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The collapse of the pseudo-socialist system and the dis-
integration of the Soviet Union in 1991 has created a pro-
found crisis of values throughout the world. Central to this 
crisis is the deepening and broadening of the crisis of the 
political process, political institutions and the loss of con-
fidence of the masses in politicians and political parties 
everywhere. By rejecting Karl Marx’s doctrine of scien-
tific socialism and the need for a political theory which 
can provide power to the people so that they can exercise 
control over their lives, a broad field of human activity 
pertaining to state and governmental affairs continues to 
remain the preserve of the few. Not surprisingly, Anglo-
American imperialism has chosen this occasion to assert 
its superiority over everything internationally.

THE CHARTER OF PARIS

As the Soviet Union was collapsing, all countries of 
Europe with the exception of Albania (which signed later), 
together with Canada and the U.S., got together in Paris 
on November 14, 1990 and, in a demonstrative manner, 
signed a document called the “Charter of Paris for a New 
Europe.” This was a charter to assert the superiority of 
that which had long become out-of-date. A New Europe 
nurtured on such a charter was bound to experience a 
deepening of its crisis of values as modern definitions and 
the striving of the peoples for progress clashed with the 
attempts to enslave the world anew. This document was 
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a declaration of the bourgeoisie of Europe, the U.S. and 
Canada under the sway of the monopolies, which upheld 
the free-market economy, pluralism and human rights 
based on their notion of democracy.1

Looking at the Charter of Paris as one piece, it is clear 
that it was a declaration of old Europe, joined by the U.S. 
and Canada, an attempt to present old definitions to the 
world, definitions which it hoped to pass off as something 
modern with which to dominate the globe all over again.

But the Charter of Paris did not sort out the crisis 
of values. On the contrary, this crisis worsened as the 
Charter of Paris began to be imposed on the whole 
world in the aftermath of the end of the bi-polar division 
of the world.

The signing of the Charter of Paris was also a pledge 
taken by Anglo-American imperialism to continue the 
Cold War under the new conditions and proclaim its 
victory over communism.

The central issue in the crisis of values is that today 
European values – those enshrined in the Charter of Paris 
– are being imposed on the whole world. This crisis of 
values is deepening as a result of resistance to it by many 
countries and the peoples everywhere.

Where did these values enshrined in the Charter of Paris 
originate? Their origin lies in the Anglo-American Cold 
War conception of democracy, a conception which has 
anti-communism and the advance of the imperialist sys-
tem in favour of U.S. imperialism as its aim – even though 
today there is a challenge to U.S. interests on the part of 
the Germans, Japanese, French, British and others. These 
are the forces which have a stake in these values at this 
time. They may yet start pushing their own “values” at a 
later date. As a result, they are bound to clash with one an-
other and with other expansionist forces and their values 
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– be they Chinese, Russian or what is called “Asian” or 
“Islamic,” to mention but a few. Manifestations of this can 
be seen in the opposition to what is called “Islamic fun-
damentalism” from a Eurocentric point of view or to the 
position expressed by Indonesia, India and other countries 
on human rights, besides the clash with straightforwardly 
medieval forces such as the Vatican.

This Anglo-American notion of democracy and the 
values which accompany it are the expression of all the 
developments since the rise and decline of the bour-
geoisie as the ascendant class and the civil society and 
world order it has given rise to in defence of private 
property – in other words the developments which mark 
the colonial and post-colonial periods and the period 
following World War II to date. The reason the clash 
is taking place over “values” is because the concrete 
conditions in each country are crying out for solution. 
The old system of democracy which prevails all over the 
world today needs a replacement. A new system based 
on modern definitions should take its place. Instead of 
dealing with political problems on the basis of a mod-
ern political theory, one which is not based on obsolete 
19th century notions of “good government,” the rule of 
law and nationality, the clash is made into one of up-
holding values. In fact, the clash over values is one be-
tween progress and retrogression.

One issue to keep in mind is the summation of the coloni-
al and post-colonial period marked by national liberation 
wars and neo-colonialism, not to mention the proletar-
ian revolution. The work for a modern Indian political 
theory or a modern definition of Indian political theory, 
which amounts to the same thing, is part of this summa-
tion. Instead of developing one’s own political theory, 
we have, on one hand, the pressure on the side of the 
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progressive forces to have “indubitably native Marxism,” 
such as Marxism with an “indubitably Chinese charac-
ter” or the so-called “third road” of the Yugoslavs, which 
ultimately express a failure to cope with the demands of 
the time and to make their own contribution to the de-
velopment of social science. On the other hand, we have 
the degeneration of scholarship into various trends such 
as deconstructionism and various Marxist interpretations 
to divert the movement. Such so-called Marxist scholar-
ship and the fact that the progressive forces or intelligent-
sia in various countries such as India, educated in the 
heartlands of imperialism, get involved in that discourse 
all works to complement attempts to impose Eurocentric 
values onto the entire world in general, including the 
workers and communist movement and countries such 
as India in particular. The form it takes is one of diversion 
over what is the issue facing a society in particular and 
the world system in general.

Today the battlefield all over the world is precisely 
over the issues of democracy, sovereignty (both in terms 
of where it rests vis-a-vis a body politic as well as of na-
tion/state and the field of international relations) and hu-
man rights. Not only is this clash portrayed in terms of a 
conflict of cultures and cultural values but this is done 
in order to hide the fact that there is indeed a serious 
clash in the making between outdated conceptions on 
these very questions and modern conceptions based on 
modern definitions, those definitions which respond to 
the needs of not a ruling elite within each country and 
internationally, but human beings individually, in terms 
of their collectives and in terms of humankind as a whole 
and the civilization it gives rise to. It can only be sorted 
out by putting the realization of human rights at the cen-
tre of consideration on the basis of modern definitions 
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and the creation of a civil society based not on the sanc-
tity of private property, but on satisfying the claims of all 
on society by dint of the fact that its members are human. 
It requires harmonizing the individual, collective and 
general interests of society and the international system 
of states and the relations between them in consequence 
of these considerations.

The Charter of Paris shuns the collective interests and 
the general interests of societies in particular and the 
community of nations in general, making it appear as if 
individual interests are paramount whereas, in fact, they 
are left with no ground to stand on. If there are no col-
lective interests, for instance, if people are not sovereign 
in a polity, what can the individual’s right to vote amount 
to? If the general interests of society are not looked after, 
it is impossible to see how individual or collective inter-
ests can be satisfied. Can people have freedoms without 
first having shelter, food, clothing, sanitation and protec-
tion from disease guaranteed? The Charter of Paris has 
policy objectives without recognizing such fundamental 
human rights. It recognizes the right “to own property 
alone or in association and to exercise individual enter-
prise” – a right which can only belong to the collective 
and the whole of society. The statement that every indi-
vidual has the right “to enjoy his economic, social and 
cultural rights” is merely a red herring when only those 
who have property can enjoy such rights, while people 
can lay no claim on society, especially that it must pro-
vide them with food, shelter, clothing, education and 
health care. The Charter of Paris is actually a declaration 
that only those rights for which the bourgeoisie fought at 
its ascendancy are worth fighting for even in its decline, 
especially the right to private ownership of the means of 
production.
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INDIAN POLITICAL THEORY

Having said this, what would be “modern Indian pol-
itical theory” which does not fall into the pitfalls of bour-
geois “left” scholarship which either tries to enter into the 
issue that Marx was European and didn’t really deal with 
Asia from the perspective of Asian values and cultures, etc., 
or the indubitably Chinese form of Marxism equation, or, 
conversely, simplistically argues that Marxism is a science 
and therefore applicable everywhere and leaves the issue 
at that. Should modern Indian political theory go back-
wards and accept all the presuppositions of the Charter of 
Paris, in which the rights of individuals are recognized up 
in the air as policy statements with nothing concrete about 
them? For instance, can modern Indian political theory 
presuppose the existence of an “over-mighty State” and 
be satisfied with an “essential safeguard” against it, which 
is to say that this theory should accept the status quo as it 
exists in India at this time?

Discussion on Indian political theory dates back to the 
period of the Vedas. People are sovereign during the Veda 
period and it is they who administer themselves. However, 
the elected king and seven institutions, or seven-part state 
(king, minister, friend/ally, treasury, country, fort and 
army), which appear as standing above the people, are 
subordinate to them. This state disappeared at the end of 
the Veda period.

A notion of the political process at the time of Yajurveda 
can be observed from the following slokas:

O people, ye are the givers of kingship, that brings 
knowledge and showers happiness, bestow on me the 
kingdom, in a righteous manner. Ye are the knowers of the 
government that showers happiness and the givers of king-
ship, bestow kingship on him, who can protect it. Ye are 
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the definers of the duties of kings, and masters of a strong 
army, bestow on me the kingdom, in a beautiful speech. 
Ye are the givers of kingship and masters of a strong army, 
bestow the kingship on the deserving.

O king, who art thou? Who amongst us all are thou? 
Whose son art thou? What is thy name? We want to know 
and satisfy you.

I am from amongst you, made of the same earth, same 
gallant people, become strong using the same life-giving 
substances.

We can see that the people during the Vedic period 
had the following theoretical considerations as they for-
mulated political theory and based their political system 
on it:

1) Praja or the people, at a certain stage of their de-
velopment, gave rise to an institution with seven organs to 
ensure the well-being of all.

2) They gave it certain powers and retained certain 
powers for themselves. They retained the right of deposing 
any or all members of this institution, in extreme cases by 
beheading them.

3) Praja elected the Raja, the leader of this institution as 
well as the highest organ of this institution, Sabha, which 
deliberated on matters of life and war. In these deliber-
ations, those who were not elected as its members could 
also participate and voice their suggestions.

4) To ensure prosperity, security and protection of all 
from hostile natural and social elements is the paramount 
duty of this institution. All the seven organs are there to 
help it for that end alone.

5) For this end and objective, this institution, its organs, 
and all the members of society have certain claims on 
each other and certain obligations towards each other.

6) This institution is created to harmonize the interests 
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of the individual with that of the collective and the general 
interests of society.

7) It recognizes claims of all members of society, and 
came into being to fulfil them.

8) In this political process, the members exercise their 
power directly without the mediation of anyone.

9) The ultimate power resides in the inhabitants, the 
Citizens, and all the seven organs of political power derive 
their power from them and them alone.

The post-Vedic period had an ongoing debate on pol-
itical theory for centuries with the theoretical consider-
ations from the Vedic period completely negated. This 
debate continued in different forms until 1757 when the 
British established their hold on some parts of India. The 
British began to popularize the notion that all Indians 
are merely spiritual and that their debates are only on 
religion and that the Vedas and other ancient materi-
als were merely religious dissertations. They proclaimed 
Indian philosophy as merely religious, and through the 
state and the scholarship they introduced, they basically 
distorted and diverted discussion from political theory. 
The rise of the anti-colonial movement brought forth 
some discussion, but it came to no maturity or serious 
development. India’s “political conscience” came under 
the pressure of perpetual violence on the part of the 
British, and every effort was made to ensure that modern 
Indian political theory and Indian philosophy were not 
seriously treated as things vital for the development of 
modern India.

According to John Lawrence (Viceroy of India, 1864-
69), “We have not been elected or placed in power by the 
people, but we are here through our moral superiority, by 
the force of circumstances, by the will of providence. This 
alone constitutes our charter to govern India. In doing the 
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best we can do for the people, we are bound by our con-
science and not theirs.”

One hundred and thirty-six years after the statement of 
John Lawrence, which he made in 1858 at the time of the 
annexation of India to the British Crown, it becomes clear 
that the question of values is really a vital one, deciding 
whether a people will be independent and the society will 
progress or the people are enslaved and the society will 
retrogress. What “constitutes the charter to govern India” 
at this time can be clearly seen as values brought forward 
from the British Raj, whose “moral superiority” was mere-
ly a pretention. The “force of circumstances” was really a 
pretext for those who violated the conscience of the Indian 
people, while the “will of providence” was imposed on 
the people on the basis of the utmost brutality, coercion 
and every form of violence and corruption.

John Lawrence declares that by appropriating power 
and concentrating it into its own hands, the British Indian 
state can do “the best” for the people by pursuing its own 
“conscience.” Was what was best for the British Indian 
state also best for the people of India? The crushing of 
the conscience of the Indian nations and the formation 
of a distorted Indian conscience on the basis of British 
values was the aim of the British rule, and the main 
blow was directed against Indian political theory being 
transformed into modern Indian political theory with the 
Praja assuming the role it had during the Rigveda and 
Yajurveda periods.

The present Indian state owes its existence to the cir-
cumstance of the 1940s when British imperialism had lost 
its hegemony as a superpower over the world. India as 
a colony with seething anti-colonial sentiments had to 
choose its path under those circumstances. Besides British 
imperialism being weakened, the prestige of the Soviet 
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Union as the victor over Nazism and fascism soared, and 
U.S. imperialism replaced Germany as the centre of anti-
communism, fascism and reaction.

The people of India did not make a choice in 1947, 
the year the Cold War officially began with the enuncia-
tion of the Truman Doctrine. On the contrary, it was the 
British constitutional, political and juridical conscience 
which prevailed, and the people of India were brutally 
torn apart with the partition of the country along religious 
lines. Political power was transferred to those in whose 
interest it was to strengthen and maintain the state which 
was established by the British in 1858. The question of 
conscience, a chronic problem which had become acute 
with the imposition of British conscience in India, became 
even more acute in 1947. By 1994, the same question 
had appeared as a clash of values between the Indian 
ruling circles and Anglo-American imperialism, on the 
one hand, and between the Indian ruling circles and the 
people of India, on the other. The discussion on modern 
Indian political theory and modern Indian philosophy are 
at the centre of this clash.

The point at this time is not to debate what was posi-
tive or negative in this “transfer of power” in 1947. It is 
critical, nonetheless, to assess what was different in the 
state established with the transfer of power and how it 
is faring at this time. John Lawrence had committed to 
do “the best we can do for the people” and his “char-
ter to govern India” came from “moral superiority,” “the 
force of circumstances,” and “the will of providence.” 
The constitution promulgated in 1950 presents the state 
as the “trustee” of the “people,” who are acknowledged 
as the source of all power. A trusteeship can exist only 
with the consent of the person or persons who may cre-
ate it. One can see how the people slowly but steadily 
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denied their consent to this trustee, if they ever provided 
it in the first place. By 1975, the people of India were on 
the threshold of a country-wide revolt which was only 
sabotaged by those who were the greatest defendants of 
this trustee and presented themselves as “alternatives” 
to Congress.

In terms of political theory, it may look as if the Indian 
Constitution was a departure from the British political 
conscience in terms of acknowledging the people as the 
source of power. However this is not so. What is gained by 
Indian political theory with the proposition that the source 
of all power is the people is lost with the notion of the state 
as a trustee, which is another name for British representa-
tive democracy and its political forms.

The notion of the state as a trustee is British and European, 
but is alien to Indian political theory and to Indian con-
science. Such a notion is also worthless, considering the 
task of elaborating a modern Indian political theory. The 
state as “trustee” justifies all its activity, its constitution, its 
structures and superstructures in the name of the people, 
while it acts in favour of interests contradictory to those of 
the people. However, it was crystal clear from the funda-
mental law that the trustee was none other than the state 
of civil society established to protect private property. The 
Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha were from the outset tools 
of the trustee in its defence of civil society established to 
protect private property, while elections were held every 
so many years in order to provide it with a veneer of legit-
imacy. The trustee received power from those who had 
“the charter to govern India” not because they had been 
“elected or placed in power by the people” but because of 
“moral superiority,” “the force of circumstances,” and “the 
will of providence.” What the British handed over to the 
trustee was what did not belong to them in the first place, 
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that is, the “will of the people.” Like the British, therefore, 
the trustee too was not “elected or placed in power by the 
people” themselves.

One of the key problems of official political theory is 
that it claims the present state of India as legitimate and 
democratic because it is a trustee of the Indian people, 
while it is obvious that it was not the people of India who 
appointed the trustee in their service in the first place. 
Modern Indian political theory will have to deal with this 
key problem. The trustee cannot claim to derive power 
from the people, so long as it is not subordinate to their 
Will, acting only according to their consent. Either mod-
ern Indian political theory has to proclaim that a trustee is 
a trustee by virtue of being a trustee (which would solve 
nothing), or modern Indian political theory has to declare 
openly that the source of power to the trustee can only 
come from the people and, for this reason, the trustee has 
to be subordinate to the people.

Modern Indian political theory will have to answer 
these questions which can no longer be ignored. The clash 
of values is making it impossible to ignore or postpone the 
solution to these problems. It has become quite clear that 
political power in India was transferred to the trustee in 
order to ensure that the people do not realize their sover-
eignty. This was clearly a reflection of bad conscience. 
Something was placed between the people and their sover-
eignty, an illusion that the trustee belongs to them, which 
actually was not the case. The advocates of this notion of 
the state as a trustee which is not subordinate to the will 
of the people smuggled into modern times the equation of 
the Raja and the Praja, in which the Raja is supposed to be 
working for the wellbeing of the Praja, which is his dhar-
ma, but is appointed by the deity. His appointment is pre-
determined. The Praja cannot determine who should be 
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the king and cannot put the king-system in their service. 
Indian political theory cannot make any headway without 
dealing with this illusion. Either the trustee belongs to the 
people, in which case the trustee is appointed by them 
and it is the people who have the last word in everything, 
or it is the trustee who has the last word, in which case the 
trustee is above the people and does not belong to them.

This illusion that a trustee is needed has been fostered 
by the British ever since they established their Raj in 1757. 
They used post-Vedic writings bolstered with British im-
perial notions of the superiority of the white race in order 
to convince the people and international public opinion 
that Indians inherently cannot administer themselves and 
that the administration (and plunder) of India was the 
white man’s burden. When the British finally conceded 
that Indians could administer themselves, they had in 
mind their own methods of administration which they 
constituted as an Indian civil service. Yes, Indians could 
administer the British state, but they could not have their 
own state and govern themselves.

Thus, in 1918 the “ability of Indians to responsible 
self-government” was acknowledged for the first time. 
A Report on Indian Constitutional Reform advocated 
the “increasing association of Indians in every branch of 
administration and the gradual development of self-gov-
erning institutions with a view to progressive realization 
of responsible government in India as an integral part 
of the British Empire.” A new Government of India Act 
passed by the British Parliament in 1935 remained the 
key document on which the Constitution of the Republic 
of India was based in 1950, alongside with some declara-
tions taken from the experience of some other countries.

This illusion in the minds of the people that the state 
or the trustee is the one to look after their welfare and 



16 

that it is not possible to do so without having a trustee or 
a king-system dates back several thousand years in India 
and is justified in various ways. Bhishma took for granted 
that the people could not administer themselves, and he 
worked to strengthen the king-system for the smooth func-
tioning of society. Political theory at the time of Bhishma 
presupposed the existence of Raja (the king) and Praja (the 
subjects). The Raja is appointed by the deity, who also 
rains favours on him, while a Raja who does not defend 
dharma can be overthrown by the Praja. The Praja, how-
ever, cannot establish the Raja, since the presupposition 
is that the Praja cannot administer themselves. The Raja is 
pre-ordained by the previous birth and so on.

The notion that the Raja can be overthrown comes from 
an earlier period, the period of Pahli Jhalak, when the 
Sabha was sovereign. The Sabha elected the Raja, and if a 
Raja did not do his duty, the Raja could be punished and 
replaced by the Sabha. The Raja was subordinate to and in 
the service of the Sabha, while the notion that the Raja can 
be overthrown was kept as there were circles amongst the 
ruling class which could only be overthrown through the 
use of violence. But the fact that it is the people who were 
sovereign and could overthrow the king by virtue of being 
sovereign did not matter any more. It has to be noted that 
the presupposition that the people cannot govern because 
of some inherent flaw was used by the British effectively 
with the co-optation of religious institutions and personal-
ities and by placing them in positions of honour and giving 
them jurisdiction over education and many other social 
and cultural affairs.

People during the period of Pahli Jhalak had no need to 
seek an administrator. They were the administrators. They 
were the administrated. There was no private property. They 
did not need civil society for the defence of private property. 
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They needed a society which could protect them from the 
vagaries of nature and other hostile peoples. The Raja and 
the seven institutions responsible for the functioning of dif-
ferent parts of their society were established in their service. 
This was a period of primitive communism, the negation 
of resistance coming from nature and other hostile peoples 
for their advancement. They were the ones humanizing na-
ture and humanizing themselves in its course. They were 
the ones creating pre-history, a precondition for the period 
when the very actions of the people would overwhelm the 
vagaries of nature and anarchy at the foundation of a soci-
ety, and a human history began to be created.

Bhishma appears at a time when Pahli Jhalak had al-
ready passed away. The end of Pahli Jhalak leads to a long 
period of violence and division amongst the people, a per-
iod of a steady advance of the productive forces and their 
sudden decline. Society was divided between classes, and 
the caste system appeared in society to perpetuate the class 
divisions and to ensure the supremacy of the slave-owners 
over the slaves. An intricate system appeared in which the 
Raja must defend dharma, that is, all the interests of the 
dominant class, while keeping the Praja in check. Indian 
political theory met its enemies in its nascent form. The 
struggle for its predominance takes a violent form with the 
Raja and the king-system as the protector of the forces re-
sponsible for its negation. Bhishma was a political theorist 
who advised the Raja how to perpetuate the king-system, 
while he gave to the Praja the role of merely an adjunct 
to that perpetuation. Bhishma appeared in the form of a 
warrior and thinker in order to ensure that Indian polit-
ical theory remained negated. His love for the king far ex-
ceeded his love for anything else. He himself had to admit 
that he had too much pitr mob, too much love for his fath-
er, the love he transferred later to the king-system.
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Bhishma was a theoretician of the supremacy of the Raja, 
fully fearful that the Praja would assert itself one day and be-
come the administrator and the administrated in the sense 
of the Rigveda period where Sabha is the final authority. 
He advised the Raja to be “benevolent.” Bhishma pointed 
out that anger comes to the Raja from the Praja if the Praja 
is not satisfied. According to Bhishma, in order for the Raja 
to strengthen the king-system, he must consider the Praja as 
the most important, and caring for and pleasing the popula-
tion should be an integral part of the dharma of a king.

A king should be mild. But not always, because then he 
will lack authority. But if he is harsh, it will cause enrage-
ment of people. So he should be generally mild and harsh 
when necessary – like the spring sun which is neither too 
warm nor too cool.

Of the six forts – desert, water, earth, forest, mountain 
and man – the human fort (popularity) is the most impreg-
nable as per the Nitishastras.

Further:
So the king should always be kind to the four castes. A 

dharmik and truthful king will be able to please his subjects.
Bhishma warns that:
A king that is too involved with vasanas (hunting, gam-

bling, harshness, etc.) and who by overly hating some 
causes the people to be anxious, that king will be rejected 
by the people.

Bhishma proposes strict punishment for those who go 
against the status quo:

Those who cause harm to the seven-part state (king, 
minister, friend, treasury, country, fort and army) should 
be punished – whether he be guru or friend.

Furthermore:
Those egotistic persons who have taken the wrong 

path without considering what should be done and what 
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should not be done, they are punishable even if they are 
your Guru – such is dharma.

Bhishma concludes:
So, the most important dharma of a king is to keep the 

people happy. Also, protection of truth, and simplicity 
(openness) in his dealings.

Bhishma perpetrated the grand illusion that the Raja will 
look after the Praja. Professor U. Ghosal, after studying this 
period, perpetrated an even greater modern illusion when 
he wrote in 1966 that “the early Brahmanical authorities 
on the Sacred Law conceive the king to be the universal 
protector of the person and property of his subjects and 
set before him the threefold objective of ensuring to them 
freedom from fear and from want, thus anticipating the 
modern conception of a Welfare State.”

Such a conclusion as Ghosal draws also implicitly pre-
sents the modern welfare state in a positive light. During 
this long period of more than 2,500 years from the time of 
Bhishma, there is no discussion about how people should 
govern themselves, and there is no rise of a welfare state 
during this period either. The Sabha does not appear as the 
expression of the sovereignty of the people again, the Raja 
was never subordinate to the people in this period, and 
the people were never in power in the manner they were 
during the Veda period.

The preoccupation and constant reminder to the 
people in the Indian sub-continent that they need a 
sovereign who looks after their welfare has been revived 
again with the notion of the state as the trustee of the 
people. According to this, a great Raja is considered to 
be one who is moderate in levying taxes, spends money 
on infrastructure, always listens to the people and is just 
in handling grievances. This is very self-serving given the 
context in which the Indian people revolted against the 
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British Raj. It was precisely over the issues of onerous 
taxation and summary execution of justice, resulting in 
instant death for Indian rebels and progressive forces. But 
more importantly, nowhere in this conception is there 
place for the Praja to decide who ought to be the Raja.

This notion only begins to appear with the Bhakti 
Movement which demolished the Brahmanical claim that 
an individual needs a Brahman to attain God. Once people 
could attain God without a “facilitator,” a Brahman, they 
could also look after themselves without a trustee over 
them. Bahadur Shah Zafar, the last Mughal emperor and 
the fighter for India’s independence and one of the leaders 
of the First War of Independence in 1857, had proclaimed 
that after the British were defeated, it would be the people 
of India who would be sovereign and it would be they 
who would determine who should be ruler – that is, what 
kind of state should be established. The notion of trustee-
ship does not appear in his thinking. However, the notion 
of the people themselves being the administrators and the 
administrated does not appear either.

The British were not defeated in 1857. On the basis of 
the suppression of the insurgents, the British first strength-
ened the British system of land ownership which they had 
first established with the Permanent Settlement of Bengal  
brought into effect by the East India Company headed 
by the British Governor-General Cornwallis in 1793. 
They then installed the same political system they had in 
Britain. They enacted a state under their own sovereign 
along supranational lines, according to their own con-
science, and slowly established a limited franchise strict-
ly on the basis of property. When the propertied classes 
were confident that they could maintain political power 
in their own hands, they established the Indian Union 
and, eventually, they granted universal franchise with a 
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political process which would favour only the propertied 
classes.

Nonetheless, the aim and the role of civil and military 
administration remained the defence of private property. 
Bhishma subordinates the Praja to the Raja and lectures 
the king on how he should look after the Praja, while the 
“trustees” subordinate the people to private property and, 
according to the propagandists of the “free-market econ-
omy,” people have to be satisfied with the “trickle down” 
effect of the success of the capitalist exploiters. The very 
notion of a Raja who will look after the Praja is confound-
ed with a state as a trustee which would only look after 
private property. The British spread massive confusion on 
Indian political theory in order to protect their interests 
and to do what was “best” for the masses of the people by 
imbuing the notion of defence of private property as the 
fundamental condition for a modern civil society with the 
force of fundamental law. Modern Indian political theory 
will have to tackle this notion as well, because without 
eliminating the law giving it legality, it is not possible to 
have modern Indian political theory at all.

The British carried out the negation of Indian polit-
ical theory all over again. Modern Indian political theory 
has to carry out the negation of this negation. Marxism 
was brought to India by the patriotic forces who wanted 
to combine the victory of the anti-colonial struggle with 
deep-going social transformations which were due for a 
long time. Already modern productive forces in their de-
velopment had created the need for the modern outlook 
of Marxism, which was a timely guide to action. However, 
Marxism was reduced to a series of principles, instead of 
being taken up as a guide to action, and debates about 
these principles continue to date. A communist and work-
ers’ movement which came into being in response to the 
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necessity for deep-going social transformations was to be 
split according to the imaginary or real differences be-
tween adherents of these principles. As a consequence, 
Marxists of the earlier period could not pose the problems 
of Indian political theory and solve them according to the 
conditions on the soil of India.

Once problems of Indian political theory were not sort-
ed out, a vacuum was created in the space available for 
the Marxists. This space was created with the introduction 
of modern machinery and modern methods of production 
in the midst of what was most backward, rotten and in-
capable of any advance. Modern Indian philosophy and 
modern Indian political theory were naturally the fields 
for which this space came into being. The petty bourgeoi-
sie and middle strata, however, had their own grievances. 
They had hoped that catechism with militant revolutionary 
actions would work for them. The space destined for mod-
ern Indian philosophy and modern Indian political theory 
was filled after 1947 by all sorts of native and foreign forms 
of bourgeois ideology, blocking the path for the develop-
ment of modern Indian political theory and modern Indian 
philosophy. This assisted the trustees themselves, who laid 
claim to all ancient traditions except those of Indian pol-
itical theory of the Vedic period and refused to accept its 
age-old struggle to assert itself. They condemned Indian 
philosophy to being merely a collection of religious postu-
lates and not a theory guiding all facets of Indian life.

As the experience of the entire “de-colonization” per-
iod has proven, if political theory remains that of the col-
onizers, there can be no end to colonization. In other 
words, Indian political theory with all its problems kept 
intact would assist those in whose interest it is to keep 
the economic system of exploitation and oppression es-
tablished by the British. Political theory, however, does 
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not remain unchanged. It strives to adapt to the new con-
ditions. Nevertheless, such an adaptation does not change 
the essence of this political theory until such a time its 
problems are put on the agenda to be solved.

Seeing that the Indian Constitution and the political 
theory on which it was based had become outdated, a 
seminar on the Constitution of India had to declare in 1992 
that “Our Constitution is the product of human experience 
over the ages, all over the world. It is not the work of one 
single individual. It will be an affront to the sagacity of 
those visionaries if today we blame the Constitution for 
any malady.” Dr. Ambedkar, who is the author of the 
Indian Constitution as promulgated in 1950, stated at the 
end of his drafting endeavours that, “Indeed, if I may say 
so, if things go wrong under the new Constitution, the 
reason will be not that we had a bad Constitution; what 
we will have to say is that man was vile.” Meanwhile, 
these parliamentarians and others who got together in 
1992 in the above-mentioned seminar stressed that “... the 
Constitution has stood the test of time remarkably well, 
and essential values of democracy and rule of law have 
survived in our country till now.” They did not wish to 
admit that their Constitution was both an anachronism 
and an anachorism.

The twentieth century has provided rich experience in 
the sphere of political theory. The notion of a state which 
looks after the interests of the people has assumed a form 
of universal truth accepted in words by all. The socialist 
state emerged as the instrument of emancipation of the 
working class. The social welfare state appeared in order 
to ensure that monopolies could escape destruction as a 
result of the laws of spontaneous development of capital-
ism and its destruction at the hands of the proletariat. For 
an Indian, it may look as if the entire world has finally 
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come around to accept the notion that the Raja must serve 
the Praja or else face destruction at its hands. If an Indian 
believes such a thing as Ghosal implies, he or she will be 
placing a serious block to progress.

Modern developments point to the fact that the very 
conception of Raja and Praja became outmoded a long 
time ago. With this notion of the Raja and the Praja, there 
could not be a proper Indian political theory. In order to 
make it look like theory, the Raja had to be presupposed as 
a person predetermined to be the Raja. An entire concep-
tion of dharma had to be created in order to justify the rule 
of the Raja over the Praja. The Praja had to be presented as 
a helpless and faceless mass, which becomes restless and 
overthrows the Raja if it is not satisfied. However, the Raja 
still could not be appointed by the Praja. Such a notion 
arose at a time when the productive forces were at a very 
low level of development. It was a period of self-sufficient 
village communities with very little intercourse between 
them. The Raj and other institutions arose to appropriate 
what was surplus while keeping the communities at the 
same stage. The monopolization of trade, the levying of 
taxes for protection and defence from the invaders ap-
peared as the main forms of appropriation. People want-
ed to create for themselves institutions which would be 
of direct benefit to them under those circumstances as 
they existed during the Rigveda period. The Raja was an 
instrument to protect them from other peoples (foreign-
ers) as well as from the vagaries of nature at that time. 
It was not the Raja but the Sabha which was sovereign. 
They created the Raja and demanded from the Raja and 
the other institutions to do all that was necessary for them. 
The Sabha was above all the other institutions. However, 
the Raja and the other institutions became a power unto 
themselves and metamorphosed into a state which would 
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assist the most powerful. Such a power arose and fell over 
the period of several millennia many times, blocking the 
further development of the productive forces until foreign 
incursions made it impossible for them to rise and left the 
people with the pathos of foregone days and the melan-
choly of having nothing at all at the present time.

The Raja/Praja equation did not work at this time as the 
productive forces began to develop and new relations of 
production began to appear under the pressure of these 
foreign invasions. The death knell of this notion of the Raja 
and the Praja called for the same thing which, at one time, 
was its progenitor, that is, social property. Social property 
is, nonethless, not the same thing as communal property. 
Social property is the highest expression of what the pro-
ductive forces could achieve under the present circum-
stances, while communal property of that period which is 
still preserved to varying degrees in all parts of India is the 
lowest. The Indian state as a trustee has contributed to the 
introduction of modern machines and modern techniques, 
and a social process of production as the major form of 
production has come into being. However, this trustee is 
against the creation of social property as it is the defender 
of civil society which is based on the protection of private 
property. This trustee had created state property as a sector 
of the economy which belongs to the capitalist class as a 
whole, and it is now dismembering it in favour of private 
property.

Socialized processes of production are features which 
can achieve their full expression with the creation of so-
cial property. Private property has to be compelled to part 
with its resistance to opening the door of society to prog-
ress. This resistance can only be overcome on the basis of 
a modern definition of Indian political theory with its pre-
supposition that the people of India have no choice but to 
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govern themselves. They have no choice but to have a free 
and equal union of all nations and tribal states, a modern 
state which stands firmly against international relations 
transacted on the basis of the needs and requirements of 
private property. All countries, big or small, on the basis 
of the system of their own choice, will contribute to the 
creation of the new world. A modern Indian state will have 
to adhere to this principle that every nation has the right 
of self-determination, including the right to choose its own 
system. Such a modern Indian state can only be created by 
a class in whose interest it is to do such a thing. It will be 
the modern Indian working class. Such a modern Indian 
state will benefit the toilers of both the countryside and 
the cities. The working class will have to organize all the 
toilers and the middle strata around the aim of creating 
a modern Indian state based on modern Indian political 
theory and modern Indian philosophy. Such a class will 
have to use Marxism-Leninism as a guide to action, the 
world outlook of the proletariat, the negator and the refut-
er of eurocentric claims to supremacy, the destroyer of all 
obstacles to opening the path to progress.

Socialized processes of production are mechanisms 
and forms making up the flesh and bones of a new soci-
ety which has come into being in the womb of the old. 
Communal production, on the other hand, was an end-
form, the final form of a mode of production and the soci-
ety based on it, which had no future. The negation of such 
a society was the order of the day but there were no factors 
which could put an end to it and create a new society out 
of it. These factors were introduced by foreign invasions. 
These factors created the forces which would bring about 
the negation of negation of negation. Social property will 
be the key factor in this negation. Social property itself 
will eventually be transformed into communal property 
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in its most developed form. It will be a radically differ-
ent form from that which existed at the time of the Vedas. 
Communal property at its most advanced level, or what 
Marx called “the community of goods,” will come into be-
ing as the condition for the withering away of the state and 
the dissolution of Indian political theory itself. The aim set 
by Pahli Jhalak will be accomplished, its light shining in 
its most profound form. Indian conscience will be the ma-
terial evidence in the negation of negation of negation. 
A most modern society will be born whose sole aim will 
be the defence of what is human, transforming the entire 
world on this basis.

Can it be deduced from what has been said so far that 
the task in India remains the same as elsewhere and that 
there is therefore no need for Indian political theory? 
No, it cannot. On the contrary, modern Indian political 
theory is the key to the development of the Indian revo-
lutionary movement and an indispensable tool for the 
negation of the property relations existing at this time 
which are retarding the development of the productive 
forces.

The consideration on which we must base ourselves is 
that the negation of existing property relations is the or-
der of the day. Those property relations are imposed on 
the old communal relations. The old communal relations 
are still being maintained in places which help private 
property to flourish on this basis. An example of this is 
the monopolies taking over tribal lands for their benefit 
while keeping the property relations at the most primitive 
level. These are property relations according to the “con-
science” which John Lawrence spoke about in 1858, the 
relations which foster the concentration of wealth on one 
pole and poverty on the other. These are relations of pro-
duction set by the Charter of Paris, which are alien to the 
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Indian development. These relations were imposed during 
the British Raj by creating the class of capitalists in the cit-
ies and countryside in whose interest it would be to create 
a civil society for the defence of private property. Indians, 
on the contrary, need a civil society in defence of social 
property, as the basis of their development. They want so-
cial property relations such as existed before, but in their 
most developed form.

India as a civil society at this time abides by some de-
mands of the Charter of Paris, while it is opposed to others. 
What it agrees with is the entire political process, the pol-
itical theory on which it is based, the rule of law and the 
protection of private property. What it does not agree with 
is what is included in “rights of the individual.” The present 
Indian state and its government still pay lip-service to col-
lective rights, but only in the sense that it needs the union 
state for the development of capitalism, for the consolida-
tion of its hold on the internal market and for cornering 
the world market. Thus they speak about cultural values, 
the Indian ethnicity rebelling against “western values,” but 
in actual fact, it is a denial of equal rights and duties to all 
citizens, just as in the Charter of Paris. The matter under 
consideration is not one of ethnicity but of polity. The 
question is of people exercising control over their lives. 
As we look at this conflict, we see a great opportunity for 
the modernization of Indian political theory which would 
resolve this matter of concern in favour of the people.

We are to look deeper into the Indian developments in 
which civil society is protecting not only modern private 
property but also property relations which are archaic and 
outmoded, including capitalist relations which the British 
introduced. We must  ensure that the conflict between the 
Indian ruling circles and the “west” is exploited in a man-
ner which favours opening the path of society for progress.
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We have to follow the Indian philosophical sense that 
all things and phenomena have a tendency to reveal them-
selves. We see in India the rise of this theory during the 
period of Pahli Jhalak, during the period of humanizing 
the environment. What is the Indian situation revealing 
today? It is revealing that both capitalist development and 
the old communal property relations are retarding the de-
velopment of the productive forces. In terms of political 
theory, the most oppressive political system has been im-
posed on Indians which is blocking the solution of any 
problem. It has to be understood that while the notion of 
Raja and Praja is retrogressive under the present condi-
tions, the notion of the state as a trustee does not have the 
consent of the people either. It is a system which is ready 
to be overthrown.

Let us take, for instance, the notion of the last Mughal 
ruler, Bahadur Shah Zafar, that it is the people who will 
determine who should be the ruler. The modern political 
system which presents the state as a trustee also claims the 
same, even though hypocritically, and people only elect a 
government and not the ruler. Even then, the people have 
no role in governance. The notion that people must govern 
themselves has to be created from the concrete conditions 
of India. Such a notion has to be brought forward from the 
period of the Vedas, on the one hand, and from the experi-
ence of the period when the Raja became the sovereign, 
as well. This is especially the case from the present period 
of the rise of the state as a trustee, which is opposed to 
being modern and is stubbornly opposed to the creation 
of modern Indian political theory. The notion of Raja has 
to be purged from Indian political theory in order to render 
it modern. What is to be added to the theory is the notion 
that it is the people who must themselves both govern and 
be the governed.
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MODERN INDIAN POLITICAL THEORY

What will modern Indian political theory be? First and 
foremost, a political theory can only be Indian if it has the 
power to eliminate the existing political system which no 
longer has legitimacy. It no longer has the consent of the 
masses as was the case at the time the British Raj hand-
ed over the administration of India to a limited franchise. 
As this system is based on private property and the per-
petuation of all kinds of old property relations, its notion 
of rights is based on defending private property. This is a 
system alien to India and is extraneous to the needs of the 
Indian people. For this reason it is oppressive. It deprives 
them of having a system which is relevant to them. A mod-
ern political system has necessarily to be based on some-
thing else. What will that “something else” be?

In the economic sphere, the current government of 
Narasimha Rao openly states that the aim of the prevail-
ing system is to make the rich richer. Once the rich be-
come richer in an endless spiral, this is supposed to have a 
“trickle down” effect and will benefit the people. Suppose 
we establish an economic system in which the old Indian 
notion that the Raja must look after the well-being of the 
Praja prevails. Will this economic system not be the same 
as that which Narasimha Rao is speaking about? Will the 
Raja not demand, as was the case in the past, that first “I 
must be rich, then I will look after you?” In other words, 
the notion of somebody else looking after the people 
which still prevails has to be eliminated. This elimination 
makes up an essential part of the “something else” which 
is needed at this time.

What will the people have to demand under the present 
circumstances? They will have to demand that capitalism 
must be ended and also the feudal, communal, patriarchal 
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systems. They have to demand that they want to have the 
modern, most-up-to-date system. What kind of system will 
be the most modern, most up-to-date? They will have to 
answer that the old communal system served them very 
well until the feudal and patriarchal system superseded it. 
If we are to serve ourselves, we have to eliminate capital-
ism, feudalism and patriarchalism and advance from the 
primitive communism which served us so well to modern 
communism, the conditions for which exist at this time. 
Anything less will not serve the Indian masses.

Modern Indian political theory, by definition, will have 
to be that which will ensure the end of capitalism and any 
old system, on the one hand, and guide the creation of  
modern communist society, on the other. What was the key 
thing in primitive communism? The subordination of na-
ture to the demands of human beings. Nature was forced to 
yield what human beings required at that time. What is the 
key thing in modern communism? The elimination of all re-
lations of production which stop them from achieving what 
they wanted under primitive communism. The mastery of 
nature was the watchword under primitive communism. 
The mastery of human relations after ending all exploitation 
of persons by persons is the watchword of modern com-
munism. The key thing under primitive communism was 
a self-sufficient community. The key thing under modern 
communism is a self-sufficient society. While the kinship 
under primitive communism was along blood lines and kin-
ship under socialism is along class lines, the kinship under 
modern communism will be along the lines of the species.

Several millennia have passed since primitive commun-
ism existed in India. Human beings have gained a rich 
experience during this period. What is this experience 
telling Indians? What is the present revealing? What is it 
calling for? Can it be said that the historical lessons in the 
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economic field tell Indians that they should have “shock 
therapy” and “trickle down” economics? Can it be said 
that the historical lessons in the political field tell Indians 
that they should have a political system where powers exist 
to protect and nurture private property and all old forms 
of property relations? No, the lessons of the experience of 
several millennia tell something else. These experiences 
have to be summed up candidly by starting from the needs 
of the present.

Warranted conclusions have to be drawn by keeping in 
mind the need for deep-going social transformations. The 
creation of a modern Indian political theory in the course 
of a movement for a modern society will make the carry-
ing out of revolutionary changes for the sake of bringing 
about deep-going social transformations that much easier.

Note
1. The Charter of Paris states:

“We undertake to build, consolidate and strengthen democracy as the only 

system of government of our nations. In this endeavour, we will abide by the 

following:

“Human rights and fundamental freedoms are the birthright of all human 

beings, are inalienable and are guaranteed by law. Their protection and pro-

motion is the first responsibility of government. Respect for them is an essential 

safeguard against an over-mighty State. Their observance and full exercise are 

the foundations of freedom, justice and peace.

“Democratic government is based on the will of the people, expressed regu-

larly through free and fair elections. Democracy has as its foundation respect 

for the human person and the rule of law. Democracy is the best safeguard of 

freedom of expression, tolerance of all groups of society, and equality of oppor-

tunity for each person.

“Democracy, with its representative and pluralist character, entails account-

ability to the electorate, the obligation of public authorities to comply with the 

law and justice administered impartially. No one will be above the law.
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“We affirm that, without discrimination, every individual has the right to:

- freedom of thought, conscience and religion or belief,

- freedom of expression,

- freedom of association and peaceful assembly,

- freedom of movement;

no one will be:

- subject to arbitrary arrest or detention,

- subject to torture or other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or  

punishment;

everyone also has the right:

- to know and act upon his rights,

- to participate in free and fair elections,

- to fair and public trial if charged with an offence,

- to own property alone or in association and to exercise individual 

enterprise,

- to enjoy his economic, social and cultural rights.”

Further:

“Economic liberty, social justice and environmental responsibility are indis-

pensable for prosperity.

“The free will of the individual, exercised in democracy and protected by 

the rule of law, forms the necessary basis for successful economic and social 

development. We will promote economic activity which respects and upholds 

human dignity.

“Freedom and political pluralism are necessary elements in our common 

objective of developing market economies towards sustainable economic 

growth, prosperity, social justice, expanding employment and efficient use of 

economic resources. The success of the transition to market economy by coun-

tries making efforts to this effect is important and in the interest of us all. It will 

enable us to share a higher level of prosperity which is our common objective.”

In conclusion, the Charter of Paris states:

“Aware of the dire needs of a great part of the world, we commit ourselves to 

solidarity with all other countries. Therefore, we issue a call from Paris to all the 

nations of the world. We stand ready to join with any and all States in common 

efforts to protect and advance the community of fundamental human values.”














