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Self-rule for the Palestinians
 Israel agreed to withdraw its troops from most

of the West Bank (except Hebron) in stages
over several years, handing over both civil and
security powers to the PLO. This would end
Israeli control of the areas which they had held
since 1967.

 The areas would be ruled by a parliament or
Palestinian Council of 88 members tq be
elected early in 1996 by all West Bankers and
Arab residents of Jerusalem aged over 18.

 All Palestinian prisoners held by Israel (about
6000) would be released, in three phases. Most
of the world's leaders welcomed this brave
attempt to bring peace to the troubled region.
But once again extremists on both sides claimed
that their leaders were guilty of 'shameful
surrender'. Tragically Prime Minister Yitzak
Rabin was assassinated by an Israeli right-
winger shortly after addressing a peace rally
November 1995). Peres became Prime
Minister; the murder caused a revolsion of
feeling against the extremists and the agreement
was gradually put into operation. In January
1996 King Hussein of Jordan paid an official
public visit to Israel for the first time, 1200
Palestinian prisoners were released and talks
opened between Israel and Syria. The
promised elections were held; although the
extremists urged people to boycott them, there
was an encouragingly large turnout of over 80
per cent. As expected, Yasser Arafat became
the new Palestinian President and his supporters
were in a large majority in the newly elected
parliament. This was expected to hold office
until 1999, when, it was hoped, a permanent
peace agreement would have been reached.

However, the situation changed rapidly during
the spring of 1996: four suicide bombings carried
out by the militant Palestinian group, Hamas,
claimed 63 lives; the militant Shiite Islamic group,
Hizbollah, shelled villages in northern Israel from
southern Lebanon. All this enabled the hard-line
Likud leader, Binyamin Netanyahu, who
denounced Labour policy as 'too soft' towards

the Palestinians, to win a narrow victory in the
election of May 1996. This dismayed much of the
outside world and threw the whole peace process
into doubt.

Civil war in Lebanon
Originally part of the Ottoman (Turkish)

Empire, Lebanon was made a French mandate at
the end of the First World War and became fully
independent in 1945. It soon became a prosperous
state, making money from banking and from
serving as an important outlet for the exports of
Syria, Jordan and Iraq. However, in 1975 civil
war broke out, and although all-out war ended in
1976, chaos and disorder continued right through
the 1980s as different factions struggled to gain
influence.

Reason for civil war

Religious differences : The potential for
trouble was there from the beginning, since the
country was a bewildering mixture of different
religious groups, some Muslim, some Christian,
which had developed independently, separated
from each other by mountain ranges.

There were four main Christian groups:

 Maronites (the wealthiest and most
conservative);

 Greek Orthodox;

 Roman Catholic;

 Armenians.

There were three Muslim groups :

Shia-the largest group, mainly poor working
class;

Sunni-a smaller group, but wealthier and with
more political influence than the Shia;

Druze-a small group living in the centre of
the country, mainly peasants.

There was a long history of hatred between
Maronites and Druzes, but this seemed to be kept
in check by the carefully framed constitution which
tried, to give fair representation to all groups. The
President was always a Maronite, the Prime
Minister a Sunni, the Speaker (chairman of
parliament) a Shia, and the army chief of staff a
Druze. Of the 44 seats in parliament, the Maronites
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were allowed 13, Sunni 9, Shia 8, Greek
Orthodox 5, Druze 3, Roman Catholics 3 and
Armenians 2.

Palestinian refugees from Israel : This
complicated the situation even more. By 1975
there were at least half a million of them living in
squalid camps away from the main centres of
population. The Palestinians were not popular in
Lebanon because they were continually involved
in frontier incidents with Israel, provoking the
Israelis to hit back at the Palestinians in southern
Lebanon. In particular the Palestinians, being left-
wing and Muslim, alarmed conservative and
Christian Maronites who looked on the Palestinians
as a dangerous destabilising influence. By 1975
the PLO had its headquarters in Lebanon, and
this meant that Syria, the chief supporter of the
PLO, was constantly interfering in Lebanon's
affairs.

A dispute between Muslims and Christians
over fishing rights (1975) : This upset the
delicate balance. It began as an apparently minor
incident, but it escalated when some Palestinians
sided with the Muslims, and a group of right-wing
Christians known as the Phalange began to attack
Palestinians. Soon a full-scale civil war developed:
the Maronites saw it as a chance to expel the
Palestinians who had formed an alliance with the
Druze (long-term enemies of the Maronites).

It is probably impossible to discover with
complete certainty which side was responsible for
the escalation of the war. Both sides claimed that
the original fishing dispute could have been settled
easily, and each blamed the other for escalating
the violence. Either way, the PLO were certainly
involved: the Phalangists claimed that PLO
guerrillas fired on a church where some party
leaders were attending Mass; the PLO claimed
that the Phalangists started it by attacking a bus
carrying Palestinians.

For a time it looked as though the Druze would
win, but this alarmed Israel, which threatened to
invade Lebanon. The Syrians did not want this to
happen, and so in 1976 President Assad of Syria
sent troops into the Lebanon to keep the PLO

under some sort of control. Order was restored
and it was a setback for the Druze and the PLO.
It was the Syrians who now controlled Lebanon;
Yasser Arafat, the PLO leader, had to agree to
withdraw his troops from the area around Beirut
(the capital of Lebanon).

Conflict continued
It was over ten years before something

approaching peace was restored in Lebanon, as
different conflicts raged in different places.

1. In the south, bordering on Israel, fighting soon
broke  out between Palestinians and Christians;
the Israelis seized this opportunity to send
troops in to help the Christians. A small semi-
independent Christian state of Free Lebanon
was declared under Major Haddad. The
Israelis supported this because it acted as a
buffer zone to protect them from further
Palestinian attacks. The Palestinians and
Muslims counter-attacked, and although by
1982 there were 7000 UNIFIL (United
Nations Interim Force in the Lebanon) troops
in the area, it was a constant struggle to keep
the peace.

2. In 1980 there was a short struggle between
supporters of the two main Maronite groups
(the Gemayel and Chamoun families) which
was won by the Gemayels.

3. In 1982, in reprisal for a Palestinian attack on
Israel, Israeli troops invaded Lebanon and
penetrated as far as Beirut. For a time the
Gemayels, supported by the Israelis, were in
control of Beirut. During this period the
Palestinians were expelled from Beirut, and
from then on the PLO was divided. The hard-
liners went to Iraq and the rest dispersed into
different Arab countries where they were, on
the whole, not welcome. The Israelis withdrew
and a multi-national force (made up of troops
from the USA, France, Italy and Britain) took
their place to maintain the peace. However, a
spate of attacks and suicide bombings forced
them to withdraw.

4. In 19 84 an aliiance of Shia militia (known as
Amal) and Druze militia backed by Syria, drove
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President Gemayel out of Beirut. Then the Shia
and Druze themselves came to blows in a
struggle for control of West Beirut. Yasser Arafat
used the general confusion to rearm his
Palestinians in the refugee camps.

At the end of 1986 the
situation was
extremely complex
 Shiite Amal militia, backed by Syria, alarmed

at the renewed strength of the PLO which
seemed likely to set up a state within a state,
were besieging the refugee camps, hoping to
starve them into surrender.

 At the same time an alliance of Druze, Sunni
and communists was trying to drive Amal out
of West Beirut. Another more extreme Shia
group known as Hizbollah (Party of God),
which was backed by Iran, was also involved
in the struggle.

 Early in 1987 fierce fighting again erupted
between Shia and Druze militia for control of
West Beirut. Several European and American
hostages were seized, including Terry Waite,
the Archbishop of Canterbury's special envoy,
who had gone to West Beirut to try to negotiate
the release of some earlier hostages.

 With the country seeming to be in a state of
total disintegration, President Assad of Syria,
responding to a request from the Lebanese
government, again sent his troops and tanks
into West Beirut (February 1987). Within a
week calm had been restored.

Peace Treaty: Although assassinations of
leading figures continued, the situation gradually
stabilised. In September 1990 important changes
were introduced in the country's constitution, giving
the Muslims fairer representation. The membership
of the National Assembly was increased to 108,
equally divided between Christians and Muslims.
The government, with Syrian help, gradually
restored its authority over more and more of the
country and managed to get most of the militia
armies disbanded. The government also
succeeded in getting all the Western hostages

released, the last of them in June 1992. All this
was very much because of the Syrian presence; in
May 1991 the two states signed a treaty of
'brotherhood and co-ordination'. However, this
was strongly criticized by the Israelis, who claimed
that the treaty marked the 'virtual annexation of
Lebanon by Syria'.

War between Iran and Iraq 1980-81

The Middle East and the Arab world were
thrown into fresh confusion in September 1980
when Iraqi troops invaded Iran.

Iraq's motives: President Saddam Hussein
of Iraq had several motives for launching the
attack.

He was afraid of militant Islam spreading across
the border into Iraq from Iran. Iran had become
an Islamic republic in 1979 under the leadership
of the Ayatollah Khomeini and his fundamentalist
Shiite Muslim supporters. They believed that the
country should be run according to the Islamic
religion, with a strict moral code enforced by severe
punishments. According to Khomeini, 'in Islam the
legislative power to establish laws belongs to God
Almighty'. The population of Iraq was mainly Sunni
Muslim, but there was a large Shia minority.
Saddam, whose government was non-religious,
was afraid that the Shia's might rise up against him,
and he had some of their leaders executed early in
1980. The Iranians retaliated by launching raids
across the frontier.

The Iraqis claimed that the Iranian border
province of Khuzestan should rightfully belong to
them. This was an area peopled largely by Arabs,
and Saddam hoped that they would rally to support
Iraq (most Iranians were Persians, not Arabs).

There was a long-standing dispute over the
Shatt-el-Arab waterway. This was an important
outlet for the oil exports of both countries, and it
formed part of the frontier between the two states.
The Shatt-el-Arab had once been completely
under Iraqi control, but five years earlier the Iranian
government had forced Iraq to share control of it
with Iran.

Saddam thought that the Iranian forces would
be weak and demoralized so soon after the
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fundamentalist takeover, so he expected a quick
victory.

It soon became clear that he had miscalculated
badly.

The war drags on: The Iranians quickly
organized themselves to deal with the invasion,
which began with the Iraqi seizure of the disputed
waterway. The Iranians replied with mass infantry
attacks against heavily fortified Iraqi positions. On
paper Iraq seemed much the stronger, being well
supplied with Soviet tanks, helicopter gunships and
missiles, and some British and American weapons
as well. However, the Iranian revolutionary guards,
inspired by their religion, and ready to become
martyrs, fought with fanatical determination;
eventually they too began to get modem equipment
(anti-aircraft and anti-tank missiles) from China
and North Korea (and secretly from the USA).
As the war dragged on, Iraq concentrated on
strangling Iranian oil exports, which paid for their
arms supplies; Iran meanwhile captured Iraqi
territory, and early in 1987 their troops were only
ten miles from Basra, Iraq's second most important
city, which had to be evacuated. By this time the
territorial dispute had been lost in the deeper racial
and religious conflict: Khomeini had sworn never
to stop fighting until his Shia Muslim
fundamentalists had destroyed the 'godless'
Saddam regime.

The war had important international
repercussions.

The stability of the entire Arab world was
threatened: the more conservative states - Saudi
Arabia, Jordan and Kuwait -gave cautious support
to Iraq; but Syria, Libya, Algeria, South Yemen
and the PLO were critical of Iraq for starting the
war at a time when, they believed, all Arab states
should have been concentrating on the destruction
of Israel. The Saudis and the other Gulf states,
suspicious of Khomeini's extreme brand of Islam,
wanted to see Iran's ability to dominate the Persian
Gulf controlled. As early as Kovember 1980
anArab summit conference in Amman (Jordan) to
draw up new plans for dealing with Israel, failed
to get off the ground because the anti-Iraq states,

led by Syria, refused to attend.

The attacks on Iran's oil exports threatened the
energy supplies of the West, and at various tunes
brought American, Russian, British and French
warships into the region, raising the international
temperature. In 1987 the situation took a more
dangerous turn as ofl-tankers, whatever their
nationality, were threatened by mines; winch side
was responsible for laying them was open to
debate.

The success of Iran's Shia fundamentalist
troops, especially its threat to Basra, alarmed the
non-religious Arab governments, and many Arabs
were afraid of what might happen if Iraq was
defeated. Even President Assad of Syria, at first a
strong supporter of Iran, as worried in case Iraq
split up and became another Lebanon; this could
well destabilize Syria itself. An Islamic conference
held in Kuwait (January 1987) was attended by
representatives of forty-four nations, but Iran's
leaders refused to attend, and no agreement could
be reached on how to bring the war to an end.

 The war entered a new and even more terrible
phase towards the end of 1987 when both sides
began to born bard each other's capital cities,
Tehran (Iran) and Baghdad (Iraq), causing
thousands of deaths.

The end of the war, 1988: Although neither
side had achieved its aims, the cost of the war,
both economically and in human lives, was telling
heavily. Both sides began to look for a way to end
the fighting, though for a time they continued to
pour out propaganda; Saddam talked about 'total
victory' and the Iranians demanded 'total
surrender'. The UN became involved, did some
straight talking to both sides, and succeeded in
arranging a ceasefire (August 1988). This was
monitored by UN troops, and against all
expectations, the truce lasted. Peace negotiations
opened in October 1988 and terms were finally
agreed in 1990.

The Gulf War (1990-91)
Even before he had accepted the peace terms

at the end of the Iran-Iraq War, Saddam Hussein
began his next act of aggression. His forces invaded
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and quickly occupied the small neighbouring state
of Kuwait (August 1990).

Saddam Hussein's purpose

His real motive was probably to get his hands
on the wealth of Kuwait, since he was seriously
short of cash after the long war with Iran. Kuwait,
though small, had valuable oil-wells which he
would now be able to control.

He claimed that Kuwait was historically part
of Iraq, though in fact Kuwait had existed as a
separate territory -a British protectorate -since
1899, whereas Iraq had not been created until
after the First World War.

He did not expect any action from the outside
world now that his troops were firmly entrenched
in Kuwait, and he had the strongest army in the
region. He thought Europe and the USA were
reasonably amenable to him since they had
supplied him with arms during his war with Iran.
Nor had anybody interfered when he brutally
crushed the Kurds (who were demanding an
independent state) in the north of Iraq.

The world unites against Saddam Hussein:
Once again, as in the case of Iran, Saddam had
miscalculated. President Bush of the USA took
the lead in pressing for action to remove the Iraqis
from Kuwait. The UN placed trade sanctions on
Iraq, cutting off her oil exports, her main source
of income. Saddam was ordered to remove his
troops by 15 January 1991, after which the UN
would use 'all necessary means' to clear them out.
Sad darn hoped that this was all bluff and talked
of 'the mother of all wars' if they tried to throw
him out. But Bush and Margaret Thatcher had
decided that Saddam's power must be curbed;
he controlled too much of the oil that the industrial
West needed. Fortunately for Britain and the USA,
Saudi Arabia, Syria and Egypt were also nervous
about. What Saddam might do next; so they
supported the UN action.

In spite of frantic diplomatic efforts, Saddam
Hussein felt that he could not lose face by
withdrawing from Kuwait, though he knew that
an international force of over 600 000 had been
assembled in Saudi Arabia. More than thirty

nations contributed with troops, armaments or
cash; for example the USA, Britain, France, Italy.
Egypt, Syria and SaudiArabia provided troops;
Germany and Japan donated cash. When the 15
January deadline passed, operatio-Desert Storm
was launched against the Iraqis.

The campaign, in two parts, was quickly
successful. First came a series of bombing attacks
on Baghdad (the Iraqi capital whose unfortunate
citizens again suffered heavy casualties, and on
military targets such as roads and bridges. The
second phase, the attack on the Iraqi army itself,
began on 24 February. Within four days the Iraqis
had been driven out of Kuwait and routed. Kuwait
was liberated and Saddam Hussein accepted
defeat. However, although Iraq lost many troops
(some estimates put Iraqi dead at 90000 compared
with less than 400 for the allies), Saddam was
allowed to with- draw with much of his army intact.
The retreating Iraqis were at the mercy of the allies,
but Bush called a ceasefire, afraid that if the
slaughter continued, the allies would lose the
support of the other Arab nations.

The aftermath of the war: The war had
unfortunate consequences for many of the Iraqi
people. It was widely expected outside Iraq that
after this humiliating defeat, Saddam Hussein
would soon be overthrown. There were uprisings
of Kurds in the north and Shia Muslims in the south,
and it seemed as though Iraq was breaking up.
However, the allies had left Saddam enough
troops, tanks and aircraft to deal with the situation,
and both rebel- lions. jvere ruthlessly crushed. At
first nobody intervened: Russia, Syria and Turkey-
had Kurdish minorities of their own and did not
want the rebellion spreading over from Iraq.
Similarly a Shiite victory in southern Iraq would
probably increase the power of Iran in that region,
and the USA did not want that. But eventually
world opinion became so outraged at Saddam's
continued ruthless bombings of his people that the
USA and Britain, with UN backing, declared the
areas 'no-fly /ones', and used their air power to
keep Saddam's aircraft out. And so Saddam
Hussein remained in power.

The war and its aftermath were very revealing
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about the motives of the West and the great
powers. Their primary concern was not with
international justice and moral ques- tions of right
and wrong, but with their own self-interest. They
only took action against Saddam in the first place
because they felt he was threatening their oil
supplies. Often in the past when other small nations
had been invaded, no international action had been
taken. For example, when East Timor was
occupied by neighbouring Indonesia in 1975, the
rest of the world ignored it, because their interests
were not threatened. After the Gulf War, Saddam,
who on any assessment must rank as one of the
most brutal dictators of the century, was allowed
to remain in power because the West thought that
his survival was the best way of keeping Iraq united
and the region stable.

Crisis in Communism from
Stalin to Gorbacheb
Rise of Stalin

loseph Djugashvili (he took- the name 'Stalin'
-man of steel-some time after joining the
Bolsheviks in 1904) was born in 1879m the small
town of Gori in the province of Georgia. His
parents were poor peasants; his father, a
shoemaker, had been born a serf. Joseph's mother
wanted him to become a priest and he was
educated for four years at Tiflis Theological
Seminary, but he hated its repressive atmosphere
and was expelled in 1899 for spreading socialist
ideas. After 1917, thanks to his outstanding ability
as an administrator, he was quietly able to build
up his own position under Lenin. When Lenin died
in 1924, Stalin was Secretary-General of the
communist party and a member of the seven-man
Politburo, the committee which decided
government policy. At first it seemed unlikely that
Stalin would become the dominant figure; Trotsky
called him 'the party's most eminent mediocrity.
..a man destined to play second or third fiddle'.
Lenin thought him stubborn and rude, and
suggested in his will that Stalin should be removed
from his post. The most obvious successor to Lenin
was Trotsky, an inspired orator, an intellectual and
a man of action -the organizer of the Red Armies.

However, circumstances arose which Stalin was
able to use to eliminate his rivals.

Trotsky's brilliance worked against him:
It aroused envy and resentment among the other
Politburo members. He was arrogant and
condescending and many resented the fact that he
had only joined the Bolsheviks shortly before the
November revolution. The other Politburo
members therefore decided to run the country
jointly; collective action was better than a one-
man show. They worked together, doing all they
could to prevent Trotsky from becoming leader.

The other Politburo members
underestimated Stalin: They saw him as nothing
more than a competent adminis-trator; they
ignored Lenin's advice about removing him.

Stalin used his position : As Secretary-
General of the party, Stalin had full powers of
appointment and promotion. He used these to
place his own supporters in key positions, while
at the same time' removing the supporters of others
to distant parts of the country.

Disagreements in the Politburo :
Disagreements in the Politburo over policy arose
partly because Marx had never described in detail
exactly how the new communist society should
be organized. Even Lenin was vague about it,
except that 'the dictatorship of the proletariat'
would be established that is, workers would ran
the state and the economy in their own interests.
When all opposition had been crushed, the ultimate
goal of a classless society would be achieved, in
which, according to Marx, the ruling principle
would be: 'from each" according to his ability, to
each according to his needs', With NEP Lenin had
departed from socialist principles, though he
probably intended this to be only a temporary
measure until the crisis passed. Now the right wing
of the party, led by Bukharin, and the left, whose
views were most strongly put by Trotsky, Kamenev
and Zinoviev, fell out about what to do next:

1. Bukharin wanted to continue NEP, even though
it was causing an increase in the If numbers of
kulaks (wealthy peasants), who were thought
to be the enemies of communism. His
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opponents wanted to abandon NEP and
concentrate on rapid industrialization at the
expense of the peasants.

2. Bukharin thought it important to consolidate
soviet power in Russia, based on a prosperous
peasantry and with a very gradual
industrialization; this policy became known as
'socialism in one country'. Trotsky believed that
they must work for revolution outside Russia -
'permanent revolution'. When this was
achieved, the industrialized states of Western
Europe would help Russia with her
industrialization.

Stalin, quietly ambitious, seemed to have no
strong views either way at first, but he
supported the right simply to isolate Trotsky.
Later, when a. split occurred between Bukharin
on the one hand, and Kamenev and Zinoviev,
who were feeling unhappy about NEP, on the
other, Stalin supported Bukharin. One by one,
Trotsky, Kamenev and Zinoviev were voted
off the Politburo, replaced by Stalin's yes-men,
and expelled from the party (1927). The
following year Stalin decided that NEP must
go -the kulaks were holding up agricultural
progress. When Bukharin protested, he too
was expelled (1929) and Stalin was left
supreme. Having reached the pinnacle, Stalin
attacked the many problems facing Russia,
which fell into three categories:

 Economic;

 Political and social; and

 Foreign

Assessment of Stalin in solving Russia's
economic problems

1. Although Russian industry was recovering from
the effects of the First World War, production
from heavy industry was still surprisingly low.
In 1929 for example, France, which did not
rank as a leading industrial power, produced
more coal and steel than Russia, while
Germany, Britain and especially the USA were
streets ahead. Stalin believed that a rapid
expansion of heavy industry was essential to
enable Russia to deal with the attack which he

was convinced would come sooner or later
from the Western capitalist powers who hated
communism. Industrialization would have the
added advantage of increasing support for the
government, because it was the industrial
workers who were the communists' greatest
allies: the more industrial workers there were
in relation to peasants (whom Stalin saw as the
enemies of socialism), the more secure the
communist state would be. One serious
obstacle to overcome though, was lack of
capital to finance expansion, since foreigners
were unwilling to invest in a communist state.

2. More food world have to be produced, both
to feed the growing industrial population and
to provide a surplus for export, which would
bring in foreign capital and profits for investment
in industry. Yet the primitive agricultural system
which was allowed to continue under NEP was
incapable of providing such resources.

The Five Year Plans and collectivization :
Although he had no economic experience
whatsoever, Stalin seems to have had no hesitation
in plunging the country into a series of dramatic
changes designed to overcome the problems in
the shortest possible time. In a speech in February
1931 he explained why: 'We are 50 or 100 years
behind the advanced countries. We must make
good this distance in 10 years. Either we do it or
we shall be crushed'. NEP had been permissible
as a temporary measure, but must now be
abandoned: both industry and agriculture must be
taken firmly under government control.

1. The Five Year Plans: Industrial expansion
was tackled by a series of Five Year Plans, the
first two of which (1928-32 and 1933-7) were
said to have been completed a year ahead of
schedule, although in fact neither of them reached
the full target. The first plan concentrated on heavy
industry -coal, iron, steel, oil and machinery
(including tractors), which were t scheduled to
triple output. The two later plans provided for some
increases in consumer goods as well as in heavy
industry. It has to be said that in spite of all kinds
of mistakes and some exaggeration of the official
Soviet figures, the plans were a remarkable
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success: by 1940 the USSR had overtaken Britain
in iron and steel production, though not yet in coal,
and she was within reach of Germany.

Hundreds of factories were built, many of them
in new towns east of the Ural Mountains where
they would be safer from invasion. Well-known
examples are the iron and steel works at
Magnitogorsk, tractor works at Kharkov and
Gorki, a hydro- electric dam at Dnepropetrovsk
and the oil refineries in the Caucasus.

How was all this achieved? The cash was
provided almost entirely by the Russians
themselves, with no foreign investment. Some
came from grain exports, some from charging
peasants heavily for use of government equipment,
and the ruthless ploughing back of all profits and
surpluses. Hundreds of foreign technicians were
brought in and great emphasis was placed on
expanding education in colleges and universities,
and even in factory schools, to provide a whole
new generation of skilled workers. In the factories,
the old capitalist methods of piecework and pay
differentials between skilled and unskilled workers
were used to encourage production. Medals were
given to workers who achieved record output;
these were known as Stakhanovites, after Alexei
Stakhanov, a champion miner who, in August
1935, supported by a well-organized team,
managed to cut 102 tons of coal in a single shift
(by ordinary methods even the highly efficient
miners of the Ruhr in Germany were cutting only
10 tons per shift).

Ordinary workers were ruthlessly disciplined:
there were severe punishments for bad
workmanship, people were accused of being
'saboteurs' when targets were not met, and given
spells in forced labour camps. Primitive housing
conditions and a severe shortage of consumer
goods (because of the concentration on heavy
industry) on top of all the regimentation must have
made life grim for most workers. As historian
Richard Freeborn points out:

It is probably no exaggeration to claim that the
First Five Year Plan represented a declaration of
war by the state machine against the workers and

peasants of the USSR who were subjected to a
greater exploitation than any they had known under
capitalism.

However, by the mid-1930s things were
improving as benefits such as medical care,
education and holidays with pay became available.

2. Collectivization (Kolkhoz): This process
dealt with the problems of agriculture. The idea
was that small farms and holdings belonging to the
peasants should be merged to form large collective
farms (kolkhoz) jointly owned by the peasants.
There w6re two main reasons for Stalin's decision
to collectivize:

the existing system of small farms was inefficient,
whereas large farms, under state direction, and
using tractors and combine harvesters, would vastly
increase grain production;

he wanted to eliminate the class of prosperous
peasants (kulaks or nepmen) which NEP had
encouraged because, he claimed, they were
standing in the way of progress.

The real reason was probably political: Stalin
saw the kulaks as the enemy of communism. 'We
must smash the kulaks so hard that they will never
rise to their feet again'. The policy was launched
in earnest in 1929, and had to be carried through
by sheer brute force, so determined was the
resistance in the countryside. It proved to be a
disaster from which, it is perhaps no exaggeration
to claim, Russia has not fully recovered even today.

There was no problem in collectivizing landless
labourers, but all peasants who owned any
property at all, whether they were kulaks or not,
were hostile to the plan, and had to be forced to
join by armies of party members who urged poorer
peasants to seize cattle and machinery from the
kulaks to be handed over to the collectives.
Kulaks often reacted by slaughtering cattle and
burning crops rather than allow the state to take
them. Peasants who refused to join collective farms
were arrested and taken to labour camps, or shot.
When newly collectivized peasants tried to
sabotage the system by producing only enough
for their own needs, local officials insisted on seizing
the required quotas.
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Total grain production did not increase at all
(except for 1930) -in fact it was less f in 1934
than it had been in 1928. This led to famine in
many areas during 1932-3, especially in the
Ukraine. Yet one and three-quarter million tons of
grain were exported during that same period while
over 5 million peasants died of starvation. Some
historians have even claimed that Stalin welcomed
the famine, since, along with the 10 million kulaks
who were removed or executed, it helped to break
peasant resistance. In this way, well over 90 per
cent of all farmland had been collectivized by 1937.

In one sense Stalin could claim that
collectivization was a success: it allowed greater
mechanization, which did achieve a substantial
increase in production in 1937. On the other hand,
so many animals had been slaughtered that it was
1953 before livestock production recovered to
the 1928 figure, and the cost in human life and
suffering was enormous.

Stalin's solutions of political
and
social problems of USSR

The problems: These were to some extent of
Stalin's own making. He felt that under his
totalitarian regime, political and social activities
must be controlled just as much as economic life.
He aimed at complete and unchallenged power
for himself and became increasingly suspicious and
intolerant of criticism.

1. Starting in 1930, there was growing opposition
in the party; the Ryutin platform  (1932)  aimed
to  slow  down industrialization, allow peasants
to leave collective farms, and remove Stalin
(described as 'the evil genius of the Revolution')
from the leadership if necessary. However,
Stalin was equally determined that political
opponents and critics must be eliminated once
and for all.

2. A new constitution was needed to consolidate
the hold of Stalin and the communist party over
the whole country.

3. Social and cultural aspects of life needed to be
brought into line and harnessed to the service

of the state.

4. The non-Russian parts of the country wanted
to become independent, but Stalin, although
he was non-Russian himself (he was born in
Georgia), had no sympathy with nationalist
ambitions and was determined to hold the union
together.

Stalin's approach was highly
dramatic
1. The purges

Using the murder of S ergei Kirov, one of his
supporters on the Politburo (December 1934), as
an excuse, Stalin launched what became known
as the purges. It seems fairly certain that Stalin
himself organized Kirov's murder, 'the crime of the
century', as historian Robert Conquest calls it, 'the
keystone of the entire edifice of terror and suffering
by which Stalin secured his grip on the soviet
peoples'; but it was blamed on Stalin's critics.

Over the next four years hundreds of important
officials were arrested, tortured, made to confess
to all sorts of crimes of which they were largely
innocent (such as plotting with the exiled Trotsky
or with capitalist governments to overthrow the
soviet state) and forced to appear in a series of
'show trials' at which they were invariably found
guilty and sentenced to death or labour camp.
Those executed included M.N. Ryutin (author of
the Ryutin platform), all the 'Old Bolsheviks' -
Zinoviev, Kamenev, Bukharin and Radek -who
had helped to make the 1917 revolution, the
Commander- in-Chief of the Red Army,
Tukhachevsky, thirteen other generals and about
two-thirds of the top officers. Millions of innocent
people ended up in labour camps (some estimates
put the figure at about 8 million). Even Trotsky
was sought out and murdered in exile in Mexico
City (1940).

The purges were successful in eliminating
possible alternative leaders and in terrorizing the
masses into obedience; but the consequences were
serious: many of the best brains in the government,
in the army and in industry had disappeared. In a
country where numbers of highly educated people
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were still relatively small, this was bound to hinder
progress.

2. A new constitution

In 1936, after much discussion, a new and
apparently more democratic constitution was
introduced in which everyone was allowed to vote
by secret ballot to choose members of a national
assembly known as the Supreme Soviet.
However, this met for only about two weeks in
the year, when it elected a smaller body, the
Praesidium, to act on its behalf. The Supreme
Soviet also chose the Union Soviet of
Commissars, a small group of ministers of which
Stalin was the secretary, and which wielded the
real power.

In fact the democracy was an. illusion: the
constitution merely underlined the fact that Stalin
and the party ran things, and though there was
mention of freedom of speech, anybody who
ventured to c]riticize Stalin was quickly 'purged'.

3. Social and cultural policies

Writers, artists and musicians were expected
to produce works of realism glorifying soviet
achievements; anyone who did not conform was
persecuted, and even those who tried, often fell
foul of Stalin. The young composer Dmitri
Shostakovich was condemned when his new
opera, Lady Macbeth of Mtsensk, failed to please
Stalin, even though the music critics had at first
praised it. Further performances were banned,
and the American ambassador noted that 'half the
artists and musicians in Moscow are having
nervous prostration and the others are trying to
imagine how to write and compose in a manner to
please Stalin'.

Education, like everything else, was closely
watched by the secret police, and although it was
compulsory and free, it tended to deteriorate into
indoctrination; but at least literacy increased, which
along with the improvement in social services, was
an unprecedented achievement.

Finally, an attempt was made to clamp down
on the Orthodox Church. Churches were closed
and clergy persecuted; but this was one of Stalin's
failures: in 1940 probably half the population were

still convinced believers, and during the war the
persecution was relaxed to help maintain morale.

4. Holding the union together

In 1914, before the First World War, the tsarist
empire included many non-Russian areas -Poland,
Finland, the Ukraine, Belorussia (White Russia),
Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan,
Kirghizia, Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, Tajikistan,
and the three Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia and
Lithuania. Poland and the three Baltic republics
were given independence by the Treaty of Brest-
Litovsk (March 1918). Many of the others wanted
independence too, and at first the new Bolshevik
government was sympathetic to these different
nationalities. Lenin gave Finland independence in
November 1917.

However, some of the others were not
prepared to wait: by March 1918 the Ukraine,
Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan had declared
themselves independent and soon showed
themselves to be anti-Bolshevik. Stalin, who was
appointed Commissar (Minister) for Nationalities
by Lenin, decided that these hostile states
surrounding Russia were too much of a threat;
during the civil war they were all forced to become
part of Russia again. By 1925 there were six soviet
republics -Russia itself, Transcaucasia (consisting
of Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan), the Ukraine,
Belorussia, Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan.

The problem for the communist government
was that 47 per cent of the population of the USSR
were non-Russian, and it would be difficult to hold
them all together if they were bitterly resentful of
rule from Moscow. Stalin adopted a two-handed
approach which worked successfully until
Gorbachev came to power in 1985:

on the one hand, national cultures and languages
were encouraged and the republics had a certain
amount of independence;

on the other hand, it had to be clearly
understood that Moscow had the final say in all
important decisions. If necessary, force would be
used to preserve control by Moscow.

When the Ukraine communist party stepped
out of line in 1932 by admitting that collectivization



38

had been a failure, Moscow carried out a ruthless
purge of what Stalin called 'bourgeois nationalist
deviationists'. Similar campaigns followed in
Belorussia, Trancaucasia and Central Asia. Later,
in 1951, when the Georgian communist leaders
tried to take Georgia out of the USSR, Stalin had
them removed and shot.

 1945-53: After the war, Stalin continued to
rule the USSR for a further eight years until his
death in 1953. The western half of European Russia
was devastated by the war: roads, railways and
industries were shattered and 25 million people
were homeless. Stalin was determined that there
should be no relaxation of government controls:
the economy must be reconstructed. The Fourth
Five Year Plan was started in 1946, and, incredibly
in the circumstances, succeeded in restoring
industrial production to its 1940 levels. Just as he
was about to launch another set of purges, Stalin
died, to the immense relief of his close associates.

Historians have failed to agree about the extent
of Stalin's achievement, or indeed whether he
achieved any more with his brutality than he could
have done using less drastic methods.

Stalin's defenders, who included many Soviet
historians, argued that the situation was so
desperate that only the pressures of brute force
could have produced such a rapid industrialization,
together with the necessary food. For them, the
supreme justification is that thanks to Stalin, Russia
was strong enough to defeat the Germans.

The opposing view is that Stalin's policies,
though superficially successful, actually weakened
Russia: ridiculously high targets for industrial
production placed unnecessary pressure on the
workers and led to slipshod work and poor quality
products; the brutal enforcement of collectivization
vastly reduced the amount of meat available and
made peasants so bitter that in the Ukraine the
German invaders were welcomed. The purges
slowed economic progress by removing many of
the most experienced men, and almost caused
military defeat during the first few months of the
war by depriving the army of all its experienced
generals. In fact Russia won the war in spite of

Stalin, not because of him.

Whichever view one accepts, a final point to
bear in mind is that many Marxists, both inside
and outside Russia, feel that Stalin betrayed the
idealism of Marx and Lenin. Russian historian Roy
Medvedev thinks that Stalin deserves no credit at
all. Instead of a new classless society in which
everybody was free and equal, ordinary workers
and peasants were just as exploited as they had
been under the tsars. The party had taken the place
of the capitalists, and enjoyed all the privileges -
the best houses, country retreats and cars. Instead
of Marxism, socialism and the 'dictatorship of the
proletariat', there was merely Stalinism and the
dictatorship of Stalin.

USSR President Khrushchev

With the death of Stalin, the situation was similar
to that after Lenin's death in 1924: there was no
obvious candidate to take over the reins. Stalin
had allowed no one to show any initiative in case
he developed into a dangerous rival. The leading
members of the Politburo or Praesidium as it was
now called, decided to share power and rule as a
group. Malenkov became Chairman of the Council
of Ministers, Khrushchev Party Secretary, and
Voroshilov Chairman of the Praesidium. Also
involved were Beria, the Chief of the Secret Police,
Bulganin and Molotov.

Gradually Nikita Khrushchev began to emerge
as the dominant personality. The son of a peasant
farmer, he had worked as a farm labourer and
then as a mechanic in a coalmine before going to
technical college and joining the communist party.
Beria, who had an atrocious record of cruelty as
chief of police, was executed, probably because
the others were nervous in case he turned against
them. Malenkov resigned in 1955 after disagreeing
with Khrushchev about industrial policies, but it
was significant that in the new relaxed atmosphere,
he was not executed or imprisoned.

Khrushchev's position was further strengthened
by an amazing speech which he delivered at the
Twentieth Communist Party Congress (1956)
strongly criticizing various aspects of Stalin's
policies. He:
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 Condemned Stalin for encouraging the cult of
his own personality instead of allowing the party
to rule;

 Revealed details about Stalin's purges of the
1930s and criticized his conduct of the War;

 Claimed that socialism could be achieved in
ways other than those insisted on by Stalin;

 Suggested that peaceful co-existence with the
West was not only possible but essential if
nuclear war were to be avoided.

Khrushchev was not quite supreme yet;
Molotov  and Malenkov believed his speech was
too drastic and would encourage unrest (they
blamed him for the Hungarian revolution of
October 1956), and they tried to force him out
ofpffice. However, as Party Secretary,
Khrushchev, like Stalin before him, had been
quietly filling key positions with his own supporters,
and since he could rely on the army, it was Molotov
and Malenkov who found themselves compulsorily
retired (June 1957). After that, Khrushchev was
fully responsible for all Russian policy until 1964.
But he never wielded as much power as- Stalin;
the Central Committee of the party was ultimately
in charge, and it was the party which voted him
out in 1964.

In spite of Russia's recovery during Stalin's last
years, there were a number of serious problems:
the low standard of living among industrial and
agricultural workers, and the inefficiency of
agriculture, which was still a long way from
providing all Russia's needs. Khrushchev was fully
aware of the problems both at home and abroad
and was keen to introduce important changes as
part of a general de-Stalinization policy.

It Industry continued to be organized under the
Five Year Plans, but for the first time these
concentrated more on light industries producing
consumer goods (radios, TV sets, washing
machines and sewing machines) in an attempt to
raise living standards. To reduce over centralization
and encourage efficiency, a hundred Regional
Economic Councils were set up to make decisions
about and organize their local industries. Managers
were encouraged to make profits instead of just

meeting quotas, and wages depended on output.

All this certainly led to an improvement in living
standards: a vast housing programme was started
in 1958; between 1955 and 1966 the number of
radios per thousand of the population increased
from 66 to 171, TV sets from 4 to 82, refrigerators
from 4 to 40, and washing machines from 1 to 77.

However, this was way behind the USA, which
in 1966 could boast per thousand of the population
no fewer than 1300 radios, 376 TV sets, 293
refrigerators, and 259 washing machines. Of
course, much depends on how one measures
progress, .but it was Khrushchev himself who had
rashly claimed that the gap between Russia and
America would be closed within a few years.
Another more spectacular piece of technological
progress was the first manned orbit of the earth
by Uri Gagarin (1961).

In agriculture there was a drive to increase food
production. Khrushchev's special brainchild was
the virgin lands scheme (started 1954), which
involved cultivating for the first time huge areas of
land in Siberia and Kazakhstan. Peasants on
collective farms were allowed to keep or sell crops
grown on their private plots, and the government
increased its payments for crops from the
collectives, thus providing incentives to produce
more.

By 1958 total farm output had risen by 56 per
cent; between 1953 and 1962 grain production
rose from 82 million tons to 147 million. But then
things began to go wrong; the 1963 grain output
was down to 110 million tons, mainly because of
the failure of the virgin lands scheme. The trouble
was that much of the land was of poor quality, not
enough fertilizers were used, and the exhausted
soil began to blow away in dust storms. In general
there was still too much interference in agriculture
from local party officials, and it remained the least
efficient sector of the economy. The Russians had
to rely on grain imports, often from the USA.

The thaw included the return to party control
instead of Stalin's personality cult, a reduction in
secret police activities (sacked politicians and
officials retired into obscurity instead of being
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tortured and executed), more freedom for ordinary
people, more tourism, and a slight relaxation of
press controls.

Following his Twentieth Congress speech,
Khrushchev aimed for peaceful co-existence and
a thaw in the Cold War and seemed prepared to
allow different 'roads to socialism' among the
satellites. However, these departures from strict
Marxist-Leninist ideas (including his
encouragement of profit and wage incentives) laid
him open to Chinese accusations of 'revisionism'.
In addition, encouraged by his speech, Poland and
Hungary tried to break Moscow's grip.
Khrushchev's reaction to the developments in
Hungary showed how limited his toleration.

In October 1964 the Central Committee of the
party voted Khrushchev into retirement on the
grounds of ill-health; in fact, although he was
seventy, his health was perfectly good. The real
reasons were probably the failure of his agricultural
policy (though he had been no less successful than
previous governments in this), his loss of prestige
over the Cuban missiles crisis, and the widening
breach with China, which he made no attempt to
heal. Perhaps his colleagues were tired of his
extrovert personality (once in a heated moment at
the United Nations, he took off his shoe and
hammered the table with it) and felt he was taking
too much on himself. Without consulting them he
had just tried to win the friendship of President
Nasser of Egypt by awarding him the Order of
Lenin at a time when he was busy arresting
Egyptian communists. Khrushchev was a man of
outstanding personality: a tough politician and yet
at the same time impulsive and full of warmth and
humour. He deserves to be remembered for his
foreign policy innovations, for the return to
comparatively civilized politics (at least inside
Russia), and for the improved living standards of
the masses.

Stagnation starts in USSR

The Brezhnev era: After Khrushchev's
departure, three men, Kosygin, Brezhnev and
Podgorny, seemed to be sharing power. At first
Kosygin was the leading figure and the chief

spokesman on foreign affairs, while Brezhnev and
Podgorny looked after home affairs. In the early
1970s Kosygin was eclipsed by Brezhnev after a
disagreement over economic policies. Kosygin
pressed for more economic decentralization, but
this was unpopular with the other leaders, who
claimed that it encouraged too much independence
of thought in the satellite states, especially
Czechoslovakia. Brezhnev established firm
personal control by 1977, and he remained leader
N until his death in November : 1982.  Broadly
speaking,  his policies were similar to those of  the
Khrushchev period.

Economic policies  maintained wage
differentials and profit incentives, and some growth
took place, but the rate I was slow. The system
remained strongly centralized, and  Brezhnev was
reluctant to take any major initiatives. By 1982
therefore, much of Russian industry was old-
fashioned and in need of new production and
processing technology. There was concern about
the failure of the coal and oil industries to increase
output, and the building industry was notorious for
slowness and poor quality. Low agricultural yield
was still a major problem not once in the period
1980-4 did grain production come anywhere near
the targets set. The 1981 harvest was disastrous
and 1982 was only slightly better, throwing Russia
into an uncomfortable dependency on American
wheat. It was calculated that in the USA in 1980
one agricultural worker produced enough to feed
seventy-five people, while his counterpart in
Russia could manage only enough to feed ten.

The Eastern Bloc states were expected to obey
Moscow's wishes and to maintain their existing
structure. When liberal trends developed in
Czechoslovakia (especially abolition of press
censorship), a massive invasion took place by
Russian and other Warsaw Pact troops. The
reforming government of Dubcek was replaced
by a strongly centralized, pro-Moscow regime
(1968).

Soon afterwards Brezhnev declared the so-
called Brezhnev Doctrine: according to this,
intervention in the internal affairs of any communist
country was justified if social- ism in that country
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was considered to be threatened. This caused
some friction with Romania, which had always tried
to maintain some independence, refusing to send
troops into Czechoslovakia and keeping on good
terms with China. The Russian invasion of
Afghanistan (1979) was the most blatant
application of the doctrine, while more subtle
pressures were brought to bear on Poland (1981)
to control the independent trade union movement,
Solidarity.

Brezhnev's record on human rights was not
impressive; though he claimed to be in favour of
the Helsinki Agreement, and appeared to make
important concessions about human rights in the
USSR, in fact little progress was made. Groups
were set up to check whether the terms of the
agreement were being kept, but the authorities put
them under intense pressure. Their members were
arrested, imprisoned, exiled or deported, and
finally the groups were dissolved altogether
(September 1982).

The Russians worked towards detente, but
after 1979 relations with the West deteriorated
sharply as a result of the invasion of Afghanistan.
Brezhnev continued to advocate disarmament but
presided over a rapid increase in Soviet armed
forces, particularly the navy and the new SS-20
missiles. He stepped up Soviet aid to Cuba and
offered aid to Angola, Mozambique and Ethiopia.

USSR after Brezhnev: After Brezhnev's
death Russia was ruled for a short period by two
elderly and ailing politicians -Andropov
(November 1982-February 1984) and then
Chernenko (February 1984-March 1985).

 Head of the KGB until May 1982, Andropov
immediately launched a vigorous campaign to
modernize and streamline the soviet system. He
began an anti-corruption drive and introduced a
programme of economic reform, hoping to
increase production by encouraging
decentralization. Some of the older party officials
were replaced with younger, more go-ahead men.
Unfortunately he was dogged by ill-health and died
after little more than a year in office.

The 72-year-old Chernenko was a more

conventional type of Soviet politician. There was
no relaxation in the treatment of human rights
activists. Dr Andrei Sakharov, the famous nuclear
physicist, was still kept in exile in Siberia (where
he had been since 1980), in spite of appeals by
Western leaders for his release. Members of an
unofficial trade union, supporters of a group 'for
the establishment of trust between the US SR and
the US A', and members of unofficial religious
groups were all arrested.

Gorbachev and the end of communist rule

Mikhail Gorbachev, who came to power in
March 1985, was, at fifty-four, the most gifted
and dynamic leader Russia had seen for many
years. He was determined to transform and
revitalize the country after the sterile years
following Khrushchev's fall. He intended to achieve
this by modernizing and streamlining the communist
party with new policies of glasnost (openness) and
perestroika (restructuring -which meant economic
and social reform).

The new thinking soon made an impact on
foreign affairs, with initiatives on detente, relations
with China, a withdrawal from Afghanistan, and
ultimately the ending of the Cold War in late 1990.

Gorbachev outlined what was wrong at home
in a speech to the Party Conference in 1988: the
system was too centralized, leaving no room for
local individual initiative. It was based almost
completely on state ownership and control, and
weighted strongly towards defence and heavy
industry, leaving consumer goods for ordinary
people in short supply.

Gorbachev did not want to end communism;
he wanted to replace the existing sys- tern, which
was still basically Stalinist, with a socialist system
which was humane and democratic. He did not
have the same success at home as abroad. His
policies failed to provide results quickly enough,
and led to the collapse of communism, the breakup
of the USSR, and the end of his own political
career.

(a) Gorbachev's new policies

1. Glasnost: This was soon seen in areas such
as human rights and cultural affairs. Several well-
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known dissidents were released, and the
Sakharovs were allowed to return to Moscow
from internal exile in Gorky (December 1986).
Leaders like Bukharin who had been disgraced
and executed during Stalin's purges of the 1930s
were declared innocent of all crimes. Pravda was
allowed to print an article criticizing Brezhnev for
overreacting against dissidents, and a new law was
introduced to prevent dissidents from being sent
to mental institutions (January 1988). Important
political events like the Nineteenth Party
Conference in 1988 and the first session of the
new Congress of People's Deputies (Mayl989)
were televised.

In cultural matters and the media generally, there
were some startling developments. In May 1986
both the Union of Soviet Film-makers and the
Union of Writers were allowed to sack their
reactionary heads and elect more independent-
minded leaders. Long banned anti-Stalin films and
novels were shown and published, and
preparations were made to publish works by the
great poet Osip Mandelstam, who died in a labour
camp in 1938.

There was a new freedom in news reporting:
in April 1986, for example, when a nuclear reactor
at Chernobyl in the Ukraine exploded, killing
hundreds of people and releasing a massive
radioactive cloud which drifted across most of
Europe, the disaster was discussed with
unprecedented frankness. The aims of this new
approach were to:

 Use the media to publicize the inefficiency
and corruption which the government was
so anxious to stamp out;

 Educate public opinion; and

 Mobilize support for the new policies.

Glasnost was encouraged provided nobody
criticized the party itself.

2. Economic affairs: Important changes were
soon afoot. In November 1986 Gorbachev
announced that '1987 will be the year for broad
applications   of the  new  methods   of  economic
management'.  Small-scale private  enterprise  such
as  family restaurants, family businesses making

clothes or handicrafts or providing services such
as car or TV repairs, painting and decorating and
private tuition, was to be allowed, and so were
workers' co-operatives up to a maximum of fifty
workers. One motive behind this reform was to
provide com- petition for the slow and inefficient
services provided by the state, in the hope: of
stimulating a rapid improvement. Another was the
need to provide alternative employment as patterns
of employment changed over the following decade:
as more automation and computerization are
introduced into factories and offices, the need for
manual and clerical workers declines.

Another important change was that
responsibility for quality control throughout industry
as a whole was to be taken over by independent
state bodies rather than factory management.

The most important part of the reforms was
the Law on State Enterprises (June 1987). This
removed the central planners' total control over
raw materials, production quotas and trade, and
made factories work to orders from customers.

3. Political changes: These began in January
1987 when Gorbachev announced moves towards
democracy within the party. Instead of members
of local Soviets being appointed by the local
communist party, they were to be elected by the
people, and there was to be a choice of candidates
(though, not of parties). There were to be secret
elections for top party positions, and elections in
factories to choose managers.

During 1988 dramatic changes in central
government were achieved. The old parliament
(Supreme Soviet) of about 1450 deputies only met
for about two weeks each year. Its function was
to elect two smaller bodies -the Praesidium (33
members) and the Council of Ministers (71
members). It was these two committees which
took all important decisions and saw that policies
were carried out. Now the Supreme Soviet was
to be replaced by a Congress of People's Deputies
(2250 members) whose main function was to elect
a new and much smaller Supreme Soviet (450
representatives) which would be a proper working
parliament, sitting for about eight months a year.
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The chairman of the Supreme Soviet would be
head of state.

Elections went ahead, and the first Congress
of People's Deputies met in May 1989. During
the second session (December 1989) it was
decided that reserved seats for the communist
party should be abolished. Gorbachev was elected
President of the Soviet Union (March 1990), with
two councils to advise and help him: one contained
his own personal advisers, the other contained
representatives from the 15 republics. These new
bodies completely sidelined the old system, and it
meant that the communist party was on the verge
of losing its privileged position.

(b) Lacuna in Gorbachev policies

As the reforms got under way, Gorbachev ran
into problems. Some party members, such as Boris
Yeltsin, the Moscow party leader, were more
radical than Gorbachev, and felt that the reforms
were not drastic enough. They wanted a change
to a Western-style market economy as quickly as
possible, though they knew this would cause great
short- term hardship for the Russian people. On
the other hand, the traditional (conservative)
communists like Yegor Ligachev, felt that the
changes were too drastic and that the party was
in danger of losing control. This caused a
dangerous split in the party and made it difficult
for Gorbachev to satisfy either group.

The conservatives were in a large majority, and
when the Congress of People's Deputies elected
the new Supreme Soviet (May 1989), it was
packed with conservatives; Yeltsin and many other
radicals were not elected. This led to massive
protest demonstrations in Moscow, where Yeltsin
was a popular figure since he had cleaned up the
corrupt Moscow communist party organization.
Demonstrations would not have been allowed
before Gorbachev's time, but glasnost encouraging
people to voice their criticisms -was now in full
flow, and was beginning to turn against the
communist party.

The rate of economic growth in 1988 and 1989
stayed exactly the same as it had been in previous
years. In 1990 national income actually fell and

continued to fall- by about 15 percent in 1991.
Some economists think that the USSR was going
through an economic crisis as serious as the one
in the USA in the early 1930s.

A major cause of the crisis was the disastrous
results of the Law on State Enterprises. The
problem was that wages were now dependent on
output, but since output was measured by its value
in roubles, factories were tempted not to increase
overall output, but to concentrate on more
expensive goods and reduce output of cheaper
goods. This led to higher wages, forcing the
government to print more money to pay them with.
Inflation soared and so did the government's
budget deficit. Basic goods such as soap, washing-
powder, razor-blades, cups and saucers, TV sets
and food were in very short supply, and the queues
in the towns got longer. Disillusion with Gorbachev
and his reforms rapidly set in, and, having had their
expectations raised by his promises, people
became outraged at the shortages. In July 1989
some coalminers in Siberia found there was no
soap to wash themselves with at the end of their
shift. 'What kind of a regime is it', they asked, 'if
we can't even get washed?' After staging a sit-in,
they decided to go on strike; they were quickly
joined by other miners in Siberia, in Kazakhstan
and in the Donbass (Ukraine), the biggest
coalmining area in the USSR, until half a million
miners were on strike. It was the first major strike
since 1917. The miners were well-disciplined and
organized, holding mass meetings out- side party
headquarters in the main towns. They put forward
detailed demands, forty- two in all. These included
better living and working conditions, better
supplies of food, a share in the profits, and more
local control over the mines. Later, influenced by
what was happening in Poland (where a non-
communist prime minister had just been elected,
they called for independent trade unions like
Poland's Solidarity, and in some areas they
demanded an end to the privileged position of the
communist party. The government soon gave way
and granted many of the demands, promising a
complete reorganization of the industry and full local
control.
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By the end of July the strike was over, but the
general economic situation did not improve. Early
in 1990 it was calculated that about a quarter of
the population was living below the poverty line;
worst affected were those with large families, the
unemployed and pensioners. Gorbachev was fast
losing control of the reform movement which he
had started, and the success of the miners was
bound to encourage the radicals to press for even
more far-reaching changes.

These also contributed towards Gorbachev's
failure and led to the breakup of the USSR. The
Sovi.et Union was a federal state consisting of
fifteen separate republics each with its own
parliament. The Russian republic was just one of
the fifteen, .with its narliament in Moscow.
(Moscow was also the meeting-place for the
federal Supreme Soviet and Congress of People's
Deputies.) The republics had been kept under tight
control since Stalin's time, but glasnost and
perestroika encouraged them to hope for more
powers for their parliaments and more
independence from Moscow. Gorbachev himself
seemed sympathetic, provided that the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) remained in
overall control. However, once started, demands
got out of hand.

 Trouble began in Nagorno-Karabakh, a small
Christian autonomous republic within the Soviet
republic of Azerbaijan, which was Muslim. The
parliament of Nagorno- Karabakh requested
to become part of neighbouring Christian
Armenia (February 1988), but Gorbachev
refused. He was afraid that if he agreed, this
would upset the conservatives (who opposed
internal frontier changes) and turn them against
his entire reform programme. Fighting broke
out between Azerbaijan and Armenia, and
Moscow had clearly lost control.

 Worse was to follow in the three Baltic Soviet
republics of Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia,
which had been taken over against their will by
the Russians in 1940. Independence
movements denounced by Gorbachev as
'national excesses' had been growing in strength.
In March 1990, encouraged by what was

happening in the satellite states of Eastern
Europe, Lithuania took the lead by declaring
itself independent. The other two soon followed,
though they voted to proceed more gradually.
Moscow refused to recognize their
independence.

 Boris Yeltsin, who had been excluded from the
new Supreme Soviet by the conservatives,
made a dramatic comeback when he was
elected president of the parliament of the
Russian republic (Russian Federation) in May
1990.

They disagreed on many fundamental issues.

 Yeltsin believed that the union should be
voluntary: each republic should be independent
but also have joint responsibilities to the Soviet
Union as well. If any republic wanted to opt
out, as Lithuania did, it should be allowed to
do so. However, Gorbachev thought that a
purely voluntary union would lead to
disintegration.

 Yeltsin was now completely disillusioned with
the communist party and the way the
traditionalists had treated him. He thought the
party no longer deserved its privileged position
in the state. Gorbachev was still a convinced
communist and thought the only way forward
was through a humane and democratic
communist party.

 On the economy Yeltsin thought the answer
was a rapid changeover to a market economy,
though he knew that this would be painful for
the Russian people. Gorbachev was much more
cautious, realizing that Yeltsin's plans would
cause massive unemployment and even higher
prices. He was fully aware of how unpopular
he was already; if things got even worse, he
might well be overthrown.

(c) Situation of 1991

As the crisis deepened, Gorbachev and Yeltsin
tried to work together, and Gorbachev found
himself being pushed towards free multi-party
elections. This brought bitter attacks from Ligachev
and the conservatives, and Yeltsin resigned from
the communist party (July 1990). Gorbachev was
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now losing control: many of the republics were
demanding  independence, and when Soviet troops
were used   against   nationalists in Lithuania and
Latvia, the people organized massive
demonstrations. In April 1991 Georgia declared
independence: it seemed that the USSR was falling
apart. However, the following month Gorbachev
held a conference with the leaders of the fifteen
republics and persuaded them to form a new
voluntary union in which they would be largely
independent of Moscow. The agreement was to
be formally signed on 20 August 1991.

At this point a group of hardline communists,
including Gorbachev's vice-president, Gennady
Yanayev, decided they had had enough, and
launched a coup to remove Gorbachev and reverse
his reforms. On 18 August Gorbachev, who was
on holiday in the Crimea, was arrested and told to
hand over power to Yanayev. When he refused,
he was kept under house arrest while the coup
went ahead in Moscow. The public was told that
Gorbachev was ill and that an eight-member
committee was now in charge. They declared a
state of emergency, banned demonstrations, and
brought in tanks and troops to surround public
buildings in Moscow, including the White House
(the parliament of the Russian Federation) which
they intended to seize. Gorbachev's new union
treaty, which was due to be signed the following
day, was cancelled. However, the coup was poorly
organized and the leaders failed to have Yeltsin
arrested. He rushed to the White House, and,
standing on a tank outside, he condemned the coup
and called on the people of Moscow to rally round
in support. The troops were confused, not
knowing which side to support, but none of them
would make a move against the popular Yeltsin. It
soon became clear that some sections of the army
were sympathetic to the reformers. By the evening
of 20 August, thousands of people were on the
streets, barricades were built against the tanks,
and the army hesitated to cause heavy casualties
by attacking the White House. On 21 August the
coup leaders admitted defeat and were eventually
arrested. Yeltsin had triumphed and Gorbachev
was able to return to Moscow. But things could

never be the same again, and the failed coup had
important consequences:

 The communist party was disgraced and
discredited by the actions of the hardliners.
Gorbachev soon resigned as party general
secretary and the party was banned in the
Russian Federation;

 Yeltsin was seen as the hero and Gorbachev
was increasingly sidelined. Yeltsin ruled the
Russian Federation as a separate republic,
introducing a drastic programme to move to a
free-market economy. When the Ukraine, the
second largest soviet republic, voted to
become independent (1 December 1991), it
was clear that the old USSR was finished;

 Yeltsin was already negotiating for a new union
of the republics.   This was joined first by the
Russian Federation, the Ukraine, and
Belorussia (8 December 1991), and eight other
republics joined later. The new union was
known as the Commonwealth of Independent
States (CIS). Although the member states were
fully independent, they agreed to work together
on economic matters and defence;

 These developments meant that Gorbachev's
role as president of the USSR had ceased to
exist, and he resigned on Christmas Day 1991.

(d) Assessment of

There can be no question that Gorbachev, in
spite of his failures, was one of the out- standing
leaders of the twentieth century. His achievement,
especially in foreign affairs, was enormous. His
policies of glasnost and perestroika restored
freedom to the people of the USSR. His policies
of reducing military expenditure, detente, and
withdrawal from Afghanistan and Eastern Europe,
made a vital contribution to the ending of the Cold
War. It has been suggested that Gorbachev was
the real successor of Lenin, and that he was trying
to get communism back on the track intended for
it by Lenin before it was hi-jacked by Stalin, who
twisted and perverted it.

One final point which needs to be emphasized
is that 1991 did not mean the end of communism,
in Russia or Eastern Europe. Reformed communist
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parties re-emerged, sometimes under different
names, in a multi-party setting, in Lithuania,
Bulgaria, Poland and Russia (see below). What
really ended in 1991 was not communism but
Stalinism.

(e) Post Gorbachev Russia

Yeltsin was faced with the same problem as
Gorbachev: how to transform Russia into a market
economy by privatizing the inefficient, subsidized
state industries and agriculture. Yeltsin was hugely
popular, but this would only last if he could improve
the people's living standards. Through 1992 and
1993 the economy continued to decline as output
fell even more steeply than under Gorbachev.
Living standards declined and many people were
worse off than before glasnost and perestroika.

The government was also embarrassed by
armed conflict within the Russian Federation: rebel
forces in the small republic of Chechenia declared
independence, and Yeltsin sent troops and heavy
artillery against the Chechens. Although TV
viewers worldwide saw pictures of the Chechen
capital, Grozny, reduced to rubble, the Russian
army seemed unable to defeat the rebels. As the
elections for the Duma (the lower house of the
Russian Federation parliament) approached
(December 1995), Yeltsin's popularity was waning
and support for the reformed communist party
under their leader, Gennady Zyuganov, was
reviving. The communists scored something of a
triumph in the elections, winning 23 per cent of
the votes and becoming the largest party in the
Duma. During the first half of 1996 the economy
began to show signs of recovery: the budget deficit
and inflation were both coming down steadily, and
production was increasing. Elections for a new
president were due in June, and Western
governments, worried about the prospect of a
Zyuganov victory, were clearly hoping that Yeltsin
would be reelected. The International Monetary
Fund was persuaded to give Russia a $10.2 billion
loan (March). The leaders of the former Soviet
republics (members of the Commonwealth of
Independent States) also backed Yeltsin, because
they were afraid that a communist president might
try to end their independence. Yeltsin's chances

received a boost when he succeeded in negotiating
a ceasefire in Chechenia (May), and he eventually
won a comfortable victory, taking almost 35 per
cent of the votes against 32 per cent for Zyuganov.
However, this showed that communism (new-style)
was far from dead, and there were fears that
Yeltsin's failing health (he underwent major heart
surgery in November 1996) might prevent him
from completing his full term in office.

World Economy since 1900
For much of the nineteenth century Britain led

the rest of the world in industrial production and
trade. In the last quarter of the century Germany
and the USA began to catch up, and by 1914 the
USA was the world's leading industrial nation. The
First and Second World Wars caused important
changes in the world economy. The USA gained
most economically from both wars, and it was the
USA which became economically dominant as the
world's richest nation. Meanwhile Britain's
economy slowly declined and it was not improved
by the fact that Britain stayed outside the European
Community until 1973. In spite of slumps and
depressions, the general trend was for the relatively
wealthy industrialized countries to get wealthier,
while the poorer nations of Africa and Asia (known
as the Third World), most of which were once
colonies of the European states, became even
poorer. However; some Third World countries
began to industrialize and get richer, and this
caused a split in the Third World bloc.

Changes in the world economy: In one sense
in 1900 there was already a single world economy.
A few highly industrialized countries, mainly the
USA, Britain and Germany, provided the world's
manufactured goods, while the rest of the world
provided raw materials and food (known as
'primary products'). The USA treated Latin
America (especially Mexico) as an area of
'influence', in the same way that the European states
treated their colonies in Africa and elsewhere.
European nations usually decided what should be
product in their colonies: the British made sure that
Uganda and the Sudan grew cotton for their textile
industry; the Portuguese did the same in
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Mozambique. They fixed the prices at which
colonial products were sold as low as possible,
and also fixed the prices of manufactured goods
exported to the colonies as high as possible. In
other words, as historian Basil Davidson puts it:
'the Africans had to sell cheap and buy dear'. The
twentieth century brought some important changes.

The USA became the dominant industrial
power

As a result the rest of the world became more
dependent on the USA. In 1880 Britain produced
roughly twice as much coal and pig-iron as the
USA, but by 1900 the roles had been reversed:
the USA produced more coal than Britain and
about twice as much pig-iron and steel. This
growing domination continued right through the
century: in 1945 for example, incomes in the USA
were twice as high as in Britain and seven times
higher than in the USSR; during the next thirty years
American production almost doubled again. The
causes of the American success were:

    Post First World War: The First World
War and its aftermath gave a big boost to the
American economy. Many countries which had
bought goods from Europe during the war (such
as China and the states of Latin America) were
unable to get hold of supplies because the war
disrupted trade. This caused them to buy goods
from the USA (and also Japan) instead, and after
the war they continued to do so. The USA was
the economic winner of the First World War and
became even richer thanks to the interest on the
war loans they had made to Britain and her allies.
Only the USA was rich enough to provide loans
to encourage German recovery during the 1920s,
but this had the unfortunate effect of linking Europe
too closely with the USA financially and
economically. When the USA suffered its great
slump (1930-5), Europe and the rest of the world
were also thrown into depression. In 1933, in the
depth of the depression, about 25 million were
out of work in the USA and as many as 50 million
in the world as a whole.

     Post Second World War: The Second
World War left the USA as the world's greatest

industrial (and military) power. The Americans
entered the war relatively late and their industry
did well out of supplying war materials for Britain
and her allies. At the end of the war, with Europe
almost at a standstill economically, the USA was
producing 43 percent of the world's iron ore, 45
per cent of its crude steel, 60 per cent of its railway
locomotives and 74 per cent of its motor vehicles.
When the war was over, the industrial boom
continued as industry switched to producing
consumer goods which had been in short supply
during the war. Once again, only the USA was
rich enough to help Western Europe, which it did
with Marshall Aid. It was not just that the Americans
wanted to be kind to Europe. They had at least
two other ulterior motives:

 A prosperous Western Europe would be
able to buy American goods and thus keep
the great American war time boom going;

 Prosperous Western Europe would be less
likely to go communist. After 1945 the world
split into capitalist and communist blocs

 The capitalist bloc consisted of the highly
developed industrial nations the USA,
Canada, Western Europe, Japan, Australia
and New Zealand. They believed in private
enterprise and private ownership of wealth,
with profit as the great motivating influence
and ideally, a minimum of state interference.

 The communist bloc consisted of the USSR,
its satellite states in eastern Europe, and later,
China, North Korea and North Vietnam.
They believed in state controlled, centrally
planned economies, which, they argued,
would eliminate the worst aspects of
capitalism- slumps, unemployment and the
unequal distribution of wealth.

The next forty or so years seemed like a contest
to find out which economic system was best. The
collapse of communism in Eastern Europe at the
end of the 1980s enabled the supporters of
capitalism to claim the final victory. However,
communism still continued in China, North Korea,
Vietnam and Cuba. This big contest between the
two rival economic and political systems was
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known as the "Cold War; it had important
economic consequences. It meant that both blocs
spent enormous amounts of cash on building
nuclear weapons and other armaments, and on
even more expensive space programmes. Many
people argued that much of this money could have
been spent helping to solve the problems of the
world's poorer nations.

USA economic crises in 1970s and 1980s

   Defence costs and the war in Vietnam (1961-
75) were a constant drain on the economy and
the treasury.

 There was a budget deficit every year in the
late 1960s. This means that the government
was spending more money that it was collecting
in taxes, and the difference had to be covered
by selling gold reserves. By 1971 the dollar,
which was one considered to be as good as
gold, was weakening in value.

 President Nixon was forced to devalue the
dollar by about 12 per cent and to put a 10
percent duty on most imports (1971).

 Rising oil prices worsened America's balance
of payments deficit, and led to the development
of more nuclear power.

 President Reagan (1981-9) refused to cut
defence spending and tried new economic
policies recommended by the American
economist, Milton Friedman. He argued that
governments should abandon all attempts to
plan their economies and concentrate on
monetarism : this meant exercising a tight
control on the money supply by keeping interest
rates high. His theory was that this would force
businesses to be more efficient. These were
policies which  Margaret Thatcher was already
trying in Britain. At first the new ideas seemed
to be working -in the mid-1980s
unemployment fell and America was
prosperous again. But the basic problem of the
US economy -the huge budget deficit -refused
to go away, mainly because of high defence
spending. The Americans were even reduced
to borrowing from Japan, whose economy was
extremely successful at that time. The drain on

American gold reserves weakened the dollar,
and also weakened confidence in the economy.
There was a sudden and dramatic fall in share
prices (1987) which was followed by similar
falls all over the world. In the late 1980s much
of the world was suffering from a trade
recession.

Japan's success: Japan became economically
one of the world's most successful states. At the
end of the Second World War Japan was defeated
and her economy was in ruins. She soon began to
recover, and during the 1970s and 1980s,
Japanese economic expansion was dramatic.

North-South divide

During the 1950s the term Third World began
to be used to describe countries which were not
part of the First World (the industrialized capitalist
nations) or the Second World (the industrialized
communist states). The Third World states grew
rapidly in number during the 1950s and 1960s as
the European empires broke up and newly
independent states emerged. By 1970 the Third
World consisted of Africa, Asia (except the USSR
and China), India, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Latin
America and the Middle East. They were almost
all once colonies ormandates of European powers,
and were left in an undeveloped or under-
developed state when they achieved
independence.

The Third World and non-alignment: The
Third World states were in favour of non-alignment,
which means that they did not want to get involved
with either the capitalist or the communist bloc,
and they were very suspicious of the motives of
both of them. Prime Minister Nehru of India
(1947-64) saw himself as a sort of unofficial leader
of the Third World, which he thought could be a
powerful force for world peace. Third World
countries deeply resented the fact that both blocs
continued to interfere in their internal affairs (neo-
colonialism). The USA, for example, interfered
unashamedly in the affairs of Central and South
America, helping to overthrow governments which
they did not approve of; this happened in
Guatemala (1954), the Dominican Republic
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(1965) and Chile (1973). Britain, France and the
USSR interfered in the Middle East. Frequent
meetings of Third World leaders were held, and
in 1979, ninety-two nations were represented at
a 'non-aligned' conference in Havana (Cuba). By
this time the Third World contained roughly 70
per cent of the world's population.

Third World poverty: Economically the Third
World was extremely poor. For example, although
they contained 70 percent of the world's
population, Third World countries only consumed
30 per cent of the world's food, while the USA,
with 10   percent   of   the   worlds  population, ate
40 per cent of the world's food. Third World
people were often short of proteins and vitamins,
and this caused poor health and a high death rate.
In 1980 an international group of politicians under
the chairmanship of Willi Brandt (who had been
Chancellor of West Germany from 1967 until
1974), and including Edward Heath (Prime
Minister of Britain 1970-4), produced a report
(the Brandt Report) about the problems of the
Third World. It said that the world could be
roughly divided into two parts.

The North-the developed industrial nations of
North America, Europe, the USSR, and Japan,
pius Australia and New Zealand.

The South - most of the Third World countries.

The Report came to the conclusion that the
North was getting richer and the South was getting
poorer. This gap between the North and South is
well illustrated by the statistics of calorie intake,
and by the comparison of Gross National Product
(GNP) of some typical North and South countries,
or 'developed' and 'low and middle' economies.

Reason for South poor: The South was and
stiil is economically dependent on the North
because of neocolonialism. The North expected
the South to continue providing food and raw
materials for them, and expected them to buy
manuf actured goods from the North. They did
not encourage the South to develop their own
industries.

Many states found it difficult to break away
from the one-product economies left behind from

colonial days, because governments lacked the
cash needed to diversify. Ghana (cocoa) and
Zambia (copper) found themselves with this
problem. In states like Ghana, which depended
for its income on exporting crops, it meant that
too little food would be left for the population.
Governments then had to spend their scarce money
on importing expensive food. A fall in the world
price of their main product would be a major
disaster. In the 1970s there was a dramatic fall in
the world price of such products as cocoa, copper,
coffee and cotton. The disastrous effects on the
incomes, and therefore the buying power of
countries such as Ghana and Cameroon (cocoa),
Zambia, Chile and Peru (copper), Mozambique,
Egypt and the Sudan (cotton), and Ivory Coast,
Zaire and Ethiopia (coffee).

At the same time, prices of manufactured
goods continued to increase. The South had to
import these from the North. In spite of the efforts
of the United Nations Conference on Trade and
Development (UNCT AD), which tried to
negotiate fairer prices for the Third World, no real
improvement was achieved.

Although a great deal of financial aid was given
by the North to the South, much of it was on a
business basis the countries of the South had to
pay interest. Sometimes a condition of the deal
was that countries of the South had to spend aid
on goods from the country which was making the
loan. Some countries borrowed directly from
banks in the USA and Western Europe, and by
1980 Third World countries owed the equivalent
of 500 billion dollars; even the annual interest
payable was about 50 billion dollars. Some
countries were forced to borrow more cash just
to pay the interest on the original loan.

 Another problem for Third World countries
was that their populations were increasing much
faster than those in the North. In 1975 the total
world population stood at about 4000 million,
and it was expected to reach 6000 million by
1997.

population of the South was growing so much
faster, a larger proportion of the world's
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population than ever before would be poor.

 Many Third World countries had suffered long
and crippling wars and civil wars which ravaged
crops and ruined economies. Some of the
worst wars were in Ethiopia, Nicaragua,
Guatamala, Lebanon, the Congo/Zaire, Sudan,
Somalia, Liberia, Mozambique and Angola.

 Drought was sometimes a serious problem in
Africa. Niger in West Africa was badly affected:
in 1974 it produced only half the food crops
grown in 1970 (mainly millet and sorghum), and
about 40 per cent of the cattle died.

The Brandt Report: For example, it pointed
out that it was in the North's interests to help the
South to become more prosperous, because that
would enable the South to buy more goods from
the North. This would help to avoid unemployment
and recession in the North. If just a fraction of the
North's spending on armaments was switched to
helping the South, vast improvements could be
made. For example, for the price of one jet fighter'
(about 20 million dollars), 40000 village
pharmacies could be set up. The Report went on
to make some important recommendations which,
if carried out, would at least eliminate hunger from
the world:

 The rich nations of the North should aim to be
giving 0.7 percent of their national income to
poorer countries by 1985 and 1.0 per cent by
the year 2000;

 A new World Development Fund should be
set up in which decision-making would be more
evenly shared between lenders and borrowers
(not like the International Monetary Fund and
the World Bank, which were dominated by the
USA);

 An international energy plan should be drawn
up; "

 There should be a campaign to improve
agricultural techniques in the South, and an
international food programme should be drawn
up

 Did the Brandt Report change anything? Sadly
there was no immediate improvement in the
general economic situation of the South. By

1985 very few countries had reached the
suggested 0.7 per cent giving target. Those that
did were Norway, Sweden, Denmark,
Netherlands and France; however, the USA-
gave only 0.24 per cent and Britain 0.11 per
cent. There was a terrible famine in Africa,
especially in Ethiopia and the Sudan in the mid-
1980s, and the crisis in the poorer parts of the
Third World seemed to be worsening.

Third World economy

During the 1970s some Third World states
began to become more prosperous.

Oil: Some Third World states were lucky
enough to have oil resources. In 1973 the members
of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting
Countries (OPEC), partly in an attempt to
conserve oil supplies, began to charge more for
their oil. The Middle East oil-producing states
made huge profits, as did Nigeria and Libya. This
did not necessarily mean that their governments
spent the money wisely or for the benefit of their
populations. One African success story, however,
was provided by Libya, the richest country in
Africa, thanks to her oil resources and the shrewd
policies of her leader, Colonel Gaddafi (who took
power in 1969). He used much of the profits from
oil on agricultural and industrial development, and
to set up a welfare state. This was one country
where ordinary people benefited from oil profits;
with a GNP of £5460 in 1989, Libya could claim
to be almost as economically successful as Greece
and Portugal, the poorest members of the
European Community.

Industrialization: Some Third World states
industrialized rapidly and with great success. These
included Singapore, Taiwan, South Korea and
Hong Kong (known as the four 'Pacific tiger'
economies), and, among others, Thailand,
Malaysia, Brazil and Mexico.

The GNPs of the four 'tiger' economies
compared favourably with those of many European
Community countries. The success of the newly
industrialized countries in world export markets
was made possible partly because they were able
to attract firms from the North who were keen to
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take advantage of the much cheaper labour
available in the Third World. Some firms even
shifted all their production to newly industrialized
countries, where low production costs enabled
them to sell their goods at lower prices than goods
produced in the North. This posed serious
problems for the industrialized nations of the North,
which were all suffering high unemployment during
the 1990s. It seemed that the golden days of
Western prosperity might have gone, at least for
the foreseeable future, unless their workers were
prepared to accept lower wages, or unless
companies were prepared to make do with lower'
profits.

In the mid-1990s the world economy was
moving into the next stage in which the Asian 'tigers'
found themselves losing jobs to workers in
countries such as Malaysia and the Philippines.
Other Third World states in the process of
industrializing were Indonesia and China, where
wages were even lower and hours of work longer.
Jacques Chirac, the French President, expressed
the fears and concerns of many when he pointed
out (April 1996) that developing countries should
not compete with Europe by allowing miserable
wages and working conditions; he called for a
recognition that there are certain basic human rights
which need to be encouraged and enforced:

 Freedom to j oin trade unions and the freedom
for these unions to bargain collectively, for the
protection of workers against exploitation;

 Abolition of forced labour and child labour. In
fact most developing countries accepted this
when they joined the International Labour
Organization (ILO), but accepting conditions
and keeping to them are two different things.

The world economy and its effects on the
environment

As the twentieth century wore on, and the
North became more and more obsessed with
industrialization, new methods and techniques were
invented to help increase production and efficiency.
The main motive was the creation of wealth and
profit, and very little attention was paid to the side-
effects all this was having. During the 1970s people

became increasingly aware that all was not well
with their environment. There were two main types
of problem:

 Industrialization was beginning to exhaust the
world's resources of raw materials and fuel (oil,
coal and gas);

 Industrialization was causing massive pollution
of the environment, and if this continued, it was
likely to severely damage the ecosystem. This
is the system by which living creatures, trees
and plants function within the environment and
are all interconnected. 'Ecology' is the study of
the ecosystem.

Exhaustion of the world's resources

 Fossil fuels - coal, oil and natural gas are the
remains of plants and living creatures which died
hundreds of millions of years ago. They cannot
be replaced, and so are rapidly being used up.
There is probably plenty of coal left, but
nobody is quite sure just how much natural gas
and oil are left. Oil production increased
enormously during the century. Some experts
believe that all the oil reserves will be used up
early in the twenty-first century. This was one
of the reasons why OPEC tried to conserve
oil during the 1970s. The British responded by
successfully drilling for oil in the North Sea,
which made them less dependent on oil imports.
Another response was to develop alternative
sources of power, especially nuclear power.

 Other raw materials to be seriously depleted
were tin, lead, copper, zinc and mercury.
Experts think these may all be used up early in
the twenty-first century, and again it is the Third
World which is being stripped of the resources
it needs to help it escape from poverty.

 Too much timber was being used. About half
the world's tropical rain forest had been lost
by 1987, and it was  alculated that about 80000
square kilometres, an area roughly the size of
Austria, was being lost every year. A side-effect
of this  as the loss of many animal and insect
species which had lived in the forests. .Too
many fish were being caught and too many
whales killed.
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 The supply of phosphates (used for fertilizers)
was being rapidly used up. The more fertilizers
farmers used to increase agricultural yields in
an attempt to keep pace with the rising
population, the more phosphate rock was
quarried (an  ncrease of 4 per cent a year since
1950). Supplies are expected to be exhausted
by the middle of the twenty- first century.

 There was a danger that supplies of fresh water
might soon run out. Most of the fresh water on
the planet is tied up in the polar icecaps and
glaciers, or deep in the ground. All living
organisms  humans, animals, trees and plants -
rely on rain to survive. With the world's
population growing by 90 million a year,
scientists at Stanford University (California)
found that in 1995 humans and their farm
animals, crops and forestry plantations were
already using up one-fourth of all the water
taken up by plants. This leaves less moisture
to evaporate and therefore a likelihood of less
rainfall.

 The amount of land available for agriculture was
dwindling.

 This was partly because of spreading
industrialization and the growth of cities, but
also because of wasteful use of farmland. Badly
designed irrigation schemes increased salt
levels   in   the   soil. Sometimes irrigation took
too much water from lakes and rivers, and
whole areas were turned into deserts. Soil
erosion was another problem: scientists
calculated that every year about 75 billion tons
of soil were washed away by rain and floods
or blown away by winds. Soil loss depends on
how good farming practices are: in Western
Europe and the USA (where methods were
good), farmers lost on average 17 tons of
topsoil every year from each hectare. In Africa,
Asia and South America, the loss was 40 tons
a year. On steep slopes in countries like Nigeria,
220 tons a year were being lost, while in some
parts of Jamaica the figure reached 400 tons a
year. An encouraging sign was the setting up of
the World Conservation Strategy (1980),'
which aimed to alert the world to all these

problems.

Pollution of the environment

 Discharges from heavy industry polluted the
atmosphere, rivers, lakes and the sea. In 1975
all five Great Lakes of North America were
described as 'dead', meaning that they were
so heavily polluted that no fish could live in
them. About 10 per cent of the,) lakes in
Sweden were in the same condition. Acid rain
(rain polluted with sulphuric acid) caused
extensive damage to trees in central Europe,
especially in Germany and -Czechoslovakia;
Britain was blamed for producing the majority
of the pollution causing the acid rain. The USSR
and the communist states of Eastern Europe
were guilty of the dirtiest industrialization: the
whole region was badly polluted by years of
poisonous emissions.

From about 1970 scientists were worried about
what they called the 'greenhouse: effect'; this was
the uncontrollable wanning of the earth's
atmosphere (global warming) caused by the large
amounts of human-produced gases emitted from
industry. These acted like the glass roof of a
greenhouse, trapping and magnifying the sun's heat.
Opinions differed about exactly what its effects
would be; one theory was that the ice-caps at the
poles would melt, causing the level of the sea to
rise, flooding large areas of land. Africa and large
parts of Asia could become too hot for people to
live in, and there could be violent storms and
prolonged drought."

 Getting rid of sewage from the world's great
cities was a problem. Some countries simply
dumped sewage untreated or only partially
treated straight into the sea. The sea around
New York is badly polluted, and the
Mediterranean is heavily polluted, mainly by
human sewage.

 Farmers in the richer countries contributed to
pollution by using artificial fertilizers and
pesticides which drained off the land into
streams and rivers.

 Chemicals      known      as chlorofluorocarbons
(CFCs), used   in   aerosol   sprays,
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refrigerators     and     fire-extinguishers, were
found to be harmful to the ozone layer which'
protects the earth from the sun's harmful ultra-
violet radiation. In 1979 scientists discovered
that there was a large hole in the ozone layer
over the Antarctic; by 1989 the hole was much
larger and another hole had been discovered
over the Arctic. This meant that people were
more likely to develop skin cancers because
of the unfiltered radiation from the sun. Some
progress was made towards dealing with this
problem, and many countries banned the use
of CFCs.

 Nuclear power causes pollution when
radioactivity leaks into the environment. It is
now known that this can cause cancer,
particularly leukemia. It was shown that of all
the people who worked at the Sellafield nuclear
plant in Cumbria between 1947 and 1975, a
quarter of those who have since died, died of
cancer. There was a constant risk of major
accidents like the explosion at Three Mile Island
in the USA in 1979, which contaminated a vast
area around the power station. When leaks and
accidents occurred, the authorities always
assured the public that nobody had suffered
harmful effects; however, nobody really knew
how many people would die later from cancer
caused by radiation.

The worst ever nuclear accident happened in
1986 at Chernobyl in the Ukraine (then part of
the USSR). Anuclear reactor exploded, killing
possibly hundreds of people and releasing a huge
radioactive cloud which drifted across most of
Europe. Ten years later it was reported that
hundreds of cases of thyroid cancer were
appearing in areas near Chernobyl. Even in Britain,
a thousand miles away, hundreds of square miles
of sheep pasture in Wales, Cumbria and Scotland
were still contaminated and subject to restrictions.
300 000 sheep were affected and had to be
checked for excessive radioactivity before they
could be eaten.

Concern about the safety of nuclear power has
led many countries to look towards alternative
sources of power which were safer, particularly

solar, wind and tide power.

One of the main difficulties to be faced is that it
would cost vast sums of money to put all these
problems right. Industrialists argue that to 'clean
up' their factories and eliminate pollution would
make their products more expensive.
Governments and local authorities would have to
spend extra cash to build better sewage works
and to clean up rivers and beaches. In 1996 there
were still twenty-seven power station reactors in
operation in Eastern Europe of similar elderly
design to the one which exploded at Chernobyl.
These were all threatening further nuclear disasters,
but governments claimed they could afford neither
safety improvements nor closure. The following
description of Chernobyl gives some idea of the
seriousness of the problems involved.

At Chernobyl, the scene of the April 1986
explosion, just a few miles north of the Ukrainian
capital Kiev, the prospect is bleak. Two of the
station's remaining reactors are still in operation,
surrounded by miles of heavily contaminated
countryside. Radioactive elements slowly leach
into the ground water -and hence into Kiev's
drinking supply -from more than 800 pits where
the most dangerous debris was buried ten year
ago.

Political Philosophies

Liberalism

Emergence and Development

Liberalism is a doctrine that emerged out of
the Enlightenment, the Glorious Revolution in
England and the French Revolution. Each of these
events embodied one major premise of liberalism.
From the enlightenment emerged the view that
there are no moral goals, which we know for
certain to be absolutely right, and therefore to
impose any particular way of life on the citizen of
a state is wrong. From the Glorious Revolution
emerged the view that the divine right of any kind
of rule could not be justified and from the French
Revolution the claim that the individual liberty is
so sacred that no authority can violate it. It was a
response to monarchical power, which claimed
absolute authority in the name of the divine right
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of king. In England it was a result of a reaction of
the bourgeoisie against the power of the kind to
tax the subjects without the consent of the
Parliament. In France it was a reaction against
monarchy, which tried to prevent, a discussion and
debate on political issues. The French bourgeoisie
expressed its aspirations in the famous phrase
"liberty, equality and fraternity". The bourgeoisie
consisted mainly of businessmen, shop owners,
merchants, bankers, intellectuals and professionals.

These classes wanted an end to the period of
feudal anarchy where the nobles were constantly
at war with one another. The classes were more
interested in capital accumulation. Anarchy in
society was not conducive to it. In the place of
mercantalism they wanted economic system of free
trade based on the principle of laissez-faire. These
classes also wanted an end to the outmoded
economic controls on trade, capital investment and
business growth, They pleaded for the abolition
of inherited privileges that distinguished aristocracy
from the bourgeoisie. They sought the supremacy
of Parliament. Montesquieu's The Spirit of laws.
Benthem's Fragment on Government and Smith's
Wealth of Nations were a series of landmarks in
the evolution of liberalism.

Liberals argued that each individual was rational
citizen capable of taking ones own decision. A
good society was one in which their satisfaction
or interests were maximized. Society was merely
conceived as a conglomeration of individuals who
rationally calculated t their interests and sought
power to that end. There was no such thing as
social good or common good or public welfare
apart from the good of the individuals with
composing society. All that the society I had was
a collection of individuals with their own private
interests.

Such interests were sought to be maximised
through increased production and market
mechanism. These were based on twin concepts
of individual enterprise and the unlimited right to
property. There was to be free competition. This
competition determined the nature of production,
the prices of the goods produced and the structure
of human relationship as producers, buyers and

consumers. Market was the chief motivating force
for the pursuit of all values. The individual took
decisions on the basis of ones perception of its
own individual interest. Liberals argued that if the
individuals were allowed to pursue their rationally
calculated interests, there would be equilibrium in
society, and prices would then tend 'to be just what
would induce buyers to buy what was produced,
and producers to produce what would be bought'.
This was expressed in Adam Smith's concept of
"invisible hand." It meant that the general welfare
was a function of their own acquisitive instinct. The
state became rich in proportion to every member
becoming rich individually. The divergent and
conflicting interests were automatically harmonised
as a result of it. Human beings were considered
free in proportion to what has been, called
"proprietor of their own person". Politics was
conceived as autonomous, capable of rising above
narrow vested interests. It was believed that some
central organization was required to regulate
human relationships in society. The state represents
this organization. It was brought into existence to
hold the ring for the pursuit of their interests by the
individuals. The functions of the state were
minimized. The task of the government was merely
to reconcile conflicting interests. It was 'a
necessary evil'. And. therefore, as Benthem
argued, best government was the one which
governed the least. The basic function of the
government was to ensure our natural right to
private property. Locke gave expression to this
idea. Government had no right to exist if it failed
to do so. The private interests sought to promote
themselves through the institutional mechanism of
competitive democracy.

The doctrine of liberty was tied to doctrine of
equality. The words 'Liberty, Equality and
Fraternity' were embodied in ie French Revolution.
The American Declaration of Independent also
embodied the same ideas. But these liberals were
conscious : the substantial differences among
individuals. What they mearc was an equal
opportunity to prove their worth. They rejected
aristocratic claim on the basis of birth or heredity.
It must be noted that their claim to equality was
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only a political claim. They did not believe in
economic equality. Certain sections indeed
believed that economic inequality was not only
inevitable but also positively good for all
concerned.

In the second phase, this doctrine was modified
in the later half of the nineteenth century by thinkers
like J.S. Mill and T.H. Green. They believed that
the interests of the individuals were tied to social
interests. They linked up the idea of the individual
good to the common good. Green recognized the
existence of people who enjoyed less liberty than
was enjoyed by slaves in the ancient world. It was
noticed that the rich were becoming richer and
the poor proportionately poorer. As a result of
Industrial Revolution, monopolistic tendencies
began to emerge. Control over economic life
appeared to be passing into the hands of a few
economically powerful persons.

Both Mill and Green, and Ranade in our own
country, realized that each individual was entitled
to equal opportunity. All of them moved to and
fro between the individual and the community.
Green insisted that individual freedom and
fulfillment were attainable only through society.
"There is a work of moral liberation", pleaded
Green, "which society, through its various agencies
is constantly carrying on for the individual". These
liberals pleaded that the problem of distribution
demanded an active interference of the state in
the economic life of society. The state was a
community of communities. It was expected to
enforce standards of cleanliness and health. It was
expected to ensure that large masses of humanity
did not have to live in conditions of poverty and
squalor. State was required to bring about
conditions in which "there were chances of equal
development of all. Ranade favoured the idea that
the state must redistribute wealth in society by
providing equality of opportunity and prospects
of full employment to all.

This new version of liberalism lightly emphasised
that whenever the individual found social
experience frustrating, one had a right to expect
that the state would come to its rescue. Society
must provide opportunities not merely for increase

of wealth but also for development of total human
personality. The concept of welfare state is a
product of this line of thinking. In 1930s, Roosevelt
initiated 'New Deal Programmes' on similar lines.
The governments were expected to ensure the end
of domination by a property owning bourgeoisie
and maximise individual opportunity. They
discarded the concept of free market as a
guarantee of economic efficiency. The "invisible
hand" may have importance in a system of equal
competition but it did not have much relevance to
an economic system in which there was grave
inequality. The decisions of a very small number
of business houses affected the life pattern of all
individuals.

The welfare state thus tried to make education
widely available. It regulated hours and work,
wages and working conditions of labour, tried to
curb employment of children in factories and
monopolistic tendencies in economy. It was
accepted that enlargement of economic liberty was
necessary for a proper enjoyment of political or
civil liberty by all. There was a change in liberal
concept of justice. Rawls has expressed the idea
thus the state must so arrange tile scheme of
benefits and burdens so that the least advantaged
may share the resources of the fortunate. The
revolution in the f economic thought was brought
about by John Maynard Keynes (1883-1946) and
the report of Lord Beveridge on social insurance.
The social insurance was treated as a part of a
comprehensive policy of social progress. It was
an attack on want. The state in organizing security,
argued Beveridge, should not stifle incentive    and
opportunity. While the state should try to secure
notional minimum for all, it should leave enough
room for voluntary action. In India the
Mahalonobis    approach followed much the same
policy. Tentative, piecemeal and adhoc attempts
to change economy lost their appeal. People began
to favour more comprehensive plans. They began
to expect the state    to     work    for    full
employment and planned economic growth, what
Roosevelt described as freedom from want and
Indira Gandhi as "Garibi Hatao". The state tried
to correct social and cultural  isadvantages. The
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ideal of the welfare state is thus the climax of the
development of the ideals of human equality, liberty
and justice.

Tensions in Liberalism

There is a basic tension in liberalism. On the
one hand, it is wedded to the market concept of
society, to the unlimited right of man to the
acquisition of property and ultimately to inequality.
On the other hand, it seeks to curb the right to
property for the common good and to provide
equal opportunities to all, the claim that a market
society maximises utilities has been challenged by
various contemporary thinkers. McPherson has
instead argued that true development for man
consists in the development of his powers.
According to him the earlier liberal view is
contradictory in two ways. There is a tension
between the view of man as "desirer of utilities"
and man as "enjoyer and developer" of his powers.
This has led to the confusion between unlimited
right to property, to capitalist economy and
ultimately to inequality arid an egalitarian view on
the other hand: So far it has not been possible to
combine the two. The tragedy of the welfare state
is that despite its faith in the ideas that the state
must provide opportunities for not merely an
increase in wealth but also for development of total
human personality, in practice, it still tends to treat
the maximization of utilities and profit as final. The
major drawback of the welfare state is that it could
not change the social structure in any fundamental
way. The state provides subsidies, controls
competition, monopoly, land use and labour use.
But the prices are still a response to calculated
decisions of the few who control economic power
in society. Prices still control production of goods.
They also determine their allocation.

This enables big corporations not only to
determine prices but also control our tastes and
life-styles.

Social living is an organic process in which life
of the concrete individual has to be enriched by
an increase in ones power to enjoy the out-side
world. A liberal society maximises utilities, but does
very little to maximise our powers or make us into

a better human being. We are constantly controlled
and dominated by market forces. Moreover, public
ownership and nationalization have led to
bureaucratization and corruption in public life.

Empirical Liberalism

A word must be said about empirical liberalism.
Mill and Green emphasized the moral dimension
of democracy. They valued it because they thought
that it was the most effective instrument for the
improvement of mankind. But the empirical liberals
like Schumpeter and Dahl treat democracy as a
mechanism to bring about equilibrium in society.
They are not concerned with moral issues. They
regard the ideas of Mill and others as Utopian.
For them democracy is essentially a competition
between two or more elite groups for power to
govern society. Some American political scientists
even regard a low level of citizen participation as
essential for the maintenance of equilibrium. For
the nineteenth century, theorists, democracy was
a humanist aspiration. For their counterparts in the
mid- twentieth century America, it is essentially a
market-equilibrium system. This view has a built
in conservative bias. For it, whatever works is
right, the existing system has somehow to be
worked out. The concept of the market swallows
up the concept of justice and equality. There has
been some resurgence of libertarian doctrines in
the name of human dignity and autonomy recently.
This is leading liberalism on the one hand to the
nineteenth century individualism and on the other
to a concept of justice. The later trend has become
significant. The nineteenth century liberalism
emphasized liberty. The early twentieth century
replaced liberty by equality. Now, both are being
synthesized and transformed by a concept of
justice in terms of the Aristotelian ideal of character,
self-knowledge, virtue and good-life. Society is
being viewed as a community of individuals. These
individuals too have autonomy, of their own. It is
being argued that the community ought to be,
based on a strong sense of a shared self-
understanding of citizens about virtue and good
life. This self-understanding must be embodied in
the institutional arrangements of a pluralist society
in which there are a variety of, associations to
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satisfy our different needs. It must lead to a politics
which enables us to, "know a good in common
that" we cannot know alone" in the manner of
friendship.

Socialism
Genesis and Development

It is not easy to define socialism. Its definitions
are numerous. As an ideology it includes a variety
of doctrines such as anarchism, syndicalism, and
democratic socialism. There are many types of
socialism in terms of their political orientations.
Some of them have been authoritarian, others
democratic. There have also been many types of
socialism in terms of economic organization. Some
economies have been highly centralized, while
some others completely decentralized. They all
stand for equality but differ on the meaning
attached to it.

Before defining socialism, it is necessary to see
how did it emerge in modem times. It emerged as
a reaction to the rise and development of
capitalism. Laissez-faire doctrine led to great
difficulties in society. By the middle of the
nineteenth century, the doctrine had gathered a
great following. By then, England had become the
first, industrial nation of the world. The prosperity
of the Victorian England was there. People were
convinced that competition increases efficiency
and wealth. They regarded the 'survival of the
fittest' as the unquestionable law of, nature. But
by the end of the nineteenth century, the fallacies
of the doctrine became evident. The economic
power got concentrated into the hands of a few.
The majority lived in conditions of dire poverty.
They had no freedom of choice because they were
completely dependent on their wages even for bare
survival. They were not even in a position to decide
what they wanted because they lacked education.
It was also realized that there was not much truth
in the doctrine of 'harmony of interests'. The
industrialist was busy serving his own interest; he
did not care much for the interest of the community
as a whole. In the medieval world, there was a
certain consensus about fair price. But now there
could be no such thing as fair price. Prices were

regulated by economic and not by moral laws.
People began to realize that if everyone was
allowed to conduct his business in his own way,
the law of the jungle would prevail.

Even the competition did not yield results as
expected. It defeated its own purpose. It did
increase the efficiency of economic enterprise
during the early stages. But very soon as bigger
organizations began to monopolise economic
power, the smaller organizations were crashed out.
We can see the impact of capitalism even in India
where most of the economy is in the hands of a
few leading industrial houses. Thus, capitalism itself
limited the freedom of the entrepreneur.

Capitalism indeed increased the wealth of the
nation. It led to unprecedented prosperity in
Europe. Real wages went up. But very soon
markets were flooded with goods. As the
competition increased, the system began to face
crises. Production reached a saturation point.
People began to apprehend that there might be a
situation in which there were all sellers' and no
buyers. Cycles of boom and depression, known
as trade cycles, became frequent. Unemployment
was a common phenomenon. People began to
realize why there was so much of poverty in the
midst of plenty. Some of these reasons led. Karl
Marx to prophesy that capitalism contained within
itself seeds of its own destruction. Socialism
believed that capitalism is a negation of
egalitarianism it is inefficient and disregards -justice
and happiness.

Characteristics

Socialism means the following inter-connected
things:

(a)An egalitarian society,

(b)Satisfaction of basic needs,

(c)Common ownership of vital instruments of
production, and

(d)Ideal of service.

(a) Egalitarian society

Socialism insists on what GD.H. Cole called
human fellowship, which denies or expels
distinction of class, caste or colour. It aims at
reasonable equality in society so that all are able
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to face each other on equal terms. It holds that
there can be no genuine liberty without equality.
Freedom cannot survive without security.

(b) Satisfaction of basic needs

It flows from the first. Socialists argue that the
motive of profit ought to be replaced by the motive
of service. Value should be decided by use and
not by terms of exchange. What must be distributed
depends not on where it will fetch the highest price
but where it is most needed. The wealth of the
state ought to be so distributed that even the
poorest can afford to satisfy his basic needs. We
must ensure sufficiency to all before surplus is
available to.

(c) Common ownership

Socialism believes in common ownership and
control of means of production e.g. land, power
and banks. These should be administered in the
interest of the whole rather than of the parts.
Happiness of all is to be preferred to the happiness
of the few. Socialists believe that from economic
point of view an industry which is collectively
owned will be more efficient and from the moral
point of view more satisfying. It believes that
inequality of wealth leads to inequality of
opportunity. The system of recruitment does not
ensure the selection of the best. The children of
the rich have opportunities which are often denied
to those of the poor who thus start life with initial
disadvantage. Such a condition of inequality is
dangerous to the stability of the state. Such
inequality destroys initiative and is therefore
inhuman.

(d) Ideal of Service

Socialism emphasizes the responsibility of all
citizens to the common good or general welfare.
It protests against the harsh materialism and
individualism of classical liberals. A capitalist society
produces ugly conditions. It insists on too much
specialization. It deprives the artisan of his pride
in his work. In the feudal period the craftsman used
to make a complete thing all by himself. It used to
be a matter of joy for him to find a reflection of his
creative endeavours in it. But now man has been
reduced to the status of a cog in the machine.

Instead of producing a complete thing, he only
produces a small pan of it. He may not even know
where the part he has produced would fit in. He
becomes no more than a link in chain of
production. But he is further condemned to live in
slums or to be condemned to stand in the market
for weeks or months with the hope that his labour
will be needed. He feels disgusted under these
conditions of, modem industry. The worker ceases
to be a human being. It is this \ feature of the
capitalist society against which Marx, Ruskin,
Morris, Laski and c Gandhi spoke. Gandhi
denounced capitalism as immoral because it
condones and even glorifies greed and avarice.

The terms Socialism and Communism are often
used interchangeably. That is largely because of
the power influence of Karl Marx and yet one must
distinguish between the two because communism
has become distinct ideology with a certain set of
mixed doctrines, whereas socialism still remains
largely a tendency, a label for a wide variety of
doctoring. Communism in a sense is also a variety
of socialism. We will discuss it in detail in the next
chapter. Suffice is to say that communism, as
articulated by Marx, is based on a certain view of
what human history will be, whereas socialism is
more a moral imperative; it deals with, what it
ought to be. Socialists are also aware of the
potential within capitalist arrangements towards the
greater equality. They all reject the dictum of the
'dictatorship of the proletariat'. For them, the
revolution is not inevitable or necessary.
Gradualism is the watchword of democratic
socialism. Necessary and relevant reforms can be
made within the existing democratic framework.

Further, Marxism pinned its faith in a violent
revolution. Marx did concede the possibility of a
peaceful change in countries like Great Britain. But,
on the whole, he thought that, overthrow of the
capitalist system would not be possible without
violence because no ruling class gives-up power
on its own. Democratic socialism, on the other
hand, emphasizes peaceful changes through the
instrumentality of parliamentary democracy. This
naturally implies that both have a different view of
the nature and role of state. For Marx the state
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was an instrument of domination in the hands of
the capitalists. The capitalist class used it to exploit
and oppress the masses. On the contrary, socialists
regarded it as autonomous of economic forces.
They thought that it had enough potential to bring
about redistribution of economic and political
power in society. The Chartist movement in the
mid-nineteenth century Britain and the Guild and
Fabian socialists of the early twentieth century, all
rejected revolutionary tactics. They opted instead
extension of Suffrage (Chartists); protective state
(Democratic Socialists); state as an instrument of
reform (Fabian Socialism); producer state in which
industries governed themselves (Syndicalism); and
governance through Trade Union Organizations
(Guild Socialism). In India, we were appreciative
of socialism soon after we gained Independence.
Most of our National leaders like Nehru, Jai
Prakash Narayan and Lahia championed the cause
of socialism. It was in this context that socialistic
pattern of society was declared as one of the goals
of planned economy. At that time India tried to
combine democracy with Fabian kind of collective
controls leading to regulations of imports and
exports, Curbs on production of consumer goods
and licensing of industrial set- up. Removal of
poverty and attainment of economic self-reliance
were accepted as the two major task before the
Indian state. Nehru tried to promote collective,
sector by greater state interference in economic
life to mobilize resources and enhance employment
opportunities. However, now India is following the
goals of globalization, liberalization and
privatization.

Steps were also taken to nationalize basic
industries like Coal. Steel, Banks and Power. India
has also undertaken programmes for public
housing, medical care, adult education, land
reforms etc. but this socialism was socialistic to
the extent that the state redistributed some
resources it is not socialistic in the classical sense
defined above.

There is a growing realization that some kind
of socialism is necessary. But, we have also learnt
that mere provision of welfare services and
government regulations do not lead to socialism.

Indeed in certain quarters it has led to centralization
and bureaucratization. Socialists like Jai Prakash
Narayan. Ram Manohar Lohia or Roger Garaudy
vehementaly pleaded for diffusion of political
power and decentralization of economy.
Centralized planning creates a uniform system of
economic development, which does not fully take
into account local variations of individual
aspirations. In a good society duties ought to be
related to personal capacities, aptitudes and
rewards, and to the contribution one makes to
general life. A realization of complexities of social
life and importance of different groups are
expected to save socialism from the errors of over-
centralization, bureaucratization and uniformism.
We must identify human needs and create a large
number of centres of decision- making, capable
of promoting economic and political initiatives at
different levels. How such a principle can be put
into practice is the single most important challenge
to socialism of our times.

It has also been realized that public ownership
and economic subsidies only help big corporations
in increasing their profits. They reduce the risks of
business competition. Even the system of
progressive taxation is alleged to favour the super-
rich over the wage earner. It has contributed very
little to redistribution of the wealth of the super-
rich among the masses. It has mostly meant
redistribution of wealth among middle classes
themselves.

Socialism will have to transform itself before it
achieves its goals in practice. May be, it will be
required to achieve some sort of a balance with
liberalism on the one hand and Marxism on the
other, individual initiative and justice on the one
hand and supervening class conflict on the other.

Marxism

Genesis

By the end of the sixteenth century the factory
system was well-established in England. The hand,
worker struggled in vain against machine made
goods. He was forced to give up his work and
enter a factory, as a worker. The new system
created a lot of hardships for the workers. They
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often worked for sixteen to eighteen hours a day.
The textile mills did not have proper conditions of
sanitation and health. Outside the factory, these
workmen lived in slums and crowded localities.
Since most of them had migrated to cities from
small rural communities they had lost their roots.
The factories separated them apart from their
families and a community reducing them to almost
cogs in the machine which remaining beyond their
control.

The early socialists like Saint Simon, Robert
Owen were horrified at these conditions. Marx
was one of the most powerful thinkers who
understood the havoc which early industrialization
had brought about. This is clearly evident in the
Communist Manifesto he wrote with Fredrick
Engels. He was also keen to transform society on
human lines. His search was essentially for a human
social order. He brought into light the dilemmas of
society working on the principles of profits,
competition and laissez-faire. He pointed out that
the source of misery and alienation lay in the
capitalist system working on these principles.

Tenets of Marxism

The main tenets of Marxism are:

(i)   Dialectical Materialism,

(ii)   Historical Materialism,

(iii) Class Struggle,

(iv) Critique of Capitalism,

(v)   Revolution and Dictatorship of the
proletariat,

(vi) Emergence of Classless Society.

(i) Dialectical Materialism

Marx agreed with Hegel that history is a
process but disagreed about the nature of the
process. While Hegel interpreted human history
in terms of the primacy of ideas and consciousness,
Marx did so in terms of the primacy of the material
forces. According to him, the agents of change
are means of production and the mode of
production.

Mode of production is the way in which means
of production are used. The means are the tools
or techniques by, which economic production

takes place. Human labour and organization are
also examples of means. The mode is the way in
which the ruling classes use their means for their
own interest. The mode of production, therefore,
includes both relations of production and means
of production. The ruling classes use their control
over means of production to exercise control over
the entire social system. In A Contribution to the
Critique of Political Economy Marx declared that
the history of society is the history of material
production and of the contradiction between the
material productive forces and the elations of
production which arise on heir basis. This
contradiction is resolved through class struggle.

Marx shared with Hegel the idea that history is
the working out of the dialectical relationship.
Hegel's theory of dialectics remained confined to
the realm of ideas only Karl Marx stressed the
role of economic factors in the process of
dialectics. To Marx, it is the working out of the
tension between nature and man, successive social
formations and competing social classes. Dialectics
is a process which characterises historical change
in which at any point of time one set of forces can
be identified as thesis, another as , anti-thesis and
the third one as the synthesis. A thesis (such as
feudalism) is confronted by antithesis (such as
capitalism), which is transferred to the f next phase
of development, through class action, to socialism
(synthesis). The synthesis combines the best
characteristic of both thesis and antithesis. Each
stage in the process is transitional and its emergence
pre- supposes that in due course it will give place
to another.

(ii) Historical Materialism

It is the application of dialectical materialism to
society. Like Hegel, Marx also made history all
embracing context of human activity. But following
Feuerbach. Marx argued that man is constituted
by his desires, his work and the economic system
of which he is a part. For him economic activity
determines the basis of all other activities. The
political system juridical ideas and moral concepts
are all derived from the way in which economic
activity is structured. Social existence is essentially
a series of production relations corresponding to
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definite mode of production. In Critique of Political
Economy Marx distinguished between economic
base (production relation) and the super-structure
(culture, politics, philosophy, literature).

History, according to Marx, is a record of the
self-development of productive forces. Each state
is characterized by social formation which has its
own distinct mode of production. When one social
framework is replaced by another, one definite
mode of production is replaced by another. In the
sequence of these social frameworks, there are
the primitive society, the slave society, the feudal
society, the bourgeoisie and finally the classless
society of the future. This will be the culmination
of human progress and lead to man's complete
emancipation from exploitation of man by man.
Thus, with change in mode of production, social
framework itself changed in the process and a new
social formation conies into existence. It objectively
rated to be superior to the earlier social formation
because brings relations of production in line with
change in forces of production.

(iii) Class Struggle

Marx emphasizes the existence of permanent
condition of social conflict between economic
classes (haves and have-nots). The changes in
technology and specialization of functions lead to
differences in status, wealth and political power.
New economic classes emerge. Some own means
c production, others live by them. Very soon there
is an inevitable conflict between these two
antagonistic classes Marx and Engels wrote in the
Communist Manifesto "All hither history is the
history of class struggles the conflict is there
because those, wt own the means of production,
exploit the workers poor economic condition to
their own advantage. They give minimum possible
wages to the workers and extract maximum
possible labour. In the capitalist society the society
comes to be divided into two antagonistic classes,
viz. 'bourgeoisie or those who own property and
the proletariat' or those who do not own he any
property but are much larger in number and yet,
are perpetually exploited by the bourgeoisie. In
course of time, the conflict becomes intense
because the workers live below the of subsistence

level. They are unable to buy goods, which the
industrial system produces.

The state at a particular time is in the hands of
the economically dominant it class. Political power
is the function of economic power. As economic
power shuffles from feudal class to the bourgeoisie,
the system of kingship gives way to the,
representative a democracy which is controlled
by entrepreneurs. The ideology of divine right of
kings gives place to model liberalism. The ideology
is used to consolidate the domination of the
dominant class on the structure of power, specially
law, police and judicial of apparatus. The state
becomes an instrument in the hands of the
economically dominant class to exploits, the
working class.

(iv) Critique of Capitalism

The most enduring part of what Mill ho wrote
specially in Das Capital was his critique of
capitalism. Any other writer in its moral fervour
and systematic analysis has not surpassed it. The
argued that the basic contradiction in the capitalist
system is that while, on the one hand, it increases
interdependence of works as a result of the
development of factory system, on the other, it
leads to concentration of economic power in the
hands of private interests. Thus, while the
organization of production is social, the distribution
is private. Marx was convinced that the decline of
capitalism is inevitable. What distinguishes his
thought from his predecessors' is precisely the
belief in the dialectical process of history.

Another drawback of the capitalist society is
that it generates a pattern of immense inequality.
An overwhelming majority of people suffer from
poverty and want. The capitalist system is based
on the toil of the workers. And yet, they are the
worst victims. They are also those, who receive
much less of what they produce. Some live in
luxury by making others live in poverty. The only
way of determining value of a thing was by
calculating the labour necessary to produce it. The
worker, and not the capitalist, produces the value
and yet he is deprived of his share and is paid
minimal wages. The capitalist takes the surplus
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away from the worker. Therefore, the difference
between the production value and the exchange
value becomes 'surplus value' which according to
Marx becomes a vehicle of exploitation of workers
by the capitalists. The capitalists too, compete with
each other in a headlong pursuit of profit.

One feature of capitalism is that it brings workers
together and creates a sense of community in them.
In the feudal period the workers lived in isolated
circumstances. Goods were produced privately.
A modern factory brings them together and creates
class consciousness in them, finally paving way for
class action leading to revolution. Initially, Marx
thought that the revolution would be violent. But
later, specially, after 1848, he modified his views
to incorporate, the possibility of other roads to
revolution. Transition to socialism would vary
according to socio- economic conditions of a
particular country. Marx cited the example of
England where transition to socialism might be
more peaceful.

The fundamental contradiction of capitalism is
that while it has led to worker interdependency
through the factory system, it has failed to distribute
wealth in the interest of all. The socialization of the
means of production cannot be combined with a
system of private profit. This contradiction is best
understood in the context of the characteristics of
both feudalism and socialism.

(v) Revolution and Dictatorship of the
Proletariat

Once the socialist revolution takes place, the
power passes into the hands of the proletariat and
bourgeoisie, democracy is replaced by the
dictatorship of the proletariat. It is under this
dictatorship that a true democracy is established
for it is essentially a government of an over-
whelming majority of the working class against the
minority of exploiters. The proletariat would seize
power to liquidate the last remnants of the
bourgeoisie order by establishing state control of
all means of production and by making all citizens
equal participants in the new social framework.

(vi) Emergence of Classless Society

Once, the bourgeoisie is completely liquidated,

the state would wither away and a new society
will be ushered in, in which there will be no state,
no classes. In such a society each would contribute
according to his capacity and receive according
to his needs. Marx believed that the new man
would naturally and spontaneously identify his own
interests with the general interest in society. It must
be mentioned here that beyond these Utopian
ideas Marx says very little about the future society.
His main concern was to produce a powerful
critique of the capitalist system. He focussed our
attention on the idea that the source of servitude
and alienation lay in the capitalist system. Man is
both an object exploited by the system and a
subject who becomes conscious of his plight and
servitude, and revolts against the system as it leads
to monopoly capitalism, inequality, class struggle
and pauperization of the masses.

Limitations of Marxism

Marx, however, did not adequately grasp the
significance of nationalist and patriotic sentiments.
His doctrine, in this sense, was ethnocentric. He
understood some of the deeper moral issues of
capitalist society. He understood classes and their
conflict but had no adequate idea of other societies
and their peculiar institutions and practices. These
institutions and practices often cut across class
solidarity. He also underestimated the capacity of
capitalism to change itself. Most of the industrialjsed
nations in the west have tended to domesticate
conflict rather than develop on the lines Marx
prophesied. In some of these democracies, the
state itself has tended to intervene in favour of the
least advantaged. In another sense, his prophecy
has not come true. Marx believed that revolutions
will come in the most advanced capitalist countries,
whereas, in fact, they have been caused in the
backward, under-developed capitalist societies.

In characterizing the state as an instrument of
class domination, Marx also ignored that no state
can survive for long unless it rises above the
particular interests and works for wider interests
of society. The state alone provides a framework
for better and organized riving. It alone reconciles
our claims and counter-claims. In any efficiently
functioning system, the particular interest must be
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limited by some consideration of public good.
Without it the system would disintegrate. The
regulation of special interest is one of the most
important functions of the state activity. In fact,
Marxism did not have a theory of state. Lenin had
to invent one in order to create a framework of
order in Russia. Indeed, capitalist system was bad
enough. And it was only with the help of political
power that it could be changed, modified or
replaced. It is the state, alone which can stand for
the general good. A capitalist state might be
replaced by a proletarian one, but all the same we
do require a state in the sense of machinery
entrusted with the task of coordination in society.

Lenin and Mao

The country where the first Marxist revolution
took place was Russia and the ideological leader
was V.I. Lenin (1870-1924). In a pamphlet what
is to be done? (1902), Lenin repudiated the
doctrine of the inevitable decline of capitalism.
Marx had believed that changes ill economic
system would, automatically lead to changes in the
super-structure of society and politics. He had
declared that while handmill gives us a feudal
society, the steel mill gives us a capitalist one. Lenin
did not accept this doctrine. According to him,
while workers were capable of trade union
consciousness, they did not have the urge to
develop a revolutionary agency helping them to
have it. In the absence of the agency all that the
workers wanted was an increase in wages through
the mechanism of tradeunion activity. The
revolutionary consciousness could only be brought
about by a class of professional revolutionaries,
the avant garde who operate from without. The
class of professional revolutionaries would find its
expression in the party. He, therefore, substituted
active intervention of a highly disciplined party for
objective forces of Marxian history.

Lenin also tried to explain why socialist
revolution, as Marx had predicted, had failed to
materialize in the West. In 1916 Lenin published
Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism in
which he argued that monopoly capitalism
inevitably leads to national and international cartels
of trusts and monopolies. He was convinced that

the basic tendency of the capitalist system was
the same. What had happened to obscure this was
the fact of acquisition of colonies by the rich
countries. These countries brought raw materials
from their colonies and sold finished products to
them. This had led to internationalization of "surplus
value" and increasing prosperity of the capitalists.
The capitalists tried to share their spoils with
workers of their respective countries by giving
them increasing concessions in working conditions
and more wages. This was an outcome of their
concern for their own safety. These concessions
had produced a "petty bourgeoisie" illusion among
workers. It had created a false consciousness
among labour leaders who had turned themselves
into 'labour aristocracy,' corrupted by high wages
t paid to them from the outcome of the exploitation
of colonies. They developed vested interests in
the maintenance of the status quo.

Lenin prophesied that revolution was most
likely to occur in Russia, which was the weakest
link in the capitalist chain.

In China Mao Ze Dong was largely responsible
for the revolution. He created peasant-based
armies. Once in power, he tried to bring about
basic industrialization and increase in agricultural
production through collectivization. Marx had seen
communism coming in the wake of advanced
capitalism. Mao saw communism essentially as
communization of productive process and
elimination of private property. He tried to
combine Marxism with specific, natural
characteristics of China. His emphasis was on
politicization rather than professionalization.

Tension in Contemporary Marxism

Marxism in Russia was able to create a
framework necessary for the achievement of a
modem state of a different nature. It was able to
bring about necessary changes in the age-old
pattern of society and create an industrial system
leading to national growth of 8 per cent. But the
state of revolutionary idea did not last long. Both
Russia and China like all societies which preceded
them, developed their own ruling classes obsessed
with power towards greater bureaucratization and
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party control. Both bureaucracy and party tried
to secure to themselves certain privileges and since
there is a fusion of party and the state, the former
has complete control over society. Stalin abolished
even intra party discussions and reserved the final
right of interpretation to himself. Once the ideology
was institutionalized it was ritualized and tended
to be identified with status quo.

People have begun to realize that while the goals
of communism had an element of nobility about
them, the system as a whole failed to create an
institutional mechanism against the misuse of
power. Power in itself is not bad. In fact in certain
situations it can be a source of positive good.
Problems of poverty sometimes require active state
intervention. But in the absence of proper
safeguards in the form of a proper system of
accountability, the leaders or the party and
bureaucracy assume the sole right of decision-
making, settling all problems in' the name of the
people and in some cases, even in opposition to
them. Every attack on freedom is baptized in the
name of ideology or class.

As a result the Communist Movement drifted
towards a decline, which was discernible for the
first time when a rift between the Russian and
Chinese communists came on surface.

Soon after 1960, problems began to emanate
and unpopular situations arose in the communist
socialist countries of Eastern and Central Europe.
On the other hand, during the seventies, trend
towards Euro-communism led by the Communist
party of Italy adopted a reconciliatory attitude
supporting parliamentary institutions and reforms
rather than revolution. Rapid changes took place
in Eastern Europe, as well as in China and Russia.

In China, movements for a larger democracy
were launched in 1979 and 1986. In June 1989
several agitators were shot dead at the Tiananmen
Square during a students' rally. In the Soviet Union
reform movement initiated by Mikhail Gorbachev
marked the beginning of the end of the communist
movement not only in Europe but almost the world
over. Ultimately in December 1991, the Soviet
Union was disintegrated. The disintegration of the

Soviet Union did not mean the disintegration of
the Marxist ideology itself. With the decline of the
Soviet Union the communist socialist system
collapsed in the European countries one after
another. The economy of all these countries was
in a shattered condition. In Russia, the prices of
consumer goods registered a 350 fold shoot up
and ninety per cent of the people were thrown
below the poverty line.

Therefore, a change in the political system
brought in its train a quick transformation in
economy. Changing trends in the forces of
marketism, openness in economies and shifting,
emphasis on privatization were increasingly visible.
Even in the Communist/ Socialist China, there are
clear indications of liberalism and openness in
economy. These developments have compelled
the Marxists to give a deeper thought on the
organization of social relations. Now a question is
being raised whether Marxism has been a dogma
for the liberation of mankind. Its relevance as an
alternative ideology before the world is no more
unquestioned.

Fascism

Genesis

Unlike communism, fascism was not a well-
knit doctrine. It was more of an attitude. It had to
be all things to all men to increase its appeal to
masses. Fascist leaders often defended their lack
of a well-defined doctrine on the ground that it
was more 'a policy of action'. Mussolini said, "we
do not believe in dogmatic programmes, in that
kind of rigid frame which is supposed to contain
and sacrifice the changeable, changing and
complex reality... Doctrine beautifully defined and
carefully elucidated with headlines and paragraphs,
might be lacking; but there was to take its place
something more decisive faith".

Fascism was essentially a product of the forces
released as a result of World War. Italy was denied
its principal territorial claims at the Paris
Conference after the World War I. It felt that it
had been betrayed by the allies. After World War
I, the economic situation also deteriorated.
Unemployment increased. Successive parliaments
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were unrepresentative, corrupt and inefficient.
People had grown sceptic. Strikes were frequent.
A general feeling of crisis prevailed throughout the
country. The Government of the day failed. The
socialists could replace it but did not muster enough
courage. In the meanwhile fascists under the
leadership of Benito Mussolini (1883-1945) began
to take advantage of this situation. He thought that
nationalism was far more, potent than communism.
In October, 1922, he decided to march on Rome.
The march ended with Mussolini's appointment
as Premier. Without caring much for political
institutions, he began to transform the entire system
into personal dictatorship.

The post-war situation in Germany was even
worse. Germany had been defeated. The war guilt
clause severely indicted Germany. It put sole
responsibility for the war on Germany. The allied
powers refused to permit the German Republic to
make any drastic changes in the economic structure
of the state. German territories were ceded to
France, Poland, Denmark and Belgium. Rhineland
was occupied to ensure German payment of
reparations to allies specially France. The country
was politically divided. It was smarting under
international humiliation.

Nationalist Socialist German worker's, Party
(NSDAP or NAZI) under the leadership of Adolf
Hitler (1889-1945) exploited this situation. As the
economic situation deteriorated and the' number
of unemployed increased, the rank of the party
swelled. In the election of July, 1932, the Nazi
poll leapt to 37 per cent of the total. President
Hidenburg appointed Hitler Reich Chancellor in
January, 1933. He calculated that induction into
office would curb his radical activities, to counter
this calculation; he ordered a plebiscite in March
1933. The Government secured 52 per cent of
the votes cast; and this established him finally. Then
he successfully engineered parliamentary and
electoral support by intimidating his rivals.

Both Hitler and Mussolini tried to organize a
new regime and restore order in their respective
countries. Both were convinced of the weaknesses
of liberal democracies. They hated intense
factionalism of competing parties. They were alike

in their hatred of foreign governments as well as
of communism at home. Both tried to transcend
class-conflict in the name of greater and higher
ideal of nationalism.

Fascists argued that the state is the nation. It is
identified with society. It has its own life. Nothing
has any value or significance outside the state. It
alone has the capacity to synthesize value, interpret,
develop and give expression to every aspect of
life. Liberals start with the individuals, and view
the state from their perspectives. Fascist theory
starts from the opposite point of view. It argues
that man is a social animal. He cannot live apart
from larger organism called the Nation State. If
he is selfish, he is anti-social. The state has every
right to correct him. The individual is just a cell in
this organism. It is only by remaining as such that
he can find his true freedom. He is free only when
he identifies himself with the state.

Once it is recognized that the state is the
organism and individual is merely a cell, it is easy
to conclude that the cell is expendable for the sake
of the whole. The state becomes something more
than the individuals who compose it. The state, as
conceived by them, is a spiritual and moral fact in
itself. Mussolini declared, 'The Italian Nation is an
organism with purposes, a life and means of action
transcending in power and duration, those
individuals singly or grouped, which compose it.
It is a moral, political and economic unity which
realizes itself in the Fascist State". Thus, in the name
of the nation-state fascists were able to deny
individuality, natural rights and judicial
independence that characterize political institutions
in Western Europe.

Fascism is also authoritarian. It accepts rigid
hierarchy in social organization. If the state is
society, the leader is its brain. He assesses the
needs of the body and decides how best to satisfy
them. He, in a sense, interprets the general will of
society. He has the sole authority to decide for
society.

The individual is merely a cell. He must accept
the dictates of the leader. He has duties to perform
but no lights to enjoy. The judgment of the leader
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is infallible. It cannot be disputed. Hence,
representative democracy has no place in a Fascist
system. It must be replaced by the government of
the leader and others appointed by the leader. The
leader alone can provide corrective measures to
what is happening in society. Fascists called their
leader Duce and the Nazis Fuhrer.

The Doctrine

It is a doctrine which believes that the state is
not subject to any moral laws. The state is the
supreme custodian of morality itself. It is the
supreme community. "Mussolini is always right"
was one of the maxims of the party, whose motto
was 'To Believe, To Obey To Fight". In this slogan
Fascism virtually identified itself with an important
element of Christianity. It considered religion as
the manifestation of the deepest in man. It sought
to defend and protect it. This view largely explains
the cordial relations Mussolini had with the Pope.
Extreme Nazism tried to create a state church but
did not succeed much.

Fascism rejected democracy based on the rule
of the majority. It denied that numbers alone can
govern by means of periodical consultation. The
receptivity of the masses is very limited, their
intelligence is small. The principle of equality is
replaced by the principle of one man leadership
or the Nietzschean doctrine of the superman. The
pattern of democracy is that of a pyramid balanced
on its apex.

This principle is supposed to apply to all
branches of life. In industry, for example, the
employer was the leader of the factory and the
workers his followers. It is for this reason that
communists hated fascists. They thought die
equation of the employer to the leader and workers
to the followers in the German Labour Code was
nothing but a smoke screen to hide die totalitarian
designs of the capitalists. For them fascism was
the last desperate attempt of capitalism to save
itself, it was not so much capitalism in decay as
capitalism fighting for life. Fascism adopted a
clever posture. It dissolved all working class
organizations. It also limited the initiative of the
employers. It accepted capitalism and yet stressed

its subordination to the ideal of welfare state. Hitler
declared that it was the duty of the state to see
that "capital remains the servant of the nation". Both
tried to advance their own idea of corporate state.
Based on Hegel's concept of three classes -the
agricultural, the industrial and the universal or
governing, Mussolini argued that these classes
were not antagonistic in the Marxian sense but
were complementary to each Other. Each class
was accepted by the state as having the right to
pursue its own welfare. Labour must do its job,
the employers theirs. The third element, that is party,
must govern both. Both workers and capitalists
are subservient to it. It was hoped that such a state
would abolish class conflict and create harmony.

The doctrine of political and moral supremacy
of the state meant the rise of militant nationalism in
both these countries. Both denied the possibility
or even the utility of perpetual peace. War brings
up to its highest tension all human energy and
brings out the best in all. "In internal warfare,
mankind has become great", declared Hitler, "in
external peace mankind would be ruined". Both
Hitler and Mussolini dreamt of new empires.

Most reprehensible feature of German fascism
was the Aryan race theory. Hitler declared that
Aryans are superior to every other race in the
world and hence most fit to govern. The
fundamental aim of his regime was to ensure the
purity of the Aryan race. In the name of this
doctrine, he unleashed a war against the Jews.
They were sent to gas chambers and mercilessly
killed. By defending himself against the Jews, Hitler
thought he was doing God's work. The whole
character and education of the Nazi regime was
supposed to find its apex in racial instruction. "It
must brand the sense of race and feeling of race",
said Hitler, "on the instincts and the understanding
of the hearts and brains of the youth entrusted to
it". Naturally, Mussolini did not share this view of
the existence of pure races.

Different Viewpoints

It would be proper here to analyse four
viewpoints regarding Fascism. First, a number of
exponents have depicted Fascism as a danger to
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liberal economy. They opine that liberal political
values as well as institutions have failed to deliver
goods. As a result of this failure, Fascism has been
able to take the place of capitalism. Second, some
critics have equated it with a totalitarian system.
They regard it as a fore-runner of totalitarianism.
Fascism lays stress on total restraint on citizens
where privatization finds no place. As Mussolini
has said "Everything is written in the state. There
is nothing outside it. There is nothing against it".
Such commentators were quite popular during die
Cold War period when Fascism -Communism co-
relationship was justified. Nazi-Soviet Pact was
given a wide acclaim. Points of similarities were
drawn between Hitler's attempt for improving the
race and Stalin's 'purification' drive. In a system
like this fear and suppression were of prime
importance. Efforts were made to bring closer the
perceptions of Fascism and Communism.
However, the ideologies as well as their premises
have been fundamentally different. Fascism
Safeguards the interests of the middle class people
and supports traditional institutions like Church and
army, where as communism has been opposing
these values. Third, in the sixth decade of the 20th
century, Fascism was described as radicalism of
the rightists. Traditional views were put forward
and encouraged. In a bid to present Fascism as
rightist, it was projected as a continuum from the
past. The political ideology assumed significance
in such an explanation. Fourth, Fascists often
quoted writings of Rousseau, Hegel, Nietzsche to
legitimise their beliefs and action. It was only
opportunism which made them do it. Otherwise it
is doubtful whether they really appreciated the
profundity of Hegel or Rousseau or Nietzsche.

In any case, once they captured power, they
destroyed socialists, communists, recalcitrant
members of bureaucracy, unions trade, Jews and
all those who opposed paramilitary forces. They
centralized the powers of the state, eliminated
rights, in the name of the supremacy of the common
good. Their economic policy was indeed a success
to some extent. Both in Italy and Germany, the
aim was self- sufficiency and much progress was
made in that direction. The economic crisis had

hit both the countries and there were signs of some
recovery. Both were able to unite their respective
countries. They restored their nations to the status
of first class powers. Both instilled new hopes into
masses. One has to see the war movies to
appreciate how great their impact was on the
psychology of all.

Various political writings have explained
Fascism in different ways. Of these, the following
four view points stand out prominently.

(i)    Fascism as a menace to the liberal states,
(ii)   Fascism as a protagonist of radical totalitarian
state, (iii) Fascism as a radical rightist ideology,
(iv) Fascism as a revolt against modernism.

Fascism can be evaluated from three points of
view -as an ideology, as a movement and as a
system of government. Ideologically, it was against
humanism. It was anti- humanitarian and sought
to destroy some of the most cherished human
values-rights and interests, freedom and equality
in the name of the supremacy of the nation-state.

Looking at from the ideological point of view,
it can be said that while liberalism destroys unity
in the name of the individual interest. Fascism
destroys the individual in the name of the state.
The individual becomes expendable for the sake
of the state and can be sacrificed at its alter. The
'nation state' is important but it cannot be identified
with the government because for all practical
purposes the government merely consists of a
group of people who speak in the name of the
state. The more we glorify the state, the more we
glorify the persons who claim to speak in its name
and hence, the more we pave the way for the
emergence of dictatorship. Society is composed
of various wholes. The interest of the state is not
always superior to the interest of the individual.
That is why the Mahabharata declared that for
the sake of the village an individual may be
sacrificed, for the interest of the province the village
may be sacrificed, for the sake of the country the
province may be sacrificed, but for the sake of
the individual soul even the whole world may be
abandoned. Moreover, the state as a whole is not
alone. There are other states which have an identity
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of their own. No whole has a right to trample on
the freedom of other wholes. No state has a right
to destroy other states.

Again, while evaluating it from the standpoint
of a system of Government, it may be observed
that a Government based on a denial of human
rights and interests cannot last long. Dictators are
forced to keep up nations to high emotional pitch.
In order to do so they devise various methods of
rewards and punishment to perpetuate themselves
in power. Hitler did so by irrational propaganda
and the use of myths and symbols and the
repetition of slogans. Such a policy leads inevitably
to violence at home and wars abroad. The story
of the rise and fall of fascism demonstrates the
truth of the statement.

As a movement. Fascism appeared in Italy
after the First World War. With the advent of
Mussolini in 1922, the movement got momentum.
After sometime Hitler came upon the stage in
Germany and Fascism set its foot in many
countries. The Fascist movement swiftly spread
to Austria, Hungary, Romania and Spain. But after
the Second World War, Fascism was totally
repudiated. It was realized that Fascism, specially
military expansionism and violation of human rights,
was an outcome of Hitler's policy. That is why the
Fascist block was not only completely annihilated,
but also totally rejected, condemned and criticized.

If we evaluate Fascism as a political system,
we find that it is based on the concept of one party,
one man and police domination. It is a system
where political and social activities are controlled
by the state. In the international sphere, the Fascist
administrative formations have been expansionist
and aggressive, consequently posing danger to
Human Rights, administrative systems and national
existence. The Second World War was an
outcome of this policy.

Gandhism

Gandhi was the supreme leader of the
nationalist movement. He was also a thinker who
challenged most of the assumptions and beliefs of
his time. The national movement before him was
confined to a few sections of society. He turned it

into a mass movement. His strategy of political
action largely determined the form of national
protest and struggle against the British. The idea
of Swadeshi and boycott had been formulated
earlier. But he gave them a unique meaning by
integrating them with the idea of a nonviolent
satyagraha. His political strategy attempted to bring
all sections of Indian society into the nationalist
struggle.

His views are known as Gandhism but he
himself denied that there was anything as
"Gandhism". But there are a set of ideas in him
which  are original and which have exercised
enormous influence on different people in the same
way as other ideologies have. His writings are
diffuse and repetitive, except in Hind Swaraj which
he wrote before he plunged into the national
movement. But, despite this, his writings have a
coherent: vision of man and society.

Some of his important ideas can be summarized
under five heads: (i) critique of western civilization,
(ii) Gandhi's views on Democracy (iii) freedom
and the state, (iv) freedom and economic
organization, (v) methods of conflict resolution.

Critique of Western Civilization

Gandhi like Vivekananda and other leaders of
the Indian Renaissance criticized the western
civilization. According to him it was based on
calculated rational self-interest, which was totally
disruptive of human relationships. He admired
Indian civilization, which according to him had a
more satisfactory view of man's place in the
cosmos. It had given due importance to spiritualism
and man's search for the soul. He was convinced
that the pursuit of self-interest in the form of material
interest would increase conflict in society. He
believed in the ancient ideas of simple, moral, pious
life. This does not mean that he admired everything
Indian. He revolted against the exploitation of the
scheduled castes and did more than anyone else
for the improvement of their status.

Gandhi also did not like the political democracy
as it prevailed in the West. He dismissed liberal
democracy as 'a fish market' in which people
compete for their self-interest. He of course
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believed that the government ought to be based
on the consent of the people but he, hated to see
the state as the rule of the selfish individuals.
According to him democracy, as practised in
Britain, was bad because it believed in counting
heads. Those who used 51 per cent votes ruled.
He wanted that in a democracy the weakest should
have the same opportunity as the strongest. He
complained that democracy had come to mean
party rule, or to be more exact, rule in the hands
of the Prime Minister who often lacks honesty of
purpose. In it, he held that each party thrives on
bargains regardless of their consequences for all.

His reaction against the industrial civilization,
which he detested as immoral, had also a pragmatic
reason. Ours is a predominantly rural, society.
Most people depend on agriculture. He thought
that the introduction of labour -saving devices in
such a society would play havoc with life of the
people. However, with advancing age his
opposition to technology decreased. He began to
welcome any technology which did not increase
unemployment and destroy village craft and the
simplicity of village life.

Views on Democracy

In Hind Swaraj (1909), Gandhi had taken an
extremely negative view of the value or role of the
institutions of modern civilization. Namely, the
parliament, law-courts, the police, the military,
machinery, hospitals, railways, etc. These
institutions of modern civilization, he said, were
divorced from morality, whereas by contrast, "the
tendency of Indian civilization is to elevate the moral
being". Accordingly, in place of the institutions of
modern, western civilization, he put forward an
alternative ideal of "real home rule...viz, self-rule
and serf-control" by the individuals in accordance
with the spiritual values of truth and non- violence.

However, within a year of his active
involvement in mobilizing the Indian masses into
the freedom struggle. Gandhi made a partial revision
of his earlier views on the institutions of modern
civilization. That revision was due not only to his
active involvement in the freedom struggle but also
to the criticisms which many political thinkers and

political leaders had made of Gandhi's booklet.
At any rate, within about a year of his final return
to India from South Africa in 1915. Gandhi came
to adopt a rather positive attitude toward the
institutions of modern life, including the parliament,
law-courts, machinery, railways and hospitals;
Rather than dismissing them outright as he had
done in his Hind Swaraj, he now reluctantly
included them in what he called his "pardonable
programme for the attainment of parliamentary
swaraj ".

As to the organizational features of
"parliamentary swaraj", Gandhi preferred it to be
a village-based, decentralized set-up, in which all
but the lowest level of government was to be
indirectly elected by the Immediately lower level.
This decentralized, village-based model of
parliamentary / democratic swaraj was not the
model that was favoured by the Congress and
adopted by the Indian Constitution. The
Constitution, however, does incorporate some so-
called Gandhian institutions such as the village
panchayats. Moreover, the personal and civil
liberties as well as the democratic rights
components of the liberal- democratic political
philosophy of the Constitution are basic to Gandhi's
own moral-political philosophy.

Freedom and the State

Gandhi looked upon an increase in the power
of the state with the greatest fear. All increase in
the power of the state, according to him, was
detrimental to individuality. For him the state
represented "violence in a concentrated form". He
said: "The individual has a soul, but the state is a
soulless machine, it can never be weaned from
violence to which it owes its existence". He too
believed in Swaraj as a condition in which the
individual would be complete master of himself.
He often contrasted spiritual dominance of Indian
society with political dominance of the West. For
him, while the west prized "brute force", the ancient
Indian society glorified kings who considered their
own swords as "inferior to the sword of ethic".

He postulated a non-violent state based on the
willing consent of the people and representing the
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near unanimity in society. He was convinced that
if India was to evolve along non- violent lines, it
would have to decentralize power because
"centralization as a system is inconsistent with a
non-violent structure of society". He was not only
against centralization of political power but was
also against the centralization of economic power.
He was against industries based on large-scale
production and later large-scale control. In a
centralized state, Gandhi thought, there was bound
to be a conflict between the rich and the poor.
Decentralization, on the other hand, would make
people responsible and non-violent. It would foster
feelings of co-operation.

Gandhi's ideal state would be completely self-
regulated. In such a state, he thought, everyone
would be his own ruler. He will rule himself in such
a manner that he will never be a hindrance to his
neighbour. It is for this reason that he admired
Ramrajya which personified the idea of self-help,
sacrifice, and discipline. He even regarded Abu
Baker and Hazrat Uman like Rarna. But he was
quite aware that it was not possible to create such
a state in the immediate future. One of the obstacles
were inequalities "in which few roll in riches and
the masses do not get even enough, to eat".
Therefore, he conceded that in the present
circumstances coercion could be used in extreme
cases. But he was convinced that a state is good
in which people are governed the least.

He thought the village Republics working in
terms of panchayats would develop if spontaneous
energies of the people while training them in co-
operative action. He therefore, pleaded that
panchayats should be given full powers. Every
village had to be self- sustained and capable of
managing its own affairs. Gandhi praised this
system because in it everyone knows his wants
and

also realizes that "no one should want anything
that others cannot have with equal labour". He
summed up his society thus: "In this structure
composed of innumerable villages, there will be
ever widening, never ascending circles. Life will
not be a pyramid with the apex sustained by the
bottom... But it will be an oceanic circle whose

centre will be the individual always ready to perish
for the circle of villages, till at last the whole
becomes one life composed of individuals". He
further said that the outermost circumference will,
not wield power to crush the inner circle but will
give strength to all within and derive its own
strength from it.

Freedom and Economic Organization

Like Marx he put emphasis on labour. He
believed it to be the real wealth which gives rise to
money. He thought, "The real owner of wealth is
one who puts in certain amount of labour with a
conscious productive aim". He believed that one
should not eat even a single meal without doing
some labour. He thought that such an attitude would
foster economic independence, which in turn will
make us fearless and increase the national
character.

He totally, repudiated property. He always
thought that property was an obstacle in the
realization of God. After a theft he quoted a verse
of Premchand to Gangabehari: "It is a blessing that
chains have broken, it will be easier for me to find
Shri Gopal". Gandhi was, however, conscious that
such a position was impractical. He therefore,
declared that if property is "lawfully acquired", it
is entitled to protection.

It is in this context that he called upon the-
Capitalists and Zamindars to become trustees. He
argued that they should regard tenants and workers
as co-proprietors. The zamindar should hold his
Zamindari or industry in trust for them. He admitted
that absolute trusteeship was unattainable. But he
was convinced that if we strive for it we would go
a long way in realizing a better state of equality on
earth than by any other method. For him change
of heart was the answer.

How about state ownership? Isn't it better than
private ownership? Gandhi admitted that it was
better but he rejected it on the grounds of violence.
He was convinced that "if the state suppressed
capitalism by violence, it will be caught in the coils
of violence itself, and will fail to develop non-
violence at any time. But if the Zamindar or
Capitalist refused to become trustees, and the state



71

ownership became unavoidable, he I would
support a minimum of state I ownership".

Methods of Conflict Resolution

Gandhi emphasized the need to harness the
forces of love as against hatred. He insisted on
non-violence and Satyagraha over the concepts
of boycott and passive resistance. He wrote that
means to be means must always be clean. For
him ahimsa is our supreme duty. If we take care
of the means, we shall definitely reach the end
sooner or later. He had derived his ideas from
Thoreau, Emerson, Tolstoy and the Jain tradition.
He was also influenced by the Sermon on the
Mount. He was convinced that what was required
was to educate a man in truth and non-violence,
and by truth, man will transform material conditions
for the good of all. Material conditions and
individual character are two sides of the same coin
in which, according to Gandhi, the individual
character had a greater precedence because it
alone has the capacity to transform material
conditions on a permanent basis. A change of
material conditions without corresponding change
of heart will not yield results. Both trusteeship and
satyagraha were such methods.

Satyagraha consists of two words, i.e. Satya,
which means 'truth'and Agraha, which means
'force', 'request'or'strength'. All practitioners of
Satyagraha should oppose violence by non-
violence as well as by the strength of his moral
convictions. According to Gandhi, it was not
merely a way of resisting authority but also a way
of using love and moral strength to vindicate truth
in society. Gandhi was convinced that violence
inflicts injury on others. On the other hand, use of
Satyagraha may involve suffering of the Satyagrahi
himself. The Satyagrahi does not merely by to win
but seeks the larger good or truth which Gandhi
thought was God himself. However, if there was a
choice between violence and cowardice. Gandhi
always favoured the former.

Satagraha is the name of Gandhian non-violent
way of political action to resist and transform
untruthful and violent systems of social or political
power. According to Gandhi, the distinctive

features of Satagraha, in comparison with "passive
resistance", are as follows:

(i) While the passive resisters harbour hatred
toward their adversaries, the satyagrahis view
their opponents with love.

(ii) The passive resisters, unlike the satyagrahis,
may harass and injure their opponents,

(iii) Satyagraha, unlike passive resistance, can be
offered even to one's nearest and dearest
ones,

(iv) Passive resistance is a resistance by the weak
and helpless, and it does not exclude the use
of violence, whereas satyagraha is a moral-
political action by the strong, and it excludes
the use of violence.

The various methods of satyagraha are: (1)
purificatory actions by the Satyagrahis, such as
pledges, prayers and fasts; (2) acts of non-
cooperation, such as boycott, strikes, hartal,
fasting and hijrat (i.e. voluntary emigration); (3)
acts of civil disobedience, .such as picketing, non-
payment of taxes and defiance of specific laws;
and (4) a constructive programme of social reform
and social service, such as the promotion of inter-
communal unity, the removal of untouchability,
adult education, and the removal of economic and
social inequalities.

Gandhi provided a severe indictment of the
state, property and industrialization. He also
provided an alternative set of values and
institutions. The whole basis of society with its
inequalities, coercive state and competitive
capitalist is vicious. He declared, "If plain life is
worth living, then the attempt is worth making".
His numerous ideas are vague, his realism as a
political strategist is amply contrasted with idealism
in his thoughts. But there is no doubt that Gandhi
raised almost all the important questions which
confront modern civilization, namely, the question
of increase in state power, bureaucratic
oppression, increasing use of violence , the
unfortunate consequences of big technology, etc.
His critique of the modem civilization is full of great
insights. His ideas on the relationship between
means and ends are particularly thoughtful. No one
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has a better case on these points than Gandhi. His
greatest contribution was his emphasis on
decentralization of economic and political power.
Our Directive Principles of State Policy insist on
the introduction of this idea- Moreover, social
scientists world over are keen to articulate and
explain the. Gandhian alternatives to the current
ills of development. These efforts amply justify the
relevance of Gandhi to the contemporary world.

Gandhi, however, did not adequately develop
an alternative institutional strategy, which could link
up his ideas with practice in modem times. For
example, in advancing the idea of trusteeship, he
did not realize the appalling selfishness of the
capitalists. That is one reason why when India
became free people found it difficult to translate
his ideas into concrete structures. While he
convinced the people about the merits of the
political struggle he waged, he did not sufficiently
develop his idea to make it clear to them the
linkages his ideas could have with the creation of
a new political and economic order. It is for this
reason that while some of his followers turned to
European socialism for inspiration, the others to
the Sarvodaya philosophy of communitarian life
based on nonviolence. However, it was his great
achievement that he highlighted the problems of
the twentieth century by insisting that politics,
industry and technology should be subordinated
to the ideals of life. It is for this reason that while
some of us can disagree with Gandhi, none can
ignore him.

Humanism

 The concept of Humanism refers primarily to
a system of thought, which focusses on the
autonomy of the individual. The term Humanism
has several meanings. But generally speaking, it is
a doctrine according to which, to quote Tzvetan
Todorov, "man is point of departure and point of
reference of human action". The word "humanist"
figures perhaps first time in the writings of the
French thinker Montaigne when he contrasts his
own thought with that of theologians. Humanism
was a product of Renaissance and Enlightenment
in Europe and fineds its fullest expression in the
American and French Revolutions.

The concise Oxford Dictionary defines
Humanism as follows: "An outlook or system of
thought concerned with human rather than divine
or super natural matters. A belief or outlook
emphasizing common human needs and seeking
solely rational ways of solving human problems,
and concerned with mankind as responsible and
progressive Intellectual beings." Humanists believe
in the potentiality of human beings. They suggest
that human being has great potentiality and if
developed fully one can reach to the greatest
height, provided, of course, one gets proper
opportunities to develop. Humanists also have faith
in the good nature of human being. Gandhi, Russell
and Tolstoy were great humanists of the twentieth
century. In his early writings Marx was also a
humanist. Early writings of Marx include Economic
and Philosophical Manuscripts (1842), written
much before the publication of Communist
Manifesto (1848). M.N. Roy was a humanist:
we'll learn about his humanism a few pages ahead.
His ideational journey was long. He began his
journey from Marxism and ended it with Radical
Humanism.

In the Middle Ages human beings were
subordinated to God. They had access to secrets
of nature but in ultimate analysis their submission
to God was total. Renaissance and Enlightenment
brought about a change in this perspective. Man
became the centre of the universe. He now would
have the possibility to will freely and to be his own
masters. He would have the freedom to choose a
life for himself and his fellow human beings rather
than being dictated either by traditions or by God.
This meant that henceforth he would have freedom
to choose his home, profession and also to deviate
from traditions or canons of religious texts, religion
did continue to play an important role. But the
significant change that occurred was that man had
the right to make a distinction between rue and
false, right and wrong, just and unjust, and good
and bad.

In humanist thought, man becomes free in his
private life. He was not only unique but also
different and could not be reduced lo the other.
He also acquired inherent natural right to decide
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the rules of moral living. Later another component
was added to this when man claimed freedom in
the public domain also and asserted the right to
choose his political regime. Thus, democracy
became the only legitimate form of Government.
The movement reached its zenith towards the end
of the eighteenth century, in the American and
French Revolutions. Both the revolutions were
inspired by the idea that no authority, be it tradition,
family or the state, is superior to the will of man.

As a result of these changes, three major
orientations emerged.

Materialism

Since God's existence is doubtful and human
beings are in complete charge of themselves, they
will decide their own values. They will be
materialists. Modern science emphasizes the role
of reason and its capacity to penetrate all the
secrets of nature and history. Science leads to
technology, to the idea that we cannot only
understand nature but also transform it according
to our will.

Individualism

Since the weight of tradition and family ties
circumscribes ones freedom, the individual must
assert its individual autonomy and make choices
according to ones own interest. Freedom is the
most precious gift of Renaissance and we must
preserve it at any cost. It is not that everyone has
accepted this position in totality. For instance,
conservatives would still cling to the value of the
family and the tradition. There are others who
would like to abandon the values of shared life.
But humanists insist that while objectively man
shares the same condition, in the inter subjective
relations, to quote Todorov, "everyone occupies
a unique, position; in communion with oneself,
everyone is alone, and responsible for his actions".
The final decision ill all matters now rests with the
individual. One must affirnllife, assert ones power
and relentlessly pursue ones own interest in relation
to others.

Democratism

Since man has the capacity to decide true and
false as he is endowed with reason, he has a right

to choose his political regime. Democracy is the
only legitimate form of government as it is based
on the idea of willing subjects.

Humanist thought tells us a little about economic
policies of the way in which the state institutions
should be organized. Humanism is content to
provide a guiding perspective around the principles
of toleration and pluralism. According to them there
is no paradise; the world is imperfect and human
beings have to make the best of it.

In India, M.N. Roy gave a clear expression to
the idea of humanism. He regarded man as central
he wrote "freedom is the supreme value because
the urge for freedom is the essence of human
existence." Roy accepted humanism because
humanists had always approached life from the
assumption of the sovereignty of man. It is man's
unique capacity of knowing, as distinct from the
common biological activity of being aware, which
endows him with powers, not to rule :  over others,
but to create freedom for the benefit of humanity.

It is to me credit of the humanist thought that
we have moved away from the aristocratic to the
democratic age in which all man are treated as
free and equal. It has made us aware of need to
make an individual autonomous not only of God
but of all larger aggregates as well as ideologies
which tend to subordinate the individual to either
a hypothetical vision of history or vague universal
concepts such as race or nationalism. The emphasis
on history as a determining principle finally led to
communism and atrocities associated with some
of the communist regimes in the name of class war.
The emphasis on race and nationalism culminated
in the fascist regimes, which completely sacrificed
the individual at the altar of the state. Humanism
also rejects technological domination. Machines
are made to serve human beings and not vice-
versa.

The importance of humanism lies in the fact that
it asserts the autonomy of the individual. It is true
that this individual does not live in isolation, but
only in relation to others. What is valuable in
humanism is its insistence that in the ultimate
analysis, it is individual's own uniqueness and
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resultant moral worth, which is important. All
citizens are equal members of the society. What
counts is not their resemblance but uniqueness and
diversity. Humanism believes that society consists
of individuals, good and bad: those who can co-
operate and those a who cannot and those who
can inflict injury and those who cannot. All of them
can co-exit in a framework of plurality. The state

should protect them all and should be so organized
that the individual becomes an end in itself. The
state, scienlce, technology, etc. are all means to
an end namely to' enable individuals to flourish:
they are not ends - themselves: they cannot be
allowed to dominate human life.




