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CHAPTER • Ill

Socialism versus EqualitY : Did thev disaureeil

True, Gandhi was not an academician, but no doubt was a
thinker as well as a man of action par excellence. He was a
'Karmayogi' in real sense of the term. His concept of socialism did not
evolve out of his reading of Marx, but it was an outcome of his deep
faith in religion.
Marx advocated violent revolution to put an end to an
inequitable, unjust and anti-social order. Gandhi also believed in a real
revolution to end the tyranny and oppression of the weak but not
through violent means but through the pursuance of the principles of
truth and non-violence. Marx aimed at establishing in society equality,
liberty and brotherhood.
No doubt, these aims are highly humanitarian in character, but
he found that economics was at the root of every change in all
departments of life. Even he did not segregate religion and culture from
economics. He advocated class war between those who controlled the
means of production ('haves') and those who did not ('have-nots') in
order to bring change into the society. He aimed to establish a
classless society by liquidating the capitalists through class war and
the so-called dictatorship of the proletariat. This dictatorship, he hoped,
will afterward establish democracy, and subsequently the existence of
the state will wither away. With the non existence of any independent
sovereign State in the world complete peace will be established since
there will remain no need for proletariat of one country to fight against
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the proletariat of another country because of their close affmity 1n
interests.
Gandhi could not reconcile to the perception of Marx that all
human values and institutions were the result of the operationalisation
of economic forces, though he did endeavour throughout his life to
achieve the same humanitarian ideals, as Marx, of equality, freedom,
brotherhood and democracy. Nor did he have faith in the concept that
dictatorship evolved out of violence could ever spontaneously develop
into democracy. Since he had a staunch faith in truth and non-violence,
he could not conceive of any other form of government except
democracy. However, like Marx, he did express his faith in a stateless
democracy, but his intonation was different. He said that in his
stateless democracy social life would be so developed that it would
become self-regulated. He wrote, "Political power means capacity to
regulate national life through national representatives. If national life
becomes so regulated, no representation is necessary" In such an
ideal society, he wrote, "everyone is his own ruler. He rules himself in
such a manner that he is never a hindrance to his neighbour. In the
ideal state, therefore, there is no political power because there is no
state."
Gandhi had deep suspicion on the functioning of the state. He
said, "The state represents violence in a concentrated and organized
form. The individual has a soul but the state is a soulless machine, it
can never be weaned away from violence to which it owes its very
existence." He had a great fear on the trusteeship power of the state
vis-a-vis private property .
.. , look upon an increase in the power of the

s~ate

with the

greatest fear, because while apparently doing good by minimizing
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exploitation, it does the greatest harm to mankind by destroying
individuality, which lies at the root of all progress. We know of so many
cases when men have adopted trusteeship, but non where the state
has really lived for the poor."
Though he talked like Marx one day the State wouid wither
away, like a practical politician he did not give a time limit when this
concept would fructify. He wrote in 1929, "we do not know our distant
goal. It will be determined not by our definitions but by our acts,
voluntary or involuntary. If we are wise, we will take care of the present
and the future will take care of itself." He refused to assume what
would be the shape of a non-violent government in future. He wrote, "I
cannot say in advance what the Government based wholly on nonviolence will be like."
However, Gandhi was a realist and he admitted, a completely
non-violent and stateless society might never be established, because
he apprehended everyone in society might never reach the requisite
level of moral development. Therefore, in one place he wrote, "A
government cannot succeed in becoming entirely non-violent because
it represents all the people. I do not today conceive of such a golden
age. But I do believe in the possibility of a predominantly non-violent
society."
To Gandhi, unquestionably non-violence was a means and not
an end. Man was the end but not segregated from his material, mental,
moral well-being and growth. He wrote, "The supreme consideration is
man, the end to be sought is human happiness combined with full
mental and moral growth." However, happiness and moral growth were
not possible without freedom and equal opportunity for all. But he
admitted that this was not ideally possible unless both man and society

were non-violent Though the well being of the individual was the prime
concern, the well being of society could not be overlooked, since both
were inter-dependent. Society could not grow at the cost of the
individual and vice versa. He disapproved 'unrestricted individualism'
as 'the law of the beast of the jungle'. He wanted the individual to be of
service and benefit to his fellowmen and the community at large and
also stressed in no case should his freedom infringe upon the freedom
of others. He wrote, "Willing submission to social restraint for the sake
of the well-being of the whole society enriches both the individual and
society of which one is a member." With regard to the duties of the
society towards the individual, Gandhi emphasized that it should
ceaselessly work for the well being of the individual, according full
respect to his rights as a human being.
Gandhi's vision of social transformation was based on the
principles of non-violence and trusteeship. Contrary to the communist's
belief on conflict, Gandhi gave more stress on compromise and
cooperation. He knew life comes to be dominated by violence and
exploitation if economic motive is given priority. In fact, the western
theory of socialism had itself born in an atmosphere full of violence.
Truth

and

non-violence

are

impracticable concepts to western

socialists. However, to Gandhi only could non-violence bring justice all
around in every department of life. 1 Gandhi's socialism was on the
whole based on human values. He remarked, "In it the prince and the
peasant, the wealthy and the poor, the employer and the employee are
all on the same level. In terms of religion there is no duality in
socialism. It is all unity. Looking at society all over the world there is
nothing but duality or plurality. Unity is conspicuous by its absence.
This man is h1gh, that one
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low, that is a Hindu that is a Muslim, third

is Christian, fourth is a Parsi, fifth is a Sikh, sixth is a Jew. Even among

these there are sub-divisions. In the unity of my conception there is
perfect unity in the plurality of designs. In order to reach this state we
may not look on things philosophically and say that we need not make
a move until all are converted to socialism. Without changing over life
we may go on giving addresses, forming parties and hawk-like seize
the same when it comes our way. This is socialism." He concludes that
only would truthful, non-violent and pure-hearted socialists be able to
establish a socialist society in India and the world.
Gandhi had envisioned that the future world society would be
made up of 'ever-widening, never-ascending circles' of communities.
He wrote that the world society of men "will be an oceanic circle whose
centre will be the individual, always ready to perish for the village, the
latter ready to perish for the circle of villages, till at last the whole
becomes one life composed of individuals never aggressive in their
arrogance, but ever humble, sharing the majesty of the oceanic circle
of which they are integral units". In nutshell, all this would be possible,
if the people were 'a law un-to themselves' and automatically did the
right thing. If at all any government exists in such a situation, then that
government will govern the least.
In order to bring about these revolutionary changes conceived
by him, Gandhi tried to change the existing values, which had so far
gained currency among the peoples of the world in the political as well
as in the international field. A glaring example of his effort could be
seen in India, where he tried to restructure the national freedom
movement, in consonance with the new values. The concept of social
morality coined by him after years of mental exercise, he desired not
only should it manifest in the field of internal politics but it should also
regulate international politics, where, he felt 1t had never found any
recognition so far. Thus he thought, in order to realize the humanitarian

a1ms, the means employed must be m consonance with the ends
aimed at In actuality, Gandhi made no distinction between ends and
means, considering them inconvertible terms. If at any time, the means
adopted neglect or violate the required moral stipulations. then
certainly the ends would not be that what were intended or worked for,
howsoever good they might look prima facie in the beginning.
In his practical life also we mark, Gandhi conducted his
campaign against the British rule on the principles of truth and nonviolence. This was unique in the world history. Never did anybody try
out this method against his opponent. It was a mere fundamental
revolution than that of the Marxists. Gandhi wanted to change the
behaviour by changing the heart and not otherwise. Gandhi applied
non-violent and peaceful methods of resistance in order to gain
freedom for India from the foreign yoke. Though the then prevailing
world situation also helped Gandhi, it must be admitted without an iota
of doubt that peaceful methods of struggle was the main cause which
made the Britons to quite India. When the Englishmen left India they
did not carry in their heart either any ill-feeling or animosity, for this the
entire credit goes to Gandhi. In fact, the two nations, India and
England, parted company like two old friends.
Gandhi had a strong belief in Karl Marx's famous saying, "Each
according to his ability and each according to his need." 2 But at the
same time, he said that our ancestors taught us that all land belongs to
Gopal (God) 2A. The sublime socialists' goals of equality, liberty and
fraternity could be realized only through love for the humanity at large
and not through other means. He wanted the socialists to be truthful
and pure hearted. He wrote, " ... the prince and the peasants will not be
equalized by cutt1ng off the princes head. nor can the process of
cutting off equalize employee and the employed." 28

The glaring difference between the classes and the masses was
not beyond Gandhi's notice. He observed, ·The contrast between the
rich and the poor today is a painful sight the poor villagers produce the
food and go hungry. They produce milk and the1r children have to go
without it." 3
Gandhi believed that class struggle is going on all over the world
1n one from or other. Having conflicting interests the minds of the
people were clouded with enmity, fear, mistrust and cruelty. He
concluded until a non-exploitative society could be established; no
good of the world would ever come. Though he admitted the existence
of class antagonism in India, he considered class war "foreign to the
essential genius of lndia."4 Gandhi had developed his own fantastic
idea about class struggle. He made his own prescription on the method
to put an end to the concept of class struggle. He said, "It could be
ended if the capitalists voluntarily renounces their rule and become
labours. The other was to realize that labour was real capital, in fact,
the maker of capital. What the two hands of the labourer could achieve,
the capitalists would never get with all his gold and silver! Could any
one live on gold! But labour had to be made conscious of its strength. It
had to have in one hand truth and in the other non-violence, and it
would be invincible." 5
To Gandhi 'truth and non-violence' were the panacea for all the
evils in the society. Although Marx and Gandhi pursued the same
objective of establishing a class-less society, they were poles apart in
their approaches and application of methods. In one place Gandhi
wrote, "Working for economic equality means abolishing the eternal
conflict between capital and labour. It means the leveling down of the
few rich in whose hands concentrated the bulk of the nation's wealth on
the one hand, and the leveling up the semi-starved naked millions on

the other. A non-violent system of government is clearly Impossibility
so long as the wide gulf between the rich and the hungry million
persists. The contrast between the places of New Delhi and the
miserable hovels of the poor labouring classes nearby cannot last one
day in the free India in which the poor will enjoy the same power as the
richest in the land".
Equality, to Gandhi, did not mean everyone should posses the
same amount, but he clarified that everybody should have enough to
fulfill his or her needs. In fact, Gandhi knew never is it possible for
every one to possess an equal amount of worldly goods. However, he
clarified his concept of equal distribution by elaborating further that
every one should have enough wherewithal s at his disposal 'to supply
all his natural needs and no more'.
In his 'Constructive Programme' Gandhi wrote "Working for
economic equality means abolishing the eternal conflict between
capital and labour. It means leveling down of the few rich in whose
hands is concentrated the bulk of the nation's wealth on the one hand,
and leveling of the semi-starved naked millions on the other. A nonviolent system of government is clearly an impossibility so long as the
wide gulf between the rich and the hungry millions persists".
Though he remarked, "I shall bring about economic equality
through non-violence, by converting the people to my point of view by
harnessing the force of love against hatred", he was not fully aware of
the basic characteristics of the exploitative society. Admittedly, his
ideals were lofty, but they could not he called effective in the present
context because the nature of the society with the passage of time is
becoming more and more complex Had Gandhi been alive today, he
would have definitely refined his approach further.
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According

to

Gandhi.

class

struggle

was

not

a

new

phenomenon; it had always been there. "It could be ended if the
capitalists voluntarily renounces their rule and become labours. The
other was to realize that labour was real capital, in fact, the maker of
capital. What the two hands of the labourer could achieve, the
capitalists would never get with all his gold and silver' Could any one
live on gold! But labour had to be made conscious of its strength. It had
to have in one hand truth and in the other non-violence, and it would be
invincible. "6
Gandhi wanted to bring about economic equality through nonviolence by converting the people's mind replacing hatred by love. But
his way of approach was totally unconventional. He wanted to
introduce change in himself first before he settled down to convert the
whole society to his point of view. He accepted that the process of nonviolence was slow but he considered it the only and the surest way.

7

To Gandhi, the individualistic propensity to acquire wealth is the
root cause of all evil. He contended, if the rich men recognized the
immanence of God in all creatures and took initiative in dispossession
then there would definitely come contentment in society. God could
never be on the side of those who covet the wealth of others.
Hankering after riches will force one to resort to exploitation in some
form or the other. 13 He believed only could a truthful, non-violent and a
pure-hearted socialist establish socialism in India as well as in the
world, thus socialism should be imbued with truth and non-violence
'Sarvodaya'.
About his concept of 'Sarvodaya', Gandhi elaborates further,
'"Our socialism or communism should proceed by establishing friendly
relations between labour and capital, peasants and landlords by
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pursuing non-violent policv "9 On the whole, he emphasized on
individual purification through moral regeneration. because he sincerely
believed that divinity was inherent in every man's nature. Like the
Buddha he believed that an enemy could he converted into a colleague
and helper through love and non-violent approach. Even during the
Second World War, he went on to the extent of believing that the active
non-violence of the Jews would melt the pitiless Germans. But, history
tells us never did this approach of the Jews liquefy the stony German
hearts.
Gandhi's approach was always individualistic. He writes, "The
first step towards it (equal distribution) is for him who has made
necessary changes in his personal life. He would reduce his wants to a
minimum, bearing in mind the poverty of India. His earnings would be
free of dishonesty. The desire for speculation would be renounced. His
habitation would be in keeping with the new mode of life. There would
be self-restraint exercised in every sphere of life. When he has done all
that is possible in his own life, then only will he be in a position to
preach this ideal among his associates and neighbours." 10
This is simply an ideal dream and if beaten on the anvil of
realism, it will absolutely prove impractical.
There are umpteen instances in history which unequivocally
testify to the fact that seldom does an exploiter renounce his authority
voluntarily. If we conclude that Gandhi was not aware of these realities
of history, then it will be tantamount to belittle the ability of Gandhi to
comprehend. But he always emphasized strongly on adopting purity of
means in the struggle to achieve a better society. In spite of the fact
that Gandhi wanted that the means of production of elementary
necessaries of life should be in the control of the masses and
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advocated an exploitation-free society but rarely did he believe in
revolutionary emancipation of the working classes like the communists.
Gandhi was a strong believer in constitutional methods to bring
about change in society, but he knew its limitations. He himself realized
that when a moment of cns1s approached, his appeal to reason to
masses simply did not cut much ice. Constitutional solutions just went
into the backstage and the masses took refuge in direct action of some
kind or other. Thus, we see, in course of time, his out look on the
concept of social change somewhat evinced some change. It was one
of the greatest qualities in Gandhi to learn from his critics. When an
impasse arose in talks in South Africa, he suddenly realized that the
time had come for the Indian community to resist, but stressed on
adoption of pure non-violent means. In no situation did Gandhi ever
deviate from his principle of non-violence. Here lies his superiority over
his contemporaries.
He wrote, " Up to the year 1906, I simply relied on appeal to
reason. I was a very industrious reformer. I was a good draftsman, as I
always had a close grip of facts, which in its turn was the necessary
result of my meticulous regard for truth. But I found that reason failed to
produce an impression when the critical moment arrived in South
Africa. My people were excited; even a worm will and does sometimes
turn- and there was talk of wreaking vengeance. I had then to choose
between allaying myself to violence or finding out some other method
of meeting the crisis and stopping the rot and it came to me that we
should refuse to obey legislation that was degrading and let them put
us in jail if they liked. Thus came into being the moral equivalent of
war." 11

Gandhi accepted non-violence as a means and as well as an
end in all individual and social ideas. It was the core of his sociological
thought. Gandhi's concept of non-violence and suffering are interrelated and inseparable. Gandhi had tried to assert, "The conviction
has been growing in me that things of fundamental importance to the
people are not secured by reason alone but have to be purchased with
their suffering. Suffering is the law of human beings; war is the law of
the jungle. But suffering is more powerful than the law of the jungle for
converting the opponent and opening his ears, which are otherwise
shut, to the voice of reason. Nobody has probably drawn up more
petitions or espoused more forlorn causes than I and I have come to
this fundamental conclusion that if you want something really important
to be done you must not merely satisfy the reason, you must move the
heart also. The appeal to reason is more to the head, but the
penetration of the heart comes from suffering. It opens the inner
understanding in man. Suffering is the badge of the human race, not
the sword. "12
In the late 1930s when the war clouds began to hover over the
world's sky, Gandhi tasted the human endurance. Though he knew
Hitler and Mussolini represented extremes of violence, still he hoped
their heart could be made relent through love, truth and non-violent
resistance (i.e. Satyagraha). But it was a difficult assumption to
implement in such a situation. To melt someone's heart with love it is
not that easy, if there is no direct accessibility. Hitler and Mussolini
were not directly accessible to anybody. The second factor was that
they were not ready to accept any logic except war in case of
resistance because at that point of time they had a notion that their
military might was invincible In such a situation. how far Gandhi's nonviolent resistance could have proved successful to win over the heart of

Hitler and Mussolini ts a matter of debate and conjecture. Hence any
success of non-violent resistance movement depends on the nature of
the

ex~ing situation.
True, Gandhi's Satyagraha is not applicable to all situations, but

it is a direction of movement to extricate men from falling into the trap
of vicious circle of violence. Mutual respect and co-operation are the
preconditions of true Satyagraha, asserted Gandhi. Gandhi himself
admitted that Satyagraha is not a technique to be applicable to all
miscellaneous acts but a way of life, which arises spontaneously out of
the deepest human attitudes. Non-violence meant to him more than
non-killing. Not to hurt any living thing is only a partial expression of
non-violence, but its full expression lies in boundless love that knows
no boundaries and frontiers. "To me," Gandhi said, "Ahimsa has a
world of meaning and takes me into realms much higher, infinitely
higher than the realm to which I would go, if I merely understood by it,
non-killing. Ahimsa really means that you may not offend anybody, you
may not harbour un uncharitable thought even in connection with one
who may consider himself to be your enemy ... I do not say 'whom you
consider to be your enemy,' but 'who may consider himself to be your
enemy? For one who follows the doctrine of Ahimsa, there is no room
for an enemy ... If we return blow for blow we depart from Ahimsa."
To Gandhi, love of nonviolence is like a waxing moon, which is
always expanding its horizon and never reaching its end. In fact, it has
no end as such. But it does not mean tolerating the evildoer by passive
acquiescence. There is a difference in approach. In Ahimsa, one is
required to resist the wrongdoer, without any ill feeling or hatred, by
dissociating one-self from him even though it may offend him or injure
him physically

Meek submission to the will of the evildoer is no

Ahimsa, but cowardice. Non-violence implies conscious suffering.
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There is no word 'cowardice' as such in the dictionary of Gandhi. He
considered cowardice as an unpardonable offence. If one has to make
choice between cowardice and violence, Gandhi maintained, he would
advise violence. In non-violence self-suffering requires courage
"Thus the student of Satyagraha is brought to recognize how in
leading his fellow-country-men in a movement for the voluntary taking
upon them, non-violently, of suffering on behalf of others ..... we have
to learn afresh that he meant us to take upon ourselves, of our own
free will, privation, suffering, even death itself, in the manner in which
he was taking these things upon himself. That is, we must do it
redemptively - for the sake of saving mankind from sin and wrong and non-violently, without hatred for the prosecutor and the wrongdoer,
without trying to pay him back in his own coin. Above all, we must do it
humbly, patiently in the spirit of friendship and good wilL" (John S.
Hoyland) 13
Gandhi declared Satyagraha as an inherent birthright of a
person. 14 It on the one hand it is a sacred right of an individual, and
then on the other it is his sacred duty also. If any government fails to
honour the will of the people and extends support to dishonesty and
terrorism, then

it should be disobeyed without any hesitation.

Vindication of one's right also amounts to be in readiness to bear all
kinds of sufferings. One can take recourse to Satyagraha whenever he
comes face to face with injustice and untruth, be it one's family or the
state.
Gandhi's Satyagrahi knows no disobedience to the laws of the
state. In fact, he obeys the laws of the state spontaneously and
willingly. He writes, "A Satyagrahi obeys the laws of the society
intelligently and of his own free will, because he considers it to be his

sacred duty to do so. It is only when a person has thus obeyed the
laws of society scrupulously that he is in a position to judge as to which
particular rules are good and just, and which unjust and iniquitous.
Only then does the right accrue to him of the civil disobedience of
certain laws in well-defined circumstances."

15

On the whole, the Gandhian concept of Satyagraha is far more
comprehensive than the passive resistance contemplated in India in
1906-1908. It had limited application in the form of boycott or
disobedience if certain laws were found unjust. As Gandhi himself
explained, "Satyagraha differs from Passive Resistance as the North
Pole from the South, the latter has conceived as a weapon of the weak
and does not exclude the use of physical force or violence for the
purpose of gaining one's end; where as the former has been conceived
as a weapon of the strongest, and excludes the use of violence in any
shape or form." 15

A

However, the Gandhian theory of Satyagraha was

explained as a philosophy of life and politics. It advocates mass action,
in case of necessity, against a despotic government, but the
precondition is without harbouring ill will or bitterness. "A Satyagrahi",
Gandhi says, "will always try to overcome evil by good, anger by love,
untruth by truth, violence by non-violence. There is no other way
purging the world of evil. Therefore, a person who claims to be a
Satyagrahi always tries, by close and prayerful introspection and selfanalysis to find out whether he is himself completely free from the taint
of anger, ill will and such other human infirmities, whether he is not
himself capable of these very evils against which he is out to lead a
crusade. In self-purification and penance lies half the victory of a
Satyagrahi. "16
To sum up in Gandhi's own word what does Satyagraha stand
for, "Satyagraha is the law of love, the way of love for all. It eschews

violence absolutely as a mar~er of principle, at all stages and in all
forms. It can never go hand in hand with any kind of violent activity
involving injury to person or property. The idea behind it is not to
destroy or harass the opponent, but to convert him or win him over by
sympathy, patience and self-suffering. Whilst Satyagrahi hates all evil
and would never compromise with it, it approaches the evildoer through
love. The Satyagrahi has infinite trust in human nature and in its
inherent goodness." 17
Gandhi argued that since 'capital' and' 'labour' represent power
and are essential for production; hence they are mutually dependent on
each other. Though there is no natural antagonism between them, their
mutual relationship is subject to change. 18 To Gandhi if on the one
hand the bossism of capitalists over labour was immoral, then on the
other he was not in favour of dispossessing the capitalists.
Sometime in 1934, before the U. P. landlords, he clarified his
stand on this issue, "I shall be no party to dispossessing the propertied
classes of their 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 and use it primarily for their welfare.
The Ram Rajya of my dream ensures the rights alike of prince and
pauper. You may be sure that I shall throw the whole weight of my
influence in preventing a class war." 19
Instead of class war, Gandhi called for class collaboration. He
wanted both the capitalists and the labours should aim at the welfare of
the whole community giving up the myopic respective class interests.
Although Gandhi always emphasized on the principle of
equality, he was never in favour of forced deprivation. He expressed
his full solidarity with the capitalists, if they were ever deprived of their

property by force. He said, "Supposing that there is an attempt unjustly
to deprive you of your property you will find me fighting on your side ....
Our socialism or communism should be based on non-violence, and on
the harmonious cooperation of labour and capital, the landlord and
tenant." 20
He totally disapproved the grabbing of surplus by the capitalists.
Even he was alive to the perpetration of exploitation by the capitalists.
But at the same time he accepted workers were numerically for greater
in number than the capitalists. However, he lamented despite this
numerical strength the labourers were not organized like the capitalists.
He wanted the labourers to learn the secret of their unity. Only then
would it be possible for the labourers to exert their will upon the
capitalists. Gandhi submitted the sooner the worker realizes his
strength, the sooner he would be 'in a position to be a co-sharer with
the capitalists instead of remaining his slave' 21
Gandhi contented that all wealth is socially produced, hence
must be equally divided among all those who contributed in producing
it. In 1927 Gandhi wrote in a letter to the British Communist MP
Shapurji Saklatvala, "I hold their coordination to be perfectly possible."
Elsewhere he again maintained, "I would not dispossess moneyed men
by force, but would invite their cooperation in process of conversion to
state ownership." 22
Gandhi did not hold any rigid views on anything. One of the
greatest qualities of Gandhi was to modify his views from time to time
according to turn in situations. He was always ready to learn from his
critics.
Gandhi wrote in "Young India', "According to me the economic
constitution of India, and for that matter of the world, should be such

that no one under it should suffer from want of food or clothing. In other
words, everybody should be able to get sufficient work to enable him to
make the two ends meet. And this ideal can be universally realized
only if the means of production of the elementary necessaries of life
remain in the control of the masses. They should be available free to all
as God's air and water are or ought to be .... Their monopolization by
any country, nation or groups of persons would be unjust. The neglect
of this simple principle is the cause of the destitution that we witness
today not only in this unhappy land but in other parts of the world
too." 23
Gandhi called on the capitalists to think them to be trustees of
what they owned. He requested them to use for themselves only that
minimum which would he actually required to maintain their families
and no more. He considered the possession of inordinate wealth by
individuals as a crime against humanity. He could not understand why
a mill owner, a lawyer, a doctor, a factory worker, or a scavenger
should not get the same wages for an honest day's work. 24
Gandhi was not against wealth, but against inequality. 25 Gandhi
suggested an alternative in the form of equitable distribution if for some
reason ideal of equal distribution becomes difficult to implement.
What was his ideal of equal distribution Gandhi himself
explained, "The first step towards it (equal distribution) is for him who
has made necessary change in his personal life. He would reduce his
wants to a minimum, bearing in mind the poverty of India. His earnings
would be free from dishonesty. The desire for speculation would be
renounced. His habitation would be in keeping with the new mode of
life. There would be self-1estraint exercised in every sphere of life.
When he has done all that is possible in his own life, then only will he

be in a position to preach this ideal among his associates and
neighbours." 26
He used to hammer upon the rich time and again that they
should earn crores by all means but all the wealth did not belong to
them, it belonged to the people. To Gandhi, the owners of the capitalist
enterprises are mere 'trustees' for the working class.
Gandhi floated the idea of trusteeship as a solution to counteract
the evil of both capitalism and communism. "His was essentially the
standpoint of the humanist; he hated privilege and monopoly, but he
also hated the regimentation and suppression of individual liberty.
Through his 'trusteeship' theory, he sought an escape from the
dilemma: 'Make men free and they become unequal; make them equal
and they cease to be free'. "27
The theory trusteeship propounded by Gandhi was not quite
decipherable to many; Nehru was no exception. The latter commented
at one speech, "The new theory of trusteeship, which some (here he
meant Gandhi) advocate, is equally barren. For trusteeship means that
the power for good or evil remains with the self-appointed trustee and
he may exercise it as he wills" 28
Gandhi was no doubt a great social thinker, but he seldom
bothered whether the socialistic theories propounded by him were
palatable to anybody or not. Like any great thinker he wrote for selfsatisfaction and presented before the people what he thought to be his
best standpoint. But at times, in national interest, when he thought his
is the best solution to solve any crisis he never hesitated to put his life
at risk even to press home his point of view without thinking for a
moment who is interpreting in what manner his approach to the
problem. But on other occasions, he was very mild and even regretted

his failure. He once wrote, "I am not ashamed to own that many
capitalists are friendly towards me and do not fear me." 29
On many occasions Nehru expressed his doubts on the
usefulness of Gandhi's concepts on different issues. Even sometimes
Nehru went further to admit that he was unable to understand what
Gandhi's objective was. Even on some occasions Nehru felt skeptic
whether Gandhi him-self knew his objective. To quote Nehru's own
words, "In spite of closest association with him (i.e. Gandhi) for many
years, I am not clear in my own mind about his objective. I doubt if he
is clear himself. One step is enough for me, he says, and he does not
try to keep into the future or to have a clearly conceived end before
him. Look after the means and the end will take care of itself, he is
never tired of repeating. Be good in your personal individual lives, all
else will follow ... what is goodness? Is it merely an individual affair or a
social affair? Gandhiji lays all stress on character and attaches little
importance to intellectual training and development. Intellect without
character is likely to be dangerous, but what is character without
intellect? How, indeed, does character develop?" 30
Nehru poses questions after questions, but he knows he is
unlikely to get any answer to his queries. Therefore, he writes,
"Gandhiji has been compared with the medieval Christian saints, and
much that he says seems to fit in with this. It does not fit at all with
modern psychological experience and method. "31
On many counts Gandhi failed to influence his detractors
through his arguments. Even those who were considered to be his
friends failed to appreciate Gandhi's ways His capitalist friends such
as G. D. Birla and others hardly deviated fran-: their pursued outlook and
changed their attitude towards wealth and workers. He visioned in

1942 that with the end of the Second World War the end of capitalism
would occur had never happened. The world became more capitalism
oriented.
Gandhi being a votary of non-violence could never dream of
application of force at any time to change the existing social structure.
He could simply coax, but could never force anybody to support his
stand. He believed that there was something inherently divine in man's
nature and hence, he hoped, psychological regeneration in man's
attitude is bound to take place, no matter what time does it take.
Gandhi was a great optimist.
His goal to achieve an egalitarian society based on mutual
active love and harmony is bound to be realized one day, though
transformation might be slow due to the fragilities of human nature.
Violence can never be successful forever, because man by nature
loves peace and harmony, be it in his home front or outside. Gandhi
himself admitted that no enduring good could be built on violence. On
the whole, Gandhi's concept of socialism is based on humanism.
One thing was certain with Gandhi that "With all his belief in
love, persuasion, and non-violence he would have never reconciled
himself to the cynical and greedy exploitation of the poor by the rich, he
would have always continued to stand by the poor against the rich, but
in his own way.'m

II
Socialism was a no new concept to Jawaharlal Nehru. While a
student in London, he was attracted to the ideas of Fabian socialists.
The Fabians were a small group of intellectuals, such as George
Bernard Shaw, Beatrice, and Sidney Webb, whose aim was to
establish socialism gradually and democratically in England. But their
influence on Nehru was vague and not of any significance. But during
succeeding years his thoughts gradually became matured. He started
to long that Indian society needed reconstruction on socialist lines.
Political liberation of India became his goal.
In 1926, Nehru came to be associated with some radical
thinkers in U.P., but their demands were not exhaustive. They wanted
some relief for the oppressed formers from zamindars and taluqdars.
Their movement was simply against the local feudal elements. But a
great change could be marked in him after his visit to Soviet Russia in
November 1927.
This visit opened before his eyes the great achievements made
by Russia in the field of education, female emancipation, the
betterment of the conditions of the peasants etc. at the hands of the
socialists. 33 He began to read Marx seriously. The influence of Marx
and Lenin upon him was tremendous. Nehru himself confesses:
A study of Marx and Lenin produced a powerful effect on his
mind and helped him to see history and current affairs in a new light.
The long chain of history and of social development appeared to have
some meaning, some sequence, and the future lost some of its
obscurity for him. "The practical achievements of the Soviet Union were
also tremendously impressive. Often I disliked or did not understand
some development there and it seemed to me"Gbe too closely
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concerned with the opportunism of the moment or the power politics of
the day. But despite all these developments and possible distortions of
the original passion for human betterment. I had no doubt that the
Soviet Revolution had advanced human society by a great leap and
had lit a bright flame which could not be smothered. and that it had laid
the foundations for that new civilization towards which the world could
advance. I am too much of an individualist and believer in personal
freedom to like overmuch regimentation. Yet it seemed to me 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." 34
Though Nehru thought Russia could come forward to present
some solutions to the world's problems, he considered the happenings
there simply as manifestation of human energy. 35 But he accepts that
leave alone Russia, the theory and philosophy of Marxism lightened up
many a dark corner of his mind. 36 He says that the Marxist
interpretation threw a flood of light on it, and it became an unfolding
drama with some order and purpose, however 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 the dogma and the scientific outlook of
Marxism that appealed to me." 37 Nehru felt that the Marxism alone
offered a real solution to the great world crisis and slump of the 1930s,
'while all other systems and theories were groping about in the dark.' 38
Elsewhere Nehru writes that he had long been drawn to
socialism and communism, and Russia had appealed to him, though
he disliked the ruthless suppression of all contradictory opinion, the
wholesale regimentation, the unnecessary violence in carrying out

various policies. 39 But Nehru 1s careful enough not to condemn
communism. On the contrary, he tries to display some kind of solidarity
with Russia by belittling capitalism. He says, "But there was no lack of
violence and suppression in the capitalist world" 40
Nehru is not satisfied with his little display of support for Russia,
he further records his appreciation, "Violence was common in both
places, but the violence of the capitalist order seemed inherent in it;
whilst the violence of Russia, bad though it was, aimed at a new order
based on peace and co-operation and real freedom for the masses.
With all her blunders, Soviet Russia had triumphed over enormous
difficulties and taken great strides towards this new order. While the
rest of the world was in the grip of the depression and backward in
some ways, in the Soviet Country a great new world was being build up
before our eyes." 41
Nehru has all praise for Lenin. He says that following 'the great'
Lenin, Soviet Russia could look into the future and thoughtonly of what
was to be. On the other hand, other countries lay numbed under the
dead hand of the past and exhausted their energy in preserving the
useless relics of a bygone era. Even Nehru felt highly impressed by the
reports of the great progress made by the backward regions of central
Asia under the Soviet regime. In the balance, therefore, Nehru was "all
in favour of Russia, and the presence and example of the Soviets was
a bright and heartening phenomenon in a dark and dismal world. "42
Nehru elucidates his faith in the soundness of the theory of
communism further by stating that Soviet Russia's success or failure
affects little the base on which the communist philosophy stands. "The
Bolsheviks may blunder or even fad because of national or international
reasons, and yet the communist theory maybe correct."43

Nehru's appreciation for the achievements of Soviet Russia
under communist regime and his open support and display of staunch
faith on communist theory clearly brings into focus a pertinent question:
Was Nehru going red at that point of time or was it simply an outburst
of a young mind?
Whatever be the merit of the question, Nehru's standpoint on
communism was a clear deviation from what Gandhi stood for. Nehru
maintained that "India, or any other country, could profit by the
triumphs as well as the inevitable mistakes of the Bolsheviks" .44
When Nehru returned to India, he was drawn towards freedom
struggle and developed close affinity with Gandhi. He tried to
understand the situation in rural India, where half-starved people lived
and worked to provide succour to the people who lived in towns and
cities. On his tour Nehru saw poverty and misery everywhere under the
British rule. The more he moved about in villages, the more he felt the
solution to the Indian situation was socialism. In 1936,at the Lucknow
Congress, Nehru reiterated his faith in socialism. He even urged the
Congress to change itself into a socialist organization. Again in 1937 at
the Faizpur Congress also, in the capacity as Congress President,
Nehru repeated almost the same views but in different vein, "The logic
of events would lead to socialism for that seems to be the only remedy
for India's economic ills".
On the other hand, about Gandhi Nehru comments, "He
suspects also socialism, and particularly Marxism, because of their
association with violence. The very words 'class way' breathe conflict
and violence are repugnant to him". Even he goes further to be critical
to Gandhi's stand, "He has no desire to raise the standards of the
masses beyond a certain very modest competence, for higher
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standards and leisure mav lead to self-indulgence and sin."

45

Nehru

thinks that Gandhi is not amenable to any new idea, since he has had
a fixed basis for all his ideas. and "his mind is hardly an open mind ...
He is so firmly anchored to some ideas that everything else seems
unimportant". 46
To Nehru, Gandhi's outlook was far removed either from the
socialistic or the capitalistic. Nehru writes, "To say that science and
industry technique today can demonstrably feed, clothe.. and house
everybody and raise their standards of living very greatly, if vested
interests did not intervene, does not interest him much, for he is not
keen on those results, beyond a certain limit. The promise of socialism,
therefore, holds no attraction for him, and capitalism only partly
tolerable because it circumscribes the evil. He dislikes both, but puts
up with the latter for the present as a lesser evil and as something
which exists and of which he has to take cognizance". 47
But Nehru feels that perhaps he is wrong in imputing these
ideas to Gandhi, yet he confesses that there are paradoxes and
confusions in the utterances of Gandhi. Nehru maintains that Gandhi
"does not want people to make an ideal of over-increasing comfort and
leisure, but to think of moral life, give up their bad habits, to indulge
themselves less and less, and thus to develop themselves individually
and spiritually" .48
To Nehru this argument and outlook of Gandhi will not be
acceptable to any modern democrat, capitalist or socialist. Besides
Nehru considers indecent and improper to cut himself and other of his
ilk off from the masses and flaunt luxury and far higher standards in the
faces of the vast majority of those who lack the barest necessities. 49
Being critical of Gandhian approach to social change it did not mean

Nehru professed violence.

Like Gandhi he supported

peaceful

application of force. He wrote, "Our ultimate goal can be nothing but
establishment of a classless society in which all people get economic
justice with equal opportunities. Such an organized and planned
society will ensure cultural and economic development of mankind. In
such a society there will he encouragement of cooperation, selfless
service, love, sympathy and good work. In the end such a system could
be established in the whole world. Any obstacle in the way of achieving
this goal will have to be removed by peaceful methods of force. "50
Nehru was against fascist philosophy. On the emergence of
fascism Nehru says, "Fascism thus appears when the class conflicts
between an advancing socialism and an entrenched capitalism can use
the machinery of democratic institutions to hold power and keep down
labour, democracy is allowed to flourish. When this is not possible,
then capitalism discards democracy and adopts the open fascist
method of violence and terror. "51
He felt fascism, apart from its other aspects, does not even offer
to solve the economic troubles that afflict the world. By its intense and
aggressive nationalism it goes against the world tendency towards
inter-dependence,

aggravates the problems that the decline of

capitalism has created, and adds to national friction, which often leads
to war. 52
Nehru was convinced only could socialism be the panacea for
the world as well as India's problems. He advocated social, political
and economic equality through democratic methods and wanted India
should oppose both imperialism and capitalism and go for socialism.
He considered violence unnecessary for any change in the social.
economic and political structure of society. Here Nehru deviates from
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the application of violent methodology upheld by the communist,
though Nehru firmly believed that socialism is the only remedy against
poverty, unemployment and other social problems. At Bombay, on 19m
May, 1936, he made it clear to one and all that what kind of a future
social structure he contemplated for India, "We have to construct a new
social system in which all are assured of equal opportunities for
development, in which there will be no exploitation, in which there will
not only be political democracy, but also economic democracy in the
form of economic equality."
In socialism professed by Nehru, we find anti-feudal and anticapitalist reflections. He supported the cause of the working class and
participated in the trade union movement. In 1929, he was elected
president of the All India Trade Union Congress. Though time and
again Nehru confessed that he was a socialist, never did he once tell
he was a communist. Rather he was critical of communist philosophy, "
I have faith in the socialist thinking and methodology. I am not a
communist because I am against the tendency of communists to
consider the communist doctrine as sacred." 53 At no point of time did
Nehru ever favour communism as appropriate in Indian context.
Even his Marxism was not of Russian or communist variety. "It
does not have the doctrinal rigidity that is associated with the rules of
Moscow or Peking. It subscribes neither to the communist dogmatism
in ideas nor to its brutality in action. Nehru's Marxism is, rather, of a
democratic and mildly socialist nature. It is closer to that of the British
Labour Party and the West European Social Democrats than to Red
Chinese or Soviet doctrines. "54
Nehru thinks that whatever happened in history had its roots in
economic inequality. World War I, he explains, was due to economic

greed of imoerialists and industrialists. "It was a rich man's game
played with the lives of the people, and mostly of the young."
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Gandhi however, could never reconcile to the Marxian theory of
economic interpretation of history. Contrary to Gandhian approach,
Nehru was always pragmatic. Nehru felt that social ills, being
economically interpreted, must be economically remedied. Hence, any
reform conceived must be economic in nature. In order to eliminate
inequality and injustice from society, he felt that the whole economic
system must be transformed.
Even Nehru had a reservation in Gandhian stand that moral
exhortations could convert a wicked. To quote him, "Some people think
that if good people would but get together they could convert the
wicked by moral exhortations and pointing out to them the error of their
ways. This is a misleading idea, for the fault does not lie with
individuals, but with a wrong system" 5 6
Nehru was a spokesman of humanity. He lent support to
individualistic approach. He said the state should never subordinate the
individual, rather the state itself had the obligation to be infinitely
inventive in trying to serve him and ennoble him. In the Indian context,
he maintained despite all its complexities and difficulties still it was
possib~e to have a progressive society without taking individual!~away

from the individual. 57 He argues that he is socialist because he thinks
only socialism has potential to release individuals from economic and
cultural bondage. "I suppose I am temperamentally and by training an
individualist, and intellectually a socialist ... 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". 57 A
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If we could rightly assess, Nehru had no interest in mere dogma
or theory. He had fascination for socialism only because of its humane
aspect. He thought in a different angle than other socialists of the
country, though he extended full support to the Congress Socialist
Party formed under the leadership of Jaya Prakash Narayan, Acharya
Narendra Dev, Acharya Kripalani, Minu Masani and others. In 1934,
when Nehru was invited to lead this newly formed organization, he
refused, yet he had fully endorsed the goal of socialism and displayed
no faith in factionalism and sectarianism. 58 Gandhi had all support for
Nehru because the former had faith in the latter's ability to bridge the
growing disparity between socialism and Gandhism. 59 When the old
guards of the Congress tendered their resignations in protest against
Nehru's standpoint on socialism, it was Gandhi who interfered and
resolved the crisis.
Nehru wanted social and economic reform in India's feudalistic
society not through exercise of brutality but through gradual and nonviolent methods. The only solution to economic disparity contemplated
by Nehru was introduction of Five Year Plan process after Russian
model in India. Development was aimed at both in private and public
sectors simultaneously. Though India has long distance to cover in the
field of economic upliftment and progress, the achievement made in
this direction so far is no small through Five Year Plans.
Whatever be the outpourings made against Gandhi sometime or
other, Nehru had profound kinship with the former on the theory of
means and ends. Once in 1951 Nehru put on record, "We must not
appease evil, but we must also remember that evil is not surmounted
by wrong methods that themselves produce more evil. I have felt more
and more that the basic lesson Gandhi taught was right, that means
should not be subordinated to ends .... I am not a moralist or even a

very good politician. I have dabbled in various things because they
intereS1 me. Tne politician has to compromise. That is what makes him
a politician. But it may make a difference if he at least begins with
certain convictions or principles. Anyway, I think Gandhi was right
about ends and means and about violence. I hope to come as close as
I can to making this a working philosophy".
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Between the 1920s and the 1930s, Nehru advocated radical
social changes in Indian society. Even he disagreed with Gandhi on
this count. In a letter to Gandhi on September 13, 1933, Nehru wrote,
"But it is obvious that the divesting is bound to cause loss to the
classes or groups which enjoy special privileges at the expense of the
masses. It is also obvious that the progress of divesting must be as
speedy as possible to bring relief to the masses whose condition, as
you know, is as bad as it can well be". 61 But this zeal of Nehru was
short lived, because of the different pressure groups he had to deal
with within the Indian National Congress. Obviously Nehru was not the
sole person to take the decision or lead the Congress single handed.
He gradually grew a reformist. Moreover he had to analyze every
change prior to its implementation in Indian context.
A complete change in Nehru's outlook could be marked in his
remark made in 1936, "I see no way of ending the poverty, the vast
unemployment, the degradation, and the subjection of the Indian
people except through socialism. That involves vast and revolutionary
changes 1n our political and social structure, the ending of vested
interests m land and industry as well as the feudal and autocratic
Indian state system. That means the ending of private property, except
in a present profit system by a higher ideal of cooperative system".

Though Nehru's policy was at variance with the class character
of socialism, he could not proceed in this line independently because
he was motivated by the desire to retain unity in the Congress, since
priority before the party was independence and not socialism!. Nehru
said, "I believe that through socialism alone can we solve our economic
problems, but socialism can only function when India is politically
free". 62
Nehru realized without achieving independence the lot of the
working masses could never be improved. Hence, his priority shifted to
struggle for independence. He thought the goal to achieve social
changes could wait, but the goal to achieve independence could never
be postponed. Therefore, he tried to maintain the unity of the party at
every cost for he knew division of any kind in the party cadre could
simply weaken the struggle for independence, which would never be
good for India's future. The more the unity amongst the people, the
more intense would be the struggle and the earlier would be the
emancipation of India from foreign domination. Here we find Nehru's
objective coincided with Gandhi, who always gave priority on
independence and kept socialism on background.
Though Gandhi wrote in Harijan in 1947, "I accepted the theory
of socialism even while I was in South Africa", he was no socialist at all
in the real sense of the term for he only pleaded for social change
always. The matter of the fact is: he wanted to resolve all antagonism
by bringing all men round to a common action to attain common good.
Nehru changed his priority from socialism to independence, but
from the late 1930s he changed his views even on the ideals of
socialism. His conception of socialism became devoid of its actual
social meaning. In his speeches at later dates, we find, he has started
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giving focus only on realization of certain high objectives but on the
need for application of means he observes silence. It is time, he is
aware of the feudal exploitation and existence of class contradictions in
Indian society but not a single word does he mention on the measures
to overcome these disparities, though earlier he was vocal on adoption
of socialistic means in his speeches. His radio address on September
7, 1946 highlights his casual approach to socialism, "I have not said
anything about our domestic policy, nor at this stage do I wish to do so.
But that policy will inevitably have to be governed by the principles by
which we have stood all these years. We shall look to the common and
forgotten man in India and seek to bring him relief and raise his
standard of living. We shall continue our fight against the curse of
untouchability and other forms of enforced inequality and shall
especially try to help those who are economically or otherwise
backward". 63 Though Nehru was instrumental in formulating the
Objectives Resolution, which was a key policy-making document of the
country before the adoption of its constitution, there were hardly any
references to socialism in it. However, he tried to justify this omission in
a speech made prior to the submission of the Objectives Resolution
before the Constituent Assembly, "Well, I stand for socialism and, I
hope, India will stand for socialism and Indian will go towards the
constitution of Socialist State and I do believe that the whole world will
have to go that way. What form of socialism it should be, again, is
another matter for your consideration? But the main thing is that in
such a Resolution, if in accordance with my own desire, I had put in
that we wanted Socialist State, we would have to put in something
which might be agreeable to many and might not be agreeable to some
and we wanted this Resolution not to be controversial in regard to such
matters." 64
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It has been enjoined in the sacred literature that everybody must
get food according to his hunger, while he who seizes. more than he
needs is stealing the society and is punishable
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This~no doubt as

good as the modern concept of equality and fairness and very much
close to the Marxian doctrine because of its insistence upon punishing
those who crave for more.
True, the desire for equality is the root cause of all dissensions
and political revolutions, but human equality should be admitted with
the specific reservation that there is a limit to equality. "Complete
equality in economic status is just a vague indignation against present
inequalities and an undefined hope of a better relationship". 56
Let us see what was Nehru's concept of equality. He writes,
"The spirit of the age is in favour of equality, though practice
denies it almost everywhere. In India, at any rate, we must aim at
equality. That does not and cannot mean that everybody is physically
or intellectually or spiritually equal or can be made so. But it does mean
equal opportunities for all and no political, economic, or social barrier in
the way of any individual or group. It means a faith in humanity and a
belief that there is no race or group that cannot advance and make
good in its own way, given the chance to do so. It means a realization
of the fact that the backwardness or degradation of any group is not
due to inherent failings in it, but principally lack of opportunities and
long suppression by other groups ... Any such attempt to open the
doors of opportunity to all in India will release enormous energy and
ability and transform the country with amazing speed" 67
Nehru did aim at equality, however not through expropriation of
the existing wealth, but through the growth of production adopting
planned methodology. He came to believe, only through the growth of
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production could the living standard of the populace be raised, social
contradictions

be

resolved

and

a more

equitable

system

be

established. Scientific planning in India was Nehru's brainchild. Nehru
said, "Scientific planning enables us to increase our production, and
socialism comes in when we plan to distribute production evenly." 68
Late in 1938 a National Planning Committee was constituted
with Nehru as its chairman. Nehru knew without attaining national
freedom and eliminating foreign control introduction of fundamental
changes in the social and economic structure of the country is
impossible. He wrote, "Thus the attainment of national freedom and the
elimination of foreign control became an essential pre-requisite for
planning ......... Planning thus was not so much for the present, as for
an unascertained future, and there was an air of unreality about it. Yet
it had to be based on the present and we hoped that this future was not
a distant one." 69 Nehru believed, if socialism had to grow then it had to
be built up anew in Indian context.
Nehru emphasized again and again that the term socialism
should not be interpreted only from political angle. Even, when asked,
he declined to define socialism; in fact Nehru was not the type to
remain attached to any ideology for very long. He maintained, " I do not
see why I should be asked to define socialism in precise, rigid terms." 70
To be precise, Nehru was not wedded to any particular 'ism'. A leader
of Nehru's stature can never be expected to follow any ideology blindfolded. They do listen to everybody notwithstanding, people of his type
pave their own path. From time to time he modified his own ideas in
consonance with the experiences gained by him and developed his
own concept of socialism. "Whatever the method may be, the method
which delivers the goods and brings about the necessary change and
gives satisfaction to the masses will justify itself and give hope. That
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method need not necessarily be an extreme method belonging to either
of these two rival ideologies (capitalist and socialist). It may be
something in between. In fact, you find in most countries of the world
that there is an attempt to find other ways which certainly are
completely divorced from old-style capitalism and which go towards
what is normally called socialism. They are fast approaching it. It may
be that in India also we may be able to find some way more suited to
the conditions of our people, some middle way''
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As early as 1938, Nehru endorsed his commitment to the
Gandhian technique of non-violence and appreciated its successful
implementation in India. He was a convinced socialist and believed in
democracy and at the same time accepted whole-heartedly peaceful
technique

of

non-violent

action,

which

Gandhi

has

practised

successfully during the last twenty years. 72
A huge task before Nehru was to synthesize various trends of
thoughts present in the Indian society, such as revivalism, particularly
religious, nationalism, Gandhism, socialism the doctrine pursued by the
Indian socialists etc. and to raise them at the level of an ideal. 73 At the
same time he had to shake off his own anti-imperialist and pro-Soviet
stand before he found out a suitable middle course. Besides, he had to
cope with feudalism, large-scale poverty of the Indian masses together
with their servile attitude, traditionalism and superstition.
Having kept in view both negative and positive trends in Indian
context, Nehru came to a conclusion that India needed an equation
between liberties and planned economic order. Thus a new socialistic
concept came into bring assimilating the ideals of democracy on the
one hand and the betterment of the masses on the other. Some people
christened this new socialistic concept of Nehru as 'democratic

socialism'. 74 ~, have mentioned the two ways that have moved me.
These are nationalism as the political freedom as represented by the
Congress and social freedom as represented by socialism," Nehru
himself summed up. 75 As early as December 1950, Nehru had himself
affirmed that some kind of democratic socialism was developing in the
world. To set in motion his goal of democratic socialism in India, he
launched economic planning in 1951.
The First Five Year Plan document envisaged, "Whether one
thinks of the problems of capital formation or the introduction of new
techniques or the extension of social services, or the overall
realignment of productive forces and class relationships within society,
one comes inevitably to the conclusion that a rapid expansion of the
economic and social responsibilities of the state will alone be capable
of satisfying the legitimate expectations of the people. This need not
involve complete nationalization of the means of production or
elimination of private agencies in agriculture or business or industry. It
does mean, however, a progressive widening of the public sector and a
reorientation of the private sector to the needs of a planned
economy." 76
However, the private sector was not allowed to operate freely
with

the

implementation

of

the

Industries

(Development

and

Regulation) Act in 1951. Under this 'Act', every private sector operator
had to obtain a licence from the government before starfng a new
project. In this way, only partial freedom was allowed to the private
sector to operate, a sword of Damocles was always hanging over
them. Let t;Js see what Nehru has to say, "I do not want State socialism
of that extreme kind in which the State is all powerful and governs
practically all activities. The State is very powerful politically. If you
were going to make it very powerful economically, it would also
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become a mere

cong~omeration

of authority. I should, therefore, like

decentralization of power." 77

By this statement, could we conclude that Nehru actually meant
decentralization of power in the real sense of the term or was it
eyewash to satisfy his detractors? It was neither. Nehru believed in the
theory of moderation. He never believed in extremes of any concept.
Let us see, how does he justify the existence of public enterprise. He
said, "There is no country in the world where some middle way
between the extremes has not been or is not being found. In the USA,
which is said to have a highly developed form of modern capitalism
and private enterprise, there are more public enterprises than in most
countries which apparently have a different objective and ideal." 78
Nehru's liberal views with regard to the development of private
sector vis-a-vis public sector prove his commitment to theory and
practice of mixed economy concept. His Five-Year Plans further proved
his acceptance of this concept.
At Nehru's insistence, the Indian National Congress accepted
and formalized in the documents the ideal of a socialistic pattern of
society at the Avadi session in January 1955. In his speech at Avadi,
he emphasized on three points: (a) social ownership or control of the
principle means of production, (b) acceleration of national production,
and (c) the equitable distribution of the wealth of the nation. When
some of the Congressmen tried to draw a line of distinction between
socialism and socialistic pattern of society, Nehru rebutted such
arguments and clarified, "We want a socialistic pattern of society. That
is a phrase, which means, in one word, socialism. Do not imagine it
means

anything
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socialism. "

other than

socialism.

A socialistic pattern

is

Though an urge towards social justice has prompted
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Nehru to lean on socialism, he could not deviate from the path of
democracy, which was another ideal. Therefore, Nehru was neither out
and out a rigid socialist nor a Gandhian. In a reply to a letter to Gandhi,
once he wrote, "the whole question is how to achieve this (equitable)
society and what it contents should be. I do not understand why a
village should necessarily embody truth and non-violence. A village,
normally speaking, is backward intellectually and culturally and no
progress can be made from a backward environment." 80 On the other,
no doubt he wanted social millennium in India, but only through the
application of democratic means. Nehru's concept of socialism was
thus an amalgam of both socialism on the one hand and democracy on
the other. It was democratic socialism as pointed out above.
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