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Chapter - 7
Concluding Remarks and Discussion

M.N.Roy as a thinker, philosopher, revolutionary, activist, visionary, among
others, has been onc of the few influential actors in the history of Indian political and
social arena, on whom, very little has been written by social scientists in India. Besides
his political involvements in the national and international sphere, he made a significant
intellectual and political contribution in India to the philosophy of what has come to be
known as the radical humanism that Jed to an intellectual and sociai movement — The
Radical Humanist Movement. Having explored both the philosophical ideas of M.N.Roy
and the Radical Humanist Movement, in ils various ramifications, togcther with
mapping its growth and phases in the post independence period in the previous chapters,
1t 1s pertinent here in this chapter to spell out some conclusions. As the focus of the
study has becn on Roy’s ideas and the Radical Humanist Movement (RHM), I would
like to discuss (irstly, the shortcomings, limitations, viability and futurc prospects of
RHM and sccondly will explore the relevance of Roy's ideas in the contemporary
context, both Indian and global.

As Radical Humznist philosophy forms the basis of RHM, it is relevant here to
first elaborate on some basic ideas of radical humanism, which have been controversial
and have been under constant attack by critics of the philosophy. It may however be
pointed out at the outset, that the philosophical prenusc which forims the basis of RHM
is sound as it is systematic and censistent in naturc. This 1s rellected recurrently in the
views of various participants in the discourse. Further, there is a general consensus on

Roy’s advocacy of scicntific philosophy of materialistic monism which views the world
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4s a cosmos, a causally interrelated whole, which can be understood in terms of the laws

of its being and becoming.

The most crucial formulation in 22 theses that has often been disputed is the
statement that ‘Rising out of the background of the law-governed physical nature, the
human being is essentially rational.” Critics have taken the words ‘essentially rational’ in
a loaded sense, in isolation from the overa!l formulation of twenty-two thescs and have
implicd as if the basic assumption of the thesis is that human rationality or reason is
something infallible and thal men always behave in a sane, logical and harmonious way,
which obviously is not true in rcahty. If this were the case, neither the philosophy of
radical humanism nor the movement for renaissance would have been required. So what
is meant by ‘cssentially rational” is thal man as against other animal specics is cndowed
with capacity for reason and 1l 1s not something extrancous to man’s biological being.
Aristotle also defined man as a ‘rational animal’ and it is his rationality that makes him
unigue and distinet from other species. However, men are not always conscious of their
rational nature and irrational behavior of man can be explaincd as a consequence of
mistaken application of reason. Therefore, as Nigam {1988) points out, irrational or
vicious behavior of man is not a refutation of Roy’s thesis but 1s indication of human
failure, individual and social. As we have already seen, the core of the major task of
RHM lies here, which 1s to make a conscious and sustaincd effort to convert man’s
potentiality to be rational into actuality so that there will be a continually rising number
of consciously rational men and women who guided by their reason will behave in a
rational moral manner. Roy did not exclude human will and cmotion in his analysis of
human nature as is hclieved by somc, but in his scheme of thinking they could be
reconciled with rcason.

Morality is another important aspect of human naturc to which Roy attnbutes

significant importance. [t has its basis in rationality as morality is cnvisaged by Roy as
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mere translation of rcason into social idiom. Since man is inherently rational, social

relationships can be rationally harmonized and therefore it can be expected that a moral
order can result from a rationally organized socicty. However, the rclationship between
rationality and morality is not as simple as it appears to be in certain expositions
propounded by Roy. And moreover most pcople take rational in a loaded sensc in that it
carrics a stamp of approval. Even during s Marxist phasc Roy believed right
knowledge would incvitably lead to cthical conduct. He wrote, ‘materialist is virtuous
not out of fear, by cocrcion, for greed, he is virtuous, because he can not be otherwise,
and it is knowledge that enables him to be so.”' Basic assumption is that men use their
knowledge and rationality for enhancement of human happiness. Driving morality from
rationaiity is however not substantiated by facts. In reality we {ind men guided by their
own narrow sclfish interests, indulging 1n all kinds of wrong, immoral, uncthical and
vulgar practices knowing fully well what is right. Vested intercsts are important causes
of continuance of unjust institutions and unjust social order. The merely rational man
may well be a self-secker, an cgoist or a tyrant.

Another inherent feature of human naturc, which has bcen a subject of
controversy, has been Roy’s insistence on man’s spirit of co-opgration as a more
fundamental trait as against other combative and destructive elements. Roy did
recognize the existenee of destructive human attributes like competition, ambition,
struggle, jealousy; envy, combative instinets cte., but regarded them as only secondary,
Je wrote, ‘an imprejudicial study of history revcals that the desire to be helpful to fellow
man is a more fundamental human trait than competition and conflict.”? Again his

optimism about human naturc is not bome by empirical facts. Human sclfishncess,

''See Jail Volumes, 1941, p.156a.

2 sec The Marxian Way, volume 11, 1946-47, p.195
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irrationalism, mmmorality are in certain situations far more glaring and manifest than

man’s rationality, morality and cooperative spirit.

Rationality, morality and man’s urge for freedom are in fact social categories
and human nature should be viewed in the context of socio-economic and political,
cnvironment, as onc cannot conceive of man in isolation to society of which he is an
integral part. The position taken by Roy is not sustained by modern sociological theory,
which docs not regard socicty as a mere aggregate of individuals. It is conceived of as a
network of intersecting and conflicting group intcrests. As observed by Osborne
{1966:53-54), ‘to think of human individual apart from society is to think in terms of
misleading abstractions; that the individual is a social being, his qualities of
individuality, his distinctiveness, lis rationality, his morality develop through social
expericnce. Roy’s overemphasis on the importance of individual as against group was
perhaps in reaction to the then prevailing irrational, authoritarian culture with little
rceard for human freedom and individuality. But nevertheless in the process he
negleets the dynamics of socio-cultural processes at work, which enable one to
understand the complex relationship that exists between man and society. Man’s
personality traits encompassing reason, freedom, and morality are to some extent
products of the proccss of socialization and thercfore they cannot be understood in
abstraction. Further, to conceive of freedom as climination of all restraints on human
individual is again unrealistic and questionable, as frcedom also has to be viewed in a
social context and absolutce treedom is neither possible nor desirable. In post industrial
socicly with virtual disintegration of old community ties and transition from primary to
sccondary reclations one problem that constraints us today is that individuality is
confused with rank individualism and individual intercsts. By and large individual is
sct free to experiment with his/her life and onc is guided by one’s narrow reckoning of

private gains and losses. This has led to our moral isolation as the ideal of absolute
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freedom and cxcessive individualism can be rather inadequate because of its lack of

proper emphasis upon the devclopment of social lifc of man, with moral isolation we
are also suffering from emotional isolation or alicnation. At theoretical level RHM has
sought to tacklc the problem of moral isolation by regarding man as the archetype of
society and laying stress upon his adcguately discharging social obligations. But, in
realily the number of such responsible, enlightened individuals who are sensitive and
responsive to the needs of society is diminishing at a [ast rate. Emotional sccurity can
come only through participation, which presupposes assoclations, and organizations
that can bind pcople and provide them with a sense of belonging.

One may point out that Roy’s contention was that in order to create a better
society we must first create better men. But it can have disastrous consequences in the
sensc that if we wait for social reconstruction until men have become rational and
mora! through education, the goal becomes utepian. In fact our study clearly brings out
that while Roy’s band of dedicated followers have been busy in introspection, working
unsuccessfully towards cultural renaissance specially during initial two decades after
launching RHM, the society has drifted into an ever greatcr moral crisis where the so
called iconoclastic ideas have no role to play. Radicals themselves on the basis of their
personal cxpericnees have realized this fact and they have come to believe that it is
important to begin with contemporary social issues plaguing our sociely rather than
steering the RHM to phtlosophical revolution, The process of transformation of human
nature and social reconstruction has to be a simultaneous one. But this realization has
however come a bit too late.

These observations however, do not undermine the importance of Roy’s
advocacy of scientific philosophy and its humanistic spirit, which 1s the need of the
times to tide over the crisis mankind, is confronted with. Roy was first and forcmost a

social philosopher and an analysis of his theory of social reconstruction from a
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sociological point of view has resulted 1n a shift of emphasis on the need to understand

the two-way intcraction between man and socicty rather than giving primacy to human
individual over socicty.

We have scen that as far the theoretical framework pertaining to the
philosophy of RHM is concemned there are hardly any limitations. In a large measure, it
scems systematic and coherent as reflected in the discourse. Howcever one major
internal limitation re¢lates to its comprehension. The understanding of 22 theses
requircs onc to have a high degree of intellectual level and knowledge from various
sciences, which 1s seldom possessed even by lhe so-called educated clite. So
understanding the philosophy and projecting it in a way that thc ordinary people can
relatc to it i1s a most challenging task. As a result, as was pointed out by late prof.
Nigam during the course of interview, very often, entire time and cnergy of the radicals
is spent in defending themselves against frequent challenges posed by alternative
ideologies and system o* thought.

Membcrs of a social movement are concerned with presenting to others and to
themselves an image, which is socially acceptable. Since the movement develops within
the context of the society it seeks to change, and also since the members are products of
the socicty, it is constrained to reconcile its valucs with those of the socicty at large, no
matter how rcvolutionary it may appear. Being radical in nature the very character of
RIIM is such that it puts a lot of persistent and continuous strain on the mind of the
people which ordinary pecople are not prone to sustain. Here it is important 1o point out
that, Roy, himself was quitc uncompromising as is evident from his stand on question of
lcague of radical congressmen’s participation in satyagraha or on crucial issuc of
supporting British war cfforts, or his views on Gandhian leadership. On all these
important issues he was dictated by his own rational analyses of the situation even

though his rigid stand rcsulted in his isolation {rom both the masses and other important



310
leaders on the national scene. This prompted even Takunde, his close associate to retort

that, ‘leaders should be ahcad of their following, but if they arc so far ahead that
followers should loosc sight of them, they serve no useful purpose.”

Roy was an open minded intellectual who analyzed every system of thought
critically and belicved in its constant rc-examination in the light of the new
developments as is evident by his own ideological development. So initially the source
of the growth of the movement was Roy, who encouraged people to think independently
and come out with novel ideas. In today’s fast changing, dynamic world RHM as a
movement should not remain theoretically stagnant if it has to be of any consequence,
The world has changed radically since the times Roy’s ideas were developed. Intellectual
and practical dynamics have to be appreciated and realized in action. RHM should
provide for the growth of ideas and should outgrow 22 thesis comprising Roy’s
scientitic philosophy.

Under the compulsions of new circumslances not only in India but world over
philosophics and ideologics no longer seem to be influencing human beings and
socictics. 1t would be unrealistic to assume that the principles of radical humanist
democracy formulaled more than half a century ago would help to meet contemporary
crisis. All philosophies arc by-products of material and nonmaterial conditions and play
a declining role with rapidly changing conditions. World has changed profoundly since
World War .Il. So in case of Roy’s philosophy also it is important that while retaining
the fundamentals of Royism, which constitute the permanent heritage, radicals should
incorporate changes both in the ideology and in its application, which they think, are
esscntial in the Jight of their own new experiences. Roy limself always used to do that
and therelorc RHM can survive only if radicals instcad of remaming orthodox Royists

adopt a more pragmatic approach and redefine their role in the context of latest global

* Letter from Tarkunde to M.N.Roy, Pune 15 April 1940.
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experiences. Radical humanism being integrated to science is not a closed system. It

provides for constant assimilation of new facts and therefore it cannot be seen as a
systcm but as a process. Roy strongly believed that phtlosophy is not something that is
evolved at any particular time by any particular individual, but it evolves continuously
and becomes perennial. Just like science philosophy is a pursuit in which each new
philosopher will carry further the work accomphished by his predecessors. And therefore,
the basic challenge that lies before radicals 1s not merely of carrying on the movement
and its organs but onc of broadcning, decpening and developing the philosophy of
radical humanism by applying it to various ficlds of activity, particularly the areas not
touched by Roy. What is required is creativity in ideas in order to prevent the philosophy
of radical humanism from becoming a closed system of thought, a set of dogmas about
ultimate truth. It is here that the movement has suffered the most, as a few radicals
posscss that creativity and dynamism. Nigam (1988:26) rightly writes, ‘the philosophy
of radical Humanism in the Thescs, if it is not to suffer the fate of carlier philosophics,
will have to be continually examined and re-examined in the light of advancing
knowledge and new experience. This is an inherent and permanent obligation on the part
of thosc who prefer this philosophy’. Even though some radicals like, Sibnarayan Ray,
G.D.Partkh, R.L.Nigam, V.M.Tarkunde, R.S.Yadava have madc some important
contribution in the realm of 1dcas in the movement as it has grown mn post Roy era, yet
their number is less and is shrinking with time. This no doubt constitutcs a major
limitation of the movement. The analysis of the actual functioning of RHM clcarly
reveals that in its present stale it seems incapable of such an achicvement both at
theorctical and practical level.

For any movement to develop apart from having a futuristic vision and a
belief in the possibility of changing the structurc of the socicty, an enduring organization

devoted to the attainment of their vision, which can serve, as an active nucleus of the
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movement is equally important. In retrospect one could conclude that the movement has

suffered tremendously due to historical fact that radicals did not develop any formal
organization since the dissolution of RDP in 1948, which could have acted as the main
center for coordinating the activities of the scattered and atomized individuals without a
sensc of belonging. As has been pointed out by late Yadava (1988), the transformational
gap of 21 long ycars without any organization since the dissolution of RDP in 1948
signficantly wilted the movement afler 1948. During that period most of radical
humanists became inactive and isolated or merely undcrtook unorganized and limping
individual activitics, lost their youthfulness and settled down to private routines with
httle zeal lefi for any sustained public work, and a whole new generation with different
orientations had sprung up in the country. And that period was the most crucial- initial
and formative- period of independent India when the revolutionary lervor of the people
had not fully petered out, hurdles in the way of revolutionary work were much less than
what they have becn since 1969, and the need of the organized efforts on the part of
humanists was, in a scnse, the greatest.

Sociologically, one can say that for suceess of any social movement
organizationa! phase i.c. when an incipient and informal movement matures and gets
formalized 1s important because i is in this stage that a movement becomes stable and
poised for suceess. Organizational phasc results in quickening of external development
of a movement. In this phasc innovations at the level ideas, strategy, tactics ete. arc
collectively propagated and promoted through the organization. [t is precisely for lack of
organization for 21 long ycars that the RHM remained in oblivion despite the fact that
Roy had provided the nccessary initial momentum to the movement. But neither Roy
during his lifetime, nor his followers worked out in detail the kind of association or
organization that was needed to put the great ideals in to practice and this constituics onc

ol the main limitations of RHM. It is only after his retirement, Tarkunde's dynamism
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and realism relricved whatever was left of the movement by 1969 when IRHA was

formed. So RHM amply testifies our hypothesis that no social movement can spread
significantly without an ¢ffective orgamzation to promote It.

Further, the nature of IRHA 1s such that it cannot be conccived of as a
centralized organization and it grants total autonomy to its mecmbers to work with
various groups and organizations including political parties in accordance with their
respective tastes and competence. Such a movement obviously cannot have any official
line like party line on various issues. Therefore when faced with the real life problems
every individual radical has to decide for himscl{/herself the kind of role he /she has to
perform, whethcr or not he should work in association with other groups to accomplish
his task within the framework of his philosophy, which remains the only force which
binds him with other radicals and RHM. In the abscnce of any official line, finding
themselves 1n a statc of confusion 1n crisis like situations, most radicals tend to think
that their 22 theses would provide them with rcadymade solutions to the problems at
local, national and even international level which is not true as has also been pointed out
by Nigam, who writcs, ‘that is asking too much of a philosophy. Philosophy gives us a
vision or a model, provides a paradigm and stimulates creative, critical thinking. But in
every situation, in dealing with every problem, choices have to be made within that
framework and paradigm. Thc choices have to be made necessarily by individuals. And
these may not coincide except in some very cxtraordinary situations as happened in case
of 1975 Emergency’ (Nigam, 1988:39).

Success of any movement depends on ils numerical strength. [n this respect one
major limitation of RHM owing to its prcdominantly intellectual character is that its
leadcrs have not been able to mobilize people in large numbers because of their failure
to attribute what Blumer calls a popular character to their movement which remains too

logical and too abstract to be comprehended by a common man. It remains primarily a
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movement of intellectuals whose number and impact is diminishing at a fast rate in

contemporary cra characterized by what is called an end of ideology. As a result in case
of RHM also, like other strong idcological movements, there has been a shift in
prioritics away from social activism and towards sclf-maintcnance. A living movement
cannot opcrate and survive for a long timc, unless, its membership 1s cnhanced by
bringing younger generation to its fold. In fact RHM itsclf began as a movement of
enthusiastic, dedicated young soctal activists. Roy himself, time and again emphasized
thc need to form youth clubs and addresscd many a student’s gathcrings at various
universitics during his lecture tours with a view to cducate and enlighten the young
minds. The continuous task that the founder leader had set [or thc movement i.e. one of
educating themselves and others and thereby multiplying themselves endlessly has not
been accomplished. By and large RHM has remained a very imited, sectarian movement
conflined to urban middlc class, English speaking, educated elitc. Even though time and
again radicals at individual level have cxpressed the nced to actively participate in
pcople’s struggle and cooperate with like minded people and organizations including
political partics to bring about social transformation as merc preaching in a vacuum will
not suffice, Yct, in actual practice with few cxceptions, not much is being done in this
dircction in an organized manner at the concrete levcl.

The empirical investigation of character, structure and functioning of the
Icadership of RHM reveals certain facts, which have definite implications for the futurc
prospeets of the movement. As the things stand today, we can conclude in no uncertain
terms that the scope of effectiveness of the leadership of RHM is limited for a number of
rcasons. Wc have scen that RHM like most other movements on Indian scene has
revolved around personalities. It can be identified with its founder Roy who was at the
center stage till his death in 1954, followed by his wifc Ellen till 1960. After her

assassination a vacuum was created as there was a lcadership crisis and the movement
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was orphaned primarily for lack of any formal organization, which could have given the

scattered, atomized individuals a scnse of belenging, During this period the radicals
attended the scantly organized study camps morc out of nostalgia and as a mark of
devotion to their beloved lcader as was conceded by number of radicals during their
interview. Roy remains immortal and still evokes an attitude of reverence. As
Sibnarayan ray rightly observes. ‘like all original and unorthodox thinkers, Roy, too has
been subjected by his followers to mythologisation and scriptualisation’ (Ray 1979:17-
18). Without any elTective leadership the question of survival of the movement loomed
large. Formation of [RHA in 1969 can be described as a revilalization phase with
V.M. Tarkunde being the central figure who with his tireless efforts and organizational
capabilities along with some of his old associates played a commendable role to carry
forward thc movement on various fronts by forging alliances with scveral non-
governmental organizations, particularly CFD, PUCL and other organizations fighting
for democratic rights. Fle along with some of his old associates has been instrumental in
keeping the movement alive by giving it a new dircection in tune with the changing
circumstances. But now with his departure the existing leadership is bound to feel the
vacuum and become more and morc ineffective as lew possess the dynamism,
mnovativencss and organizational capacity to keep the movement alive. As the
movement has centered around personalitics, it has not undergone the proccss of
institutionalization which is essential for the development and social acceptance of any
movement, more so if it happens to be an 1dcological movement and projects the grand
vision of establishing a radical humanist socicty which calls for a perennial process ol
transformation. Thus our initial hypothesis (4), that a movement starts declining il the
organizational strueture and its functioning is not appropriately institutionalized and the
membership does not incrcase over a reasonable period of time stands testified against

the empirical facts pertaining to RHM. Further, on account ol projecting the long term
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goal also thc movement has suffered. As thc objective appears to be utopian and

unattainable, the movement has lost the impetus as it fails to generatc any public interest
i its objectives. Moreover, broad utopian goals and slow growth ol the movement also
results in the lack of urgency on the part of the people involved in the movement and if
at all it 1s there it 1s very intermittent.

Onc can speak of radical humanists with a few exceptions, particularly in
period bhefore late 1970s as arm chaired revolutionaries, busy with their discourses in
their ivory towers and their movement being [ar removed from the real needs,
aspirations or problems of the common pcople in India. Formation of pcople’s
committees and cooperatives form the core of process of decentralization as envisaged
by radical humanist philosophy. But in actual practicc nonc of the radicals have really
tned to run a cooperative and seck its [unctioning and limitations. Few have tried to
experiment with the idea of forming peoplc’s committees and that too only during
election tiimes without any persistent follow up action to make it in to a movement.

For success of any revolutionary movement it is important for the leadership to
organize itsel{ and mobilize the masses by directly participating in their struggle against
their repression, cxploitation, social injustice and other agonizing cxperiences, which
they mcet at the hands of the dominant scctions of the society within the given socio-
cultural status quo. In post independent era it was only during peculiar autboritarian
rcgime of Indira Gandht when emergency was imposed that RHM showed signs of
revival. Tarkunde’s association with Jaiprakash narayan and formation of CFD and
PUCL provided an oppertunity and forum to increasing number of radical humanists to
awake [rom their deep slumber and participate in cooperation with many leaders of the
opposition political partics and other democrats to wage a determined and organized
battle against rising authoritarianism in the country. Various organs of RHM (IRHA,

IR1, and RH) were instrumental in bringing the movement and its ideas in focus. Even
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though it has been recalized by the RHM activists that their grand theory can not help

them in redeeming the situation yet little precious has been done by the central
Icadership to relate their activitics in an organized manner to the pcople’s struggle. Even
though there have been scveral instances where we can scec RHM has contributed to
social transformation in ncwer ways in arcas like education, health, civil liberties and
human rights by converging their efforts with other movements and organizations yet we
can say the leadership of RHM neither has the number or resource, nor the dynamism to
bring other like-minded people and organizations in the country to their fold to
acconiplish the stupendous task they have set for themselves.

Radicals are caught n a situation where on the one hand they can not carry on
the movement on their own as they arc too few in numbers to be cffective and on the
other hand working with other groups wedded to disparate ideologies and outlook
promotes confusion of what Nigam calls ‘of blurred distinctions.” In the process there
always remains a fear of radical humanists loosing their identity. Nigam points out ‘the
practice pursued over a long period of time results in the confusion of the by-way with
high-way, of the inn with the home. The practice results somcetime in the adoption of an
alicn concept to supcrimpose on our own, perhaps for pragmatic reason.” He further
notes and rightly so “The cumulative effect of the consequences of such practice is to
makc the unwary lose sight of the very raison d'etre of the movement and of its distinet
mcthodology and mode oi'working.’4

Nigam was not the lone figure to raisc these fears. RHM remains a divided
housc on many a crucial and controversial issues and the situation becomes still worse
becausc discussions, debates and practice over five decades has done little to mitigate
these controversics. Under such circumstances it is just a matter of time that the

movement will go in total oblivion. Nigam remarks, ‘we have becomce so many islands
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with no bridges thrown over. Qur ‘togctherness’ consists in the fact that the islands float

over the same sca a very dilferent scenario from the onc visualized by Roy, a
‘brotherhood ‘of ‘spiritually free men’ holding up before the world an example of new
valuecs, new interpersonal relationships, new institutions which it badly nceded” (Nigam
1988:29). Despite having a formal organization at all India level one observes that
scattered radical are engaged in mutually unrelated activities. Sociologically it is difficult
to conceive of a revolutionary movement without whole time leaders and active
members who arce totally devoted to their cause. Here again RH docs not exhibit this
cssential element as our study shows, for most of the radicals their activities relating to
the movement arc just casual or spare time activities and the few [ull time activists are
thosc who have alrcady retired from their jobs and can contribute only marginally
kceping in mind the age factor which is against them. Therefore the scope and
cffectiveness of such a lcadership is bound to be limited indeed and one wonders if in its
present shape and state one can speak of RHM as a movement  in conventional
sociological terms.

There is ne doubt that at theoretical level RHM has raised many a pertinent
issucs relating to future ol democracy, education, human rights, party less democracy,
cooperative movement in economie sphere, authoritanian culture and has suggested ways
and means to realize their dream of establishing radical democratic society. But as we
have scen a wide gap exists between theory and practice. Roy no doubt contributed both
at theoretical and practical level. His activitics werce not confined merely to research
work and writing but he was actively involved 1n various real life struggles and
movements, beginming with his ‘revolutionary’ activitics at a very young age. But the

same cannot be said about his {ollowers in the present scenario.

* Here prof Nigam is referring to Radical’s adoption of Jaiprakash Narayan's “Total Revolution’, as
concepually and practically the same as Radical Humanist revolution.
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But now once again [or the reasons discussed above we sce the question of

survival of the movement fooms large. Individual radicals who played an important role
during emergeney and later through CFD, PUCL and other rationalist and sccular
organizations arc cither no more or have become too old to be elfective. There have been
very few rceruits sinec last quarter of a century and even the relatively younger radicals
do not share the same zeal and intellect as the old veterans. In contemporary India onc
finds 2 whole plethora of limited purpose non-governmental organizations working for
oppressed scctions (like, women, dalits, child laborers, backward classes, scheduled
castes or tribes) ol the society, But one finds only a fraction of radicals working through
these organizations. Radicals have never played the role ol social activists and therefore
we do not find RHM working in coopcration with many of the alternative movemcnts in
the country pertaining to environment, cducation, nuclear issucs or problems pertaining
Lo tnecreasing corruption, socio-cconomic disparitics etc. Al concrele level one docs not
find radical humanists involving themselves with pcople’s struggle whether it is
pertaining to rchabilitation of slum dwellers in ecities or of displaced persons as a
consequence of mega projects like Narmada vallcy project or of victims of Bhopal gas
tragedy and others. One only finds reference to these problems in the columns of RH. As
we have seen in last chapter, even the old veterans of the movement, who have engaged
themselves with people’s struggle, arc working through forunis, which arc not directly
the organs of the RHM. Thus it is difficult to conceive of scattered and disparatc
activities of radicals spread over different parts of India and beyond, as constituting a
social movement in terms of traditional sociological conception of social movements.
Nonctheless 1f we take a broader view of social movements in the global context, the
activitics of the radicals do form a part of the transnational niovements concerned with
human rights, civil libertics and plight of the marginalized scctions of socicly beyond the

boundarics of nation statcs.
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In the light of the abovc stated facts one could conclude that the prospects of the success

of the RHM in foresccable future in our country are indeed very dim, particularly if such
a4 success is envisaged in terms of the movement’s long term goals -which is one of
creating rational, moral and cooperative individuals having a {irm belief in the fact their
well being is conditional upon other pcople’s well being. In other words it consists of
accomplishing thc task of mental or philosophical, cultural revolution. For Roy the
emphasis has always been on culture, which being a way of life surely encompasscs
political aspect of the socicty. So the cultural transformation has to precede political
transformation.

As we have alrcady discussed, keeping in mind the complexity and the objcctive
conditions in our country such a process of social transformation can be painfully slow.
‘Timc required for such a revolution might look frighteningly long. But when faced with
such objcctions Roy always asked, ‘what is the alternative? ------ If someone can suggest
another way, which will take less time --say twenty, or perhaps two years, and also bring
about a democratic socicty, that question might arise. But if there is no such alternative,
the fact that it may take a long time is no argument against this plan.” (Ro1960: 62). He
was also hopeful that if the right start was made, the time required could be much
reduced, (Ibid: 63-64)

As far as the RHM is concerned the fact remamns that radicals have done precious little
to transform their theory in Lo practice. Mere possession and transmission of theoretical
knowledge cannot ensure human emancipation. Prof Yadava rightly points out, “If fertile
cmaneipatory theories are not vitally married to organized emancipatory struggles in day
to day human intcractions, at the local, regional, national and cven international level, an
emancipatory movement soon tends to degenerate in various ways and wither

away."(Yadava 1983:56)° RHM truly corroborates this contention.
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It 1s true that the success and progress of the movement of the naturc of RHM 1s not to

be judged in terms of the following or by how widcly it has come to be known. As Roy
obscrves, ‘the work and progress of the RHM will no longer be judged in terms of mass
following, but by the sprcad of the spirit of frecdom, rationality and sccular morality
amongst the people, and in the inereasc of their influence in the state’. (Roy 1953:68).
But how to measure the “sprcad’ of that “spirit” and the “incrcase’ of that ‘influence’ has
not been spelled out either by Roy or his dedicated {ollowers involved in the mevement,
So even if we take something like ‘generating the awakening’ among people, of valucs
basic to the movement as the index of success, it’s prospects do not scem to be too
bright.

Apart from these intemal limitations, objective Indian conditions like
overpopulation, tlliteracy, obscurantism, traditional value system, our authoritarian
culturc, socio-economic inequalitics, linguistic barriers elc, constitutc external
Untitations that radicals belicve can be overcomne only by putting their agenda in to
practice. But their optimism appears to be unrealistic keeping in view the physical
limitations in terms of the movement’s shrinking numerical strength, inability to recruit
young people and limited financial resources. So if one analyses the RHM in actual
practice not a very bright future awaits it.

An important question that would bother any serious student on Roy
would be to ask what place Roy occupies in history and whal 1s the relevance of his
ideas and the movement in contemporary scenario?

It is tmportant to point out at the very outset that the limitations, as discussed in the
previous section, pertaining to the functioning of RHM and the new questions and
challenges thrown up by experience of workiny in dynamic existential situations within
the framecwork of twenty two thesis, do not mvahdate the philosophy of Radical

Humanism which forms the basic core of the movement. No philosophy in the world
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can be said o be true for all times to come. It is only natural that with accumulation of

new knowledge and new expericnce new questions arise with the passage of time. It 1s
the samc with Roy’s thesis.

Roy is often accused by his critics that several aspects of his philosophy
and his idcas are not ncw. But then, at this stage of human development, it is not
possible for any thinker to come up with cntirely new ideas. Roy’s originalily and
contribution however lies in his analytically examining the existing philosophies in the
context of contemporary world crisis and suggesting a way out of the present crisis.
Roy’s philosophy i1s a product of twentieth century which has also produced many
diverse  and  rich  philosophical  strcams  like  pragmatism, existentialism,
phcnomenology, linguists, and logical analysis as is represented in the philosophical
1dcas of prominent philosophers like Pierce, Whitchcad, Dewey, Santayana, Russell,
Croce, Sartre and others. [n a way this century can be called an age of analysis and
uncertamty primarily because the issues concerning human history, culture, society,
individual, scicnee and technology in relation to human individual and organizations
has been the dircet concern of various thinkers as ncver before and secondly the
rapidity and enormity of change has made ‘consensus’ about various complicated
issues gripping mankind virtually impossible. The events of this century beginning
with the First World War reflect the dcvastating, disoricnting and breath-taking
changes. It has been a century which has witnessed two world wars, Russian
Revolution accompanied by the rise of left totalitarianism (communism), the Great
cconomic depression, wide-spread struggles for national liberation against colonial
imperialism, rise of right totalitarianism (fascism and Nazism), atom bomb, Chincsc
revolution, cold war in bi-polar world, independence of India and other colonies,
proliferation ol nuelcar weapons, emergence of post industrial societies, breakdown ol

Sovict Union as a consequence of liguidation of communism in Soviet Union and East
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Europcan countries, neo- cconomic imperialism as a result of processes of

liberalization and globalization, anomie, alienation and cventual Joss of sclf
confidence.

Roy was not just a mutc spectator to the vast changes that engulfed the entire
globe. He played a modest role in many events of historical significance as is evident
from his roles in Indian nationalist movement, in Mexican politics, in the Comintern
and in [ndian politics again in thirties and fortics. So his philosophy us it 1s embodicd
in Twenty-two thescs is not just a speculative thought but is a responsc to the wide
ranging experience that Roy had acquired over a period of almost forty years spread
over more than a dozen countries in three continents. This is what makes Roy a figure
of some historical significance and will always be accorded a due place in recorded
human history. Appreciating Roy, writes Sibnarayan Ray, ‘as a thinker, M.N.Roy, [
believe, has his peers, if not in the East, certainly in thc West, But in the wealth of
experience, which went to the shaping of his thoughts, he was altogether unique and
had none to compare either in the past or in the present. From Socrates to Santayana,
from Kung- Fu-Tzc to Croce, |1 know of no philosopher who posscssed his sweep of
experience.’ (Ray 1966:28)

As 1s evident from his writings on varied ficlds, what impresses one most is his
cneyclopedic mind, his literary brilliance and his in depth knowledge about range of
disciplines including science, philosophy, politics, sociology, psychology and
anthropology. New Humanism as an integrai system of thought is a product of such a
mind. He came to belicve that, 1t was due to failure of philosophy that the human
aftairs were in such a mess and only a sound moral philosophy can get us out of the
present crisis. He rightly emphasized that a sound social and political theory

presupposcs a sound moral philosophy. Ilis phifosophy of New Humanism firmly
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rooted as it is in reason and experience is a sound contribution both in the realm of

theory and practice of humanism.

One of the most remarkable achievements of Roy was that he succeeded in retaining
his faith in reason despite facing hostility of organized irrationalism of the right as well
as lefl. His relentless pursuit ol the logic of his ideas and subjccting them to constant
re-examination in the light of the lutest developments 1s manifest i his own
idcological evolution from a militant nationalism, to Marxism and finally to Radical
Humanism. The relevance of Roy’s 1dcas can only be analyzed in the context of the
times he was writing in as they evolved as a direct response o the rapid changes
brought about by modern scientific and (cchnological revolution both at national and
international level.

The central fuct that lics at the root of the crisis of our zigc is that the pace
of the Renaissance has been much slower than that of the technological revolution.
Roy’s call for a cultural renatssance in India in order (o modernize the nation ¢specially
at a time when Gandhi with emphasis on Hindu revivalist nationalism was dominant
on Indian political scene was significant. Roy’s (renchant crivicism of religious
moralily and traditional Indian valuc systern was indeed a break through, T intellectual
and cultural domain Roy’s criticism of the spiritualist culture ‘as an instrument of
rcaction and bulwark against higher civilization’ (Roy 1955:242-243) and a check upon
the spiritualist liberation is very much relevant even today to the problem of social
emanetpation and reason based political system in the country.

The scientific technological civilization as is manifest in rapid
industrialization,  urbanization, complex division of labor, specialization,
burcaucratization, mass communicalion, growth of mass socicty and mass culture etc.
has increasingly destroyed communily life cverywhere and created impersonal

socteties. As a conscquence of all these alienating conditions human mdividual feels
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totally atomized, severcly alone, helpless dehumanized, powerless and has lost

confidence not only in others but in oneself. This problem of alienation has been at the
center of many a sociological and philosophical discourse in the twentieth century and
several scholars have addressed themselves to the intricate relationship between
‘individual” and ‘socicly’. The key issue which lies at the core of all central issucs
today is whether human individual is primanly an end in himself/hersclf and the
architect of his/her own desliny or a miere servile means to the cnds ot some self
sceking individuals or collectivity like corrupt politicians, bureaucrats or some other
vested interest groups. Here perhaps lies the key choice that will determine the future
of vast majority of hapless masses and the nature of society itself. It is here that the
contribution of Roy has been greatest. It was the penetrating humanist insight of Roy
that cnabled him to discover this key issue which scemed to have been lost in the
bewildering complexity of our cxtremely dynamic times, to highlight it in a modem
idiom, and (o opt lor intrinsic value of the related human individual. As we have scen,
Roy discovered the scientific- philosophical [oundation for his option after deeply
reflecting upon the whole history of human thought on the basis of his own experience
as an active participant in the shaping of the history of his own times. Iis philosophy
of New Humanism with its roots in reason and experience can be regarded as a sound
contribution to moral philosophy.

Important thing about his philosophy is that it has been devcloped in a
cosmopolitan perspective, basic assumption being that philosophy concerns every
aspect of life and therefore it has to be the business of every man. Morcover, Roy did
not look upon the contemporary crisis in local, regional, or national context. is was a
comprchensive and integrated approach and he studied it in its [ull magnitude and in
all its dimensions, And therefore in his quest for solution to the contemporary crisis he

draws not only from all the existing available experience but also from various
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disciplines including social and natural sciences as is reflected in his conception of his

magnum opus ‘The Philosophical Conscquences of Modemn Science’. Therefore the
solution i.¢. the philosophy he evolved has global dimension. As we have aircady seen
the scientific social philosophy appropriate for our era, as formulated by Roy is that of
Radical Humanism and it transcends both time and space. It is ‘radical’ because 1t
treats the human individual as the root of mankind and belicves no social status quo
prevailing anywhere can play the needed progressive role any longer. It is “humanist’
because it s imperative for human beings today to raisc above all narrow
considerations of caste, creed, religion, race, language, nation, for a universal person
imbued with fellow feeling, having a secular orientation and cosmopolitan spirit is the
dirc need of the hour, It 1s perhaps this aspect of Roy’s thought that has prompted his
critics to reject it as over ambitious and irrelevant. But the fact is that there has been a
rapid shrinkage of the world and emergence of composite cultures of mixed
populations due to increasing interdependence of different nations and of dificrent
groups or scclions of socicty within each nation or state as a result of rapid advances in
modern science and technology. Hence all problems have become global now.

The global dimensions of modern science and technology had given birth
lo extensive colonial imperialism in the past, which resulted in two world wars as well
as in the great rise of nationalism after world war one. As the things stand today the
interaction between nationalism and 1aternationalism has become very intricate.
Therefore, no vital problem anywhere can be solved satisfactorily within the strict
confines of nation-states. This has increased the frequency of even the armed
intervention by onc or more states, much more casily by the super power in the internal
affuirs of other states. After the liquidation of Soviet Umwon, in today’s unipolar
shrinking global world, Roy’s cosmopolitan humanism scems to be the necessary

condition for the survival of civilized humanity, even though it may not be generally
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realized due to narrow and scctarian perspectives and goals of a vast majority of

people.
There have been others also who have propagated the need for internationalist
cosmopolitan outlook and unlike Roy; their authenticity can not be easily called in
qucstion as has becn pointed out by Nigam (1988:443)
The task of human self preservation has now become a problem whose
dimensions ar¢ as large as humanity itself. One of history’s clearest
lessons is that problems cannot be solved on a scale smaller than that on
which they arise. This was the lesson the Nation-State taught to the
medieval baronics it superseded. It is the lesson the Nation-State musl
now learn {rom world order. Human society has come to the point of no
rcturn. In unconsciously creating a unitary industrial society throughout
the world, man has made his survival depend upon his ability to follow
it with a consciously created world political order.
Nothing 11 the nature of things insurcs regardless of what man doces that
civilization will always survive. The successive cons of the past are the
historical graveyards of biological and cultural specics that turned out to
be incapablc of coping with the catastrophe that confronted them. World
order is not inevitable. It is only necessary.”

Thus, we sce Roy was a visionary whose penetrating analysis always
centered around the {uture of things to come and how they could be improved upon. He
possecssed a profound knowledge of the scienec of history and society. His analyses of
the trends of events and his predictions regarding the possible outcome of these trends
have been sufficiently substantiated by facts.

Cultural aspect of cosmopolitan order as visualized by Roy is of
particular relevance in present day set up. A vital handicap that the humanist
movement the world over has suffered is the hiatus between “humanist renaissance’
and ‘scientific-technological revolution’. While the former has never been able to
assume mass proportions, the latter has pervaded all aspects of human life. If our
historical past could be a proper guide, it does not seem likely that humanist

renaissance will be able to overwhelm or cven keep pace with scientific-technological

revolution, which for Roy was so essential for the free and dignified survival of
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humankind. But as we have alrcady discussed, Roy being an optimist not only belicved

and hoped in his call for twentieth century renaissance being a reality but also offered a
concrete program to realize it. For the purpose he strongly advocated the need for
educating the people in the values of freedom, justice, rationality and instilling in them
a scicntific outlook and self-confidencc. His contribution lay in the fact that he
cmphasized the importance of cducation, in as carly as 1937, when himsel{ being a part
of congress, he strongly criticized the organization for not carrying out the task of
political propaganda to politically educate the masses and limiting itself merely (o
Gandhian propaganda.

The mess we find ourselves in today is in fact a direct consequence of our
cducational policy over the years, which has rendcred almost lalf our population
illiterate. Perhaps the greatest failure of congress while it was in pbwcr has been the
low priority accorded to the task of educating the masses. Roy had suggested various
measures constitutional as well as educative to activise and democratize congress
committees but he was absolutely no match (o predominant Gandhian leadership. This
criticism of Roy is valid even today as the national ruling lcadership both past and
present, has been preoccupicd morc with short term pohtical goals rather than long
term one of educating the masses and one sces total Tack of will and half hearted cffort
to implement various programmes pertaining to achieve even the goal of free primary
cducation to all which was set by our lcaders at the time of independence. Various
governments have been shirking from making primary education a fundamental right.
In today’s world characternized by moral vacuum , powerful eclites usually iack the
necessary humanistic and cosmopolitan vision and the masses flack the requisite
capabilities and competence to have any say in the decision making process even in
matters directly affecting their lives. No wonders then, the masses are invariably

cxploited by the elitc more particularly by the governing clitc. It is only the doctrines of
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humanism and rationalism, which can be instrumcntal in countering the inhuman

irrationalism that has gripped our socicty. And here Roy's contributien both as a
theoretician and at practical level has been immense. He was a consistent propagator of
rationalist and humanist ideas in India till his death. His followers in thenr limited
capacity have tried to kecp the secular scientific outlook alive through their educational
activities.

As we have already discussed, despite moving away {rom Marxism,
Roy’s contribution both as a Marxian theorctician and at the practical level (o the
development of communist movement was immense. Lenin deseribed him, ‘as the
symbol of revolution in the East’. Roy acquired the reputation of being ‘undoubltedly
the most colorful of all non-Russian communists in the era of Lenin and Stalin,’
(Dalton 1966:206). In Mexico, he was converted to communism and lielped form the
first communist party outside Russia. In Moscow, he contributed to revolutionary
strategy for communist activities in colonial arcas. In Europe, he rose to a position of
authority n the Comintern, published a scries of books and pamiphlets on Marxian
theory and cdited a communist paper. His contribution in the field of application of
Marxism to the problems of Indian socicty as reflected in India in Transiion, What do
we want, One vear of Non-Cooperation, Future of Indian politics 1s recognized even
by the Marxists. So, one can conclude that Roy’s contribution to Marxism botl as a
theory and practice was indeed spectacular.

Another striking featurc of Roy’s personality, in cvery phase of his life
has been his total commitment to human freedom and uncompromising opposition to
every form of injustice. The fact that against heavy odds and the ideological opposition
of communists and wide spread popular nationahist hostility, Roy during Second World
War supported British war efforts against fascist forecs reveals his commitment (o

intcrnationalism and the valucs of democracy and freedom. At present one can see a
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general (rend towards centralization in every sphere of life. Modern governments are

increasingly becoming (otalitarian in the sensc that with increasing might of the slale
one can sce growing drift towards centralistic trends in political cconomy. In India
from (ime to time, decentralizalion has been advocaled by various personalities Iitc
Tagore, Gandhi, Vinoba Bhave, Jayaprakash Narayan clc. But Roy in his writings has
worked out in minute dctails the implications and proccsses of devolution of power
and participatory democracy. His analysis of party politics in the context of democracy
and its logical conclusion that political parties cngaged in the scramble for power could
nol serve the causc of democracy and freedom was dictaled at theoretical ground not
only by the logic of philosophy of Radical Humanism but is in fact backed by empirical
evidence. Once the powcer is captured by any parly, 1L 1s never diffused and our
experience over fifty ycars amply demonstrales how political parties are instruments of
centralization and for all the partics powcr has been an end in itself. Therefore we can
say Roy was right in concluding that ‘decentralization of power was conditional upon
disappearance of the instrument of centralization.”(Royl960:76) which the political
parties are. He rightly obscrved ‘the problem of democracy can, therefore, no longer be
served by political parties. It is a deeper and more comprchensive problem than onc of
inslitutional adjustment. It can be solved only by a comprehensive social movement,
developed on the basis of the ullimate identity of political, cconomic and moral
problems, and inspired by a philosophy capable of suggesting solutions of them all.
New Humanism, of which Radical Democracy 1s the political expression is such a

<

philosophy.’ (Ibid: 102). So Roy’s notion of ‘people’s committees * and ‘revolution
from below’ blue print of which 1s conlained 1n his formulation of *Draft Constitution’

and ‘People’s Plan’ scem (0 offer an alternative to present day corrupt and incfhicient

formal democracy and also totalitarian dictatorship.
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Roy’s ideas arc often regarded as being too ambitious, optimistic and

utopian and Roy himself is considered as a failure despite the fact that his intellectual
eminence was never beyond doubt. As we have discussed carlier as well the problem
with Roy’s ideas does not lie at the theoretical level as most of us today, like Roy arc
concerned with the progressive deterioration of rational and moral standards in public
life cverywhere and restoration of moral order is viewed as a corrective measure to the
present day crisis on all fronts. Roy’s contribution lies in the fact that he has offered us
a much needed solution in the form of a sclf contained philosophy -- a philosophy
which will give an integrated picture of human existence without going outside the
physical world, that is, without having to fall back upon some transcendental order or
force controlling and determining the coursc of the natural order of things. The basic
problem, however, lics at the practical level as it is onc of translafing these idcas in
action .It is true that a radical humanist socicty as cnvisaged by Roy can never
matenalize, but nevertheless it remains desirable. How far such a society can be
approximaled depends upon the extent to which radicals continue (o draw their
inspiration from their philosophy and are in tum ablc to inspire others thereby
multiplying themselves and function in accordance with their philosophy towards their
goal.

To cvaluate whether Roy was a success or a failure depends on the
yardstick one uscs to measure it. It is (rue that political suceess in conventional terms
ol capturing powcer always eluded him and Roy failed to make any mark on Indian
politics where as several persons who were no match to his intellectual stature and
personal attainments occupled very important positions at our national political scene.
But reasons for this state of affairs are not difficult to understand. His unorthodox and
unpopular views on religion and nationalism, his trenchant criticism of Gandhi, his anti

fascist policy and therefore pro-British stand in Second World War, his total
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commitment to his values and uncompromising and unpragmatic approach contributed

to what may be viewed by some as Roy bcing a political fuilure. But then with
evolution of his ideas, towards his ‘New oricntation’ phasc Roy in fuct sought
deliverance from politics, as he was getting morc and more skeptical aboul power
politics. In 1946, He wrotc, ‘I feel very uncomfortable in politics. I feel like a fish out
of water. But having been drawn in to this whiripool since my early youth, | have not
been ablc to get oul of it. Perhaps the time 1s coming when | shall at last do so’. (Roy
1946:59) And the time did come soon cnough. He diverted all his time and cfforts to
formulation and popularization of his new philosophy of New Humanism. He cvolved
as a pioneer thinker with a mission, a truly disinterested and spiritually free man and
dichotomies like success and failure, victory and defeat no morc muatter to him any
more. He had risen much above thesc mundane attributes of life and he was
concentrating on much more Important and decper questions  pertaining  to
philosophical aspects of life. There fore it i1s difficult to account such a rich and
cnlightened personality as Roy with his wealth of knowledge and experience, as a
failure. If this is to be scen as a failure, writes Nigam, ‘it is a failure i the sense in
which oune might call Jesus a failure or the great Budha a faiture.” (Nigam 1988:19)
Roy was much ahcad of his times and was too radical in his thinking to capturc the
imagination of average common man or even the so-called educated segment of Indian
socicty languishing in pre modern cra. Tarkunde says it all when he observes, ‘A

prophet of a new order, he (Roy) could not be the leader of the old.”
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