessons. Gandhi
spiritualized him in a broad sense, while Marxism had a powerful
effect on his mind. Despite external influences, however, he
strove for individuality, and it is this which has always remained
the key-note of his ideas.

The greater fundamentals of his political thought were con-
siderably crystallized during the revolutionary phase of his career.
They seemed to him, at that time, unalterable. He thought that
his major decisions in public affairs would remain untouched, for
they were stronger than himself, and a force beyond his control
drove him to them. But did the acquisition of power mean com-
promise with former principles? Of late, he himself has wondered
ifhe s very different from his earlier days, realizing that ‘naturally,
one tones down in a position of responsibility’. But it might be
said regarding his broader ideals that essentially they remain the
Same as ever, and any apparent deviation or revision is due to
changing circumstances, practical considerations, or expediency
rather than to a lack of faith, He dislikes political dogmas, and
VIEWs set ideas Pragmatically with a critical mind. Democracy or
socialism, most political doctrines in fact, are ever changing con-
cepts, the mind progressing with the passage of time. Nehru’s
real concern has been 1q implement desired ideals from judge-
RS of value and in accordance with moral principles.
his bazi(ieepefr_Political ideas of Nehru are primarily gathered 'fro'm
relation t;"'n}:mgs. It was an attempt to d{Scovef' the past in its

istory in the Present that led hlm.to write Glz:npses of World
supertai] the form. of letters to hlS; daughtelz. I wrote ra.lt!ler
for a il ig }?nd as simply as [ coulfi, he says, .for I was writing
and vo er early teens, but behind that writing lay that quest
I yage of dlscovery. A sense of adventure filled me and I
Wefi Successively different ages and periods and had for com-
PANIONS men and women who had lived long ago.” He had
leisure while in Prison to let his mind wander or take root for a
while, keeping in pype with his mood, allowing impressions to
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sink in and fill the dry bones of the past with flesh and blood. The
Autobiography is a narration of his own thoughts and moods and
how they were affected by external happenings. ‘I endeavoured to
make this a truthful record of my own mental development.” The
quest was still the same, and he wrote down his past feelings and
experiences in the hope that this might bring him some peace and
psychic satisfaction. Zhe Discovery of India was again an attempt
in the solitude and passivity of prison to fill the vacuum of life
with memories of past living, of his own life, and of the long
chain of history of human activity. In this work too the personal
element has pushed itself forward almost against his will; ‘often I
checked it and held it back, but sometimes I loosened the reins
and allowed it to flow out of my pen, and mirror, to some extent,
my mind.’

These three works—a history of the world, a history of his
own life, and a history of India—thus reveal sufficiently the inner
thoughts of their author and, together with other aspects, they
contain a vivid picture of his political mind.

There are also a number of essays and writings of a fundamental
character written by Nehru which reveal his philosophy. Several
of them have been written against a political background. Numer-
ous speeches, addresses and sayings, ranging over a variety of
subjects and covering the greater part of his life, supply valuable
information regarding the trends of his thought. An outlet for
ideas is also provided by debates, conversations, talks, statements
and letters. Abundant material is available for an assessment of his
political thought, with his practicala ctivities supplying corrobo-
rative evidence. At times there is a deliberate enunciation of
certain principles, at others it is merely the ventilation of feelings.

Nehru has lived an eventful life. His is the many-sided role of a
revolutionary and a nationalist, a democrat and a socialist, an
internationalist and a pacifist, a head of government and, above
all, a lone individual and a thinker. In the following chapters an
attempt is made to co-ordinate his ideas in the above roles. These
ideas, in essence, reflect his political philosophy.

I am grateful to my preceptor, Professor C. H. Philips, Director
of the School of Oriental and African Studies, University of
London, for the opportunity he kindly gave me of using the
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resources of the School where I was able to complete this work. I
am greatly obliged to Professor A. L. Basham, Professor of the
History of South Asia in the University of London, for his
valuable advice and suggestions.

Thanks are due to my good friends R. Edwin Ellinson and
P. Bryant and to my wife Rajasree Das for their assistance in
ftocllnparing the manuscript, reading the proofs and preparing an
index.

It has been my aim in this volume to present, as objectively as
possible, the political ideas of Nehru in the light of his own words
from the material available to me.

Lona’on, 1960 M. N. DAS
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CHAPTER 1

MIND AND PHILOSOPHY

The Worlds of Action and Ideas

A man of practical and positive nature, Jawaharlal Nehru is
also a man of abstract ideas, thus living in two worlds—a world
of action and a world of thought. The thought developed through
intellectual curiosity and the search for knowledge, while action
followed the sequence of external events. Man is a part of nature,
and also a part of society; and therefore he has to be ‘natural with
nature and human with human society’. Between the two worlds
a balance is needed, which Nehru tries to maintain. He does not
want to lose himself ‘in aimless and romantic quests unconnected
with life’s problems’, for destiny marches on and does not wait
for anyone’s leisure; nor does he want to concern himself ‘with
externals only, forgetting the significance of the inner life of
man’.* There is an innate desire to understand life by a frank and
courageous approach to realities; at the same time, to look at it
from the standpoint of thought and vision. In his life, he attempts
a harmony between the two.

His Philosophical Mood

A philosophical mood through all stages of life from adolescence
to old age is an apparent feature of Nehru’s character. A child-
hood without companions, education in a different and distant
country, a life in many prisons, and ultimately the office which
placed him above others, helped him in varying degrees to live a

* Nehru believes in the saying of Spinoza that ‘The greatest good is the knowledge of
the union which the mind has with the whole of nature. . . . The more the mind knows
the better it understands its forces and the order of nature; the more it understands its
forces or strength, the better it will be able to direct itself and lay down rules for itself;
and the more it understands the order of nature, the more easily it will be able to liberate
itself from useless things; this is the whole method.” DJ, X, 5 35.

19



20 THE POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY OF NEHRU

detached life. How far a detached life accounts for a philosophical
mood is difficult to say. But in the case of Nehru it is his contem-
plative mood that made him cultivate a certain detachment.
Perhaps they were complementary in his life—detachment
leading to contemplation and contemplation calling for detach-
ment. Slowly he trained his mind not to attach a great deal of
value to himself. He succeeded, though not to any large extent,
as there were other factors which made real detachment impos-
sible. But even the partial success which he achieved was ‘very
?elpf}ﬂ’, because, as he says:

-+ + - 1n the midst of activity, I could separate myself from it and
ook at it as a thing apart. Sometimes, I would steal an hour or
two, and forgetting my usual preoccupations, retire into that
;:.ltfnﬁered chamber of my mind and live, for a while, another
ife.

Nehru wants to believe that all people have some kind of
Philosophy of life, conscious or unconscious, and if not thought
out then inherited or accepted from others and considered as
?elf'?"id.ent. One may also seek refuge from the perils of thought
i)nr f:;hv:;;)::dreligious. creed or d'ogr.na,. or in national des.tiny,

comforting humanitarianism. He further believes
th.a t often all these qualities and others are present together in the
gund, and, having little to connect them, split personalities are
O:Ir?lggej.z Th.rough his similar reflections, one may discern his
the morn » @ mind which is not prepared to keep itself away from
€ Iemote thoughts.
Seeml::;et hals b‘een moments.of great desPair in his life wher} lif;e
He foy h(; € ‘a dreary aff.aur3 a very wilderness of desolation’.
lesso n.%l\nén?ny a battle within himself and learneflamat.ay- a hard
he learnt, [, One must journey through life alone’,? this is what
detachme;, , Owever painful. Su.ch feelings .rr§ade the sense of
more real, and the mind was conditioned accordingly.

11;]01‘;. {mag inative and Poetic Nature
Ttics Wholly absorbed Nehru from a comparatively early age,

1 DI, III, 52.
2 DI, V, 159-60.
8 B: LXI, 507.
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leaving him with little time for other interests. But politics could
not suppress in him his inherent nature of being imaginative and
poetic. With his pen he expressed his nature; and either in his
basic writings or in casual letters, essays, or even talks, the flow
of a sublime imagination is traced. That is an aspect of his inner
self. His mind would like to peep into the wisdom of the ancients,
the faith of the middle ages, the scepticism of the present and the
glory that is to be. And out of them it is enchanting for the mind
to think of ‘a magic city, full of dream castles and flowering
gardens and running brooks, where beauty and happiness dwell
and the ills that this sorry world suffers from can gain no admit-
tance’. And then that life would ‘become one long and happy
endeavour, a ceaseless adventure, to build the city of magic and
drive away all the ugliness and misery around us’.

Poetry and politics are seemingly different things, and the for-
mer cannot be the concern of a politician. But something akin to
poetry remained in him, and the extreme worldliness of politics
failed to dominate his inner personality. From childhood almost
he had developed a liking for poetry, a liking which, according to
Nehru himself, endured to some extent and survived the many
other changes to which he was subject.2 Regarding politics, even
so late as 1944 he was prepared to say that he ‘was not much of a
politician’, although politics had seized him and made him its
‘victim’.3 And, when really at the helm of political authority, he
could confess to India’s Constituent Assembly: ‘T am afraid I am
a bad bargainer. I am not used to the ways of the market place. I
hope I am a good fighter and I hope I am a good friend. I am not
anything in between and so when you have to bargain hard for
anything, do not send me.”* When the burdens of state lay heavily
on his shoulders, his mind could afford little time to rest imagina-
tively or to escape into a far away realm. Nevertheless, the funda-
mentals of his character hardly changed, however little the

opportunity for expression.

' A Study of Nehru, p. 132, A Letter from Nehru to Krishna Hutheesing written in
November 1930 from Naini Jail, Allahabad.
2 4B, 111, 14.

3 DI, VII, 330.

¢ Debates C. A., VIII, No. 1, May 16, 1949.
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is Complexity of Mind
glfe mir{::l ofJI,\Ié/}:ru appears to be a comp}ex one, obsesseiI a(sl
it is with various conflicts. Often enough he is seen to be trouble :
by these conflicts, the age he lives in, the crisis in the splrit}:] eo
man, and by the world situation. Clouds of thought acllnpea;,r iny
clear away, but again reappear. Often, the dl:ll! an v&llfl tg’uc%
public functions and the dust and tumble of polmcs_ wou foueh
him only on the surface, while the inner conflict wou
wrecking his mind. .

‘My r%al conflict lay within me, a conﬁ.ict of .ideas, desires arr:lc-l.
loyalties, of subconscious depths struggling with outer circu
stances, of an inner hunger unsatisfied.”

He would become a battleground for the struggle of various
fo

rces. He would seek escape, would try to find harmony and
equilibrium,

and in attempting this would rus}} into actloln,
because the outer conflict relieved the strain of the inner ?tﬂlgbg ‘1’{'
No less is the trouble from the spirit of the time. Loo'kmgbl'acd
to the days of the past he finds them as the ‘day§ of falth; . E'
unquestioning faith’. He is thrilled at the amazing intensity (l)d
evotion which the various embodiments of that bygone age ho
b

efore him; but knows that the days of that faith are gone. Iflstea(c)li
the present 3ge is a different one, ‘it is an age of disillusion,
doubt and yp

certainty and questioning’. )
€ can no lon;yer acég;)t many of the ancient. beliefs and
customs; we have no more faith in them, in Asia or in Europe o}r
erica. So we search for new ways, new aspects of t}de trut }1
mmore in harmony with our environment. And we questlo‘r‘l. each
other and debate and quarrel and evolve any numbe.r of 1srnsf
and PhilOSOPhies. As in the days of Socrates, we live in an agfi'ltz
questioning, byt that questioning is not confined to a city like

thens; it i world-wide.”2

. "
€ Tespects his age as one of the great ages of mankind, but i
conscioy

: ivi f living
¢ S that one has to pay the price for the pr1v1le.ge ot Ir :
In it. The great ages are ﬁw};ys ‘full of conflict and instability’,?
and there a0 attempts in them to change over from the old to

something ney, While he is anxious for the change and the new
4B, XXV
2 E.r:a_y.r I 16 7

3D X, 53’ ;69’ “The Last Letter to Indira’, August, 1933.
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order of things to come, the mind is troubled by numerous
questions as to how and in what way? Years pass by, but the spirit
of ‘a haunted age’, as he calls it, does not cease to disturb his
mind. The feeling of ‘ghosts and apparitions surrounding us’, of
many things which men cannot grip, nevertheless which are
dangerous, continue to remain. ‘We live in this haunted age where
vast numbers of people in various countries become frustrated
because they see no light, because they see danger, the danger of a
future war and the danger of a future break-up, before them.’

His concern over the crisis in the very spirit of man is deep.
Behind the last war he saw what appeared to be this internal
conflict of the spirit of man. While he is enamoured of the ‘some-
thing godlike in man’, he is also wide awake to ‘something of the
devil in him’. The civilization itself appears in crises, with people
talking and acting more and more ‘in terms of might and the
insolence of power’; and others, afraid of power, lining up behind
that very thing. As a result, the good things of life suffer, the very
basis of a decent approach to life, religious, spiritual, or scientific.
‘They are submerged in this deluge of hatred and violence and
fear. Fear and hatred and violence are the worst companions that
an individual or a nation can have.’

This obviously leads to the world’s crises. The global wars
have left a deep impression on his mind; and he has always won-
dered why in the sphere of politics and economics there should be
a search for power and yet when the powerhas been attained, much
else of value should have gone.

‘Political trickery and intrigue take the place of idealism, and
cowardice and selfishness the place of disinterested courage. Form
prevails over substance, and power, so eagerly sought after, some-
how fails to achieve what it aimed at. For power has its limitations,
and force recoils on itself. Neither can control the spirit, though
they may harden and coarsen it.’

The mind, disturbed by such problems, develops complexity.
Thoughts become manifold, and there is a continuous struggle to
find answers. He himself is conscious of the fact that in each man

! Debates P. 1., 1951, XII, Part II, May 29, 1951.
2 Speeches 111, 436, January 15, 1957.
7, X, 534.
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there are many different human beings with their inconsistencies
and contradictions, each pulling in a different direction. Be that
as it may, Nehru consistently endeavours to resolve the conflicts
of his mind into open and clear ideas. More or less, he can translate
his complex mind into simple fundamentals, and while the crisis
of his mind remains within himself, for the outside world his
ideas are presented in a somewhat crystallized form. The crisis of
the mind is often enough solved by giving free vent to the feel-
ings, for one thing is certain; he does not believe in suppressing
his emotions. Furthermore, without being dogmatic, but trying to
be dynamic, and with a scientific approach to most matters, he is
able to represent his mind in an easy way.

His Mind in Relation to Different Phases of Life
Nehru discovers at times some kind of changing mind within
himself. As forceful events created different circumstances, the
mind in order to adapt itself became supple. Varying moods thus
became imperative and they were within his own perception.
Changing moods were ‘very apparent™® in the course of the letters
which finally emerged as the Glimpses of World History. Opinions
were often expressed rather aggressively, and his mind afterwards
became aware of a different emphasis. He began his Autobiography
‘in a mood of self-questioning’, and attempted to trace in it his
OWn ‘mental development’.2 He had continually had a feeling of
growing up, and that feeling continued to be with him. Several
years later the Discovery of India was being written, and Nehru
noted a good deal of change in himself. He had grown more
contemplative, There was perhaps a little more poise and eq.ul.l—
ibrium, some sense of detachment, a greater calmness of spirit.
Tragedy did not overcome him to the same extent as before. The
turmoil was less, and inclined to be more temporary, even though
the tragedies were greater. He wondered if this was due to a
spirit of resignation, or due to a toughening of the texture. Or,
was it just age, a lessening of vitality, or the effect of prison?

The tortured mind seeks some mechanism of escape, the senses
get dulled from repeated shocks, and a feeling comes over one that

1 WH, Preface,
2 AB, Preface and Epilogue,
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so much evil and misfortune shadow the world that a little more
or less does not make much difference. There is only one thing
that remains to us that cannot be taken away: to act with courage
and dignity and to stick to the ideals that have given meaning to
life; but that is not the politician’s way.”

From the fort prison of Ahmadnagar the prisoner would look
back to the days of his youth when he lived for considerable
periods ‘in a state of emotional exhaltation’, wrapped up in the
action which absorbed him. Those days would seem far away,
with an ocean of experience and painful thought in between. The
burden of thought he regarded as a hindrance, and in the mind
where there was once certainty, he found doubts creeping in.
‘Perhaps it is just age, or the common temper of our day.’ In some
earlier days, he thought, there was a definiteness about his thinking
and objectives which faded away later; and no longer could he
function as he did in his younger days, as an arrow flying auto-
matically to the target of his choice, ignoring all else but that
target. His whole attitude to life seemed to undergo a transforma-
tion.

But those were the morbid years of World War II, and he him-
self was a prisoner, tormented by a distressing present and faced
with an uncertain future. Diffidence could cast its natural gloom
over his mind. But that phase of life came to an end all too soon
when he himself became free and his country independent. As he
stood on the crossroads of time, he felt ‘the weight of all manner
of things crowding around’ him. He was at the end of an era,
looking forward to embark upon a new age. All the past gathered
around him and exhilarated him, and at the same time, somewhat
oppressed him when he thought if hfz was worthy of the great
past of his country. Keeping the past in view, he turned to think
of the future, the greater future, as he hoped.

‘. . . standing on this sword’s edge of the present .between this
mighty past and the mightier future, I tremble a little and feel
overwhelmed by this mighty task. We have come here at a strange
moment in India’s history. I do not know but I do feel that there
is some magic in this moment of transition from the old to the
new, something of that magic which one sees when the night turns

1 D71, 0.
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into day and even though the day may be a cloudy one, it is day
after all, for when the clouds move away, we can see the sun
later on.’

A new vista of thought opened itself, once again with a definite-
ness about his thinking and objectives. There was the inspiration
to develop a dynamic mentality, and a daring spirit of adventure;
and in the world of thought, to dare ‘to pierce the heavens’, and
not be afraid of any idea.

Thus, some main phases of life are reflected in the mind through
their different meanings, but all the same, the basic ideas seem to

remain the same as ever. These basic ideas reflect the philosophy
of his life.

His Artitude towards God

At the seventieth year of Nehru’s life, one of his closest friends,
Amrit Kaur, who knew him from a very early age, proceeded to
say that ‘by far the greatest lack in him is his inability to believe in
God’; and that pious elderly lady continued to hope that ‘for him
some day faith will transcend reason and that belief in God will
come to his rescue and be for him the anchor that it has been for
SO many great men during periods of storm and stress, whereby
they were able to face and surmount crises’.2 It puzzled some
People how Gandhi, with his absolute faith in God, should have
accepted the atheistic Nehru as his right-hand man and, in a very
Teal sense, dearest to himself. But Gandhi had his answers. On
one occasjon, during the days of the individual sazyagraka in
1940,. when Nehry’s arrest by the government was practically
Sertan and a sense of sadness was in the air, he had come to
°Vagram to see Gandhi. As he was taking leave, the wife of the
ahatma blegsed him and said: ‘God will look after you.” There-
111322:1 Nehry turned to her with a smile and said: "\Vhefe is God,
) e exists, He must be very fast asleep.” This evoked
. earr.y laughter from Gandhi who knew and often used to say:
lle Jawaharly] always says he does not believe in God he is
nearer God thap, many who profess to be His worshippers.”® A
* Kasturba_w; i ‘Ba’
Db e Ko e O, Decembe 1, 1946

. Nekru, p. 155, Amrit Kaur, ‘A Friend Without Friends’,
3 Birthday Book, 13930’ sﬁs.;nriTKa“’a ‘Wealth of Human Sympathy’.
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strict adherence to Goodness and Truth was to Gandhi as good as
a sincere devotion to God, and when he found the former in
Nehru, he did not care to think if the latter were missing.

The Nature of His Agnosticism

A sense of mysteries and of unknown depths comes to Nehru at
times, and he creates an urge in himself to understand them or
even to experience them in their fullness. But the way to that
understanding is to him essentially the way of science, the
objective approach. He believes that there can be no such thing
as true objectiveness; but then, if the subjective element is
unavoidable and inevitable, he is prepared to consider it when it
is conditioned, as far as possible, by the scientific method. It is
this reliance on science which takes him away from the mysteries.

“What the mysterious is I do not know. I do not call it God
because God has come to mean much that I do not believe in. I
find myself incapable of thinking of a deity or of any unknown
supreme power in anthropomorphic terms, and the fact that many
people think so is continually a source of surprise to me. Any
idea of a personal God seems very odd to me.”

He appreciates the conception of monism, the non-dualist
philosophy of the Hindu Pedanta, realizing at the same time that a
mere intellectual appreciation of such matters does not carry one
far. Rather, the Pedanta or similar approaches frighten him with
‘their vague, formless incursions into infinity’.

Yet he thinks of a God. ‘Even if God did not exist, it would
be necessary to invent Him,” said Voltaire, and Nehru would
agree with him. But at the same time he thinks of a reverse pro-
position—'even if God exists, it may be desirable not to look
up to Him or to rely upon Him. Too much dependence on
supernatural factors may lead, and has often led, to a loss of self-
reliance in man and to a blunting of his capacity and creative
ability.”? What Nehru thinks to be desirable is some faith in things
of the spirit which are beyond the scope of the physical world,
some reliance on moral, spiritual, and idealistic conceptions. Or
else, there will be no anchorage, no objectives or purpose in life.

1DIT, 13.
2 DI, X, 489.
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“Whether we believe in God or not,” he says, it is i{'npo_sablfa not
to believe in something, whether we call i.t a c.reatr‘ve.hfe—glwpg
force or vital energy inherent in matter which gives it its capac,;lty
for self-movement and change and growth, or l?y some other
name, something that is as real, though elusive, as life is real when
contrasted with death.? Inside the orbit of this broad concept, he
is even prepared to see some kind of ideal—personal, natl.onal ;)r
international, some distant objective, some vague conception of a
perfect man or a better world—as the objects of belief.

His Arirude towards Religion

In his childhood Nehru listened to the stories from the I-‘Iim.iu
mythology, and his knowledge on the subject became ‘quite

J
considerable’. Byt religion seemed to him ‘to be a woman’s
affair’, and the

ceremonies and pujas, visits to temples and holy
men, left little impression on his mind.2 A little later he was un‘d e
the influence of theosophy, gradually imbibing theosophical
Phraseology and ideas, and feeling at the same time that here was
the key to the secrets of the universe. He began to think of religion
and other wor]ds. At that time, the Hindu religion especially rose
In his estimatjop He did not like its ritual or ceremonial, but
apPpreciated it Upanishads and the Gita. At the age of thirteen }}e

ecided to join the Theosophical Society, and when his father dl.d
Tot attach Ny importance to it, he was hurt, and felt that his
father ‘yyag lacking in sPiritualit;".3 But in a short time he bade
goodbye tq Theosophy. For several years after, he had nothing
to do with religion, until Gandh; began to influence him. He was
too mucb under Gandhj’s influence in political and other matters

£0 remain Wholly immyne even in the sphere of religion’. ‘I came
nearer to a religioyg frame of mind in 1921 than at any other time
Stnce my early hoypooq. Even so I did not come very near.’

As for himself, At any time in his grown-up life he could have
passed for any religioyg denomination, Christian, Buddhist, Hindu
or Moslem, Provided that by religion one means the innermost
virtues of life, ReligiOn means to him the very essence of charac-

1 Tbid,
2 4B, 11, 3.
S 4B, 111, 15.
4 4B,X, 73.
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ter, truthfulness, love and the purity of mind. ‘I was born a Hindu,
but I do not know how far I am justified in calling myself one
or in speaking on behalf of Hindus,’ so he said at one time.l But
he is still a Hindu provided he is not called upon to accept many
of the outer forms of Hinduism.

The role which organized religion played in the history of
India during Nehru’s own time greatly provoked him against
what religion stood for in its outer meaning.* ‘There can be no
doubt that the founders of the great religions have been among the
greatest and noblest men that the world has produced,’ he wrote.
‘But their disciples and the people who have come after them have
often been far from great or good. Often in history we see that
religion, which was meant to raise us and make us better and
nobler, has made people behave like beasts. Instead of bringing
enlightenment to them, it has often tried to keep them in the dark;
instead of broadening their minds, it has frequently made them
narrow-minded and intolerant of others. In the name of religion
many great and fine deeds have been performed. In the name of
religion also thousands and millions have been killed, and every
possible crime has been committed.’

At times he felt that he had no use for either religion or philan-
thropy, since they often covered ‘the rankest hypocrisy and
selfishness’. He would believe in ethics and morality and truthful-
ness and other virtues, but his belief in them should not turn
them into methods, though they could only be the attributes of a
method.3 On other occasions, his ‘accumulated irritation’ would
turn to religion and the religious outlook. They were enemies to
clearness of thought and fixity of purpose, because they were
based on emotion and passion. Religion which presumes to be
spiritual would appear to him as far from real spirituality. More-
over, thinking in terms of some other world, it had little concep-
tion of human values, social values and social justice. He found in

* “India is supposed to be a religious country above everything else,” he says in the
Autobiography, ‘and Hindu and Moslem and Sikh and others take pride in their faiths and
tesify to their truth by breaking heads. The spectacle of what is called religion, or at any
rate organized religion, in India and elsewhere, has filled me with horror, and I have
frequently condemned it and wished to make a clean sweep of it.” (XLVII, 374).

1 Writings 1, 41.

2 Writings 1, 37.

3 Essays I, 33, ‘Some Criticisms Considered”.
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religion preconceived notions, because of which, he thought, it

deliberately shut its eyes to reality for the fear that reality might
not fit in with notions.

The Element of Scepticism

Apart from other considerations, it was again his faith in science
which made him sceptical towards religious doctrines. The
Prophets have always had a great appeal for him, and he finds it
difficult to analyse this appeal, but certainly it is not a religious
appeal. It is the personality of a Buddha or Christ which attracts
him greatly.2 But as for other things:

.‘Religion as I saw it practised, and accepted even by thinking
Imnfls, whether it was Hinduism or Islam or Buddhism or
Cbnstianity, did not attract me. It seemed to be closely associated
with superstitious practices and dogmatic beliefs, and behind it
lay a method of approach to life’s problems which was certainly
not t‘h.at of science. There was an element of magic about it, an
uncritical credulousness, a reliance on the supernatural.’

Of course, it is obvious to him that religion has supplied some
deeply felt inner need of human nature, and that the vast majority
of People all over the world could not do without some form of
religious belief. Also, there is something beyond the scientific
ﬁosiltlv;el.kn?wledge of the day, and no thinking person can ignore
t};e rll( thinking to halance religion and science3 the unknown and
o rfIiOWr.l, Nehru hopes that science may widen its boundaries
- Ay invade the so-called invisible world and help men to
erstand the purpose of life in its widest sense. He hopes for

the icati P : . .
application of the scientific method to emotional and religious
€Xperiences.

Ysticism, in its narrow sense, irritates him. He is not attracted
towards met

a certain ; aphysics. ‘And yet,” he says, ‘I have sometimes found
of mees Lnte.llectual fascination in trying to follow the rigid lines
mod Physical and philosophic thought of the ancients or the

erns. But I have never felt at ease there and have escaped from

their spell with a feeling of relief.”# The theories regarding some

1 4B, LXI, so.

2 4B, XXXV 291
3DLT, 1. !
t DL T, 12,
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other world or a future life, regarding the soul or reincarnation,
the theory of cause and effect governing life’s actions and similar
ones arouse in him merely intellectual speculation, without
affecting in any way his life or belief. Here again, the dominating
factor in his mind is, while the thoughts based on some premises
are presumed to be self-evident, in reality they may or may not
be true. In the same context, spiritualism with its seances and its
so-called manifestations of spirits seems to him ‘a rather absurd
and impertinent way of investigating psychic phenomena and the
mysteries of the after-life’.

Reliance on Truth and Science

Opposed to narrowness and intolerance, credulity and supersti-
tion, emotionalism and irrationalism, Nehru finds peace in
conforming to ethics and the principles of the good life. To that
life and to this phenomenal world he wants to apply reason and
knowledge and experience. A reliance on truth and science has
been consciously developed in the mind, and a mental satisfaction
in him is perceptible on account of that. Truth as ultimate reality,
he believes, must be eternal, imperishable and unchanging. But
that perhaps cannot be apprehended in its fullness by the finite
mind of man which can only grasp some small aspect of it. But as
the mind develops and enlarges its scope, new aspects of it come
to light, though the core of it may yet be the same.

‘And so, truth has ever to be sought and renewed, reshaped,
and developed, so that, as understood by man, it might keep in
line with the growth of his thought and the development of
human life. Only then does it become a living truth for humanity,
supplying the essential need for which it craves, and offering
guidance in the present and for the future.”

If any aspect of the truth has been petrified by dogma in a past
age, it ceases to grow, and therefore cannot answer the questions
of a succeeding age. Nehru’s concept of truth therefore is some-
thing dynamic and not static; it is a life-giving impulse, but not a
dead thought and ceremonial, or a hindrance to the growth of
the mind and of humanity.

Science has its limitations in spite of its achievements, yet he

1 DI, X, 436.
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wants to hold on to it, and with it to reason, to attain truth or
reality. It is better, according to him, to understand a part of truth
and apply it to life, than to understand nothing at all and flounder
elPICSSI}' in a vain attempt to pierce the mystery of existence. For
all peoples of all countries the applications of science are inevitable
today, and even something more is necessary. .

It is the scientific approach, the adventurous and yet critical
temper of science, the search for truth and new knowledge, the
refusal to accept anything without testing and trial, the capacity
to change Previous conclusions in the face of new evidence, the
reliance op observed fact and not on pre-conceived theory, the
hard discipline of the mind—all this is necessary, not merely for

the application of science but for life itself and the solution of its
Many problems,’1
His Opposition 1o Obscurantism
Th-e- Spirit of dogma, Nehru says, has badly affected tl}e
religious quest of man. Ideas which assert in effect that ‘I am in
Possession of the truth, and nobody outside the pale has it’, make
Ionbejzciiminds narrow, and shut the door against a tolerant and
WithOH‘;efaPProach, ‘where men not only look up at the hanensf
ell with car but’are also prepared to look down into thcfe ngt oo
that ope out fear’. He mak.es a case for a tolefant view of life s >
Otherg inmay ITOId one opinion while respecting tl'.le 0£1n10r}113 Z’
OPinions tcon31derat1'on thaf; there may be truth in the :i)th er i
ever my c>hOo. Truth is too big tc.> be grasped all at once, ai ow2
Here , a?ne may know there is always much else to be r.10wn.-
Posed tq %eln Neh}'u turns to science, because the scientist 1}? sup
Mman tod, an objective seeker after truth. But he thinks that no
Cience Z’ not €ven a scientist, can live in a world of his ownci
ethics, ,b ~ Sees it, has begun to cross the borders of mor.als and
ethics, thep ;t 1t gets divorced from thfe realm of morahfy a%
Spirit, theref, ;rPOWer may be used for favﬂ purposes. Tlhe scienti é:
Umility, €, ought to be essentially one of tolerance an

<

cientist
| S should note that they do not have a monopoly of
:gl, )2, 488,
Peeches 1] 433, January 14, 1957.
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the truth; that nobody has a monopoly, no country, no people,
71 book. Truth is too vast to be contained in the minds of human

€ings, or in books, however sacred.’!

His Faith in Man
Y far the greater part of the philosophy of Nehru centres round
Man—human nature, human affairs and human interests. How-
sver difficult it is for him to retain unqualified faith in man, to
Ose this faith is even more difficult.
‘God we may deny, but what hope is there for us if we deny
Man and thus reduce everything to futility?'2

_ With an unbounded sympathy for man he has looked to him
With almost the devotion of a faith. He looks upon the past history
o.f Mman ‘with the eye of sympathy’. The dry bones fill up before
\IS eyes with flesh and blood, and he finds ‘a mighty procession of
lving men and women and children in every age and every clime,
different from us and yet very like us, with much the same human
virtues and human failings’.3 A kind of understanding is estab-
lished, and to understand men who lived long ago, he understands
their environment, the conditions under which they lived, and the
ideas that filled their minds. It seems absurd for him to judge past
People as if they lived now and thought as we do.

What perhaps attracts him most in man is his spirit. The gallant
fight of man against the elements, his courage that conquers
Nature itself, his limitless endurance, his high endeavour and
loyalty to comrades and forgetfulness of self, and his good humour
in the face of every conceivable misfortune, would create in
Nehru’s mind, in some lone moments of life, a deep sympathy for
man. Why should such be the nature of man, he would wonder.
It is not for any advantage to man himself, nor even for the public
good. “Why, then? Simply because of the daring that is in man, the
Spirit that will not submit but always seeks to mount higher and
higher, the call that comes from the stars.” Most men may be deaf
to that call, but it is well that a few should hear it.

‘To them life is a continual challenge, a long adventure, a

testing of their worth:

1 Ibid,

s DL IX, 445,

® Essays 11, 166, “The Last Letter to Indira’, August, 1933.
C
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“I count life just a stuff
To try the soul’s strength on. . . .

291

The puny body of man has a mind that recognizes no bounds,
and a spirit that knows no defeat. Adventure is always there for
the adventurous, and the wide world beckons to those who have
courage and spirit, and the stars hurl their challenge across the
skies. With such faith in the strength of man, he nevertheless
becomes aware at times of the weakness of man to misuse that
strength. While he is attracted by the spirit that conquers nature
or brings about great human convulsions like the French or

ussian Revolutions, he feels disturbed over that aspect of human
nature which points to violence and deceit. Even the very progress

of science, isolated from moral discipline, might lead to the
concentration of power in the hands of selfish men, inviting the
eStruction of its own achievements. Yet, his faith does not desert
him, and he remembers that nothing can happen that is likely to
overcome the spirit of man; and also life, for all its ills, has joy and

beauty,

<
How amazing is this spirit of man! In spite of innumerable

f}?;tlncgls, man, throughout the ages, has sacrificed his life and all he
hat Ny ; t foran ideal, for truth, for faith, for country and honour.
tinuesl eal may change, but that capacity for self-sacrifice con-
is imp an‘d, because of that, much may be forgiven to man, and it
as n%(zs?lble to lose hope for him. In the midst of disastfar, he
layth; ost his dignity or his faith in the values he chenshefl.
this Vasrtlg of nature’s mighty forces, less than a speck of dust in
and wi huH.IVer.se, he has hurled defiance at the elemental powers,
th his mind, cradle of revolution, sought to master them.’

His Scientgﬁ,_- Hy

ehry defy
nes the better type of modern mind as practical and
pragmatic’ eth YP P

governed } ical and social, altruistic and humanitarian. ‘It is
€d by a practical idealism for social betterment.” The ideals
he mind, according to him, represent the spirit of

» OT, as he calls it, the Yugadharma.* ‘It has discarded,” he

The Zeitgeigs,
ssays TIT

DL1, g%

manism

the age

*

‘In a Traip’,
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says, ‘to a large extent the philosophic approach of the ancients,
their search for ultimate reality, as well as the devotionalism and
mysticism of the medieval period. Humanity is its god and social
service its religion.”® From such ideals he evolves his concept of
‘scientific humanism’, which may be described as representing an
aspect of his own philosophy.

In the field of action, to promote human happiness, human co-
operation and human progress, what he considers as essential is
the human approach. Whatever one’s job is, one has, after all, to
deal with humanity. In this respect, one cannot be rigid or dog-
matic, since it is difficult to lay down any rule embracing all
human beings. The approach therefore has to be ‘a knowledge-
able approach and an open-minded approach and always a human
approach’. “The moment we forget the human approach, somehow
the foundation of our thinking is removed.’? He directs his human-
ism against the orthodoxies of the modern state or government,
which aim to subordinate man to the abstract concepts of political

theories.

An Inner Consideration for Man

While believing in the welfare of the human race as a whole, he
puts his faith in the welfare and freedom of the individual. His
humanism and liberality are fostered by an inner respect for the
individual self. The mild temper of the humanist prevails all
through, and the relation with other individuals is often enough
based on a tender human touch. Emotional feelings in personal
life are not infrequently marked, and human feeling from others
is appreciated with emotion. ‘Even my gaolers and the policemen,’
he would write, “who have arrested me or escorted me as a prisoner
from place to place, have been kind to me, and much of the bitter-
ness of conflict and the sting of gaol life has been toned down
because of this human touch.”® A small incident at times would
move him and remain fresh in his memory. Under the cover of
darkness one night when Nehru was being transferred from one
prison to another the superintendent of police, who was an

1DI, X, 532.
2 Speeches 111, 86, April 14, 1956.
3 4B, XLIV, 347.
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Englishman, handed him rather shyly a packet of illustrated
magazines for his use. ‘I had never met him before, nor have I
seen him since. I do not even know his name. This spontaneous
act of courtesy and the kindly thought that prompted it touched
me and I felt very grateful to him,’ he wrote in his Auzobio-
graphy The behaviour of a person acting as an individual while
obeying his own impulses appears to him as something nobler.

‘The soldier, stiffening to attention, drops his humanity, and,
acting as an automaton, shoots and kills inoffensive and harmless
persons who have done him no ill. So also . . . the police officer
who would hesitate to do an unkindness to an individual would,
the day after, direct a /azhi charge on innocent people. He would
not think of himself as an individual then, nor will he consider as
individuals those crowds whom he beats down or shoots.”

To Nehru, the human link seems to disappear as soon as one
begins to think of others as a mass or a crowd. What it is therefore
Necessary to bear in mind, according to him, is that crowds also
consist of individuals, of men and women and children, who love
and hate and suffer. Emotion towards man as such often prompts
him to place the individual even above the abstract ideas of justice
and punishment. Thinking of the mind of a judge, he could pro-
ceed to ask if the thoughts of the judges ever went beyond the set
ideas of law and took human shape, ‘considering the miserable
offender as a human being with parents, wife, children, friends?™®

This kind of humane attitude manifests itself both in smalle:l‘
and higher activities of his life. In a strictly personal sense, his
Tespect for man is so apparent that when Prime Minister he would
N0t think of disturbing the untimely sleep of a humble attendant.

he incident occurred when Nehru invited a foreign visitor who
Wa.s on a special visit to India. In the course of an interview at the

Hme Minister’s house, he took the guest into the dining-room
10 show a Chinese painting. While groping about for the light,
. ehru stumpbled over the body of a man asleep on the floor.

Omeone is asleep here,’ he said, and proceeded to carry on the
Test of the conversation in Whispers!*

)

8 XL e

S E, 47 ,
Essays II, 1,36, “The Mind of a Judge’, September, 193s.
amphell-Johnson, Mission with Mountbatten, 271-72.
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The Lesson of Life

Nehru’s ideas on life are related to realities. He is not interested in
the after life, and in what happens after death. ‘I find the problems
of this life sufficiently absorbing to fill my mind.” How to under-
stand life, not to reject it but to accept it, how to conform to
it and to improve it—these are his problems. The injustice,
the unhappiness, and the brutality of the world may sometimes
oppress men and darken their minds, butif one takes adismal view,
he has not learnt aright the lesson of life. History teaches the
growth, the progress and the possibility of an infinite advance for
man, and therefore,

‘... life is rich and varied, and though it has many swamps and
marshes and muddy places, it has also the great sea, and the
mountains, and snow, and glaciers, and wonderful star-lit nights,
and the love of family and friends, and the comradeship of workers
in a common cause, and music, and books, and the Empire of
ideas. So that each one of us may well say:

Lord, though I lived on earth, the child of earth,
Yet was I fathered by the starry sky.’2

Life and Action

He admires the beauties of the universe, and feels it easy to live
in a world of thought and imagination. But at the same time he
does not want to escape in this way from the unhappiness of
others. He is no escapist. To escape is no sign of courage or fellow-
feeling. “Thought,” he says, ‘in order to justify itself, must lead
to action.”® Any vital action, according to him, springs from the
depths of the being. The urge to action and the desire to experi-
ence life through action, influenced all his thought and activity.
‘Even sustained thinking, apart from being itself a kind of action,
becomes part of the action to come. It is not something entirely
abstract, in the void, unrelated to action and life. The past becomes
something that leads up to the present, the moment of action, the

1 4B, XLVII, 377. L

* Essays 11, 170, ‘“The Last Letter to Indira’, August, 1933.

3 Ibid. (Nehru greatly appreciates the words of Romain Rolland: ‘Action is the end of
thought. All thought which does not look towards action is an abortion and a treachery.
If then we are the servants of thought we must be the servants of action.”)
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future something that flows from it; and all three are inextricably
intertwined and interrelated.”

People often avoid action, feels Nehru, because they are afraid
of the consequences, for action means risk and danger. But to him,
danger seems terrible only from a distance; but it is not so bad if
one has a close look at it. ‘And often it is a pleasant companion,
adding to the zest and delight of life.” To him, the ordinary course
of life becomes dull at times, and one takes too many things for
granted, finding no joy in them. And yet one appreciates those
very common things when one has lived without them for a while.

‘Many people go up high mountains and risk life and limb for
the joy of the climb and the exhilaration that comes from 2
difficulty surmounted, a danger overcome; and because of the
danger that hovers all around them, their perceptions get keener,
their joy of the life which hangs by a thread, the more intense-

‘Al of us have our choice of living in the valleys below with
their unhealthy mists and fogs, but giving a measure of bodily
Security; or of climbing the high mountains, with risk and danger
f(_’f companions, to breathe the pure air above, and take joy in the
distant views, and welcome the rising sun.”2

The problems of the day are enough for Nehru, and he does nog
¢ate what happens to him or to his reputation once he is gone-

ut while living, he wants to work in a way that may lead in the
ture to a better way. ‘Thus, in the final analysis, one just works.

n his thought, there is no place for the negation of or abstentif?n

rom life, He loves it, and in his own way seeks to experience 1t-

A0y invisible barriers may grow up to surround him, but the

®ire to play with life, to peep over its edges, continues. In one of
tsafﬁdcritical moments of his life, when surrounded by despair, he
1d:

‘Pefhaps I ought to have been an aviator, so that when the
S10Wness and dullness of life overcame me I could have rushed
1010 the tumult of the clouds and said to myself:—

“I balanced all, brought all to mind,

The years to come seemed waste of breath,
1 Dn s,

2 P
Essays II, 17071, “The Last Letter to Indira’, August, 1933.
onversations, 144,
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A waste of breath the years behind,
In balance with this life, this death.” *1

His Pagan View of Life
In order to live a life of vigour, Nehru is attracted towards some
kind of old pagan feeling. For him there seems to have been an
inner call to ‘have sight of Proteus rising from the sea’; or ‘hear
old Triton blow his wreathed horn’. From a very early stage, the
aesthetic side of life had an appeal for him. The idea of going
through life worthily, not indulging it in the vulgar way, but still
making the most of it and living a full and many-sided life held
great attraction, and at the same time, risk and adventure fasci-
nated him. ‘I was always, like my father, a bit of a gambler, at
first with money and then for higher stakes, with the bigger issues
of life.” This is how he described in the Autobiograpky the days of
his youth.2 When fifty-five, he was writing: ‘I was, somewhere at
the back of my mind, a pagan with a pagan’s liking for the exuber-
ance of life and nature, and not very much averse to the conflicts
that life provides.”® And, when approaching seventy, he was still
a pagan, looking though at some other aspects of paganism.
“. . . there might be something worthwhile in the pagan view of
life, because it is a tolerant view of life. . . . It looks at the universe
and the mysteries of the universe and tries to fathom them in a
spirit of humility. . . . While the pagan view of life worships its
own gods, it also does honour to unknown gods.™
His paganism made him both daring and jovial. Gandhi is
once reported to have said: ‘Believe me if Jawaharlal is not in
gaol today, it is not because he is afraid of it. He is quite capable
of mounting the gallows with a smile on his lips.”® Once, when
inside the prison, he got the news that his mother had been
knocked down and hit repeatedly by the police while at the head
of a procession. The thought of his frail old mother lying bleeding
on the dusty road obsessed him so much that he wondered how he
would have behaved if he had been there.

1 DI, 8.

2 4B, 1V, 2o0.

3 DI IV, 112.

4 Speeches 111, 433, January 14, 1957.
% John Gunther, Inside Asia, 450.
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‘How far would my non-violence have carried me? Not very
far, I fear, for that sight would have made me forget the long
lesson I had tried to learn for more than a dozen years; and I
would have recked little of the consequences, personal or
national.” o

It is again the same paganism in him that would inspire him to
jump out with a stick, in the pose of a medieval knight, to fight
with a little child, absolutely forgetting the burden of: age on his
shoulders. With youth, ‘he shakes off fifty years of his age’, and
would ‘scale barriers, even climb lamp-posts, run and jump and
skip’? And, even as Prime Minister, he would dance with the

Primitive dwellers of India or the folk dancers in their colourful
costumes.

His Liking for the Light Touch
Life should Possess some capacity for humour and laughter, and
Nehru presumes tha life certainly would have been almf)st
intolerable for him but for the humour and light touches.whlch
some people have given to it.3 At times he would enjoy a ]okfa at
1S own expense. ‘T am not a literary man, and I am not a historian;
What indeed am ¥ so he would ask before proceeding to reply,
T have been dabbler in many things; I began with science at
€0ege and then took to the law, and after developing various
other interests i life, finally adopted the popular and Wl.d.ely
Practised profession of gaol-going in Indial* Amidst the political
Actvities of hig early revolutionary career, when people every-
Where showered on him extravagant adjectives, he would fc?el
greatly relieved when his wife, sisters and others inside the family
circle, indUding his little daughter, would poke fun at him by
2PPlying thoge very adjectives, such as Bharat Bhusan—*Jewel
of Ir-ldia” Tyagamurti—*O Embodiment of Sacrifice’. This kind
of hght‘heal'ted response would soothe him, and the tension

rom the solem, public gatherings would gradually ease.
t some othey time, in sorrowful moments also, he would

fancy ajoke and enjoy himself. Lonely and depressed in the prison,
L 4B, XL1I, 4,

2 4 Study OfN:l;
% 4B, XXVIII,
¢ Essays 11, 164,

ru, 143,
207,

“The Last Letter to Indira’, August, 1933.
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when he once saw his bed being heavily chained in the narrow
space between his cell and the prison wall where he was allowed
to sleep at night in the open, he discovered the motive of the
gaol-officers—°lest I might take it up and walk away, or, more
probably, to avoid the bed being used as a kind of scaling ladder
to climb the wall of the enclosure’.! Even on other occasions, he
would enjoy a joke at the cost of his powerful adversaries. Once,
in the days of struggle, while the British House of Commons met
to consider the protection of animals in India, Nehru in his
prison was prompt enough to say: ‘A very laudable object. But
it is worth remembering that the two-legged animal, 2omo sapiens,
in India is also worthy of care and protection—especially those
who undergo the long physical and mental torture of prison life
and come out with an impaired capacity for normal life.’® And, in
the heated days of the national movement, he would turn in
disgust to the Indian Liberals and ask: ‘Is it my fancy merely that
takes me back through the ages and makes me listen to that famous
cry: “Scribes and Pharisees. . . . Ye blind guides, which strain at a
gnat and swallow a camel!” 8

His Adoration of Nature

Nehru is attracted to nature almost with a poet’s mind. His
writings at various times give ample evidence of the influences
which nature has cast on him. His description of nature is inspired,
and a sympathetic adoration of it is invariably marked. Some
strange satisfaction always awaited him in the wild and desolate
haunts of nature, and the snow covered mountains, the narrow and
lonely valleys high up in the world, and the little glaciers, would
give him exciting experiences. The higher valleys and mountains
of Kashmir fascinated him a great deal, and after visiting them he
would resolve to return again. The very thought of a visit to
Manasarovar, the wonder lake of the Himalayas, and the snow
covered Kailas nearby, would fill him with delight. But entangled
as he was in the coils of politics and public affairs, he had often to
satisfy himself with a mere longing for them. ‘Instead of going up

1 4B, XXX, 217.
? Essays 11, 128-29, ‘Prison Land’, 1934.
3 4B, L1, 415.
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mountains or crossing the seas I have to satisfy my wanderlust by
coming to prison. But still I plan, for that is a joy that no one can
deny even in prison, and besides what else can one do in prison?’
And so in prison he would dream with satisfaction of the day
when he would be able to wander about the Himalayas, recalling
the lines of Walter de la Mare:

‘Yea, in my mind these mountains rise,
Their perils dyed with evening’s rose;
And still my ghost sits at my eyes
And thirsts for their untroubled snows.’

Inside the prison, lying there in the open outside the barracks,

ille would watch the skies and the clouds and enjoy their changing
ues.

“To watch the changing clouds, like clime in clime;
Oh! sweet to lie and bless the luxury of time.’

Time was not a luxury for him; it was a burden. But the time
© Spent in watching the ever-shifting monsoon clouds was filled
with delight and a sense of relief. He could even feel a sense of
escf‘Pe from confinement.
fanta. - When the monsoon c.louds.sailed gaily by, assumir}g
- stic ShaPes’ and playing in a riot of c910ur, I. gasped in
PflS:Ed delight and watched them almost as if I was in a trance.
Oomﬁtlmﬁes the clouds would break, and one saw through an
Pening in them that wonderful monsoon phenomenon, a dark
in‘éiit(;f an amazing depth, which seemed to be a portion of
O,n another occasion, in another prison, he would follow the
Year’s cycle, the winter, the spring, the summer and the rainy
:ﬁg’ VI’IE";Z;

The sky hag .
 Sky had 2 tremendous appeal for him, especially in prison. ‘With a wistful eye’ he

lookeq
‘Upon that little tent of blue
Which prisoners call the sky,
And at every drifting cloud that went
With sails of silver by.” (4B XXX, 218).
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season. He would sit, write and think, and watch the seasons go
by, and listen to the pit-a-pat of the rain on his barrack roof:—

‘O soft sound of rain

On earth and on the roofs
For a heart that is pining
Oh! the song of the rain.”

And again, in some other gaol or gaols, he would be lost in
deep thought looking at the moon.

‘The moon, ever a companion to me in prison, has grown more
friendly with closer acquaintance, a reminder of the loveliness of
this world, of the waxing and waning of life, of light following
darkness, of death and resurrection following each other in
interminable succession. Ever changing, yet ever the same, I have
watched it in its different phases and its many moods in the
evening, as the shadows lengthen, in the still hours of the night,
and when the breath and whisper of dawn bring promise of the
coming day.’2

‘A secret intimacy’ was established with nature. The mountain,
with its solidity and imperturbability, would look down upon
him ‘with the wisdom of a million years’, and mock at his varying
humours and soothe his fevered mind; and the cool tropical
jungle with its abundant life would look at him ‘with a thousand
eyes’. The loveliness of nature, enjoyed in some distant place or
country, would leave its impress on the mind, and he would ‘love
to think’ of what he had seen—of the graceful areca tree, slender
and straight and true, of the innumerable coconuts, the palm-
fringed seashore where the emerald green of the island meets the
blue of the sea and the sky, of the sea water glistening and playing
on the surf, and the wind rustling through the palm leaves.3

More observant of nature’s ways, he would even be fascinated
by the teeming life around him which constituted the animal or
insect world. In the various prisons where he lived—Dehra Dun,
Lucknow, Almora, Naini, Bareilly, Alipore, or others—he could
find time to take an interest in the life of the creatures that lived

1 Essays 11, 163, “The Last Letter to Indira’, August, 1933.

2 DI 1, 1.
3 WH, 84, Nehru to Indira, March 26, 1932.
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around and about. There was more often a feeling of kindliness, a
love for creation in the kingdom of nature.

Faith in the Unity of Nature

In the thoughts of Nehru, there is an evident tendency which
points to an ultimate faith in the unity of nature. ‘Man no longer
Sees nature as something apart and distinct from himself,” he says.
‘Human destiny appears to become a part of nature’s rhythr-mc
energy.’l The latest developments in physics, according to hlrp,
have gone a long way to demonstrate a fundamental unity in
nature. As a belief it is very old; but in the present-day world, it is

a principle of science based on proof.

“The human mind appears to have a passion for finding out
some kind of uni

ty in life, in nature and the universe. That desire,
whether it is justified or not, must fulfil some essential need of the
mind. The old philosophers were ever seeking this, and even
rrodern scientists are impelled by this urge. All our schemes and
Planning, our ideas of education and social and political organiza-
tion, have at their back the search for unity and harmony.”
Some able thinkers and philosophers may say that this basic
concept is false and that there is no such thing as order or unity
1n this accideng] universe. That may be so, but to Nehru, there
can be little doypby that even this mistaken belief, if such it is,

yle!ded Positive results and produced a harmony, a balance, and
a richness in Jife.

1DL 1, 17.
2DV, 136.



CHAPTER 1I

REVOLUTION IN THEORY AND PRACTICE

Revolution an Inevitable Factor of History

Jawaharlal Nehru takes a broad view of ‘Revolution’ both in the
subjective and objective sense. To him revolution is one of the
fundamental forces which shape history. Revolution and change,
in his thoughts, seem at times in a sense as co-extensive, and they
are interpreted not only as natural but also as necessary symptoms
in the national body politic.

‘Nothing in the world that is alive remains unchanging. All
nature changes from day to day and minute to minute. Only the
dead stop growing and are quiescent. Fresh water runs on, and
if you stop it, it becomes stagnant. So also the life of man and the
life of a nation.’

This is what he thinks when he wants to answer—why should
men want revolution and change? The inherent cause of revolu-
tion lies in the fact that some people refuse to admit that the world
changes. Against the change that time calls for they ‘keep their
minds closed and locked up and will not permit any new ideas to
come into them’. They are frightened at the idea of thinking, but
since change leads to the growth of mankind, the world moves
on in spite of them. Such contradictory forces cause revolution.
It is the physical manifestation of the conflict between growth
that is natural and stagnation that is unhealthy. When the un-
thinking minds do not adapt themselves to changing conditions,
there is revolution. The purpose of revolution is ‘to clear out all
the stagnant pools and let in clean fresh water everywhere.’
“There are periods in history,” he says again, ‘when the processes
and tempo of change are more in evidence. At other times, the

! WH, Vol. 1, 8-9, Nehru to Indira, January 7, 1931.
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appearance is much more static. The static period in the life of a
nation is a period of gradual deterioration and weakness, leading
to the decay of the creative arts and tendencies and often to
political subjection.”? Such decay or subjection is again followed

by upsurge or revolution and thus the cycle goes on.

A Harbinger of Greater Security

InStinCtively human beings desire some measure of security and
stability. According to Nehru, without security and stability there
could be no society or social life. But when this security and
stability are enjoyed by some and are denied to vast majorities of
People, society stands on imperfect foundations. So long as the
masses do not share in them, there can be no stable society. ‘And
SO you see in the history of the world revolution after revolution,’
explains Nehm> ‘not because any group or person is a lover of
bloodshed and anarchy and disorder but because of this desire
OF Breater security for larger number of persons.’? Thus, revolu-
E::OS ;;m at the well-being of the vast m.ajority qf the people,. :ilnd
Unil th;:ear(;s- to an end, n:amely, s<.3c1a1 security and stablllty.
SOmetimesen Is re:ilched, society continues to struggle towards it,
greater 11 even a little blindly. The greatfer the struggle, ?nd the
society \X;’ ;llrge tq that end,.the healthier an.d more vital the
8raduai1 lt. Eu't this urge, society becomes static and lifeless and
S 10};1 Wl;.1 ers away. . ‘
must havg, tth erefore, as the world is not perfect, a healthy society
€ seeds of revolt in it. It must alternate between

re :
volution and consolidation.’

ICKZitzIOfR evolution Nominal
oo 1111;0:; ultimately leading to the well-being of a society,
Was a tery; ISt }tl}‘le society a great <.ieal. The Freflch Revolutl?n
compareq toet;l Ing. Bl.lt yet, according to Nehru, it was a ﬂea-blt.e
eads him 1 e chronic evils of poverty ar.ld unempl?yment. This

Suggest that the costs of social revolution, however
great they ’

might be, are less than the social evils, and less than the

L Speeches 111
.. 414, S
e S
1bid, > 1928,
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costs of wars which occur from time to time under defective
political and social systems. Referring to the famous French
Revolution, he says:

“The Terror of the French Revolution looms large because
many titled and aristocratic persons were its victims, and we are
so used to honouring the privileged classes that our sympathies
go out to them when they are in trouble. It is well to sympathize
with them as with others. But it is also well to remember that
they are just a few. We may wish them well. But those who
really matter are the masses, and we cannot sacrifice the many to a
few.1 A

Nehru proceeds to agree with Rousseau that it is the people who
compose the human race. What is not the people is so small a
concern that it is not worth the trouble of counting.

Desirability of Dissatisfaction

Desire for a better and healthier order in society leads to dis-
content against existing order of things. This discontent
seems to Nehru desirable. Discontent may lead to revolution
which for the time may disturb security. But since greater
security follows the change, discontent and dissatisfaction, judged
by their ultimate result, are good. If people are not dissatisfied
with existing conditions, if they do not feel the urge which makes
them restless and drives and lashes them to action, then there is
no revolution, and society becomes static. ‘It is not those who are
continually seeking security and have made a god of discretion
who reform the world. It is not the sleek and shiny people having
more than their share of this world’s goods who are the apostles
of change. The world changes and progresses because of those
who are disaffected and dissatisfied and who are not prepared to
tolerate the evils and injustice of things as they are or have them.’
Those who are satisfied have no desire to change, but those who
are not supply the dynamic element in society; to be the standard-
bearers of revolt against all that is evil and to prevent other
people from suppressing all social progress and movement by the
mere force of their inertia.

* WH, Vol. 1, 594, Nehru to Indira, October 27, 1932.
* Writings 1, 71, December, 1928.
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Need for Radicalism

Revolution at times needs to be radical. When revolutionary
changes are required, they cannot be brought about by reformist
tactics and methods. To Nehru, the reformer who is afraid of
radical change or of overthrowing an oppressive regime, and W'hO
seeks merely to eliminate some of its abuses, becomes in reality
one of its defenders.! At times, therefore, when it is necessarys
people should cultivate a revolutionary outlook, one that devises
a radical and far-reaching change, and not merely that halting
outlook of the half-hearted reformer. The degree of radicalism
depends on the nature of the suffering of the people. If the
suffering is great the fire of revolution burns within the people
and demands immediate remedies. Unless the suffering is removed,
the fire burns. ‘Leaders and individuals may come and g0; they
may get tired and slacken off; they may compromise or betrays; but
the exploited and suffering masses must carry on the struggle, for
their drill-sergeant is hunger.’ At the face of the suffering, revoiu-
txon.cannot be postponed, nor can mere sermons prevent 1S
coming, Freedom from exploitation for the people is not 2
Problem of the hereafter. It is a question of the here and now, ©
Immediate relief,

‘Roast lamb and mint sauce may be a tasty dish for those Who
€at it, but the poor lamb is not likely to appreciate the force of the
best of arguments which point out the beauty of sacrifice for the
good of the elect and the joys of close communion, even though
dead, with mint sauce.”?
orcllqehm fioes not find sanctity behind t.he political syste.rr.lS Ofl

ers which do not stand for the unqualified and unconditiona
::l%lrie of thez people. If institutions or systems grew up or Were

” shed without popular sanction behind them, revolution 18
gerft::ttilz justified in abolishing them. To. him3 it 3P%’eared
imposed t0 expect the people to keep on their chains of slavery,

. upon them by force and fraud, and to submit to 2 system
}Vthh Crushes the life-blood out of them. “The only final author-
1ty and paramoypt power that we recognize is the will of the
people, and the only thing that counts ultimately is the good of

X Writings 1, 104,

% Essays I, 59-60, ‘Whither India’, 1933.
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the people,” so he said on one occasion while challenging the
validity of certain emblems of reaction and autocracy.!

Revolution against Foreign Rule Unavoidable

Revolution is justified in history for liberation of men from
foreign rule.* According to Nehru, ‘No living nation under alien
rule can ever be at peace with its conqueror. For peace means
submission and submission means the death of all that is vital in
the nation.”? Great empires of history, based on subject popula-
tions, contained in them germs of revolution. The Roman empire
of ancient times and the British empire of recent times, and in
fact all empires, so thinks Nehru, are more or less similar. The
inherent defect in them is that ‘They fatten on the exploitation of
the many’.3 The rulers of empires, especially the Romans and the
English, thought Nehru, were singularly devoid of imagination.
‘Smug and self-satisfied, and convinced that the world was made
specially for their benefit, they go through life untroubled by
doubt or difficulty.’

Such empires are not merely problems for subject populations,
but, in the interpretation of Nehru, they create problems in a
much wider sphere. Thinking of the British Indian empire, he
considered it as ‘one of the major problems of the world’. India
was the typical and classical country of imperialist domination.
The whole structure of British imperialism rested on it. but, what
is more, other countries were lured on to the paths of imperialist
adventure by the successful British example.®

Whatever the virtues or vices of foreign rule, it is not in the
nature of things that the people in a subject country should give
preference to slavery. In Nehru’s study of the British Empire in

* The Congress under the presidentship of Jawaharlal Nehru at Lahore and at the in-
stance of Mahatma Gandhi prepared an independence manifesto (January, 1930) which

egan:

‘We believe that it is the inalienable right of the Indian people as of any other people,
to have freedom and to enjoy the fruits of their toil and have the necessities of life so that
they may have full opportunities of growth. We believe also that if any Government
deprives the people of these rights and oppresses them, the people have a further right to
alter it or to abolish it.’

1 Writings I, Part I, Ch. 2, 31-32, February ,1939.

2 Writings 1, 150, October, 1928.

3 WH, Vol. I, 150-51, Nehru to Indira, April 25, 1932.

4 1bid.

5 WI}, Vol. II, 1115, Nehru to Indira, May 11, 1933.
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India he finds that from the day that his country fell under an
alien rule, there had always been people who had dreamed of the
struggle for independence and had worked for it and sacrificed
their all for it. As generation succeeded generation there was no
lack of men and women who refused to bow their heads and bend
their knees before the alien rulers. For that disobedience they
paid a very heavy price, but the gallant stream went on and in-
creased in volume. A country can show her vitality when her sons
and daughters make endless sacrifices to free her from foreigners
He discovers also in the psychology of a nation a feeling of shame
at its long submission to an alien rule that degrades and humiliates
people, and consequently a desire to submit no longer whatever
the consequences. Revolution, thus, becomes obvious, and it
comes sooner or later. Its coming is imperative on another
account. There can be no end to a foreign rule except by revolu-
tion. As he puts it:

_‘Ruling powers and ruling classes have not been known in
history to abdicate willingly.”

Revolution, an Expression of Creative Energy

According to Nehru, a nation, like an individual, has many
Personalities and many approaches to life. In its normal existence
hf? finds a continuous process of adjustment going on and some
kind of an equilibrium established. A foreign rule arrests this
normal development. Society, in order to become both stable and
Progressive, needs a certain more or less fixed foundation ©
Principles as well as a dynamic outlook. When the foundation is
disturbed and the dynamic outlook is suppressed, the society
degenerates. Foreign rule, being cut off from the creative energies
of the people it dominates, and generally possessing its Own
€conomic and cultural centre far from the subject country, helps
the developing spiritual and cultural starvation of the subject
Peoples. To him it appears that in such circumstances the only
real scope that the nation’s creative energy finds is in some kind
of OPposition to that rule. He says: .

That opposition represents the conscious or unconscious

effort of the living and growing forces to break through the shell

! Essays 11, 185, ‘A Letter to an Englishman’, January, 1936.
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that confines them and is thus a progressive and inevitable
tendency.”

Its Permanency in Some Form

Revolution against foreign government is unavoidable, but after
the freedom is achieved revolution does not cease. Struggle for
political liberty is only one phase of revolution, but there are
other phases of it which ought to manifest themselves after
liberty is attained. To Nehru, political freedom must be followed
by the struggle to eradicate the many ills that a country suffers
from. Years after the independence of India, he considered him-
self and his compatriots in struggle as the children of the Indian
Revolution, and felt the urge to work in the same revolutionary
spirit in eliminating poverty and raising the standards of the
people, and giving them full and equal opportunities of growth
and advancement.2 ‘Remember this, that we are still the children
of the Indian Revolution,” he said in 1955. “We have not ceased to
be revolutionaries.”® While he thinks of revolution in this context,
obviously he means by it progress and change. ‘History shows
us,” he says, ‘two principles at work, the principle of continuity
and the principle of change. They appear to be opposed to each
other and, yet, each has something of the other. We notice that
we consider sudden changes in the shape of violent revolutions
or an earthquake. Yet, every geologist knows that the major
changes in the earth’s surface are gradual, and earthquakes are
trivial in comparison to them. So also revolutions are merely the
outward evidence of a long process of change and subtle erosion.
Thus, change itself is a continuous process, and even a static
continuity must yield to gradual change so long as it is not over-
come by complete stagnation and death.”

Revolution not Necessarily Destructive
While revolution cannot be dispensed with in the greater interest
of society, Nehru does not believe in the theory of random

1 DI, X, 484.

2 Speeches 111, 47-8, December 18, 1956.
3 Ibid, 134, December 26, 1955.

$ Speeches 111, 414, September 30, 1955.
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destruction of something old to achieve something new- Revolu-
tion for political freedom of a subject population may be of one
nature, but revolution for social or economic changes may be ofa
different nature. ‘T am a great believer in being aggressive; he
once said in reference to his relation with the British authorities
Some amount of aggressiveness perhaps always remained in him,
and while this aggressiveness was great in the political sphere,
it was also present in other spheres of his activity, especially when
the activity was connected with change. But aggressiveness dOf’—S
not seem to have prompted him to give up faith in moderation 1n
every case of change. Revolutions and upheavals are products of
history, but at times violence, defeat and civil war govern the
subsequent events. Conscious of this, Nehru does not accept the
theory that in order to have progress one must destroy. The idea
that by increasing conflict and bitterness one can have a clean
slate to write upon did not appear to him sound.

‘No country has ever had a clean slate to write upon, not even
after the biggest of revolutions. No one should deliberately
de§troy something which is worthwhile in order to build some-
thing which may be good in certain circumstances.”

It is clear that while Nehru believes in radicalism in the case of
revolutions for political liberty from alien rule, or for freedom
ffo{n autocratic governments, he accepts prudence in the case of
social or economic or other similar changes in society, however
neces'sal'y or urgent they may seem to be. Moreover, he believes
that in a free country revolutionary changes can be brought
about without actual revolution by constitutional methods.
Further, the word revolution is misapplied if for any minorf
matter one wants a revolution. A country’s reputation is based
on some fundamental characteristics. It requires a certain amount
of Stabilit% a certain amount of peace, and a certain measur€ o
Progress. According to him, if people enter the region of violent
explosiong simply because they dislike this thing or that, then they
lose not only their reputation but even things much more impor-

tant than that 3 T, him, in a free and stable country it is better O

1 Birt/m’ay Boo/c, 194.

2 Speeches 111, 8 December 21, 1
3 Ibid, 188, Feb;uary 23, 1956.’ o
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develop the idea of measured or ordered progress. He does not
understand the purpose of revolution in the type of country
‘where every other month one hears of some kind of a violent
revolution’. Revolution in violent forms in a free country—if it
is not for a great cause supported by the vast majority of people—
runs a great risk. ‘Once you enter the region of trying to settle
problems by violent methods,’ he says, ‘you go towards something
that is perilously near to civil war.?

Revolution in Practice

For the major part of his life Nehru had been a revolutionary in
the most practical sense, fighting against one of the greatest
imperialist powers of modern times. His approach to revolution
and his ideas and thoughts on revolution are sometimes better
known from his work as a revolutionary. Whilst working as a
practical revolutionary he was greatly influenced by the Gandhian
philosophy of revolution, and many fundamentals of that philo-
sophy are, therefore, to be traced in him. But in many circum-
stances his approach was different. On the whole, he worked as a
revolutionary with the philosophy of Gandhi mixed up with
that of his own.

The End and Means
One of the basic principles which Nehru accepted like Gandhi in
regard to revolution was the justification of means to justify the
end. He admired the moral and ethical side of the national
movement and of the satyagraha on which Gandhi laid supreme
emphasis; and the spiritualization of politics—not in its narrow
religious sense—appealed to his mind. The goal before India was
national freedom, and, as Nehru added to it, also the ending of the
exploitation of the people. The doctrines of non-co-operation
which were accepted during the first phase of the Gandhian
revolution were the means which satisfied Nehru’s moral sense,
and he could thereafter be a firm believer in the virtues of right-
eous means. He explains:

‘A worthy end should have worthy means leading up to it.
That seemed not only a good ethical doctrine but sound, practical

1 Ibid.
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politics, for the means that are not good often defeat the end in
view and raise new problems and difficulties.” )

It is degrading to the self-respect of an individual or a nation
to submit to such means which are ignoble. He believed in march-
ing ahead swiftly and with dignity and for this he wanted the
revolution to depend on such tactics and technique which were
far from being unbecoming. He was proud of his leader and of
the unique methods he had evolved, and while in action he came
under an agreeable sense of moral superiority over his opponents,
both in regard to the goal as well as the methods.

Faith in Open Revolution

Since the means were regarded as even more important than t.he
end, some definite revolutionary methods were invented to justify
that principle. One of them was that the revolution was made
open. No scope was kept for underground activities or Secret
methods, and everything was made clear to the opponents against
whom the revolution was aimed. ‘“The innumerable spics an p
?ecret-semce men,’ says Nehru, ‘who used to surround us an
©%ow us about became rather pitiable individuals as there was
NOthing secret for them to discover. All our cards were always
On the table 2
ut this kind of open revolution was always exposed to grave
aiﬂf e:s as far as its own cause was concerned. Some. secrli}f:}}’1 rlz
realiz}’edn}eicessary for any revolutionary 1.Jody. to functlo'n.b :ame
impoSSibIO? t},le COngn‘ess had to face situations when it be e
policy \{-} hor it to function normally because of the open mle o
organi.zat- en the Congress would l?e declan?.d an unlz i
Meet for ion by t%le government, and its committees cou et
¢ cong dconsultatlon or any action openly, secret meetings ¢ ule
1932 ShOEred as thc: only way out. Th.e experiences of 19303 d
Oranins wed that it was easﬂ).r pos31bl.e for the Co?gc;f:s P
ehry say:;l Sécret network of 1nforfnat1(?n all over In la;.tion
good remlt’ Without much effort and in spite of some c;lpposcrec )
did not > Were produced. But tI{e fe.elmg was there that se er
*In with the spirit of civil disobedience movement, an

1 45, X, 73.
2 Jhid, 69.
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that it produced a damping effect on the mass consciousness. In
July, 1933, Gandhi condemned all secrecy in Indian revolution.
Nehru agreed with this when he said to Gandhi:

‘I think that most of us agree, and certainly I am of that
opinion, that our movement is essentially an open one and secret
methods do not fit in with it. Such methods, if indulged in to any
large extent, are likely to change the whole character of the move-
ment, as it has been conceived, and produce a certain amount of
demoralization. Agreeing with this, some of us feel that, to some
extent, as for instance in communicating with each other or
sending directions or keeping contacts, a measure of secrecy may
be necessary. Perhaps secrecy is hardly the word for these
activities and privacy would suit them better. Privacy of course
is always open to all groups and individuals. Secrecy, or the
avoidance of it, as you said, cannot be made into a fetish.”

At the same time, he pointed out that under certain exceptional
circumstances it might be desirable for local or provincial com-
mittees or groups to issue bulletins of directions, etc., secretly. Of
course, ‘This must not be encouraged; indeed it should be dis-
couraged, but a certain latitude in exceptional circumstances might
be permitted.” To this Gandhi replied:

‘There may be exceptional circumstances that may warrant
secret methods. I would forego that advantage, for the sake of the
masses whom we want to educate in fearlessness. I will not confuse
their minds by leading them to think that under certain circum-
stances, they may resort to secret methods. Secrecy is inimical to
the growth of the spirit of civil resistance. If Congressmen will
realize that all property is liable to be confiscated at any moment,
they will learn to be utterly independent of it.”

Philosophy of Self-suffering

In an attempt to combine morality with revolutionary politics, in
order to justify further the theory of good means, the Gandhian
revolution adopted the philosophy of self-suffering. Tt was
Gandhi’s way that the people should refuse to submit to the policy
of the government and show their resentment and determination

1 Writings 1, 189, Nehru to Gandhi, September 13, 1933.
2 Ibid, 192, Gandhi to Nehru, September 14, 1933.
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by voluntarily inviting suffering for themselves, yet with-
out the object of creating trouble. Furthermore, apart from
political, some kind of personal suffering was demanded of the
revolutionary. Nehru was a convert to these ideals from an early
stage. From the personal point of view he invited self-suffering
by living on parched rice and roasted gram, and by travelling in
third class railway compartments in the burning summer. Such
ways of living once led his father to complain before Gandhi:
“ . . this is more than I can stand. I appreciate sacrifice and
endurance, but this is just primitiveness; it hurts me. . . "t On the
Poli.tical front, the suffering was considerable, and Nehru had to
Invite imprisonment on a number of occasions. The whole
country was called upon to believe in the philosophy of self-

suffering, and that became a basic faith with the people. The

morale of this aspect of the revolution was that scores of thousands

of pftople refused ‘to bend before the physical might of a proud

empire, and preferred to see their bodies crushed, their homes

broken, their dear ones suffer, rather than yield their souls’. “We

Put on a brave face in gaol or outside,’ writes Nehru, ‘and smiled

i‘:fg}ll?::rg:;i, but we smiled often. thfgugh our tears, and our

ing by ool S?melrltm}lles near to crying.’® The invitation of suﬂ:er—

0 hine Pthg):; 1{1 the ands of the government exposed, according
and o ,t o wO:ldc alracter of the' rule, both to the. people. coerced
ulers, Nor at large. Co.erc.:lor} was an expensive affair for t}.le
harméul o o g was more irritating and, in the. final analysis,
would government than to have to deal with people who
not bend to its will, whatever the consequences. As for the

eo . .
people, suffering seemed better than non-suffering, because, says

ehru:

[4
taioz lﬁi:hel ZhOice is.: abject Subr.nission to the power c.)f the
and o,urpm0 u;; egr.ada.noﬂ, the denial of the truth .that is in us,
opposit; ral prostitution for purposes that we con31der. base—or
Position with all the consequences thereof. No one likes to go

to . _
gaol or to invite trouble. But often gaol is preferable to the

other alternatiye '3

! Birthday Book, 18
, 187-88.
® 4B, XLVII, 395,
AB, XLVIIT, g,
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Non-violence and Truth

The most remarkable technique of the Indian revolution was
however the acceptance of non-violence and truth as the means
of the revolution. The non-co-operation, satyagraha, mass or
individual civil disobedience, all rested on non-violence and
truth. A non-violent revolution was necessarily peaceful, and
Gandhi in his novel way tried to identify non-violence with truth
and goodness. Such principles of revolution were somewhat
unique and in fact difficult for operation. The doctrine of non-
violence became the key to revolution, but, as Nehru saw, vast
numbers of people repeated it unthinkingly but with approval,
some wrestled with it and then accepted it, with or without
reservation, and some openly jeered at it.! Yet it played a vital
part in the political and social life of India, and attracted a good
deal of attention in the outside world. “Those who have to bring
about radical changes in human conditions and surroundings,’
said Gandhi, ‘can not do it except by raising a ferment in society.
There are only two methods of doing this, violent and non-
violent. Violent pressure is felt on the physical being and it
degrades him who uses it as it depresses the victim, but non-
violent pressure exerted through self-suffering, as by fasting,
works in an entirely different way.’

Nehru and Non-violence

Such Gandhian philosophy, though it was followed by Nehru in
practice, nevertheless created give doubts in his mind. The
doctrine of non-violence absorbed much of his thought, and
perhaps at length he found himself in a difficult position to solve
the riddles which thought provoked in him. He wondered if
national and social groups could imbibe sufficiently the individual
creed of non-violence, for it involved a tremendous rise of man-
kind in the mass to a high level of love and goodness. It was
true, he thought, that the only really desirable ultimate ideal was
to raise humanity to that level and to abolish hatred and ugliness
and selfishness. But, to attain that ideal, were men to work for it
directly by preaching those virtues, regardless of the obstructions

1 4B, LXIII, 537.
* Gandhi quoted in 48, LXIII, 537.



58 THE POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY OF NEHRU

which made it impossible of achievement; or must they not
remove those obstructions first and create a more suitable and
more favourable environment for the growth of love, beauty and
goodness? Or, could the two processes be combined?

‘I dislike violence intensely,” he stated regarding himself, ‘and
yet I am full of violence myself, and consciously or unconsciously,
I am often attempting to coerce others.! He thought it difficult
to draw the line between violence and non-violence, and con-
sidered that often enough moral force was a far more terrible
coercive factor than physical violence. As regards non-violence
being synonymous with truth, he found himself in similar diffi-
culty. “What is truth is an ancient question to which a thousand
answers have been given, and yet the question remains.” What-
ever it might be, he was not prepared to wholly identify truth with
non-violence. About violence, though it was bad, Nehru did not
consider it as intrinsically immoral. “There are shades and grades
of it and often it may be preferable to something that is worse.
Gandhiji himself has said that it is better than cowardice, fear,
Ellind’ 2slavery, and a host of other evils might be added to this

st.

On the more practical side of the revolution itself, Nehru did
ot want to carry the doctrine of non-violence to its e’xtreme end.
When Gandhi suspended the non-co-operation movement on
account of a little violence committed by a mob of villagers at
Chauri Chaura, Nehru became ‘angry’. ‘Chauri Chaura may have
befff} and was a deplorable occurrence and wholly opposed to the
Spirit of the non-violent movement; but were a remote village and
@ mob of excited peasants in an out-of-the-way place going to

Igut an end, for some time at least, to our national struggle for
i;i???f’ he asked in resentmen.t.3 To hir.n, if that was the

Itable consequence of a sporadic act of violence, then surely
there was something lacking in the philosophy and technique of
non-violent struggle. Nobody could guarantee against the
occurrence of some such incident in future, and it was impossible
to train the three hundred and odd millions of India in the theory

and practice of non-violent action before the revolution could go
: A?’ I‘X'IH) 539-
2 Jbid,
% 4B, X11, 82.
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forward. Moreover, even if the people were trained, the police
could provoke them to violence; or else, the agents provocateurs
could induce them to it. Considering such possibilities, Nehru
felt that the non-violent method of resistance was bound to fail.
But Gandhi said to him:

‘Tassure you that if the thing had not been suspended we would
have been leading not a non-violent struggle but essentially a
violent struggle. It is undoubtedly true that non-violence is
spreading like the scent of the otto of roses throughout the length
and breadth of the land, but the foetid smell of violence is still
powerful and it would be unwise to ignore or underrate it. The
cause will prosper by this retreat. The movement had un-
consciously drifted from the right path. We have come back to
our moorings, and we can again go straight ahead.”

Nehru knew all that Gandhi meant by non-violence. In spite
of its negative name it was a dynamic method and it was not a
coward’s refuge from action, but the brave man’s defiance of evil
and national subjection. He knew that to Gandhi when there was
only a choice between cowardice and violence he would advise
violence, and that Gandhi would rather have India resort to arms
in order to defend her honour than that she should, in a cowardly
manner, become or remain a helpless victim to her own dishonour;
and that the non-violence of Gandhi did not mean meek sub-
mission to the will of the evil-doer, but it meant the putting of
one’s whole soul against the will of the tyrant. But knowing even
the inner meaning of Gandhian non-violence, Nehru could not
accept it in its entirety because of its high idealism. Considering
it from practical angles, he said:

‘We were moved by these arguments (Gandhiji’s arguments),
but for us and for the National Congress as a whole the non-
violent method was not, and could not be, a religion or an
unchallengeable creed or dogma. It could only be a policy and a
method promising certain results, and by those results it would
have to be finally judged. Individuals might make of it a religion
or incontrovertible creed. But no political organization, so long
as it remained political, could do so.”?

! Letters, 24, Gandhi to Nehru, February 19, 1922.
* 4B, XII, 84.
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Non-violence, a Practical Necessity
It appears certain that while Gandhi regarded non-violence as a
highly ethical or religious principle, Nehru accepted it as 2 practi-
cal instrument to fight the British. ‘Armed rebellion seemed out of
the question for the Indian people,” he said. “We are disarmed, and
most of us did not even know the use of arms. Besides, in a con-
test of violence, the organized power of the British Government,
or any state, was far greater than anything that could be raised
against it. Armies might mutiny, but unarmed people could not
rebel and face armed forces.”* Nehru knew that Peop]e could be
:;uglht both violent and non-violent revolution, but realized that
ehat:ter c.ould lead to greater results. Somewhere at a people’s
%;tf::"yng, :11 thte Piilrl}]; (i.a}'s of the revolution, he roused the people
for it de%t nrlls t eb ritish Gf)vernmept, :fmd got them to vote
e T ction by armed insurrection if arms could be z}v:.nl-
Gandijis o C}P;O_mtmgf out the lack of arms and explaining
against their nique ol non-v10.lence, he persuaded then'} to vote
even if arms own OP“}ion, and in favour of the declaration that,
independ were available, t.hey would eschew them and attain
I Pelrll ence t}.lrough non-violent struggle.?
tergetd ?lggimﬂfnt re}\lroclluti?n Nehru further saw what may be
e, for we must no:netllo ; Legitimate I hope t.hey will always
any deed that will b su c}l’ the great cause for which we stand by
regret later o ring 13:i onour to it and that we may ours.elveS
and mope .endiri rr]nate }fm pﬁaceful mefhods were more flesuable
ongress to acee g than those of violence. He advised t.he
thus: pt non-violent methods as a practical necessity
¢ .
trai}l’:(;lsgcii t:l?r often brings 'react'ion and demor?lizati?n in its
perfectly trye tha:O:nth SP;lefﬂly it may lead to disruption. It is
it may he that e rgal:lilze ;’;Ollfni:e rules the world today, and
matetial of the (pg; :iou f P1~'0r t by its use. But wczl ba;rF not the
sporadic violence is ang) c;';s:ic%sz% . Vlo'lence, cat IV.ldL.lal O}
us, I takejy ; con of despair. The great majority 0
» judge the issue not on moral but on practical grounds,

1 On Gandhi, 10-11
* Birthday Book, 18'7-88.
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and if we reject the way of violence it is because it promises no
substantial results.’?

Non-violence Not a Creed

As the non-violent revolution made progress, Nehru’s faith in it
increased. But it can be said that he did not proceed to develop a
rigid and dogmatic attitude towards non-violence, nor did he
accept it as a creed. ‘. . . if this Congress or the nation at any
future time comes to the conclusion that methods of violence will
rid us of slavery then I have no doubt that it will adopt them.
Violence is bad, but slavery is far worse.”> He made it clear on
many occasions that non-violence is no infallible creed with him;
and although he greatly preferred it to violence, he said, ‘I
prefer freedom with violence to subjection with non-violence.”®
When the civil disobedience movement began, he worked on the
principle that the movement should not be abandoned because of
the occurrence of sporadic acts of violence.* On the other hand the
non-violent revolution in its broader implications was regarded
by him as potential a force as any other revolution could be.
William James, the psychologist, thought that war encouraged
some virtues in men, namely fidelity, cohesiveness, tenacity,
heroism, conscience, education, inventiveness, economy, and
physical health and vigour. Because of this, the psychologist
sought for a moral equivalent of war which, without the horror of
war, would encourage the above virtues in a community. Accord-
ing to Nehru, if the psychologist had known of non-co-operation
and civil disobedience he would have found something after his
own heart, a moral and peaceful equivalent of war. In spite of
the abundance of ‘nons’ in the Indian revolution, such as non-
violence, non-co-operation, etc., it was not a negative or passive
affair. It was an active, dynamic, energizing drive which lifted a
whole nation out of a morass of demoralization and helplessness,

* Of course he knew that if the principal movement is a peaceful one, contemporaneous
attempts at sporadic violence can only distract attention ?nd weqken it. It is not possible to
carry on at one and the same time the two movements side by side.

: IEb:.ra_ys 11, 33, ‘Presidential Address’, December, 1929.

id.

3 Essays 1, 35, ‘Some criticisms considered’.
¢ 4B, LIV, 436.
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the inevitable result of a long period of subjection.! Nehru never
regarded it as ‘a kind of pious and static pacifism’, but always as a
“forceful method of enforcing the mass will’.2
With such faith in the efficacy and virtues of non-violent
methods, Nehru held on to it till the end of the revolution. Non-
violent revolution, he believed, required training for the masses
in some simple kinds of activity, and, more so, training to abstain
from certain other kinds of activity. Such training, as the years
went on, made the revolution a very powerful and organized
affair. The country became more and more disciplined and there
was a clear appreciation of the nature of the struggle. People
understood the technique of the revolution and fully realized that
there was absolute earnestness about non-violence. As the revolu-
tion headed towards culmination, and external factors like World
War 1I added fuel to the fire, excitement and tension rapidly
grew. There was the possibility of young men turning to violence,
but yet the Congress went on reminding the country of the basic
policy of non-violence and warned it against any breach of it.
Tbe people were taught to believe that ‘sazyagraha means good-
will towards all, especially towards opponents’. During the last
phase of the revolution, when the ‘Quit India’ movement was
launched in 1942, all the prominent, the less prominent, and other
numerous local leaders all over India were suddenly removed to
prisons. The revolution then virtually fell into the hands of the
ldeiigztrilzis Peop%f everywhere. No time to give instructions or
fOllowedSbwa; ad by tl—.ne Congress. The arrests of the leaders,
y irequent firings, roused the people to anger, and a
sz_ontaneous mass upheaval took place. Before the determination
gytrlrlliagn(;ve;nr.nent to f:msh the re‘tvolution with all its force ar}d
2 0 v1ole.nce, it became difficult for the people to remain
a ZO utely non-violent. Yet the doctrine of non-violence per-
vaded the atmosphere, As Nehru put it, “The people forgot the
lesson of non-violence which had been dinned into their ears for
more than twenty years, and yet they were wholly unprepared,
mentfxlly Or otherwise, for any effective violence. That very
teaching of non-violent methods produced doubt and hesitation

1 Essays 11, 223-24, “The Wa >
3 y to Peace’, 1936.
3 Essays 1, 35, ‘Some criticisms ':onsidere’cl’.93
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and came in the way of violent action.”? The long training of the
people under non-violent techniques had one notable result, so
felt Nehru, that ‘in spite of the passions aroused there was very
little, if any, racial feeling, and, on the whole, there was a deliber-
ate attempt on the part of the people to avoid causing bodily
injury to their opponents. There was a great deal of destruction of
communications and governmental property, but even in the
midst of this destruction care was taken to avoid loss of life.’
The 1942 Revolution was the last great Indian upheaval against
the British. It is rather surprising that, considering the area and
Population, the damage which the revolution caused was insigni-
ficant.*

Terrorism No Revolution

The non-violent revolution did not connect itself with violence,
secret intrigue, and conspiracy, which are the usual accompani-
ments of revolutionary activity, and yet did not become less
revolutionary thereby. In its own way it required ‘cold-blooded
Courage and endurance of a high order’. According to Nehru,
Perhaps it was easier to indulge in short violent spurts of courage,
even unto death, than to give up, under the sole compulsion of
one’s own mind, almost everything that life offered and carry on
in that way day after day, month after month, year after year.3
Action was to be the basis and objective of the revolutionary
Organization, but under the doctrine of non-violence this action
Wwas to be based on peaceful methods. Before the coming of
Gandhi, the alternatives had been ‘just talking and passing
resolutions, or terroristic activity’. Both of these were set aside
and especially terrorism was condemned in the strongest terms.
As early as May, 1923, Nehru declared individual terrorism and
the killing by bomb or pistol of individual officers as ‘a bankrupt’s
creed’. ‘It was demoralizing for the people,” he said, ‘and it was

* According to official reports, so far as Nehru himself was able to find, about 100
persons were killed by mobs in the course of the disturbances all over India. On the‘o.ther
hand, official estimates of the number of people killed and wounded by police and rrghtary
firing in the 1942 disturbances were: 1,028 killed and 3,200 wounded. Popular estimates
place the number of deaths at 25,000, but Nehru thinks perhaps 10,000 may be nearer the
mark.

L DI, X, 463.

8 Ibid, 464.

8 DI, VIII, 347.
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ridiculous to think that it could shake a powerfully organized
government, however much it might frighten individuals.” He
went on to point out that that kind of individual violence was
even given up by the Russian revolutionaries.!

In the opinion of Nehru, terrorism usually represents the
infancy of a revolutionary urge in a country. That stage passes,
and with it passes terrorism as an important phenomenon.? In
India terrorists flourished from almost the beginning of conscious-
ness among the people of the struggle against foreign rule. As
the national movement advanced and its non-violent phase
appeared, the philosophy behind terrorism quickly vanished.
'Ithe people not only became, in course of time, much more in-
dlﬁfer.ent to, but hostile to, the idea of terrorism as a method of
political action. The doctrine of non-violence powerfully affected
even the classes from which the terrorists were usually drawn,
namely, ‘the lower middle-classes and intelligentsia’. To Nehru, it
was not the government coercion which killed terrorism—which
could only suppress and not eradicate—but other basic causes
and world events which did. He, on his part, exerted to impress
upon others that terrorism was an outworn and profitless method
which 'hindered real revolutionary action.
terzglslfs ;:mc)lrism as a political method was dying down, the

most ag reSCEE the difficulty of ?Jhat they. were to do. One of the
say that% . asnclle among thF Indl:{n terrorists* once met Nehru to
terrorist metr}ll (rinany of hlS. associates were convinced that purely
tried to o la.o s were f.unle.. Nehru was gla}d to learn t}ns, and
to COnVe:?him to hfm his P}}ﬂOSOEhy of political action in order
the terrorist rrvlv to. hlshown viewpoint. B;1t the basic question for
outlaws, were 1?3 th?}t was 1he to dof Th?,y were treated as
eads, and with, ?he rom place to place with a price on their
They had 1o ¢ € prospect (}f the gallows ever before them.
could Suggest €SOIt to terroristic flcts; in self-defen.ce: All Nehru
prevent the ocWas that the terrorist shoyld use his influence to
coul currence of terrorist acts in the future, for these

d only ip;
Y injure the larger cause as well as his own group’.? By
: Wrritings 1, 147, May 11, 192
AB, XXV, 1,5 I
3 4B, XXXV, 262.
* Chandra Shekhar Azad.
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1930-31 terrorism as some kind of group activity was practically
dead. Yet individual action in that direction was not altogether
lacking. Towards the close of 1931, Nehru discussed the question
of terrorism in a number of public meetings in Bengal, trying to
show how ‘wrong and futile and harmful’ it was for Indian
freedom. The terrorists were very angry with him because of his
propaganda; and even one or two of them came to warn him
finally that if he continued in the future they would deal with him
as they had dealt with others.

Appreciation of Individual Valour

However much Nehru disliked terrorism as a political faith and
the terrorist actions resulting therefrom, there seems to be little
doubt that there was some kind of humane feeling in him towards
the courage of the individuals who sacrificed their lives for the
motherland. Moreover, terrorism was not always the last word in
perversity. In the history of the Indian revolution there were
activities a great deal more damnable than that. For example,
between political terrorism and communal violence the latter
appeared to him as much worse. He says:

“When people murder in the name of religion, or to reserve a
place for themselves in Paradise, it is a dangerous thing to
accustom them to the idea of terroristic violence. Political murder
is bad. And yet the political terrorist can be reasoned with and
won over to the other ways, because presumably the end he is
striving for is an earthly one, not personal but national. Religious
murder is worse, for it deals with things of the other world, and
one cannot even attempt to reason about such matters.”

Nehru, in his own words, did not abuse the terrorists, nor did
he call them ‘dastardly’ or ‘cowardly’ after the fashion of some
who themselves rarely yielded to the temptation of doing any-
thing brave or involving risk. ‘It has always seemed to me a
singularly stupid thing to call a man or woman, who is constantly
risking life, a coward.” Moreover, it appeared to him that it was
very easy to condemn persons or acts without seeking to under-
stand the springs of action, the causes that underlie them. In the

1 4B, XL, 315.
E
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of Bhagat Singh,* Nehru discovered behind his act of
::::orism an %ttemptgto,vindicate, for the moment, the honour of
Lala Lajpat Rai, who was assaulted and beaten by a youngf
English police officer despite his being one of the greatest Io
national leaders, and through him the honour of the nation. In
this case he even thought it justifiable to challenge the Viceroy,
when the latter referred to the subject of violence and non-
violence, by saying:

‘.. I,nyyhea?:t i full of admiration for the courage and .self}-l
sacrifice of a man like Bhagat Singh. Courage of the Bhaga't Sing
type is exceedingly rare. If the Viceroy expects us to refram. fropu
admiring this wonderful courage and the high purpose behind it,
he is mistaken. Let him ask his own heart what he would have

felt if Bhagat Singh had been an Englishman and acted for
England.”2

Peaceful Revolution in Every Sphere

It is more or less through the non-violent techniques of the
Indian revolution t

hat Nehru came to realize the real efficacy of
Peace and peaceful methods jn bringing about all kinds of change,
political, social or economic. Revolution can be peaceful and yeta

revolution. The freedom of India was won by peaceful and yet
effective act

ion on a mass scale, and Nehru prided himsel'f t}}at};
was “a bloodless revolution in conditions of honour and dignity .
In social and economie sphere he wanted to work with the same
revolutionary spirit conditioned by peace. He began to lay
emphasis on the ‘peaceful and co-operative method’ of approach
In regard to social and economic changes.3

* Bhagat Singh Was amon the . iracy case. That
accused in the famous Lahore Conspiracy
case arose out of the murdergOf the Superintendent of Police at Lahore, Mr Saund.elis, ?ﬂ
September 17, 19,8, The revolutionaries believed that Mr Saunders was responsible for
the attack on Laly Lajpat R

: . ai at the time of the anti-Simon demonstration in Lahore in
1928, which “klmately resulted in his death. The assassination of Mr Saunders was thus an
act of reprisal,

Bhagat Sin

gh and his Ccomrades were executed. The Karachi Congress which met under
th‘i gloom cast by the news of this execution passed the following resolution:— .
This Congress, while dissociating treelt fock sy disapproving of political violence in
any shape or form, places on record its admiration of the bravery and sacrifice of the late
Sirdar Bhagat Singh ang his comrades and mourns with the bereaved families the
loss of these lives? e

L Writings 1, 257.

? Speeches 111, 47, December 18, 1956.

8 Jbid, 8.



REVOLUTION IN THEORY AND PRACTICE 67

As Nehru viewed the world after the end of the political revo-
lution in his own country, and while settling down to implement
socio-economic changes on a peaceful basis, the spirit in other
countries appeared to him as opposed to any kind of domination,
whether it was national, economic, class or racial. “There is a
strong urge to resist this kind of domination,’ he felt.* There was
nationalism, which resisted foreign domination on the political
level; and economic domination was equally resisted. Racialism
was bitterly resented. Then there was class conflict on the econo-
mic level. Taking all this into consideration Nehru said:

‘. . . the question arises whether in the political sphere, or in
the economic, in the racial or in any other sphere, whether these
changes can be made peacefully or not:’2

As a believer in the success of peaceful revolution, he began to
advocate that much of the conflict could be removed without
violence and forcible methods. ‘In fact,” he says, ‘we seem to have
arrived at a stage where any big-scale violence—whether on the
political or on the economic level—results not only in upsets and
disequilibrium, but in trails of conflict and bitterness which are
even worse than the preceding state of affairs.”® Yet, according
to him, these great differences must be resolved.

Revolution and the Element of Time

Nehru believes that the process of change should not be delayed.
One has to achieve results within a certain period of time, other-
wise there is the danger of all attempts at healthy progress being
upset by disruption or other forces. Progress must be rapid ‘to
maintain hope’. His impression is that once the people realize
that you are going in a certain direction, they are optimistic. They
are prepared to put up with delay; a little delay, because they know
that they are going towards something. It is only when they feel
that they are not going anywhere that they become angry.

Legislative Revolution Not Enough
Since the element of time is indispensable with consideration for
progress, mere legislative process may not lead to desired goals.

1 Conversations, 44.
2 Jbid.
Ibid, 45
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All changes cannot come merely by legislation, and in fact people
themselves change without it. External forces and new ideas bring
about changes. Political revolution in India was achieved irres-
pective of legislative background. Nehru believes, therefore, that
in making the people accept changes, both the legislative influence
and the influence of a direct approach to them should be taken into
account. For revolutionary changes in a society, ‘surgical opera-
tions’ are certainly necessary, and according to Nehru they can
be carried out democratically both on the political and on the
economic level. Removal of the Indian princes he considers as a
‘surgmal. Operation’, and also in the case of the landlord system.
The Pointis not whether you should have a “‘surgical operation”
3: not, %1e says, ‘but what method you adopt for this operation.
ad\r:l?:;cllt}l,am a democratic Assemb.ly, by passing a law—a very
passed again:’rptérfom}s an operation like that” A law can be
but it alo qo. social evils *.wh1ch can .brmg rev-olutlonary change,
the ingraineg ms true to him tihat is is more difficult to deal w1.th
lative wopey Customs and beliefs of the pe?ple. Sometimes legis-
: -yolution may lead only to a partial success. There are

thlngs like accumulated . Y P . . .
n such cirumn, ated weight of .tradmon, custom and inertia.
of course—rq eEeanCG}EIS Nehru advises ot'h.er methods—peaceful
t0 bear on sociy] ctchange. Modern cond1t19ns should be brought
evils. Propaganda, persuasion, and the changing

COnditiOns : . ; .
together toc;t;fggi>t§1ede by side with law, should all be brought

social forces.

I?lt:e’::: Ojectve of All Revolutions
develOPZdti}:.ii th-through his revolutionary outlook Nehru has
of all revoly imself some ideas regarding an ultimate objective
perfection enlons' T}.lat objective may be described as a state of
the freed om :f?{npz_issmg the entire globe. During his struggle for
before him v, “dl?‘l, he developed the thought that the great aim
of his own 2 s the ‘human freedom’ which included the freedom
that COuntrilz Sople as vsf'ell as other peoples. For long he thought
and that the Of continents, were but geographical expressions,

€ Problems which faced men were really world prob-

lems, or Problems of humanity.
1 16“({: 569
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‘And unless we solve them for the whole world, there will
continue to be trouble. Such a solution can only mean the ending
of poverty and misery everywhere. This may take a long time but
we must aim at this and at nothing less than this. Only then can
we have real culture and civilization based on equality, where
there is no exploitation of any country or class. Such a society
will be a creative and a progressive society, adapting itself to
changing circumstances, and basing itself on the co-operation of
its members. And ultimately it must spread all over the world.”?

A world order such as this for which humanity will struggle
will uphold a new civilization, and, in the vision of Nehru, there
will be no danger of such a civilization collapsing or decaying as
the old civilizations did. The emancipation of mankind in its
absolute reality seems to be what he thinks as the final goal of
world revolutions. His time he always regarded as ‘an age of
mighty transition’. Many countries were struggling for their
rightful place in the human family. Many others were passing
through trials and tribulation. He advised not to be disheartened
by this, because there was new vitality and powerful creative
impulses in the people and the masses were awake, demanding
their heritage. With faith in new forces and ultimately in the
human spirit, he said:

‘The freedom that we envisage is not to be confined to this
nation or that or to a particular people, but must spread out over
the whole human race. That universal human freedom also cannot
be based on the supremacy of any particular class. It must be the
freedom of the common man everywhere and full opportunities
for him to develop.’

If the urge for freedom from injustice can be regarded as the
cause of revolutions, abolition of all injustice may lead to the
desired goal. However utopian the ideal may appear, Nehru
seems to entertain in his political thought some optimism for this
ideal, and there appears to be a great deal of consistency in this
respect at different times.

1 WH, Vol. I, 284-85, Nehru to Indira, June 12, 1932.
3 Speeches I, 300, Speech at Asian Conference, March 23, 1947.



CHAPTER 111

CONCEPTION OF NATIONALISM

His Life vis-g-vis W7, orld Nationalism .
The life of Jawaharlal Nehru coincides with some instructive
phases in the development of nationalism. Nationalism, in its
modern connotation, is said to have been born towards the end
of the eighteenth century, when its force was felt in Western
urope and North America. In the course of the nineteenth
century no western nation could exist without feeling the urge
towards nationalism, The close of the century saw in many ways
the fruition of nationalism in Europe; it also marked the beginning

of nationalism in Asia, Nehru was born in the twilight of a
pohtically awakening East.*

In the later part of the nineteenth century, western nationalism
was moving on two d

ifferent planes. An emotional attac}'lmen;
owards the land, belief in the past and its traditions, a feeling o
oness among the people, an urge to fight against f:oeelgri
‘Omination o despotic governments, faith in the 1nd1v1d1.la
berty ang rights of men, aspirations for greater liberty, equahty
e happiness of all, and similar noble instincts led to a kind of
matonalism which described as liberal humanitarian nationalism.

.5 Mationalism ajmed 1o identify itself with political democracy,
2YIng stregs

On popular sovereignty, general will and 'natlo.nal
government. This  kind of liberal democratic nationalism

*®
ehru wag - - . ; four years old. In
is chi ™ in 18 dian National Congress was four y:
inatgesiood b ofgn e "hen the Indin Nafonal Congs s ot
manners of the lish le, as well as Eurasians, towards Indians, an:
was the duty of eve g nglish people, h lerate it’. In the opening years
. dian to stand up to this and not to to era I “Nationalisti
of the twentieth ccry o ictories stirred up his enthusiasm. ‘Nationalistic
ideas filled My l'lunémlrrzﬁstgg g? ?sgf:ﬁ f‘:-;tccl):rzsaitérrAsiatic freedom from the qlraldc(l)ll‘; (l)f
Europ . I dreame of rave deeds, of how, sword in hand, I would fight for India and help
in freeing her, (4B, 111, , 6. >

70
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proceeded on the lines of the rational interpretation of things.
Distinct from this there developed another kind of nationalism,
which laid emphasis on the past and the traditions of each national
entity. Universality of human desire for freedom and equality
was pushed aside, and instead the specialities and peculiarities of
individual nations were paid greater attention, together with their
distinct aspirations and outlooks. This nationalism leaned on
irrationalism and began to lay stress on instinct as opposed to
reason. It was seen to have been based on a conservative and
authoritarian foundation. Racial superiority, strength of the state,
and other allied doctrines became its prominent features.

In India, nationalism at the end of the nineteenth century and
the beginning of the twentieth began to stabilize itself on liberal
humanitarian principles. It aimed at struggle against foreign
rule, as well as at the freedom of men and democratic institutions.

Nehru’s entry into active politics coincided with the struggle
between the two different kinds of western nationalism in World
War I. To the Indian nationalists, the crisis brought mixed
feelings. Since they were up against the British, the latter deserved
little sympathy, and therefore German victories brought satisfac-
tion both to the moderate and extremist elements in India.
According to Nehru, there was no love for Germany, but only
the desire to see the British humbled. ‘It was the weak and help-
less man’s idea of vicarious revenge.’ In that conflict of ideologies,
Nehru’s mind sided with the liberal camp of nationalism.

‘Of all the nations involved my sympathies were probably most
with France.”?

Liberal humanitarian nationalism came out victorious from the
war and it became more universal. National self-determination
became one of the accepted principles which also meant individual
freedom, democratic constitutions and representative govern-
ments. In India, the nationalist movement took concrete shape
from this period onwards. Gandhi made it a mass movement
based on the urge for independence, national unity and the rights
of men. Added to these, Indian nationalism began to manifest
itself through peace and non-violence. This had a much deeper
significance not only with regard to the national struggle but also
14B,V, 31
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; i ional-
to the growth of Indian natiinallsgl afte];: ;?ji%egﬁsﬁzie]:‘f:sgnthe
ism in the West is said to have been In v. ©
titnterness of violent struggles against dommat.mg pi:)wc?sss gﬁ_
served hateful memories in the histo1:y o.f nations. In :mci "
sequent growth, nationalism found it difficult .tol er;t mag e
itself from an antipathy towards enemy states or rivals. ray >
said that nationalism in India did not suffer frqm the ab(zlve OIZ ran;
and consequently could develop a more liberal an :cn e
outlook. Nehru began to appreciate fr.om the begl'nnl ghom
desirability of freedom from hatred of ahel:l rulers agallns.t “india
the battle was fought. Referring to the national struggle in
after World War I, he says: . - feeds and

‘Nationalism is essentially an anti-feeling, .and it fee and
fattens on hatred and anger against other n:jltlonal groups’f e
especially against the foreign rulers of a sgb].ect country. e
Was certainly this hatred and anger in India in 1921 agains

. o . L3 1 1 1 i ted
British but, in comparison with other countries similarly situated,
it was extraordinarily ljttle.2

As the movement in India grew, the feeling of hatred towards
the British beg;

an to lessen, but nationalism as a factor camf:dttz
have greater appeal for the people at large. It became’ more wide
Spread, and at the same time it learnt to be ‘generous’. o
ile a peacefyl revolution in India progressed, nationa 1sm
in some Western countries began to adopt a different form ?galrl"
Fascism and nazism, representing this kind of extreme national-
ism, cmerged. Whatever the reason for the rise of this tendenc},"
the consequences were fraught with danger. In its own way 1;
Pretended tq develop a new culture, which banished every libera

thought. T¢ stood for the very negation of pacifism and humani-
tarianism,

In Worlq War I1, the fascist and nazi nationalism met its doc?m-
The end of € war also saw the triumph of Indian nationalism
which, from the end of World War I to the end of World. Wfir
I1, had procecdeq on the broad basis of nationalism with falt.h in
the universy] virtues of pacifism, liberalism and rz-monahsm.
When the fasci; type of nationalism was at its height in Europe,

and the national struggle was almost at its climax in India, Nehru

1 4B, X1, 75.
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drew a sharp dividing line between the two ideologies, and
declared in April, 1936:

‘Nationalism in the East, it must be remembered, was essenti-
ally different from the new and terribly narrow nationalism of
Fascist countries; the former was the historical urge to freedom,
the latter the last refuge of reaction.”

Faith in Nationalism as a Living Force

Nehru as a nationalist regarded nationalism as a living force in the
history of modern nations. Nationalism had its weaknesses; ideas
began to percolate that the days of nationalism were over, and that
internationalism in the shape of socialist or proletarian movements
seemed to condemn nationalism. But such developments did not
make him pessimistic regarding the present or the future of
nationalism at any time. He saw in his conception of nationalism
not a narrow and fanatical urge but a healthy force. It was an
emotional attachment to the motherland ‘conditioned and
limited in many ways’. Only when the conditioning and limiting
factors were absent nationalism might prove different. In the days
of foreign domination, nationalism meant to him an inevitable
factor, conditioned into a natural and healthy growth. ‘For any
subject country,” he said, ‘national freedom must be the first and
dominant urge; for India, with her intense sense of individuality
and a past heritage, it was doubly so.’

During the War, according to Nehru, events all over the world
proved that the idea that nationalism was fading away before the
impact of internationalism and proletarian movements had little
truth. In spite of the ideas of proletarian internationalism and the
like, the coming of War ‘swept everybody everywhere into the
net of nationalism’. This was due to the very nature of nationalism
—being one of the most powerful urges that move a people, with
their sentiments, traditions, and sense of common being and com-
mon purpose. In the historic developments during the war years,
Nehru saw what he described as a ‘remarkable resurgence of
nationalism, or rather a re-discovery of it and a new realization of
its vital significance’. This led him to say in 1944:

1 Essays 11, 70, ‘Presidential Address to the National Congress, Lucknow’, April, 1936.
1 DI, 111, 36.
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‘Old established traditions cannot be easily scrapped or dis-
pensed with; in moments of crisis they rise and dominate the
minds of men, and often, as we have seen, a deliberate attempt is
made to use those traditions to rouse a people to a high pitch of
effort and sacrifice. Traditions have to be accepted to a large
extent and adapted and transformed to meet new conditions and
ways of thought, and at the same time new traditions have to be
built up. The nationalist ideal is deep and strong; it is not a thing
of the past with no future significance.’?

He was also aware of the resurgence of internationalism at the
end of World War II, and thought of an equilibrium between the
different forces. But the abiding appeal of nationalism to the
spirit of man, he felt, required to be recognized and provided for,
though with its sway limited to a narrow sphere.

Nationalism not an Antiquated Cult
Du.ring the war years, Indian nationalism had to face attacks from
various quarters. An Indian intellectual of repute, M. N. Roy,
suggested that nationalism in India be discarded ‘as an antiquated
cult.”* He ‘began to advocate unconditional co-operation with the
British Government’.2 The nationalists were reminded from some
other quarters that their nationalism was a sign of their backward-
ness and that even the demand for independence indicated
narrowmindedness. “Those who tell us so,” remarked Nehru,
seem to imagine that true internationalism would triumph if we
agreed to remain as junior partners in the British Empire or
Commonwealth of Nations. They do not appear to realize that
t%118 particular type of so-called internationalism is only an exten-
sion of a narrow British nationalism. . . ’3 He, however, thought
that India, in spite of her intense nationalistic fervour, was

* He said in August, 1941: ‘For two i I .
. 941: IO generations, nationalism has been the dominatin,

gﬁf”‘ge of the public life of India. Even today, it hiolds the centre of the stage, althoug%

roet octrines have appeared on the scene. While India has been making not too rapid a
P h glr €ss towards the vague and diversely defined goal of free nationhood, the world as a
:i'l o] eh was the scene of events which rendered traditional values worthless, and
thens ed ideals devoid of any meaning. India cannot possibly escape the impact of
Nosg events. Under that impact, she also must learn to revaluate values.” M. N. Roy,

‘;’Z’}alﬁ‘;’l An Antiquated Cult, p. 1, AUBUSt 17, 1947,

37.
2 Subhas ’Chandra Bos lian Struggle 1935-
s DI, ol e, The Ind: 88'€ 1935-1942, p. 25.
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prepared to go further than many nations in accepting real
internationalism and co-ordination.

A Vital Force after Independence

Nationalism, according to Nehru, continues to be a vital force in

the life of a people, even after their freedom from foreign domina-

tion. In a country struggling against her foreign rulers, one

knows exactly what nationalism means. It is, in this case, merely

an anti-foreign feeling. But at times he wondered, “What is

nationalism in a free country?’ He was alive to the problems which
faced nationalism after its main urge was satisfied. It is a healthy
force in a country striving for its freedom, but it may become,
after the country has been liberated, unhealthy and even reaction-
ary. ‘It may seek to promote its interests at the expense of other
countries and it may repeat the very errors against which it had to
contend.’ Is it possible, then, to draw the line between what is
good and what is bad in nationalism? In spite of such doubts, he
finds in it ‘a constructive force’ for progress. Three years after the
independence of India, he said:

“We have just won our freedom but the nationalist sentiments
that inspired our struggle still warm our hearts; they warm the
heart of every Asian because the memories of past colonialism are
still vivid in his mind. So, nationalism is still a live force in every
part of Asia. A movement must define itself in terms of national-
ism, if it has to become real to the people. In any Asian country,
a movement will succeed or fail in the measure that it associates
itself with the deep-seated urge of nationalism.”

Nehru’s faith in nationalism, both in a country’s subjugation
and in its freedom, is apparent. The fundamentals on which this
faith rests are many.

His Faith in the Greatness of India and Her History

Nationalism being a state of mind in its attachment to the mother-

land, its intensity is determined by one’s intellectual faith in the

greatness of a country, besides the common emotional appeal.

Nehru understood India both through an intellectual and an

emotional mind. He had no blind reverence for the past, but the
! Speeches 11, 163, October 3, 1950.
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past greatness of the country stirred his imagination so deeply
that he wondered, “What is my inheritance? To what am I an
heir® And he thought that he was the heir

“To all that humanity has achieved during tens of thousands of
years, to all that it has thought and felt and suffered and taken
pleasure in, to its cries of triumph and its bitter agony of defeat,
to that astonishing adventure of man which began so long ago
and yet continues and beckons to us. To all this and more, in
common with all men. But there is a special heritage for those of
us of India, not an exclusive one, for none is exclusive and all
are common to the race of man, one more especially applicable to
us, something that is in our flesh and blood and bones, that has
gone to make us what we are and what we are likely to be.”

His Discovery of India helps in a sense to discover the real
nationalist in him. It was in fact the result of an intellectual revolt
against the traditional representation of India by the forces which
he regarded as hostile, and which kept her in subjugation. There
were distinguished exceptions, but in general, so felt Nehru, the
h{Story of India was written mainly from the British imperialist
view point, laying stress on her ‘numerous failings in the past and
Present and the virtues and high destiny of the British’.2 India
accepted to some extent this kind of interpretation, and, even when
people resisted it, they were instinctively influenced by it. As time
Passed, the Indians gradually suspected and examined critically
the old versions of their history. Critical researches by western
and Indian scholars revealed brilliant and highly civilized periods
in the remote past, and this led to a challenge of the old inter-
Pretation of events. It seemed quite extraordinary to Nehru how
?he English pe0ple, apart from some experts and others, remained
ignorant about India. ‘If facts elude them, how much more is the
spirit of India beyond their reach?” he would ask. “They seized
her body and possessed her, but it was the possession of violence.
They did not know her or try to know her. They never looked
into her eyes, for theirs were averted and hers downcast through
shame and humiliation.’

Behind and within India’s battered body Nehru would glimpse
1 DL, a1.

3 4B, LIII, 426.

3 4B, LIII, 439.
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a majesty of soul. He undertook the mission to discover his
country. Like a pilgrim he journeyed and like a scholar he studied.
He would stand on the mound of Mahenjo-daro in the Indus
Valley in the north-west of India to understand the civilization
which existed over five thousand years ago; he would visit old
monuments and ruins and ancient sculptures and frescoes—
Ajanta, Ellora, the Elephanta Caves, and other places—and also
see the lovely buildings of a later age in Agra and Delhi, ‘where
every stone told its story of India’s past’. At Sarnath, near Benares,
he would almost see the Buddha preaching his first sermon, and
his words would come like a distant echo to him through two
thousand five hundred years. Asoka’s stone pillars spoke to him
of a man who, though an emperor, was greater than any king or
emperor. So also he would see Akbar at Fatehpur-Sikri, forgetful
of his empire, conversing and debating with the learned of all faiths.

The mighty rivers of India attracted him and reminded him of
innumerable phases of her history. The mountains and plains all
had their tales to tell. While his travels brought such penetrating
vision, his studies stirred the imagination deeper still.

‘I read her history and read also a part of her abundant ancient
literature, and was powerfully impressed by the vigour of the
thought, the clarity of the language, and the richness of the mind
that lay behind it. I journeyed through India in the company of
mighty travellers from China and Western and Central Asia who
came here in the remote past and left records of their travels. I
thought of what India had accomplished in Eastern Asia, in
Angkor, Borobudur, and many other places.”

The journeys, the visits and study gave him a searching insight
into the past. “To a somewhat bare intellectual understanding,’
he says, ‘was added an emotional appreciation, and gradually a
sense of reality began to creep into my mental picture of India, and
the land of my forefathers became peopled with living beings,
who laughed and wept, loved and suffered; and among them were
men who seemed to know life and understand it, and out of their
wisdom they had built a structure which gave India a cultural
stability which lasted for thousands of years.’

1 DI 111, 34.
? DI) m: 35.
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There scemed to Nehru to be something unique about the
continuity of a cultural tradition through five thoysand years of
Indian history, a tradition Wthh., according to.hlm, was wide-
spread among the masses and which powerfully influenced th.em.
That vision of five thousand years gave him a new perspective,
making the burden of foreign rule lighter, and bringing a confi-
dence that India ‘would find herself again’. His attitude to India
became emotional. ‘It took the form of nationalism.’®

History supplied him with a moral conviction that he was
fighting for the emancipation of a great country whose dependence
was unnatural. He found the impress of his country’s greatness
not merely within her own frontiers, but far across lands and
seas. One had only to go back in time and travel in mind to find
out the immortal testimony of her spirit, her power, and her love
of beauty in various countries of Asia. Few realized, he felt, the
significance of those achievements, and few realized that if India
Wwas great in thought and philosophy she was equally great in
action. To him, the history which Indian men and women made
far away from their homeland is yet to be written. With such
national pride he could say:

Ost westerners still imagine that ancient history is largely
concerned with the Mediterranean countries, and medieval and
modern history is dominated by the quarrelsome little continent
© 1 urope. And still they make plans for the future as if Europe
On'y counted and the rest could be fitted in anywhere.’

Rzi’;":ll {’lf Pase History @ Modern Trend
achieve?;sm to N?}.lru is ‘essentlal.ly a group memory of past
the pacy ients, traditions, and experiences’, A blind reverence for
inevitah S as bad as a contempt for it. Th? present and the future
this 4o toy l;éffiw out of the past a}nd bear its stamp, and to forget
nation] uild \;ylt.hout. foundations and to cut off the roots of
of the pregsrowth. To him, one of .the remarkable developments
nation, Then’;]age has been the rediscovery of the past and of the
ranks of 13: as been the tendency everywhere. Even among the
our and proletarian elements, who are supposed to

Dr 16.
* Dl v, 179.
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be the foremost champions of international action, this going back
to national traditions is most marked. ‘War or similar crisis
dissolves their internationalism and they become subject to
nationalist hates and fears even more than other groups,” he says.
The most striking example of this he saw in the Soviet Union
during the war. Without giving up its essential social and eco-
nomic structure, the Soviet Union became more nationalist-
minded, and the appeal of the fatherland grew much greater than
the appeal of the international proletariat. Famous figures in
national history were again revived and again became heroes of
the Soviet people. Besides other potential factors, the revival of
national memories and traditions and a new awareness of the past
added strength to the Soviet people in their growth. Nehru did
not believe that the nationalist outlook of Russia was just a
reversion to old-style nationalism. It was not. The revolution
and all that followed it remained. Even the new social structure
led inevitably to a certain international outlook. ‘Nevertheless,’
said Nehru in 1944, ‘nationalism has reappeared in such a way as
to fit in with the new environment and add to the strength of the
People.t Thus, people everywhere sought comfort and strength in
their old traditions. This, to Nehru, was a main trend in modern

nationalism.

Nationalism not Revivalism
But nationalism to Nehru should not mean revivalism. The past

is a source of inspiration to the nationalist in a broader sense. It
contains the picture of a country’s greatness to create confidence
in his mind for the present and for the future. Nehru meant by
history the history of the whole country in which the nation in its
entirety is depicted. It is not the history of a sect or a religion, or
a class. Moreover, a study of the past should not develop a narrow
and reactionary outlook for a retreat to the institutions of the past.
That would be the very negation of nationalism. For long in
India he was cautious against any diversion towards narrow-
mindedness in the name of nationalism. Referring to the religious
sentiment which was beginning to develop during the non-
co-operation days of the national struggle, he had said:
1DI, X, 491.
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‘I used to be troubled sometimes at the growth of this r?11gx9us
element in our politics, both on the Hindu and the Muslim 51deci
I did not like it at all. Much that Moulvies and Maulanas an
Swamis and the like said in their public addresses seemed to me
most unfortunate. Their history and sociology and economics
appeared to me all wrong, and the religious twist that was given to
everything prevented all clear thinking.

Obviously, therefore, nationalism through a common past and
common traditions should not stop on the frontiers of religion or
religions inside any particular country. The people need cultural
roots to cling to, to gain assurance of their own worth, .but these
roots should be all-embracing and not narrow or conflicting. Ir.am,
to Nehru, without in any way weakening its religious faith,

could deliberately go back to its pre-Islamic days of greatness,
and utilize that memory to strengthen its nationalism. The past of

India, with all its cultyral variety and greatness, was a common
heritage of all the Indian people, Hindu, Moslem, Christian, and
others. To establish this he argued:

“The fact of subsequent conversion to other faiths did not
depr.ive them of this heritage; just as the Greeks, after their con-
version to Christianity,

; did not lose their pride in the mighty
achievements of their a

ncestors, or the Italians in the great days of
the Romapn Republic and early empire. If all the people of India
had been convert

ed to Islam or Christianity, her cultural heritage
would still haye remained to inspire them and give them that

p01§e and dignity, which a long record of civilized existence with
all its mena] gyp

ggles with the problems of life gives a people.?

A Rationg] Approach to the Past )
T.he approach to the past, thus, ought to be rational. Also, nation-
alism should not leaq tq an uncritical examination of the past.
.Indl.a Was in Nehrw's blood and there was much in her that
tnstinctively thrilled him, Yet, from the first, he approached her
almost as a ’

n alien critic, full of dislike for the present as well as for
many of the relics of 1,

) e past that he saw. “To some extent I came
to her via the West,

and looked at her as a friendly westerner
1 4B, X, 72.
3 DI, VI, 319.
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might have done.” He wanted to change her outlook and appear-
ance and give her the garb of modernity. Doubts, of course, arose
within him. ‘Did I know India®—I who presumed to scrap much
of her past heritage?’? He had the conviction that India could not
have continued a cultured existence for thousands of years if she
had not possessed something very vital and enduring, yet he
thought that there was a great deal that had to be scrapped, that
must be scrapped.

While Nehru believed in distinguishing good from bad in the
national life through observation of the past, he was aware of the
evil aspect of too much attraction towards the past. There were
peoples or nations who lived a fevered life in the present only, and
almost forgot the past. For them, thought Nehru, a little humility
towards the wisdom of the past, which, after all, is the accumu-
lated experience of the human race, would be of gain. But for
countries which had too much of the past and which ignored the
present, a different emphasis was necessary. In the case of India
he wanted to get rid of the cramped religious outlook, the
obsession with the supernatural and metaphysical speculation, and
the loosening of the mind’s discipline in religious ceremonial
and mystical emotionalism which obstructed people’s under-
standing of each other and of the world. He wanted the people to
come to grips with the present. ‘Some Hindus talk of going back
© to the Vedas; some Moslems dream of an Islamic theocracy. Idle
fancies, for there is no going back to the past; there is no turning
back even if this was thought desirable. There is only one-way
traffic in Time.”

Nationalism Inspired by Foreign Rule

The past, history, traditions and heritage, inspire nationalism
among different peoples in varying degrees. Whether dependent
or independent, a country comes under this force readily. Among
other fundamentals, foreign rule has been a potential force in
inspiring nationalism in any country. In India, it took shape
through the struggle against the British. The struggle brought
home to the nationalist the real implications of nationalism,

1 DI 1, 34.

2 1hid. 0

8 DI, X, 495.
F
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and the latter feeling gave the struggle a sense of purpose. As
Nehru became engaged in activities which promised to lead to
India’s freedom, he ‘became obsessed with the thought of India’
which in turn created an urge in him for further work in that direc-
tion. Behind this interaction remained the basic factor, viz.,
foreign rule. As he says:

“The initial urge came to me, I suppose, through pride, both
individual and national, and the desire, common to all men, to
resist another’s domination and have freedom to live the life of
our choice. It seemed monstrous to me that a great country like
India, with a rich and immemorial past, should be bound hand and
foot to a far-away island which imposed its will upon her.?

Parriotism Demands Action

Re§entment against alien rule calls for patriotic action. What
action, it might not be clear, but to Nehru the idea became abso-
e f.ro.m the beginning that the people must not tamely submit
to existing conditions. Successful action might not at all seem to
be easy, but he felt that the honour of a people demanded a more
aggressw? and fighting attitude to foreign rule. When the non-
?O'OP‘.eratIOn movement was started, patriotism found a channel
;I:HZVh‘mh to flow. “We were full of excitement and optifnism,’ he
> and a buoyant enthusiasm. We sensed the happiness of a
Ic)):rlslzgitcn-lsading for a cause. We were not troubled with doubts
ation; our path seemed to lie clear in front of us and we

mafChed ah d . - '
to push op Zih’elit,ezd up by the enthusiasm of others, and helping
in f}?:??ruc action brought a sense of freedom to him and a pride

i eedom. To a nation in action the old feeling of oppres-
Sion and fr

conti ustration began to disappear. As the national struggle

couldm}ied’ the morale of the people grew. Side by side, the nation

the ev'ln W the main obstacles which stood in its way, as well as
ils

riod fand vices which made the national life impure. The
pe di IO S,tr}lggle was in fact the formative stage of nationalism,
andin ndia it is during that period that Nehru learnt much about
his nation.

1D7 111, 33.
2 4B, X, 69.
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Evils of Foreign Rule

Two things which appeared to Nehru as the most lamentable
features of foreign rule were imperialism and racialism. They led
to the degradation of all concerned. Imperialism which meant
the domination of one people over another was bad. And so also
was racialism. The whole ideology of British rule, according to
Nehru, was that of the master race, and the structure of govern-
ment was based upon it. ‘Biologists tell us,’ he said, ‘that racialism
is a myth and there is no such thing as a master race. But we in
India have known racialism in all its forms ever since the com-
mencement of British rule.”> The theory of the master race sub-
jected India as a nation and Indians as individuals to insult,
humiliation, and contemptuous treatment. To the nationalist it
was difficult to tolerate.

‘. . . what hurts still more is the fact that we submitted for so
long to this degradation. I would have preferred any kind of
resistance to this, whatever the consequences, rather than that our
people should endure this treatment.”

The feeling of sympathy for one’s own race becomes deep
while one resents the racial superiority of others. This, in a way,
strengthens the spirit of nationalism. Foreign rule also fosters
other evils which degrade a subject people. The British brought
about the political unification of India. They also let loose new
dynamic forces which fostered that unity and created a desire for
freedom. But the British tried to disrupt that very unity which
they helped to create. They wanted to weaken the nationalist
elements so that British rule might continue. They encouraged
reactionary elements and looked to them for support, promoted
divisions and encouraged one group against another, encouraged
fissiparous tendencies due to religion or province, and organized
classes which were afraid of a change that might engulf them. All
this was natural for a foreign power to pursue. But through it
nationalism learnt to harden itself. Pointing to efforts ‘to en-
courage the disruptive, obscurantist, reactionary, sectarian and
opportunist elements in the country’, Nehru said:

‘Perhaps that too is a needed test and challenge for us, and

1 DI, VII, 304.

2 Jbid.
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before India is reborn it will have to go through again and again
the fire that cleanses and tempers and burns up the weak, the
impure and the corrupt.”

His Sentimental Feelings during Struggle
Foreign domination not merely presented hard realities, but it
also made Nehru sentimental in his thought. He often let himself
be swayed by deeper emotions of nationalism, finding inspiration
from various heroic deeds of others either in India or elsewhere,
and inspiring others through his own emotion. ‘Brick by brick
has our national movement been built up,” he would say to his
listeners, ‘and often on the prostrate bodies of her martyred sons
has India advanced. The giants of old may not be with us, but the
courage of old is with us still, and India can yet produce martyrs
like Jatindas and Wizaya.’2

ften in his historical writings one comes across lines which
speak of a mood typical of the man. Leonidas and his 1,400
comrades lay dead at Thermopylae before the Persians could go
fOl’V’Vard. This occurred in the year 480 Bc. To Nehru, even today
one’s heart thrills to think of this unconquerable courage; even
today the traveller to Thermopylae might see with tear-dimmed
€yes the message, engraved in stone, of Leonidas and his col-

Ie?:lg‘ues:

‘Go tell to Sparta, thou that passest by,
That here obedient to their words we lie.’

Aftd next Nehru would g0 on to say:
onderful is the courage that conquers death! Leonidas and

€IMopylae live for evermore, and even we in distant India feel

@ thrill when Wwe think of them. What then shall we say or feel of
ourow

wh /N people, our own forebears, men and women of Hindustan,
© right through our long history, have smiled and mocked at

dei?thl; who have preferred death to dishonour or slavery, and
W10 have preferred 1o break rather than bow down to tyranny?
Think of C

ittor and its peerless story, of the amazing heroism

1 4B, 11V, .,

19:9Emy: I, 14, “Presidential Address to the National Congress’, Lahore, December,
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of its Rajput men and women! Think also of our present day, of
our comrades, warm-blooded like us, who have not flinched at
death for India’s freedom.”

Revitalization of the Nation as Aim of Nationalism

It was through patriotic struggle and emotional vision that Nehru
developed his nationalism. During the fight for freedom he felt
that the people of India had vast stores of suppressed energy and
ability which he should try to release to make them feel young and
vital again. ‘India, constituted as she is,” he said, ‘cannot play a
secondary part in the world. She will either count for a great deal
or not count at all. No middle position attracted me. Nor did I
think any intermediate position feasible.”? Behind his many years
of struggle lay the desire to revitalize India. He thought that
through action and self-imposed suffering and sacrifice, through
voluntarily facing risk and danger, through refusal to submit to
what people considered evil and wrong, the battery of India’s
spirit would be recharged, and that she would be awakened from
her long slumber. In building up a nation he wanted to aim high
and look far. Nationalism appeared to him as something much
bigger than what mere politics could make of it. Conflict with an .
alien government was not everything; the real factor was the
people. With higher objectives, Nehru and his compatriots fre-
quently acted as no politician, moving in the narrow sphere of
politics only, would have done. These compatriots, according to
him, erred at times from the point of view of opportunist politics,
but they always aimed to raise the whole level of the Indian people,
psychologically and spiritually, as well as politically and economi-
cally. ‘It was the building up of that real inner strength of the
people that we were after, knowing that the rest would inevitably
follow.”

Unity of India the Supreme Concern

Perhaps the supreme concern of Nehru during the later part of
the freedom movement was to achieve the unity of India as a
nation. For him the unity of India was not merely an intellectual

1 WH, Vol. 1, 64, Nehru to Indira, January 21, 1931.
2 DI, 111, 40.
3 DI, 111, 40-41.
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conception, but was an emotional experience which overpowered
him. That essential unity, he felt, had been so powerful that no
political division, no disaster or catastrophe, had been able to
overcome it. He knew that the diversity of India was tremendous.
It lay on the surface and anybody could see it. It concerned itself
with physical appearances as well as with certain mental habits and
traits. But he was more convinced of the fact that though out-
wardly there was diversity and infinite variety among the people,
yet everywhere there was the tremendous impress of oneness,
which held people together for ages past. He wrote in the
Discovery:

“There is little in common, to outward seeming, between the
Pat.han of the North-West and the Tamil in the far South. Their
racial stocks are not the same, though there may be common
strands running through them; they differ in face and figure, food
and °¥°thing> and, of course, language. In the North-Western
Frontier Province there is already the breath of Central Asia, and
many a custom there, as in Kashmir, reminds one of the countries
on the other side of the Himalayas. Pathan popular dances are
singularly like Russian Cossack dancing. Yet, with all these
dlﬁ'erences, there i p

Path . s no mistaking the impress of India on the
athan, as this is obvious on the Tamil.”?

Nel%? held the thesis that India, like ancient China, was a world

ﬁlulr:;z ’OV::h c:li culture and a civiliz:iltion which gave shape to all
cultire andSI e influences poure.d in :j\nd often n}ﬂuenced t}33t
immedian] twere absorbed. Disruptive ter}denaes gave rise
dream of uzﬁ © an attempt to ﬁnd a synthesis. Sqme kind of a
of CiVilizatioItly %C}fupled. the mind of the country since the dawn
posed from 0- hat unity was not .concelved as something im-
beliefs. T wasutmde, a standardization f)f .exFernals or even of
something deeper and, within its fold, the widest
was aclireloc;f;lle)ghef and custom was practised, and every variety
On the ‘ged and even encouraged. . .
hi N the question of the unity of his country, besides the theories
which he.advanced to prove and establish it, Nehru at times also
felt emotional. QOpce again, in his historical writings, one often

COMES ACross a touching faith in a one-India ideal. In the life of
1 DI, 111, 44-a5.

toleran
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Shankara, that ancient sage of India, he would find a man ‘who
looked upon the whole of India from Cape Comorin to the
Himalayas as his field of action,” striving hard ‘to synthesize the
diverse currents that were troubling the mind of India of his day
and to build a unity of outlook out of that diversity’.

“There is a significance about these long journeys of Shankara
throughout this vast land at a time when travel was difficult and
the means of transport very slow and primitive. The very con-
ception of these journeys, and his meeting kindred souls every-
where and speaking to them in Sanskrit, the common language
of the learned throughout India, brings out the essential unity of
India even in those far-off days.’

And in a similar mood, he would find Vivekananda, the modern
sage, thundering ‘from Cape Comorin on the southern tip of
India to the Himalayas’ wearing himself out in that process.

Coming to the national movement, he found in the National
Congress, apart from its fundamental objective, namely the free-
dom of India, its basic faith in the principle of national unity with
the proper solution of minority problems. The British had long
given political unity to India. It became more and more compre-
hensive owing to the development of communications and
transport. To Nehru, the above external forces only began to
operate on the basis of the traditional unity of India. ‘It was a
unity of a common subjection,” he said in 1938, ‘but it gave rise
to the unity of common nationalism. The idea of a united and a
free India gripped the people. It was not a superficial idea imposed
from above, but the natural outcome of that fundamental unity
which has been the background of Indian life for thousands of
years.’

Nationalism and Language

With a deep faith in one-Indian nationalism, Nehru discounted
all possible superficial distinctions which existed among the
people in the shape of languages or religions. He never considered
for a moment that differences in language might hinder the
growth of nationalism. ‘One of the legends about India which our

1 DI, V, 16o.
® Writings 11, Part I, Ch. 1, 19, ‘Essay in Foreign Affairs’, usa, January, 1938.
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English rulers have persistently circulated all over the world is
that India has several hundred languages—I forget the exact
number,’ he would ridicule.! He exploded the oft-repeated story
of five hundred or more languages as ‘a fiction of the mind of the
philologist and the census commissioner, who note down every
variation in dialect and every petty hill-tongue . . . as a separate
language, although sometimes it is spoken only by a few hundred
or a few thousand persons’.2 If the census talks about the hundreds
of languages in India, it also points out, says Nehru, that Germany
has: al?out fifty or sixty languages. But ‘I do not remember anyone
pointing out this fact in proof of the disunity or disparity of
Germany.” India would seem to him to have surprisingly few
anguages, considering its area; and compared to the same area in
F}lfl‘Ope 1t was far more closely allied with regard to language.
\ }i teen l.anguag.es covered the whole of undivided India, and of
ose Hindi, with its variation Urdu, was by far the most wide-

spre :
\% ad and was understood even where it was not spoken.*
hatever the n

lingua francq fo umber, Nehru was confident of the coming of one

e r the whole of India. Thus nationalism to him had
O danger from that quarter.

ac: %:Sa;:; I_::)Obl';m, however, which Indian natif)nalism ha.d to
nationalis, %r : M Ol.NehrL} thex:e was no such thing as a I:Imdu
ism\Indiar,1 nas USl.lm nat1ona11.sm;.t}.1erf? was o.nly one natlonz.ll—
Or national mjp, ona 1Sm. The minorities in Ind%a ‘were not r.ac.nal
Racially, thoy Erit1e§ as in Europe, but were rel}gmus minorities.
according 14 hgi ndia 5a patchv.vork and a curious mixture, yet,
India, ‘Re] m, no racial questions ?ad arisen or could. arise in
into ope alnot}j1 transcends these racial d1f%'er.ence.s, wh1c}} fade
barriers are °r and are often hard to distinguish. Religious

ObVIOUSIY not permanent, as conversions can take

igio

* The mode .
Ary?n languager: ;‘.1 dxan la{lgUages descended from Sanskrit, and therefore called Indo-
Punjabi, Sindh;’ p: : Hindi-Urdu, Bengali, Marathi, Gujrati, Oriya, Assamese, Rajasthani,

anarese, and Malaysal:“: and Kashmiri. The Dravidian languages are: Tamil, Telugu,
s B, LV, 45,

Dr } V, 148.
4B, LV, 45.
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place from one religion to another, and a person changing his
religion does not thereby lose his racial background or his cultural
and linguistic inheritance.

In spite of Nehru, the trend of events moved fast in a different
direction. As the national struggle entered its final phase, there
also developed what is known as communal strife. Hindus and
Muslims came to be regarded as different nations altogether, and
Muhammad Ali Jinnah became an uncompromising advocate of
the so-called two-nation theory. These developments gave the
greatest shock to Nehru, whose concept of Indian nationalism
was as uncompromising as Jinnah’s Muslim nationalism. Nehru
argued that if nationality was based on religion, then there were
not only two but many nations in India. The entire concept of
religious nationalism seemed to him absurd.

‘Of two brothers one may be a Hindu, another a Moslem; they
would belong to two different nations. These two nations existed
in varying proportions in most of the villages of India. They were
nations which had no boundaries; they overlapped. A Bengali
Moslem and a Bengali Hindu living together, speaking the same
language, and having much the same traditions and customs,
belonged to different nations. All this was very difficult to grasp;
it seemed a reversion to some medieval theory.’2

What a nation is may be difficult to define, but possibly the
essential characteristic of national consciousness, according to
Nehru, is a sense of belonging together and facing the rest of
mankind. These hopes of his with reference to India were dis-
turbed, and finally, inside India, Pakistan was created as a home
for the Muslim nation. How far Pakistan is justified is another
matter; but the fact remained that there were almost as many
Muslims inside the Indian nation as in the Muslim national state
of Pakistan.*

* After the partition of India, Nehru had to face one of the most difficult situations in
his life in attempting to remove communalism. He always regarded it as the most danger-
ous manifestation of a narrow type of nationalism. *. . . nationalism often covers a multi-
tude of sins and a multitude of throw-backs on something that is dead and gone. What is
communalism? In its very essence it is a throw-back to some medieval age, to a medieval
state of mind and medieval habits and medieval slogans’, he said in the Parliament of
India. Debates, P.1., 1950, Part II, Vol. I, February 3, 1950.

1 DI, VIII, 359.
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Emotional Integration of the People: The Purpose of Nationalism
Independence brought a new spirit of nationalism to Nehru.
India continued to remain the ‘much-loved motherland, the
ancient, the eternal’, to whom he paid his usual reverent homage,
but with independence he had to bind himself ‘afresh to her
service’! Hereafter, nationalism meant to him an emotional
integration of the entire people. “We all belong to Mother India,’
he declared after independence, ‘and have to live and die here. We
all are equal partners in the freedom that we have won. Every one
o.f our three or four hundred million people must have an equal
right to the opportunities and blessings that free India has to
offer.’2
To Nehru, the lessons of the past and history concerning the
national unity or disunity were many. His long experiences of
h.fe’ als?> were meaningful to him. In a subcontinent like India,
(.ilsruptlve t.endencies were quite apparent. There was communal-
i’?};t::eizeh’gior} misapplied to politics; there was prc.»vincialism
to him asm 3}51 it was called; Fhe.re‘ was also casteism which se.emed
country 'IPl—fr aps the most insidious anfi dan.gerous of all in the
It divided eecasite system weakened India nationally and socially.
archios Sorﬁeop ﬁ.lnto small groups separating them. into hier-
some 1y some calling themselves high caste, some .rmddle caste,
actors, and ostfehand some no caste at all. Conscious of the:se
the pa;t in spi the reasons for Ir}dla s weakne§§ and downfall in
laying stress glte of her many virtues and .ab111t1es, he went on
oht COmmunveFYWhere on t.he.umty of Inc!1a, and on the.need to
Went on rem; adl.sm, provincialism, separatism and casteism. He
tween the norrtlhmg the people that there were no (%1V1510ns be-
was only ope | ;nd SOUt}} and east and west of I.ndla,. but there
whole of I g; r]l ° o.f which all the people were 1n}1er1tors. The
Tndian, 5 ala, e pointed out, was .the common heritage of every
thousands of S0 was all India’s history, dovf/n thousand§ and
its great futu}’eﬁll‘s to the present day. He reminded the nation of
Trying to mallf Wwhich was also going to be a common future.
e the nation conscious of its mission, he called the

eople t . ! ' :
PEOpie to stand up straight, and look up at the skies, keeping their
1 Speeches 1, Ay,
), AUgust 15, 1 Bibli ]
* On Gandh, 146, Februap vo. vocg, >
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feet firmly planted on the ground, and to bring about a synthesis,
namely the integration of the Indian people.

‘Political integration has already taken place to some extent,
but what I am after is something much deeper than that—an
emotional integration of the Indian people so that we might be
welded into one, and made into one strong national unit, maintain-
ing at the same time all our wonderful diversity.”.

Service to Country as a Religion

Religious differences which did a good deal of harm to India
before independence could not be in any way tolerated in the
secular national state which the free India declared herself to be.
Nehru wanted to make nationalism itself a kind of common
religion for all and said: “The time has come when we have to
consider the service of India as our first religion whatever religion
each one of us might profess. In the same way, we hope all.to
consider ourselves Indians first, whatever caste or community
we might represent.’2

Nationalism based on Greater Ideals and Actions
A great nation must believe in greater ideals as well as in greater
actions. It is through both that Nehru wanted to develop the
spirit of nationalism in the people. Keeping a few big schemes
before his country, he at times would feel exhilarated and excited,
and think, “Where is she going? Where have we to lead her, which
way have we to walk and what mighty tasks have we to under-
take”” He began to believe more and more that the continuous
progress of a living nation was possible only through big works,
executed with a large heart and a large mind. ‘Small minds or
small-minded nations cannot undertake big works. When we see
big works our stature grows with them, and our minds open out
alittle.” With these words he opened the Bhakra Nangal.3

The ideals which he kept before him in trying to make national-
ism a strong force were broad and true, in the line of liberal
humanitarian nationalism.

“We have served India not just because she is a geographical

1 Speeches 111, 35, October 6, 1955.

% Biblio, 77, April 6, 1955.
8 Speeches 111, 4, July 8, 1954.




02 THE POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY OF NEHRU

entity and the land of our birth, but because we thought th:at. she
represented certain ideals and objectives, the material and spiritual
growth of man, and the unity of mankind.”

His Opposition to National Irrationalism

Much as he devoted himself to the development of Indian national-
ism, he never allowed his nationalistic ideas to tend towards any
kind of irrationalism. ‘I generally do not encourage the idea,” he
declared in the Constituent Assembly of India during the legis-
lative debates, ‘which is a peculiar product of intensive national-
ism, of each person thinking his country as a chosen country of
God—normally the people of each country think that they are
the chosen people; whether it is in America or Europe or Asia we
all tend to think that we are the chosen race—I do not wish to
encourage that idea. I am proud enough of my people, my
country, my heritage, but it is a narrow-minded view to think that

we are the chosen people and all the others are outside the pale.’”
Fundamentally, he realized that India is a country with a basic
}lnlty, but Of gr

eat variety in religion, in cultural traditions and
In ways of living. It is through mutual forbearance and respect
that he wanted to see a strong, stable and co-operative com-
TIURILY grow up. Any other extreme nationalist approach would
aPPear to him g dangerous. ‘Some people talk of one nation,
one culture, one language. That cry reminds me of some of the
Fascist ang Nazj slogans of old. We are one nation of course,
but "0 Iy to regiment it in one way will mean discord and
conflict anq bitterness. It will put an end to the richness and
ety of India and confine and limit the creative spirit and the
10Y 1n life of oy people.’ His stand against any kind of irrational
approach made him a relentless enemy of the communal organiza-
tilons. .'I:O him, they were guilty of the narrow outlook which kills
o "Piitand the mind, and weakens the nation. They represented
some kind of Medieval mentality, and stood for reaction in the
political ang €conomic fields. To him they appeared as nothing
less than the p,

eplicas of fascism and nazism in Europe.4
; %:;if:f éalAAddress: Indian National Congress, 57th Session, October 18, 1951.
3 Presidential A Jq BS12tive), 1949, Vol. II, March 8, 1949

4 Ibid. ddress, Indian National Congress, 58th Session, January 17, 1953
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In a rational way he lays great emphasis on national solidarity
which means to him equally the development of the strength of a
nation. This strength he does not want to derive from any
external source. It is a strength which rests on the people and the
people alone. “We must seek,’ he says, ‘to build up our strength
on ourselves and not by dependence on others. Dependence in
one direction leads to dependence in another. Nations, it is said,
by themselves are made. By self-reliance, we shall command
respect and we shall make our country more and more our own,
of each one of us.?

Nationalism is a vital force and Nehru does not want to
renounce any part of the genius of the people, or basic traditions,
lest they lose a great deal thereby and become rootless.2 But
nationalism, in the present context of world history, is not an end
in itself. For long he felt the necessity of nations making the
whole world a field of study. Nations and individuals are required
to grow out of the narrow grooves of thought and action, and lay
emphasis on a world synthesis. Nehru kept his feet firmly planted
on the ground of nationalism, but through nationalism he wanted
to serve the cause of internationalism.

‘We have to build up this great country into a mighty nation,
mighty not in the ordinary sense of the word, that is, having
great armies and all that, but mighty in thought, mighty in action,
mighty in culture and mighty in its peaceful service of humanity.’®

1 Ibid, 59th Session, January 23, 1954.
2 Debates P.L, 1950, Part I, Vol. 1, February 3, 1950.
8 Speeches 111, 35, October 6, 1955.




CHAPTER 1V

FAITH IN DEMOCRACY

An Experimentalist in the Democratic System
Jawaharlal Nehru has propounded no theories of democracy. It
was James Bryce who said during the first quarter of this century
that ‘Novelties are not possible in a subject the literature of which
began with Plato and Aristotle and has been enriched by thousands
of pens since their day’.! This may be true, but one thing is also
probable—that democracy in its working processes is continually
changing, every epoch of time bringing new ideas as the result of
new experiments. Those who experiment with democracy in the
Practical field may not necessarily be theorists, but they may, at
times, through their work contribute something towards the
evolution of novelties. Nehru is more of an experimentalist in the
sclence of democracy. He does not merely want to talk about
democracy, but wants to consider ‘all kinds of aspects of it” in its
actual working, ‘An Englishman may think of democracy in
terms of his System; an American in terms of his system. Russia
talks about the people’s democracy, which is completely different.
€Y use the same word.”? Not worried very much by what
Ot}{er.s have said or thought about democracy, he seems to think
of it in his Own way and devotes himself to experiments. Demo-

cracy b
3€Y IS not regarded as a fixed concept, and in fact he does not

define it in order to give it a universal meaning,
because definitions seem to him difficult, and he feels that ‘to
define anything that is big is to limit it’. To him democracy ‘is
yRAMIc, not a static, thing, and as it changes it may be that its
domain will become wider and wider. Ultimately, it is a mental

1
s James Bryce, Modyrn Democracies, Preface, ix.
Talks, 18,

94
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approach applied to our political and economic problems.™ Thus
he concerns himself more with the actual problems.

Nevertheless, today certain basic ideas about democracy have
become almost universal. While Nehru’s experiments in this
field have raised many doubts in his mind, there has been little
doubt regarding the virtues of the universally accepted demo-
cratic fundamentals.

His Esteem of the People

From ancient times to the present day, the meaning of democracy
has been described in various ways as the liberty of the people,
equality of the people, fraternity of the people, or the sovereignty
of the people. Radical thinkers on democracy have, while suggest-
ing the sovereign power of the people, subordinated everything
else to this idea. Fascism, which eclipsed democracy for a time in
recent history, invented a more popular concept than the concept
of the sovereign power of the people—the myth of a motherland
or fatherland, great and glorious, for which people are born to
die. Through some mysterious process, fascism and nazism
merged the ideas of nation and land and state into one, and raised
it above the idea of the supremacy of the people. Nation and land
appeared greater than the living people.* Fascism and nazism

stood for a complete and uncompromising denial of the principles

of liberalism and democracy. They based themselves upon the

total subordination of the individual. The rights and freedom of
man were denied in favour of the state. In spite of this, authori-

tarianism could flourish and it was popular at the expense of the

people.

* Before the rise of Mussolini, the poet Gabriele d’Annunzio exalted the concept of a
victorious Italy; and Mussolini declared in 19?2, “Today, with a fully tranquil conscience
I say to you, that the twentieth century will be the century of fascism, the century of
Italian power, the century during which Italy will become for the third time the leader of
mankind.” The German Idealist school played no mean part in developing the absolutist
philosophy. Whatever the degree of respect the idealist philosophers maintained for the

ignity and rights of man as an individual, nearly all of them ascribed unlimited majesty
and excellence to the State. Kant and Fichte gave the theory of the importance of political
organization to the individual; eventually it came to suggest a cult of State and even of
monarch per se. Hegel’s glorification of the State was superb. State was the absolute
spirit, consciously realizing itself in the world; its existence had no other explanation

an that God so willed it. In fact, iz was God. Under such a philosophy individual man
had to wither. State in all its majesty manifested itse.f through the power of political

authority, and the latter through its action only expressed the supreme moral will.
1 1bid, 19.

|
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To Nehru, land and people appear almost as equals. In one of
his great tours throughout India, he went on telling the people
that it is they who happen to be India. As he wandered from
gathering to gathering among the peasants, whom he considered
as the real children of the soil, he would hold before them a pic-
ture of India from the Khyber in the far north-west to Cape
Comorin in the distant south, and would make them think of
India as a whole. Next he would identify them with the concept
of India, taking advantage of the implicit and deep faith of the
people in the sacredness of the motherland. As he approached
a gathering, a great roar of welcome would greet him: Bharat
Maza K; Jai—Victory to Mother India!’ Unexpectedly, he would
ask the people what they meant by that cry; who was the Bharat
Mata, Mother India, whose victory they wanted. His question
would amuse the people and surprise them, and then, not knowing
exactly what to answer, they would look at each other and at him.
But Nehru would persist in his questioning. At last someone
would reply that it was the dharti, the good earth of India, that
ey meant. Wedded as the people were to the soil for im-
;}eﬁlonal generations, they could only reply in that manner. But
aue t;u would aS]_‘a “What earth? Their particular village patch, or
India:; Katches in the district or province, or in the whole of
expl * Andso the question and answer would go on, till he would
*Plain that India was all that they had thought, but it was much
more,
bm’ﬁliimguntaif.ls and the rivers of India, and the forests and the
counte de IS" which gave us food, were all dear to us, but what
me, wh Wtimately were the people of India, people like them and
MO’thercI) V:i/.ere spread out all over this vast land. Bharat Mata,
o hey rrr: ia, Was essentially these millions of people, and victory
Bhara; Meant victory to these people. You are parts of this
atq an; ‘a, I t,OI,d them, you are in a manner yourselves Bharat
Woulci lie, as this .1dea slowly soaked into their brains, their eyes
is 8Ot up as if they had made a great discovery.”
period o?tﬁitu?? of mind had developed in -him from an eatlier
of life ang $ lite. Of course, the land of India, with a continuity

i culture from time immemorial, holds a greater signifi-
7, 111, 44, and Essa_ys 1, 48-9.
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cance than the people of India of any particular time. The depth
of the soul of India seemed to Nehru difficult to fathom. ‘India
with all her infinite charm and variety began to grow upon me
more and more, and yet the more I saw of her, the more I realized
how very difficult it was for me or for anyone else to grasp the
ideas she had embodied,” he wrote.! To him, she was like some
ancient palimpsest on which layer upon layer of thought and
reverie had been inscribed, and yet no succeeding layer had com-
pletely hidden or erased what had been written previously. India,
to him, has been built up by countless generations of men. How
can this complex and mysterious personality of India of many
ages, therefore, be identified with the people of India of any given
time? But what is India after all at any given time without her
people? To Nehru, the spirit of the country lies in the conscious
or subconscious selves of her people, though they may not be
always aware of it. The people at any given time represent the
entire spirit of the land they live in, and their objective existence
makes the country what it is, or what it embodies.

But the people, identified with the land, are not converted into
an ethereal, ethical or merely spiritual concept. That might mean
the same thing as the land and nation in the idealist concept par
excellence. To Nehru, therefore:

‘I do not idealise the conception of the masses and, as far as
possible, I try to avoid thinking of them as a theoretical abstrac-
tion. The people of India are very real to me in their great variety
and, in spite of their vast numbers, I try to think of them as
individuals rather than as vague groups.’

In his voyage of discovery, Nehru thus looked at the land of
India and the people of India in equal esteem, and felt that the
spirit of the country had been impressed on ‘all its children’. The
idea of differentiating the greatness of the country from that of the
people (at any given time) did not appeal to him.

The Essence of Democracy

This basic faith in the dignity of men, both in their totality and

in their individuality, led Nehru to lay faith in the democratic
1 DI, 110, 42.

2 DI, 111, 41.
G
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system of government. During the freedom movement, his aim
was to win freedom for the entire people, in the real sense of the
term. “We wanted no change of masters from white to brown, but
areal people’s rule, by the people and for the people, and an ending
of our poverty and misery.”? A few hours before India became
independent, he said in the Constituent Assembly:

“To the people of India, whose representatives we are, we make
an appeal to join us with faith and confidence in this great adven-
ture. This is no time for petty and destructive criticism, no time
for ill-will, or blaming others. We have to build the noble mansion
of free India where all her children may dwell.’2

As Independent India began to follow the path of democracy,
the desire to depend upon the people grew greater in Nehru’s
mm.d.. The progress of a country is a complex phenomenon.
Opinions are many, and ideas are diverse. How should democracy
operate where differences exist? His reply is:

One has to find an equilibrium among the various forces at
work. In finding this equilibrium in a democratic country, one
has to take the vast masses of the people into confidence. One has
to produce a sensation in them that they are partners in the vast
undertaking of running a nation, partners in government, partners

ini .
n lndustry. That is the essence of democracy.”®

o elre.gards the people as partners in everything, but democracy
cels itself out if people are regarded as partners in a totalitarian

way. .
y He does not want the people to constitute a bloc, and work

with . . .
to b the government or industry in a regimented manner. People,
1m, do not constitute th

e is kind of phalanx. On the other hand,
forntl}elans by the people individuals in their separate entity, united
¢ welfare of the state, which only means the welfare of the

people_ On ‘ : ..
o o ce he was asked, “What is your principal problem?

360 millio}rrl problems have ygu,got?’ He replied, “We have got

populatioy. I}roblems in Indla,. referring roughly to the total

25 he expla o. ‘;he country. H1s answer amused people, but
ave 10 benS: t has an essential .truth in it: that all our prob.le.ms

Viewed from the point of view of the 360 million
e 5

8 Speeches 11, 60, December 14,

50.

1953.
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individuals, not some statistical mass which you see drawn in

curves and graphs on paper ... we must think in terms of indivi-
duals, individual happiness and individual misery.’

Democracy on Practical Lines

Did Nehru come under the influence of the Gandhian concept of
democracy? It would appear that he is a practical democrat with
faith in the democratic apparatus as hecessary for the manage-
ment of the state. “The term Democracy,’ described James Bryce,
‘has in recent years been loosely used to denote sometimes a state
of society, sometimes a state of mind, sometimes a quality in
manners. It has become encrusted with all sorts of associations
attractive or repulsive, ethical or poetical, or even religious. But
Democracy really means nothing more nor less than the rule of
the whole people expressing their sovereign will by their votes.’
Far from such definitions, Gandhi’s conception of democracy was
definitely a metaphysical one. It had hardly anything to do with
numbers or majorities or representation in the ordinary sense. It
was based on service and sacrifice, and it used moral pressure.
Gandhi claimed himself to be a born democrat by completely
indentifying himself with the poorest of mankind, longing to live
no better than they, and making a corresponding conscious effort
to approach that level to the best of his ability. Western demo-
cracy, to Gandhi, was on trial. As he explained:

‘Corruption and hypocrisy ought not to be the inevitable pro-
ducts of democracy, as they undoubtedly are today. Nor is bulk
a true test of democracy. True democracy is not inconsistent with
a few persons representing the spirit, the hope and the aspirations
of those whom they claim to represent. I hold that democracy
cannot be evolved by forcible methods. The spirit of democracy
cannot be imposed from without; it has to come from within.’?

Gandhi hoped for the evolution of a true science of democracy.
To Nehru such Gandhian doctrines appeared highly problematical.
Gandhi’s theory that a few persons could represent the spirit, the
hope and the aspirations of the people, made Nehru wonder if it

1 Speeches 111, 4.
2 James Bryce, Modern Dernocracies, Preface, viii.
3 Gandhi’s statement, September 17, 1934, quoted in 48, XXXIV, 252-53,
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was not similar to the authoritarian conception of democracy,
where a few ‘will claim to represent the real needs and desires of
the masses, even though the latter may themselves be unaware of
them. The mass will become a metaphysical conception with them,
and it is this that they claim to represent.’” Of course, Gandhi
was known to Nehru as being far from this kind of philosophy.
Certain other ideas of Gandhi created similar problems in the
mind of Nehru. Once Gandhi surprised him about the future of
the Congress Party after independence. According to him, the
Party should continue, but on one condition—that none of its
members should accept a paid position under the state, and, if
one was accepted, the person in question would have to leave the
Party. The whole idea underlying it was that ‘the Congress by
its detachment and having no axe to grind, could exercise tremen-
dous moral pressure on the Executive as well as other depart-
ments of the Government, and thus keep them on the right
track’. This was all to the good, but, as Nehru felt, was it not the
very opposite of the modern idea of a party which is built up to
Seize state power in order to refashion the political and economic
Structure according to certain pre-conceived ideas? Thus, in spite

of the G::mdhian doctrines, Nehru’s idea of democracy developed
on practical Western lines.

4 Tinge of Idealism

ut it does not seem that he could entirely agree to look at
der{locracy as nothing more than the rule of people expressing
th?lr sovereign will by their votes. Democracy to him is certainly
th}S, but also something more. It is a state of society, a state of
mind, as well as a quality in manners. The birth of modern Indian

€mocracy took place as much under a political atmosphere as a
moral one, the latter being mainly created by the Gandhian
aPProach to the virtues of sacrifice and service. Nehru, while
working with democracy in its practical aspects, took into account
the moral values associated with it. Politics cannot be mean, nor
can they stand on weak foundations. The politician, therefore,
more so the democrat, should believe in the values of certain
higher principles of life and society besides mere politics.*

* : .
: ﬁrbl’s:tg(ﬂi ?(IFV x:ogtss;parate the spheres of the statesman and the moralist,
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‘I would say that democracy is not only political, not only
economic, but something of the mind, as everything is ultimately
something of the mind. It involves equality of opportunity to all
people, as far as possible, in the political and economic domain. It
involves the freedom of the individual to grow and to make the
best of his capacities and ability. It involves a certain tolerance of
others and even of others’ opinions when they differ from yours.
It involves a certain contemplative tendency and a certain in-
quisitive search for truth—and for, let us say, the right thing.?

If Gandhian metaphysics had any influence on Nehru with

regard to his work as a democrat, it was to combine both the
democrat and the moralist in him.

Influence of Humanitarianism
Nehru’s attitude towards democracy has been greatly influenced
/ﬁ}’ humanitarianism, the rise of socialism and working class
movements. Both in theory and in practice, he was led to think in
terms of amendments of democracy. As he saw, earlier democrats
had laid greater emphasis on the notions of liberty and equality
and the equal right of everyone to happiness. But new movements
brought about new ideas that happiness did not come by merely
making it a fundamental right. The idea of physical well-being
Came as a necessary part of democracy. To a starving man,
democratic freedom meant nothing. So appeared the problem
for democracy—a more equitable distribution of wealth, and
material happiness among the people. Socialistic ideas became
intimately connected with the idea of political democracy. To
Nehru, it became not merely a question of intimate connection
but, if possible, a necessary integration.

Opposition to Opponents of Democracy

In the world-wide conflict of ideas and politics which fascism
and nazism caused, Nehru’s faith in democracy became greatly
strengthened. He was roused against fascism and the totalitarian
state, as well as against those democrats who tried to compromise
with the enemy at the cost of democratic ideals. During the post-
Munich age, when the map of Europe changed from day to day,

1 Talkks, 19.
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and ‘barbarism and black reaction’ triumphed, his mind was
filled with horror. The ‘murder of Spanish democracy’, as he
calls it, could lead him to say:

‘It was not the rebels who killed Republican Spain, or traitors’
hands that did it. Nor was it ultimately done to death by the
Fascist Powers, much as they tried to do so. Britain and France
must be held responsible for this, as for the betrayal of Czecho-
slovakia, and history long ages hence will remember this infamy
and will not forgive them. The infinite sadness in the looks of
the QZechs and the Spaniards, whom they deserted and betrayed
and, in the guise of friendship and impartiality, drove to death
and slavery, will hunt them from generation to generation.”
bee 1SdOPPOSition to illiberal views and autocratic systems has
histr; eveloped on more pronounced lines. Even the heroes of
whil ry, if autocrats, fell away in his esteem. He wrote to Indira

‘Ie }Slpﬁakmg about Napoleon Bonaparte:
soft CS(') a CPnfess to you that all through my boyhood I had a

knewrrll'er In my heart for him. He was one of my heroes, though
am aﬁ-a'(little enough of him then. I know much more now and I

. 1d he has shrunk in my mind and does not loom nearly so

1€ as he used to long ago.”?
pictrlllrihe fas‘? of Napoleon he could not completely forget the
faﬂings (I) .hls boyhood days, or eradicate Napoleon’s many
chil dh0°0 dt 18 natural though strange that the impressions of one’s
liVing Na alnd boyhood persist through life. But towards the
politica] OPO cons of his own time he had no sympathy whatever,
rather gpp T personal, and at times his behaviour towards them was

In the ange. One or two instances will illustrate it.

adnot n: a;ly. months of 1936, when the great dictators of Europe
his aili, ade it clear how far they would really go, Nehru was with
she pag sge dWIfe near Lausanne in Switzerland. On February 28th
away, and, broken in spirit, Nehru went with his

ontreux to spend a few quiet days there. It was
ad a visit from the Italian Consul at Lausanne, who
P?dally to convey to him Signor Mussolini’s deep
his loss. Some weeks earlier a friend in Rome had

o
there thay he b,
Came over gg

Sympathy 5
1w ritings 11

SWH,V ’93’F°bmaryzz 1030.
> Vol 1’597, Nehru to fnd%gg, November 4, 1932.




FAITH IN DEMOCRACY 103

written to Nehru that Mussolini would like to meet him. Later,
that message was repeated, and there was a touch of eagerness
and insistence about it. ‘Normally I might have got over my
distaste for meeting him, for I was curious also to know what
kind of man the Duce was. But the Abyssinian campaign was
being carried on then and my meeting him would inevitably have
led to all manner of inferences and would be used for fascist
propaganda.” So he conveyed his regrets. After his wife’s death,
he sent another message that, even apart from other reasons, he
was in no mood then for an interview with anyone.

After a few days at Montreux, Nehru proceeded to Geneva and
Marseilles, where he boarded an airliner for the east. On arriving
in Rome in the late afternoon, he was met by a high official who
handed him a letter. The Duce, it stated, would be glad to meet
Nehru and had fixed six o’clock that evening for the interview.
‘I was surprised and reminded him of my previous messages. But
he insisted that it had now all been fixed up and the arrangement
could not be upset. Indeed if the interview did not take place there
was every likelihood of his being dismissed from his office. I was
assured that nothing would appear in the press, and that I need
only see the Duce for a few minutes. All that he wanted to do
was to shake hands with me and to convey personally his condo-
lences at my wife’s death. So we argued for a full hour with all
courtesy on both sides but with increasing strain; it was a most
exhausting hour for me and probably more so for the other party.
The time fixed for the interview was at last upon us and I had my
way. A telephone message was sent to the Duce’s palace that I
could not come.”?

Nehru refused to see Mussolini at a time when Britain’s leading
statesmen, according to him, ‘referred to him tenderly and
admiringly’ and ‘praised his regime and methods’* Two years

* It is interesting to note also Gandhi’s attitude to Fascism. In May, 1932, Sardar
Vallabhbhai Patel showed Gandhi a picture of little boys of eight to ten years of age re-
ceiving military training in Mussolini’s Italy, and said that when they grew up they would
help him to destroy the world. Gandhi replied, ‘You are right. I have seen all that with my
own eyes, Fascist propaganda is being carried on even in England. There are some
Fascists in Parliament and Winston Churchill is a great admlr?r of Mussolini’s. ‘Why,
Baldwin told me there was no good in democracy. Macdonald’s imperialism leads him to
mock at Democracy. It all shows which way the wind is blowing. This is what we are
fighting against. What powerful opponents have we got to resist? But resist we must till
the end of time.” (Diary of Mahadev Desai, 131.)

1DL1I, 31.
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later, in the summer before Munich, Nehru was invited, on behalf
of the Nazi Government, to visit Germany. The nazis knew
Nehru’s opposition to nazism and yet they wanted him to see
Germany for himself. It was suggested that Nehru could go there
as their guest or privately, in his own name or incognito, as he
desired, and he would have perfect freedom to go where he liked.
‘Again I declined with thanks. Instead I went to Czechoslovakia,
that “far-away country” about which England’s then Prime
Minister knew so little.

Such were Nehru’s personal feelings against the fascists and
nazis. Politically, he hated their ideals bitterly. Before the days of
Munich he met some of the members of the British Cabinet and
some prominent English politicans, and expressed his anti-fascist
and anti-nazi views before them. But he found that his views were
not .welcomed and he was told that there were many other
considerations to be borne in mind. During the Czechoslovak
crists, as he says, what he saw of Franco-British statesmanship
in Prague and in the Sudetenland, in London and Paris, and in
GeneYa where the League Assembly was then sitting, amazed
’fmd disgusted him. ‘Appeasement seemed to be a feeble word for
1t. T:hel:e was behind it not only a fear of Hitler, but a sneaking
admiration for him,” he felt.2 The creeds of fascism and nazism
fvere narrow and overbearing and were based on hatred and vio-

ence. He watched their growth and the fall in their respective

countries, and came to the conclusion:

it Th;‘-}’ bf.Ought a certain prestige to their people for a while, but
€y also killed the spirit and destroyed all values and standards

oh thought and behaviour. They ended by ruining the nations
they sought to exalt.’3

Opp?sztion 0 Undemocra

tic Systems
In his sty oA

bitter] ggle against the British, what he perhaps disliked most
AUtho}:-i Was the undemocratic set-up gf their rule in India.
d 1Y corrupts and absolute authority corrupts absolutely
and, 1 Nehry, no man in the world had such absolute authority
O‘Ze; IS I;Ch large numbers of people as the British Viceroy of India.
s 4y 4.
2 Jbid.

8 Speeches 1, 116-17, December 13, 1947.
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The Viceroy spoke in a manner such as no Prime Minister of
England or President of the United States would adopt. “The only
possible parallel would be that of Hitler.”® Nehru refers to the
attitude of the Viceroy, as he saw him, the British members of his
Council, the Governors, and even the secretaries of departments,
or magistrates, who speak ‘from a noble and unattainable height,
secure not only in the conviction that what they say and do is
right, but that it will have to be accepted as right whatever lesser
mortals may imagine, for theirs is the power and the glory’. This
he resented.

In India, besides the British administrators, there was another
class of people against whom Nehru felt hostile. They were the
princes. There were about six hundred princely states—big, small,
and insignificant ones which one could not even place on the map.
“This system has vanished from the rest of the world,” he said in
1939, ‘and left to itself, it would have vanished from India also
long ago.’ But, as it appeared to him, in spite of its manifest
decay and stagnation, it was propped up and artificially maintained
by the British authorities. The system, as such, had no inherent
importance or strength. It was in reality one of the facets of
imperialism. ‘Offspring of the British Power in India, suckled by
imperialism for its own purposes, it has survived till today,
though mighty revolutions have shaken the world and changed it,
empires have collapsed, and crowds of princes and petty rulers

have faded away.’2 He declared himself the relentless opponent of
this class.

Atrtitude towards Communism

What was his attitude towards communism, which had elements
of totalitarianism in its actual practice? Between the two, fascism
and communism, he was prepared to accept communism. He had
developed a certain amount of goodwill towards communism
from an early age, though it was not a doctrinal adherence of any
kind. Certain aspects of communism attracted him. Communism
to him was ‘not hypocritical’. Moreover, the tremendous changes
which took place in Russia attracted him greatly. But in spite of

L DI, VII, 271.
* Writings 11, Part I, Ch. 2, 30-31.
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all this, when the question of the basic values of human life came
in for consideration, his mind revolted against communism.
What irritated him about communism was the ‘dictatorial ways’
of the communists, their aggressive methods, and ‘their habit of
denouncing everybody who did not agree with them’.r These
features were undemocratic. Otherwise, he was not averse to the
praise of the achievements of communism in the field of material
advancement.

In November, 1927, during the tenth anniversary celebrations
of the Soviet Union, Nehru paid a brief visit to Moscow. He was
favourably disposed towards the country, the people and the
system. He was glad that he went, and even that glimpse of the
Soviet Union was considered by him as worthwhile. ‘It did not,
and could not, teach us much about the new Russia, but it did give
us a background for our reading,” he said.2 He read about Marx,
L.enin, Russia and communism. They impressed him, but without
dlsturbing his democratic convictions. In later years he inclined
toithe belief that democracy and communism would have to co-
exist in the twentieth century world. This realization led him to
extend his friendly hands towards the communist governments,
but he kept his feet stronger than ever on the ground of demo-
cracy. When he visited Moscow again in the summer of 1955, as
the‘ Prime Minister of India, he declared to the Soviet people:

.We believe in democracy, equality and removal of special
meﬂf‘—g?s and we have set ourselves the goal of developing a
socialistic pattern of society through peaceful methods.”

Fundamental Faith in the Freedom of Man
t seems that it is Nehru’s absolute faith in the freedom of man
thaf makes him the staunch democrat that he is. In his study of the
anclent past of India, her religion and philosophy, history and
culture, he has tried to understand the real value of human life.
€ping that in mind he reacted against fascism, and had said:
't Was not merely the physical acts of aggression in which
fascism and nagism indulged, not only the vulgarity and brutality

that accompanied them, terrible as they were, that affected us, but
L AB, XXIIL, g,
2 AB, XXIII, 164-65.
3 Biblio, 349.
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the principles on which they stood and which they proclaimed so
loudly and blatantly, the theories of life on which they tried to
fashion themselves; for these went counter to what we believed in
the present, and what we had held from ages past. And even if
our racial memory had forsaken us and we had lost our moorings,
our own experiences, even though they came to us in different
garb, and somewhat disguised for the sake of decency, were
enough to teach us to what these nazi principles and theories of
life and the state ultimately led.?

In his study of the Indo-Aryan philosophy, he saw a kind of
metaphysical democracy which formed the background to social
existence. ‘He who sees the one spirit in all, and all in the one spirit,
henceforth can look with contempt on no creature’. To Nehru,
though such philosophy lay only in theory, yet there could be no
doubt that it must have affected life and produced that atmosphere
of tolerance and reasonableness, that acceptance of free-thought
in matters of faith, that desire and capacity to live and let live,
which, according to him, are the dominant features of Indian
culture. “There was no totalitarianism in religion or culture, and
they indicate an old and wise civilization with inexhaustible
mental reserves.”? He finds in the Upanishads of the Hindus a
question: ‘What is this universe? From what does it arise? Into
what does it go?’ And he finds the answer:

‘In freedom it rises, in freedom it rests, and into freedom it
melts away.’

In such ideas Nehru would discover how the sages of the past
were passionately attached to the idea of freedom and wanted to
see everything in terms of it. The urge of freedom, he would say,
developed democratic ways of living and thinking in society from
time immemorial. Within each group, whether village com-
munity, particular caste, or large joint family, there was a com-
munal life shared together, a sense of equality, and democratic
methods. This tradition continued. Nehru felt surprised to see
the eagerness of a villager, sometimes illiterate, to serve on elected
committees for political or other purposes.? Such individuals

could be helpful members whenever any question relative to their
1DLT, 4
2 DI 1V, 74.
3 DI, VI, 233.
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lives arose, and were not to be easily subdued. The democratic
way was a common method of functioning in social life, in local
government, trade-guilds, religious assemblies, etc. Even the
caste system, with all its evils, kept up the democratic habit in
each group. Nehru believes that Indian society could not have
lasted so long without some such social virtues as these. And, he
says:

. ‘Behind it lay the philosophical ideal of Indian culture—the
integration of man and the stress of goodness, beauty and truth
{:afher than acquisitiveness. An attempt was made to prevent the
joining together and concentration of honour, power, and wealth.

The duties of the individual and the group were emphasized, not
their rights.”t

H, iS. I dea of the ‘ Fullest Democracy’
Political liberty, equality, and progress through peaceful methods
—they form Nehru’s basic democratic ideals. These ideals are in
10 way new, but Nehru pleads for their unrestricted growth. He
wants to have what he terms ‘the fullest democracy’? since the
days Jare gone when restricted democracy seemed desirable or
I:ﬁactllcablﬂ The nineteenth century conception that each person
inou d have a vote was good enough for those days, but it was
complete, and so ‘people think in terms of a larger and deeper
emocracy today’. After all, there is no equality between the
g:: Pe]ilWho has a vote and the millionaire who has a vote. ‘There
Whijh Tlndred ways of exercising influence for the millionaire
betwe the pauper has not got.” Similarly, there is not equality
and t}f n the person who has tremendous educational advantages
to 80; Person who has none at all. People will, he thinks, differ
ability ¢ CXtent: All human beings are not equal in the sense of
equali tOI ?aPaCItY° But his whole point is that People should have
as t Y of opportunity and that they should be able to go as far

(Y €an g02 He said in December, 1946:

- do Viously, we are aiming at democracy and nothing less than
mocracy. What form of democracy, what shape it may take is

! D]’ VI’ 234.

2 Speeches T
8 Di&at:rsc’ 349; December 13,1

cem) 946 .
-A. (Legislative) 19:‘8, Vol. IV, April 3, 1948.
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another matter. The democracies of the present day, many of them
in Europe and some elsewhere, have played a great part in the
world’s progress. Yet it may be doubtful if those democracies
may not have to change their shape somewhat before long if
they have to remain completely democratic.”

Believing that the working democracies elsewhere required
change, he did not want only to copy the democratic procedure or
institutions of other countries. He wanted to discover avenues
for improvement and, while thinking in those terms, he wanted
to have such systems which would fit in with the temper of the
people and be acceptable to them.*

The Extent of Political Liberty
How far can political liberty go in actual practice? In democracy,
the role of popular franchise in the diffusion of political liberty
has been immense, and the growth of democracy has been asso-
ciated with the extension of franchise. European governments
had been very cautious about the extension of the franchise, and
till recent times universal adult suffrage continued to arouse
suspicion even in Great Britain. Writing in the last quarter of the
nineteenth century, Henry Maine said: ‘But one of the strangest
of vulgar ideas is that a very wide suffrage could or would promote
progress, new ideas, new discoveries, new arts of life. . . . Univer-
sal suffrage which today excludes Free Trade from the United
States, would certainly have prohibited the spinning-jenny and
the power loom. It would certainly have forbidden the threshing
machine. It would have prevented the adoption of the Gregorian
Calendar; and it would have restored the Stuarts.’
Maine believed that what was called universal suffrage had
. * Nearly seven years after the independence of India, Eleanor Roosevelt wrote after a
ws‘l'tf'l; democracy India is building probably will never be exactly like ours. There is no
reason why it should be, for her history, cultural background and needs are completely
different from those that dictated our forms of democracy and guided its development.
‘What the leaders of India want and are determined to have is a democracy that is indige-
nous to their own country—not English or American or French or Russian—but one

based on their own past and the character of their own people, and growing and taking
from according to Lgeir own needs.” Eleanor Roosevelt, India and the Awakening East,
88-89.
* Speech moving the Objectives Resolutions at Constituent Assembly, New Delhi,
on December 13, 1946.
3 H, S. Maine, Popular Government, Essay I, 34-36.
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greatly declined in the estimation not only of philosophers who
followed Bentham, but of the a priori theorists who assumed that
it was the inseparable accompaniment of a Republic, but who
found that in practice it was the natural basis of tyranny. Views
such as these could not, however, stand their ground, and uni-
versal suffrage held sway. But to many political thinkers, as well
as democratic governments, it seemed a sound theory that the
power to vote should be based on some qualifications such as
property or education. It was believed that property brought
responsibility to the voter, while education brought awareness or
intelligence. Must it follow then that democracy should wait till
all people acquire a reasonable amount of property or receive
some kind of elementary education?

Nehru would argue from the other standpoint. The fullest
democracy might be given to the people first, with universal
adult suffrage, to be followed by education and a good standard
of living, He remembered that even in England the franchise
was strictly limited till recently. He wondered how, in quite
advanced countries in the present-day world, women, who formed
half the population, did not have the vote. ‘Democracy in those
countries is presumably “male democracy”,” he says.t To him, at
this period in the history of democracy, any talk of restricted

ranchise is out of the question, however illiterate or poor a people

may be. When India became independent, universal adult suffrage
Was at once introduced; but long before that Nehru had advocated
3gainst the restricted franchise-

Y €Xperience in this matter confirmed my faith in the widest
Possible franchise. I was prepared to trust that wide electorate far
:iire than a restricted one, based on a property qualification or
badr-l an educational test. The property qua11ﬁcat1on was anyhow

3s for education it was obviously desirable and necessary. But
ed::; not discovered any special qu?ﬁties .in a li.te.rate or slightly
reSpecfth person which would entl.tlc? his opinion to greater

ind o an that of a sturdy peasant, 1111terf:1te but fu.ll of a limited
ranchis COEnmon sense. . . . 1 am a convinced bthever in adult
fies in t}?, Or men and women, and.tho.ugh I .reahze .the dlfﬁc.ul-

s e way, T am sure that the objections raised to its adoption

Peeches 111, February 25, 1956.
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in India have no great force and are based on the fears of privileged
classes and interests.”

Ttke Extent of Political Power

Universal franchise becomes the basis of democracy. But what is
its purpose? Political liberty, said Hobbes, is political power.
When a man yearns to be free, he is not longing for the ‘desolate
freedom of the wild ass’; what he wants is a share of political
government. ‘But,” says Maine, ‘in wide democracies, political
power is minced into morsels, and each man’s portion of it is
almost infinitesimally small.’? This is natural. Democracy keeps
the door open for all, and those who can, enjoy political power.
Those who can not, enjoy political liberty nevertheless.

Nehru more or less wants to co-ordinate political power and
political liberty in a practical sense. People enjoying political
liberty must also feel that they enjoy political power. The right to
vote means a share in government. The government enjoying
political power should necessarily feel that this power is after all
the power of the people. It is in this process of co-ordination that
the real self-government can work.

What is self-government? According to Nehru, parliament is
sovereign, being elected by the people. It is obvious that the vast
majority of measures considered and passed by parliament are in
a way being considered by all the people in a country. ‘If I may
say so,’ he says, ‘the people’s representatives tend to function on
the basis of a feeling of the general pulse of the people. The
latter have got the power to kick out a Government, or a Member,
after a certain period of time, as it is important to keep the Govern-
ment or Parliament in check. Again, there also exists a general
feeling or awareness in the people that things are being done
according to their wishes or in consultation with them; in fact,
they have begun to feel that they are governing themselves.”

"Thus the political power of the people is exercised through the
consciousness that they are governing themselves, that they can
exercise a check on the government or parliament, and that they

are being consulted. This consciousness is potential enough to
1 DJ, 111, 48-9.
® H. S. Maine, Popular Government, Essay I, 29.
3 Speeches 111, 160, April 6, 1957.
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keep the government in line with public opinion. By and large, a
parliament or government does what it thinks reasonable without
really referring to the people. But as Nehru would say: ‘So long as
it gives the impression that democracy has been preserved and
that people are being consulted, that their wishes are being res-
pected, all is well.2

Then again, democracy does not merely mean that the govern-
ment will be afraid of the people, and that the people will be
jealous of their power. Since the government and the governed
inseparably constitute a democratic state, the problems, like
power, should be shared as common property. ‘I do believe,’
N?hru said while addressing the younger generation of India, ‘in
FhlS country, if you have to get on in a democratic way and there
1s no other way of getting on—we must share our difficulties with
one another, we must understand one another, we must give our
ideas to one another and point out objections or difficulties to
one another.”? In such ways governmental responsibilities become
more or less responsibilities of the people.

Political Parties and Political Power
The governmentin a democracy, however, is a party government.
el.n'-u advocates that parties outside the government also enjoy
political power or responsibility. To some political thinkers it has
aPPeflred that party feeling is probably far more a survival of the
anfive combativeness of mankind than a consequence of
conscious intellectual differences between man and man. Or, that
1t IS essentially the same sentiment which in certain states of
Society leads to civil, intertribal, or international war. So it may
e, but Parties have been indispensable with democracy, and
ehru finds in their rational working something even more than

me‘re Political results. He says:

d&i etrels good to have various parties bc?cause when there are
Nt approaches to a problem, more light is thrown upon it.
O not believe in all people being regimented to think in one
way. I want free flow and free exchange of thought and out of

that we sometimes find a bit of the truth.”®
1 Speeches 111, 16o0.
Speeches I, 12 -30.
8 Speeches 111, 36.
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It is obvious that the negation or weakness of the party system
has dangerous consequences for democracy, since that might lead
to authoritarianism. Nehru objected to regimentation and authori-
tarianism, even though he was aware of the fact that in a country
like India ‘there is a variety of opinion over almost every subject’.
Opinions differ, and parties, therefore, are inevitable. But for a
smooth running of democracy he advocates:

“The democratic method inevitably implies trying to under-
stand the other party’s opinion, a certain give-and-take, and a
certain adjustment to whatever the final decision might be. If this
does not happen, we simply go to pieces.

This is in line with democracy and the party system, so far as
they are indissolubly linked together. ‘But democracy,” he goes
on to say, ‘while it ensures free expression, and freedom of think-
ing, also demands something else. It demands unified action
afterwards. It demands acceptance of decisions taken. Otherwise,
there is a break-up.’? In their respective spheres, party men,
belonging to this or that group, should continue to act for their
respective parties. Nevertheless, thinks Nehru, the time comes
when people have to rise above party, and think of the nation,
think sometimes of even the world at large of which the nation is
a part.3 What he eventually wants is a strong democratic govern-
ment based on the political liberty and power of the people, as well
as on the freedom and co-operation of political parties.* Moreover,
itis the duty of the sovereign parliament to remember that eternal
vigilance is the price of liberty, and every member of the house
has the prime duty to watch the government in its work. In the
Constituent (Legislative) Assembly of India, Nehru declared on
March 8, 1949:

. . . there is always a possible tendency for those in authority

* Harold J. Laski wrote on March 3, 1949:—

‘One hope I strongly express, bold though the claim may be, is that he (Nehru) will be
able, midst his special preoccupations to assist India to move from one party government
to the normal representative system of bi-partisan government, in furtherance of my own
belief that upon the existence of an opposition, with powers at once critical and con-
structive, rests the basis of good government. I am confident that Mr Nehru is also of this
view, since it was his achievement as Leader of the Opposition to the British Government
in India which gave him the high status he now enjoys among all who care for freedom and
democracy.’ Birthday Book, 21.

1 Speeches III, 31.

2 Z4id.

8 Debates C.A., Vol. I, No. 5, December 13, 1946.
H
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to become a little complacent. Therefore, I repeat, that for my
part I welcome the vigilance of the Honourable Members of this
House in drawing our attention to our failings or any error ot
delinquency on the part of the administration.

Preference for Parliamentary Democracy

India accepted the form of parliamentary democracy as a system
of government. “Why have we chosen parliamentary democracy?
Nehru would ask, and reply, ‘Because we think that in the long
run it produces the best results. If we come to the conclusion that
it does not produce the best results, well, we change it, obviously
because we want results. What are the results we are aiming a.t?
National well-being, and the happiness of the millions and mil-
lions of our people.’® To him, parliamentary democracy demanded
many virtues; it demanded ability and devotion to WOIk. It also
demanded a large measure of co-operation, of self-discipline, and
of restraint. He is aware that it could not function without a
Sl?irit of co-operation and a large measure of restraint and self-
discipline in each group. Parliamentary democracy to him was
not something which could be created in a country by some maglc
wand. There were not many countries in the world where it
functioned successfully. But he believed that it is only the spirit of
democracy in the people which could make it function. Itis in this
kind of popular spirit that he laid great faith.

Principles of Change and Continuity

ne of the reasons for Nehru’s faith in parliamentary democracy
appears to be the possibility of change and progress under that
System. The keynote of human history is progress, and parlia-
Mentary democracy can best achieve it. In view of this, his pre-
feren?e for the supremacy of parliament and the flexibility of .the
constitution is obvious. The extreme rigidity of a constitution
S€ems to him dangerous, as it might lead to the break-up of the
~onstitution when it goes off at a tangent from reality- He regards

€ as a curve—'t is not a straight line—and the life of a nation
a5 even more of a curve. ‘Logical and straight lines are tangents

: Speeches 1, 329,
Speeches 111, 8, December 21, 1954.
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which go off the curve,’ he says, ‘and if the tangent goes too far
away from that curve of life and curve of growth of a nation, then
there is conflict, an upheaval and after that upheaval, well, some-
thing new emerges. You come back, as you are forced to come
back, to the line of life because you cannot depart too far from
it. So if you are flexible in your action and Constitution, then you
keep near that curving growth of the nation’s life.!

Even when the old order is good, he thinks, it has to yield
place to the new. For countries like India, which remained more or
less changeless for a long time on account of foreign domination
or an antiquated social framework, ‘change there must be, change
there has to be’. Rather, rapid changes were needed in order to
catch up. But Nehru is not a blind believer in change.

‘. . . while change is necessary, there is another quality that is
also necessary—a measure of continuity. There has always to be
a balancing of change and continuity. Not one day is like another.
We grow older each day. Yet, there is continuity in us, unbroken
continuity in the life of a nation. It is in the measure that these
processes of change and continuity are balanced that a country
grows on solid foundations. If there is no change and only
continuity, there is stagnation and decay. If there is change only
and no continuity, that means uprooting, and no country and no
people can survive for long if they are uprooted from the soil
which has given them birth and nurtured them.’?

Thus the system of parliamentary democracy embodies the
principles of change and continuity. Nehru pleads it before those
who function in that system—members of parliament and numer-
ous others—to increase the pace of change, to make it as fast as
they like, subject to the principles of continuity. Progress invites
problems, and problems require solution. Democracy has to face
this in perpetuity. ‘If there are no problems,’ he says, ‘that is a sign
of death. Only the dead have no problems; the living have prob-
lems and they grow by fighting with problems and overcoming
them.’ To him, the sign of the growth of a nation lies not only in
solving problems, but in creating new problems to solve.

1 Dedates P 1., 1951, XII, Part II, May 29, 1951.
3 Speeches 111, 156-57, Speech in Loksabha, March 28, 1957.
2 Speeches 111, 157.



116 THE POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY OF NEHRU

The Need for Re-orientation

With faith in political liberty through parliamentary democracy,
Nehru thinks of what democracy ought to be at this period of
history. He felt for long that democracy stood on the crossroads
of time, requiring re-orientation. Every type of human associa-
tion, political, social or economic, has some philosophy at the
back of it. When these associations change, this philosophical
foundation must also change. Usually the philosophy lags behind
the course of events, and this lag creates all the trouble.

‘Democracy and capitalism grew up together in the nineteenth
century, but they were not mutually compatible. There was a basic
contradiction between them, for democracy laid stress on the
power of the many, while capitalism gave real power to the few.
This ill-assorted pair carried on somehow because political
parliamentary democracy was in itself a very limited kind of
democracy and did not interfere much with the growth of
monopoly and power concentration.

‘Even so, as the spirit of democracy grew a divorce became
inevitable, and the time for that has come now.”?

This is how he thought in 1934-35, when parliamentary demo-
cracy seemed to him to be in disrepute. It appeared then that the
failure of parliamentary democracy was not that it had gone too
far, but that it did not go far enough. ‘It was not democratic
enough because it did not provide for economic democracy, and

its methods were slow and cumbrous and unsuited to a period of
rapid change.? «

The Concept of Economic Democracy

So, what Nehru wanted was for democracy to become economic
democracy. As time passed his emphasis on this aspect began to
grow. He was not prepared to agree with those who confused
den.locracy with capitalism. Simply because democracy had grown
UP In some capitalistic countries, it did not mean therefore that
democracy was an essential part of capitalism. Some others went
on to .think that any kind of socialism necessarily meant authori-
taranism. Nehru again did not entertain this kind of fear. He

1 AB, LXII’ 529.
2 4B, LXT], 530.
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thought in terms of amalgamating socialism with democracy.
‘Democracy must mean removal of disparities,” and this is what
he wants to make clear.

Democracy has been regarded as a means towards an end. What
is this end to Nehru? ‘I do not know if everybody will agree with
me,” he says, ‘but I would say the end is the good life for the
individual. What form it should take can be argued about, but
the good life certainly must imply a certain satisfaction of the
essential economic needs, which will release him from continuous
oppression, and which will give him a chance to develop his
creative faculties.”2

In elaborating this thesis he would say that in the past demo-
cracy has been taken chiefly to mean political democracy, roughly
represented by the idea of every person having a vote. It is
obvious that a vote by itself does not mean very much to a person
who is down and out and starving. Such a person will be much
more interested in food to eat than in a vote. ‘Therefore,” says
Nehry, “political democracy by itself is not enough except that it
may be used to obtain a gradually increasing measure of economic
democracy.” In his theory of economic democracy, the good
things of life must become available to more and more people and
gross inequalities must be removed. It is rather gratifying that this
Process has been going on for some time in countries where there
is political democracy. ‘Parliamentary democracy is inevitably
going in the direction, everywhere, of what might be called
economic democracy. It may take different forms, but only in the
measure that it solves the economic problems does it succeed even
in the political field. If the economic problems are not solved then
the political structure tends to weaken and crack up.”

Objectives by Consent not by Conflict

How should democracy, in fact, achieve the great objectives in
view? That has been a major problem in Nehru’s political thought.
In the western countries, except perhaps Great Britain, democracy
itself took birth in violent revolutions. In many places democratic

1 Speeches 111, 81-2.

)
: Iﬁfzd'“ I11, 138, February 25, 1956.

4 Ibid, 142.
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rights were won by people through means other than peaceful.
Since democracy is a dynamic system, and it calls for more and
more change, should it mean that such new changes will come
only through violence? If so, democracy will defeat its own
purpose. He wants to establish, therefore, that democracy and
peaceful ways of change are inseparable. His faith in peace, as a
weapon to achieve great objectives, is unshakeable. After all,
India could win independence through peaceful methods! After
independence he declared:

‘Democracy means tolerance, tolerance not merely of those
who agree with us, but of those who do not agree with us. With
the coming of freedom our patterns of behaviour must change
also so as to fit in with this freedom.™

Why should there be conflict, he would analyse, if democracy
igtoes by consent. It may not be everybody’s consent, but certain.ly

goes by the consent of the community as a whole. Conflict
may arise on account of several factors. As he thinks of an econo-
Isrg;e(ti;:rtn}i;racy’ i.‘ implies a conflict of eco.nomic interests. In
more oy lesse are dlﬁ'e}-ent clas.ses, anfl economic democracy means
tich the sos rif;aconormc' equah.ty. This equality demands fr.om th.e
desite to b ce of their class interests. On the other hand, in their
violent metlr]’gdequahty by quicker means, the poor may think 9f
changes hay ob s. In fact, in some western countries economic
also be press egn bro}lght fsll?out through class struggles. It may
revolution, me tha.t if political democracy could come th.rough
same way r,laeco? omie democ:,racy may also be brought in the
will haye ;10 mely, through violent means. To Nehru, such fears

“The problground if democracy has reach.ed its fullness.

We want to nf n}i t}}at we really ha}’e to fa<-;e is whether the changes
fully by ¢he da e in th.e economic domain can be effected peace-
function iy . emocratic method or not. If democra}cy does not
bring abogt 5 ehpohtlcal plane properly, then there is no way to
revolution, change except by some kind of pressure, violence or
there is aéul‘:t Wwhere this peaceful method is available, and where
things by vi lsuﬁ'l:?lge, there the question of trying to change
Olence is absurd and wholly wrong.’?

1 Speeches 1, 13, A
2 Speeches 111,32’87’“%ust 15, 1948.

ebruary 25, 1955.
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All Decisions Through Peace

It is not merely on the question of economic change that demo-
cracy and peace are linked together, but in other matters peaceful
methods are the only methods. In democracy, it is not the decision
itself, but how that decision is taken which carries greater signifi-
cance. When people of varying opinions meet, how do they
decide things? he would ask, and then reply: ‘The method of
democracy is discussion, argument, persuasion and ultimate deci-
sion and acceptance of that decision even though it might go
against our grain. Otherwise the bigger /athi or the bigger bomb
prevails and that is not the democratic method.’? Great or small,
all violence is deplorable if democratic decisions are faced with
them. To Nehru, the problem is the same whether atomic bombs
are involved or street demonstrations. He does not object to
demonstrations, because they are democratic ways of demonstrat-
ing popular feeling. But he objects to the violence of demonstra-
tions. In this, he even goes to the extent of thinking that the
atomic bomb, though it symbolizes tremendous violence, does
not poison one’s personal thinking so much as smaller violence
does. “When a man hates his neighbour, and cannot pull on with
him, he is degraded as an individual.’

Parliamentary democracy, thus, involves peaceful methods of
action, peaceful acceptance of decisions taken, and attempts to
change them through peaceful ways again. It is not parliamentary
democracy otherwise. It is essential that those who talk and believe
in the quest of peace should remember that the quest of peace and
the quest of democracy can only be made through methods of
peace and not through any other methods.® Further, peaceful
methods are the right means to achieve ends. Since democracy
stands on this principle, it removes the pressures which other
forms of government may impose on the individual. It transforms
the discipline which is imposed by authority largely into self-
discipline. ‘Self-discipline means that even people who do not
agree—the minority—accept solutions because it is better to

1 Jbid, 178, December 21, 1955.

* I4id. In the Indian context he says: The hatred of an individual, group or community,
the hatred of a Hindu for a Muslim or the hatred of a Muslim for a Hindu or a Sikh is
much worse.

8 Speeches 111, 158, March 28, 1957.
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accept them than to have conflict. It is better to accept them and
then change them, if necessary, by peaceful methods.” Moreover,
democracy gives the individual an opportunity to develop, which
does not mean anarchy, where every individual does what he
likes. A social organization must have some disciplines to hold it
together. “Those,” he says, ‘can either be imposed from outside
or be in the nature of self-discipline. Imposition from outside may
take the form of one country governing another or of an
autocratic or authoritarian form of government. In a proper

democracy, discipline is self-imposed. There is no democracy if
there is no discipline.’?

Drawbacks of Democracy Considered
Solid though his faith in democracy is, Nehru does not shut his
eyes to the drawbacks of the system. This leads him to think of
its improvement all the time. In 1936-37 when he toured India in
connection with the general election, certain aspects of democracy
appeared to him as not very sound. Elections were an essential
and inseparable part of the democratic process, and there was no
way of abolishing them. ‘Yet, often enough,’ he wrote, ‘elections
brought out the evil side of man, and it was obvious that they did
not always lead to the success of the better man. Sensitive persons
and those who were not prepared to adopt rough-and-ready
methods to push themselves forward, were at a disadvantage and
Preferred to avoid these contests. Was democracy then to be a
close preserve of those possessing thick skins and loud voices
and accommodating consciences®”3 He believed, however, that
such election evils were prevalent where electorates were small.
But under the widest possible franchise, such evils had the
tendency to vanish.

Having chosen a democratic system for India, Nehru was
convinced that it was good for his people in the ultimate analysis.
Nevertheless,’ he felt, ‘it sometimes slows down the pace of
growth for we have to weigh the demands of tomorrow with the
needs of today in the building up of our country.” This adjust-

1 J8id, 138, February 25, 1956.

id, 140.
s DI, TII, 48,
¢ Speeches 11, 252-53, February 18, 1953.
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ment between today and tomorrow is a difficult problem. A
country which is poor in resources does not have the means to
invest for the future; and the country is pressed between the
needs of today and the demands of tomorrow. If for adjustment
the government wants a surplus, it has to be strict with itself in
the present. And democracy does not usually like stinting itself
in the present, though in times of great crisis it might. ‘Democracy
wants today the good things of today. That is the disadvantage of
democracy.’l

Nehru has spoken much in favour of the fullest democracy. He
thinks that in its present shape and form this kind of democracy
is a relatively new concept. The old type of democracy was a
limited one in many ways. With adult suffrage in India, Nehru
possessed the biggest electorate in the world.* Of such develop-
ments he was proud, but at least on one occasion he proceeded to
say:

‘With all my admiration and love for democracy, I am not
Prepared to accept the statement that the largest number of people
are always right.’

He was aware of how people could be excited and their passions
roused in a moment. In such cases, how can a parliament prepare
itself to submit to the momentary passion of a democratic crowd?
Democracy was functioning in India during the days of indepen-
dence and partition, when people were killing one another and
millions of them were migrating to escape from atrocities and
horror. ‘T do not blame those poor people,” he explains, ‘but I
do say that even democracy can go mad; democracy can be
incited to do wrong. Democracy, in fact, is sometimes more
warlike than individuals who at least have some training.’3 Yet he
declares his determination to build India according to democratic
methods. ‘We have decided to do so because we feel that demo-
cracy offers society something of the highest human values.’

. In India’s first general election, held during the winter of 1951-52, more than 176
million men and women were given power to vote. The vastness of the experiment
appeared to Nehru as something ‘yet unknown to history’. Speeches II, November 22,
1951.

1 1bid,

% Speeches 11, 252-53, February 18, 1953.
8 1o » 252753 ry 18, 1953
4 Ibid.
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The greatest danger to democracy is war. But to him it is worse
if democracy itself prepares for war, because war puts an end to
the very values that democracy cherishes. ‘Democracy, in fact,
is a casualty of war in the world today. It does not seem to
function properly any more. That has been the tragedy of the
last two world wars and something infinitely worse is likely to
happen if there is another war.?

Among other drawbacks of democracy Nehru finds wastage
of time and energy. But this is something which he thinks can be
avoided. Democracy is also slow. Men who work within the
democratic framework work with a certain amount of freedomand
individuality, which makes the system rather slow-moving.
Totalitarian states have no such drawback where men work under
a sense of fear, because failure or slackness are not lightly passed
over. Democracy does not create this kind of fear complex in its
own machinery. In Nehru’s concept of democracy, this state of
affairs should go* “To hell with the man who cannot walk fast,’
he says. ‘It serves him right if he gets out of the ranks and falls

out. We want no sluggards.”? He wants ‘work and work and
work’, and he wants achievement. ‘I want men who work as
crusaders. I want men who are going to fight for what they think
is right and not submit humbly to wrong. . . . And let the weak

and the slow and the lazy go to the wall. There should be no pity
for them.”

His Ultimate Optimism

In his quest for ‘a full-fledged, full-blooded democracy, with
a(.hﬂt suffrage’, Nehru proceeds with optimism whatever the
dlfﬁc‘_ﬂfy- He does not want democracy to be reduced to static
theories incapable of change, but instead wants it to be the most
ynamic of the arts of government. ‘Many books have been

written,’ he once said, ‘about parliamentary government. My

L )
"gndxa 8 Deputy Prime Minister, Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel, once said:—
1oh rue, we have some outbursts of his temper, but with his passion for promptness and
right and his impatience of wrong and delay, such outbursts have been an incentive to
exertion and quick disposal. They have been the reserve forces which, when suddenly

released, have at ¢ 1 i locuti i
ami,l?f.j‘hday Botolk!:lesncoix nquered lethargy, delays, circumlocution and absence of will to
id.

2 Speech
; Ibp;j.c es 111, 6, October 13, 1954.



FAITH IN DEMOCRACY 123

knowledge is largely confined to English books, a few American
books and a very few French books. When I read them, I get the
feeling that they refer to developments in the nineteenth century
and do not relate to today’s problems.” As a working democrat,
he looks for new developments so that democracy can keep pace
with time. And whatever the future may have in store, Nehru
links democracy with the inner mind of a people, for its own
success or failure.

% . . all our institutions, including the parliamentary institu-
tions, are ultimately the projections of a people’s character, think-
ing and aims. They are strong and lasting in the measure that they
are in accordance with the people’s character and thinking.
Otherwise, they tend to break up.’2

1 1bid, 140, February 23, 1956.
s Tbid, 144: ary 25, 19§



CHAPTER V

EXPERIMENT WITH SOCIALISM

Interest in Socialism

Jawaharlal Nehru became interested in socialism from an early
period in his life. During and after his college days in England, he
took to some general reading, and in course of this reading
became ‘vaguely attracted to the Fabians and socialistic ideas’}
On his return to India it was nationalism and patriotism which
demanded his greater attention, his ‘vague socialist ideas of
COlle.ge days having sunk into the background’.2 And, ‘Yet fresh
reading was again stirring the embers of socialistic ideas in my
head.® Those were the years of World War I also of his first
contact with Indian politics, but his contact with the people had
not yet begun. Ideas on socialism were formed mainly from
books, and not from practical experience. As a result, “They were
v:t%?e E1:;11easil more humanit?ri.an. and utf)pian than SCi(.Entiﬁc’.4 In
tion Zf t;xs’ lslstudy'cff socialistic theories as well as his observa-
Kind of Ce real condition of the pe.ople, led him to develop some
oncrete ideas on the subject.

S a;ec::obe Saild that Nehru’:s, ideas on.socialism began to Fake
His PrO'eth orf ess through his SY}’npathles t.owards communism.
other Coluntrio study wa}s extensive, c<.)ver1.ng the problems. of
India, w; €s, or, in brief, the world situation at large. To him,
13, with her problems and struggles, became merely a part ofa
mighty world drama, of th ’ e e d econo-

mic forces th ma, of the great struggle of political and econo
that was going on everywhere, nationally and inter-

BN
s ¥, 35.

3 Ibid.
4 Jhid.
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nationally. ‘In that struggle,” he says, his ‘own sympathies went
increasingly towards the communist side.’

New Russia had an appeal for him almost from the beginning,
though he disliked much in the Soviet system, such as the ruthless
suppression of all contrary opinion, the wholesale regimentation,
and what seemed to him the unnecessary violence in carrying out
various policies. The study of Russia, for better or for worse,
led him to study the capitalist system as such. And he thought that
in this world too there was no lack of violence.

‘.. . I realized more and more how the very basis and founda-
tion of our acquisitive society and property was violence. Without
violence it could not continue for many days. A measure of
political liberty meant little indeed when the fear of starvation
was always compelling the vast majority of people everywhere to
submit to the will of the few to the greater glory and advantage
of the latter.’2

Violence was thus a common feature both in communism and
capitalism. Rather, Nehru felt, the violence of the capitalist order
was inherent in it, whereas the violence of Russia was a temporary
phenomenon, aiming at a new order ‘based on peace and co-
operation and real freedom for the masses’. What in fact made
Russia so appealing to Nehru was the progress which the Soviet
regime was making even in the backward regions of the country.
Russia and her achievements attracted him more and more
towards the theory of communism, the latter appearing to him
quite sound. The ruthlessness or other failings of the Bolsheviks
could be safely separated from the theory of communism as such.
If the theory was sound, there was no harm in applying it to other
countries. He felt it absurd to copy blindly what had taken place
in Russia, ‘for its application depended on the particular condi-
tions prevailing in the country in question and the stage of its
historical development’. On the more practical side, Nehru
thought in terms of radical results and revolutionary plans re-
garding land and industry. As for the theory:

‘Russia apart, the theory and philosophy of Marxism lightened
up many a dark corner of my mind. History came to have a new

1 AB, XLVI, 361.
3 Ibid.
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meaning for me. The Marxist interpretation threw a flood of
light on it, and it became an unfolding drama with some order
and purpose, howsoever unconscious, behind it. In spite of the
appalling waste and misery of the past and the present, the future
was bright with hope, though many dangers intervened. It was
the essential freedom from dogma and the scientific outlook of
Marxism that appealed to me.

Thus while Marxism was rooted in Nehru’s mind, the official
communism in Russia or elsewhere appeared to him full of dogma
and therefore deplorable. He was against any kind of dogma; and
hence, even though accepting Marxism, he was not in a mood to be
a thoroughgoing Marxist.

contact with Marxist theories created socialistic ideas in his
mind, so also his contact with some European countries in the
late twenties of the century brought to him a more clear under-
standing of world affairs which also appeared to be pointing in a
socialist direction. Vast political and economic changes were
going on in Europe and America. Soviet Russia, despite its un-
Pleasant aspects, held forth a message of hope. As he was returning
from Europe at the end of 1927, he felt:

"My outlook was wider, and nationalism by itself seemed to me
fleﬁnitely a narrow and insufficient creed. Political freedom,
fndePendence, were no doubt essential, but they were steps only
In the right direction; without social freedom and a socialistic
Structure of society and the State, neither the country nor the
individual could develop much.’

The Indian Background
he ideological conviction created in him some incentive to work.
t was further developed by his observation of the Indian econo-
™ic and social structure as existed under the British rule.
To Nehry, many aspects of the British rule appeared appalling.
Ong subjection of a people and the denial of freedom bring
many evils,” he would write, ‘and perhaps the greatest of these
lle.s in the Spiritual sphere—demoralization and sapping of the
spirit of the people. It is hard to measure this, though it may be

1 Jbid, 362-63,
3 AB, XXIV, 166.
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obvious. It is easier to trace and measure the economic decay of a
nation, and as we look back on British economic policy in India,
it seems that the present poverty of the Indian people is the
ineluctable consequence of it India, during the British rule,
besides being a political appendage of Britain, also became an
economic appendage. Until the coming of British rule, according
to Nehru, the village community in India was the basis of her
economy. Those village communities were like little republics
having nearly everything they wanted within themselves. All over
India these communities had their village industries to supply the
needs of the people. It is wrong to suppose that India was pre-
dominantly agricultural from the beginning; in fact, through her
village industries, she was predominantly industrial as well. In
the middle of the nineteenth century only about fifty-five per cent
of the population is said to have been dependent on agriculture,
though towards the end of British rule the percentage rose to
seventy-four. What happened was that with the coming of the
British the village community system disintegrated, losing its
economic function. The village industries were destroyed, the
balance between industry and agriculture was upset, and the
traditional division of labour broke down. In early days of
European contact with India, European merchants carried Indian
manufactured goods and textiles etc. to European markets where
there was a great demand for them. But with the developments in
industrial techniques in England, a new class of industrial
capitalists arose, and since India had been conquered by the
British, this new class demanded a change in commercial policy.
In course of time, Indian goods were excluded from Britain by
legislation, whereas the Indian market was rapidly opened to
British manufactures. By various other methods such as internal
duties, which prevented the flow of Indian goods within India, the
decay of village industries was gradually brought about. The
Indian textile industry was brought to ruin in a systematic fashion
and vast numbers of weavers and artisans were unemployed as a
result. In 1834, Lord William Bentinck, the Governor General of
India, had written, ‘the misery hardly finds a parallel in the

1 DI, VII, 280.



128 THE POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY OF NEHRU

history of commerce. The bones of the cotton weavers are bleach-
ing the plains of India.”! Other industries met the same fate sooner
or later. England built up her colonial economy, ‘India becoming
an agricultural colony of industrial England, supplying raw

materials and providing markets for England’s industrial
goods’.*

The dispossessed industrial population in villages fell upon
land, which had no capacity to absorb them profitably. Conse-
quently agriculture began to decline. The introduction of land-
lordism by the British on the other hand changed the whole
conception of the ownership of the land. The village community
which controlled the land lost that privilege. Instead, land became
the private property of the landlord. As Nehru puts it, “The
introduction of this type of property in land was not only a great
economic change, but it went deeper and struck at the whole
Indian conception of a co-operative group social structure. A
new class, the owners of land, appeared; a class created by, and

therefore to a large extent identified with, the British Govern-
ment.’2

These factors, and many more, as they operated through long
years, resulted in the prodigal poverty of the Indian people. When
Nehm for the first time saw the real people of India, far away
in their villages, he got a true picture of them—naked,

* Speakin,

Ma‘rx Wroteg about the Indian village system and its destruction by the British, Karl

the following:—

e handloom and the spinning wheel, producing their regular myriads of spinners
and weavers,

E were the pivots of the structure of that society. From immemorial times,

Urope received the admirable textures of Indian labour, sending in return for them her
Precious metals, and furnishing thereby his material to the goldsmith, that indispensable
$ﬁmber of Indian society, whose love of finery is so great that even the lowest class, those
°m° €0 about nearly naked, have commonly a pair of golden earrings and a golden
. :lrlnent of some kind hung round their necks. . . . It was the British intruder who broke

P the Indian handloom and destroyed the spinning wheel. England began with driving
an?i ‘ndian cottons from the European markets; it then introduced twist into Hindostan,
18 6“:}1 © end inundated the very mother country of cotton with cottons. From 1818 to
I 3% the export of twist from Great Britain to India rose in the proportion of 1 to §,200.
.1 1824 the export of Brirish muslins to India hardly amounted to 6,000,000 yards, while
lnh1837 1t Surpassed 64,000,000 of yards. . - - British steam and science uprooted, over the
Whole surface of Hindostan, the union between agricultural and manufacturing industry.’
To Marx, the Indjan ‘family communities were based on domestic industry, in that
peculiar combination of hand-weaving, hand-spinning, and hand-tilling agriculture
which gave them self-supporting power’. Karl Marx, The British Rule in India, London,
June 10, 1853, New York Daily Tribune, June 25, 1853, Ed. B.P.L. & F. Bedi.

) » 277, containing Bentinck’s quotation.
2 DI, VII, 282, & E
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starving, crushed, and utterly miserable. He was frightened.*

‘In 1920 I was totally ignorant,’ he says, ‘of labour conditions
in factories or fields, and my political outlook was entirely
bourgeois.”> But that year and thereafter, as he came to the
villages and saw the people, he got a practical knowledge of the
problems which faced India economically. His theoretical know-
ledge of socialism supplied a background to the practical problems
which he faced. The national struggle absorbed his major atten-
tion, but he could nevertheless be known as a socialist, having the
incentive to work in that direction.

Understanding of the Agrarian Problems and the Condition of the
Industrial Proletariat

Before and during the nineteen-twenties, side by side with the
national or political awakening, a new awareness was also taking
place among the peasants and the industrial proletariat against
their deep-rooted poverty as well as upper-class exploitation.
Nehru came into close contact with the agrarian upheaval in the
then United Provinces of India in 1920-21. Peasant movements
were frequently taking place in various parts of the country and
agrarian risings often resorted to violent means. But the govern-
ment, the landlords, and the zalugadars were powerful enough to
suppress them. The problems facing the agrarian population were
numerous. As Nehru began to understand, the people had their
innumerable tales of sorrow, their crushing and ever-growing
burden of rent, illegal exactions, ejectments from land and mud
hut, and beatings. They were ‘surrounded on all sides by vultures
who preyed on them’—gamindar’s agents, money-lenders, and
police. They toiled all day ‘to find that what they produced was
not theirs and their reward was kicks and curses and a hungry
stomach’. Many were landless people who had been ejected by the
landlords and had no land or hut to fall back upon. The burden
on land was heavy, the holdings were small and there were too
many people after them. “Taking advantage of this land hunger

* ‘Looking at them and their misery,” he writes in the Autobiography, ‘I was filled with
shame and sorrow, shame at my own easy-going and comfortable life and our petty
politics of the city which ignored this vast multitude of semi-naked sons and daughters of
India, sorrow at the degradation and overwhelming poverty of India.’ 4B, VIII, 52.

1 4B, VIII, 49.
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the landlords, unable under the law to enhance their rents beyond
a certain percentage, charged huge illegal premiums. The tenant,
knowing of no other alternative, borrowed money from the
money-lender and paid the premium, and then, unable to pay his
debt or even the rent, was ejected and lost all he had.” Nehru
understood this kind of progressive pauperization of the peasants,
and the various other evils associated with Indian land systems.
The discontent among the peasants could be suppressed ruthlessly,
but the flame could never be entirely extinguished.

In the meantime, with the coming of new industries, an
industrial proletariat was growing up in India. The first Trade
Union Congress was organized round about 1920. The workers
were unorganized and helpless. In numbers they were very few.
‘In the *twenties the voice of industrial labour began to be heard,
but it was feeble. It might have been ignored but for the fact that
the Russian Revolution had forced people to attach importance
to the industrial proletariat. Some big and well-organized s:rikes
?150 compelled attention.”? The condition of the industrial workers
in the *twenties was miserable in the extreme. The profit from
industries, such as the jute mills of Bengal and the cotton mills
of Bpmbay, Ahmedabad and elsewhere, flowed to the owners of

Oreign capital in Dundee and London, and into the pockets of the

ndl?n millionaires. The industrial capitalists did little to improve
the living conditions of the workers, whose wages were extremely
!OW’ When Nehru visited some of the slums and hovels of
industria] workers, he gasped for breath, and came out dazed and
full of horror and anger. Going down a coal mine in Jharia he
could see the conditions in which the womenfolk worked. ‘I can

never forget that picture or the shock that came to me that human
eings should labour thus.’2

Work in o Socialist Direction

The POverty and misery everywhere, with which Nehru became
thoroug}ﬂy acquainted during the early twenties of the century,
created in him 5 strong urge to work in a socialist direction. In
the late twenties of the century he was seen busy in directing

1 D7, VII, 331,
2 D7, VIII, 335.
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people’s attention to social and economic changes. He travelled a
great deal and addressed many gatherings. He not only talked to
Congress people or at their conferences, but also to the youth and
students of the country. From time to time he visited rural areas in
the U.P. and occasionally addressed industrial workers. Every-
where he spoke on political independence and social free-
dom. ‘T wanted to spread,’ he says, ‘the ideology of socialisn
especially among Congress workers and the intelligentsia, for
these people, who were the backbone of the national movement,
thought largely in terms of the narrowest nationalism.”

Nehru saw that he was by no means a pioneer in the socialist
field in India, there being others who had gone ahead with more
radical views. The workers’ trade union movement was based on
socialist ideology, and the majority of the youth leagues were
~ncialist. Earlier, many socialists thought along utopian lines, ‘but

tarxian theory was influencing them increasingly, and a few
considered themselves as hundred per cent Marxists’. Whatever
influence these individual socialists or socialist institutions could
exercise, in his own case Nehru had some definite advantages in
making his own influences felt. In the Congress hierarchy he was
rapidly ascending to a position second only to that of Gandhi, and
he held important Congress offices. In addition, the younger
generation looked up to him as representing their aspirations. As a
socialist worker, therefore, he could go forward with his task.

Like Nehru, some other prominent Congressmen also thought
on socialist lines. As early as 1926, they together tried, in the U.P.
Provincial Congress Committee, to draw up a mild socialist
programme. U.P. was a zamindari and talugadari province, and
the main problem which they faced was that of the land. “We
declared that the existing land system must go and that there
should be no intermediaries between the State and the cultivator.
We had to proceed cautiously, as we were moving in an atmos-
phere which was, till then, unused to such ideas.’

In 1929, the U.P. Congress Committee made some recom-
mendations on socialist lines to the All India Congress Commit-
tee. The latter adopted the preamble of the U.P. Resolution and

! AB, XXVI, 182,
2 [bid, 183,
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thus accepted the principle of socialism in outline.* During 1928-
29, labour disputes and strikes took place at several places. There
were strikes in the Bombay textile industry, the Bengal jute mills,
and in the Iron and Tin Plate Works at Jamshedpur. “The Labour
Movement was becoming class-conscious, militant and dangerous,
both in ideology and in organization.” The Government was also
getting ready to strike, and it struck.

Towards the close of 1929, the Congress Session was going to
sit at Lahore with Nehru as its President. A few weeks before that,
he presided over the All-India Trade Union Congress at Nagpur.
‘It was very unusual,” he wrote, ‘for the same person to preside
over both the National Congress and the Trade Union Congress
within a few weeks of each other. I had hoped that I might be a
link between the two and bring them closer to each other—the
National Congress to become more socialistic, more proletarian,
and organized Labour to join the national struggle.

It was a difficult task. The National Congress possessed a
bourgeois outlook, though representing revolutionary force in
the cause of nationalism. Nehru hoped to drive the Congress to a
more radical ideology in facing social and economic issues. In
December, 1929, in the Lahore Session of the National Congress,
he took rather a bold step to declare:

‘T must frankly confess that I am a socialist and a republican,
and am no believer in kings and princes, or in the order which
Produces the modern kings of industry, who have greater power
over the lives and fortunes of men than even the kings of old, and
ZhOSe 2rnethocls are as predatory as those of the old feudal aristo-

acy.’

.The leftist philosophy under Nehru’s leadership began to grow

within Congress. The Congress was fast moving on nationalist

*
Bomlb?9«2]2 » according to Nehru, the All India Congress Committee, at a meeting held in
thu);f~°1dly faced the issue and gave an ideological lead to the country’. Its resolution
arelgu;hg Opinion of this Committee, the great poverty and misery of the Indian people
of socie ot %‘:'IY to the foreign exploitation of India but also to the economic structure
therefortey; Which the alien rulers support so that their exploitation may continue. In order
masses. i O remove this poverty and misery and to ameliorate the condition of the Indian
5¢S, It IS essential to make revolutionary changes in the present economic and social
structure o f society and to remove the gross inequalities.” Essays 11, 34-5, ‘Congress and
Socialism’, July 15, 1936, h ) :
1 4B, XXVII

b s I .

* Essays 11, 27, ‘Presidential Address’, December, 1929,
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lines with greater attention towards the peasant and the village.
With regard to the industrial worker, it did not develop a detailed
programme because the agrarian situation dominated the Indian
scene.l In fact, the Congress avoided facing economic issues,
except of course the programme for the encouragement of cottage
industries and the swadeshi. However, the next significant step
in a socialist direction was taken in 1931 at the Karachi session. A
resolution on Fundamental Rights and Economic Policy was
adopted, which, besides many other things, said, “The State shall
own or control key industries and services, mineral resources,
railways, waterways, shipping and other means of public trans-
port.’2

To Nehru, such developments were ‘a very short step’. “This
was not socialism at all,” he said, ‘and a capitalist state could easily
accept almost everything contained in that resolution.” Radical
opinion began to grow among the left-wing element in the
Congress, and before long a Socialist Party was shaped within
the Congress itself, known as the Congress Socialist Party
(csp). It was ‘designed as a cadre party, working within the
Congress to keep it on the right line with regard to both the
independence struggle and the subsequent establishment of a
socialist society’. As its organization suggested, ‘it owed much
of its inspiration to Marxism or even to Marx-Leninism’.4

Nehru did not become a member of the csp, though he con-
tinued to lead the Congress left wing. At times his radical outlook
led others to think of him as being very near to Marxism. In
December 1933 he declared:

‘I dislike fascism intensely and indeed I do not think it is any-
thing more than a crude and brutal effort of the present capitalist
order to preserve itself at any cost. There is no middle road
between fascism and communism. One has to choose between
the two and I choose the communist ideal. In regard to the
methods and approach to this ideal, I may not agree with every-
thing that the orthodox communists have done. I think that these

! Writings 11, Part II, Ch. 3, p. 72.
* Sitaramaya, The History of the Indian National Congress, 1885-1935, 782.
3 4B, XXXV, 266.

¢ Narendra Deva, Socialism and the National Revolution, pp. 3 fi- quoted in Saul Rose,
Socialism in Southern Asia, 17.
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methods will have to adapt themselves to changing conditions an.d
may vary in different countries. But I do think that the basic
ideology of communism and its scientific interpretation of
history is sound.”

The csp stood behind Nehru and vice versa. The former
unanimously voted in his favour as the President of the Congres_s
in 1936; and, when elected, he declared his socialist faith in his
Presidential address at the Lucknow Congress, and also appointed
three csp leaders* to his Working Committee.

Difficulties on the 17, ay
0 Proceed with socialist activities was not all smooth sailing. The
effect of Nehru’s socialist propaganda upset many older Congress-
men. ‘T knew that some of my colleagues were no socialists,” he
said, ‘but I had always thought that, as a member of the Congress
ecutive I had perfect freedom to carry on socialist propaganda
without committing the Congress to it. The realization that some
Members of the Working Committee did not think that I had that
reedom came as a surprise.”> Whatever the feeling of the Congress
igh command, he decided not to give up what he considered the
fost important part of his work.
ttimes he felt irritated to see that the Congress came forwa}'d
P2y only lip service to socialism, and, in so doing, changed its
entire Meaning. In August 1934, Nehru complained to Gandhi
that the resolution of the Working Committee on the subject
“rowed such an astounding ignorance of the elements of socialism
that ‘it wag Painful to read it and to realize that it might be read
outside Indiz’, Tt seemed to Nehru that the overmastering desire
of the Ommittee was somehow to reassure various vested
mt? €518 even at the risk of talking nonsense. .

h Strange way of dealing with the subject of socialism is to use
e word, which has a clearly defined meaning in the English
N8uage, in 5 totally different sense. For individuals to use words
. 3sense Peculiar to themselves is not helpful in the commerce of
ideas, A Person who declares himself to be an engine-driver and

*N.
1 V?J:‘glré.l)eva, Jay Prakash Narayan, and Achyut Patwardhan.

0se, The Indi -6.
® 4B, LVII, P ie Indian Struggle, 345-6
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then adds that his engine is of wood and is drawn by bullocks is
misusing the word engine-driver.”

There were some misgivings on the part of Gandhi, whose

concept of ethical-spiritual socialism clashed with Nehru’s idea of
practical scientific socialism. Gandhi always considered himself ‘a
true servant of the peasants and of the workers’. He was firmly
of the opinion that ‘even a king can be a socialist by becoming a
servant of the people’. ‘Even when I die,” Gandhi said, ‘you will
have to admit that Gandhi was a true socialist.”
Nehru thought of getting Gandhi around to his own way of
thinking. Gandhi always listened patiently to whatever Nehru
had to say, and made every effort to meet his wishes. “This had,
indeed, led me to think,” said Nehru, ‘that perhaps some col-
leagues and I could influence him continuously in a socialist
direction, and he had himself said that he was prepared to go step
by step as he saw his way to do so.”® But differences on this issue
were so great that there seemed no possibility of a compromise.
Gandbhi believed in a change of heart in men; to Nehru such ideals
were incompatible with socialist objectives. ‘How very different
was his outlook from mine, I thought again, and I wondered how
far I could co-operate with him in future.’®

While Nehru aimed at achieving through the political freedom
of India real social change and economic freedom, Congress
leadership in its bulk did not share the same views. The nationalist
urge was so great that political freedom was considered by many
as the supreme goal. The socialist leader, Jayaprakash Narayan,
pointed out in 1935: “The Congress at present is dominated by
upper class interest and its leaders are uncompromisingly opposed
to admitting into its objective any programme aimed at the
economic emancipation of the masses.”® Of course, Jayaprakash
admitted, within Congress there was a very large body of opinion
which was prepared to welcome such a programme. What the
Congress socialists wanted was to change the content and policy
of the National Congress to make it truly representative of the

! Tendulkar, Mahatma, Vol. 3, Appendix, Nehru to Gandhi, August 13, 1934.
* Ibid, Vol. 8, pp. 40-1, July 2, 1947

3 4B, XXXIV, 255.

1 AB, LVII, 478.

5 Jayaprakash Narayan, Towards Struggle, 130-
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masses, ‘having the object of emancipating them both from the
foreign power and the native system of exploitation.”® The old
leadership believed that the socialist programme might weaken the
national struggle by dividing the nationalist forces. In June 1936,
several prominent leaders of the National Congress proceeded to
remind Nehru, who was then Congress President, ‘We feel that
the preaching and emphasizing of socialism particularly at this
stage by the President and other socialist members of the Working
Committee while the Congress has not adopted it is prejudicial
to the best interests of the country and to the success of the
national struggle for freedom which we all hold to be the first
and paramount concern of the country.’?

The forces of communalism also, during the thirties, attracted
the attention of the masses towards a narrow type of religious
programme and diverted their minds from greater visions of
socialism, or new world orders. Nehru studied this situation and
fe.lt that the poor and illiterate mass of people should have been
gtven a revolutionary outlook from the beginning of their struggle-
consciousness in order to think not merely in terms of political
independence byt also in terms of revolutionary solutions of their

ecom?mic problems. Referring to the growth of communalism,
he said in 1934-35:

‘The want of clear ideals and objectives in our struggle for
freedom undou

mass btedly helped the spread of communalism. The
o zS saw no clear connection between their day-to-day suffer-
i &% and the fight for swaraj. They fought well enough at times by
nstinet, but that was a feeble weapon which could be easily

unted or even turned aside for other purposes. There was no

reaso . ) : pur r
h n behingd 1t, and in periods of reaction it was not difficult for
the commypjg]

name of rgj; i?ts to pla.y upon this feeling and ?xploit it in the
Bourgeois cle igion. It is nevertheless. extraordinary how .the
sicoseded \asses, both among the. .Hln(?us anfi the Muslims,
mass Sym’;?hthe sacred name of religion, in getting a measure of
had ap IP ¥ and Support for programmes and demands which

€. absolutely nothing to do with the masses, or even the lower
middle class '3

1 7bid,
2 Letters, 182 Letter ¢
3 4B, XIX, 13735, el June 29, 1936,
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Nehru noted with surprise that Muslim communal leaders did
not care at all for Indian nationalism or Indian freedom, whereas
Hindu communal leaders, though always speaking apparently in
the name of nationalism, had little to do with it in practice. ‘Both
agreed,” he saw, ‘in condemning socialistic and such-like “sub-
versive” movements; there was a touching unanimity in regard
to any proposal affecting vested interests.’

Attempt at Planning
In spite of the apparent difficulties Nehru had to carry on. In
1938, at the instance of Congress, a National Planning Com-
mittee was established. Industrialists, financiers, economists, pro-
fessors, scientists, and representatives of the Trade Union
Congress and the Village Industries Association were taken on to
the Committee. The non-Congress Provincial Governments of
Bengal, the Punjab, and Sind, as well as some of the major states
like Hyderabad, Mysore, Baroda, Travancore, and Bhopal co-
operated with this Committee. ‘In a sense it was a remarkably
representative Committee cutting across political boundaries as
well as the high barrier between official and non-official India.’
It was only the Government of India which did not co-operate.
There were hard-headed big business, idealists and doctrinaires,
socialists and near-communists, and experts and directors of
industries. Nehru accepted the chairmanship of this ‘strange
assortment of different types’, as he called it, because ‘the work
was after my own heart and I could not keep out of it’.2

As the fascination of this work grew on him, he came to realize
the hard realities which faced planning in a country like India,
with diverse interests and social diversities. Broadly he faced two
problems: the socialist one aiming at the elimination of the profit
motive and emphasizing the importance of equitable distribution;
and Big Business striving to retain free enterprise and the profit
motive as far as possible, and laying greater stress on production.
There were other approaches as well. National self-sufficiency was
taken, however, to be the objective for the country, and planning
had to be thought of with that end in view. It is to the credit of

1 Jbid.
* DI, VIII, 372.
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Nehru that in that first attempt at comprehensive planning for
India he could lead the Committee to think that the future of India
lay in democratic socialism.

‘Constituted as we were, not only in our Committee but in the
larger field of India, we could not then plan for socialism as such.
Yet it became clear to me that our plan, as it developed, was
inevitably leading us towards establishing some of the funda-
mentals of the socialist structure. It was limiting the acquisitive
factor in society, removing many of the barriers to growth, and
thus leading to a rapidly expanding social structure. It was based
on planning for the benefit of the common man, raising his
standards greatly, giving him opportunities of growth, and re-
leﬁsing an enormous amount of latent talent and capacity. And all
this was to be attempted in the context of democratic freedom and
with a large measure of co-operation of some at least of the groups
who were normally opposed to socialistic doctrine.”

The Planning Committee ultimately disappeared as the War
came, followed by Nehru’s imprisonment, release, and the
Revolution, and again imprisonment, etc. But the serious atten-
tion to planning which he had paid led him to form certain clear
}deas as to the shape of things to come. He began to think whether,
In brﬁnging about socialism, class conflicts could be avoided. ‘If
conﬂl.ct was inevitable, it had to be faced; but if it could be avoided
Or minimized that was an obvious gain.’ Another idea that he
formed was that if people adhered to the democratic state struc-
ture and encouraged co-operative enterprises, many of the

dan.gder(si of regimentation and concentration of power might be
avoided.

Wl’y Socialism?

rough years of thought Nehru evolved his own ideas about
socialism; and as he worked on, he wanted to give them a practical
shape. Regarding the basis of his philosophy it may be said that
e developed 2 deep faith in the ultimate success of socialism as
the panacea of human ills. He saw no way of ending the poverty,
the chronic unemployment, the degradation and the subjection

of the people except through socialism. He declared in 1936:
1 Ibid, 377.
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‘Tam convinced that the only key to the solution of the world’s
problems and of India’s problems lies in socialism, and when I
use this word I do so not in a vague humanitarian way but in the
scientific, economic sense. Socialism is, however, something even
more than an economic doctrine; it is a philosophy of life and as
such also it appeals to me.?

Nehru saw through socialism the possibilities of vast and
revolutionary changes in the political and social structure, the
ending of vested interests in land and industry, as well as of the
feudal and autocratic Indian States system. He also saw through
socialism the ending of private property, except in a restricted
sense, and the replacement of the profit system by a higher ideal
of co-operative service. ‘It means ultimately a change in our
instincts and habits and desires. In short, it means a new civiliza-
tion, radically different from the present capitalist order.’?

All socialists, utopian or scientific, would agree that socialism
means a system of social reconstruction. Nehru starts from the
same fundamental. Socialists differ to some extent when defining
the exact nature of socialism in its working detail; and they
differ widely on the method and tactics of changing capitalist
society into a socialist one. As regards the main objective—social
reconstruction—some think in terms of absolute change from
old to new, while others think of modified change since society is
based on a continuity of many systems, and a complete break with
most things might lead to unforeseen risks. Nehru holds to the

fundamental; but as he proceeds he finds his own way to working
it out.

The Nature of Marxian Influence

As already discussed, Nehru had been drawn to the Marxist
philosophy from an early age. Among many schools of socialist
thought, Marxism not only stood pre-eminent, but it supplied a
philosophy which could be worked into practical shape. The
Marxist philosophy thus was the centre of modern socialist
thought. Nehru’s approach to history is, to some extent, Marxian.
The long chain of history and of social development appeared to

! Essays 11, 82-3, ‘Presidential Address’, April, 1936.
2 Jbid.
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him to have some meaning, some sequence; and the future lost
some of its obscurity. He is too much of an individualist, and has
great faith in personal freedom. But in his socialist thought, the
Marxist-Leninist influence seems to have led him to doubt if
socialism and unlimited freedom could go together. It appeared
to him obvious that ‘in a complex social structure individual
freedom had to be limited, and perhaps the only way to read
personal freedom was through some such limitation in the social
sphere. The lesser liberties may often need limitation in the
interest of the larger freedom.’

Much of the Marxist philosophical outlook Nehru accepted
without difficulty, such as its monism and non-duality of mind
and matter, the dynamics of matter and the dialectic of continuous
change by evolution as well as a leap, through action and inter-
action, cause and effect, thesis, antithesis and synthesis. But
Marxism did not satisfy him completely. He had a vague idealist
approach of his own to various problems of life, and in his queries
regarding many such problems Marxism could give no answer.
Nehru came to the conclusion that, in questions regarding the
bet.terment of human living and social organization, there re-
mained vast possibilities of increasing human knowledge.

In his thought, Nehru laid complete faith in a scientific ap-
Proach to social problems. In this respect he breaks with the
soncepts preached by religions and believed by society. To him
individual and social problems should not lead to despair, inaction
and triviality, nor should their solution be sought in dogmatic
creeds. They should all be viewed through science. ‘Social evils,

€ Says, ‘most of which are certainly capable of removal, are
attributed to original sin, to the unalterableness of human nature,
or tl}e social structure, or (in India) to the inevitable legacy of
Previous births. Thus one drifts away from even the attempt to
think Tationally and scientifically and takes refuge in irrationalism,
Superstition, and unreasonable and inequitable social prejudices
and practices.® Of course, even rational and scientific thought
does not always take one as far as he would like to go, because
there is an infinite number of factors and relations all of which

1DI 1, 14.
2 Jbid, 15.
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influence and determine events in varying degrees. ‘It is impos-
sible to grasp all of them, but we can try to pick out the dominat-
ing forces at work and by observing external material reality, and
by experiment and practice, trial and error, grope our way to
ever-widening knowledge and truth.”

Marxist philosophy had suggested this kind of scientific
approach to social problems. Since a scientific approach always
means an ever-progressive search for truth, certain doctrines of
Marx, by the Marxian interpretation itself, cannot belong to
eternity. Nehru accepts certain principles of Marxism; but for the
rest, says:

‘Marx’s general analysis of social development seems to have
been remarkably correct, and yet many developments took place
later which did not fit in with his outlook for the immediate
future. Lenin successfully adapted the Marxian thesis to some of
these subsequent developments, and again since then further
remarkable changes have taken place—the rise of fascism and
nazism and all that lay behind them. The very rapid growth of
technology and the practical application of vast developments in
scientific knowledge are now changing the world picture with an
amazing rapidity, leading to new problems.’

On the whole, the Marxian diagnosis of the ills of modern
society made a deep impression on Nehru’s socialistic ideas. He
resolved the prophecies of Marx to understand more deeply the

fundamental causes of the socio-economic conflicts which afflicted
the world.*

* Speaking about socialism he once said:

The socialist approach is the approach of Marxism. It is a way of looking at past and
present history. The greatness of Marx none will deny today and yet few realize that his
realistic interpretation of events, which has illumined the long and tortuous course of

istory, was not a sudden and brilliant innovation. It had deep roots in the past; it was
known to the old Greeks and Romans as well as to European thinkers of the Renaissance
and onwards. They conceived of history as a movement and a conflict of ideas and
Interests. Marx applied science to this old philosophy, developed it and made it the
brilliant exposition that has so impressed the world. There may be lacunae in this exposi-
tion, over-emphasis here and there. We must not look upon it as a set of dogmas, but as a
scientific way of looking at history and social changes. Much is made of the fact that
Marx emphasized the economic side of life only. He did emphasize it because it is impor-
tant and because there had been a tendency to ignore it. But he never ignored the other
forces which have moved human beings and shaped events,” Essays III, 39-40, ‘Congress
anci §Z_<‘:1ialism’, July 15, 1936,

td.

? Itid,
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Concern over Social Issues

Marxism or not, Nehru’s main concern has been over what he
considered the real issues before him with regard to social
reconstruction. The basic question is ‘whether we must fight the
evil effects that we see around us or seek the causes that underlie
there’. To Nehru, those who concerned themselves with the
effects only seldom went far. Fighting with effects, but not with
the causes of those effects, meant merely retarding the downward
movement, but not changing its direction; or, in other words, it
was like applying palliatives, not curing the malady. “That is the
real problem—effects or causes. And if we seek for causes, as we
must, the socialist analysis throws light on them.”

Nehru believes in the adjustment between social problems and
the forces of time by means of a scientific approach. Several vital
issues are involved in this adjustment, but their proper assimilation
makes the socialist objective sound. The real issues for him are the
Problems of individual and social life, of harmonious living, of a
Proper balancing of an individual’s inner and outer life, of an
adjustment of the relations between individuals and between
groups, of a continuous effort to become something better and
higher, of social development, and of the ceaseless adventure of
man. In facing these problems he wants to follow the way of
observation and precise knowledge and deliberate reasoning,
according to the methods of science. In brief, in dealing with the
day to day problems of life and the needs of men and women he

Wants to be intensely practical. ‘A living philosophy must answer
the problems of today.’2

Ideas on | nequality

It is said that the prime concern of the socialist in his programme
_Of social reconstruction has been, through the ages, the removal of
Inequalities. This concern has inevitably led thinkers to examine
the f)rigin of inequality. Nehru has also examined the problem.

le doing 50, he has also analysed where wealth goes. Early
man had a hard life even to find food. But the coming of agri-
culture made a vast difference to his life. In the later history of

: g-r;;d,lj:sllél, 41, ‘Congress and Socialism’, July 15, 1936,
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mankind, great changes were brought about by new ways of
producing food and other commodities. Man began to require
many other articles almost as much as food. ‘So that any great
change in the methods of production resulted in great changes in
society.” New and quicker ways of producing food and other
necessities were discovered in history from time to time. ‘And you
will of course think,” he says to his daughter Indira, ‘that if better
methods are used for production, much more will be produced,
and the world will be richer and everyone will have more.’

“You will be partly correct and partly wrong. Better methods of
production have certainly made the world richer. But which part
of the world? It is obvious enough that there is great poverty and
misery still in our country, of course, but even in a rich country
like England. Why is this so? Where do the riches go to? It is a
strange thing that in spite of more and more wealth being pro-
duced, the poor have remained poor.’

He goes on to conclude that the wealth goes to those, usually
the managers or organizers, who get the lion’s share of everything
good. What is still more strange, he finds, is that classes have
grown up in society of people who do not even pretend to do any
work, and yet who take this lion’s share of the work of others.
‘And—would you believe it>* he asks, ‘these classes are hon-
oured; and some foolish people imagine that it is degrading to
have to work for one’s living! Such is the topsy-turvy condition
of our world.”

In this there is nothing new or original since many thinkers
in the past discovered in similar processes of history the origin
of inequality vis-d-vis the accumulation of property and growth
of poverty. Nehru described the above by way of a historical
narration to his daughter. Nevertheless, by holding such views
himself he more or less sided with many notable radical thinkers.
Rousseau in a very radical way propounded doctrines on the
origin and basis of inequality among men, maintaining that the
progress of the sciences and arts had tended to degrade the morals
of men. Proudhon traced the history of inequality and analysed
What is Property? and declared ‘Property is robbery’. Mahatma

:}271;1, Vol. I, 48-50, Nehru to Indira, January 18, 1931.
= id,



144 THE POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY OF NEHRU

Gandhi once said: “To a people famishing and idle, the on.ly
acceptable form in which God dare appear is work and promise
of food as wages. God created man to work for his food, and sal.d
that those who ate without work were thieves.” Nehru in his
study of history understood the factors or forces which lefl to the
origin and growth of inequality; and in so doing formed his views
on its evil effects. )

Nehru takes a critical view of the economic inequality in
modern society. To him the whole of the nineteenth century
civilization in Europe was based on the ideology of the French
Revolution, which was again based on the idea of the sacredness
of private property. This ideology, in its turn, derived from-the
ideas of Montesquieu, Voltaire, Rousseau and the Encyclopaedlst:e,,
dated back to the period before the Industrial Revolution. This
ideology, with its slogan of political liberty, equality and fraterni.ty
became completely out of date with the growth of industrial
capitalism. ‘It became evident, however, during the nineteenth
century, that a theoretical equality before the law or the possession
of a vote did not bring real equality. Economic inequality, the
maldistribution of wealth, which capitalism progressively in-
creased, made equality impossible of attainment and exploitation
of man by man and group by group increased.”?

It was necessary, therefore, that economic equality should be
aimed at; and in order to achieve this, the control of the means of
Production by society as a whole and the severe restriction of
Private property were necessary. In essence, all human beings
should have equality of opportunity. To Nehru, the present
capitalist system does not and can not in the nature of things
Provide this equality of opportunity.

“The famous nineteenth century saying about “‘government of
the people, by the people and for the people” failed to materialize
11 Practice because under the capitalist system the government was
neither by the people nor for the people. It was a government
by the Possessing classes for their own benefit. The people,
according to them were themselves: all others were in the outer
darkness. A real government by the people and for the people

can only be established when the masses hold power, that is under

! Essays I, 30-1, ‘Some Criticisms Considered”.



EXPERIMENT WITH SOCIALISM 145

socialism when all the people really share in the government and
the wealth of the country.?

Attitude to Poverty

Certainly, inequality arising from the exploitation of one class by
another is a great social injustice. It leads to the poverty of the
exploited. In Nehru’s political thought the worst enemy of man-
kind is poverty. Poverty is abominable and therefore it must go.
Whether poverty arises out of exploitation or otherwise, irres-
pective of the cause of its origin, its very existence must be
challenged. In his ideas it is clearly noticed that he regards the
removal of poverty as the prime objective of the socialist. Many a
socialist might agree that since inequality is the root cause of
poverty, removal of the former would bring about socialism.
Nehru wants to fight inequality so far as it breeds poverty, but his
greater emphasis is on the latter. His views tend to suggest at
times that he would rather prefer inequality without poverty to
equality with poverty. When he thinks of the equalization of
wealth, mainly he means by it the equalization of plenty. As he
explains:

‘Socialism or communism might help you to divide your
existing wealth, if you like, but in India, there is no existing wealth
for you to divide; there is only poverty to divide. It is not a
question of distributing the wealth of the few rich men here and
there. That is not going to make any difference in our national
income. We might adopt that course for the psychological good
that might come out of it. But from the practical point of view,
there is not much to divide in India because we are a poor country.
We must produce wealth, and then divide it equitably. . . . Our
economic policy must therefore aim at plenty. Until very recently
economic policies have often been based on scarcity. But the
economics of scarcity has no meaning in the world of today.’

In his attitude towards poverty Nehru understands no com-
promise. Not even with Gandhi. Gandhi, in his work for the poor
gave them a religious term Daridranarayan.* Nehru could not for

: };h; Poor that is God, or God that resides in the Poor.
id.

K“ Speeches 111, 17-8, January 22, 1955.
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a moment appreciate such Gandhian terminology which appeared
to him as the ‘glorification of poverty’, since God was especially
thought to be the Lord of the poor and that the poor were His
chosen people. “That, I suppose,” he said, ‘is the usual religious
attitude everywhere. I could not appreciate it, for poverty seemed
to me a hateful thing, to be fought and rooted out and not to be
encouraged in any way. This inevitably led to an attack on a
system which tolerated and produced poverty, and those who
shrunk from this had of necessity to justify poverty in some way.
They could only think in terms of scarcity and could not picture
a world abundantly supplied with the necessaries of life; probably,
accgrding to them, the rich and the poor would always be with
us.’

Obviously Nehru had no liking for such tenets of religion or
the commonplace faith that social inequalities are pre-ordained
or predestined.* Whenever he had occasion, he discussed the
above matter with Gandhi. Gandhi laid stress on his usual belief
that the rich would treat their riches as a trust for the people. To
Nehru, it was a viewpoint of considerable antiquity, and one
comes across it frequently in India as well as in medieval Europe.
‘I confess that I have always been wholly unable to understand
how any person can reasonably expect this to happen, or imagine
that therein lies the solution of the social problems.’
. Of course, Gandhi was never blind to the problem of poverty
in India. He was, on the other hand, very much alive to it. The
only difference between Nehru and himself was that while Nehru’s
outlook on life and society was very much more modern, Gandhi’s
Was deeply religious. Nehru hated poverty, but preferred wealth,
if not its concentration. Gandhi hated poverty as much as he
hated the excess of wealth. To put it in Nehru’s words: ‘He
(Gandhi) is not enamoured of ever-increasing standards of living
and the growth of luxury at the cost of spiritual and moral values.

€ does not favour the soft life; for him the straight way is the

*

.SE"}peror Napoleon is reported to have once said:— .

>0clety cannot exist without inequality of property and the inequality not without
religion, A man who is dying of hunger, next to one who has too much, could not possibly
reconcile himself o it if it were not for a power which says to him: “It is the will of God

TN}

that here on Earth there must be rich and poor, but yonder, in eternity, it will be different’.
L AB, XXVII, 10m. Pooh BHEYORSES v

* AB, XXVII, 192.
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hard way, and the love of luxury leads to crookedness and loss of
virtue.?

Gandhi was shocked at the vast gulf between the rich and the
poor, and went over to the side of the latter. To him the abysmal
poverty of India was due to the ‘foreign rule and the exploitation
that accompanied it, and the capitalist industrial civilization of the
west as embodied in the big machine’. Gandhi reacted against
both. He wanted the end of foreign rule; and as for an ideal
society:

‘He looked back with yearning to the days of the old autono-
mous and more-or-less self-contained village community where
there had been an automatic balance between production, distri-
bution, and consumption; where political or economic power was
spread out and not concentrated as it is today; where a kind of
simple democracy prevailed; where the gulf between the rich and
the poor was not so marked; where the evils of great cities were
absent and people lived in contact with the life-giving soil and
breathed the pure air of the open spaces.’

Through his spinning-wheel and the village industry, Gandhi
aimed to give employment to millions and millions of the poor
in order to raise their standard of living. Though he disliked the
heavy industries of the west, yet his attitude towards them was
not very hostile. Gandhi’s economic views changed from time to
time, keeping the moral foundation intact. With regard to the
questions of poverty and wealth, he became more and more
convinced that the millionaire’s wealth should go to the com-
munity. In 1941, and again in 1945, Gandhi warned the Indian
capitalists in the following terms:

‘A non-violent system of government is clearly an impossibility
so long as the wide gulf between the rich and the hungry millions
persists. The contrast between the palaces of New Delhi and the
miserable hovels of the poor labouring class nearby cannot last
one day in a free India in which the poor will enjoy the same power
as the richest in the land. A violent and bloody revolution is a
certainty one day unless there is a voluntary abdication of riches

1 D7, VIII, 381.
2 Jbid, 381-82.
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and the power that riches give, and sharing them for the common

good.

Problem of Class Interests

What Nehru found in his reading of the problems of inequality
and poverty was the growth of economic interests which ulti-
mately shaped the political views of groups and classes. Those
interests become vested interests, so much so that neither reason
nor moral considerations can override them. Rare individuals
may surrender their special privileges, but classes and groups do
not do so. In Nehru’s conclusion, “The attempt to convert a
governing and privileged class into forsaking power and giving
up its unjust privileges has therefore always so far failed, and there
seems to0 be no reason whatever to hold that it will succeed in the
future.”2

The problem, therefore, is how to bring the class interests to
an end so that a classless society can be formed. From a much
eatlier stage, Nehru began to look at the gamindari and talugadari
Systems in India as semi-feudal, as out of date, and as a hindrance
to production and general progress. He profoundly believed in
the abolition of those interests. At one time he felt bitterly against
the Gandhian approach to such problems when, for example,
Gandhi said in July 1934 that ‘better relations between landlords
and tenants could be brought about by a change of hearts on both
sides’ *

Gandhi disliked the socialism and communism of the west
because, according to him, they believed in the essential selfishness
of human nature. He, on the other hand, wanted to base his
concept of socialism and communism on non-violence and on the

armonious co-operation of Labour and Capital, landlord and
tenant. Nehru, however, did not know if there were differences
in the basic conceptions of the East and West; but, if there were,
they did not greatly matter to him. He saw in the Indian capitalist
and the landlord no epitome of virtue, and prepared to agree to a

* Gandhi further told a deputation of landlords that ‘I shall be no party to dispossessing
propertied classes of thejr private property without just cause. My objective is to reach your
hearts and convert you so that you may hold all your private property in trust for your
tenants apd use it primarily for their welfare.” Vide 4B, LXII, 535.

1 Louis Fischer, Gandhi, xx, 355.

2 AB, LXIII, 544.
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large extent with a western observer, H. N. Brailsford, that ‘Indian
usurers and landlords are the most rapacious parasites to be found
in any contemporary social system’.1

On the whole, Nehru aimed at some practical ways to deal with
class interests. The feudal states, the zamindaris and talugadaris—
the capitalist system in general, long appeared to him to be
doomed, and therefore he thought of ways of extinguishing it.
The Gandhian method and technique—in spite of the best inten-
tions on the part of Gandhi and his undoubted and avowed
mission for the emancipation of the poor—did not appear to
Nehru sound. ‘Is it reasonable to believe in the theory of trustee-
ship,” he asked, ‘to give unchecked power and wealth to an
individual and to expect him to use it entirely for the public
good? Are the best of us so perfect as to be trusted in this
way?”’

‘Even Plato’s philosopher-kings could hardly have borne this
burden worthily. And is it good for the others to have even these
benevolent supermen over them? But there are no supermen or
philosopher-kings; there are only frail human beings who cannot
help thinking that their own personal good or the advancement
of their own ideas is identical with the public good. The snobbery
of birth, position, and economic power is perpetuated, and the
consequences in many ways are disastrous.’

The Question of Solution

So whither? What should be the method and technique? In the
mid-thirties, when Nehru thought over the above problems, he
had tried to avoid the question of how to effect the change, or
how to get rid of the obstacles in the way, ‘by compulsion or
conversion, violence or non-violence’. But he could not long
Postpone finding out his own answers. Once he had recognized
the necessity for change, it became almost imperative to find out
the means. Gandhian means were not acceptable; should he
therefore, turn to Marxist methods? Nehru understood the core of
the class conflict. His battle was with a system and not with
individuals. Of course, a system was always embodied to a great

 H. N. Brailsford, Property or Peace? Vide 4B, LXII, 535.
2 4B, LXII, 528. T
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extent in individuals and groups, and those individuals and
groups had to be converted or combated. Transformation of
society was taken for granted. Nehru hoped that this process of
change would involve as little suffering as possible, but he felt that
suffering and dislocation were inevitable. “We cannot put up with
a major evil for fear of a far lesser one, which in any event is
beyond our power to remedy.”? Thus he thought of the inevita-
bility of suffering and dislocation in the trek of socialism. In this
he thought differently from the Marxist manner. He had to search
for a different path.

As early as 1936, the Indian socialist leader Jayaprakash
Narayan posed a question: ‘Must Pandit Jawaharlal, supposing
he became the Premier or President of Socialist India, line up the
Taluqdars of the U.P. and have them blown up to bits? Must he
seize the treasures of the rajas and the makajans and distribute
them to the people—equally, of course? Must he turn over the
Tata Iron Works, for instance, to the workers employed there,
and leave them to make as good or bad a business of it as they
please? Must he split up all the land in the country, divide the
total acreage by the total population, and hand over a little plot
to :each individual? Will that be socialism?

No. Socialism is something more sensible, more scientific,
more civilized than all that.

“What, then, must Pandit Jawaharlal do?’2
.When Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru really became the Prime
er.uster of India eleven years later, and in fact engaged himself in
laying the foundations of a socialist state, he certainly did not
OW up the zalugdars with cannons, yet they disappeared for
ever; hfe did not wage war against the rajas and mahargjas, yet
the entire princely class vanished from history; he did not turn
over the Tata Iron Works to the workers to make a good or bad
business of it, but yet inaugurated bigger iron works to be
managed by the state; and he did not divide the total land by the
total population, but yet attempted to solve the problem of land

for the benefit of the tiller. And all this he tried to achieve in his
own way.

1 Jbid, §529.
* Jayaprakash Narayan, Wy Socialism?, 4.
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The Approach to ‘Methods’ and Tactics’

For long have world socialists thought over the problem of so-
called methods and tactics of changing the old order into new.
While the old schools of socialist thought suggested various
methods, the Marxists brought forward their uncompromising
thesis of revolution to establish the rule of the proletariat. Though
the aim of socialism was to abolish class struggle and class rule,
yet the Marxists wanted to organize the proletariat as a class to
fight with the enemy and to effect revolution. According to their
explanation, when after capturing power the proletariat, as the
new political authority, has swept away by force the old condi-
tions of production, there will no longer exist any basis for classes
and class struggle.

The prime necessity to the socialist then appeared to be the
capture and possession of power. Since socialism implied com-
plete reorganization of the whole economic and social life
of the country, it meant obviously that those who wanted to
bring socialism about should have the power to do so. Con-
scious of this factor, Nehru had raised the question several years
before the independence of India: ‘In whose hands will power
come when political freedom is achieved? For social change will
depend on this, and if we want social change we must see that
those who desire such change have the power to bring it about.
If this is not what we are aiming at, then it means that all our
struggle is meant to make India safe for vested interests who
desire no change.” Power in this context means the power of the
state. When the state is in one’s hands one can enforce one’s will
either through legislation or through force. The capture of the
state is thus essential. This can be done in two ways; either by
force and revolution or through the will of the electorate. Once
the state was captured, its entire machinery could be employed to
build up socialism.

In the nineteenth century when the electorate had not been
enlarged even in many western countries, the masses of people
had little opportunity to express their will. Since power remained
in the hands of the upper classes, to the socialist revolution
appeared as a logical and scientific weapon in the hands of the

! Essays 111, 39, ‘Congress and Socialism’, July 15, 1936.
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people in order to capture power. This theory continued into the
twentieth century. In Russia, where the Tsarist regime was in
possession of unlimited autocratic power, and there was no
democratic franchise, revolution became the only method by
which people could capture power. But as time advanced and
democracy expanded to reach people, the capture of power
through the electorate appeared to the socialist as more logical
and more scientific than through revolution. Nehru realized that
the concept of power through the electorate and socialism
through the state was to be his main formula.

Towards Peaceful Technique

Violence, force and revolution as the means to socialism long
appeared to Nehru as wrong. No doubt at times he was troubled
as to whether socialism could be brought about by absolutely
Peaceful means. He thought that it was possible in theory to
establish socialism by democratic means, provided the full demo-
cratic process was available. But he felt that in practice there were
hke.l}’ to be very great difficulties, because the opponents of
socialism could reject the democratic method when they saw their
Power threatened. This once led him to say:

The rejection of democracy does not or should not come
fron.l the socialist side but from the other. That of course is
ascism. How is this to be avoided? The democratic method has
many triumphs to its credit, but I do not know that it has yet
Succeeded in resolving a conflict about the very basic structure
of the state or of society.’!

Such doubts, however, were only temporary. On a more
Permanent plane, he wanted to derive his strength from the
People both for the capture of power and for achieving socialism.

18 strength was to be constitutional and not anything contrary.

?_dlscounted such feelings that a violent mentality increased the
militancy of the masses and was therefore to be encouraged
among the industrial workers and the ishans. To him, strength
€ame not from occasional exhibitions of individual or group
violence, but from mass organization and the capacity for mass

1 Letters, 141, Nehru to Lord Lothian, January 17, 1936.
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action, which should be peaceful action.! In February 1939, he
declared:

‘T have been and am a convinced socialist and a believer in
democracy, and have at the same time accepted whole-heartedly
the peaceful technique of non-violent action which Gandhiji* has
practised so successfully during the past twenty years. I am con-
vinced that strength can only come to us from the masses, but that
strength either for struggle or for the great work of building a
new world must be a disciplined and orderly strength. It is not
out of chaos or the encouragement of chaotic forces that we can
fashion the India of our dreams.’

Through peaceful means India became independent, and power
came into the hands of Nehru and his party. The Congress party
was not socialist, but was prepared to some extent to bow before
the inevitable. To Nehru, with his party in possession of the
state, opportunities came to work in the direction of socialism.
Since the capitalist and the bourgeois were required to surrender
their privileges, conflict and coercion lay in the very nature of
things. The state had two alternatives: either to exercise real force
to put down resistance, or to create sufficient popular opinion to
eliminate vested interests through peaceful coercion. To Nehru
in power, the coercive powers of the state were based on public
opinion, and therefore it was through public opinion and demo-
cratic legislation that he wanted to exercise the powers of the state
against class interests.

The Necessity and Legality of Coercion

History, according to Nehru, shows that there is no instance of a
privileged class or group or nation giving up its special privileges
or interests willingly. Individuals have often done so, but not as a
group. ‘Always a measure of coercion has been applied, pressure
has been brought to bear, or conditions have been created which
make it impossible or unprofitable for vested interests to carry
on.” And it is then that the enforced conversion takes place. The

* Gandhi suspected socialism of the west, and more particularly Marxism, because of
their association with violence. The very words “class war’ breathed conflict and violence
and were thus repugnant to him.

1 Writings 11, 120.

? Writings 11, 134-35, February 22, 1939.
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methods of this enforcement may be brutal or civilized; to Nehru
the latter was the real method.

He had no doubt from the beginning that coercion or pressure
was necessary to bring about political and social change in India.
Indeed, according to him, the non-violent mass movements of the
freedom struggle were powerful weapons to exercise this pressure.
‘It is perfectly true,” he said, ‘that this method of coercion is the
most civilized and moral method and it avoids as far as possible
the unpleasant reactions and consequences of violence. I think
that it does offer a moral equivalent for violent warfare and, if
civilization does not collapse, it will gradually adopt this peaceful
method of settling its disputes.’

Long before he came to power, Nehru had laid faith in the
legality of the coercive powers of a democratic state. Since the
very idea of private property was changing in the modern world,
State coercion became apparent in dealing with it. At one time
slaves were regarded as property, and so were women and child-
ren. Nehru wrote in 1934-35: ‘As the conception of property
Changes, the State interferes more and more, public opinion
dernands, and the law enforces, a limitation of the anarchic rights
of property-owners. All manner of heavy taxes, which are in the
Nature of confiscation, swallow up individual property rights for
the public good. The public good becomes the basis of public
P01icy, and a man may not act contrary to this public good even
to protect his property rights’2 Covetousness, selfishness,
acguisitiveness, the fierce conflicts of individuals for personal
8ain, the ruthless struggles of groups and classes, and the inhuman
Suppression and exploitation of one group by another, are all

etestable, and if they are inherent in the acquisitive society of
today, that society must undergo change. The time has gone
When the strong preyed on the weak; and the old motto no longer
applied that ‘they shall take who have the power and they shall
ke:eP who can’. A modern state justified itself in its power to deal
with such antiquated ideas.

Controlled production and distribution of wealth for the public
800d was the aim of a socialist state. If individuals or institutions

: Essays 1, 35, ‘Some Criticisms Considered’,
s 5 521,
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stood in the way of such change they would have to be removed.
In brief, it was clear to Nehru that ‘the good of a nation or of
mankind must not be held up because some people who profit by
the existing order object to the change’. It appeared quite moral to
him that the state could pass laws of a coercive nature in order to
take away some rights and privileges from various classes and
groups. ‘Democracy indeed means the coercion of the minority
by the majority,” he said.

‘If a law affecting property rights or abolishing them to a large
extent is passed by a majority, is that to be objected to because it
is coercion? Manifestly not, because the same procedure is
followed in the adoption of all democratic laws. Objection,
therefore, cannot be taken on the ground of coercion.”

Nehru was told by some people that to attempt to nationalize
Private property, except with the consent of the owners, would be
coercion, and as such opposed to non-violence. But his concept of
non-violence did not extend so far as to entertain such ideas.

Coercion but no Class War
Though coercion was considered by Nehru natural and moral,
yet he did not rule out the possibility of conversion. Rather, at
times he thought of large scale conversions. From earlier times he
wanted to emphasize that world forces were moving in new
directions calling for certain absolute changes. He only wished
that every group or class studied the symptoms of the times in
order to adjust themselves to changing circumstances without
feeling any bitterness towards each other. The capitalist system of
industry, he thought, was no longer suited to the present methods
of production. Technical advance had gone far ahead of the exist-
ing social structure. He disliked the motive of those who were
opposed to the idea of changing over to new systems because of
their own vested interests in the old ones, even though the old
systems were dying before their eyes. A proper understanding of
affairs was necessary in order to avoid class conflicts. As early as
1933 he had said:

‘It is not a question of blaming capitalism or cursing capitalists
and the like. Capitalism has been of the greatest service to the

1 4B, LXIII, 543.
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world, and individual capitalists are but tiny wheels in the big
machine. The question now is whether the capitalist system has
not outlived its day and must now give place to a better and a
saner ordering of human affairs, which is more in keeping with the
progress of science and human knowledge.”

Capitalism solved the problems of production, but in the new
world it helplessly faced the allied problems of distribution and
was unable to solve them. As Nehru believed, it was not in the
nature of the capitalist system to deal satisfactorily with distribu-
tion; and production alone made the world top-heavy and
unbalanced. To find a solution for distributing wealth and pur-
chasing power evenly was to put an end to the basic inequalities
of the capitalist system and to replace capitalism itself by a more
scientific system.

In considering this kind of scientific system he imagined a
classless society with equal economic justice and opportunity for
all, a society organized on a planned basis for the raising of
ma.lr{kmd to higher material and cultural levels, to a cultivation of
spiritual values, of co-operation, unselfishness, the spirit of
service, the desire to do right, goodwill and love—ultimately a
world order. Such a system as he visualized could only be brought

out b.Y a process of compromise between compulsion and
conversion. He said:

ge;l]i:lv erything that comes in the way will have to be removed,

Betle }c’k:]f; 1foslsiible, for.cibly ?f necessary. And there seems to b.e
used 1t of t t1 at coercion will <?f.ten be necessary. But if force. is
the g ould not b? in the spirit of hatred or cruelty, but with
Passionate desire to remove an obstruction.’
eganollgh this was difﬁcult, Nehru .with the assumption of power
SUceess H}?VOrk out his theory with some degree of .pracncal
y not. fols coercion became more and more democr.anc and he
ruled Iget to attempt conversion. In any case, v1olence: was
out of the question of social reorganization. Before inde-
pen.dence he was greatly apprehensive of the role which the
Indian Princes, who numbered more than six hundred, were
supposed to play. A conflict between this class and the people

1 Essays 11, 50, ‘Whis, s
s 4B, LXIT, 352, ther India?’, 1933.
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seemed evident. But that problem could be solved in a different
way. Nehru in power appeared less aggressive, giving greater
attention to peaceful technique. He did not feel inclined to hear
what happened in the French Revolution or even in the recent
Russian Revolution. To him, those revolutions had their lessons,
but the conditions of France or Russia, America or China, were
peculiarly suitable to themselves. Conditions in India were
different. Rejecting the idea of class war, he said in December
1955:

‘The communists tell us that the basis of society is class
struggle and therefore the people must be trained for class struggle
and for destroying the upper classes. I also want a classless society
in India and the world. I do not want any privileged classes. I do
not want a great deal of inequality among people. The point is
how we are to proceed about it. Even recognizing the conflict
between classes, the right way of liquidating that conflict is to put
an end to it by peaceful methods.™

Compromise and Conciliation in Social Relations
Apparently he wanted to bring about a human outlook for the
adjustment of social relations. He did not want to proceed by the
consent of the vested interests with regard to social legislation. He
did not seek the consent of the landlords before he introduced
land legislation. ‘Nevertheless, he prided himself, ‘we have
land legislation in a way so as not to throw the landlords to the
wolves. That is, we try to fit them into our future structure.”? In
fact, hundreds of thousands of landlords were badly hit by the
land legislation, but they were not driven to become the enemies
of the people. In industrial spheres, Nehru aimed at solving the
problems of class conflict both by legislation and a normal change
in the outlook of the opposing classes. Since a few private
industries had necessarily to continue for some time longer, the
relationship between the producer and labour needed orientation.
He warned the capitalist:

“You talk of labour troubles and many other problems of yours.
I think you are justified in complaining against them, more

1 Speeches 111, 136-37, December 26, 1955.
2 1bid, 13, December ’zr, 1954. ’
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especially against the resort to violence. But how do you deal with
it, apart from the governmental or the law-and-order point of
view? You cannot deal with masses of people merely that way.
You can only deal with them by the human approach, making
them realize that they are not outside the pale, that they are not
mere hewers of wood and drawers of water, but that they per-
form an essential function in this business, that in fact they are
partners in a great undertaking.”

The employer-worker relationship, thought Nehru, could be
based on more judicious principles in modern times than hitherto.
The conflict could be resolved through conciliation. He was in
favour of trade unions and of labour’s right to strike. With his
background knowledge of the labour movement in England and
Europe during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, he wanted
every employer to realize the terrible times labour had endured for
generations, how they were crushed, how they were sent to
Australia for the pettiest offence as life-term convicts, and how,
slowly, by means of co-operative efforts, the trade unions gradu-
ally gained some normal human rights, if not privileges. That was
f”hY: according to Nehru, labour prized the right to strike
]ea.lously. But what worried him was the wastage involved in
strikes and lock-outs. What he wants, therefore, is that there
should be faith in mutual agreement, or, if that does not work,
t}.lt?re should be faith in some third party in the shape of a con-
ciliator, arbitrator or tribunal. ‘A tribunal may not always decide
rightly,” he says, ‘from the point of the employer or of the
workers. That argument could be advanced in the case of our
normal judiciary, because one party or the other is bound to be
dls§at18ﬁed. Are we then going to abolish the judiciary?’? He
behew{ed that if tribunals and conciliatory processes did not

;netion rightly they could be improved. In any case, the ten-

CNCy towards industrial conflict should be regarded as harmful
to national growth.

:As labour was required to move away from its tendency to
Stflkf-:; capital was required to give up ‘the bullock-cart habit of
mind” or even ‘the nineteenth century or the early twentieth

1 Ibid, 64, Decemb
2 I4id, 66, 14 1953
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century habit of mind’. ‘I am not prepared to accept,” declared
Nehru, ‘that the only way for industry to flourish is to encourage
acquisitiveness. You may call it by the name of the incentive of
profit. I want you to have the incentive of profit, undoubtedly,
but within limitations. But to believe that human beings are such
that without this acquisitive instinct they cannot function properly
is to do mankind a great injustice.”® He would point out that all
the great things in this world had not been done through acquisi-
tiveness but by the reverse of it. Great inventors, scientists,
writers, musicians and engineers prospered and made the world
advance because of other urges. A broader consideration of social
relations and social interests was advocated by Nehru as the means
towards social equality.

Main Objectives Before the State

Through peace and without conflict, Nehru proceeded to bring
about socialism. As regards the main objectives, his mind was
clear long before freedom came. These objectives could be modi-
fied when put into actual practice, if necessary. In 1933, he had
written to Indira:

‘Socialism, I have told you, is of many kinds. There is general
agreement, however, that it aims at the control by the state of the
means of production, that is land and mines and factories and the
like, and the means of distribution, like railways, etc., and also
banks and similar institutions. The idea is that individuals should
not be allowed to exploit any of these methods or institutions, or
the labour of others, to their own personal advantage.’

Without this there was exploitation and therefore poverty.
Also, the producers fought each other in cut-throat competition.
There was wastage, and private war. Besides, there existed great
inequalities in wealth between different classes and peoples.
Socialism was required to deal with these.

There were other objectives as well. Again, before inde-
pendence, Nehru had realized that the real problems of India, as
of the rest of the world, were economic, and that they were so
interrelated that it was hardly possible to tackle them separately.

L 7bid, 66-7.
* WH, Vol. I, 851-52, Nehru to Indira, February 16, 1933.
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In the case of India, agriculture and the land system demanded
revolutionary changes. Large-scale state and collective co-opera-
tive farms appeared to be the proper substitute for landlordism
as well as for tiny, uneconomic and wasteful holdings which were
too small for the application of scientific methods of agriculture.
There was the problem of vast urban and rural unemployment.
Keeping all this in view he had said in 1938: ‘For that as well as
ff)r other obvious reasons we must push forward the industrializa-
uon.of the country. This again requires the development of social
services—education, sanitation, etc. And so the problem becomes
a vast and many-sided one affecting land, industry and all develop-
ments of life, and we see that it can be tackled only on a nationally
P!anned basis without vested interests to obstruct the plan-
ning.’1
. Nehru was firmly convinced of the necessity of the industrial-
ization f)f India both through small and heavy industries as one of
Fhf’- 0.b1ectives of socialism. Gandhi considered it a sin and
injustice to use machinery for the purpose of concentrating power
and nch.es in the hands of the few. Otherwise he did not object
to machl.nery as such. Nehru thought that political independence
Was a risk to industrially backward countries since economic
control would tend to pass to others. Before freedom, therefore,
asdthl(;lrlght ofi state o:wned ir'1dustries, esp.eciall.y. }-1eavy industries
said: ge-scale key industries and public utilities. In 1944 he
‘It can hardly be challenged that, in the context of the modern
world, no count be politi 1 d ically indepen-
ont x try can be politically and economically indepen
epe,nde en Wlthm. Fhe . framfework . qf international inter-
s pOWeilce, unless it is highly 1ndustnallzefd and has deve}opc?d
igh Stan(;‘eSé)urces: to the utmost. Nor can it ach.leve or maintain
iy ards of llx{mg and liquidate poverty without the aid of
ern technology in almost every sphere of life.”2
relie\e;izlso believed in rapid industrialization of the country for
€Ving the pressure on land; and for defence, as well as for a
varlety of other purposes. He was equally convinced that the
most careful planning and adjustment were necessary in order to

i

1 Writings 11, Part I
2 DI, VIIL, 3’8 peid » Ch. T, 21-22, January, 1938.
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reap the full benefit of industrialization, and to avoid many of its
dangers.

Socialism in What Form?

The objectives having been more or less determined previously,
Nehru had to face actual problems while attempting to achieve
socialism after independence. Socialism in what form, and how
soon?—that became his immediate concern. One thing of which
he was certain from an earlier period was that the mere emotional
appeal of socialism was not enough; that had to be supplemented
by an intellectual and reasoned understanding based on facts,
arguments and detailed criticism. Moreover, he knew that if
socialism was to be built up in India ‘it will have to grow out of
Indian conditions’.! In other words, he wanted socialism to be
practical as well as indigenous.

In aiming at a socialistic pattern of society, which to Nehru
was socialism itself, he made his position clear by saying: ‘We
have not approached this question in any doctrinaire way. And
that is good, because doctrinaire thinking leads to rigidity and
rigidity of outlook at a moment of great change in the world is
bad, because it leaves us high and dry.’ Faith in the time factor,
thus, leads him away from earlier socialist doctrines. In 1956 he
said: ‘Marx was a very great man and all of us can learn from
Marx. But the point is that it is grossly unfair to ask Marx, who
belonged to the middle of the nineteenth century, to tell you what
to do in the middle of the twentieth century.” India and the
world, he thought, were destined to march in the direction of
socialism, but that march might vary in different countries and the
intermediate steps might not be the same everywhere.

Socialism and Individualism
Some people imagined that ‘any kind of socialism necessarily
means authoritarianism’. ‘It does not,” said Nehru in 1956, ‘at
least in theory; in practice, I think it depends on how a country
will develop.® On this issue his mind was made up long since.
+ Spesros T 35 g
s Zhid, 5g, 0 LPrL 14 1956

4 1bid, 82, January 7, 1956.
L
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Democracy like socialism meant to him the removal of disparities.
Therefore socialism could be democratic, and not authoritarian.
For long he felt that it was necessary for any community to
organize itself for the establishment of social and economic
justice. This organization was possible on the fascist basis, but
could not bring justice or equality, and was essentially unsound.
The only other way was the socialist way. Liberty and democracy,
thought Nehru, had no meaning without equality, and equality
could not be established so long as the principal instruments of
Production were privately owned. Private ownership of the means
of production thus came in the way of real democracy. It was the
property relation which ultimately governed the social fabric and
Institutions and, according to Nehru, the essential contradiction
b.etween the existing property relation and the forces of produc-
tion in the present-day world made it difficult for democracy to
function. A transformation was thus necessary and while thinking
On‘these lines he had said in March 1939:

I do not see why under socialism there should not be a great
deal of freedom for the individual; indeed, far greater freedom than
thft Present system gives. He can have freedom of conscience and
mind, freedom of enterprise, and even the possession of private
Property on a restricted scale. Above all, he will have the freedom
Which comes from economic security, which only a small number
PoOssess today.’l

Socialism and individualism do not seem to Nehru as inherently
contradictory. Socialism is based upon the individual personality
CXpressing itself in free labour. Distinctions between individuals
:;ie }?Ot destroyed by it. Nehru closely connects socialistic ideas

th the idea of political democracy. ‘Personally I am perfectly

Prepared to accept political democracy only in the hope that this
Will lead to goc

X ial democracy.” In the practical field, while he
Provided for the working of political democracy through the
constitution and the law, he aimed at making socialism work
throu,g policy and actual governmental administration. The
constitution establishes universal suffrage and political freedom,
and through them the government derives its strength to

L Writings 11, 11+-

18, M: .
2 Lerzers, 143, » March, 1939

Nehru to Lord Lothian, January 17, 1936.
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work for the social emancipation of the masses of the people.

The concept of social democracy does not conflict with the
personal liberty of individuals. Even if state intervention is
introduced, it is in the individual’s own interest. In any case, the
individuality of men is preserved in Nehru’s socialism. Once
Subhas Chandra Bose told Nehru: ‘How a Socialist can be an
individualist as yqu regard yourself, beats me. The one is the
antithesis of the other. How Socialism can ever come into exis-
tence through individualism of your type is also an enigma to
me.’l To this Nehru replied:

‘Am I asocialist or an individualist? Is there a necessary contra-
diction in the two terms? Are we all such integrated human
beings that we can define ourselves precisely in a word or a
phrase? I suppose I am temperamentally and by training an
individualist, and intellectually a socialist, whatever all this might
mean. I hope that socialism does not kill or suppress individuality;
indeed I am attracted to it because it will release innumerable
individuals from economic and cultural bondage.”

Democratic Collectivism
Nehru may be said to have leaned towards democratic collec-
tivism, which to him did not mean a total abolition of private
property, but did mean the public ownership of the basic and
major industries. It meant also the co-operative or collective
control of the land. Further, for India it meant co-operatively
controlled small and village industries. Such a system of demo-
cratic collectivism required careful and continuous planning.
“The aim should be,’ he said in 1944, ‘the expansion of the produc-
tive capacity of the nation in every possible way, at the same time
absorbing all the labour power of the nation in some activity or
other and preventing unemployment. As far as possible there
should be freedom to choose one’s occupation. An equalization of
income will not result from all this, but there will be far more
equitable sharing and a progressive tendency towards equaliza-
tion.’

Nehru regarded it as one of the central problems of his time—

1 Ibid, 328, Subhas Chandra Bose to Nehru, March 28, 1939.
2 Ibid, 353, Nehru to Subhas Chandra Bose, April 3, 1939.
DL X, 497.
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how to combine democracy with socialism; how to maintain
individual freedom and initiative, and yet to have centralized
social control and planning of the economic life of the people.
As he worked for a solution, the hard realities faced him that for
the success of such a system there had to be long processes of
training for the people. It took time to build up a socialist society.
It not only required a change of economic structure but also a
change in the minds and hearts of men. For the Soviet Union and
China, being authoritarian states, it also took time. Nehru said
in January 1957, ‘“We must realize that the process of bringing
socialism to India, especially in the way we are doing it, that is,
the democratic way, will inevitably take time.? His desire for
democratic socialism is obvious. In the final analysis, he thought,
democracy promoted the growth of human beings and of society-
He believed in the production of material goods, and wanted
high standards of living, but, as he said, ‘not at the cost of man’s
Creative spirit, his creative energy, his spirit of adventure; not at
the cost of all those fine things of life which have ennobled man
throughout the ages.”

Towards q Socialist Pattern of Society

Nehry proceeded to work for a democratic socialist state. In this
attempt he kept in view peaceful techniques, requirements of
time and practical utilities. Hasty action seemed to him full of
Tisks; moreover, where people had to be carried with the govern-
ment, hasty action was not possible. He attached great importance
to the public sector as against the private sector. But in the actual
Practice he had to realize that the biggest and the overwhelming
Part of the private sector was the private sector of the peasants in
India. That in a sense was the real private sector in the country,
and not the few factories which she possessed. This required
therefore thoughtful consideration.

As regards the zamindari institution in India, that is, the big
estate system, its abolition was effected as a matter of principle-
In effecting this, no scope was left even for the judiciary to inter-
vene. “Within limits no judge and no Supreme Court can make

1 Speeches 111, 53, Janua 1957.
Yy 3535 ) ry 4, 1957
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itself a third chamber. No Supreme Court and no judiciary can
stand in judgement over the sovereign will of Parliament repre-
senting the will of the entire community,’ declared Nehru in the
Constituent Assembly.! In all other cases of the individual right
to property, the broad principle of the authority of the sovereign
legislature to effect necessary control was proclaimed. ‘No
individual can override ultimately the rights of the community
at large. No community should injure and invade the rights of
the individual unless it be for the most urgent and important
reasons.’”® The balancing authority, according to Nehru, was
ultimately the parliament of the country. In the adjustment of
the rights of the individual and the rights of the community, he
Wanted to pay utmost consideration to the practical aspect of every
Proposed action, before the step was taken. In his policy towards
Private industries he is rather cautious.

‘I would beg of you not to imagine that because socialism
conceives of nationalized industry, therefore you must have all
industry nationalized. I think that as the socialist pattern grows,
there is bound to be more and more nationalized industry, but
what is important is not that there should be an attempt to
nationalize everything, but that we should aim at the ultimate
result, which is higher production and employment. If by taking
any step you actually hinder the process of productionand employ-
ment from growing, then that does not lead you to the socialistic
Pattern.’s

Cautious though his policy was, the goal before India was
fixed. In December 1954, Nehru spoke to the Indian House of the
People: ‘The pattern of society that we look forward to is a
socialist pattern of society which is classless, casteless.’* In
]anuary 1955, the Goth Session of the Indian National Congress
at Avadi adopted the resolution aiming at a socialistic pattern of
society. The principles involved were—work for substantially
increasing production, for raising the standards of living and for
having progressively fuller employment so as to achieve full
employment. The machinery of the state was directed towards

1 Debates C.A., Vol. IX, No. 31, September 10, 1949.

2 1bid.

3 hes 11T
: }S'b;xf;fc es III, 12, December 21, 1954.
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implementing the above objectives. Some time later Nehru
defined the ‘socialist pattern of life’ thus:

‘We mean a society in which there is equality of opportunity
and the possibility for everyone to live a good life. Obviously,
this cannot be attained unless we produce the wherewithal to
have the standards that a good life implies. We have, therefore, to
lay great stress on equality, on the removal of disparities, and it
has to be remembered always that socialism is not the spreading
out of poverty. The essential thing is that there must be wealth
and production.”?

Thus the primary function of a growing society was, according
to him, the production of more wealth. ‘Therefore, whether it is
in industry or agriculture, the one and the primary test is whether
you are adding to the wealth of the country by increasing the
production of the country. If not you become stagnant in that
field.”2 He felt confident that some time or other society would
reach the goal of equality, but he did not want the road followed
to be artificial.

Looking at the entire question in a somewhat dynamic way,
Nehru could not dissociate the objectives of socialism from the
foreseen possibilities which the future held for mankind. To him,
the world appeared to be at one of the major ages of transition,
when completely new sources of power were being tapped, some-
thing in the nature of an industrial revolution or electrical
revolution, but something even more far-reaching. The world
Was on the verge of a new industrial age which meant that many
of the old methods of production would become completely out
Of: date. This was the warning of the time. Nehru wanted to be
Wwide awake about these changes, and to think in terms of the
future rather than the past, because the past was dead and gone,
and one could not go back to it, and even the present was a
rapidly changing present. If one approached it in terms of the

uture, many of the present conflicts would seem out of place,
and one coyld get out of the old mode of thinking. In the light of
the above thought he would say:

‘Speaking as a person who is a believer in the socialization of

1 Jbid, o6
2 24, °> MY 23, 1956.
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industry, I should like to say this, that far too much attention is
often paid to acquiring existing industries than to the building of
new industries by the State or under State control. In many
cases, existing industries of the basic type may have to be acquired
by the State and run by the State. But it seems to me a far better
approach to the problem for the State to concentrate more and
more on new industries of the latest type and to control them in a
large measure, because then the resources of the State go towards
further progress and controlled progress instead of merely trying
to get hold of something which exists. Of course, one sometimes
has to do that too.

‘I say this because I am to some extent—if I may venture to
say so—of a scientific bent of mind and I try to think more in
dynamic terms than in static terms. The existing industry today
that most people think of—capitalists, socialists or communists—
is something of which they think in static terms, as if the thing
must go on and on, while as a matter of fact the thing is com-
Pletely out of date and most of it should be scrapped.’

As he progressed with the aim that all individuals in India
should have equal opportunities of growth, from birth upwards,
and equal opportunities for work according to their capacity, the
dimensions of the socialist objective began to grow greater in his
thought, leading him to say:

‘I'look upon it (socialism) as a growing, dynamic conception,
as something which is not rigid, as something which must fit in
with the changing conditions of human life and activity in every
country.’2

! Speeches 1, 154-55, December 18, 1947.
? Speeches 111, 52, January 4, 1957.



CHAPTER VI

THE STATE, GOVERNMENT, AND
THE INDIVIDUAL

A Realistic Approach

In his approach to subjects such as the State, Government, and
the Individual—both in their individual merit as well as in their
inter-relation—Nehru, as far as possible, tries to be practical-
minded. His political idealism is greatly circumscribed by his
Practical politics; and when the above subjects come within his
consideration, his approach to them becomes critical. This in a

séense leads him to base his thoughts on experiment rather than on
ogma.

The State in the Past

ACCOrding to Nehru, a State’s obligations to the individual or the
individual’s obligations to the State must necessarily have varied
during different periods of history. The original State, he says,
Was a very, very simple state in which, practically speaking, all
that the State had to do was to protect the individual from a
Oreign enemy or another tribe. From that developed the concept
of what might be called a police State. A State preserved law and
order, protected its citizens from foreign enemies, and took
faxes to carry on its business. For the rest, it was left to the
individual or the group. The present idea of the State, he con-

cludes, has grown far beyond that. A State is supposed to perform
much more,

7 /z.e Modern State as a Socially Functioning Organism
With this supposition as the basis, Nehru finds it easy to assume
168
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that every state is trying to do very much more for the individual
than has ever been attempted before.

‘So the State becomes more and more of a socially functioning
organism—for the good of society or the individual, as you like.
And the more it becomes that, the more benefits it confers on the
individual, the more, in a sense, the individual has obligations to
that State. So the two things, the rights and the obligations, march
together. If the State and individual are properly integrated and
organized there is no conflict. Otherwise, if one side goes ahead
of the other there is a lack of balance.’

In illustrating his concept of the ‘socially functioning organism’,
Nehru goes on to advocate that the State, apart from protecting
the individual from foreign enemies or internal disorders, has the
duty to undertake to provide him with opportunities of progress,
of education, health, sanitation—generally, everything that
would give him the opportunity of fitting himself for such work
as he is capable of. This obviously leads the modern State to grow
more and more centralized. But such a tendency appears to Nehru
as a deep problem of the time. One cannot escape centralized
authority, whether it is of the State, of the big corporation, of the
trade union, or of any group. They all go on being centralized
authorities. The difficulty which confronts Nehru is: all centraliza-
tion is a slight encroachment on the freedom of the individual.
He wants to preserve the freedom of the individual, but at the
same time understands the impossibility of escaping centraliza-
tion in modern society. How to balance the two is the real
problem.

Nehru attempts to find an answer to the problem of the con-
flict between centralization and individual freedom. As for the
State, he has no doubt that it cannot do without a large measure
of centralization. But on behalf of the individual he feels it highly
desirable that there should be some attempt to limit centralization,
reducing it to a minimum; and so far as it is possible, to decentral-
ize the rest.

Basic Functions of the State
In this light Nehru thinks of the basic functions of the State. First
1 Talks, 23.
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of all, the State has to try and function in such a way as to provide
for the primary needs of the people, or, at any rate, to make such
arrangements that people can obtain those primary needs. Next,
there are the important secondary needs. As regards economic
organization, Nehru believes in a flexible policy, especially with
regard to his own country. Where private resources are not
abundant, he says, any project should be a State project. Since
schemes like river valley projects or similar large works cannot
be undertaken by individuals, they must be State schemes if they
are to be done at all. Certain other large projects can either be
State projects or jointly owned by the State and private enterprise,
with a measure of State control, but leaving a large field for private
enterprise. “Thus we get,” says Nehru, ‘what I would call a public
sector of our economy and a private sector and may be a sector
Where the two overlap, with part State control and largely aprivate
Sector managing under State control. So we have these three
branches of our economy. There need not be any rigid lines
between them, and we can see which functions better and more
successfully and allow them to develop.”

Nehm feels that as a State increases its centralization in certain
sections of the national economy, it becomes all the more impor-
tant to safeguard and increase the rights of the individual. So far
as the political rights of the individual are concerned, he wants
them to be safeguarded by the constitution of the State. ‘So far as
economic questions are concerned, it is a question of a State
Interfering to protect, rather than keeping away, because in
rather undeveloped economies there is a tendency in certain
groups of vested interests to override the interests of the large
groups by whatever methods they have.’2

The .?tate as a Means to an End

In thll.lking of the functions of the State, Nehru keeps it upper-
most in his mind that the State exists to serve man. Political
liberty, .Which a modern democratic State is proud to give to its
people, IS not an end in itself but is the means by which economic
and social freedom may be attained. It is the function of the State

to help develop all aspects of human happiness.
1 Jbid, 24-25.
® 74id, 25.
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Development of man being the ultimate aim of the State, Nehru
does not hesitate to place power in the hands of the people to
judge the merit of the State and whether it functions in the right
direction. He considers the Machiavellian concept of State in
governing the people and keeping them down as absurd. A
modern State cannot stand on such foundations as to support
something believing it to be false, on pretensions, and on the sham
appearance of virtues. While thinking of Machiavelli, Nehru also
condemns the modern states if they still accept old Machiavellian
statecraft.

‘The greater the scoundrel, the better the prince! If this was the
state of an average prince’s mind in those days in Europe, it is not
surprising that there was continuous trouble there. But why go
so far back? Even today, the imperialist powers behave much like
the Prince of Machiavelli. Beneath the appearance of virtue, there
is greed and cruelty and unscrupulousness; beneath the kind
gloves of civilization, there is the red claw of the beast.’?

This is what Nehru wrote as long ago as 1932. It was round
about this time when he greatly disputed the British concept of an
Imperial State that he came to understand the meaning of certain
aspects of the nature of the State, which, however universal,
provoked his serious thought. In other words, Nehru became
fully aware of the evil though inevitable aspects of the State. Once,
while a prisoner himself, he began to wonder, ‘How important
and essential is a prison to the modern State!’ In that state of
mind, the numerous administrative and other functions of the
government appeared to him as almost superficial before the
basic functions of the prison, the police, and the army.

‘In prison one begins to appreciate the Marxian theory, that the
State is really the coercive apparatus meant to enforce the will of
a group that controls the government.’

The State in Relation to Force and Violence

Nehru believes it as fundamentally true that civilization has been
built up on co-operation and forbearance and mutual collabora-
tion in a thousand ways. But when a crisis comes, so he thinks, and

1 WH, Vol. I, 441, Nehru to Indira, August 5, 1932.
’AB,’XXX,’:z;.’ , August 5, 193
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the State is afraid of some danger, then the superstructure goes, or,
at any rate, is subordinated to the primary function of the State—
self-protection by force and violence. The army, the police, and
the prison come into greater prominence then, and of the three the
prison is to Nehru perhaps the nakedest form of :a State in
miniature. Thus, the force, the compulsion, and the violence of
the governing group constitute more or less the basic nature of
the State. Nehru asks:

‘Must the State always be based on force and violence, or will
the day come when this element of compulsion is reduced to a
minimum and almost fades away?"

Not being a philosophical anarchist himself, he thinks that that
day, if it ever comes, is still far off. Leaving that vision aside, he
finds violence the dominating factor in the nature of the State.
The violence of the governing group produces the violence of
OFhf-r groups that seek to oust it. It all appears to Nehru as a
vicious circle, violence breeding violence, and on ethical grounds
there is little to choose between the two. ‘It always seems curious
to me,’ he says, ‘how the governing group in a State, basing
itself on an extremity of violence, objects on moral or ethical
grounds to the force or violence of others. On practical grounds

of self-protection they have reason to object, but why drag in

morality and ethics?2

owever undesirable the violence of the State may seem,
Practical considerations lead him to believe that State violence is
preferable to private violence in many ways, for one major

V{O}ence is far better than numerous petty private violences. State
violence is also likely to be a more or less ordered violence, and
thus, accordin

' g to Nehru, preferable to the disorderly violence of
private groups and individuals, for even in violence order is
!)et.ter than disorder, except that this makes the State more efficient
in its violence and powers of compulsion. ‘But when a State goes
off the rails completely and begins to indulge in disorderly
violence, then indeed it is a terrible thing, and no private or
individual effort cap compete with it in horror and brutality.”

: IE;“'{‘.’J" 11, 143-44, “The Mind of a Judge’, September, 1935.

8 Ttid,
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Inevitability of State Coercion

To Nehru, in his scientific approach to the questions of force and
violence, some kind of State coercion appears inevitable. In one
sense or another all life, according to Nehru, is full of conflict and
violence. To reject violence altogether leads to a wholly negative
attitude, utterly out of touch with life itself.

“‘Violence is the very life-blood of the modern State and social
system. Without the coercive apparatus of the State taxes would
not be realized, landlords would not get their rents, and private
property would disappear. The law, with the help of its armed
forces, excludes others from the use of private property. The
national State itself exists because of offensive and defensive
violence.

Even if one assumes that the worst forms of violence will be
gradually removed from the State, according to Nehru it is
impossible to ignore the fact that both government and social
life necessitate some coercion. ‘Social life necessitates some form
of government, and the men so placed in authority must curb and
prevent all individual or group tendencies which are inherently
selfish and likely to injure society.” Coercion on recalcitrant
individuals as Nehru thinks will have to continue till such time
when every human being in the State is perfect, wholly unselfish,
and devoted to the common good. Similarly, the State will have to
exercise coercion on outside groups who make predatory attacks
in order to defend itself, meeting force with force, till such time
when there is only a single World-State. Since the world is
imperfect, everybody will admit that a National State will have to
use force for self-defence. Of course, thinks Nehru, the State
should allow an absolutely peaceful and friendly policy to its
neighbour and other states, but nevertheless it is absurd to deny
the possibility of attack. For internal purposes, laws of a
coercive nature to take away some rights and privileges from
various classes and groups and to restrict liberty of action,
are necessary, and since ‘all laws are to some extent coercive’,
coercion is almost indispensable with normal functions of the
State.

1 4B, LXIII, s540.
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Coercion with Reason

Though coercion in some form or other lies in the very nature of
the State, Nehru is prepared to accept it only on the basis of reason.
He, according to himself, likes discipline in life, and dislikes
anarchy and disorder and inefficiency. On account of this he is a
firm believer in law and order which a State is required to pre-
serve. But at times, more especially during his contest with the
British in India, he became rather doubtful about the values of
law and order which the states and governments impose on a
people. It seemed to him that sometimes the price one pays for
them is excessive, and the law is but the will of the dominant
faction and the order is the reflex of an all-pervading fear. ‘Some-
times, indeed,” he said, ‘the so-called law and order might be more
justly called the absence of law and order. Any achievement
that is based on widespread fear can hardly be a desirable one, and
an “order” that has for its basis the coercive apparatus of the
State, and cannot exist without it, is more like a military occupa-
tion than civil rule.”2

He sought for an ideal as well as a practical basis for law and
order and, for a moment while writing his Auzobiography, went
back to find them in the Rajatarangini, the thousand-year-old
Indian historic epic of the poet Kalhana, which meant by law and
order the duty of the ruler and the State to preserve dharma and
abhaya—righteousness and absence of fear.

‘Law was something more than mere law, and order was the
fear!essness of the people. How much more desirable is this idea
of: inculcating fearlessness than of enforcing “order” on a
frightened populace!2

Governmens—jss Defects

Toward.s the subject of government Nehru’s attitude is a little
more critical. During his fight against the British Government, he
learn.t to detest certain aspects of the government as a matter of
conviction, Apart from that, in a general way also he could find
certain things in the nature of governments which were not tog
desirable features, In the Autobiography he writes:

1 4B, LVIIL, 483.
2 Jbid,
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‘Governments are notoriously based on violence, not only the
open violence of the armed forces, but the far more dangerous
violence, more subtly exercised, of spies, informers, agenzs proyo-
cateurs, false propaganda, direct and indirect through education,
Press, etc., religious and other forms of fear, economic destitution
and starvation. As between two governments it is taken for
granted that every manner of falsehood and treachery is justified,
provided it is not found out, even in peace-time and much more
so in war-time.”

He finds in modern times how ambassadors are supported by
military, naval and commercial attachés whose chief function is to
SPy in the countries to which they are sent. Behind them, Nehru
further observes, functions the vast network of the secret service,
with its innumerable ramifications and webs of intrigue and
deception, its spies and counter-spies, its connections with the
underworld of crime, its bribery and degradation of human nature,

its secret murders. Nehru regards all this as bad.

At one time Nehru proceeded to agree with a statement of
George Washington who was reported to have said: ‘Government
is not reason, it is not eloquence—it is force! Like fire, it is a
dangerous servant and a fearful master.”® During his struggle
with the British, what he greatly disliked was the police concep-
tion of the State. The government’s job, as it appeared to him
then, was to protect the State and leave the rest to others. ‘The
very strength of a despotic government,’ he considered, ‘may
become a greater burden for a people; and a police force, no doubt
useful in many ways, can be, and has been often enough, turned
against the very people it is supposed to protect.” He put forward
an argument of Bertrand Russell, who, while comparing modern
civilization with the ancient Greek, said: “The only serious
superiority of Greek civilization as compared to ours was the
inefficiency of the police, which enabled a larger proportion of
decent people to escape.’”® Nehru was alive to yet another possible
defect in the nature of governments—that power corrupts and

absolute power corrupts absolutely.

1 4B, LXIII, 540-41.
2 Essays 11, 143, “The Mind of a Judge’, September, 1935.

3 4B, LIV, 435-36.
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Good Government or Self-Government

Nehru’s primary concern in these respects has been to understand
the nature of good government. The efficiency of the coercive
apparatus of the State does not establish a good government.
Similarly a shiny administrative apparatus is not always the
criterion of good government. A good government according
to Nehru can be judged by greater efficiency in production,
consumption, and the activities which go to raise the physical,
the spiritual, and the cultural standards of the masses. His faith in
good government is absolute, so much so that between good
government and self-government he is even prepared to prefer
the former.

‘I believe that self-government is good for any country. But I
am not prepared to accept even self-government at the cost of
real good government. Self-government if it is to justify itself
must stand ultimately for better government for the masses.”

The Form and Approach of Government
Also allied to the concept of good government in the mind of
Nehru there seem to lie ideas regarding the form of government.
The form of government, according to Nehru, is after all a means
to an end, the end being human well-being, human growth, the
ending of poverty and disease and suffering, and the opportunity
or everyone to live the good life. “The long course of history
shows us,” he says, ‘a succession of different forms of government
and changing economic forms of production and organization.
The two fitin and shape and influence each other. When economic
change goes ahead too fast and the forms of government remain
more or less static, a hiatus occurs, which is usually bridged over
by a sudden change called revolution. The tremendous importance
of economic events in shaping history and forms of government
15 now almost universally admitted *2 Besides economic improve-
ment, Nehru also believes that national and individual freedom
are other factors which influence the form of government. It
seems that the outward form of government does not carry a
great deal of meaning for him; but when the ends in view are

1 4B, LVIIL, 4s6.
? Essays 11, 44, “Whither India®, 1933.
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properly served, the form, whatever it may be, is well justified.
After all, ‘the people get the government they deserve and
therefore the elevation of the people becomes the main considera-
tion.

While Nehru thinks about the general approach of a govern-
ment to dealing with the governed, he seems to be mainly guided
by his theory of good government, keeping certain practical
aspects of the matter in view. In certain matters, what is good
and what is evil may itself be a doubtful matter, and Nehru at
one time felt that governments all over the world were not known
to be particularly competent in giving such decisions. But yet
he felt that the governments have to shoulder a heavy responsi-
bility and they cannot discuss the philosophy of a question when
action is demanded. ‘In our imperfect world we have often to
prefer a lesser evil to a greater one,’ he said.2 Knowing this,
however, he advocated that a government’s cannot merely be the
policeman’s approach, the method of force and violence and
coercion. When in 1937 some power came into the hands of the
Congress Party under the British made constitution of 1935,
Nehru outlined in broad principles the approach to be followed
by the Congress governments,

‘Congress Ministers should avoid, as far as possible, all coercive
Processes and should try to win over their critics by their actions
and, where possible, by personal contacts. Even if they fail in
converting the critic or the opponent, they will make him
innocuous, and the public sympathy, which almost invariably
goes to a victim of official action, will no longer be his. They will
win the public to their side and thus create an atmosphere which
is not favourable to wrong action.’

But in spite of this approach and the desire to avoid coercive
action, occasions might arise when governments would find it
difficult to avoid some such action. From practical considerations,
therefore, he desired to say: ‘No Government can tolerate the
Preaching of violence and communal strife, and if this unfortu-
nately takes place, it has to be curbed by having recourse to the

coercive processes of the ordinary law.” He believed that the

Y Talks, 21.
? Writings 11, Part 11, Ch. 3, pp. 68-9.
3 Ibid, August 30, 1937.
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largest freedom should be given to the expression of 312?;?]135 ?}?i
ideas, and that bans and censorships must be got ri ¢ bt
he free soil from which the life o
governments should nurture t : ° i ke shape,
the intellect could grow and the creative faculties }:of ke shape.
But still, governments should be strong enoug o]r e rle)ferred
situations to check violence, hatred and conflict. Nehru Pd o
to advise the adoption of a reformatiYe approa.ch1 towa;) ust ;‘:)v X
by pointing out that violence is not killed by v1ohc?nlcel,e bue ! }irt.l
different approach and by removing the causes which o it
Governments often have to deal with wrongdoers an \ ellrt
emphasizes a non-violent approach towar:-ds them(,J . foi v1aos efzr
suppression of wrongdoing does not en.d it. Accorfn;lg ZE, o fa
as a government possibly can, it must av01d.the use of the crcive
apparatus of the state. On the other hand, it should apprfia he
wrongdoer and try to win him over and point out the e1v1 cons -
quences of his act. Even if this approach is not successful, coerciv
action should be avoided unless dangerous consequences are
feared. The constant endeavour of governments shoyld be to
create an atmosphere which does not encourage a violent ap-
Proach to problems. ‘Violent suppression of individuals or groups

. 1. . . 3 . t
or ideas militates against this atmosphere, and so, though it migh
b

. X . )
¢ momentarily successful, it adds to the difficulties.

Tke Purpose of Government
Nehru is no believe

which governs lea
which governs not
ments an extensive
out again and agai
Private possession

rin the doctrine that that government '{s best
st and therefore an ideal government is one
at all. On the other hand, he finds in govern-
purpose. In the old days, as Nehru pointed
n, the state was looked upon almost as the
of the sovereign. His chief bus.lness.was to
tax his subjects and to protect them from external invasion ax}d
internal disorder from robbers and the like. Having given a certain
measure of security to his people, his job was done. If he did this
and did not impose too crushing a burden of taxation, he was
looked upon as a good sovereign. Such days and such concepts
of police duties by the government being out of date, modern

1 Jbid, 70. .
2 Jbid, 84-5, November 4, 1937.
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governments are faced with the multifarious activities of the
modern State. Nehru, through his understanding of socialist
doctrines, appears to have been influenced by the notion of ‘the
municipalization of the country’ through governmental activities.

‘The true civic ideal aims at common possession and common
enjoyment of municipal amenities, and these amenities go on
increasing till they comprise almost everything that a citizen
requires. Roads, bridges, lighting, water-supply, sanitation,
hospitals and medical relief, libraries, education, parks and
recreation grounds, games, proper housing, museums, art galleries,
theatres, music—are some of the activities that a modern up-to-
date municipality should be interested in, and some of the
amenities which it should provide free of cost to all its
citizens.”

Appreciating such a civic ideal he condemned the British

overnment in India for its negligible interest in such activities,
and hoped to see the ideal materialize in the future. He saw in
theory how the civic ideal gradually captured the State and with
this how the activities of the State grew in all directions. The
police State transformed itself into the modern State, ‘a complex,
paternal organism with a large number of departments and spheres
of activities, and innumerable contacts with the individual
citizen’.

‘Not only did it give him security from external invasion and
internal disorder, but it educated him, taught him industries,
tried to raise his standard of living, gave him opportunities for
the development of culture, provided him with insurance schemes
to enable him to face an unforeseen contingency, gave him all

manner of amenities, and made itself responsible for his work and
food.”2

Difficulties and Responsibilities of Government

Finally, when Nehru acquired power and became the head of
government, he began to realize the real difficulties and responsi-
bilities which the governments of modern states were required to
face. “The problems of government have grown so enormously,’

! Essays 1, 135-36, ‘Civics and Politics’, November 2, 1933.
® J5id, 138, “The Civic Ideal’, December, 1933.
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he once complained, ‘that sometimes one begins to doubt whether
the normal parliamentary procedures are adequate to deal with
them.”? The nature of government, according to him, has pro-
gressively changed in every country, whether the structure of
society there is capitalist or socialist or something in between.
Even in countries supposed to be intensely capitalistic, the
governments perform social functions to a large extent. To Nehru,
the pressure of circumstances is such that the social sector of
governments has grown even in countries which normally do not
want it to grow. In other countries which deliberately aim at
dealing with this sector governmentally, it will of course grow
more. “Thus, whatever the basic policy pursued by a country, it
becomes inevitable for the governmental structure to become
involved in social problems ever increasingly.’

Government and People in the Welfare State
The burden of modern governments being so increasingly heavy,
Nehru ultimately looks for the co-operation of the people for the
success of governments. To him, freedom brings its own responsi-
bilities and burdens, and they can only be shouldered in the spirit
of a free people, self-disciplined, and determined to preserve and
enlarge that freedom.3 A government which deals with vital social
problems has to function very differently from a government
which is essentially a police state. In tackling intricate social and
economic problems Nehru upholds the principle that there must
be just laws and that the ‘Government activity must be right and
ought to be right’, but activities should not end only within the
orbit of governmental principles, because

It is the activity of the people, it is the temper of the people,
and the co-operation that the people in general give that will
solve these problems this way or that. And T tell you that the
best of our laws or activities of the Government can be, if not
nullified, lessened greatly in effect if there is no will to work in
the People or to co-operate to that end. And I tell you also that
even an enfeehled government, even a bad political government

1 Speeches I, ¢ 6.
2 7hid, 141. » 140, February 25, 195
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can yield greater results in the country if people co-operate to that
end.’?

Nehru believes that ultimately all problems concerning human
beings and their mutual relations depend on the character of
human beings. The same type of governmental machinery or
constitution might be totally unsuited to different conditions, to
different backgrounds of people, although certain basic principles
may be common.2 He advocates complete co-ordination between
administrative activities and the popular will together with co-
operation in order that the purpose of the welfare state is served.
It becomes all the more important, he feels, that the administrator
has his finger on the pulse of the people all the time, and the people
feel that he is one of them, that he is reflecting their wishes and
will always continue to do so.3 The administration not only has to

be good but has also to be felt to be so by the people affected.

The Individual in the Modern State
Itis not difficult to locate the place of the individual in the political
philosophy of Nehru. At times he is confronted with the problem
of a conflict between the State and the individual, but ultimately
his sympathy goes back to the latter. He thinks that the growth of
modern civilization with its magnificent achievements has led
more and more to the centralization of authority and power, and
encroachments continue to be made on the freedom of the
individual. Perhaps, to some extent, this is inevitable, as the
modern world cannot function without considerable centraliza-
tion. But sometimes this process of centralized authority is carried
to such an extreme that individual freedom almost vanishes.
“The State becomes supreme in everything or groups of
individuals have so much concentrated power at their disposal
that individual freedom tends to fade away. Diferent and some-
times hostile ideologies, from their respective points of view,
éncourage this concentration of power in the State or the group.
This must ultimately result not only in human unhappiness but
also in a lessening of that creative genius which is so essential
for the growth of humanity. We have to find some balance
1 1bid, 136, January 28, 1949.

a Speeches 111, 142, February 25, 1956.
2 16id, 161, April 6, 1957.
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between the centralized authority of the State and the assurance
of freedom and opportunity to each individual.’t

The Individual in the Past

Nehru believed that in the good old days in his own country the
power of the State, however despotic in appearance, was curbed
in a hundred ways by customary and constitutional restraints, and
no ruler could easily interfere with the rights and privileges of the
village communities, and those customary rights and privileges
ensured a measure of freedom both for the community and the
individual. An individual, in those days, was only considered as a
member of a group and he could do anything he liked so long as
he did not interfere with the functioning of the group. He had no
right to upset that functioning, but if he were strong enough and
could gather enough supporters it was open to him to form
another group. If he could not fit in with a group, he could
beC.O{ne a sanyasi who renounced caste, groups and the world of
activity, and could wander about and do what he liked. Nehru
further believed that while the Indian social tendency was to
Sul?O}'dinate the individual to the claims of the group and society,
religious thought and spiritual secking always emphasized the
individual.2 He appreciated this kind of individualistic tendency,
conditioned as it was by social structure and social activities; and
upheld that this was better than the highly individualistic civiliza-
tion of the modern west ‘where personal ambition is encouraged
and personal advantage is the almost universal aim, where all the
Plums go to the bright and pushing, and the weak, timid or
second-rate go to the wall.

In India, comparatively up to the recent past, the people were
far more interested in their local freedom and rights than in the
machinery of government at the top. Kings changed, but the
Newcomers respected local rights and did not interfere with them.
B.ecause of this, felt Nehru, conflicts between kings and people
did not take place as in Europe.?

1 Speeches 11, 421~
2 DL VI 230.4 22, October 31, 1949.

3 Ibid, 233.
4 Writings I1, Part 1, Ch. 1, p. 13, January, 1938.
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Faith in the Ultimate Freedom of the Individual

Whatever might be the role of a modern state, Nehru does not
believe in the sacrifice of the spirit of individual freedom. In a
philosophical sense, he looks back and finds the long struggle of
man against adverse surroundings in the face of innumerable
difficulties. ‘I see his repeated martyrdom and crucifixion but I see
also the spirit of man rising again and again and triumphing over
every adversity.” History shows him the eternal struggle of man
for freedom, and Nehru feels that in spite of many failures on the
part of man his achievements and success in this field have been
remarkable. True freedom is not merely political but also econo-
mic and spiritual. Only then can man grow and fulfill his destiny.
That freedom has also to be envisaged today not merely in terms
of group freedom, often resulting in nations warring against one
another, but as individual freedom within free national groups
in the larger context of world freedom and order. However much
the future might appear to be full of conflict and difficulty, Nehru
has no doubt that the spirit of man, which has survived so much,
will triumph again.

From practical considerations, Nehru believes in various
freedoms of man inside the State. For the better functioning of
these freedoms he would rather allow a minor wrong to happen
than suppress it, because if one attempts ‘to suppress a wrong
type of thing, a right type of thing may also be suppressed along
with it, and it is bad to suppress a right thing’.

“Therefore, one tolerates a wrong thing, to some extent, so
that the right may flourish, so that the right may ultimately over-
come the wrong. So, one believes in the freedom of the press,
freedom of expression and other freedoms which are very im-
portant. For my part, I do think that basically it is dangerous to
suppress thought and the expression of thought in any way,
because this may, besides suppressing a particular good thing,
produce many kinds of evil which stunt the growth of a social
group.’?

Freedom of the individual, however, should not be mis-
applied to affect society adversely. To Nehru, there is no such

1 Speeches 11, 422-23, October 31, 1949.
2 14id, 468, September 17, 1952.
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thing as one hundred per cent freedom for the individual to act
as he likes in any social group. The idea of individual freedom
arose in the days of autocracy in every country where an auto-
cratic ruler or a group of rulers suppressed individual freedom.
‘In a democratic society there is also that idea of individual free-
dom but always it has to be balanced with social freedom and the
relations of the individual with the social group as well as other
matters, as well as the individual not infringing on other indi-
viduals’ freedom.”? It is necessary, in view of this, to define

these balances; but ‘the basic concept of individual freedom
remains’.

Civil Liberty

For long during the struggle for freedom, Nehru laid repeated
stress on Civil Liberty and on the right of free expression of opin-
ion, free association and combination, a free press, and freedom
of conscience and religion. Civil Liberty was not for him an airy
doctrine or a pious wish, but something which he considered
essential for the orderly development and progress of a nation.
According to his interpretation, it is the civilized approach to a
problem about which people differ, the non-violent way of deal-
ing with it. To crush a contrary opinion forcibly and allow it no
expression, because some people dislike it, is to Nehru essentially
of the same genus as cracking the skull of an opponent because
they disapprove of him. It does not even possess the virtue of
success. The man with the cracked skull might collapse and die,
but the suppressed opinion or idea has no such sudden end, and it
survives and prospers the more it is sought to be crushed with
force. History, he says, is full of such examples. Also,

~ ‘Long experience has taught us that it is dangerous in the
Interest of truth to suppress opinions and ideas; it has further
taught us that it is foolish to imagine that we can do so. It is far
easier to meet an evil in the open and to defeat it in fair combat in
people’s minds, than to drive it underground and have no hold

on it or proper approach to it. Evil flourishes far more in the
shadows than in the light of day.

1 Debates P.1., 1951, Vol. XII, Part II, Constitution (First Amendment) Bill, May 18,
1951.
2 Essays 111, 307, ‘The Right Perspective’, August 30, 1937.
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Law and Conscience; and Order

‘No one can say that he will always and without fail act legally.
Even in a democratic state occasions may arise when one’s
conscience compels one to act otherwise,” wrote Nehru in the
Autobiography. Of course, in a despotically or arbitrarily governed
country such occasions are bound to be more frequent; and
indeed, in such a State the law loses all moral justification. But
what about a normally functioning democratic state? It will be
perhaps difficult to estimate if Nehru would prefer conscience to
law in a free democratic republic. Conscience being an individual
concern, and all individuals not being competent enough to
apply conscience in its proper meaning, statesmen would per-
haps stand behind the law in order to preserve the State itself.
Nehru’s faith in individual freedom and civil liberty is funda-
mental, but when he speaks of them he does so in the context of a
civilized orderly State. He is prepared to believe that there might
be no law and order till freedom comes to a people; but once a
people gains freedom, order becomes the foundation of society.
He agrees with the French philosopher Proudhon who said:
‘Liberty is not the daughter but the mother of order.” '

Freedom brings many opportunities. From a broader point
of view, Nehru regards it as not merely a matter of political
decisions or of new constitutions, not even a matter of what is
more important, economic policy. ‘It is of the mind and heart and
if the mind narrows itself and is befogged and the heart is full of
bitterness and hatred, then freedom is absent.”

As the individual has to be protected in the State, so also the
social organism has to be protected against the predatory indivi-
dual. ‘It is our duty,” he says, ‘to protect the liberty of the indi-
vidual, to see that there is no misuse of the law, to see that there is
every safeguard that we can think of provided, but let us also at
the same time remember that the major safeguard that we have to
think of is the safety of the country and the community.” Nehru
keeps the individual uppermost in his mind; but he remembers

1 4B, L1, 424.

2 Writings 1, 260, December 12, 1928.

3 Speeches 1, 10, August 15, 1948.

4 Debates H.P., 1952, Vol. IV, Part II, Preventive Detention (Second Amendment)
Bill, August 2, 1952.
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well that in a social organism an individual cannot be separated
from others. He believes, therefore, that ‘The rights of the
individual must be balanced by the obligations of the individual
to the social organism. Without obligations there can be no real
rights.’

At times he expresses great concern over the individual in the
twentieth century, because of the ‘de-individualization and
brutalization of individual man’. The individual is tortured by
competing forces and pressures, and is subjected to all sorts of
inner and outer tensions. What Nehru dislikes most is the indi-
vidual giving way to the crowd. When the individual is by him-
self, he can be approached and he is responsive to reason. One
can appeal to the good that is inherent in him; he also maintains a
sense of responsibility. The individual’s conscience, if not always
in absolute control, is at least a factor in his decisions and notions.
But when the individual is attracted to the crowd, strange things
begin to happen. Nehru dislikes the crowd because it seldom
Places the reins on itself that the individual often feels compelled
to (.io. The crowd dominates the individual but lacks a conscience
o‘f its own. Nehru is greatly disturbed that the individual should
give himself over to the crowd or should be seized by it.2 As he
obseltves this tendency ‘almost everywhere’, his concern over the
conditions required for individual creative development grows,
which it is the purpose of society to provide.

Ne.hru, in actual administration, is a stern believer in the
doctrine of discipline and order. Degradation of individuals or
groups to the level of indiscipline or lack of understanding
prompts him to justify firm actions. Use of violent methods on

€mocratic issues is regarded by him as most dangerous, and he
Wants no government to take risks with it. ‘. . . one government
may go and another government take its place, but if the govern-
ment has violence done before its eyes, it must suppress that
“Oleffce: and it will suppress it so long as that government has
anything to do with administration.”

He feels that unless the State is perfect and every individual is

1 Talks, 22.
3 Jbid, 6.
3 Speeches 1, 139-40, January 28, 1949.
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perfect there is always some conflict between the freedom of the
individual and the needs as well as the security of the State. Of
course,

“You have extreme cases, as you have in some countries, of the
State being put above everything, above every single individual
freedom—the State becomes the God there. We have in great
countries those cases—it is not for me to criticize them. For my
part I cherish the freedom of the individual. I do not want even
in the name of the State the freedom of the individual to be
crushed. But undoubtedly the freedom of certain individuals has
to be curbed for the safety of the State, if occasion arises.’?

On this essential question of conflict between the security of
the State and the liberty of the individual, the line to be drawn
appears to depend on circumstances. ‘In war it goes far towards
the State, in peace-time it should go far towards the individual,
the State always being there—you cannot ignore the State or
endanger the State.’?

With regard to the question of taking strong measures against
individuals or groups, there is an obvious conflict in Nehru’s
mind. While as the head of a government he wants to protect the
State against disorderly or violent activities, as an individual
himself who suffered for a long part of his life from State coercion
he personally hates the extreme measures of punishment. ‘Ignorant
people imagine,’ he said at an earlier time, ‘that if the punishment
is not severe enough crimes will increase. As a matter of fact, the
exact reverse is the truth.”® He hates ‘long and barbarous sen-
tences’. A century ago, he would point out, petty thieves were
hung in England. When it was proposed to abolish the death
Penalty for thieves, there was a tremendous outcry and noble
lords stated in the House of Lords that this would result in thieves
and robbers seizing everything and creating a reign of terror. But
in fact, he says, the reform had the opposite effect, and crime went
down. When governing a State himself, circumstances demanded
his government to resort to strong measures. In certain cases
firings took place, or some people were shot down and killed, or

Y Debates H.P., 1952, Vol. IV, Part I, Preventive Detention (Second Amendment)
B:Il,]!é\ugust 2, 1952.
id.

3 Essays 11, 123, ‘Prison-Land’, 1934.
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were wounded. Referring to some such incidents Nehru once
said:

‘I do not think anyone in India can dislike this firing business
as I do. I have a horror of it; I think it is a bad thing and I hope
that it will be possible to put an end to it. My heart goes out in
sympathy for those who may have suffered from it, specially if
they are young people who are the hope of our nation.”

The struggle between the head and the heart may go on. But
the statesman in him would not confuse sentiment, however
justified it may be, with higher political considerations of the
nation’s welfare. Order being essential for the growth of a nation,
Nehru wants to face disorder, and at times rather he would like to
face it in some novel way. He would think it better to appeal to
the people to face the violent elements bent upon creating chaos in
the country boldly, and not to remain passive spectators. Once he
declared: ‘Forces of chaos cannot be put down by the military
and police alone. People have to co-operate with the Government
in this task.’2
. In the ultimate analysis, Nehru aims both at the growth of the
individual as well as of the State. Freedom of the individual is as
necessary as the freedom of the State for such growth. Finally,
freedom itself leads to a higher ideal.

‘Freedom for a nation and a people may be, and is, I believe,
fﬂways good in the long run; but in the final analysis freedom
itself is a means to an end, that end being the raising of the people

In question to higher levels and hence the general advancement of
humanity.’s

! Speeches 111, 55, March 23, 1957.

2 Biblio, 273, February 1, 1950.

8 Writings 11, Part I, Ch. 1, p. 11, January, 1938.



CHAPTER VII

INTERNATIONALISM

Nehru Against the Indian Background
Indian nationalism in the course of its own development was seen
to be somehow moving towards the ideals of internationalism.
In the liberal humanist tradition, the early internationalists felt
that they had a message for the world. While inside India national-
ism stood to mean the inviolable right of the Indian people ‘to
fully and freely live its own special life in its own way, following
its own peculiar genius, and developing its specific culture to its
highest perfection’;! for the outside world it was felt to be the
duty of nationalism ‘to contribute what is highest and best in it’.
Among the founders of the National Congress or the early pion-
eers of national awakening, there were a few people who thought
that nationalism was not merely a political cry or principle, that
it did not embody only the desire for the isolated independence
and self-assertion of different national units, and that it did not
stand to inspire an ambition for the exploitation of, or domination
over, other weaker nationalities. On the contrary, nationalism
had a broader significance, with a moral duty towards mankind.

The reputation of Jawaharlal Nehru as an internationalist
grew while he was a thorough-going nationalist. It is rather
interesting to note that as his role as a nationalist became more
and more intensified, his faith in internationalism grew deeper
and deeper. He could combine the philosophy of nationalism with
that of cosmopolitanism or universalism. In India, as well as in the
world at large, he held the above synthesis almost as a political
doctrine of his own.

From his study of the Indian background to the growth of an

1 Bepin Chandra Pal, Jndian Nationalism: Its Principles and Personalities, 34
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international outlook, he traced the ideology of internationalism
in three of the greatest Indians of recent times, Vivekananda,
Tagore and Gandhi. Vivekananda was a religious man, but taking
the world into consideration he believed that, even in politics and
sociology, problems that were national some time ago could no
longer be solved on national grounds only. They were assuming
huge proportions, gigantic shapes, and they could only be solved
when looked at from the broader view of international grounds.
According to him international organizations, international
combinations and international laws had become the cry of the
day, and in science they were coming to a similar broad view
every day. Further, this Indian saint believed that there could not
be any progress without the whole world following in the wake,
and that the solution of any problem could never be attained on
racial, or national, or narrow grounds.* “The fact of our isolation
from all the other nations of the world is the cause of our degenera-
tion and its only remedy is getting back into the current of the
rest of the world. Motion is the sign of life,” said Vivekananda to
his people.! Vivekananda died in 1902 when Indian nationalism
was in the making. Nehru discovered in his preachings a new
message for India.

In Rabindranath Tagore, the poet, who belonged to a later
generation, Nehru saw another man who helped to bring into
harmony the ideals of the east and the west and to broaden the
bases o.f Indian nationalism. Tagore played a prominent part in
the nationalist movement at the opening of the twentieth century,
yet in spite of his strong nationalism he, as Nehru says, became
.Indla’s internationalist par excellence, believing and working for
International co-operation, taking India’s message to other
countries and bringing their message to his own people. It was

agoreis immense service to India, felt Nehru, that ‘he forced the
people in some measure out of their narrow grooves of thought
and made them think of broader issues affecting humanity’.2

* Vivekananda also preached:—

€
1 aff“ thg:oughly convinced that no individual or nation can live by holding itself
apart from thie community of others, and wherever such an attempt has been made under

false ideas of greatness, policy or holiness—the result has always been disastrous to the
secluding one.

1 Vivekananda quoted in DJ, VI
2 DI, VII, 318, " 2 Vi e
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Coming to Gandhi, Nehru saw the real synthesis between
nationalism and internationalism and, that too, in its practical
aspect. Gandhi, according to Nehru, was an intense nationalist,
but the nationalist movement which he patterned was free from
hatred. This gave Indian nationalism a new spirit; it could not be
a narrowing creed. Moreover, Gandhi felt that he had a message
not only for India but for the world, and that he ardently desired
world peace. His nationalism, therefore, observed Nehru, carried
a world outlook and was free from any aggressive intent. Gandhi’s
prime concern was to achieve the independence of India. But he
came to believe that in the long run there would be a world
federation of independent states which appeared to him as the
only right goal. Gandhi’s idealism was of a higher calibre. His
patriotism included the good of mankind in general, and therefore
his service to India included the service of humanity itself. He
said:

‘My idea of nationalism is that my country may become free,
that if need be the whole of the country may die, so that the
human race may live. There is no room for race hatred here. Let
that be our nationalism.’

Nehru also traced the growth of the ideal of internationalism
in the National Congress of India. During the nineteen-twenties
the Congress turned towards other countries, and gradually
developed a foreign policy based on the principles of elimination
of imperialism everywhere and the co-operation of free nations.
While Nehru appreciated this tendency, he for his part, perhaps
more than anyone else in the Congress circle, began to develop
it as rapidly as possible. As early as 1929, he declared at the Lahore

ongress:

‘And if we use the word independence we do so in no sense
hostile to the larger ideal. Independence for us means complete
freedom from British domination and British imperialism. Having
attained our freedom I have no doubt that India will welcome all
attempts at world co-operation and federation, and will even
agree to give up part of her own independence to a larger group
of which she is an equal member.’?

! Gandhi quoted in DI, IX, 397.
* Essays II, 23, ‘Presidential Address to the National Congress, Lahore’, December,
1929.
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It was an interesting development that by the thirties of the
century those people who stood for national independence in
India also stood for the widest internationalism. Nehru was a
socialist and for him internationalism had a natural appeal, but he
saw that even many of the non-socialists in the advanced ranks of
Congress had become confirmed internationalists. In September
1933, Gandhi wrote to Nehru:

“‘Nor have I the slightest difficulty in agreeing with you that
in these days of rapid intercommunication and a growing con-
sciousness of the oneness of all mankind, we must recognize that
our nationalism must not be inconsistent with progressive inter-
nationalism. India cannot stand in isolation and unaftected by
what is going on in other parts of the world. I can, therefore, go
the whole length with you and say that “we should range our-
selves with the progressive forces of the world”.?

To Nehru, if the National Congress demanded independence it
was not with a desire for isolation. On the contrary, he made it
clear that it was willing to surrender part of that independence in
common, of course, with other countries, to a real international
order. To him any imperial system, by whatever high sounding
name it might be called, was an enemy of such an order, and it was
not through such a system that world co-operation or world
peace could be reached.? It was seen that all over the world
various imperialist systems were isolating themselves more and
more by autarchy and economic imperialism. This was operating
against the growth of internationalism. It produced greater co-op-
eration within the area of autarchy, but it also meantisolation from
the rest of the world. ‘I do not believe,” said Nehru, ‘in a narrow
autarchy. But the internationalism that I look forward to is not
one of common subjection, imposed from above, but a union and
a co-operation of free nations for the common good. It is this
llznd gf world order that will bring peace and progress to man-

nd.”® Not attracted towards narrow systems and policies, Nehru
began to aim at wider international contacts. Even the very
:struggle- for independence appeared to him as embodying some
international significance. He had said in October 1933:

: EeBridil%lf?r‘;zfahatma, Vol. 3, Appendix I, Gandhi to Nehru, September 13, 1933.

3 Essays II1, 184, “Indian and Ceylonese in Malaya’, June 2, 1937.
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‘The struggle for Indian freedom is essentially a part of the
world struggle for the emancipation of the exploited everywhere
and for the establishment of a new social order. '

Internationalism not at the Cost of Nationalism

The growth of the idea of internationalism both in his own mind
as well as in the country did not lead Nehru to reduce his faith in
nationalism while India was dependent. ‘In a contest between
nationalism and internationalism,” he said, ‘nationalism was
bound to win. That had happened in every country and in every
crisis; in a country under foreign domination, with bitter memo-
ries of continuous struggle and suffering, that was an inevitable
and unavoidable consequence.”> While India was fighting for
national independence she had a right to uphold nationalism
strongly. But as Nehru saw, both before and during the war,
even free nations and great countries betrayed the cause of inter-
nationalism for national gain. He saw England and France playing
false to the republican Spain and Czechoslovakia, and thereby
sacrificing internationalism for what they wrongly considered
their own national interests. The United States of America, in
spite of her sympathy towards England, France, and China, and
hatred towards nazism and Japanese militarism, clung to isolation-
ism out of national interest till Pearl Harbour forced her to fight.
Even Soviet Russia by following strictly a national policy brought
confusion to many who regarded her as an emblem of inter-
nationalism. From various other developments Nehru came to
realize that ‘Individuals and small groups may become inter-
nationally minded and may even be prepared to sacrifice personal
and immediate national interests for a larger cause, but not so
nations. It is only when international interests are believed to be
in line with national interests that they arouse enthusiasm.”® While
Nehru thought on such lines by observing world politics, there
was nothing in his own country like an independent foreign
policy for attempting a conciliation between national and inter-
national interests in order to make possible an effective inter-
nationalism. He felt:

: gsl.:a{)s( ,1,3 ;:.o, “The Indian Struggle for Freedom’, October, 1933.

3 Ibid, 396.
N
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‘Internationalism can indeed only develop in a free country,
for all the thought and energy of a subject country are directed
towards the achievement of its own freedom. That subject condi-
tion is like a cancerous growth inside the body, which not only
prevents any limb from becoming healthy but is a constant
irritant to the mind and colours all thought and action.”

Yet it surprised Nehru that in spite of intense nationalism in
India Congress became internationally minded. It appeared to
him that no other nationalist movement of a subject country
came anywhere near this, the general tendency in such countries
being to make no international commitments. The Congress
could succeed in creating a mass sentiment in favour of certain
just and true aspects of internationalism.

Towards a Balance

Whether the idea of internationalism developed by itself or not,
Nehru concerned himself with channelizing the spirit of national-
ism in a proper direction. He was up against narrow nationalism.
It was rather his understanding of the defects of nationalism which
led him to understand more deeply the virtues of internationalism.
In the nineteen-twenties, when he came into close contact with
Congress workers and the intelligentsia who more or less consti-
tuted the backbone of the national movement, he saw them
thinking largely in terms of the ‘narrowest nationalism’. Their
speeches laid stress on the glories of the past; the injuries, material
and spiritual, caused by alien rule; the sufferings of the people;
the indignity of foreign domination and how national honour
demanded the necessity for sacrifice at the altar of the motherland.
T.hose themes found an echo in every Indian heart and Nehru
himself was moved by them. ‘But,’ he said, ‘though the truth in
th-em remained, they seemed to grow a little thin and threadbare
with constant use, and their ceaseless repetition prevented
the consideration of other problems and vital aspects of our
struggle. They only fostered emotion and did not encourage

thought.”2

Since those days he began to think of the national struggle in a

1 Jbid.
2 4B, XXVI, 18>,
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broader context of international issues. He was alive to the
problems of India, of their difficulties and intricacies and could not
run away from them to take shelter behind the wider problems
which affected the world. ‘But,” he would say, ‘if we ignore the
world we do so at our peril. Civilization today, such as it is, is
not the creation or the monopoly of one people or nation. It is a
composite fabric to which all countries have contributed and then
have adapted to suit their particular needs.”? His study of world
history, past and present, made him a convinced internationalist
by and by. He began to realize more and more the futility of
irrational or narrow nationalism. In August 1933, in a letter to his
daughter, he explained:

‘Our incursions in history have shown us how the world has
grown more and more compact, how different parts have come
together and become interdependent. The world has indeed
become one single inseparable whole, each part influencing and
being influenced by the other. It is quite impossible now to have
a separate history of nations. We have outgrown that stage and
only a single world history, connecting the different threads from
all the nations, and seeking to find the real forces that move them,
can now be written with any useful purpose.’

Thus the history and life of a nation appeared to be a part of
world history, influenced by world forces. In this kind of thought
the idea of national seclusion or of national interest as an end in
itself could not find enough space to grow. As time went by, and
Nehru studied world problems more deeply, he began to wonder
at the narrowing outlook which many countries possessed and
showed. In 1944 he wrote: ‘It is a curious and significant fact that,
in spite of all modern scientific progress and talk of international-
ism, racialism and other separating factors are at least as much in
evidence to-day, if not more so, than at any previous time in
history. There is something lacking in all this progress, which

1 Essays 11, 16, ‘Presidential Address to the National Congress, Lahore’, December,
1929.

2 WH, Vol. II, 1494, Nehru to Indira, August 8, 1933. Nearly twenty years later, in
1952, Nehru expressed the same sentiment in a message to the International Buddhist
Cultural Conference:—

‘History today has ceased to be the history of this country or that. It has become the
history of mankind because we are all tied up together in a common fate.” Biblio, 210,
November 29, 1952,
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can neither produce harmony between nations nor within the
spirit of man.?

Independence and Internationalism

After independence Nehru began to foster the spirit of inter-
nationalism among his people with a greater vigour. The
narrowest type of nationalism, exhibiting itself through religion,
resulted in the partition of India. That in itself was too much a
proof of what narrow nationalism could do. Nehru had opposed
religious fanaticism to the end, and had fought for the principle
of a secular state based on broad nationalism. But what happened
did so in spite of him. It is after independence that he found
himself in a position to give a new turn to Indian nationalism.
Within a few months of freedom and partition, he declared, from
a place reputed for its communal background, the future nature
of his country’s nationalism thus:

‘“Whatever confusion the present may contain, in the future,
India will be aland, as in the past, of many faiths equally honoured
and respected, but of one national outlook, not, I hope, a narrow
nationalism living in its own shell, but rather the tolerant creative
nationalism which, believing in itself and the genius of its people,
takes full part in the establishment of an international order.”

Infiia became independent after a long period of foreign
domination. For more than half a century she was struggling for
freedom while her nationalism was taking shape. At the achieve-
ment of that freedom the spirit of a triumphant nationalism
dOrr.nnated the minds of many Indians. India was predominantly
a Hl{ldu country at all times, and after her partition on the basis of
rehg}OH, and after the Muslims had created the state of Pakistan,
@ spirit of militant revivalism among the Hindus was not an
lmp.ossible thing. An aggressive Hinduism was likely to influence

ndlan‘ nationalism in a different direction. With critical forces
Operating in the mind of a new nation, Nehru had to devote
himself to directing Indian nationalism towards a more universal
aspect. Within a short time a broader philosophy of nationalism
triumphed over communalism and religious fanaticism; this in
1 DI, X, 495.
® Speeches 1, 123, Address at Aligarh, January 24, 1948,
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turn was directed towards the concept of internationalism.
Describing the failings of nationalism he said in April 1950:

‘Nationalism, of course, is a curious phenomenon which at a
certain stage in a country’s history gives life, growth, strength
and unity but, at the same time, it has a tendency to limit one,
because one thinks of one’s country as something different from
the rest of the world. The perspective changes and one is con-
tinuously thinking of one’s own struggles and virtues and failings
to the exclusion of other thoughts. The result is that the same
nationalism, which is the symbol of growth for a people, becomes
a symbol of the cessation of that growth in the mind. Nationalism,
when it becomes successful, sometimes goes on spreading in an
aggressive way and becomes a danger internationally. Whatever
line of thought you follow, you arrive at the conclusion that some
kind of balance must be found.”

Undesirability of National Isolation

prominent defect of nationalism everywhere in the world,
Nehru thought, was that almost every country believed that it
had some special dispensation from Providence, that it was of the
chosen people or race and that others, whether they were good or
bad, were somewhat inferior. This feeling stood in the way of
internationalism, and it was likely to be removed only by a proper
understanding of other countries. For long he had believed in the
merit of judging countries and peoples through personal contacts,
because, ‘If we do not personally know the people of a country
we are apt to misjudge them even more than otherwise, and to
consider them entirely alien and different.’

Even personal contact among individuals of differing policies
or principles was a desirable thing, especially when they belonged
to rival or opposing countries. At a time in 1935 when Nehru’s
feeling ran high against certain British politicians so as to make
him think that ‘It is not easy to shake hands with a person who is
endeavouring to strangle you’, he wrote to one of them, Lord
Lothian, that ‘It is always a pleasure to meet people who open out
new avenues of thought and help one to see a little more than the

1 Speeches T1, 361, April 9, 1950.
2 DI 1, 21-2.
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tiny corner of the world which is the average person’s mental
beat’. Though he could not think it possible at that time that
conflicts could be charmed away or the prejudices and interests
removed merely by friendly contact, yet he said: “The pleasantest
of smiles does not get over these ingrained prejudices and the
varying world-outlooks that they produce. Still, the attempt must
be made to cultivate friendly contacts for without them the world
would be a drearier place even than it is.?

Getting to know different peoples through personal contacts
as well as trying to understand their viewpoints almost became a
conviction with Nehru. This, among others, developed his faith
in the cause of internationalism greatly. Referring to an earlier
period, Vallabhbhai Patel, the deputy premier of India, said that
Nehru’s ‘trip to foreign countries necessitated by the ailment
of his wife raised his conception of Indian nationalism to an
fathereal international plane. That was the beginning of that
International phase of his life and character which has throughout
been noticeable in his approach to internal and world problems.
Ever since, Jawaharlal has never looked back.’2

Nehru thought that the isolation of any country was both
undesirable and impossible. Force of circumstances made him in
India act and think on the nationalist plane. This he felt was
inevitable for all Indians wherever they lived. But at the same
time he wanted them to develop ‘the international habit of mind’
as well as ‘to develop contacts with other countries and peoples’.
Thinking in terms of preparing for ‘a big part to play in the
fut‘ure’, Nehru declared in June 1937:

Nationalist as I am in regard to Indian freedom, I do not look
UPon contacts with other peoples from a narrow nationalist view-
point. My very nationalism is based on an internationalism, and
I am very conscious of the fact that the modern world, with its
S¢1ence and world trade and swift methods of transport, is based
On internationalism. No country or people can isolate themselves
frO{n the rest of the world, and if they attempt it, they do so at
their peril and the attempt is bound to fail in the end.”

The future of his own country that took shape in his mind

1 Letters, 128, Nehru to Lord Lothian, December
e , , 9, 1935.
; Birthday Book, p. xxviii, Vallabhbhai Patel, October 14, 1949.
Essays 111, 184, ‘Indians and Ceylonese in Malaya’, June 2, 1937.
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before independence was one of intimate co-operation, politically,
economically, and culturally, between India and the other
countries of the world. He believed that isolation meant back-
wardness and decay. Emerson, more than a hundred years ago,
warned his countrymen in America not to imitate or depend too
much culturally on Europe. He even said that it was for the want
of self-culture that the superstition of travelling retained its
fascination for educated Americans. To Nehru, the world of
Emerson had changed and old barriers were breaking down; life
was becoming more international. He therefore wanted his people
to play their part in that coming internationalism and, for that
purpose, to travel, meet others, learn from them and understand
them. It was India’s way in the past to welcome and absorb other
cultures. “That is much more necessary today,” wrote Nehru in
the Discovery, ‘for we march to the one world of tomorrow
where national cultures will be intermingled with the international
culture of the human race. We shall therefore seek wisdom and
knowledge and friendship and comradeship wherever we can
find them, and co-operate with others in common tasks, but we
are no suppliants for others’ favours and patronage. Thus we
shall remain true Indians and Asiatics, and become at the same
time good internationalists and world citizens.”

The utility of outer contact seemed to him so apparent that not
only he himself practised it when Prime Minister, but he wanted
other leaders, and even people in general, to practise it as widely
as possible. He felt that if a country was consumed with hatred
and fear, its mind was clogged and naturally it could not think
straight. This led him to advise even the biggest world powers
to remove hatred and fear by mutual contact and understanding.
In November 1956, he spoke in the Indian Parliament:

‘I say with all respect that in the United States there is no clear
thinking about Russia just as there is no clear thinking in Russia
about the United States, because the minds of both are clogged
with indignation, with fear and hatred of each other. I have not
the shadow of a doubt that if they come to know each other
more—it does not matter whether they agree or not and
they probably will not agree about many things—hatred and

1 DI, X, s40.



200 THE POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY OF NEHRU

misconceptions will go and they will realize one thing more than
anything else, namely, that the other country, whatever it is,
however wrong it may be in its opinion, is a living entity, a

growing entity, has something new and worthwhile that has to be
studied.?

Internationalism on a Practical Plane

No sooner was India independent than Nehru thought of putting
his internationalism on a more practical plane. “We may talk about
international good will and mean what we talk. We may talk
about peace and freedom and earnestly mean what we say. But in
the ultimate analysis a government functions for the good of the
country it governs and no government dare do anything which
in the short or long run is manifestly to the disadvantage of that
country.”® Whether a country was imperialistic or followed
socialist or communist principles, its foreign minister had to
think primarily of the interests of that country. Nehru does not
doubt this. But keeping in mind the advantages of India, he
wanted nevertheless to follow an enlightened policy. One could
think of the interests of one’s own country regardless of other
consequences or take a short distance view. Others might think
of a long term policy, considering the interests of another country
as important as those of their own. To Nehru, it seemed: “The
interest of peace is more important because if war comes everyone
suffers, so that in the long-distance view self-interest may itself
demand a policy of co-operation with other nations, goodwill
for‘ other nations, as indeed it does demand.” Therefore

Every intelligent person can see that if you have a narrow
natu.)n.al policy it may enthuse the multitude for the moment. . .
but it is bad for the nation and it is bad internationally because you
lose sight of the ultimate good and thereby endanger your own
good. Therefore we propose to look after India’s interests in the
context of world co-operation and world peace, in so far as world
peace can be preserved.’

Nehru enjoyed a few practical advantages in working out his

internationalism. As he himself realized, a greater advantage lay

1 Speeches 11, 45, Lok Sabha November 20, 1
2 . . ’ 2 956.
: ﬁf‘l}atu C.A. (Legislative), 1947, Vol. 1I, December 4, 1947.
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in the fact that India was not fettered by the past, by old enmities,
old ties, historic claims, or traditional rivalries. Even against her
former rulers there was no bitterness left. Thus, India, according
to Nehru, came into the family of nations with no prejudices or
enmities, ready to welcome and be welcomed. Inevitably, of
course, as we have seen, she had to consider her foreign policy
in terms of enlightened self-interest, but, at the same time, she
brought to it a touch of her own idealism. From the beginning
the aim was to continue idealism together with national interest.
Even while preparing a national flag for independent India, her
philosophy of internationalism was kept uppermost in mind.
Nehru reminded others to think that the Asokan period in the
history of India was essentially an international period; it was a
period when India’s ambassadors went abroad to far countries,
not in the way of an Empire and imperially, but as ambassadors
of peace and culture and goodwill. The wheel of Asoka was
designed on the flag, and in the Constituent Assembly of India
Nehru said:

“Therefore this Flag that I have the honour to present to you
is not, I hope and trust, a Flag of Empire, a Flag of Imperialism,
a Flag of domination over anybody, but a Flag of freedom not
only for ourselves, but a symbol of freedom to all people who may
see it. And wherever it may go—and I hope it will go far—not
only where Indians dwell as our ambassadors and ministers but
across the far seas where it may be carried by Indian ships,
wherever it may go it will bring a message, I hope, of freedom to
those people, a message of comradeship, a message that India
wants to be friends with every country of the world and India
wants to help any people who seek freedom.”

The main objectives of India’s international policy according
to Nehru became: the pursuit of peace, not through alignment
with any major power or group of powers, but through an
independent approach to each controversial or disputed issue;
the liberation of subject people; the maintenance of freedom, both
national and individual; the elimination of racial discrimination;
and the elimination of want, disease and ignorance which afflict

1 Debates C.A., Vol. IV, No. 7, July 22, 1947.
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the greater part of the world’s population. The day that India
became free, Nehru gave the following message: “To the nations
and peoples of the world we send greetings and pledge ourselves

to co-operate with them in furthering peace, freedom and
democracy.”

Internationalism versus Alignment

From the beginning Nehru began to impress upon others that to
lead his country into any power-bloc would mean working against
the real spirit of internationalism. He was asked frequently why
India did not align herself with a particular nation or group of
nations, and was told that because he had refrained from doing
so he was sitting on the fence. Such warnings appeared meaning-
less to him. The policy he sought to pursue was not a negative and
neutral policy, but one that was positive and vital and should he
clear. He did not want to keep anything secret. To the nations of
the world he said: “We have no quarrel with any of you, we seek
only your friendly co-operation in the great task of ensuring
freedom and well-being to all the peoples of the world; we seek
no domination or advantage over others, but we shall guard our
own freedom at all costs and with all the strength in us.® At
times he felt that his voice was feeble, but he gained confidence
from the thought that the message it conveyed was no feeble
message. It had the strength of truth in it and therefore it should
prevail.

.Ther.e was no desire on his part to interfere in world affairs.
His main stake was peace, to see that there was racial equality
and t.hat people who were still subjugated should be free. He did
not like the idea that other people should interfere in the affairs of
his country. If there was interference, whether military, political
or economic, he was determined to resist it. Keeping these objec-
tives E:lear, he looked at the world with a friendly approach. But
in doing so, he knew, he was often likely to be misunderstood,
because, as he observed, ‘passions have been roused all over the
world and sometimes each country thinks that if you are not

1 Writings 1, 339-40.

2 Speeches 1, 6, August 15, 1
4 947.
8 Jbid, 39-40, January 30, 1949,



INTERNATIONALISM 203

completely lined up with it you are its enemy or opponent’® It
was unfortunate that people thought so, but for Nehru, he just
could not help it. As for India, whatever the feeling elsewhere
against her policy of non-alignment, that policy was considered
as fundamental. Nehru did not see why India should act in one
way or another, or why she should become a part of the manoeuv-
ring which went on in the world. “We have to keep aloof from
that and at the same time develop the closest relations with all
those countries.’2

Against the Idea of Supernational States
Well before the independence of India, Nehru was conscious of
the position which she occupied in the world. She was one of the
very few countries which had the resources and capacity to stand
on their own feet. While thinking of the emergence of India as a
strong united state, Nehru was of the opinion that she would
develop herself as the centre of economic and political activity
in the Indian Ocean area, in south-east Asia and right up to the
Middle East. Her position had an economic and strategic impor-
tance in a part of the world which was going to develop rapidly in
the future. G. D. H. Cole considered India to be itself a super-
national area, and thought that she was destined to be the centre
of a mighty supernational state covering the whole of the Middle
East. However attractive such considerations were, Nehru did not
favour the growth of such powerful areas in view of the harm it
could do to the cause of internationalism. ‘For my part,’ he said
in 1944, ‘I have no liking for a division of the world into a few
uge supernational areas, unless these are tied together by some
strong world bond. But if people are foolish enough to avoid
world unity and some world organization, then these vast super-
national regions, each functioning as one huge state but with
local autonomy, are very likely to take shape. For the small
national state is doomed. It may survive as a cultural autonomous
area but not as an independent political unit.”®

L Ibid, 242, March 8, 1949.
2 Jbid, 74
3DIL X, s,
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Destire for Responsibility but not Leadership

Similarly, for the cause of internationalism, Nehru does not
believe in the theory of leadership by one country of others.
When India became free, by virtue of her position and resources,
she had to think of some neighbouring countries and their
problems, and had to raise her voice for them, or on behalf of
them. Because of various factors a certain special responsibility
was cast on her which she had to shoulder. This responsibility,
according to Nehru, was not necessarily for leadership, but for
taking the initiative and helping others to co-operate. He pointed
out: ‘Some people talk rather loosely, and, if I may say so, rather
foolishly, of India becoming the leader of this or the leader of
that or the leader of Asia. Now, I do not like that at all. It is a
bad approach, this business of leadership.™

Foreign Policy on Broader Basis

Intefnationalism for its success demanded from all nations a
oreign policy based on broader views. If countries thought only
of their own interests and conducted their foreign relations in
furthfering that end, there was always a possibility of such interests
clashing with world interests. Moreover, the days were over when
the Or?igf} policy of any country could be confined only to a few
zg;llzznes in clos? proximity or with w.hich interests were closely
ored (I:lted.l'ln view .of this, Nehru did not want to relate the
thoughtpoflcy Of. India merely to a fev.v countries around her,.but
consides ;t. practlcally.every country in ‘the world and took into
interes;. 'Il'ﬁn all possible areas of con'ﬁ.lct, trade, .and economic
that if ¢, rough the broade.r recognition of affairs he re.ahzed
world, :j Wwas ever a conﬂ1c‘t on a big scale anywh.ere. in .the
and, therefoas apt to SPre?d.—.- th,at war has 'become indivisible
as s Omethinre’-Peace is indivisible’.? Considering world problems
United Natig ‘ntegrated, Nehru spoke to the Assembly of the
May I 08 1n Paris, on November 3 1948, thus:

for h Y 1say,a54 representative of Asia, that we honour Europe

£ et culture 4ng for her advance in the civilization which it

repres ° . . .
presents? May J say that we are equally interested in the solution

1 Speeches T, 250
 Thid, 2g6,” 0 Mxch 2, 1o,
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of European problems; but may I also say that the world is some-
what bigger than Europe, and you will not solve your problem
by thinking that the problems of the world are mainly European
problems. . . . It is a simple fact that we have to remember,
because unless you have a full picture of the world before you, if
you isolate any single problem in the world from the rest, you do
not understand the world problem.”

Nations and countries have their history, and history is most
often a record of conflict, quarrel and war with others. If memories
of wars and struggles are preserved by nations, international
understanding becomes difficult. To Nehru, a country should not
deny co-operation with another country simply because they had
fought in the past, and thus carry the trail of its past action. Even
while fighting with the British, when asked if he were anti-British
he had said: “We have grown beyond this anti-stage, I hope, and
think of our national and international problems on broader and
more fundamental lines. Why should I be anti-British, if by
British is meant the British people? . . . But I am against im-
perialism and empire, wherever they may exist, because I think
they come in the way of the world’s progress.” With empire and
imperialism gone from India, Nehru wanted to wash out the past
with all its evils. He came forward to show a practical example
of this by deciding to co-operate with the British in the develop-
ment of Commonwealth relations. ‘I wanted the world to see,” he
said, ‘that India did not lack faith in herself, and that India was
prepared to co-operate even with those with whom she had been
fighting in the past; provided the basis of co-operation today was
honourable, that it was a free basis, a basis which would lead to
the good not only of ourselves, but of the world also.”

There was yet another difficulty in the way to co-operation
among nations, arising out of ideological differences. The system
of government was not the same everywhere, nor did all countries
follow a uniform policy in the internal management of the life of
their people. To assist the growth of internationalism Nehru
believed in endeavouring to remove all walls and barriers of this
kind which affected the mind and heart of nations. “There is no

! Birthday Book, 10, Vide Anna Kamenky, March 6, 1949.
2 Essays 111, 182-83, ‘A Question of Manners’, June 1, 1937.
3 Speeches 1, 278, May 16, 1949.
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reason why different countries having different political or social
or economic systems should not co-operate in this way, provided
there is no interference with one another and no imposition or
attempt to dominate’—this is what Nehru emphasized to the
Soviet people on a visit to Moscow.!

At times international affairs took a stronger turn with an
element of dogmatic fervour—‘something resembling that
ordered division of “either you are with us, or you are against
us”.” To Nehru, this was a narrow approach which considered
everything in terms of black and white, and which was somewhat
like ‘repeating that old, unfortunate bigoted approach of religion
which brought about the wars of religion in the past, with not
even the saving graces which religion sometimes had provided
in the past’.2 The entire attitude behind moralizing or crusading
in relation to international problems appears to him as wrong.
“Why should I impose my view of religion or spirituality or any-
thing else on the other person or on the other nation, except in so

far as out of discussion, consultation, co-operation we adopt each
other’s ways??

The Danger of the Old Outlook

Believing in the widest international co-operation, Nehru
advocated against the old outlook in politics which at one time
dominated the policies of nations. On one occasion, during the
debate on foreign affairs in the Indian Parliament, an honourable
member quoted a dictum of Bismarck in support of his conclusion
that India should consider her frontiers to be somewhere in East
Africa, Malaya, Burma and various other distant places. To this
Nehru replied that ‘not only has Bismarck been long dead but his
policies are still more dead’. He did not want nations to transport
themselves to another century. If any country were to emulate
Bismarck’s policy, it was bound to fail. If India thought in terms of
her frontiers extending thousands of miles away from India, other
countries could equally think of their frontiers as existing in
India, and immediately clashes were bound to occur. The nine-
teenth century outlook, according to Nehru, was the outlook of a

1 Speeches 111, 304, Statement at the Dynamo Stadium, Moscow, June 22, 1955.
2 Debates H.P., 1953, Vol. VIII, Part 1I, September 17, 1953.
3 Talks, 6o.
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few imperialist and expansionist European powers who were
trying to spread over the world, in Africa, Asia, and elsewhere,
sometimes coming into conflict with the peoples of those contin-
ents and at other times going to war with one another while trying
to grab the world and divide it up among themselves. Those
days were gone, and moreover there was no part of the world left
at this time for any imperialist power to seize, though of course,
according to Nehru, there still existed people with expansionist
ambitions.! He laid emphasis on the factor of time and wanted to
bear upon others that the foreign policy of nations was no longer
like a game of chess played by superior statesmen sitting in their
chancelleries; and it was no longer a matter, as in olden days, of
siding with one power against another in return for some terri-
torial possession or advantage.

Principles of International Behaviour

Nehru did not want to confine his internationalism merely to the
sphere of idealism. He wanted to work it out in a practical field,
devoting himself to influencing others towards his own line of
thinking. In doing this he was conscious of various limiting
factors. ‘If a country talks bigger than it is, it brings little credit
to itself.”? He advocated as much as he could practise, and
instead of laying down maxims he concentrated on action. His
faith in the cause was perhaps hardly doubted, and this was to an
extent an advantage for him. As his reputation as a practical
internationalist began to grow, he proceeded to lay down certain
principles of international behaviour, calling upon others to adopt
them. The ‘Five Principles’ which he put forward in recognition
of the right of each country to fashion its own destiny were first
accepted by the Government of China. The principles were:
Respect for each other’s territorial integrity and sovereignty;
Non-aggression; Non-interference in each other’s internal
affairs; Equality and mutual benefit; and Peaceful co-existence.
Subsequently these principles were accepted by Burma and
Yugoslavia; and even the Soviet Union approved of them. They
were further elaborated at the Bandung Conference and embodied

1 Speeches 11, 191-92, March 28, 1951.
% Biblio, 131, February 17, 1953.
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in a declaration on world peace and co-operation. By 1955 more
than thirty countries had accepted the principles in one form or
another. ‘I have no doubt,” said Nehru in 1955, ‘that these
principles of international behaviour, if accepted and acted upon
by all countries of the world, would go a long way to put an end
to the fears and apprehensions which cast dark shadows over the
world.” It was considered natural that while living in the gradually
compressing world of today nations were likely at times to come
into conflict of one kind or another. But what Nehru wanted was
to spread the conception of a peaceful settlement of such disputes,
and the idea of non-interference. There was nothing new about
these ideas. ‘No great truths may be new.” But, as he pointed out,
it was true that an idea like non-interference required emphasis
because there had been in the past a tendency for great countries
to interfere with others, to bring pressure to bear, and to want
these others to line up with them. ‘I suppose that is a natural
result of bigness, he said. ‘It has taken place throughout
history.’

The stress on non-interference of any kind, political, economic
or ideological, according to Nehru, was an important factor,
though he recognized the fact that it would not be wholly acted
upon here and there. Any deviation from the principle, however,
was considered by him as of little relevance because, in his analogy,
1f a %aw 1s made and it gradually influences the whole structure of
life in a country, there may yet be some people who disobey it.
But even those who do not accept it gradually come within its
scope. What he wanted to advocate was the laying of faith in the

ultx.rnate objectives, no matter if petty and passing conflicts made
their appearance *

Ultimate Goal of Internationalism

Where should the philosophy of internationalism ultimately lead

* H . .
to ac?eﬁt?ht??i:,mggl Fhat a few years later India and China, though they were the first
Whatever the dee rinciples, faced each other on a border dispute of no small magnitude.
ct of Neh “€per significance of the dispute, it proved also to some extent the positive
aspe TU'S internationalism. While the national temper in India rose very high, the

Government while prepari AT c Ve
ful negotiations. Asp P paring for the eventualities did not rule out the possibility of peace-

or Chi 1 s s e . " N
her faith in the spirit of then;“’i \:hl;l:i lﬁ;ﬁt;ng the dispute she professed again and again
1 Speeches 111, 303, Statement at Moscow, June 22, 1955.

3 Jbid, 307, September 17, 1955.
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nations? T'o Nehru the goal of internationalism is the world order
at large. “We have arrived at a stage in human affairs when the
ideal of One World and some kind of a World Federation seem
to be essential, though there are many dangers and obstacles in
the way,’ declared Nehru at the Asian Conference held in March
1947. He pleaded for that ideal and not for any grouping which
came in the way of that larger world group.! The Asian nations
were called upon by him to support the United Nations structure
which was then painfully emerging from its infancy. It was only
co-operation among nations which could make that larger ideal
possible. People talked of the rights of individuals and nations;
but Nehru reminded that every right carried an obligation. There
had been far too much emphasis on rights and far too little on
obligations; if obligations were undertaken, rights would naturally
flow from them. With this in mind he proceeded to suggest a new
approach to life, different from the competitive approach of the
present time. In a broadcast speech to the United States of America
from New Delhi in April 1948 he said:

‘I have no doubt in my mind that World Government must and
will come, for there is no other remedy for the world’s sickness.
The machinery for it is not difficult to devise. It can be an exten-
sion of the federal principle, a growth of the idea underlying the
United Nations, giving each national unit freedom to fashion its
destiny according to its genius, but subject always to the basic
covenant of the World Government.’

Nehru was troubled by prevailing fear everywhere. ‘Today
fear consumes us all—fear of the future, fear of war, fear of the
people of nations we dislike and who dislike us.” That fear, he
thought, might be justified to some extent. But fear was an ignoble
emotion and led to blind strife. It was the duty of all thinking
men to get rid of that fear, and to base their thoughts and actions
on what was essentially right and moral, and it is only then that
‘gradually the crisis of the spirit will be resolved, the dark clouds
that surround us may lift and the way to the evolution of world
order based on freedom will be clear’.3

1 Speeches 1, 299, Speech at Asian Conference, March 23, 1947.
:ﬁuj, 303, Broadcast to usa, April 3, 1948.
id.
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in a declaration on world peace and co-operation. By 1955 more
than thirty countries had accepted the principles in one form or
another. ‘I have no doubt,” said Nehru in 1955, ‘that these
principles of international behaviour, if accepted and acted upon
by all countries of the world, would go a long way to put an end
to the fears and apprehensions which cast dark shadows over the
world.” It was considered natural that while living in the gradually
compressing world of today nations were likely at times to come
into conflict of one kind or another. But what Nehru wanted was
to spread the conception of a peaceful settlement of such disputes,
and the idea of non-interference. There was nothing new about
these ideas. ‘No great truths may be new.” But, as he pointed out,
it was true that an idea like non-interference required emphasis
because there had been in the past a tendency for great countries
to interfere with others, to bring pressure to bear, and to want
these others to line up with them. ‘I suppose that is a natural
result of bigness,” he said. ‘It has taken place throughout
history.’2
'ljhe stress on non-interference of any kind, political, economic
or ideological, according to Nehru, was an important factor,
though he recognized the fact that it would not be wholly acted
upon here and there. Any deviation from the principle, however,
Was considered by him as of little relevance because, in his analogy,
lf a l.aw is made and it gradually influences the whole structure of
life in a country, there may yet be some people who disobey it.
But even those who do not accept it gradually come within its
scope. What he wanted to advocate was the laying of faith in the

ultl.rnate objectives, no matter if petty and passing conflicts made
their appearance *

Ultimate Goal of Internationalism

Where should the philosophy of internationalism ultimately lead
* H . .
c?egtr&t:?i:’mg‘?ﬂ that a few years later India and China, though they were the first
Whatever the dee ninciples, faced each other on a border dispute of no small magnitude,
aspect of N ehm,:?“ significance of the dispute, it proved also to some extent the positive
vaemment Whilmtema\t!onalism. While the national temper in India rose very high, the
ful tiation i Preparing for the eventualities did not rule out the possibility of peace-
negott S- As for China, while initiating the dispute she professed again and again
her faith in the spirit of the Five Principles
1 Speeches 11, 303, Stateme ;

nt .
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nations? To Nehru the goal of internationalism is the world order
at large. “We have arrived at a stage in human affairs when the
ideal of One World and some kind of a World Federation seem
to be essential, though there are many dangers and obstacles in
the way,” declared Nehru at the Asian Conference held in March
1947. He pleaded for that ideal and not for any grouping which
came in the way of that larger world group.* The Asian nations
were called upon by him to support the United Nations structure
which was then painfully emerging from its infancy. It was only
co-operation among nations which could make that larger ideal
possible. People talked of the rights of individuals and nations;
but Nehru reminded that every right carried an obligation. There
had been far too much emphasis on rights and far too little on
obligations; if obligations were undertaken, rights would naturally
flow from them. With this in mind he proceeded to suggest a new
approach to life, different from the competitive approach of the
present time. In a broadcast speech to the United States of America
from New Delhi in April 1948 he said:

‘I have no doubt in my mind that World Government must and
will come, for there is no other remedy fo}' the world’s sickness.
The machinery for it is not difficult to devise. It can be an exten-
sion of the federal principle, a growth of: the idea underlying the
United Nations, giving each national unit freedom to fashion its
destiny according to its genius, but ’52UbleCt always to the basic
covenant of the World Government.

Nehru was troubled by prevailing fear everywhere. ‘Today
fear consumes us all—fear of the future, ft?al‘ of war, fear of the
people of nations we dislike and who dislike us.” That fear, he
thought, might be justified to some extent. But fear was an igncp),
emotion and led to blind strife. It was the duty of all thiny;o
men to get rid of that fear, and to base their thoughts and aepjo.
on what was essentially right and nioral, and it is only thep that
‘gradually the crisis of the spirit Wil be resolved, the dark clouds
that surround us may lift and the Wa,}; to the evolution of world
order based on freedom will be clear -

1 Speeches I, 299, Speech at Asian Conference, March 23, 1947.
* Jbid, 303, Broadcast to usA, April 3, 1948
8 Jbid.
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Concern Over the Future of Humanity
Since the future of humanity depended on the success of inter-
nationalism, Nehru tried to evolve ‘a sincere policy based essen-
tially on goodwill and fellowship with other countries, with no ill
will for any country’. ‘I am quite convinced that in treatment of
nations to one another, as in the case of individuals, only out of
goodwill will you get goodwill and no amount of intrigues and
cleverness will get you good results out of evil ways.? In a
systematic way he resolved the policy of his country in such a
direction as to make her services available for decreasing inter-
national tension. ‘But I do not go around offering them,’ he said
at Vienna in 1955. “To do so would be undiplomatic. We help in
an unobtrusive way wherever we can’? His sincerity in the
international cause was recognized by many small and bi
powers.* With a frank desire for friendship with all—We are
good friends of all, we have no enemies. If there are any we try
to ma.ke friends’—Nehru worked with a feeling of sympathy for
suffering people everywhere. ‘Be it said to his credit,’ said Gandhi
at one time, ‘that he (Jawaharlal) will consider it beneath his
dlgmty to purchase freedom at the price of any other country.

Is nationalism is equal to his internationalism.”

As Nehru began to pay more critical attention to world prob-
lems, his concern over the future of mankind grew deeper, and

this in turn made his internationalism more avowed. In October
1951 he had declared:

N “The world today is grim and cruel and the voice of calm and
is

pas§ionate reason has sunk to a whisper and is often drowned
b_y stnd.ent and passionate cries. The proud culture and civiliza-
tion, built up through ages of human effort, still endure in their
outer semblance, but somehow they lose their inner content.
Their values and standards fade away. The quest for truth and
beauty and goodness gives place to a race for unabashed power.
The tenderness ang graciousness, the sanctity and dignity of

* In June, 1955, the Universi i i
| sity of Moscow paid the compliment that ‘Mr Nehru has
iwa}’z sggh‘;n and continues to speak in defence of the principles of international law for
ere o{A on of the sovereign right of large and small states for ceasing international
tenISIOH ot Asita and throughout the world.’ Biblio, 333, June 22, 1955.
D'ebqte: C.A,, Vol. VIII, No. 1, May 16, 1949.
2 Biblio, 319, June 27 ’

s B > 1955.
Birthday Book, 127
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human life are replaced by callousness, vulgarity and naked force.
Hate is propagated as a doctrine and politics and economics have
assumed the form of dogmatic religion with all its fanaticism,
which tolerates no heresies and persecutes those who differ
from it.?

This feeling being genuine, his service in the cause of inter-
nationalism tends to be realistic. To him, culture and civilization
are not the monopoly of any one or more nations, and the hope of
peace in the world is not just a pious aspiration but a vital neces-
sity if civilized existence is to endure. And hence there should be
faith in its triumph. It may be said that ‘all this is impractical
idealism, far removed from the cruel reality of today’, but yet
Nehru would believe in its ultimate success because, to him, ‘it is
the so-called reality that people talk about, that has brought
great wars and might bring another and a greater one’.2

: ;’;‘p‘{sidentia.l Address, Indian National Congress, 57th Session, October 18, 1951.
d.



CHAPTER VIII

WAR AND PEACE

Nehru and his Time
“There is no peace for us in this turbulent twentieth century, a
third of which has already passed with its full complement of war
and revolution, wrote Nehru in 1933 when World War II was
yet to come. World War II, like World War I, came and went,
leaving behind grave problems. The horrors of two world wars
and, even more 5o, the problems of peace that followed, left a
deep impression on the mind of Nehru.
Nehru entered into active politics in the wake of World War
L, and during the years which followed he studied the problems
which faced the peacemakers. His writings and sayings during the
late twenties and the early thirties strongly suggest his aware-
ness of the period in which he lived; and from a much earlier time
than the actual occurrence he anticipated the coming of World
War 1L As his understanding of international affairs grew
deeper, he became more and more alive to the problems of peace
which intervened between the two wars. Powerless during those
years, he confined his feelings only to words, while resenting
dfleply his powerlessness to work. World War II rudely awakened
1m to the horrors of war but, being powerless, he became out-
Spoken against those who could not save peace. After the war,
v&{hen the problems of peace became more acute, Nehru found
himself in a position, as Prime Minister of India, to exert himself
for peace. It was Trotsky who had said, ‘It is clear that the
twentieth century is the most disturbed century within the
memory of humanity. Any contemporary of ours who wants
peace and comfort before everything else has chosen a bad time
1 wH, Vol. I, 1495, Nehru to Indira, August 8, 1933.
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to be born.”l Aware of such warnings, and conscious of world
problems—of the shadow of war and revolution everywhere—
Nehru decided to accept a philosophy of action in order to face
these problems in a courageous manner, primarily in the cause of
peace. Referring to the turbulent times in which he lived, he wrote
in 1933:

‘If we cannot escape from this inevitable destiny of ours, how
shall we face it? Ostrich-like, shall we hide our heads from it?
Or shall we play a brave part in the shaping of events and, facing
risks and perils if need be, have the joy of great and noble adven-
ture, and the feeling that our “steps are merging with those of
history”’»’2

With World War IT coming to an end and India at the threshold
of her independence, Nehru began to make a fresh appraisal of
his time. “We stand on the edge of a precipice,’ he said in January
1947, ‘and there are various forces which pull us on one side in
favour of co-operation and peace, and on the other, push us to-
wards the precipice of war and disintegration.”® Mindful of this
he preferred to face his time as it was.

-The Problems of Peace
It is only since 1947 that Nehru has found himself in a position to

' work for peace. But long before that he FQUipped himself with the
knowledge of the probable dangers which threatened peace. The
developments during the two wars served as good lessons.| Well
before the war, he came to regard tfle Peace of the thirties as
‘merely an interval between tWO Wars’, and this led him to apply
himself to understand the real PYOPI?mS of peace. Peace could
merely mean ‘a preparation for war 3 1t could also mean to some
extent ‘a continuation of t}}e conflict in €conomic and other
spheres’. As he observed during the peace of the thirties. “There
is a continuous tug-of-war bf:t\?veen the victorg and ti’le van-
quished, between the impen.a].lst Powers

dependencies, between the Pn‘”l?ged classe
classes. The war atmosphere, with all jtg

violence and falsehood, continues in som,

€ measy therefore
1 Trotsky quoted in #H, Vol. II, 1'495;k re
3 WH, Vol. I, 1495, Nehru to Indira, August 8, 195,
2 Debates C.A., Vol. II, No. 3, January 22, 1947.

and their colonial
S and the exp]oited
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even during so-called peacetime, and both the soldier and the
civilian official are trained to meet this situation’.! He also saw
during the period of peace how international law ceased to exist,
how treaties and undertakings lost their value, and how gangster-
ism prevailed unabashed among the nations.? These were the
failings of peace which invited World War II, and when the war
was about to be won, with the nazi power collapsing before the
advancing armies in the east and west, Nehru in his prison began
to wonder if the winning of war meant the winning of peace. He
wrote in the Discovery:

“The problems of peace, more difficult than those of war, rise
up to trouble men’s minds and behind them lies the disturbing
shadow of the great failure of the years that followed World War
L. Never again, it is said. So they said also in 1918.”3

A Peep into the Future

For a moment, as Nehru thought of the prospects of peace while
.the. war was ending, he felt somewhat pessimistic. He was still
inside the prison, and the future of India was yet uncertain, as
was also the future of most of Asia and Africa. What would
the leaders of the victorious nations say, Nehru began to think,
when they met together after their success in war? How was the
fu.ture taking shape in their minds, and how far did they agree or
differ among themselves? What other reactions would there be
:Nhen the passion of war subsided and people tried to return to the
Scarce-remembered ways of peace’? /Many problems and diffi-
culties dominated his mind—the problems of a ‘devastated and
mart};red Europ ¢’, and of Asia and Africa. “What of all this and
niore. And what, above all, of the strange trick that fate so often
P a}};s, upsetting the well-laid schemes of our leaders?*
ot zrtiOped the future to be different from the past, and feared
I ess that was so fresh wars and disasters, on a more colossal
scale, would follow World War II. But, as it appeared to him,

those who had Power and authority did not appear to be greatly

1 48, LXIIL, sqr.

* Writings 11, Part I, ch
s DI, X, 5”_’ + I, p. 25, January, 1938.

4 Jbid, 512.
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influenced by those considerations, or were themselves in the grip
of forces beyond their control.

What surprised Nehru at the end of the war was the reversion
to the old game of power politics on a gigantic scale in the biggest
countries like America, Russia and England. That was con-
sidered by those countries as ‘realism and practical politics’. But
in this attitude Nehru saw the real danger to peace. He could not
for a moment adjust himself to the idea that the statesmen of the
world should conduct their foreign policy with the values of
justice, fairness, and tolerance only to the extent that they con-
tributed to, or did not interfere with, the power objective. The
idea that the values of justice, fairness, and tolerance should be
used instrumentally as moral justification for the quest of power,
and that they should be discarded the moment their application
brought weakness provoked him. Such strategy in world politics,
the application of moral values to facilitate the attainment of
power, the continuation of power politics on a vaster scale, and
similar developments, made it difficult for Nehru to understand
the real nature of the peace that was about to emerge from war.
He did not dismiss the concept of ‘realism’ from political strategy
‘for no nation can base its domestic or foreign policy on mere
goodwill and flights of the imagination’. But ‘realism’ seemed
strange to him when it ignored or refused to understand the hard
facts of the present.

As the war was drawing to a close, Nehru perceived that threats
to peace were also emerging from new developments. Before the
war, Germany nursed the dream of world conquest, Russia
feared a combination of her enemies, and England’s national
policy having been long based on a balance of power in Europe,
was opposed to any dominating European power. There was
always the fear of others, and that fear led to aggression and
tortuous intrigues. The same kind of development in different
forms seemed to have appeared while the war was ending. Nehru
pointed out in 1944:

‘An entirely new situation will arise after the present war, with
two dominating world powers—the usaand the ussk—and the rest
a good distance behind them, unless they form some kind of bloc.’

3 [bid, 514.
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The war came to an end, but the threats to peace became more
apparent. Nehru began to draw world attention towards such
threats.

To him it appeared that a major threat to peace came from the
fear which nations entertained against each other, and which led

. - . 1 to blind strife. Fear continued through the years, and as late as

\\_‘ .

i
ﬂd’ L s

© 1955 Nehru said, ‘I believe that the vast majority of the people in

every country hunger for peace, but fear of others often clouds their
i minds and makes them act in a different way. We must shed this
\fear and hatred, and try to cultivate the climate of peace. Out of
'war or threat of war or continuous preparation for war no peace
“can emerge.”

T#e Crisis in the Spirit of Man
The years which followed the war were regarded by Nehru as
representing an age of crisis. People lived continually in the midst
of an international crisis; but perhaps a greater crisis confronted
the world—the crisis in the spirit of man. Fascism and authori-
tarianism during the course of the war had greatly degraded man.
"The war was fought against this degradation of the spirit of man.
To Nehru, the war was won, but the disease continued.2 “We have
built up a great civilization,” he said in 1951, ‘and its achievements
are remarkable. It holds the promise of even greater achievements
in the future. But while these material achievements are very
great, somehow we appear to be slipping away from the very
essence of civilization. Ultimately, culture and civilization rest
in the mind and behaviour of man and not in the material evidence
of it that we see around us. In times of war the civilizing process
stops and we go back to some barbarous phase of the human
mind. Are we speeding back to this barbarism of the mind?*3
This crisis of the mind always appeared as a potential threat to
peace. Hatred, bitterness, and conflict, according to him, are
almost more dangerous than active war. They are more dangerous
because they degrade human beings, they make people frustrated
and narrow-minded among other things. Basically, he believes
that as in science every cause has its effect, so in human relations—

1 Speeches 111, 304, Statement at Moscow, June 22, 1955.
3 Presidential Address, Indian National Congress, 57th session, October 18, 1951.
3 Speeches 11, 134, Broadcast from London, January 12, 1951.
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whether national or international—every act one does, every
thought one thinks, has an effect. It may be very small. But if
the act or thought is evil it has a bad effect, whatever the motive
may be.

‘Unfortunately, war, the fear of war, and the preparation for

. war make one think almost a hundred per cent in an evil way;

full of hatred, of bitterness, of anger and in a spirit of destruction

which possibly harms the thinker more than the other side.”

Ideologies and the Power Objective

Another grave threat to peace comes these days from the ideologi-
cal conflict between nations or peoples. The two principal con-
flicting ideologies, one represented by communist Russia, and the
other by severa}{of the western countries, presented problems;
though surely, &ccording to Nehru, there is no justification for
saying that there can be only two ideologies in the world. How-
ever, as he points out, the above principal ideologies are, in a
sense, dominating the world today and are colliding with each
f)ther. “This is partly because behind these two ideologies there
1s enormous military and economic power. Byt it is not the
ideology that dominates; but the power behind them.’

The ideological conflict leading to the growth of a power cult
ultiatel Tesults in the production of nuclear and supérnuclear
weapons. The piling up of armaments fosters a competitive
Spirit among conflicting nations and consequently peace becomes
Insecure. Further, ideological conflict divides the world into hos-
tile camps pointing to unknown consequences. Nehru thinks that
it is the fear of so-called appeasement or the fear of appearing to
surrender to the ideology of the other that makes one speak in
terms of military power and to utter threats. The result is that

the other speaks in the same way. Thus a ‘vicious circle’ is created. __

T

The Growth of Pacts and Alliances

A direct result of the ideological battle happens to be the forma-
tion of pacts and alliances. One hears frequently, Nehru says,
about pacts and military alliances in Europe, in the Middle East,

1 Conversations, 103.
2 Jbid, 74.

———
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in South-East Asia and elsewhere. There are the two mighty
powers, the United States of America and the Soviet Union; and
some other powers such as the United Kingdom who are also
big in varying degrees. Nehru understands, although he does not
approve of, the military alliances between great powers. But he
does not understand thec‘\ﬁiﬁtary pacts and alliances betweena>
huge giant of a power and a little pigmy of a country’. It does niot
have any meaning for him in a military sense. In this nuclear age
the only countries that count, from the nuclear war point of view,
are those countries which are in a position to use nuclear weapons-
But an alliance with small countries means that the weak aré
becoming very much dependent on the strong. Nehru is sceptiCEl1
towards the purpose and meaning of military alliances, and
interprets them as threats to peace. “There may be some individuals

who might want war, but no country wants it. If that is so, what
is the value of this policy of military alliances and armaments?
Pacts and alliances make governments military-minded, and
the problems of the day are considered through military phrase-
ology or military approaches. This tendency further makes the
case of peace poorsr)Besides, the judging of world affairs through
the eyes and ears of soldiers is regarded by him as a dangerous
thing. ‘A soldier’s idea of security may be one thing; a politician’s
or statesman’s may be somewhat different. They have to be
co-ordinated. When war comes, the soldier is supreme and his
voice prevails almost, but not quite. But if the soldier’s voice
Prevails in peacetime, it means that peace is likely to be converte

into war.’2

Danger of the Cold War

The military approach leads people to think in terms of war, and
the result is the so-called cold war. ‘Well,” says Nehru, ‘the cold
war means thinking all the time in terms of war; in terms of pre-
Paration for war and the risk of having the hot ‘war.”® The col
war approach seems to him utterly illogical, because a cold war
has some meaning only as a prelude to a hot war. The cold war
Psychology has another danger. If the hot war is not to take place,

1 Speeches 111, 281, Speech in Lok Sabha, February 25, 1955.
2 [bid, 344, Lok Sabha, February 22, 19',"4. 5 1955
3 Conversations, 75.
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some other methods have to be evolved. But the cold war
approach prevents such methods being evolved. Speaking of the
danger of the cold war, he goes on to say: -

“The cold war creates a bigger mental barrier than brick x’?vall\

or iron curtains do. It creates barriers of the mind which prevent!:

the understanding of the other person’s position, which divide:
the world into devils and angels. L

Nehru wonders why there should be talk of cold war, riva
camps and groupings, military blocs and alliances, all in the name
of peace.? This is something contradictory, and to Nehru it
méans living in the dim twilight of the cold war, not knowing
‘whether this will end in the black night of war or herald the
dawn and sunlight of a fresh hope for humanity’.3

Faith of Powers in Strong Action

One more threat to peace arises from the idea of so-called strong
action. The world is becoming enveloped by a mentality which
might be called the military mentality. ‘That is, statesmanship is
taking a second place and is governed more by military factors
than the normal factors which statesmen consider.’® Among many
schools of thought and action in international affairs in recent
times, Nehru discovered one which he terms the school of strong
action. He criticizes it as ‘a relic of the old days’ when a warship
or cruiser could be sent down to frighten into submission any
small country which misbehaved. Ridiculing this idea in the
present day, he points out that strong action might bring results
when a very big country shows the mailed fist to a small country,
but strong action does not go very far when the other country
has also got a big fist. Equally, he ridicules the school which talks
about ‘negotiation through strength’. ‘It is true that nobody will
listen to you if you are weak. But as you develop your strength
to negotiate, unfortunately the other party also goes on develop-
ing its strength.’®

! Speeches 111,45, Lok Sabha, November 20, 1956,

27%5id 310, November 20, 195%.

¢ Piesidential Address, Indian National Congress, s9th Session, January 23, 1954.
4 Debates H.P., 1953, Vol. I, Part II, February 18, 1953.

5 Speeches 111, 284, Lok Sabha, February 25, 1955.
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Deeper Causes of War Analysed

While such were most of the immediate threats to peace which
Nehru found operating after World War II, he also gave at
different times serious thought to understanding some of the
deeper causes which led to wars and conflicts. From his study of
international affairs at an earlier period, he possessed a clear grasp
of contemporary world events, and this understanding worked as
a background to his analysis of the causes of wars. Qutward or
superficial causes leading to war might be many, and one can find
in Nehru’s writings and speeches of the pre-war years how he was
aware of those developments which directly or indirectly paved
the way for war. Keeping these apart, he also tried to analyse the
more potential causes of war, as well as the deeper aspects of the
human mind which brought about political conflicts in general.

Primitive Passion of the Individual Transferred to the Community
Tq Nehru, neither the growth of reason, nor the growth of a
religious outlook, nor morality have checked in any way the
human tendency to violence. No doubt, individuals have pro-
gressed and risen in the human scale, and probably there are far
more of the higher-type individuals in the world today than at
any previous period of history. Society as a whole has pro-
gressed. It has also begun to attempt the control of the primitive
lerld barbarian instincts of men. ‘But on the whole,” says Nehru,
groups and communities have not improved greatly. The
lnc.hv'idual in becoming more civilized has passed on many of his
Primitive passions and vices to the community, and as violence
always attracts the morally second-rate, the leaders of these
communities are seldom their best men and women.”t
. Thus, it is the rulers of states who, not being always the men
in the highest plane of morality, incline towards actions which
represent in a civilized form the primitive passions of men. In
other words, Nehru would incline to trace the instinct for war in
the very nature of human leadership.

Nehru’s criticism is also focused towards the political ‘realist’
who does not understand that ‘nothing is so changeable as human

nature and society’. The realist’s self-interest is far too limited
1 4B, LXIII, 542.
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by past myths and dogmas. Thus he too represents the same old
passions, but of course in different forms. In the realist’s mind,
as Nehru would say:

‘Religious forms and notions take permanent shape, social
institutions become petrified, war is looked upon as a biological
necessity, empire and expansion as the prerogatives of a dynamic
and progressive people, the profit motive as the central fact
dominating human relations, and ethnocentrism, a belief in racial
superiority, becomes an article of faith and, even when not pro-
claimed, is taken for granted.”

Cycle of Conflicts
National passions thus being more or less irrational, conflicts
and violence operate as the deep-rooted factors of history. The
most amazing thing which strikes Nehru is that, if one looks back
the few decades which comprised the two wars, one finds the same
cries—changing slightly with the changed situation—neverthe-
less, the same cries, the same approaches and the same arming on
all sides and the like. One war may end, but the same conflicts
continue and again the same preparation for war. Then comes
another war. ‘No body and no country wants war. As war becomes
more and more terrible they want it still less. Yet some past evil
or karma or some destiny goes on pushing people in a particular
direction, towards the abyss and they go through the same argu-
ments and they perform the same gestures like automatons.’
The tendency to talk about war and of preparation for it goes
on in a continuous process. Nehru wonders if men are fated to do
this for all time. While addressing the General Assembly of the
United Nations at Paris on November 3, 1948, he pointed out:
“The lesson of history, the long course of history, and more
especially the lesson of the last two great wars which have
devastated humanity, has been that out of hatred and violence
only hatred and violence will come. We have got into a cycle of
hatred and violence, and not the most brilliant debate will get you
out of it, unless you look some other way and find some other
means.’3

1 DI, X, s15.
2 Speeches 1, 283, May 17, 1949.
3 Jbid, 319, Address to United Nations General Assembly at Paris, November 3, 1948.
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On occasions, Nehru would feel greatly disturbed by the
complexity and irrationality of the age itself, and would regard
the future as dark. A study of the times would sound in his mind
notes of despair, and he would find events taking place one after
another and the stream of events going on in an uninterrupted
and unending manner. One seeks to understand a particular event
by isolating it and looking at it by itself, as if it were the beginning
and the end, the resultant of some cause immediately preceding it.
Yet, to Nehru, it has no beginning and is but a link in an unending
chain, caused by all that has preceded it, and resulting from the
wills, urges, and desires of innumerable human beings coalescing
and conflicting with each other, and producing something differ-
ent from that which any single individual intended to happen.
‘Those wills, urges, and desires are themselves largely condi-
tioned by previous events and experiences, and the new event in
its turn becomes another conditioning factor for the future. The
man of destiny, the leader who inflyences the multitude, un-
doubtedly plays an important part i, this process, and yet he

himself is the product of past events and forces and his influence
is conditioned by them.”

Passion for Domination and Discrimings;on
There has always been a passion among nations to dominate

othe'rs. This is a basically wrong approach and behind it lies the
motive to arm. For while the nationg pay homage to the goddess

of peace in beautiful language, in reality they prepare for war. At
amuch earlier date Nehru declared, ‘Peace can only come when the
causes of war are removed. So long as there is the domination of
one country over another, or the exploitation of one class by
another, there will always be attempts to subvert the existing
order, and no stable equilibrium cap, endure. Out of imperialism
and capitalism peace can never come.’2

At one time he was surprised to hear from Lloyd George that
there were ‘Have-nots’ amongst the great imperialist powers—
‘Have-nots’ in the sense that they did not possess colonies to
supply them with raw materials and provide sheltered markets

1 DI, X, 456.

* Essays 11, 24, ‘Presidential Address to the National Congress, Lahore’, December,
1929,
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for their manufactured goods. Nehru saw in such a tendency
‘the war-hunger’ of the so-called ‘Have-not’ powers. He felt that
whatever the immediate result of such tendencies might be, the
ultimate result could hardly be doubted, which to him was the
increase of rivalry between big powers leading to inevitable
conflicts. This had been the history of the growth of modern
imperialism, and as fresh colonial areas came under its domina-
tion, these conflicts increased. As he listened to Lloyd George, it
struck him as very odd that Lloyd George should feel so keenly
for the unhappy state of the ‘Have-not’ powers and yet ignore
completely the colonial countries and their peoples. ‘Have they
no rights in the matter or no say in it? But even apart from the
rights and the moralities, is it imagined that peace will be ensured
and entrenched by a sharing of the booty by the imperialist
Powers?1

Nehirti thought that so long as there were ‘Haves’ and ‘Have-
nots’ frictions and conflicts were bound to continue. Moreover,
it seemed to him a mockery to call powerful nations ‘Have-nots’
and ignore the real ‘Have-not’ countries and classes which were
dominated and exploited. Nehru assailed those pacifists who
desired ardently to prevent war by imagining that the way to
bring it about was by satisfying the greed of certain big nations
and by maintaining the szazus quo. These pacifists did not realize
that it was that very stasus quo which produced ill will and
conflict, and which was bound to lead to war. Struggle was in-
herent in the process where some classes were exploited for the
benefit of the upper strata. “The szatus quo has to go throughout
the world before war goes and the causes of war.’

In his own analysis Nehru regarded nazism and fascism as no
sudden growths or accidents of history. They were interpreted
as the natural developments of the past course of events, of
empire and racial discrimination, of national struggles, of the
growing concentration of power, of technological growth which
found no scope for its fulfilment within the existing framework
of society, and of the inherent conflict between the democratic

ideal and a social structure opposed to it.® He saw in World War
1 Ibid, 219, ‘The Way to Peace’, 1936.
2 1bid, 220, ) 193
® DI, X, 457.
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II, which resulted from the above developments, nothing but an
utter failure of human society.

Ignorance and Prejudice
Years after the war he came across instances when human dignity
and freedom were outraged and the force of modern arms used to
suppress peoples in order to gain political objectives. To him it
appeared that the old colonial methods which belonged to a more
unenlightened age were not dead, and could be revived and
practised. In some parts of the world movements for freedom were
crushed by superior might. The statesmen of the world used brave
phrases to impress themselves and others, but their actions belied
their noble sentiments, and so people lived in a world of unreality
where profession had little to do with practice. That is why
violence and hatred still dominated the world. The doctrine of the
inequality of men and races was preached and practised. The
emocratic principles of dignity, equality and mutual respect
were denied or ignored. To Nehru, the world war which devas-
tated mankind was due to most of the above causes, but yet the

Causes continued even after the war. He ascribed this mostly to
1gnorance and prejudice.

Futiliry of War

Av./are of the causes of wars, Nehru was more conscious about the
futility of wars. While describing the losses of World War I and

Fhe tremendous figures of human suffering in his letter to Indira

I 1933, he pointed out the triumph of England, France, America,
taly and their smaller satellites by repeating the lines which the
English poet Southey wrote on another and older victory:

‘And everybody praised the Duke
Who this great fight did win.

But what good came of it at last?
Quoth little Peterkin.

“Why; that I cannot tell,” said he,
‘But ’t was a famous victory.’2

I Speeches TN, 500-1, November G
: , 500-1, 5, 1956.
* WH, Vol. 11, 999, Nehru to Indira, April 1, 1933.
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After World War II when he himself became greatly obsessed
with the idea of peace, he came forward to lay greater stress on
the futility of war. Some people thought that war was something
which was unavoidable and, therefore, one should prepare for it
not only in a military sense but also in a psychological sense.
Nehru knew that no country dare take things for granted and not
prepare for possible contingencies. He wanted every country to
prepare for all possible dangers to its freedom and existence;
what he denounced was the thinking in terms of the inevitability
of war.

‘It just does not matter who wins in the world war, because it
will mean such utter catastrophe that for a generation or more
everything that we stand for in the way of progress and advance-
ment of humanity will be put an end to.”

The futility of present-day wars became more real to Nehru
when he keenly observed the consequences of some of the smaller
wars, fought in more recent times. The Korean War, for example,
was a glaring instance of such futility. ‘After all the bloodshed and
the suffering and the terrible destruction of Korea and her
people,” said Nehru, ‘it is a stalemate in Korea and neither side
can say that it has won. That has a lesson for us. Wars nowadays
tend to become stalemates—nobody wins . . . . a great war might
go on indefinitely, with terrible destruction, no doubt, but with
no ending and with nobody to end it.’

Negative Aspects of War

The loss which wars cause to human life and to material prosperity
is great. Even forgetting that, wars have certain negative aspects
which affect humanity adversely. The world of today, according
to Nehru, has achieved a great deal, but for all its declared love
for humanity, it has based itself far more on hatred and violence
than on the virtues that make man human. “War is the negation of
truth and humanity. War may be unavoidable sometimes, but its
progeny are terrible to contemplate. Not mere killing, for man
must die, but the deliberate and persistent propagation of hatred
and falsehood, which gradually become the normal habits of the

1 Speeches 1, 243, Speech at Constituent (Legislative) Assembly, March 8, 1949.
2 Debates H.P., 1954, Vol. II, Part II, March 23, 1954.
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people. It is dangerous and harmful to be guided in our life’s
course by hatreds and aversions, for they are wasteful of energyand
limitand twist the mind and prevent it from perceiving the truth.”?

The psychology of war consciously or unconsciously develops
a brutal nature in man, about which Nehru feels much more
worried. The nazi use of the word ‘Bruzalitdr’ and the idea behind
it was something which it was difficult for him to conceive of. It
was only the mentality of war or a preparation for it that could
develop such feeling. Whether one was German, English or
Indian, to Nehru the ‘veneer of civilized conduct is thin enough,
and when passions are aroused it rubs off and reveals something
that is not good to look at’.2 He pointed out how the Great War
of 1914-18 brutalized humanity terribly, and how one saw the
aftermath of that in the awful hunger blockade of Germany even
after the Armistice.

War leads to a release from moral responsibility, and to the
collapse of standards so laboriously built up by civilization.
Successful war and aggression lead to a justification and continu-
ance of such a tendency. ‘Defeat results in frustration and the nurs-
ing of feelings of revenge. In either event, hatred and the habit of
violence grow. There is ruthlessness and brutality, and a refusal
even to try to understand the other’s viewpoint. And thus the
future is conditioned and more wars and conflicts follow with all
their attendant consequences.”

The leaders of men, who generally prepare for war, belong to
an older generation, having already lived the greater part of their
lives. To Nehru, it matters little what happens to a retiring
generation, but it does matter a great deal what happens to hun-
dreds of millions of others and to the world at large. More and
more ‘people in responsible positions’ talk in terms of passion,
revenge and retaliation; hundreds of millions all over the world
are .led to live under ‘some kind of suspended sentence of death’.t
Besides this, wars corrupt men, and by ever creating new prob-
lems, make the future ever more uncertain.5

2 OB %, 537-38.

, L, 400.

3 DI, X, 500,

4 Speeches 11, 133,

s Jhid, 165, January 12, 1951.

October 3, 1950.
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His Desire for Peace

Conscious of the dangers which wars brought upon mankind in
the past, and of the possible consequences which a war may bring
in the future, Nehru thought it better to devote himself to serving
the cause of peace. In a single phrase he sums up the foremost
issue in international affairs today—°peace or war’. If war comes,
it will be an overwhelming and all-enveloping war, a war which
will probably ruin the proud structure of modern civilization. His
attitude towards the subject is ‘one of earnestness and humility’,
though he finds no easy remedy. All he thinks he can do is to
grope in the dim twilight for something that will, perhaps, pre-
vent the twilight from becoming dark night. ‘It is difficult to say
whether or not we will succeed,” he says, ‘but, in any event, it is
our duty to try our utmost to avert a third World War.”? In this
task of what he considers the preservation of peace and, indeed,
of civilization itself, he calls upon other nations to lend their
energies and find fellowship and strength in each other.2

Nehru remembers a point on which Gandhi laid stress always—
the question of means and ends. Without entering into a meta-
physical argument on the subject, he would say that ‘surely if you
demand peace, you must work for it peacefully’. Peace can be
worked out only by peaceful means, but as he notes, ‘quite a large
number of countries, big and small, talk about peace in the most
aggressive and warlike manner. . . . In fact, one might almost
say that peace is now spelt WAR.”

Peace has been said to be indivisible and to Nehru ‘so also is
disaster in this One World that can no longer be split into iso-
lated fragments’.# If that is so he would not believe in sitting
inactively or ‘practising the policy of escapism’. ‘You cannot
escape. You have to face the problem and try to beat it and over-
come it.’®

Certain Practical Considerations
While preparing himself for peace, Nehru does not want to

1 Biblio, 211, Speech on Foreign Affairs in Parliament, December 6, 1950.
8 Jbid, Broadcast from London, January 12, 1951.

3 Debates H.P., 1953, Vol. I, Part II, February 18, 1953.

4 Debates C.A., Vol. V, No. 1, August 14, 1947.

5 Jb:id, Vol. VIII, No. 2, May 17, 1949.
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proceed very far in his idealism, leaving behind practical considera-
tions for the defence of a country or the preparation for eventu-
alities. One has to achieve freedom and to defend it. One has to
meet aggression and to resist it, and the force employed must be
adequate to the purpose. But even when preparing to resist
aggression the ultimate objective of peace and reconciliation
must never be lost sight of, and heart and mind must be attuned
to this supreme aim, and not swayed or clouded by hatred or
fear.

Much as he hates war, if war comes in spite of one’s own self,
Nehru would like to face it in a determined manner. During World
War I, when the prospect of a Japanese invasion of India became
imminent, he felt in a sense attracted to the coming of war. For he
wanted a tremendous shake-up, a personal experience for millions
of people, ‘which would drag them out of that peace of the grave
that Britain had imposed’. This war was not of his seeking, but,
as he said, ‘since it had come, it could be made to harden the
ﬁbr.e of the nation and provide those vital experiences out of
which a new life might blossom forth. Vast numbers would die,
that was inevitable, but it is better to die than to live a miserable
hopeles:s life. Out of death, life is born afresh, and individuals
and. nations who do not know how to die, do not know also how
to live. “Only where there are graves are there resurrections”.’

. Thus, Nehru’s attitude to war is not purely negative. After the
l??;g;f;ie;lce ?f Indfia, he follovs{ed a policy which may be des.-
comes, and Ii)tolicy o litri{ngth without offence. .If war comes, it
vided;' as to be faced. To some extent it has to be pro-

orand all the consequences of war have to be accepted. His

POliC.y primarily aims at avoiding war or preventing war. Re-
garding this he said:

“The
defence

challenges,

Prevention of war may include providing for our own
- but that should not include challenges, counter-

mutual cursings, threats, etc. These certainly will not
prevent war, but will only make it come nearer. . . .*8

1 Biblio, 154, In United Natj
2 DI, X, 443-44. e World 195t

3 Speeches 1, 255, March 22, 1949,
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Pacifism Defined

Several times Nehru comes forward to define the pacifism of the
type he believes and upholds. The people who think that his
policy is ‘a kind of passive negation or is an inane policy’, appear
to Nehru to be mistaken. He would argue that this has never been
his idea on the subject, and that his is a positive and definite policy
‘to strive to overcome the general trend towards war in people’s
minds’.! ‘T am not a pacifist,” he declared in 1951. “We have to
protect ourselves and to prepare ourselves for every contingency.
We have to meet aggression and evils of other kind. To surrender
to evil is always bad. But in resisting evil, we must not allow our-
selves to be swept away by our own passions and fears and actin a
manner which is itself evil. Even in resisting evil and aggression,
we have always to maintain the temper of peace and hold out the
hand of friendship to those who, through fear or for other reasons,
may be opposed to us.’

Nehru had been asked, supposing an ideology became so
aggressive that it foreshadowed physical aggression, what he
would do. To this his answer was simple—resistance whatever
the consequences. Referring to Hitler’s invasion of Czecho-
slovakia, he once said: ‘I happened to be in Czechoslovakia in
1938; just on the eve of Hitler’s coming. I just could not reconcile
myself to Czechoslovakia submitting to what happened.”® He
recognized, of course, how very difficult it was for Czecho-
slovakia to resist Hitler’s Germany. But, in any case, Nehru is not
a pacifist in the sense that he would like to see any country
coming under a demoralizing psychological atmosphere on ac-
count of the impending danger. He never rules out the possi-
bility that ‘under certain circumstances one has to fight’.*

‘I can imagine conditions in India when we may have to fight.

Why, after all, do we keep an Army, and Air Force and a Navy?

* Nehru points out that even Gandhi, who was a great pacifist, always said that it is
better to fight than to be afraid. It is better to indulge in violence than to run away. He
meant that one must not surrender to evil, to the basic evil, and that one must preferably
fight in a peaceful way. If one cannot do that then one should fight in the military way.
Nehru regards all this as theory, but believes that it does help to influence thought and
action. Even the theory, he says, has to be adapted.

1 Debates C.A., Vol. VIII, No. 2, May 17, 1949.

3 Speeches 11, 134-35, January 12, 1951.

3 Conversations, 79.
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. . . We keep them because there is an odd possibility of their
being used.?

But he would point out at the same time that when one thinks
in terms of world conflict, and if one comes to the conclusion that
conflict has become so dangerous for the world that it has to be
ruled out, then one has to think of the alternative.

Nature of Neutralism
Like his pacifism, Nehru’s neutralism is also based on practical
considerations. He is not neutral in a passive or negative sense.
He pleads for, and endeavours to practise, a binding faith in peace,
and in order to ensure it he wants to co-ordinate his thought and
action in that direction. But he makes it clear that he is neither
blind to reality nor is he prepared to acquiesce in any challenge
to the freedom of man from whatever quarter it may come. His
policy is emphatic.

“Where freedom is menaced or justice threatened or where
aggression takes place, we cannot be and shall not be neutral.’

At times he argues that the word ‘neutrality’ is not a correct
word with which to describe his policy. In his explanation,
neutrality can normally only be used as opposed to belligerency
1n time of war. In time of peace the question does not arise—unless
one is always thinking in terms of war. His policy he describes
simply as this: “We wish to judge every issue on its merits and the
circumstances then prevailing, then decide what we consider
best in terms of world peace or our other objectives. Repeatedly
we .have in the uN or elsewhere voted or encouraged a certain
policy that was liked by some nations, disliked by others, and vice
versa.® He is not prepared to adopt a policy or oppose a country
merely for the sake of being against that country. A policy is not
formulated on presupposed notions against a particular country
Or group of countries, but on the judgement of the merits of any
particular question.

In the present-day world, the classical forms of neutrality—

1 Conversations, 8o.

* Biblio, 149, An address to the East and West Association, the Foreign Policy Associa-

tion, the India League of America and the Institute of Pacific Relations, New York,
October 19, 1949.

3 Talks, 52.
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like Switzerland’s—based on the guarantee of stronger powers,
appears to Nehru as not very meaningful. ‘In practice,” he says,
‘there can be now no guarantee of the old type, unless it is a
guarantee not to have war. A guarantee which says that there will
be a war, except in your country, has no meaning today when war
is world-wide.”? In view of this he pleads for the guarantee which
should mean the avoidance of war, and of interference with any
country. He lays special emphasis on the guarantee against
‘interference’, because interference might lead to war. When he
speaks of interference he means also ideological interference.
Neutrality should be viewed in the light of such matters, and not
merely through guarantees.

“. . . if two powerful countries like the Soviet Union and the
United States would just say that we guarantee the neutrality of
India, or Burma . . . well, really it has no meaning to me in the
present context. If there is no war, well and good. But if there is a

war, no guarantee will remain effective. It is better to avoid
2
war.

Positive Approach to Peace

Keeping the practical aspects of the world situation in mind,
Nehru attempted a definite approach to the question of lieace.
Without claiming to influence world affairs greatly, nor having
the desire to do so, he nevertheless feels that ‘fate and circum-
stance have cast a certain responsibility’ upon him to play some
part in the whirlpool of world politics. “We cannot easily escape
this responsibility. The burden has to be shouldered to the best
of our ability. In doing so, we have always to remember the main
objectives for which we stand, and the principles that have
governed our activities, whether in the past or in more recent
times. It would be a misfortune indeed, if, either from passion or
fear or for some temporary present advantage, we deviated from
those principles and objectives and betrayed tomorrow for an
uncertain today. Therefore, it is our firm intention to continue
this policy which is the pursuit of peace and unfailing effort to
maintain friendly relations with all other countries.”® Peace in

1 Conversations, 81.
2 Jbid, 81-2.
* Debates P.1., 1951, Vol. VIII, Part II, February 12, 1951.
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his view is not merely abstention from war but an active partici-
pation in international relations towards that objective. He
attempted simultaneously several methods of achieving his
purpose. Whatever the criticism against his policy or policies, he
followed certain principles consistently during the years following
his accession to power. After about eight years of an active ap-
proach, he could enumerate his work by saying that his policy
had been ‘appreciated by many countries’, and that some countries
of Asia, for their own reasons, had followed a similar policy.
‘Even countries which have not followed it have begun to
appreciate our policy. We are following it because we are con-
vinced that it is the right policy. We would follow it even if
there was no other country in the world that followed it.2 It was
not a question of balancing considerations and sitting on the fence,
so contradicting those who seemed to think that way, but it was a
positive policy and he followed it with conviction and faith.

Several fundamentals may be traced underlying this positive peace
policy of Nehru.

Lessening of Tension

The world at the present time is a changed world on account of
the progress of science and technology, and Nehru finds in its
wake the changing of the very thinking of men about themselves
and the world. ‘Even conceptions of time and space have changed
and vast expanses open out for us to explore the mysteries of
nature and to apply our knowledge for the betterment of human-
ity.” Science and technology have further given men great power
which can be used for the good of all, or for self-destruction. In
such a changing world the question of peace becomes one of
Paramount importance; and Nehru desires to achieve this through
the 1?Ssening of international tension. For this he advocates the
solution of problems by the methods of negotiation, and by
establishing a growing co-operation among nations in various
ways, such as cultural and scientific contacts, by an increase in
tr ade and commerce, and by the exchange of ideas, experience and
information. In brief, he pleads for the peaceful co-operation of

1 Speeches 111, 283, Lok Sabha, February 25, 1955.
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different countries for the commu arrive at, but yet wants to

war.! 1 been asked by others to.
“~dia. But, concentrating
Enlarging the Area of Peace “e had not gone as far

Nehru endeavoured to enlarge the area of peoroach to defence,’
rapidly expanding spheres of physical and ideoldy relations with
. . . India, in so far as it has a foreign policy, has détiendly rela-
wants to remain independent and free of all these bloéno quarrel
it wants to co-operate on equal terms with all countriesd on he
difficult position because, when people are full of fear of ly in
other, any person who tries to be neutral is suspected of sympatns,
with the other party.”? But when difficulties were balanced
against considerations for peace, the former could be preferred
even at risks.* Any kind of major aggression was likely to lead
to a world war. Whether aggression took place in a small country
or a big one, it was likely to upset the unstable balance in the
world, and was therefore likely to lead to war. The real problem
was that either of the major parties, communist and non-
communist, were afraid that if any of the smaller or non-
committed states linked up with, or were coerced into joining,
one group, it would be to the disadvantage of the other. ‘For
instance,” said Nehru in 1955, ‘suppose countries like Laos and
Cambodia were overwhelmed and drawn into the sphere of
China, the countries on the other side would naturally be
frightened. On the other hand, if Laos and Cambodia became
hostile to China and could be used as bases for an attack on
China, naturally China would object to it very strongly.” Nehru
tried to find a way out of such difficulties. ‘Either you have war
to decide who is stronger, or you place Laos, Cambodia and all
the Indo-China States more or less outside the spheres of influ-
ence, outside the alignments, and outside the military pacts of
the two groups, so that both could feel, at least to some extent,
secure in the knowledge that these Indo-China States were not

* In December 1947 Nehru pointed out: “We have sought to avoid these foreign
entanglements and joining one bloc or the other. The natural result has been that neither of
these big blocs looks with favour on us.” Debates C.A. (Legislative), 1947, Vol. II, December
4, 1947.

1 1bid, 303-4, June 22, 1955.

* Debates C.A., Vol. II, No. 3, January 22, 1947.
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his view is not merely abstention from war but an active partici-
pation in international relations towards that objective. He
attempted simultaneously several methods of achieving his
purpose. Whatever the criticism against his policy or policies, he
followed certain principles consistently during the years following
his accession to power. After about eight years of an active ap-
proach, he could enumerate his work by saying that his policy
had been ‘appreciated by many countries’, and that some countries
of Asia, for their own reasons, had followed a similar policy.
‘Even countries which have not followed it have begun to
appreciate our policy. We are following it because we are con-
vinced that it is the right policy. We would follow it even if
there was no other country in the world that followed it."2 It was
not a question of balancing considerations and sitting on the fence,
S0 contradicting those who seemed to think that way, but it was a
positive policy and he followed it with conviction and faith.

Sev.eral fundamentals may be traced underlying this positive peace
policy of Nehru.

Lessening of Tension

The world at the present time is a changed world on account of
the progress of science and technology, and Nehru finds in its
wake the changing of the very thinking of men about themselves
and the world. ‘Even conceptions of time and space have changed
and vast expanses open out for us to explore the mysteries of
?at"lre and to apply our knowledge for the betterment of human-
1ty.” Science and technology have further given men great power
which can be used for the good of all, or for self-destruction. In
such a changing world the question of peace becomes one of
Paramount importance; and Nehru desires to achieve this through
the lf‘:ssening of international tension. For this he advocates the
SOluu(.)n of problems by the methods of negotiation, and by
eStathhing a growing co-operation among nations in various
Ways, such as cultural and scientific contacts, by an increase in
tr ade anq commerce, and by the exchange of ideas, experience and
information. In brief, he pleads for the peaceful co-operation of

1 Speeches 111, 283, Lok Sabha, February 25, 1955.
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different countries for the common good and elimination of
1
war.

Enlarging the Area of Peace

Nehru endeavoured to enlarge the area of peace in the face of
rapidly expanding spheres of physical and ideological hostilities.
‘. . . India, in so far as it has a foreign policy, has declared that it
wants to remain independent and free of all these blocs and that
it wants to co-operate on equal terms with all countries. It is a
difficult position because, when people are full of fear of each
other, any person who tries to be neutral is suspected of sympathy
with the other party.”? But when difficulties were balanced
against considerations for peace, the former could be preferred
even at risks.* Any kind of major aggression was likely to lead
to a world war. Whether aggression took place in a small country
or a big one, it was likely to upset the unstable balance in the
world, and was therefore likely to lead to war. The real problem
was that either of the major parties, communist and non-
communist, were afraid that if any of the smaller or non-
committed states linked up with, or were coerced into joining,
one group, it would be to the disadvantage of the other. ‘For
instance,” said Nehru in 1955, ‘suppose countries like Laos and
Cambodia were overwhelmed and drawn into the sphere of
China, the countries on the other side would naturally be
frightened. On the other hand, if Laos and Cambodia became
hostile to China and could be used as bases for an attack on
China, naturally China would object to it very strongly.” Nehru
tried to find a way out of such difficulties. ‘Either you have war
to decide who is stronger, or you place Laos, Cambodia and all
the Indo-China States more or less outside the spheres of influ-
ence, outside the alignments, and outside the military pacts of
the two groups, so that both could feel, at least to some extent,
secure in the knowledge that these Indo-China States were not

* In December 1947 Nehru pointed out: “We have sought to avoid these foreign
entanglements and joining one bloc or the other. The natural result has been that neither of
these big blocs looks with favour on us.” Debates C.A. (Legislative), 1947, Vol. II, December
4, 1947.

1 Jbid, 303-4, June 22, 1955.

2 Debates C.A., Vol. I, No. 3, January 22, 1947.
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going to be used against them. There is no other way out.”?
Extending the above arguments Nehru went on to advocate
that the only way to avoid conflicts was to accept things more or
less as they were. No doubt many things required to be changed,
but no one should think of changing them by war. He pleaded
that by enlarging the area of peace, that is, of countries which are
not aligned to this group or that, but which are friendly to both,
the chances of war could be reduced. He had further explained:
~ ‘People talked about a third force and all that. I venture to
fpoint out that it has no meaning, and no logic, there is no force in
/it. You may have the third force or the fourth force, but it is no
| force, because it is all created out of nothing. But I do say, thatit is
 desirable to have an area Where peace might, perhaps, subsist,
i even if war was declared. That would be good, of course, tO the
. countries there, but would be good for the world too, because
. that area would exercise some influence, when a crisis came, on
; avoidance of war. Also, if by some mischance, war came with all
| its terror, if a large area is outside the scope, it may play a useful
Lrtle, even afterwards, in bringing about peace.’

Against Armament
Future peace largely depends on the problem of armament, and
Nehru hopes to perform ‘a very important task’ in that direction.
According to him, the lessening of tension would lessen the bur-
den of al] the big countries, and relieve their taxpayers, and would
. Tesult in the lessening of the burden of armaments.? In reality it is
difficult—almost impossible—for any country to disarm uni-
lat?rally. But it should be bilateral, or multilateral.
EVErybody should disarm. That is the essence of the question
ot disarmament today; because if war is ruled out—as it apparently
15—there is just no other way out—anyway, logically speaking.
Ruling out war means settling a problem by means other than
war. And if all the parties concerned disarm—proportionately,
_M€an—then one’s fear of the other does not arise, because the
sttuation remains much the same from the military point of view.”

1
Speeches IIT, 282-83, Lok Sabha, February 25, 1955.

2 Debate
8 COﬂVer:agéf;,’ ;35 3, Vol. X, Part II, December 23, 1953.

4 Jbid.
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He knows that this is difficult to arrive at, but yet wants to
face the difficulties. Repeatedly he had been asked by others to.
pay greater attention to armaments in India. But, concentrating
only on a stronger defence of his country, he had not gone as far
as to join the race for armaments. “The right approach to defence,’
according to Nehru, ‘is to avoid having unfriendly relations with
other countries,” and he has gone on to cultivate friendly rela-
tions with other countries by spreading the feeling that ‘no quarrel
is big enough for war to be required to settle it’. Off and on he
made it clear to his neighbours that India shall use force only in
her defence and that she should not provoke war, or start a war,
or adopt any aggressive tactics in regard to a war.2 Pointing to
the dangers of armament Nehru once quoted an ancient saying
before two of his distinguished foreign guests, Gamal Abdel
Nasser and Sardar Muhammad Naim, that ‘those who live by
sword will perish by the sword’.3

Against Nuclear Weapons

With regard to nucleat weapons, Nehru’s policy is firm. About
two years after the independence of India, he was speaking in the
Congress of the United States. ‘As I said, we have no atom bomb.
But, if I may say so, we rejoice in not having the atom bomb.* A
little while later he commented on President Truman’s decision
to make the hydrogen bomb by saying: ‘If you have come to the
conclusion that the world is a pretty bad show, then let the
hydrogen bomb put an end to the hydrogen bomb.”

To Nehru, the development of the thermonuclear bomb has
changed the whole picture of fighting in modern times. To think
of war, therefore, in this nuclear age ‘is insanity’. He wants others
to realize that a war is fought to achieve certain results, not to
bring ruin on oneself. But war today will bring ruin to every
country involved. It is irrelevant if one country has a few more
bombs than the other because even the country that has less has
reached saturation point; that is, it has enough with which to

1 Speeches 111, 41, Lok Sabha, March 21, 1956.

2 1bid, 382, Lok Sabha, July 26, 1955.

3 Biblio, 330, April 15, 1955.

4 Speeches 11, 112, Washington D.C., October 13, 1949.
8 Biblio, 141, February 13, 1950.
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cause infinite damage to the other country. Saturation point is the
stage of mutual extermination. Since that is so, ‘the only way out
is to prevent war, to avoid it’.1

The nuclear age, according to the interpretation of Nehru, has
changed the entire world diplomacy. Alliances and pacts have
little value in nuclear warfare. Threats through military pacts
have become obsolete. With regard to peace, the significance of
nuclear power has led him to think of the beginning of a new age
in human history. Nuclear energy as a vast source of power is
considered by him ‘even more important than the coming in of
wars and the like’. “The wars may be forgotten. Even great world
wars may come and go and bring enormous destruction in their
wake. But we are on the verge, I think, of a tremendous develop-
ment in some direction of the human race.”” He hopes for the
utilization of this energy for peaceful purposes, for the develop-
ment of human life and happiness and not for war and hatred.

N on-aggression and Non-interference

T.he dangers of war having grown stupendous, Nehru concerned
h}I]mSelf. with the preservation of peace by constantly advocating
:netﬁgl:%?f nofn'aggression and non-interference by one country
any i al1rs 0 alx}other. He chose the ‘path of non-alignment in
proposals ;Zdor ike pact ,or alha.nce. ¥n our thoughts, in our
adhere to 4 our Pc;llc:les, he claimed, ‘we havf: ende.aavoured to
alignment anc;)n-wo ent apprqac,}l and our basic poh.cy.of non-
cach conne nh non-pa.rusanshlp. 3 Upholding the principle tl.lat
its own 013’ as the right not only to freed.om but also to .deC1de
the grovgth cyf and way of life, he emphasme.d the necessity fgr
recognized t}? tolera'nce and pfaacef‘ul co-existence. Once it is
you have rq a; war is no solution, ‘then you have to co-exist,
deal with « Ll;‘ll erstand, you ha_ve to be rc?stramed and you ha.ve to
war and ;C other. If you reject co-existence, the alternative is
utual destruction.”
Ne }: may be said that, in carrying out his policy of non-aggression,

r . .
as rather gone to the extent of even sacrificing India’s own
15,
3 D’;Zﬁf& 282, Lok Sabha, February 25, 1955-
3 Presidential A LcEiSIative), 1048, Vol.'V, April 6, 1048.
4 Speeches 111 ddress, Indian National Congress, s9th Session, January 23, 1954-
» 273, Lok Sabha, September 29, 1954.
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interests. Goa, although a part of India, continues to be under
foreign domination. It has been pointed out by certain Indian
leaders that the fight for Goa could be finished in a day or two,
even perhaps in a few hours. Nehru himself knew that if there were
a fight it would be over in two or three days, irrespective of the
number of Portuguese troops. Pressure had been brought upon
him that “after all it will be a minor fight, and that since Goa is
small, it will be a petty affair’. But Nehru continued to emphasize
what he called ‘a matter of principle’. Once, replying to a debate
on the subject in the Indian Parliament in 1955, he said:

‘If the points of the Opposition Members were conceded, it
would boil down to this: that the big countries of the world have
a right to bring the smaller countries under their sway. That is a
wrong stand. Once we accept the position that we can use the
Army for the solution of our problems, we cannot deny the same
right to other countries. It is a question of principle.”

In this connection it may also be pointed out that Nehru is
opposed to the idea of a ‘limited war’ because it ignores the fact
that the world is much more of a unit today, and is far more in
favour of peace than it ever has been before. He does not say that
it is impossible for any country to have a limited war. It may
yield results; in essence a small war may not be the same as a big
war. But yet he discounts it because ‘a small war helps also to
keep up the atmosphere which creates a big war’. Moreover, he
would point out that formerly if evil triumphed it triumphed in a
small corner of the world; today if it triumphs it might engulf
the whole world. When he thought of the Korean struggle, he did
not think of Korea so much as of the ‘giant shadows’ that fell
over that unfortunate land. He thought of the possibilities of a
world conflict and of the consequences that might ensue from it.
‘As we face the world situation today,” he said in August 1950,
‘it looks as though the fate of the world seems to hang in regard
to war and peace by a thin thread which might be cut down by a
sword or blown off by a gun.’? Similar apprehensions continued
through subsequent years on account of other international

developments.

1 Ibid, 391, Lok Sabha, September 17, 1955.
% Debates P.1, 1950, Vol. V, Part II, August 3, 1950.
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Quest for Balance in Favour of Peace

With a critical mind towards those who ‘talk of security and
behave in a way which is likely to put an end to all security’,
and who ‘talk of peace and think and act in terms of war’, Nehru
posed the question: ‘Are we so helpless that we cannot stop this
drift towards catastrophe?’, and answered:

‘T am sure that we can, because vast masses of people in every
country want peace. Why, then, should they be driven by forces
apparently beyond their control in a contrary direction??

The idea that one could solve problems with ‘hammers,
bayonets and bombs’ appeared as utterly wrong, and he became
more convinced of this than of anything else, that ‘no problem
is solved by the bomb and the bayonet and tanks’.2 A kind of
intellectual determination is found in Nehru’s thought inspiring
him to evolve a new balance. “We have had enough of war and
hatred and violence,” he said in a message to the Mayor of
Nagasaki on the anniversary of the dropping of the second atomic
bomb on that city. ‘Let us turn our minds to the ways of peace
and co-operation.” For long he wondered how people failed to
le::}rn the lesson of the last two great wars and started talking of a
th}rd world war. To him it is the question of having enough
wisdom to prevent wars. There are rich stores of knowledge and
there are all kinds of institutions for imparting that knowledge, but
Neh%'u wonders whether the world is really growing in wisdom.
In flights of fancy he would be reminded of what a great Greek
poet said long ago: /
“What else is Wisdom? What of man’s endeavour,
Or God’s high grace, so lovely and so great?

To stand from fear set free, to breathe and wait;
To hold a hand uplifted over Hate;

And shall not Loveliness be loved for ever?’

On practical missions he tried to pitch the camp of peace and
goodwill ‘which should include as many countries as possible and

: %aeeches 11, 133, January 12, 1951.
2 ngq,es P.1, 1950, Vol. V, Part TI, August 4, 1950.
iblio, 328, August 9, 1955.

¢ Speeches 11, 165, October 3, 1950.
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which should be opposed to none’. The only alliance he sought
‘is an alliance based on goodwill and co-operation’. ‘If peace is
sought after, it has to be by the methods of peace and the language
of peace and goodwill.’? He requested the nations of the world to
pay heed to the ‘collapse of conscience and good morals’ which
could be seen all around, for unless heed was taken all the fine
ideals of men would be shattered i into nothingness.

As the danger of modern war became more and more evident,
an ever increasing number of states decided to remain non-
committed to the power-motives of the biggest powers. Few of the
small countries wished to take risks with power-politics, thereby
exposing themselves to nuclear war. An increasing tendency to-
wards peaceful negotiation could also be noted in international
politics. While helping to develop such trends, Nehru, to some
extent, could think of an emerging force of peace. For example, in
the Political Committee of the Asian-African Conference at
Bandung, he exhorted the participants that it was within the power
of Asian-African peoples to tilt the balance in favour of peace.?

Optimism for Triumph of Peace
On many occasions Nehru appears a pessimist when he thinks of
war, but ultimately he emerges an optimist with hope for the
triumph of peace. In the midst of World War II he hoped that out
of the crucible, wherein so much was melting, something finer
would emerge, something that would retain all the great achieve-
ments of humanity and add to them what they lacked. He was
troubled that repeated and widespread wars damaged not only
material resources and human lives, but the essential values that
gave meaning to life. “Was it that,” he thought, ‘in spite of
astonishing progress in numerous directions and the higher
standards, undreamed of in previous ages, that came in its train,
our modern highly industrialized civilization did not possess
some essential ingredient, and that the seeds of self-destruction
lay within it?’3

As he worked with hope, he evolved his own ideas regarding a

1 Speeches 111, 310, November 20, 1955.

2 Biblio, 80, April 22, 1955.
* DI, 1V, 64. ’
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lasting peace. In this world of differing historical and racial
backgrounds, cultural methods, ways of living, and economic
conditions, he hoped for the growth of peace through freedom for
each way of life to develop along its own lines. There should be
help for this growth where possible without too much inter-
ference; and there should be an understanding of its ways, but no
interfering with or allowing of it to interfere with others.!
Through the principle of live and let live, but always with an
evergrowing co-operation, he visualized a close but voluntary
integration of the world.* He has no doubt that the United
Nations—*with all its weaknesses in enforcing decisions’—has
been a power for peace in the world, and it may grow along these
lines.2 The United Nations started at least with the assumption
of universality, and countries entirely differing from each other in
their structure of government, economic or political policy, all
came together under this ‘common umbrella’. ‘So, one attribute
of the United Nations—supposed attribute—was universality.
The other, of course—the main objective—was the maintenance
of peace, and the growth of co-operative effort among the nations,
and the solution of disputes by peaceful means as far as possible.”
On occasions Nehru would think of some kind of close co-
Operation among autonomous nations for the preservation of
world order, ‘something even more than the United Nations
represents today’. That ‘one world’ cannot be had suddenly or by
a df.:cree. One has to grow up to it. To Nehru, ‘The United
Nations—or rather the idea behind the United Nations—was a
very big step towards that, and that idea is worth preserving and
working for.’4 And, obviously, one of the essential features of a
world government through the United Nations, thinks Nehru,
must be the prevention of aggression by one country against
As;eféjﬁ;:irﬁh?_ﬁ ht:ccl: Sggsg}]u?::ua:.;g;;?ir9g4;ﬁms and Objects’ in the Constituent
the ob?egg?; ;;c}ssible real _obigctig'e'lt;l‘at we, in common with other nations, can have is
World”, call it wﬁ‘;;opel‘ﬁfi:‘% 'II";'le lll)le :251:[) SO;ntﬁ‘kmd of world strll;lcturl;e, call it “One
in the United Nationz c(".l)lrglaxfization. Igt is fee%)sl: yet-‘?tm::]gmznmcdmfr ectszf‘: eert;:alld dq:vir;
> y delects; nevertheless, 1

€ beginning of the world structure. And India h i
> - as pledged herself to co-operate in that
Wwork.” Depates C.A,, Vol. II, No. 3, January 22, 1947. €
Talks, 58-9.
Conver:atz'on:, 87.

D
. T;?Z::E.P., 1953, Vol. I, Part IT, February 18, 1953.
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another. The world is torn by the conflict of different forces, [y,
essence there is a conflict between two things, ‘that atom bomb
and what it represents and the spirit of humanity’. Finally, to
Nehru, in this conflict, ‘the human spirit will prevail over the
atom bomb’.! Whatever the fear, the hope in peace is not lost.

‘The danger of war is not past, and the future may hold fresh
trials and tribulations for humanity. Yet the forces of peace are
strong and the mind of humanity is awake. I believe that Peace
will triumph.’?

! Debates C.A., Vol. II, No. 3, January 22, 1947.
2 Speeches 111, 50, December 18, 1956.
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One World, the ideal of, 209, 227, 240

P

Paganism, aspects of, 39

Pakistan, 89, 196

Paris, 104, 204, 221

Parliament, sovereign will of| 165

Parliamentary democracy, the system of,
115, the failure of, 116

Party system, negation or weakness of,

11
Patel, \?allabhbhai, 198
Pathan, 86
Peaceful Co-existence, 207, 236
Pear| Harbour, 193
Peasant movements, 129
ll:frsians, 84

ato 14
Police g‘tgte, ?he concept of, 168
Political democracy, 70, 101

Political liberty, struggle for, 51

Portuguese troops, 237

Post-Munich age, 101

Power cult, the growth of a, 217

Power politics, the old game of| 215,
risks with, 239

Prague, 104

Princely states, 105

Princes, 68, 105, 156

Private sector, 164

Proletarian internationalism, the ideas of,

7

Pro]etgrian movements, 73

Proletariat, the rule of the, 151

Prophets, the, 30

Proteus, to have sight of, 39

Proudhon, P—]J. 143, 185

Provincialism, 9o

Public sector, 164

Punjab, 137

Q
‘Quit India’ movement, 62

R

Racialism, 83, 195

Rai, Lala Lajpat, 66

Rajatarangint, 174

Rajput, men and women, 85

‘Realism’, the concept of, 21§

Religious nationalism, concept of, 89

Revolution—

A factor of history, 45, 46, costs of

revolution, 46, 47, its desirability,
47, against foreign rule, 49, 5o, its
permanency, §1, objective of revolu=~
tions, 68, G9

Revolutions, human convulsions like the
French or Russian, 34

Roman empire, 49

Roman republic, 8o

Romans, the rulers of empires, 49

Rome, 102, 103

Rousseau, J—]J. 47, 143, 144

Roy, M. N, 74

Russell, Bertrand, 175

Russia, 79, 94, 105, 106, 125, 126, 152,
157, 193, 199, 215, 217

Russian Revolution, 130, 157

Russian revolutionaries, 64

s
Sanskrit, 87
Sarnath, 77
Satyagraha, 26, 53, 57, 62
Self-suffering, the philosophy of, 55
Separatism, 9o
Sevagram, 26
Shankara, 87
Singh, Bhagat, 66
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Socialism—

Socialists, utopian or scientific, 139,
origin of inequality, 142, 143, world
socialists and the problem of methods
and tactics, 151, Marxists and the
thesis of revolution, 151, in Russia,
152

Socialist objective, dimensions of, 167

Socialist Party, 133

‘Socialist pattern of life’, Nehru defined,
166

Socialist state, theaim of a, 154

Socialists, 131

Socrates, as in the days of| 22

South-east Asia, 203, 218

Southey, Robert, 224

Soviet people, 79, 106, 206

Soviet system, 125

Soviet Union, 79, 106, 164, 207, 218, 231

Spain, 102, 193

Spaniards, 102

Spanish democracy, the murder of, 102

Sparta, 84

Spiritualization of politics, 53

Spiritualism, 31

State, powers of the, 153

State—

the present idea of, 168, the inevitable
aspects of, 171, the basic nature of,
172, the police conception of, 175,
the security of, 187

‘Stateism’, 90

Stuarts, 109
Sudetenland, 104
Supreme Court, 164, 165
Swadeshi, 133

Swamis, 8o

Switzerland, 102, 231

T
Tagore, Rabindranath, 190
Taluqgadars (taluqadari), 129, 131, 148-150
Tamil, 86
Tata Iron Works, 150
Terrorism, 63-65
Terrorists, 64, 65
Theosophical Society, 28
Theoscf)phg, Nehru under the influence
of, 2

Thermopylae, 84
%ot;lit{l]rian states, 122

rade Union Congress
Trade Unions, 15% 139,132,137
Travancore, 137
Triton, to hear old, 39
Trotsky, L. 212
Truman, President, 235
Truth, Nehru’s concept of, 31
Tsarist regime, 152
Two-nation theory, 89

u
Unemployment, urban and rural, the
problem of, 160
United Kingdom, 218
United Nations, 209, 240
United Nations, General Assembly of,
221
United Provinces (U.P.), 129, 131, 150
United States, 109, 193, 199, 209, 218, 231
Unity of India, 85, 87, 90
Unity of nature, ultimate faith in, 44
Universal adult suffrage, 109, 110, 118
Universalism, Nehru's philosophy of, 189
Universality, 240
Upanishads, 28, 107
Urdu, 88

v

Vedanta, the non-dualist philosophy of
the Hinduy, 27

Vedas, 81

Vienna, 210

Village community (in India), 107, 127,
128, 147, rights and privileges of, 182

Village industries, 127, 147, 163

Village Industries Association, 137

Vivekananda, Swami, 87, 190

Voltaire, F. de, 27, 144

w

Washington, George, 175

West, nationalism in the, 72, the basic
conceptions of the, 148

Western Asia, 77

Western democracy, 99

Western Europe, 70

Western nationalism, 70, 71

Western scholars, critical researches by, 76

Wheel of Asoka, 201

Wizaya, 84

Workers' trade union movement, 131

Working Committec (Congress), 134, 136

World co-operation, 200

World Federation, some kind of a, 209

World Government, 209, 240

World history, Nehru’s study of, 195

World order, the goal of internationalism,
209

World peace, 200

World-State, 173

World Warl, 71, 72, 124, 212, 214, 224

World WarIl, 25, 62, 72, 74, 212-214, 220,
223, 225, 228, 239

Y
Youth leagues, the majority of, 131
Yugadharma, 34
Yugoslavia, 207

z
Zamindari, 131, 148, 149, 164

THE END
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Nehru’s stature as a world statesman is unquestioned, yet his reputation as a
man of letters has perhaps been inadequ:'itcly rchgmze_d. Tlns. selection from the
writings and speeches of T ndia’s first Prime Minister is certainly a reminder of
his considerable literary and intcllec.tual gifts, but reveals also a good deal about
the man himself, his warm humanity, and concern for. personal relationships,
his impatience +vith cant and blind devotion to tradition, his belief in the
individuality and rationality of man. ] ; !

Few subjects escape the probes of Nehru's questing mmd'. His views on religion,
history, culture, art, education, democracy, socialism, nationalism, non-violence,
the United Nations, the British Commonwealth and many other topics are all
eloquently stated here. Included also in this selection are brief portraits of his
fabnily, foiendsvand political colleagues, and assessments of some of the leading
figures in India’s recent history—Gandhi, Motilal Nehru, Tagore, Tilak, the
Mountbattens, amongst others. N

As an introduction to the mind and personality of Jawaharlal Nehru this
source-book could not be better.
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