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PREFACE

An analysis of the long correspondence between the Viceroy and
Gandhi on the latter’s release from jail in the middle of last year,
eventually, covered a much wider ground. It is now published in the
form of this book. Though originally written as a series of essays on
the different facets of nationalism, an analysis of the concept of
freedom is the central theme of the book. On other occasions, I have
written extensively on the economic and political aspects of
nationalism. The analysis contained in the book is very largely from
the cultural point of view. After everything is said by way of an
explanation of the curious patterns and colourful personalities of Indian
nationalism, there still remain certain very striking features which
cannot be rationally explained. They come under the purview of
psycho-analysis, and therefore, should be treated as psycho-analytical
problems. I have done so. “A Psycho-Analysis of Indian Nationalism,
with special reference to its two most outstanding leaders.”—might
therefore be a fitting sub-title of the book.

Events which have taken place since these essays were written,
seem to corroborate the result of my analysis. That is my opinion,
which may not yet be shared by many. But none would suggest that
the democracy of counting heads could ever be valid for the realm of
thought. To test truth by a majority vote would be an absurdity. It is
not maintained that what I say is true. My contention is that, if a
gathering of fifty thousand people could be hypnotised so as to
pronounce seeing the sun rise at midnight, that could not be accepted
as truth, and an entire people can be placed in a state of mass hysteria.
If we do not see what is happening under our very nose, we must, in
the fulness of time, thank ourselves for what is in store for us.

The book went to the press in the beginning of this year. This
inordinate delay in its reaching the public is said to be due to war-
time difficulties.

Dehradun, .
Dec 15th 1945 M. N. Roy
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CHAPTER I

THE FUNDAMENTAL ISSUE

The long-winded controversy between Gandhi and the Government
was entirely pointless as regards the vital issue of our time, vital not
only for our country, but for the whole world. The issue is the
problem of freedom. It was entirely missed in the controversy, by
both the parties. As a matter of fact, it is deliberately brushed aside
from both sides. v :
What would have happened if the Government had acted as
Gandhi held it should have done? That is the fundamental question.
Far from answering it, Gandhi did not even raise the question. It is
natural for him to shirk this crucial question, because he cannot give
an answer different from the one he gave at the end of 1942. At that
time, he admitted that enforcement of the Quit-India resolution might
plunge India into a chaos, and he was prepared to take that risk. But
the Government also does not think it necessary to put him down to
the vital question, his answer to which is already recorded in history.
They also are concerned with superficial technicalities. They would
be satisfied if Gandhi admits that he committed a serious error of
judgment, and revokes the August resolution. That, however, would be
a supetficial settlement, which would not touch the fundamental issue.
Would India be free if the British Government had quitted the
country, leaving the Congress in charge of the resulting chaos? Or
would the danger, which threatened Indian freedom by the possible
chaos at the end of 1942, be removed if the Congress to-day revoked
the August resolution and co-operated with the Government?
These are the two vital questions : One regarding the past and
the other about the future. There is a logical connection between the
two questions. The answer to one would determine the answer to the
other. But there is still another question, the answer to which would
help an intelligent approach to the problem of Indian freedom. The
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question is : Why did the Congress act as it did in a critical moment?
Whatever might have been the motive, a series of acts were
committed. The possible consequence of those acts would not be
according to the motive, if the latter did not approve of their logic.

Gandhi’s casuistry about the August resolution and the sabotage
movement does not answer these questions. Nor is it of any
importance now to discuss those events. They are mere episodes of
past history, significant only as symptoms of a deep-seated disease—
expressions of an underlying conflict. It was not, nor is it a conflict
between a foreign government and the people’s urge for freedom. It
was not a question of co-operation or non-co-operation with war
efforts. It was, and it still is, a conflict between urge for freedom
and fear of freedom. The relation between the Congress and the
Government did not, does not to-day, coincide with the fundamental
conflict of the Indian situation. The whole controversy, therefore,
misses the point, and is utterly useless for the solution of the problem
of freedom. By side-tracking the fundamental issue, it only prejudices
the future. of the Indian people.

In view of what Gandhi and other Congress leaders said and
wrote two years ago and earlier, arguments advanced in his
correspondence with the Viceroy appear to be sheer casuistry. But
it is very difficult for many, even among his critics and opponents,
to suspect Gandhi of dishonesty or prevarication, which are the
essential features of casuistry. The contradiction, however, can be
easily explained. Gandhi need not be suspected of dishonesty. No
neurotic person ever is ; and neurosis is the psychological foundation
of demonstrative saintliness. It is an observed psychological
phenomenon that neurotic persons, even if they are subjectively
sincere, are often driven unconsciously by motives which are
contradictory to what they believe to be their motives; they attempt
to harmonise the contradictions of their own feelings, their emotional
conflicts, by ideological constructions or fallacious moralisings,
without ever doubting their moral integrity. Gandhi’s casuistry,
therefore, could be explained only in the light of the understanding
of the operation of the subconscious mind. This understanding has
taught psychologists to be skeptical about words, even of saints,
and not to take them at their face-value.
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An insight into the personality of Gandhi, his character structure,
is indispensable for a proper understanding of his efforts to confuse
issues. Let it be also understood that they are not rational efforts,
made with a conscious purpose; they are motivated by subconscious
urges. The urges have been driven into the darkness of the
subconscious mind and sublimated, because essentially they represent
a fear of freedom. Yet, Gandhi claims to be the personification of
the urge for freedom of the Indian people, and is acclaimed as such.
That is the basic contradiction which confuses the epoch-making -
issue of contemporary Indian history—the problem of freedom.

Though this issue presented itself in a sharp relief in the context
of the controversy, not of words, but of deeds, about India’s relation
to this war, it had been before the country for nearly two decades
previously. Very few noticed it. Social forces gathering on the political
arena as an amorphous mass were not conscious and differentiated
enough to join the issue. A mass psychology was created by confused,
chaotic, social environments—partially static, galvanising cultural
traditionalism, partially in the process of disintegration. A conflict,
between the urge for freedom, still largely unconscious, and fear of
freedom is the characteristic feature of such a transitional mass
psychology. Therefore, every revolutionary crisis is also a counter-
revolutionary crisis. Other things being equal, the chances are fifty-
fifty. But the dialectics of history is never so very impartial as to
make the other things equal. In every social crisis, the dice are
loaded against the forces of progress. As against the future, the past
always has the great weightage of death. The greatest enemy of
freedom is the fear of freedom, and in any transitional period of
history, the fear of freedom is the acuter, the greater is the degree
of relative freedom already attained. Relative freedom, that is, freedom
from certain restrictions or inhibitions, but not yet positive freedom
10 accelerate the liberating process of social and cultural evolution,
means loss of old mooring—social as well as cultural. It creates a
feeling of lonesomeness and isolation. The prospect of freedom from
the past may be welcome; but the fear of the uncertainty of the
future, at the same time, encourages atavism. That is how is created
a psychological atmosphere congenial for the rise of authoritarianism,
which is a negation of the urge for freedom, although often it gets’
the stranglehold on mass psychology by means of sublimation—by
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making the negation of freedom appear as the struggle for freedom;
not only making it so appear, but actually believing the fraud to be
an honest performance with the highest of motives.

The conflict between the urge for freedom and the fear of freedom
was the issue before the entire civilised world ever since the last -
war. The issue was finally joined in this war. India, being a part of
the civilised world, could not avoid the issue of our time. On the
other hand, it being the fundamental issue of contemporary history,
it had its roots in the social conditions and cultural atmosphere of
each country. Only it was sharper or confused, according to the
degree of the differentiation of social forces, and the cultural state
of each country. India being backward in this respect, the issue was
so very greatly confused that the operation of the fear of freedom
could appear as the conscious urge for freedom; that authoritarianism
incorporating the negation of freedom could claim to be, and was
hailed as, the champion of freedom.

Notwithstanding Gandhi’s casuistry about his (he and the Congress
are identical) attitude towards the Axis Powers and Fascism, it is a
fact, evident to all critical students of contemporary history, that
with his advent, authoritarianism became the fundamental principle
of Indian Nationalism. While preaching revolt against the temporal
power—only of the British Government (not of the native privileged
classes)—he demanded submission to a spiritual authority. The
religiosity of Gandhi is the psychological mainstay of
authoritarianism. There have been other such instances in history.

Critical historians and students of social psychology are still to
teach the world to what extent the urge for freedom expressed by the
Renaissance movement was counter-acted by the fear of freedom
represented by the Reformation, and thus laid down the cultural
foundation for the rise of authoritarianism in a subsequent epoch.
When it is realised that Luther and Calvin, though revolting against
the Catholic Church, laid the psychological foundation of a political
authoritarianism, one should not be shocked by the discovery that
Gandhi played the same reactionary role in India. And his role has
been all the more reactionary because it was played in the setting
of social conditions and cultural environments much more backward
than those of Europe in the seventeenth century.
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Apparently, Gandhi preaches not submission to God, but love of
God. The love, however, is to be demonstrated through self-
effacement, humiliation, suffering and sacrifice. If love is self-
effacement, the equation is clear for the critic : Love is equal to
submission to a superhuman authority, demonstrated through
unreserved faith, is the only means for man to acquire power which
will bring him freedom’ Only through prayer can man demonstrate
his love for God and share in God’s glory which gives him power.
Prayer is an action of helplessness, which results from the absence
of power. Man must realise-his absolute powerlessness to have the
power to be free! Evidently, he can have it only by the grace of God, -
which comes through the intermediary of the saint or the leader,
who has opened up the hope before the hungry vision of devotees
or followers weighed down with the feeling of powerlessness and
helplessness. Unconditional submission is the condition for
salvation—and also for power. That is the appeal of
authoritarianism—to the mass psychology dominated by the fear of
freedom. That is also the essence of Gandhism.

‘The influence of any doctrine is proportionate to the degree in
which it appeals to the psychic needs of those to whom it is preached.
In other words, there is a large element of historical truth in the saying
that a people gets the kind of leader it deserves. Only, it is not a
matter of conscious desire, but of an automatic conformity with sub-
conscious cultural urges. The personality of the leader, his conscious
behaviour—physical as well as mental, including emotional—is
determined by the given social environment and the cultural
" background, which are equally operative for the entire human group

of which he is an individual member. An authoritarian leadership
can be established only when there is a mass psychology of predis-
position towards submission. That psychological trait results from
powerlessness and helplessness, or from a feeling of uncertainty about
what may be in store in a dimly dawning future as against the security
“of conservatism and tradition. This feeling can be called fear of freedom.

The last war brought about a degree of unsettlement in the
traditional patterns of Indian society and habits. Previously, the
masses had regarded the Government as ‘Ma-Bap’. Experience during
the war shook that faith which was the moral sanction for law and
order. The masses were moved by a vague feeling of revolt. They
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could not as yet think in terms of freedom. Nevertheless, the vague
dissatisfaction against the traditional conditions of life did create in
them a subconscious urge to be free from those conditions. That
unconscious urge created a fear complex in them. How could they
live if the context of their very existence—the traditional setting or
their being and becoming—disappeared? The incipient urge for
freedom was overwhelmed by the fear of freedom—a feeling which
grows rankly in the atmosphere of a mediaeval culture which made
no room for the concept of individual freedom. The central theme
of that culture was submission of man—either to the will of God or
to his own ‘karma’. Culturally, the Indian masses were thus
predisposed to authoritarianism; the mass psychology was of
authoritarianism. In the critical moment, they created a leader
accordingly—one who could sublimate the fear of freedom as striving
for freedom, which was to be had through the means of power to
be derived from complete submission to a super-human authority.
The social basis of Gandhian authoritarianism, however, was
provided by the urban middle-class which felt the social crisis to
some extent consciously. The urban middle-class had not yet broken
its connection with the agrarian economy of the country. The
stagnation of agriculture and pauperisation of the peasantry adversely
affected the economic position of the urban middle-class. It therefore
felt that there was something wrong in the situation, which should
be repaired. Yet another element of insecurity entered the experience
of the urban middle-class. It was the insecurity, indeed growing
. scarcity, of employment. - _
The middle-class had grown up as an adjunct to the State
apparatus—with the function to man the governmental machinery.
That kind of employment had reached 'the saturation point and new
employment suitable for the middle-class had not been created. A
social tie broke—the one between the urban middle-class and the
Government. The former felt without any mooring. The old tie was
gone, but there was no future. The conviction that man, by collective
action, could make his own destiny was lacking. There was a search
for an authority—a power to rely upon. Modern education, and
economic position at least partially outside the traditional patterns
of the social organisation, and the consequent new setting of life,
had meant for the urban middle-class a slight advance towards the



The Fundamental Issue Q 15

concept of individual freedom. But freedom meant further isolation
from old moorings and drifting away from traditions which offered
a sense of cultural solidarity, and therefore a general security, as
against the dim hopes held out by an uncertain future. Fear of
freedom was the natural psychological reaction experienced by the
urban middle-class.

Gandhi was a typical member of this class which constituted the
social basis of authoritarianism. His autobiography records
innumerable evidences of the feeling of lonesomeness. The sojourn
in Britain, strange experiences there, the practice of legal profession
in South Africa—all that made him feel isolated from the old social
organisation and cultural moorings which appeared to have offered
greaterigecurity to the individual. But he could not retrace his steps.
Lonesomeness and helplessness created in him the neurosis of
masochism—the desire to give up the independence of one’s individual
self and to fuse one’s self with something outside, in order to acquire
the strength to face life. The faith in God and reliance on His love
are the result of the sense of powerlessness and helplessness. The
new mooring was found in submission to a supernatural authority;
suffering and sacrifice were the expressions of submission. The
lonesome individual, frightened by the spectre of freedom, found
refuge in submission to an authority, and on that token became the
preacher of the doctrine that self-effacement, humiliation, suffering
and sacrifice were the only source of power.

Power, which is to be derived from a negation of freedom cannot
logically attain freedom. Gandhism, therefore, is negation of freedom.
- The fear of freedom created Fascism in Europe. The psychological
basis of Gandhist nationalism being also fear or negation of freedom,
it has a cultural affinity with Fascism. That is the background of the
problem of freedom for India, which is the fundamental issue of our
time. No useful purpose will be served by side-tracking the issue.

Deliberate confusion may help defeated Indian Fascism to regroup
its forces, but it will do so only with the purpose of returning to the
offensive at the earliest available opportunity. The Government may
be indifferent to that danger. But those for whom freedom is neither
a racial concept nor a mere word, cannot allow either Gandhist
casuistry or opportunism of a demoralised government to confuse
the issue concerning the future of the country.



CHAPTER I

NEGATION OF FREEDOM

The conclusion derived (in the last chapter) from a scientific analysis
of the cultural background and psychological content of Gandhist

nationalism, is corroborated by facts. No amount of casuistry, no

idelogical constructions, can eliminate facts recorded in history.
Whether Congress nationalism or Gandhi personally was pro-
Japanese is a question which has ceased to be of any importance
now. No useful purpose will be served by discussing that question,
a clear answer to which has been recorded also by history. Any
discussion of this pointless question now only side-tracks the real
issue, begs the vital questions : What is the relation between
Nationalism and Fascism, and if there is any reason to assume that,
upon a possible settlement of the dispute between the Congress and
the Government, will that relation cease to operate ?

- The nearing end of the war, the imminent defeat of the Axis
‘Powers, does not push this question into past history. The Congress
attitude towards India’s relation to the war against the Fascist Powers
will be an antiquated issue as soon as the war will be over. Already
it has become so, for all practical purposes. But that attitude was
only a manifestation of the relation between Nationalism and
Fascism—of the ideas and ideals of nationalism. That relation is the
underlying issue which is being side-tracked, from the one side by
Gandhi asserting that the Congress was always willing to co-operate
in the prosecution of the war against the Axis Powers, and from the
other side by the Government repeatedly denying that they ever
suspected Congress of being pro-Japanese.

Fascism is not an attractive and powerful machine made in
Germany, primarily for home consumption and also to be dumped
abroad on unwilling customers. It is a world-historical phenomenon,
the spectre of which not only gravely endangered the present, but
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cast an ominous shadow on the future of entire humanity. Social
conditions, cultural clichés and psychological problems, which gave
birth to the monster, were to be found, and are still in operation, in
differently woven patterns throughout the world.

In countries where the liberating forces of modern civilisation
went farther in their operation, relative freedom was attained in
varying degrees. The measure was the social position of the
individual, not as an atomised entity, but as an integral part of a
collectivity held together with mutual co-operation in productive
work, including the creativeness of intellect and emotion. India has
not experienced any advance towards that ideal of freedom. The
firsty fqbble and faltering efforts made in the closing decades of the
lﬂﬁ?ﬁ&tury were presently counter-acted by religious and cultural
revivalist movements which eventually merged into the powerful
current of nationalism.

Gandhi appeared on the Indian political scene, unfolding on a
cultural background characterised by authoritarian mass psychology,
just when Fascism was raising its head in Europe. That was not a
mere chronological coincidence. It is the task of critical historians
to unearth the connection between Gandhist tirades against Western
civilisation and Fascist negation of democracy, rationalism and liberal
traditions. The sum total of these latter is the positive outcome of
modern civilisation. A negative attitude towards modem civilisation,
like that of Gandhi, is therefore a negation of the social and cultural
values which lay down the foundation of freedom. Gandhism and
Fascism are both essentially opposed to the same enemy. If the latter
is a negation of freedom already established, the former expresses

£ ; 5 3
fear of the modern concept of freedom, and fear is a negative attitude.

Fascism also preaches the sublime doctrine of “suffering and
sacrifice”—a doctrine which reduces man to nothingness.
Unconditional submission of the individual is the psychological
mainstay of, and moral sanction for, authoritarianism, no matter
whether the authority demanding submission is secular or spiritual—
whether it is the State personified by the Leader, or God making His
will manifest through the inner voice of a Mahatma. Physical violence
is necessary to destroy political and cultural structure which may
harbour the ideal of freedom even in the midst of a mass flight from

2.
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it. Distrust and fear against the concept of modern freedom will be
fomented by moral coercion exercised through spiritual
authoritarianism. In the case of a country which has not yet
experienced freedom, in the sense of spiritual liberation and cultural
autonomy of the individual, even partially, the distrust and fear
against the modern concept of freedom can be very easily promoted
by appealing to the ignorance, superstitions and conservatism of the
masses. The purpose of Fascism is served. Any doctrine, movement
or organisation which is instrumental in this respect, is an instrument
of Fascism. Any such doctrine is, essentially as well as pragmatically,
Fascist.

That is the relation between Gandhist Nationalism and Fascism.
It is a historical relation; it is also a relation of cultural affinity.
Nationalism is static Fascism, the latter being dynamic social and
cultural reaction. Gandhism would not allow man to aspire for
freedom ; Fascism would compel him to sacrifice it. Both idealise
negation of freedom as the escape from the tyranny of modern
civilisation, which breaks up man’s mediaeval moorings (of a false
security of submission), but gives him the opportunity to steer himself
through the unchartered sea of a period of social and cultural
transition, to the harbour of real security guaranteed by a purposeful
integration and voluntary co-operation of free individuals,

We shall revert to this searching analysis of the cultural and
historic relation, conscious as well as subconscious, between Gandhist
nationalism and Fascism. What has already been revealed, is enough
to set in clear relief the issue underlying the present political conflict,
an issue which must be joined if the correct approach to the problem
of freedom for the people of India is to be found, if freedom is not
to be a fraud, if all this casuistry, on the one hand, and constitutional
pretensions, on the other, is not to serve the purpose of helping
Fascism triumph in India, even when it will suffer a setback in other
parts of the world.

Now, in order to drive the point home, let us recollect some of
the most memorable (not to be forgotten) facts of recent history.

In his autobiography, Jawaharlal Nehru testifies to the existence
of Fascist sympathies among Congressmen. He does not reveal the
facts which caused the apprehension. A number of them, however,
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- were publicly known. There were leading Congressmen who did not
make any secret of their sympathy for Fascism;-—some even went
to the extent of approving of the Fascist aggression against weaker
peoples. The General Secretary of the Congress himself publicly
rebuked the leftist followers of Nehru, and by implication Nehru
himself, for their quixotic advocacy for Abyssinia against a powerful
country like Italy. On the same occasion, he argued that to annoy
great Powers was not in the interest of Indian nationalism. Logically,
the same argument would hold good in the case of Japan’s aggression
against China. )

Generally, Nehru’s socialism and concern for the fate of the
viotizs of Fascist aggression were a subject of ridicule among the
more powerful leaders of the Congress who did not make any secret
of their admiration for “great men” like Hitler and Mussolini; they
also believed that India needed “national unity” (totalitarianism) on
the pattern of Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany. There is no reason
to assume that they do not entertain the belief even to-day. Indeed,
they are more likely to believe that the overthrow of the “great men”
regimes will be a calamity for Germany and Italy.

During the years preceding the outbreak of the war, several
Congress and other nationalist leaders visited Germany and Italy.
Some were received in audience, if not in every case by the Leader,
but by Deputy Leaders. On return, they made public speeches and
wrote articles in the press extolling the “great achievements” of
Italy and Germany under the Fascist regime. They waxed eloquent
about how Hitler and Mussolini had again made their respective
nations great Powers. The admiration for Hitler and Mussolini and
for the ideas and ideals they stood for, was wide-spread among
Congressmen. Fascism was regarded as the fullest expression of
nationalism, and as such naturally captivated the imagination and
commanded the sympathy of nationalists, proud of cultural
traditionalism and, therefore, willing victims of the authoritarian
psychology.

As a matter of fact, the Fascist cult of Aryanism and Hitler’s
denunciation of Marxist materialism were acclaimed by the average
nationalist as a vindication of ancient Indian culture—as a triumph
of Eastern Spiritualism over Western Materialism. It was a cherished






