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Introduction

The Left and The Right

ALTHOUGH THE DISTINCTION between the poli-
tics of the left and the right is commonly assumed in
the media and in treatments of political science and his-
tory, the terms are used so loosely that the student and
the general reader are often confused: What exactly are
the terms left and right supposed to imply? In this two-
volume encyclopedia, we have assembled over 450 arti-
cles on individuals, movements, political parties, and
ideological principles, with those usually thought of as
left in the left-hand volume and those considered on the
right, in the right-hand volume.

The terms left and right are derived from the politi-
cal divisions in the French Constituent Assembly,
formed during the French Revolution in 1790. Sitting
on the right of the assembly were those who favored the
preservation of the monarchy and a more moderate
course of change, the Girondins, while on the left in the
assembly sat those who wished to overthrow the exist-
ing system and establish a more egalitarian republic, the
Jacobins. The terms left and right stuck, with the left
usually representing the radicals of politics and the
right representing the conservatives. Over the next cen-
tury, with the rise of utopian socialism and later, Marx-
ism, those proposing conversion of the means of
production from private property to social property
held in common were regarded as leftists, while those

seeking to preserve the status quo were regarded as
rightists. The terms passed into common parlance and
became handy labels, both for serious students of poli-
tics, and for use by publicists, politicians, and observers.

For those involved in politics, the terms soon be-
came heavily charged with overtones. By the middle of
the 19th century, many followers of Karl Marx took
pride in regarding themselves as further to the left and
would often designate their own fractional group or
wing of the party as the Left Socialists. Of course, as
propaganda, such a label was not always useful, for it
would suggest that those belonging to the left group
were out at the fringe of opinion with only a few adher-
ents. For this reason, V.I. Lenin designated his small
wing of the Russian Socialist Party as the majority wing
(even though it only held a majority at one brief meet-
ing in 1903), or “Bolshevik” in Russian. Through most
of the 20th century, with the rise of international com-
munism, headed by the Communist (Bolshevik) Party
in the Soviet Union, extreme leftism tended to be asso-
ciated with adherence to the international communist
movement, while extreme rightism tended to be associ-
ated with politicians who made a career of denouncing
the international communist movement. The Bolshevik
Party officially changed its name to the Communist
(Bolshevik) Party in March 1918.

In countries operating under democratic constitu-
tions, like the United States, Canada, Great Britain,
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New Zealand, and various other republics and constitu-
tional monarchies, the terms left and right were used to
describe parties and politics of the center that ad-
dressed domestic issues, rather than the role of interna-
tional communism. That is, leftism became associated
with liberals who endorsed a wide variety of programs
designed to mitigate the harsh effects of capitalism,
such as programs of social welfare, unemployment
compensation, a progressive income tax (that is, one
that taxed higher incomes at a higher proportion than
lower incomes), provision of health services to the
poor, and more equal educational opportunities. Those
who were conservative, who believed that the economic
status quo should not be tampered with, and that free
market conditions should be allowed to operate with-
out too much government interference, were generally
regarded as rightists. Often, those on the right believed
that while government should allow the free enterprise
system to operate without interference, they were quick
to demand that government use its authority to impose
and enforce a moral code on the general population.
From the point of view of those who owned property,
of course, maintenance of law and order and protection
of property were the major and proper role of govern-
ment.

While such distinctions appear simple enough to
apply to the politics and movements of many nations
around the world, they often tend to oversimplify the
complexities of politics. Individual political leaders and
political movements often defied easy categorization.
For example, in the United States, in Eastern Europe,
and in Latin America, “populist” leaders arose in the
late 19th and through the early and mid-20th centuries.
While populism in each context and in each era was
somewhat different, it usually represented an appeal for
social reform and egalitarianism which seemed radical
and leftist, but it also often incorporated a reactionary
thrust that was opposed to modernization and was
often quite nationalistic and ethnically exclusive, ideas
usually associated with the right. Often a leader with a
populist agenda was accused by some of his enemies of
being a right-wing reactionary, and by other enemies as
being a left-wing radical. And in some cases, both
charges made perfect sense.

In the United States, some historians have evaluated
the Progressive movement, which espoused many of
the social programs usually considered as part of the
left, as springing from a reactionary response to the
“status revolution” of the early 20th century. That is,
many of the Progressives were salaried professionals
like clerics, lawyers, journalists, teachers, and govern-

ment employees who were distressed not only at the
dominance of society by newly rich big-business lead-
ers, but also upset by perceived threats to their own sta-
tus posed by new immigrants, radical ideologues, city
political bosses, and labor-union leaders. For such rea-
sons, many Progressives endorsed the movement to es-
tablish Prohibition, which they saw as a moral reform
designed to restore America to its moral standards, and
as an attack on the habits of immigrants and the domi-
nance of the liquor interests in politics. So Prohibition
of alcohol, which was an attempt to enforce conformity
to a moral code, and thus appears to be authoritarian
and right-wing to many observers, was supported by
many whose views sprang from reactionary motives,
but who also endorsed left-leaning social programs.

One movement that grew out of populist concepts
in Europe was fascism. In Italy, Germany, Spain, Portu-
gal, and other countries, popular leaders proposed a
mix of ideas that were drawn from socialism, and
adopted radical methods to establish a nationalistic, ex-
clusive, elitist-operated authoritarian state. Although
usually regarded and classified as parties of the right,
fascist parties reflected both leftist and rightist ideas and
methods. However, with their broad popular appeal and
social agendas, fascist parties did not resemble the con-
servative, status-quo oriented parties of the traditional
right. Often, the issue was one of perspective, or even
more simply, one of name-calling. Thus, the Commu-
nist Party of the United States in the early 1930s often
denounced advocates of pro-labor positions who did
not work with the Communist Party as “social fascists”
and lumped them with the right wing in their propa-
ganda literature.

In local settings around the world, other issues cut
across the clear logic of left and right distinctions. For
example, in many countries, movements for ethnic au-
tonomy, independence, or unification with a group out-
side of the territorial boundaries of the state confused
the picture, often leading to great conflicts. Those trying
to form a nation out of ethnic groups dispersed among
several states were known as “irredentists” after the
19th-century Italian unification movement that sought
to bring the irridenta or “unredeemed” Italians into a
state headed by the house of Savoy out of Piedmont.
Serbian irridentist nationalists in territories controlled
by Austria-Hungary sought to unite with Serbia, and it
was a group of such nationalists who assassinated Arch-
duke Franz Ferdinand in 1914, setting off World War I.

In Spain, during the 1930s, separatists in the Basque
northwest and Catalonians in the northeast of the
country joined in the civil war. While they were nation-



alists, and thus might be regarded as rightists, in fact,
they joined with a coalition largely consisting of parties
of the left to defend the existing government, against a
revolution led by the army, which sought to impose a
fascist regime. Spanish politics in the 1930s, while often
described in terms of left and right, posed a great many
problems for those who sought to understand it in
those terms. The leftists and separatists were known as
Loyalists or Republicans because they supported the
existing republic; the fascists, monarchists, and the
army officers, supported by Catholic Church leaders,
were known as the Insurgents.

Elsewhere, irredentists, separatists, and nationalists
used radical methods to achieve nationalistic goals.
Such groups included the Irish, as well as separatists in
countries as far afield as Sri Lanka (Ceylon), Kurdistan,
the Caucausus regions of the Russian Federation, and
the French-controlled island of Corsica. In the United
States, the radicalism mixed with nationalist rhetoric of
American black nationalists seemed to defy a simple
classification of left or right. In South Africa, the policy
of racial exclusion and imposition of a white-domi-
nated regime adopted many ideas and principles that
seemed to reflect the fascist doctrines of Germany’s
Nazi Party, at the same time, maintaining an electoral,
republican form of government for the controlling
white minority. The South African doctrine of
apartheid, or separateness, was viewed by most ob-
servers as an ideology of the right.

These political, social, and ethnic complications
often lead to confusion of terminology, and even to
some heated debates among experts. In fact, when indi-
vidual politicians and their positions are studied closely,
the individual’s career may defy simple categorization.
For many individuals who participated in politics over
several decades, their radical-populist ideas seemed in-
creasingly dated as the world changed around them, and
they appeared, in the new context, as hopelessly conser-
vative and backward-looking. Thus, while William Ran-
dolph Hearst may have seemed a radical in 1912 when
he supported municipal ownership of utilities and
labor-endorsed candidates, by the 1930s, he was regu-
larly denounced as a right-winger for his opposition to
the New Deal of Franklin Roosevelt and for his strident
anti-communist rhetoric.

Other leaders and politicians with populist ideas in
the United States often found themselves voting with
very conservative colleagues in legislatures on specific
issues. The cross currents that appeared to be at work
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during the Progressive era, which led many otherwise
left-oriented politicians to endorse moral authoritarian
views like Prohibition, continued through much of the
20th century and into the 21st century. By the late 20th
century in the United States, both sides of the abortion
issue cast their views in terms of liberties or personal
rights. On one side were arrayed those who believed in
“freedom of choice” or “a woman’s right to choose,”
while those opposed regarded themselves as defending
“the right to life.” Opposite sides of this heated social
debate couched their position in terms of liberty. By
generally accepted convention, the right-to-life advo-
cates were regarded as right wing; however, some of the
most dedicated members of that side of the argument
adopted radical means to achieve their goals, such as
picketing abortion clinics, or in a few cases, even bomb-
ing them.

In this encyclopedia, we have made some decisions
following the generally accepted convention of whether
a movement or individual should be treated as falling
on the left or right side of the political spectrum.
Often, the views and positions of the individual or
movement make such a classification rather clear-cut or
obvious. In other cases, the placement is far more com-
plex or problematic, and we have suggested the reasons
for the complexity, reflecting among others, the ones
outlined here.

Not a day goes by in the media or in a history or po-
litical science classroom that the terms left and right are
not employed to describe an historical or contempo-
rary aspect of politics. Rather than assuming such
terms are universally understood or acknowledged, as
editors we have attempted to make the distinction
clearer, albeit with the caveats mentioned above.

Although our emphasis is on the modern era, we
have included many movements, political leaders, and
thinkers from the 19th and early 20th centuries. And al-
though each contributor offered his or her own inter-
pretative slant, we have attempted to achieve a tone of
balance, presenting the information with objectivity
rather than advocacy. In the broad spectrum of politics,
it is our hope that the articles of the Encyclopedia of Pol-
itics: The Left and The Right, contributed by academics
and scholars from all over the world, help further the
understanding of political science and historical move-
ments.

RODNEY P. CARLISLE, PH.D., GENERAL EDITOR
PROFESSOR EMERITUS, RUTGERS UNIVERSITY
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Timeline of Politics

509 B.C.E.
Tarquin, the last king of Rome, is deposed as the em-
pire becomes a republic.

410 B.C.E.

In his comedy, Lysistrata, Aristophanes depicts an an-
cient world in which civil disobedience is prevalent; the
women in the warring cities of Athens and Sparta con-
spire to deprive all men of sexual intercourse for the
duration of the war. Moreover, the Athenean women
stage one of the first recorded sit-ins by occupying the
Parthenon, blocking access to the state treasury where
the war chest is housed.

1215

King John signs the Magna Carta, the first document of
human rights in English history, and a first step in a cen-
turies-long struggle to end feudalism.

1771
Robert Owen, who would come to be known as the fa-
ther of British socialism, is born.

1776

Great Britain’s 13 North American colonies declare in-
dependence, proclaiming to be the United States of
America. Britain, who had begun their colonization of
North America at Jamestown, Virginia, more than 100

years earlier, did not recognize the American independ-
ence until after the Revolutionary War, when the Treaty
of Paris affirmed the young nation’s independence.

1792

A Vindication of the Rights of Women by Mary Woll-
stonecraft is published. The book would later inspire
women’s right activists Lucretia Mott and Elizabeth
Cady Stanton.

1793

The division between Jacobins on the left and
Girondists on the right in the meetings of the French
Legislative Assembly creates the left-right terminology,
reflected in later association of the left with radicals and
the right with conservatives.

1803

The United States acquires the Louisiana Territory
from France for $15 million. The acquisition, known as
the Louisiana Purchase, doubles the geographic extent
of the country.

1804

After executing one of his fellow governing consuls for
suspicions regarding a plot to assassinate him,
Napoleon Bonaparte declares himself emperor of
France.

XV
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1825

On a visit to the United States, Robert Owen estab-
lishes one of the first secular experimental communi-
ties, New Harmony, Indiana.

1827

In his “Notes on the State of Virginia,” former U.S.
President Thomas Jefferson remarks on the purity of
agrarian society: “Corruption of morals in the mass of
cultivators is a phenomenon of which no age nor nation
has furnished an example.”

1840

Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, considered the father of mod-
ern anarchism, publishes his pamphlet, What Is Prop-
erty?, in which he argues that, “Property is profit stolen
from the worker, who is the true source of all wealth.”

1841

George Ripley establishes Brook Farm, a secular com-
munity near Boston, Massachusetts. Later, Brook Farm
is transformed into a Phalanx, following the ideas of
French utopian socialist, Francois Fourier.

1844

The Rochdale Society of Equitable Pioneers, a group
consisting of seven socialists, establishes a coopera-
tively owned venture known as the Rochdale Equitable
Co-operative Society Ltd.

1848

Liberal uprisings take place in many German cities, in-
cluding the capital of Prussia, Berlin. In response to the
violence, Prussian King Frederick William IV promises
a constitution and an elected assembly.

1848

Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels publish The Communist
Manifesto, which would serve as the inspiration for fu-
ture communist revolutions.

1849

Henry David Thoreau is credited with theorizing the
practice of civil disobedience in his essay “Resistance to
Civil Government,” in which he explains his refusal to
pay taxes as an act of protest against slavery and the

U.S.-Mexican War.

1849
The first challenge to Northern U.S. segregation occurs
when a black Bostonian sues the city for the right to

send his daughter to the nearest public school, rather
than across town to the all-black school. Despite the
case being unsuccessful, it sparks public debate, and six
years later the state of Massachusetts passes a law de-
segregating the state’s public schools.

1853

The American Party, or more commonly known as the
Know-Nothings due to its members’ insistence that
such a party did not exist, is founded on the basis of re-
moving political power from immigrants and the politi-
cians who court them.

1861

Following the election of Republican Abraham Lin-
coln, which angered Southerners due to Lincoln’s posi-
tion on slavery, South Carolinians open fire on Fort
Sumter, sparking the American Civil War. Upon the
war’s completion, the Thirteenth Amendment to the
Constitution is signed, abolishing slavery. The Four-
teenth Amendment extends citizenship to African
Americans and the Fifteenth Amendment prohibits the
denial of the right to vote on the grounds of race or
previous servitude.

1864

Meeting in Paris, labor leaders, Marxists, and various
socialists from across Europe create the First Interna-
tional Federation of Working Men, known as the First
International. Karl Marx becomes a member of the ex-
ecutive committee of the First International.

1871

Following the transfer of power of France’s capital city,
Paris, to the Prussian government, the city undergoes a
short-lived communistic transformation known as the
Paris Commune.

1883

The first modern government-supported welfare pro-
gram is created in Germany, where legislation is intro-
duced giving accident insurance to workers.

1889

Two international workers’ congresses convene in Paris,
France, one consisting of Marxists and one consisting
of non-Marxist labor leaders. They agree to merge,
forming the Second International, announced on July
14, on the 100th anniversary of the storming of the
Bastille by peasants and workers during the French Rev-
olution.



1890

Wyoming, the second-lowest populated state with
nearly 100,000 people, becomes the first U.S. state to
grant women’s suffrage. As a territory, Wyoming had
extended the right to vote to women in 1869.

1895

In a speech that would later come to be known as the
Atlanta Compromise, Booker T. Washington suggests
that in order to alleviate racial tensions, blacks should
assume a subservient role in society, embarking on vo-
cational careers. The proposal was widely accepted be-
tween both races, but social activists such as W.E.B. Du
Bois challenged it as a form of accommodation.

1898

A 19-year-old Leon Trotsky helps to found the Russian
Social Democratic Labor Party (RSDLP). Arrested by
the regime in power, he is exiled to Russian Siberia.

1903

At a meeting of the RSDLP, the more elitist branch that
holds the party should be open only to dedicated revo-
lutionaries rather than to all sympathetic socialists, led
by V.I. Lenin, holds a slim majority. The RSDLP splits
into the Bolshevik Party and the minority Menshevik
Party.

1905

Russian workers in the city of St. Petersburg protest
outside of Tzar Nicholas II’s winter palace. The mas-
sacre that followed sparked the Revolution of 1905.

1910

The National Association for the Advancement of Col-
ored People (NAACP) is founded, with W.E.B. Du Bois
as executive secretary; he edits its magazine, Crisis, for
more than 20 years, advocating the extension of civil
rights to African Americans.

1911

The most successful American Progressive Party is cre-
ated, first being named the National Progressive Repub-
lican League, and then, under the leadership of former
President Theodore Roosevelt, the Progressive Party, or
more popularly, the Bull Moose Party.

1912

The South African government passes the Native Lands
Act, which forbids blacks from owning or leasing land
in white-designated areas. The African National Con-
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gress, whose future members would include President
Nelson Mandela, launches a petition campaign in
protest.

1912

Theodore Roosevelt runs for the presidency of the
United States on the Progressive Party ticket, splitting
the Republican vote. As a consequence, Woodrow Wil-
son, Democrat, is elected president. Eugene Debs, the
Socialist, wins nearly one million popular votes.

1913

Noble Drew Ali founds the Moorish American Science
Temple, which states in its doctrine of beliefs that peace
on earth can only come when each racial group has its
own religion.

1913

American citizens first begin to pay income taxes, which
in time become the largest source of federal govern-
ment revenues.

1913

The term protest march is originated as Mahatma
Ghandi and his followers organize a march to protest re-
strictions imposed on Indians in South Africa.

1914

The Archduke Franz Ferdinand, heir to the Austrian
Empire, is shot by a group of Serb gunmen in Sarajevo,
Bosnia-Herzegovina, an area which was just added to

the Austrian Empire. The incident is the spark that set
off World War I.

1914

Marcus Garvey founds the Universal Negro Improve-
ment Association (UNIA) in Jamaica; in 1916, he moves
to the United States and extends branches of the organ-
ization in many cities; his Black Star shipping line is cre-
ated to establish black business connections with the

Caribbean and Africa.

1915
Activist A. Philip Randolph co-founds The Messenger,

“the first radical Negro magazine.”

1917

In February, the tzar of Russia, Nicholas II, abdicates
and a Provisional Government is formed; Alexander
Kerensky, a socialist lawyer, emerges as prime minister
by the summer.
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1917

In October and November, the Bolsheviks stage a coup
that throws out the Provisional Government and estab-
lishes the Soviet rule; Lenin and Trotsky emerge as the
leaders of the new regime.

1919

John Reed publishes Ten Days That Shook the World, giv-
ing a rare first-hand account of the Bolshevik takeover
of Russia in November 1917.

1919

Third International, the third iteration of an interna-
tional communist movement, is created following the
International Communist Conference, in which Soviet
leader Vladimir Lenin stresses the importance of
worldwide communism.

1919

Great Britain, France, Italy, and Japan, and later Ger-
many and the USSR, form the League of Nations at the
Paris Peace Conference. The United States does not rat-
ify the treaty or the covenant of the league.

1919

One of the worst race riots in United States history
erupts in Chicago when a black swimmer passes an
imaginary territorial line in Lake Michigan and floats
into the white swimming area, where he is murdered.

1920
The 19th Amendment to the United States is passed; it
grants all adult American women the right to vote.

1920

In response to the Red Scare, in which nearly 10,000
suspected communists were detained by the U.S. gov-
ernment, the American Union Against Militarism
(AUAM) and other progressive groups band together to
form the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU).

1924

Soviet leader Vladimir Lenin dies following a massive
stroke. Josef Stalin succeeds him in power, and by 1928
has outlawed Trotsky and assumed dictatorial powers.

1924

Robert M. La Follette is chosen to be the representative
of the Progressive Party in the 1924 U.S. Presidential
election. La Follette manages to garner five million
votes, or about 4 percent of the voting public, but only

takes the 13 electoral college votes of Wisconsin. La
Follette’s sons would continue the progressive move-
ment after the election by founding the Wisconsin Pro-
gressive Party.

1930
Over a 110-year period, the United States receives ap-
proximately 60 percent of all the world’s immigrants.

1932

During a visit to Miami, U.S. President-elect Franklin
D. Roosevelt is shot at by anarchist Giuseppe Zangara.
FDR survives the assassination attempt, but the mayor
of Chicago, Anton Cermalk, is fatally wounded.

1933

Upon his inauguration and as a result of the Great De-
pression, Franklin Roosevelt enacts his New Deal poli-
cies, which become the largest and most liberal
restructuring of the U.S. government in history.

1933

Having only been chancellor of Germany for a few
months, Adolf Hitler is given the legislative right by the
German Parliament, the Reichstag, to rule by decree,
making him the absolute ruler of the German people.

1935

The first widespread use of the term apartheid emerges
during the political campaign of the South African
Herenigde Nasionale party, which uses the African-orig-
inated word as a slogan. When the party comes into
power nearly a decade later, it begins to systematically
implement the race restriction policies associated with
the term.

1935

In the United States, the National Industrial Recovery
Act is declared unconstitutional on the grounds that
Congress had delegated law-making authority to non-
elected corporate and labor leaders. In response,
Franklin Roosevelt and Congress move to the so-called
Second New Deal, which attempts reform through reg-
ulation reform rather than through direct economic ad-
ministration.

1935

As the labor movement in the United States gains
strength, Congress passes the National Labor Relations
Act, requiring that employers bargain with labor
unions.



1935

As part of the Second New Deal, the United States
Congress enacts the Social Security Act, establishing
the retirement system of Social Security as well as na-
tional public welfare for dependent children.

1939

The membership of Hitler Youth, an organization cre-
ated by Hitler three years earlier in order to mold young
citizens of the Third Reich, has risen to an estimated
eight million young people.

1940

The America First Committee is established with help
from aviator Charles Lindbergh. The committee be-
comes nonexistent within a year, but its message of
noninvolvement in World War II had attracted 800,000
members.

1943

Despite being forced out of office due to the failures of
Italy in World War II, Benito Mussolini is installed as
leader of German-occupied Northern Italy, where he

wages a civil war against anti-fascists until the culmina-
tion of World War II.

1945

At the end of World War II, Europe falls into Western
and Eastern spheres of influence, predicating the
decades of Cold War between the United States and
the Soviet Union.

1948
Zionist leaders declare the state of Israel, thus creating a
Jewish nation in British-controlled Palestine, in the cen-

ter of the Arab Middle East.

1948

Mahatma Ghandi, considered a champion of nonvio-
lent civil disobedience, is murdered by Hindu national-
ist extremists as he attends a prayer meeting in the
Indian city of New Delhi.

1948

In the United States, former Vice President Henry
Wallace runs for president on the Progressive Party
ticket; he receives support from the Communist Party
of the United States, but wins no electoral college
votes. Harry Truman defeats Thomas Dewey in a sur-
prise victory despite the division of the American po-
litical left.
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1949

Mao Zedong is victorious in his quest to make China a
communist nation, defeating the nationalist forces of
the Kuomintang.

1952

French intellectual Alfred Sauvy coins the term third
world, a concept that originated during the worldwide
decolonization process that began in the aftermath of

World War II.

1953

Nikita Khrushchev replaces Josef Stalin as premier of
the Soviet Union. Khrushchev, looking to alleviate the
dissent caused by Stalin’s brutal regime, denounces
Stalin’s rule in a speech to a closed meeting of the 20th
Party Congress in 1956, leading to uprisings in Poland
and Hungary in that year.

1954

Martin Luther King, Jr. begins his career as the leader of
the civil rights movement and plans the Montgomery,
Alabama, bus boycott.

1954

In the aftermath of the Brown vs. Board of Education rul-
ing, which began desegregation in America’s public
schools, Robert P. Patterson forms the White Citizen s’
Council, whose purpose is to preserve segregation re-
gardless of the Brown ruling.

1956

Egyptian leader Gamal Abdel Nasser attempts to na-
tionalize the Suez Canal in order to fund expansionist
policies. In response, Israel, Great Britain, and France
attack to seize the canal. A United Nations resolution
ends the conflict.

1957

Martin Luther King, Jr., along with a number of black
leaders from 10 states, founds the Southern Christian
Leadership Conference (SCLC) in response to growing
protests among African Americans. The group’s main
focus is to preach nonviolent civil disobedience.

1960

Ramon Mercader, who had assassinated exiled Soviet
leader Leon Trotsky nearly 20 years earlier on Josef
Stalin’s orders, returns to the Soviet Union following
his incarceration in Mexico and is awarded the title of
“Hero of the Soviet Union.”
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1960

The Ba’ath Party, whose members would include future
leader Saddam Hussein, seizes power in Iraq after
launching a military coup and assuming the title of the
National Council of Revolutionary Command.

1961

President Dwight D. Eisenhower, during his final speech
as president, draws the world’s attention to the concept
known as the military-industrial complex. He describes
it as the relationship between the military and industri-
alists who profit by manufacturing arms and selling
them to the government.

1962

Tom Hayden founds the Students for a Democratic So-
ciety (SDS) after he writes the “Port Huron Statement,”
an essay that called for participatory democracy based
on nonviolent civil disobedience.

1964

The Civil Rights Act is passed, which guarantees equal
access to commercial establishments, travel facilities,
housing, employment, and all government benefits
without regard to race.

1964

In response to the widespread loss of power among
conservatives in the United States’s national political
arena, the American Conservative Union (ACU) is
founded. Within 10 years, membership would rise to an
estimated 45,000 people.

1965

The Voting Rights Act is passed in the United States,
providing a system of guarantees to ensure that the
right to vote would not be denied on the basis of race,
sex, belief, or social status.

1969

Following a series of violent conflicts that occurred be-
tween homosexuals and New York City’s police depart-
ment that came to be known as the Stonewall Riots, the
Gay Liberation Front is formed.

1970

The Christian Identity Movement (CIM), first founded
in 1840, begins to take on a new set of beliefs and
adopts the term Zionist Occupation Government (ZOG),
which CIM members describe as a conspiracy for Jew-
ish world-domination.

1979

Saddam Hussein, who would remain in power for
nearly 25 years before an invasion ousted him, becomes
the leader of Iraqg.

1979

The Islamic Revolution, led by the Ayatollah Khome-
ini, breaks out in Iran, bringing theocratic reform to the
Arab nation.

1984

Ronald Reagan wins a second term of the U.S. presi-
dency over Democratic candidate Walter Mondale with
the largest electoral margin in history, signifying the suc-
cess of rightist politics in America.

1991
The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics is officially
dissolved, having collapsed under the liberal policies of

Mikhail Gorbachev.

1993

A member of the anti-abortion group Rescue America
kills Dr. David Gunn, an abortion provider at the Pen-
sacola Women’s Medical Services Clinic. In response,
Congress passes the Freedom of Access to Clinic En-

trances Act (FACE).

2000

In one of the most contested presidential elections in
history, Republican George W. Bush is declared the
winner of the election over Democrat Al Gore. A split
between the left and right in the country is further
widened.

2001

Al-Qaeda terrorists hijack and crash four planes in the
United States, causing the worst foreign attack on U.S.
soil in modern times. President George W. Bush re-
sponds with an invasion of Afghanistan, where the ter-
rorists cells were trained and equipped.

2003

Citing a new doctrine of preemptive war, the United
States and Great Britain invade Iraq and topple dictator
Saddam Hussein.

2005

George W. Bush is inaugurated for a second term as
president, continuing a far-right, conservative U.S. ad-
ministration.
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The Left

Abolitionism

THE ABOLITIONIST movement lasted for a century
in Western Europe and the Americas and resulted in
ending the transatlantic slave trade and the practice of
humans owning other humans. Slavery has a long past
as an integral part of ancient civilizations. After the fall
of the Roman Empire, Europe abandoned slavery for
serfdom. But in 1442, Portuguese ships brought
African slaves first to Europe, but then mainly to the
Americas to work in the plantations, in what were re-
garded as unhealthy climates. The Europeans brought
Africans to the New World, thinking it was similar to
the slaves’ native West Africa. Between the 15th and
19th centuries, traders brought about 15 million slaves
to the Americas.

For an Enlightenment thinker of the 18th century,
the idea of slavery was irrational. The violation of the
rights of one person for the benefit of another was un-
acceptable. Human beings had the right to determine
their own destinies and were too valuable to be the
property of others. Thus, Enlightenment philosophers
proclaimed that slavery should be abolished. All major
religious groups had historically practiced slavery, but
within each group there were dissenters. Some aboli-
tionists split from their slavery-accepting churches and
established denominations of their own. Quakers and
evangelical religious groups began challenging slavery as

un-Christian. The rise of moral disapproval allowed re-
formers such as Granville Sharpe to win a legal case in
1772 for the abolition of slavery in Great Britain. The
English Court Chief Justice Lord Mansfield wrote a
judgement, which is historically called the Charter of
Freedom. In his decision, Mansfield wrote, “England is
a soil whose air is deemed too pure for slaves to breathe
in.” West Indian Englishmen could no longer bring
their slaves to England.

Abolitionists attempted to outlaw slavery in the
plantation areas of South America, the West Indies,
and the U.S. South. Between 1777 and 1804, all Ameri-
can states north of Maryland outlawed slavery. France
abolished slavery in 1794 during the French Revolution,
restored slavery under the empire in 1802, and abol-
ished it for good during the revolutionary fervor that
spread through Europe in 1848. Great Britain officially
abolished slavery in the British Empire in 1833, and the
Royal Navy enforced the ban on the slave trade.

U.S. ABOLITION

Historians point out that France and England legislated
slavery away relatively easily because for them it was a
colonial and not a home issue. In the United States, it
was a domestic problem, the social and economic un-
derpinning of half of the states, especially after the
market for cotton skyrocketed. The United States had

1



2 Abolitionism

outlawed the importation of slaves in 1808, but smug-
gling continued through the early years of the Civil
War. Having outlawed the trade, abolitionists focused
on the emancipation of slave populations. However,
After Eli Whitney’s invention of the cotton gin and the
northern textile revolution, Enlightenment idealism
gave way to economic reality: slavery was highly prof-
itable in cotton country and cotton was the fiber of the
New England textile industry. Abolitionists rejected the
economics of slavery, citing the moral arguments
against holding another human in bondage.

Abolitionist clergy included Theodore Dwight
Weld and Theodore Parker. Writers included John
Greenleaf Whittier, James Russell Lowell, and Lydia
Maria Child. Free-black former slaves included William
Wells Brown and Frederick Douglass. Early in the 19th
century, the abolitionists accepted the concept of grad-
ualism; that is, gradually freeing the slaves with, per-
haps, relocation to Africa. Arthur and Lewis Tappan
led the gradualists, but the movement passed them by in
the 1830s.

David Walker published David Walker’s Appeal in
1829, smuggling it into the South in the linings of
sailors’ clothing. He invoked the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, citing the right of revolution, and he urged
slave insurrection. White Southerners passed laws pro-
hibiting the teaching of reading and writing to African
Americans. During the 30 years before the Civil War,
abolitionists demanded immediate action. White and
black abolitionists created local and national organiza-
tions, published attacks on a moral and political evil,
and inflamed passions while trying to enlighten north-
ern whites and make slavery a national issue.

William Lloyd Garrison, publisher of The Liberator
from 1831 through 1865 and founder of the American
Anti-Slavery Society (1833-70), supported Walker but
was a pacifist, and preferred moral suasion. His rhetoric
was incendiary, though, and demanded immediate
emancipation and full legal equality. Southerners
blamed his newspaper for Nat Turner’s uprising (1831),
even though Garrison denounced the action. Slave re-
volts such as Turner’s, which killed 55 whites, led
Southerners to tighten their legal and extralegal con-
trols over the system and to stifle discussion of aboli-
tion. Abolitionists increased their pressure.

Abolitionist rejection of the legality of slavery
threatened the economic and social system of the
South and the integrity of the Union. The U.S. Consti-
tution allowed states to determine whether to authorize
or prohibit slavery within their borders. Abolitionists
attempted to impose a national standard on a state’s

rights. They encountered hostility from distrustful
Northerners alarmed at their extremism. Still, the
movement grew. Abolitionists flouted the Fugitive Slave
Law of 1850, which obligated the states to support each
other’s slave laws, by spiriting slaves to freedom
through the Underground Railroad. Mob violence
grew as the movement became more visible. The 1838
Anti-Slavery Convention of American Women saw
3,000 white and black women gather in Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania. The speakers could not be heard over the
noise of the anti-abolitionist mob outside. The women
left under a barrage of stones and insults, and the crowd
burned the hall the next day.

In the 1840s, leadership moved to escaped slaves
such as Douglass, who rejected Garrison’s reading of
the Constitution as pro-slavery. For Douglass, the con-
stitutional power to regulate slavery included the power
to outlaw it. Garrison and Douglass split, but the move-
ment persisted.

The opening of the west raised the stakes in the
1840s and 1850s. Northerners accepted slavery as a
Southern right but opposed its spread into the west.
Southerners needed slavery to spread to maintain polit-
ical parity for their system; they could not afford to let
free states outnumber slave states. Some historians be-
lieve they overreached with the Fugitive Slave Law. As
ruthless slave catchers returned runaways, Northern
public opinion shifted toward the abolitionists. Harriet
Beecher Stowe’s Uncle Tom’s Cabin (1852) further
strengthened the abolitionist cause by its graphic depic-
tion of the horrors of the system.

John Brown’s 1859 raid on Harper’s Ferry, Virginia,
convinced the South that the Northern fanatics would
stop at nothing. The rise of the American Republican
Party, which promoted policy against the spread of slav-
ery, intensified Southern concern. Southerners feared
the election of Abraham Lincoln would kill their way
of life.

Abolitionists worked together, but that did not nec-
essarily mean that whites regarded African Americans
as equals. Whites who would eagerly abolish slavery
could not bring themselves to regard blacks as equal.
Black abolitionists tended to want equal rights. Male
abolitionists were not totally comfortable with women
in the movement. Women boycotted slave-produced
goods and raised money through food sales and fairs.
Women’s abolitionist activism led, by the 1830s, to de-
bates over whether women should be involved in
“men’s” activities. Women abolitionists were promi-
nent in the Seneca Falls (New York) Convention of
1848, which first organized the women’s movement.



Maria Stewart, a black woman, wrote and spoke against
slavery and she eased the way for African American
women such as Frances Ellen Watkins Harper, So-
journer Truth, and Harriet Tubman.

Abolitionists persisted through the Civil War be-
cause the Emancipation Proclamation applied only to
those slaves behind Confederate lines. True abolition
came after the war with ratification of the Thirteenth
Amendment. In the aftermath of U.S. abolition, Latin
American slave states began to emancipate, with Cuba
and Brazil freeing slaves from 1880 to 1886 and from
1883 to 1888, respectively.

POLITICS OF SLAVERY

Abolitionism, as an extension of the Enlightenment
principle of natural rights, represented a radical chal-
lenge to the economic and political status quo, and as
such, it was an essentially radical doctrine. Indeed,
those members of the American Republican Party who
were the strongest advocates of abolition (rather than
just opposed to the extension of slavery into new terri-
tories of the west), were known by enemies and friends
alike as Radical Republicans. However, the vision for
the former slaves, held by the Radical Republicans and
most abolitionists, was that they would become free
wage-laborers.

Defenders of slavery and Marxists alike pointed
out that so-called free laborers in capitalist society often
suffered conditions that were worse than those of
slaves. Society made no formal provisions to prevent
the starvation of the unemployed, the injured, or the
orphans of such workers. By contrast, many slave own-
ers made such provisions for slaves. Thus abolitionism,
while radical from the perspective of the slave owners,
was essentially conservative in so far that it was sup-
portive of the capitalist wage system.
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Abortion/Pro-Choice

FEW WORDS IN THE HISTORY of the United
States have caused more controversy than abortion.
Abortion is an issue that encourages absolutist views on
both sides. Pro-choice advocates argue that abortion
rights deal with the right of women to control their
own bodies. Anti-choice advocates claim that abortion
is murder under all circumstances. Other views are
more moderate. Some anti-choice may accept rape, in-
cest, fetal deformity, and threats to maternal mortality
as valid exceptions to a total ban on abortions. Some
pro-choice advocates may oppose late-term abortions.
The battle for control of the issue has been waged in
homes, family-planning clinics, the streets, and in ad-
ministrative offices, courts, and legislatures at both the
state and national levels.

Conservatives who believe that government should
uphold traditional sanctions against the taking of
human life have asserted that the killing of any fetus at
any age represents a violation of the inherent right to
life. The anti-abortion position has attracted support
from religious conservatives who believe that abortion
represents only one symptom of moral decay in mod-
ern culture. On the other hand, liberals have been at-
tracted to the pro-choice position precisely because
they believe that the realm of personal moral choice in-
cludes control over reproduction. Furthermore, by free-
ing women from the obligation to have unwanted
children, they see the extension of abortion rights as a
step in the direction of the liberation of women. How-
ever, the division between conservatives and liberals on
this issue often cuts across conservative-liberal align-
ments on other issues. Thus, for example, opposition
to abortion can be found among both men and women
who are active in labor union causes, while pro-abortion
advocates can be found among otherwise conservative
Republicans in the United States.

When the U.S. Constitution was written in 1787,
abortion was accepted as a matter of course, and few
people considered it a legal issue. Over the next few
decades, newspapers regularly carried ads for various
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methods to induce abortion. During the mid-19th cen-
tury, the medical profession led the move to limit abor-
tion in order to gain control over women’s health issues
and to shut midwives out of the birthing process. As a
result, many states banned abortions after “quicken-
ing,” the point at which the mother first felt the fetus
move. In 1873, Congress passed the Comstock Law,
which was designed to prevent the transfer of materials
that Anthony Comstock viewed as obscene. This in-
cluded not only ads related to abortion, but also all in-
formation concerning birth control.

In 1945, Alan Guttmacher, a physician and a birth
control advocate, devised a plan to cut down on the
number of botched abortions. Guttmacher developed
the idea of therapeutic abortions that were performed
in hospitals by licensed medical personnel to protect
the physical and psychological health of pregnant
women. Hundreds of hospitals responded by appoint-
ing committees to determine whether women request-
ing abortions met the “therapeutic” standard.

The national media drew attention to the abortion
debate in 1962 when it was discovered that a number of
American women who had participated in medical tests
had received the drug Thalidomide. This drug, which
had been used routinely in Europe, was responsible for
an epidemic of birth deformities that ranged from ba-
bies born without arms and legs to serious internal de-
formities. In Europe, 5,000 such babies were born.
Sherri Finkbine, the mother of four children and the
host of the children’s television show Romper Room,
took the medication without knowing she was preg-
nant. Finkbine ultimately obtained an abortion in
Switzerland after being harassed and threatened by local
anti-abortion advocates and being vilified around the
country. The abortion battle heated up again four years
later during a German-measles epidemic in San Fran-
cisco, California. Ninety percent of babies born to
mothers who had been exposed to measles were born
with significant birth defects. Sates began to pass more
liberal abortion laws.

GRISWOLD v. CONNECTICUT

In the 1960s, the reenergized women’s movement made
reproductive issues an essential element of women’s
rights, targeting states that banned access to birth con-
trol. For years, women and the medical community had
tried to challenge such laws in Connecticut but failed to
meet requirements of ‘“standing” (having a personal
stake in the case) and “ripeness” (being relevant at the
time the case reached the courts). As a result, birth con-

trol advocates, including Mrs. Charles Tiffany and Mrs.
Thomas Hepburn (the mother of actress Katharine
Hepburn), planned a test case that would meet technical
requirements. A physician and a clinic director were
convicted and fined, and the Supreme Court agreed to
hear the case.

On June 7, 1965, in a 7-2 decision, the court held in
Griswold v. Connecticut (381 U.S. 479) that the right to
privacy, which had never before been articulated by the
court, provided the basis for a constitutional right to
birth control for married people. Advocates of judicial
restraint were appalled, arguing that the court was mak-
ing laws rather than interpreting them. In 1972, the
court extended the right to single people in Eisenstadt v.
Baird (405 U.S. 438), a case brought by a doctor, which
had been prohibited from distributing birth control to
patients whose lives were jeopardized by pregnancy.

ROE v. WADE

In 1969, Norma McCorvey discovered that she was
pregnant. McCorvey already had a five-year-old daugh-
ter, who was being brought up by her mother in Texas.
She was prevented from having an abortion in Texas,
despite her false statement that she had been raped. Mc-
Corvey met Sarah Weddington and Linda Coffee, two
young lawyers who were looking for a test case to chal-
lenge the 19th-century law that limited women’s repro-
ductive choices in Texas. Although they had little legal
experience, Weddington and Coffee were enthusiastic
about helping women take control of their lives.

In 1971, McCorvey’s case reached the Supreme
Court as Roe v. Wade (410 U.S. 113). Due to two vacant
seats and the magnitude of the case, the court ordered
rearguments for the following year. Weddington and
Coffee challenged the Texas law on the grounds that it
violated a woman’s right to privacy according to the
Ninth Amendment, the Due Process Clause of the Fifth
Amendment, and the Equal Protection Clauses of the
Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments. On January 22,
1973, the court handed down the decision, which built
on the right to privacy guaranteed in Griswold. The
court determined that a woman has a constitutional
right to obtain an abortion. The court suspended both
the “standing” and ‘“ripeness” requirements on the
basis that the outcome of the case would affect other
women who were pregnant or who might become so.

Chief Justice Warren Burger assigned Harry Black-
mun to write the decisions in Roe v. Wade and a com-
panion case, Doe v. Bolton (410 U.S. 179), which

overturned Georgia’s law restricting abortions to hospi-



tals accredited by special committee. Blackmun, who
had a background in medical law, provided for access to
abortion based on the development of the fetus. In the
first trimester (1 to 11 weeks), abortions were consid-
ered to be solely the decision of the woman and her
physician.

During the second trimester (12 to 24 weeks), in
which “quickening” occurred, states were given some
freedom to restrict access to abortion. In the final
trimester (25 weeks to birth), states were considered to
have a substantial right to protect a fetus that had a
chance of surviving outside the mother’s womb. Black-
mun contended that denying access to abortions
throughout a woman’s pregnancy violated the Due
Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, denying
a woman her constitutional right to privacy.

The court’s decision in Roe sent a wake-up call to
anti-abortion advocates, who began to lobby for a con-
stitutional amendment to ban all abortions. In 1980,
Ronald Reagan campaigned with a promise to end abor-
tions. In 1985, in Thornburgh v. the American College of
Obstetrics and Gynecology (476 U.S. 747), the Supreme
Court came within one vote of overturning Roe. Over
the next few years, with the intention of stacking the
court, (appointing conservative judges), the Reagan and
George H.W. Bush administrations used views on abor-
tion as a litmus test for choosing Supreme Court nomi-
nees.

ABORTION FUNDING

Abortion opponents determined to use any available
method to chip away at the right to choose. In Congress,
Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC) and Representative Henry
Hyde (R-IL) introduced what became known as the
Hyde Amendment, banning the use of Medicare funds
for abortion services and limiting reproductive choices
of poor women. The bill was reintroduced in every ses-
sion of Congress from 1976 onward. In 1980, the
Supreme Court upheld the Hyde Amendment in Harris
v. McRae (448 U.S. 297) and allowed states to ban state-
funded abortions in Williams v. Zbarag (448 U.S. 358).
Abortion opponents in Congress also convinced
their colleagues to further restrict reproductive rights
by targeting clinics receiving funds under Title X of the
Public Health Services Act, which had funded family
planning research, education, and health services since
1970. Congress banned abortions funded through Title
X early in the abortion debate. In the 1990s, they de-
cided to go further, banning recipients of Title X funds
from even using the word “abortion.” Clinic workers
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were required to read a prepared statement, which said
“this project does not consider abortion an appropriate
method of family planning and therefore does not
counsel or refer for abortion.”

A number of groups banded together to fight the
enforcement of the Title X ban. Civil libertarians and
medical personnel objected to the “gag rule” on the
grounds that it violated freedom of speech. Physicians
argued that the ban prevented them from providing a
full range of medical services. Civil rights advocates be-
lieved the law discriminated against poor women, who
were predominately African American and Hispanic.
Pro-choice advocates saw it as one more nail in the cof-
fin of abortion rights.

In 1991, in Rust v. Sullivan (500 U.S. 173), the court
upheld the law in a 5-4 decision. After Rust, Congress
passed the Wyden-Porter bill, standing by their original
plans for Title X funds. A Bush veto of the bill was up-
held by a narrow margin. After entering the White
House in January 1993, Bill Clinton issued an executive
order that called for new guidelines for Title X, effec-
tively negating the Rust decision.

CLINIC ACCESS

Pro-choice advocates have often been frightened by the
constant presence of protestors outside family planning
clinics. Protestors insisted that the First Amendment
gives them to right to keep up their campaign of intim-
idation. As courts continued to uphold abortion rights,
protestors became more hostile to clinic staff and
clients. Their activities took the form of stalking, as-
sault, battery, kidnapping, bombing, chemical attacks,
and death threats. In 1993, in Bray v. Alexandria Women’s
Health Clinic (506 U.S. 263), the Supreme Court refused
to accept the argument that the protests violated the
civil rights of the staff and clients of family planning
clinics. Pro-choice advocates were stunned with the Bray
decision, believing that protestors would become even
more violent. They did.

On March 10, 1993, Michael Griffin of the Rescue
America anti-abortion group killed Dr. David Gunn, an
abortion provider at the Pensacola Women’s Medical
Services Clinic in Florida. After Gunn’s death, Con-
gress passed the Freedom of Access to Clinic Entrances
Act (FACE), enacting both criminal and civil penalties
for obstructing and damaging family planning clinics
and interfering with those engaged in giving or receiving
services. Despite the new law, on July 29, 1994, Paul
Hill, a former minister, killed Dr. John Britton and
James Barrett, a volunteer escort, at a Pensacola clinic.
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A pro-choice coalition group, Georgians for Choice, displays their protest signs demanding abortion be kept legal. Such pro-abortion advocacy
grew out of reaction to anti-abortion advocates making progress to have the U.S. Supreme Court overturn the legality of abortion.

Insisting that their actions were protected by the
First Amendment, protestors continued their Florida
campaign. At one clinic, they threw butyric acid at the
facilities and repeatedly stalked clinic staff. Protestors
gathered personal information about clinic staff from li-
cense plates and used it to harass staff and their families
and neighbors. In response, Florida established buffer
zones to keep protestors away from abortion clinics.
Such laws required protestors to stay at least 36 feet
away from clinics at all times. When the law was chal-
lenged in Madsen v. Women’s Health Clinic (512 U.S. 753)
in 1994, the court did an about-face and acknowledged
Florida’s legitimate interest in protecting the right of
those seeking services at family planning clinics. In
1997, in Schenck v. Pro-Choice Network of Western New
York (519 U.S. 357), the court upheld a law requiring
abortion protestors to remain at least 1,500 feet from
abortion clinics but struck down so-called floating
zones that gave clinic staff greater protection.

During the 1990s, pro-choice advocates decided to
go after anti-abortion protestors by making the actions

of the protestors so costly that it would deter violence
at family planning clinics. Strategists chose the Racke-
teer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act (RICO),
which had been passed in 1970 as part of an effort to
prevent those engaged in organized crime from benefit-
ing economically from acts of violence. Under RICO,
defendants faced punitive damages as well as criminal
penalties.

In 1994, in National Organization for Women «. Schei-
dler (510 U.S. 249), the Supreme Court unanimously
upheld the right to use RICO to prevent attacks on fam-
ily planning clinics. However, in 2003, in Scheidler v.
NOW (537 U.S. 393), in an 8-1 decision, the court
threw out a $250,000 award levied against abortion op-
ponents, stating that abortion protests did not amount
to “extortion” under the terms of RICO.

WEBSTER v. REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH SERVICES

By the early 1990s, pro-choice advocates and court
watchers around the country had become convinced



that the Reagan/Bush judicial appointees were ready to
overturn Roe. Anti-choice advocates won a resounding
victory in 1989 with Webster v. Reproductive Health Ser-
vices (492 U.S. 490), which allowed states to control ac-
cess to abortion as long as they did not outlaw
abortions entirely. The liberal wing of the court voted
to overturn all aspects of Missouri’s restrictions on
abortion. Blackmun, the author of Roe, wrote in an un-
published opinion: “I rue this day. I rue the violence
that has been done to the liberty and equality of
women. | rue the violence that has been done to our
legal fabric and to the integrity of the Constitution. I
rue the inevitable loss of public esteem for this Court.”

PLANNED PARENTHOOD OF
SOUTHEASTERN PENNSYLVANIA v. CASEY

In a surprise move on June 29, 1992, the Supreme
Court announced its decision in Planned Parenthood of
Southeastern Pennsylvania v. Casey (505 U.S. 833), allow-
ing both pro-choice and anti-abortion advocates to
claim success. Casey specifically stated that the court
stood by Roe. Nevertheless, the court also upheld cer-
tain aspects of Pennsylvania’s restrictive abortion laws,
including informed consent in which a woman seeking
an abortion was given information material geared to-
ward convincing her not to have an abortion and a 24-
hour waiting period before abortions could be
performed. The court overturned the spousal consent
provision of the law that required a married woman to
notify her husband before obtaining an abortion.

Guided by Justice Sandra Day O’Connor, the court
backed away from the trimester system established by
Blackmun in Roe, replacing it with the “undue burden”
test, which recognized that states have a substantial in-
terest in protecting an unborn fetus while stipulating
that no state could place an “undue burden” on a
woman’s access to abortion. Many pro-choice advo-
cates believed that the 24-hour waiting period placed an
undue burden on women who lived in areas where
abortion services were not readily available. They of-
fered the fact that 80 percent of all counties in the
United States have no abortion providers because
physicians have become afraid to perform the proce-
dures.

POST-CASEY

While pro-choice advocates felt less threatened after
Casey, the battle over abortion rights continued, gather-
ing new heat after Congress passed the Partial-Birth
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Abortion-Ban Act, criminalizing the procedure known
as intact dilation extraction. Clinton had twice vetoed
similar bills. Liberals saw the act as a back-door method
of limiting Roe. The Department of Justice began to
subpoena records of abortions at hospitals and clinics.
Judges in New York, California, and Nebraska tem-
porarily halted the release of the records, calling the law
“vague” and “unconstitutional.” Pro-choice advocates
were also dismayed by Congressional approval of the
Unborn Victims of Violence Act in early 2004 that
made it separate crimes to harm a pregnant woman and
an unborn fetus, which was defined as “a member of
the species homo sapiens, at any stage of development,
who is carried in the womb.” Pro-choice advocates saw
it as another way to limit reproductive rights.
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Affirmative Action
BY THE MIDDLE of the 1960s, it had become obvious

that the state of the African American underclass in the
United States needed to be addressed. Measures were
required to attempt to mend some of the problems that
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African Americans faced. The American public had be-
come exposed to a new civil rights movement with lead-
ers rallying black masses to take action against an
oppressive and racist society. A sympathetic President
Lyndon Johnson signed the Civil Rights Act on July 2,
1964, in an attempt to help eradicate acts of racial dis-
crimination, but it seemed primarily to address overt
acts of personal prejudice.

Affirmative action programs have their legal basis
in the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Although the first exec-
utive order enforcing affirmative action was not issued
until September 1965, the act marked a major new com-
mitment toward outlawing racial and sexual discrimina-
tion. Johnson defined his policy in a speech to Howard
University students on June 4, 1965, in which he de-
clared that institutionalized racism was preventing
African Americans from attaining equal rights. Institu-
tional racism is the concept that underlying structural
forces prevent African Americans from gaining equality
with whites.

Civil rights leaders Malcolm X and Stokely
Carmichael were the earliest activists to publicly de-
nounce institutional racism and its effects on the black
masses, identifying such factors as inferior education
due to segregated schools as constituting institutional
racism. To rectify this problem, Johnson advocated pro-
tection of minority group rights over individual rights,
which led to affirmative action programs.

The basis of affirmative action programs was that
while blacks were legally equal to whites, because of
segregation, they were still trapped in the lowest socie-
tal class and faced many obstacles in order to rise in so-
ciety. Thus, for America to truly treat African
Americans equally, blacks were entitled to certain priv-
ileges that incorporated them into various professions
and places of higher education. Such programs have
proven to be successful, but nonetheless have under-
gone extreme criticism from conservative opponents
who claim that such programs are “reverse racism.”

Restitution has been one of the basic principles that
define affirmative action programs. Proponents of resti-
tution believe that African Americans should be com-
pensated for their victimized pasts. Slavery lasted for
almost 250 years in America and when it was abolished,
it was then replaced by legalized segregation to facilitate
the economic and political control of the freed slaves.
Lynching became a common mistreatment of blacks at
the end of the 19th century and served to further en-
force racial injustice. While segregation was legally
abolished by 1968, the positive effects would not be felt
by African Americans unless further actions were taken

to integrate them into better jobs, higher education, and
middle class society. Affirmative action programs thus
focused on giving priority to a small percentage of
African Americans who displayed the qualities and po-
tential to excel in school or at work, and who otherwise
would have been overlooked in favor of white candi-
dates.

LEGAL INTERPRETATIONS

Opposition to affirmative action programs increased in
the 1970s and 1980s and can be seen in landmark court
decisions such as Regents of the University of California v.
Bakke. In this case, a white student was denied admis-
sion to the Medical School at the University of Califor-
nia, whereas minority students with lower grades and
test scores secured admission based on race. The court
ruled in favor of the student, claiming that the admis-
sions policy of the school practiced reverse discrimina-
tion by using a quota system. Such a system reserved a
set number of places only for minority students. How-
ever, the court did not rule that race could not be an
issue in determining admissions, which would lead to
further interpretations of admissions policies.

This monumental decision effectively defined vari-
ous affirmative action programs as reverse racism. It
banned all programs that used inflexible quota systems.
The court’s reversal of policy reflected America’s pro-
found ambivalence toward racism. Conservative public
figures played upon white resentment toward minori-
ties, claiming that African Americans received preferen-
tial treatment rather than having to work hard to gain
success. Such resentment was a potent force due to the
economic crises and restructuring that shook the
United States in the 1970s. Black demands seemed to
pose a direct threat to already discouraged white job
seekers. White hostility toward African Americans in-
tensified in the 1980s. Racial violence surfaced again as
“skinhead” white supremacist movements appeared in
numerous cities. White proponents of affirmative ac-
tion anticipated that these programs would only last for
a short period of time and would end once the last ex-
isting discriminatory aspects of society had been eradi-
cated. But this point was lost in the heat of the
moment.

By the start of the 1980s, many Americans believed
that affirmative action programs were no longer neces-
sary. Throughout the 1970s, a small but noticeable num-
ber of African Americans had risen out of the lower
class, secured better jobs, and entered the middle class.
A small percentage of blacks had gained admission into



schools of higher education. A few conspicuous
African American success stories in the news media,
combined with the abolition of legalized segregation,
persuaded much of white America that racist practices
had been curtailed and that widespread affirmative ac-
tion was no longer required. However, at the same time,
while there was a slight increase in the black middle
class, conditions for lower-class African Americans
were steadily growing worse. Their employment was
concentrated in unskilled jobs in the old industrial sec-
tors and de-industrialization eliminated these positions.

In 1980, the Supreme Court supported the affirma-
tive action policy in Fullilove v. Klutznick. The court re-
jected a contractor’s claim against a federal requirement
stating that 10 percent of the work on federal projects
must be assigned to minority firms. The case of Bob
Jones University v. United States in 1983 witnessed an-
other victory for affirmative action proponents. The
court ruled that if a university practices discriminatory
admissions policies, then it should forfeit its tax-exempt
status, as this amounted to a form of federal aid, and
consequently constituted state action governed by the
Fourteenth Amendment. These liberal rulings would
soon face conservative criticism. From 1981 to 1991,
four of the next five appointed Supreme Court Justices
shared conservative views.

The 1980s marked a stark deterioration of affirma-
tive action policies as conservative Republican Presi-
dents Ronald Reagan and George H.W. Bush occupied
the White House for 12 consecutive years. After a few
important Supreme Court victories on behalf of these
programs, the Supreme Court began to rule against af-
firmative action policies.

In 1984, the Supreme Court ruled in Firefighters
Local Union v. Stotts that an affirmative action program
that attempted to protect black workers from a dispro-
portionate amount of redundancies was not valid. In
this instance, the court underlined the importance of
proving that a direct act of discrimination against
African Americans had occurred in order for such a
countervailing policy of preferential treatment to apply.
The following year, in Wygant v. Jackson Board of Educa-
tion, the Supreme Court ruled that societal discrimina-
tion on its own would not be enough to justify an
affirmative action program.

In 1995, even though Democratic President Bill
Clinton supported affirmative action, the conservative
courts continued to make the implementation of such
policies an arduous task. In Adarand Constructors w.
Pena, the Supreme Court made it more difficult to jus-
tify the use of affirmative action by ruling that only a
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“compelling interest” would allow the government to
support a race-based decision.

UNIVERSITY ADMISSIONS

In the early 2000s, the Supreme Court strayed from its
past rulings on affirmative action in regard to admis-
sions to universities. In the University of Michigan
court case in 2003, Grutter v. Bollinger, the Supreme
Court made a major ruling in favor of the University of
Michigan’s Law School admissions policy. The law
school used race as one of many secondary factors that
it considered in determining which students to accept
for admission. The court based its decision on the fact
that race was only used as one of many secondary fac-
tors. The law school used a points-based admissions
program, and Native Americans, Latinos, and African
Americans all received 20 points because they were cat-
egorized as underrepresented minorities. Other groups
that received preferential points included children of
alumni, poor rural students, and students whose par-
ents had donated money to the school. Race alone
could not gain a student acceptance.

The law school’s strong academic reputation served
to defend the school’s claim that it only accepted mi-
nority students who showed promise to reach academic
success and fulfill their degrees without any undue
problems. In addition, the university argued success-
fully that a more diverse student body precipitates a
better learning environment, with more ideas and per-
spectives to add to discussions. Many major businesses
wrote in support of the policy, claiming that more mi-
nority students are needed to bring diversity to an ever-
increasing global marketplace. These points were taken
into great consideration when the court made its ruling.

The argument for some liberals is that there are
many other factors that determine an applicant’s fate
that are also nonacademic in nature, such as musical
abilities, athletics, whether she is the child of alumni, or
whether the family is a financial contributor to the uni-
versity. Liberals point to the case of President George
W. Bush, whose grades and test scores fell short of the
standard when he applied to Yale University. Yet be-
cause his family had a long history as Yale alumni, the
future president was admitted. The point is that there
are many factors besides race and academic merit that
determine a student’s application, and that race is a
valid factor when considered alongside others.

A final argument of proponents for affirmative ac-
tion programs in university admissions programs is the
belief in the importance of a diverse student body.
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Thus, the admission of promising minority students
who otherwise would have been denied a place at the in-
stitution if the admissions policy was solely based on
test scores and grade point average is justified. This re-
sults in black graduates being able to receive better jobs
and add cultural diversity to the marketplace.

Within the American political context, affirmative
action programs have been advocated by liberal Democ-
rats and opposed by conservative Democrats and Re-
publicans.
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Africa

PRIOR TO WORLD WAR II, only three countries in
Africa could claim independence: Liberia, Egypt, and
Ethiopia. By the second half of the 20th century, the
process of decolonization took hold on the continent

as former European colonies gained independence. The
new countries of Africa adopted a variety of forms of
government, some emulating their former colonial
structures, others embracing socialism, and many
falling into states of tribal totalitarianism.

THE LEFT IN AFRICA

Indeed, the ideology behind the independence move-
ments varied considerably. Within Angola, Zimbabwe,
and Mozambique, the inspiration was radically commu-
nist and imported into the continent. By contrast, in
the conservative Kenya of Jomo Kenyatta and Daniel
arap Moi, a more culturally linked nationalist ideology
emerged after independence, around the Harrambee
movement. This was an attempt to harness already ex-
isting communal work practices among Kenya’s tribes
to the goal of nation-building.

Africans involved in the communist “national liber-
ation movements,” spearheaded by the Soviet Union’s
quest to export Marxist-Leninism, underwent indoctri-
nation in camps with like-minded revolutionaries.
From 1976, such Marxist African national liberation
movements as the ANC (African National Congress)
were receiving training in camps sponsored by Yasser
Arafat’s PLO (Palestine Liberation Organization) in
southern Lebanon. Conservative writers like Jillian
Becker Claire Sterling asserted that the Soviet Union
was funding the training camps. Training camps were
also alleged to exist in Colonel Muammar Quaddafi's
Libya.

After liberation, some progressive countries in
Africa embraced socialism as their guiding force.
Quaddafi would bring his own brand of socialism to
Libya through his Green Book. But his administration,
while supporting terrorism in the Middle East and ter-
ritorial aggrandizement at the expense of Chad to the
south, did not devote its energies fully to socialism at
home. Besides, Quaddafi’s Green Book presented an im-
perfect guide; at best, it was an ad hoc socialist mani-
festo geared toward maintaining his personal power.

Perhaps the most significant, if lesser known, exam-
ple of socialism in Africa was Senegal during the long
administration of Leopold Senghor, who was the coun-
try’s first president (1960-80). He espoused a philoso-
phy called Negritude, emphasizing the uniqueness of
African culture, which found receptive listeners in the
United States as well as in France. Senghor cultivated
his progressive form of African socialism, which com-
bined socialist thought with the tribal heritage of the
country. According to African historian David P. John-
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The continent of Africa has seen its share of leftist movements, some homegrown, as in Egypt, others imported from communist regimes

abroad into countries such as Angola and Mozambique. In the 2000s, Africa faced issues of tribal genocide and Islamic extremism, particu-
larly in Sudan—a close geographic neighbor to the Arab nations of the Middle East.
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son, “in the so-called passive revolution of 1976, Seng-
hor responded to economic and political stagnation by
introducing greater political and economic freedom.
However, Senegal’s economic crisis persisted, and, bow-
ing to popular discontent, Senghor retired from office
in 1980, one of the few African rulers to voluntarily re-
linquish power.” Senghor also brought a sense of unity
to a country where both Christianity and Islam were
represented next to traditional tribal beliefs. The intro-
duction of new economic planning in 1994 led to a re-
duction in socialism in the state economy and better
economic growth began in 2001.

Another example of socialism emerged in Algeria,
Like Senegal, Algeria was part of the former French
Empire and this reflects the impact that socialism had
had upon the French intellectual ferment since the
1830s. Algeria’s war for independence against the
French began in November 1954, when the National
Liberation Front (FLN) began its struggle against the
colonial government that lasted until Algerian inde-
pendence in 1962. One of the most noteworthy of FLN
commanders was Houari Boumedienne. In 1965, he led
a military coup against President Ahmed Ben Bella and
succeeded in establishing an Islamic socialist state.
However, Boumedienne was able to avoid the fanatic Is-
Jamism as seen in the movements of al-Qaeda, Hamas,
Hizbollah, and the Islamic Jihad.

Through force of character, Boumedienne governed
Algeria with no formal position until he was elected
president in 1976. His form of socialism, unlike Seng-
hor’s experiment in Senegal, led to strong economic
growth in Algeria. When he died in 1978, Boumedienne
was on the verge of establishing a unique North African
Socialist Federation. After his death, the FLN contin-
ued in power with its socialist agenda. However, in the
period from 1991 to 1992, the nullification of elections
in which more extreme Islamists in the Islamic Salva-
tion Front (FIS) showed a strong electoral presence led
to a civil war that plagues Algeria into the 2000s. At
least some 70,000 lives have been lost thus far.

As the fight for independence raged in Algeria, both
Morocco and Tunisia gained independence from France
in 1956. In Morocco, King Hassan II and in Tunisia,
Habib Bourguiba, chairman of the Neo-Destour Party,
would both govern their countries with a liberalism lit-
tle seen in Africa.

In the country of South Africa, leftist movements
help topple the apartheid regime. During the 19th cen-
tury in South Africa, a brutal series of colonial wars,
climaxing with the destruction of the Zulu kingdom in
1879, had reduced the original black inhabitants to a

state of subjugation to the minority white population.
This system was institutionalized as apartheid—the rig-
orous separation of the races. Blacks could work in the
cities and contribute to the growth of the wealth of the
white ruling class, but they were compelled to live in
segregated and often poverty-stricken townships.

As a result of apartheid, an indigenous African Na-
tional Congress (ANC) party was formed with a strong
communist leaning. The extreme right-wing National
Party took power in 1948, making apartheid the official
policy of the country. Because of massacres against
blacks committed by apartheid forces, the ANC formed
its military wing, the Umkhonto we Sizwe (MK, or
Spear of the Nation), in December 1961. For more than
30 vyears, the struggle between the ANC and the
apartheid regime dominated South Africa, until
apartheid was abolished in 1991. In the democratic elec-
tions that followed, former ANC leader Nelson Man-
dela was elected the country’s first black president.
With a successful and peaceful transition of govern-
ment, the ANC left behind much of its leftist ideology
in favor of a capitalist system.

FOREIGN MERCENARIES

The 1960s was a decade of turmoil in Africa, in which
numerous countries revolted against European colonial
rule. Leftist revolutionary movements, staffed with mer-
cenaries from faraway communist nations such as
Cuba, often ruptured these emerging African nations,
and this was perhaps most apparent in Angola and
Mozambique.

With help from Algeria, full-scale resistance to Por-
tuguese rule had begun in 1963 in Angola. However, in-
tramural warfare between the two independence
movements, the MPLA and FNLA, hampered the
struggle against the Portuguese, who had exploited the
country—as Mozambique—since the early 16th cen-
tury. However, by 1968 the MPLA was in control of the
country. The MPLA had a political advantage over the
FNLA because of its links to the international ideolog-
ical left. At the same time, an anticolonial struggle was
being waged by another communist group in Mozam-
bique, FRELIMO, a sign that the independence move-
ments had become part of the “wars of national
liberation” that Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev had
vowed to support throughout the world.

After 10 years of sporadic warfare and major polit-
ical changes in Portugal, Mozambique became inde-
pendent on June 25, 1975. FRELIMO quickly
established a one-party Marxist state. By 1975, both



Angola and Mozambique were independent states but
fated for continued internal strife.

During the same era, under Gamal Abdel Nasser,
Egypt played a major role in developing socialist
thought among the arabs of Africa. In 1942, Nasser
founded the secret Society of Free Officers, which
fought against political corruption and foreign domina-
tion of Egypt, and in 1952 Nasser led an army coup that
deposed King Farouk. In 1956, he was elected, unop-
posed, president of the republic of Egypt. His national-
ization of the Suez Canal in 1956 precipitated a
short-lived, abortive invasion by Great Britain, France,
and Israel.

In 1967, Nasser precipitated war with Israel by dis-
solving United Nations peacekeeping forces in the Sinai
and blockading the Israeli port of Elat. He resigned
from office following Egypt’s disastrous defeat, but
massive demonstrations of support forced his return.
During his period of rule, Nasser instituted a program
of land reform and economic and social development
known as Arab socialism, which sought to unify Arabic
Africans under a unique leftist doctrine. Nasser helped
reestablish Arab national pride, which had been under-
mined by many decades of Western domination.

In foreign affairs, Nasser originally assumed a neu-
tralist position, seeking support from both the East and
the West to bolster his position in the Middle East.
After his nation’s military defeat in 1967, however,
Nasser became increasingly dependent on the Soviet
Union for military and economic aid. Nasser died in
1970, but the secular and leftist-leaning government
structures he left behind endure in Arabic Africa.

The decades that followed saw Marxist-Leninist or
communist rulers take hold in Africa. For example,
Zimbabwe gained independence under Robert Mugabe,
who would spend the decade cementing his harsh
Marxist rule in the country and pursuing a persecution
of the white settlers who had been the economic main-
stay of the national economy for decades.

In another case, the long-festering feud in the Sudan
between the Muslim government in Khartoum and the
Christians and animists in the south broke out into civil
war. The Muslims had been involved in secretly bring-
ing back the slave trade, selling southern blacks in the
old slave markets of Yemen and Saudi Arabia. The
southerners were united in the Sudan People’s Libera-
tion Army, another communist-inspired nationalist
movement.

By the 1990s, Africa saw the fragile independent na-
tion states threatened by both tribalism and the rise of
Islamic extremism. These forces involved extreme cases
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of genocidal conflict, with tribalism gone amok espe-
cially in Burundi and Rwanda, where hundreds of thou-
sands of people were killed. In most cases, the
continent’s national experiments with leftist ideologies
were not conduits to peaceful growth, but rather aggra-
vators of existing conflicts. As the millennium dawned
in 2000, it brought mixed hope for stability in Africa.
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African National Congress

THE AFRICAN NATIONAL Congress (ANC) led the
struggle against apartheid in South Africa. The ANC
was formed in 1912 to oppose the political and civil ex-
clusion of Africans from the Union of South Africa,
which was created in 1910 when the British colonies and
the Boer Republics joined together to form one nation.

During its early years, the ANC advocated nonvio-
lence, the defense of political rights for Africans, and
nonracialism—the belief that the peoples of South
Africa were to be viewed as one, regardless of skin
color. For example, in response to the 1912 Natives’
Land Act, which said that blacks could no longer own
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or lease land in white areas, the ANC launched a peti-
tion campaign in protest. In 1912 and 1913, women
supporters of the ANC launched the antipass campaign
to publicly condemn the restrictive Pass Laws, which re-
quired African and Colored (the official designation of
mixed race people in South Africa) to carry passes and
to buy permits if they wanted to live outside of black-
designated areas. The activists refused to carry the
passes, an offense for which some were arrested.

In the 1940s, a group of young ANC activists, in-
cluding the future leaders Nelson Mandela, Walter
Sisulu, and Oliver Tambo, criticized the cautious tactics
and conciliatory politics of the ANC leadership. They
created the ANC Youth League in 1944 and called on
the organization to adopt more aggressive tactics and as-
sertive politics. Instead of focusing on nonracialism,
their Manifesto emphasized Africanism, which stressed
the need for Africans to liberate themselves.

In 1948, the National Party made apartheid, the of-
ficial separation of the races, the law of the land. In re-
sponse, the ANC, along with the South African Indian
Congress, launched the Defiance Campaign in 1952. It
called upon Africans to nonviolently defy the apartheid
laws, such as the passbook law or the curfew law, which
made it illegal for Africans to stay in white parts of the
city past curfew, unless they were domestic servants.
Accepting arrest and jail as the expected outcome of
their decision to break the apartheid laws, the ANC
transformed imprisonment from a stigma to a badge of
honor. By the end of 1952, 8,500 people of all races had
proudly gone to jail for freedom.

The increasing brutality of apartheid, combined
with the emergence of groups of anti-Apartheid whites,
such as the Congress of Democrats, and the unflinching
support of the Communist Party of South Africa con-
vinced the ANC that it should pursue a nonracialist po-
litical strategy. The 1955 Freedom Charter strongly
reflects that perspective, and remained the key ANC
document during its fight against apartheid. The charter
states, “That South Africa belongs to all who live in it,
black and white, and that no government can justly claim
authority unless it is based on the will of the people.”

The apartheid state met the attempts by the ANC to
end apartheid and improve their lives with repression
and violence. In 1960, it banned the ANC, forcing many
of its leaders, including Mandela, to go underground to
avoid arrest. Believing that nonviolent resistance was fu-
tile, the ANC launched armed struggle in South Africa
in 1961. It formed Umkhonto we Sizwe (Spear of the
Nation), the armed wing of the ANC, headed by Man-
dela and Joe Slovo of the South African Communist

Party. The apartheid government arrested the ANC
leaders, convicted them of sabotage in the famous Rivo-
nia trial of 1964, and sentenced them to life imprison-
ment on Robben Island. In his stirring speech to the
court, Mandela said, “I have cherished the ideal of a
democratic and free society in which all persons live to-
gether in harmony and with equal opportunities. It is an
ideal which I hope to live for and to achieve. But if
needs be, it is an ideal for which [ am prepared to die.”

The imprisonment of its top leaders weakened the
ANC, which declined in visibility and membership.
Then, in June 1976, students in Soweto opened the next
round of anti-apartheid struggle, protesting the educa-
tional system. The police responded with bullets and by
1977 they had killed 700 young people. Many young
people fled South Africa and joined the ANC military
training camps in surrounding African nations. Mass
opposition to apartheid spread from the African, In-
dian, and colored communities to include a number of
whites as well. To channel this upsurge in anti-apartheid
sentiment, the ANC formed the United Democratic
Front in 1983, which consisted of 300 organizations.
Spear of the Nation accelerated its attacks, protests in-
creased, and the worldwide anti-apartheid movement
exerted enormous financial and political pressure on
the apartheid government.

Many Western countries, including the United
States, had imposed various degrees of economic sanc-
tions against the apartheid government. In 1990, the
government gave in and dissolved the ban against the
anti-apartheid organizations and, in February, it re-
leased Mandela, who was now the worldwide symbol of
the anti-apartheid movement. Elections were held in
1994 in which people of all races were allowed to vote
and Mandela was overwhelmingly elected the president
of South Africa.

The ANC, in its battle against apartheid, had some
similarity to the movement for civil rights in the United
States. As an organization fighting for the recognition of
equal rights, it shared liberal ideals. At the same time,
more radical members of the ANC identified with the
broader African anticolonial national liberation strug-
gles sweeping the continent.
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Alienation
IN KARL MARX’s political theory, alienation is the

process through which workers became estranged from
their milieu and are rendered powerless through the
capitalist division of labor, which cripples the laborer
by opposing the functions of the body against the func-
tions of the mind. In “The Eighteenth Brumaire of
Louis Bonaparte,” Marx goes as far as claiming that this
alienation deprives humankind of its very capacity for
volition: “Men make their own history, but not of their
own free will; not under circumstances they themselves
have chosen but under the given and inherited circum-
stances with which they are directly confronted.”

Marx developed the theory of alienation particu-
larly in his early writings, such as “Contribution to a
Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right” and The Eco-
nomic and Philosophical Manuscripts. Marx specifically
focused on the experience of alienation in modern
bourgeois society and he fleshed out his understanding
of the process through his critique of Georg W.E
Hegel. According to Hegel, people create a culture by
means of their actions, which are the expression of the
spirit. Such culture eventually becomes an entity alien
from the people who produce it. Giving a materialist
base to Hegel’s mystical conception, Marx insisted that
it was human labor that created culture and history:
“Precisely because Hegel starts from the predicates of
universal determination instead of from the real sub-
ject, and because there must be a bearer of this determi-
nation, the mystical idea becomes this bearer.” What
Hegel called the spirit was, according to Marx, a human
product.

Thus, the history of humankind is marked by a par-
adox: people increasingly control nature yet they be-
comes alienated from and dominated by forces of their
own creation. In a capitalist system of production,
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“man’s own deed becomes an alien power opposed to
him, which enslaves him instead of being controlled by
him.” The worker is forced to deny rather than affirm
himself in his work, thus capitalist labor amounts to
“the loss of his self.” Religion becomes the human re-
sponse to alienation in material life.

According to Marx, the labor process is an objecti-
fication of human powers. Yet, workers are unable to
relate to their product as an expression of their own
essence and thus fail to recognize themselves in their
product. This lack of recognition is the basis for alien-
ation. The specific form of labor characteristic of bour-
geois society, wage labor, corresponds to the most
profound form of alienation. Since wage workers sell
their labor power to earn a living, and the capitalist
owns the labor process, the product of the workers’
labor is, in a very real sense, alien to the worker as it be-
comes the property of the capitalist and not of its
maker. Workers cannot say: “I made that; this is my
product.” Workers’ alienation worsens during the
regime of industrial capitalism where workers are at-
tached to a machine and are themselves a mere unit
along an assembly line, performing a meaningless task
which is only part of a larger process: “He becomes an
appendage of the machine, and it is only the most sim-
ple, most monotonous, and most easily acquired knack,
that is required of him.”

Marx described the concept of alienation as four-
fold: workers are alienated from work, from the objects
they make, from their fellow workers, and from their
potential for creative production. This is because labor
is a commodity that can be bought and sold under cap-
italist economic relations. Employers also control the
means of production, and the cooperation between
workers is destroyed as is their creativity in the name of
a higher and more effective production.

In Marx’s later writings, the concept of alienation is
subsumed under the idea of “fetishism of commodi-
ties.” In Capital, Marx argues that social relations be-
tween human beings become relations between things.
“In order, therefore, to find an analogy, we must have
recourse to the mist-enveloped regions of the religious
world. In that world the productions of the human
brain appear as independent beings endowed with life,
and entering into relation both with one another and
the human race. So it is in the world of commodities
with the products of men’s hands. This I call the
fetishism which attaches itself to the products of labor,
so soon as they are produced as commodities, and
which is therefore inseparable from the production of
commodities. This fetishism of commodities has its
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origin, as the foregoing analysis has already shown, in
the peculiar social character of the labor that produces
them.”

Marx’s prescription to overcome alienation is, of
course, the transformation of the economic system
from capitalist to socialist. In socialist economies, work
and products are no longer commodities and the rigid
distinction between mental and physical work breaks
down, thus allowing the full development of every
worker’s potential. Thanks to a socialist system of pro-
duction, class distinctions disappear and society be-
comes a genuine community, “in which the free
development of each is the condition of the free devel-
opment of all.” Communism is thus the “positive tran-
scendence of all estrangement” and it considers
“accumulated labor . . . but a means to widen, to enrich,
to promote the existence of the laborer.”
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American Civil Liberties Union

WHILE EUROPEANS fought in the early years of
World War I, the United States remained neutral, at
least in theory. America had a long tradition of isola-
tionism and opposition to war in general, European
wars in particular. Led by President Woodrow Wilson,
the United States drifted closer and closer to backing
Britain, then entered the war on the side of Britain and
France. In reaction, antiwar protesters organized the
American Union Against Militarism (AUAM).
Founders included Crystal Eastman, Jane Addams, Paul
Kellogg, Oswald Garrison Villard, and others. At the
same time as it brought the United States into the Euro-
pean war, the government enacted a series of repressive

laws, including the Espionage Act, that made antiwar
speech and draft resistance into crimes. The AUAM es-
tablished a Civil Liberties Bureau (CLB) to protect the
rights of conscientious objectors and other antiwar ele-
ments to express their views, however unpopular. And
the Free Speech League, which dated from the 19th cen-
tury, continued its long-standing objections to censor-
ship of any sort.

Heading the CLB, later the National Civil Liberties
Bureau (NCLB), was Roger Baldwin, who gained his ex-
perience from working with the Free Speech League.
Baldwin committed himself completely to the organiza-
tion and the cause: he went to jail for resisting the draft,
serving nine months in 1918. On release, he joined the
Industrial Workers of the World (IWW), a radical so-
cialist union. Baldwin’s bureau extended its services be-
yond war opponents, taking on the cases of socialists
and [WW when their rights were trampled in the mad
rush of war hysteria. The AUAM and the Free Speech
League faded, leaving the NCLB to face the postwar
Red Scare without their resources.

RED SCARE

When the war was over, the anti-German hysteria of
the war years gave way to anticommunism, which had
begun with the 1917 Russian Revolution. Wilson’s at-
torney general, A. Mitchell Palmer, decided that com-
munists were going to overthrow the government so he
appointed J. Edgar Hoover as special assistant in the war
against communism. Using the 1917 Espionage Act and
the 1918 Sedition Act, they attacked leftist organiza-
tions. On the second anniversary of the Russian Revo-
lution, November 7, 1919, they rounded up more than
10,000 suspected communists and anarchists. There
was no evidence of a revolution in the making, but the
government held many of the suspects without due
process for a long time. Eventually, the government let
most of them go, but it did deport 248 people to Rus-
sia, including the socialist Emma Goldman. Again, in
January 1920, Palmer seized alleged communists and
anarchists. Many of the 6,000 rounded up in these raids
were members of the IWW. Again, these people were
held indefinitely without trial. The NCLB in 1920 took
legal action that forced the Justice Department to re-
lease antiwar activists and to slow the deportations.
The Red Scare ignited the civil liberties movement
because of the excesses of Palmer and his zeal to stamp
out radicalism in postwar America. As the Red Scare
exhausted itself in 1920, prominent progressives from
all walks of middle-class life awoke to an awareness of



how vulnerable civil liberties had been to destruction
during the years between 1917 and 1920. Survivors of
the AUAM and other concerned progressives came to-
gether to create the American Civil Liberties Union
(ACLU) in 1920. Founders included legal experts such
as Felix Frankfurter and Clarence Darrow and progres-
sive reformers, some socialist, such as Addams of Hull
House, education reformer John Dewey, and socialists
Upton Sinclair and Norman Thomas. Also among the
founders were historian Charles Beard, feminist and an-
tiwar activist Crystal Eastman, and Florence Kelley, Lil-
lian Wald, Oswald Garrison Villard, Paul Kellogg, and
Elizabeth Gurley Flynn. Baldwin was director, a posi-
tion he held for nearly three decades.

The United States in 1920 was somewhat deficient
in guaranteeing civil liberties. Antiwar speakers and so-
cialists were still in jail under the wartime acts. The gov-
ernment was deporting aliens without due process and
without cause other than their unpopular (that is, so-
cialist) views. Women lacked the vote. And there was
not even a comprehension that rights belonged to out-
siders such as the poor, the mentally ill, prisoners, and
homosexuals. Eugenics had not yet crested. And the
Supreme Court had not yet read the First Amendment
as a guarantor of free speech in the modern sense.

Racial discrimination was still spreading, with even
Wilson resegregating the federal government, and anti-
black violence, including lynching, riots, and attacks on
returned servicemen, breaking out. Although lynching
had diminished during the war, the first year after the
war’s end saw the lynching of more than 70 African
Americans, including 10 soldiers still in uniform. Mob
violence between 1919 and 1922 resulted in 239 lynch-
ings. Other white-on-black violence increased too, and
it often went unpunished.

MUCH WORK TO DO

Under Baldwin, the ACLU fought for free speech as a
necessity for correcting society’s flaws. He rejected free
speech in the areas of personal expression, for example
pornography, which freethinkers felt should not be reg-
ulated. He kept the ACLU on the radical course of op-
posing the draft and war and any suppression of civil
liberties. He defended the rights of radical socialists
such as Goldman to believe and say as they wished
while keeping the ACLU at arm’s length from their
more radical ideas. Some of the ACLU’s accomplish-
ments during subsequent decades included:

In 1925, the ACLU and Clarence Darrow defended

John T. Scopes in his case against Tennessee’s anti-evo-
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lution law, a free speech case. In the 1930s, the ACLU
followed the Supreme Court’s move to greater protec-
tion of free speech as called for by Justices Louis D.
Brandeis and Oliver Wendell Holmes. As late as the
1940s the ACLU was still sensitive enough to the polit-
ical climate that it purged its board of communists.

In 1939, when Mayor Frank (“I am the law”’) Hague
of Jersey City took on the power to silence radical
speech, the ACLU fought him in the Supreme Court,
winning a court ruling that public places belong to the
people, not the government, and the people could
speak there as they chose. In 1941, the ACLU won Ed-
wards v. California, overturning the California law pro-
hibiting the transport of indigents into the state. In
1942, the ACLU supported the 110,000 Japanese Amer-
icans who were relocated from the West Coast inland to
concentration camps. Hysterical government decision-
making in the aftermath of Pearl Harbor lead to a viola-
tion of the rights of Japanese Americans, two-thirds of
whom were native-born citizens of the United States. In
1943, the ACLU was there when the court ruled in West
Virginia v. Barnette that Jehovah’s Witnesses could not
be compelled to salute the flag. Smith v. Allwright (1944)
gave Texas African Americans the right to vote in the
state’s white primary. Shelley v. Kramer (1948) over-
turned restrictive covenants that had barred the sale of
houses to blacks.

In the 1950s, as the Cold War replaced World War
II, loyalty oaths became popular with federal and state
governments. School teachers commonly had to swear
that they were not communists or members of “subver-
sive” organizations. The ACLU fought the oaths
through the decade. In 1952, the case of Burstyn vs. Wil-
son stopped New York State from censoring the movie
The Miracle for sacrilege. The First Amendment prohib-
ited state interference in religion. In 1954, the ACLU
was there when on May 17 the Supreme Court ruled in
Brown v. The Board of Education that segregation in pub-
lic schools was unconstitutional because it violated the
Fourteenth Amendment.

Not until the 1960s did the ACLU catch up with the
freethinkers of the late 19th century. Then, finally, it
began backing an absolute right of free speech that in-
cluded pornography as well as political expression by
such hate groups as the American Nazi Party.

In 1973, the ACLU was first to call for the impeach-
ment of President Richard Nixon for violations of civil
liberties. That same year, the ACLU won its efforts in
the states to overturn anti-abortion laws; the Supreme
Court ruled in Roe v. Wade and Doe v. Bolton that the
right to privacy extends to childbirth and abortion. In
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1981, the evolution issue came back in Arkansas, when
the ACLU fought a state effort to require creationism in
biology textbooks as an equal theory to evolution. The
ACLU won because the judge agreed that creation sci-
ence was not science but religion, disallowed by the sep-
aration of church and state.

In 1989, the issue was flag desecration, which first
Texas then the federal government attempted to crimi-
nalize. The courts supported the ACLU and symbolic
political speech in 1991. Another free speech case,
R.A.V. v. Wisconsin, struck down local law that at-
tempted to prohibit display on public or private prop-
erty of any symbol (for example, a burning cross) that
“arouses anger, alarm or resentment in others on the
basis of race, color, creed, religion, or gender.” Another
case, Ladue v. Gallo (1994), affirmed that a town could
not bar a homeowner from placing on his property a
sign opposing the Persian Gulf War.

In 1997, the Supreme Court overturned the 1996
Communications Act ban of “indecent” speech. Before
the ACLU there had never been a free speech defense
that succeeded in the Supreme Court. The ACLU
changed this. Major free speech and press victories
came in the case of the Jehovah’s Witnesses, denied the
right to distribute their literature in Georgia. The
ACLU also won the Ulysses (James Joyce’s controversial
novel) censorship case and guaranteed Henry Ford’s
right to distribute antiunion literature.

The activities of the ACLU have long been contro-
versial, and organizations such as Reclaim America ac-
cused the ACLU of confusing liberty with license to
destroy the Christian moral fabric of the country and
imposing an atheist agenda. Into the 2000s, the ACLU
provides legal expertise, including attorneys, in civil
rights cases. Its mission is to uphold the civil liberties
and constitutional rights of every person in the United
States regardless of race, religion, creed, or other cate-
gory. The cause is not always popular, but the responsi-
bility is there to protect everyone, whether the Ku Klux
Klan or the Nation of Islam. The issue is not the beliefs
but the right to assemble and express, just as Baldwin
committed the organization to back in the 1910s.
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American Civil War
IN THE EARLY 1860s, the political lefts within the

American political spectrum were the Radical Republi-
cans, who opposed President Abraham Lincoln for his
political moderation in regard to emancipation and po-
litical liberties. In 1861, seven southern states in the
United States, apprehensive of the latest political poli-
cies of the Republican Party in relation to the institu-
tion of slavery, seceded, or left, the Union to form the
Confederate States of America. The states essentially
protested the threatening idea that Republican Presi-
dent Lincoln, once elected, would initiate policies lead-
ing to the abolition of slavery. The commencement of
hostilities signaled the beginning of an intense debate
within the political spectrum. On the one side, the De-
mocrats were divided between the War Democrats or
those who opposed the conduct of the war but sup-
ported the war effort and the “Copperheads,” who op-
posed the war as well as Lincoln.

After the 1860 presidential elections, Radical Re-
publicans assumed a prominence in the halls of Con-
gress. Many were appointed to key committee
assignments that were important for the conduct of the
war. Some of these appointments included Thaddeus
Stevens (Ways and Means), Owen Lovejoy (Agricul-
ture), James Ashley (Territories), Henry Winter Davis
(Foreign Relations), George W. Julian (Public Lands),
Elihu Washburne (Commerce), and Henry Wilson (Ju-
diciary).

The ideology of the Radical Republicans shifted to
the left. Many, like Stevens, believed that Lincoln had
not proposed a sufficiently radical program for the abo-
lition of slavery. They believed that Lincoln was essen-
tially a moderate who could propose plans that could
forever abolish slavery from the Union. Many came to
believe in the radical notion that African Americans
should be afforded equal civil and political rights as the
Anglo population—an idea that confirmed the notion



Thaddeus Stevens, a leftist Radical Republican, did not believe
Abraham Lincoln went far enough with the abolition of slavery.

that they were indeed radical. Moreover, their ideology
involved the notion that once the war commenced, Lin-
coln should have made the war one of slavery rather
than unionism. From its inception, Lincoln, in speech
after speech, had declared the war a struggle over union-
ism rather than the abolition of slavery. Radical Repub-
licans chided Lincoln over his seemingly moderate tone.
For these Republicans, who hailed mostly from the
Northeast, Lincoln’s policies were not meant to punish
the seceded states. Rather, Lincoln sought to incorrectly
integrate the southern states back into the Union fold.
Thus, the ideology of the Radical Republicans during
the war pointed to a criticism of Lincoln’s policies as
moderate and inconsistent with the ideology of the
party.

The Radical Republicans’ most fervent attack oc-
curred in 1861. On August 30, 1861, Major General
John C. Fremont, commander of the Union Army in
St. Louis, declared that all slaves owned by Confeder-
ates in Missouri were free. Lincoln was furious at Fre-
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mont for having acted without authorization of the
president as well as essentially emancipating the slaves
without Lincoln’s authority. Many within the Radical
Republican camp cheered the move. But Lincoln, con-
cerned for maintaining the crucial border states on the
side of the Union by not making the war over slavery,
was in a precarious situation. Lincoln fired Fremont
and the Radical Republicans became disenchanted at
the president’s conservatism on the controversial issue
of emancipation.

The Radical Republicans also became incensed in
May 1862 over Lincoln. On May 9, 1862, General
David Hunter authorized the liberation of all slaves in
Union hands in South Carolina. He proceeded to sanc-
tion the first African-American regiment in South Car-
olina. Lincoln was also angry over Hunter’s unilateral
decision. Lincoln reassigned Hunter and in the process
alienated many radicals within the party.

The radicals’ growing opposition in the early stages
of the war dissipated after Lincoln’s 1863 Emancipa-
tion Proclamation. As the war winded down and it be-
came apparent that the Union would win the war, the
radicals looked to the postwar period. The debate
evolved into one over the issues of the freed population
and the political and economic makeup of the con-
quered territories. On December 8, 1863, President Lin-
coln issued a Reconstruction Plan. Also known as the
10 Percent Plan, Lincoln offered pardons and restora-
tion of property to Confederates who took an oath of
allegiance to the Union and agreed to accept emancipa-
tion. His plan proposed a formula by which loyal voters
of a seceded state could begin the process of readmis-
sion into the Union. Clearly, the Lincoln plan was
meant to integrate the conquered southern states into
the Union fold at a lesser cost. The radicals were un-
happy with the presidential plan.

On July 2, 1864, Congress passed a reconstruction
bill, known as the Wade-Davis Bill. By 1864, the radi-
cals had decided that their goal was universal freedom
and harsh punishment for the South. Many radicals
simply did not trust the “loyal” southerners to main-
tain their pledges. The radicals, especially approaching
the 1864 election, entered into an alliance with the War
Democrats and promulgated their own plans. The
Wade-Davis Bill resulted from that liberal alliance.
Sponsored by Benjamin F. Wade and Henry W. Davis,
the bill provided for the appointment of provisional
military governors in the seceded states. When a major-
ity of a state’s white citizens swore allegiance to the
Union, a constitutional convention would be called.
Each state’s constitution was to be required to abolish
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slavery, repudiate secession, and disqualify Confederate
officials from voting or holding office. In order to qual-
ify for the franchise, a person would be required to take
an oath that he had never voluntarily given aid to the
Confederacy. Lincoln’s pocket veto of the bill presaged
the struggle that was to take place after the war between
President Andrew Johnson and the Radical Republi-
cans in Congress.
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American Revolution
FROM A LEFT POINT of view, the outcome of the

American Revolution is ambiguous, although leftists
tend to see revolutions and revolutionary process per se
as progress. From a Marxist view, the American Revolu-
tion symbolizes the transfer of power from the feudal
era (with a mercantilistic economy) to the bourgeois
(with a capitalist economic system).

The revolutionaries of 1776 therefore were mainly
bourgeois traders in cities and owners of larger planta-
tions in rural areas. Their aim was not in the first place
to establish a democracy, but to change the economic
conditions from the restrictions set by the English colo-
nial authority to the demands of an emerging capitalist
system in the New World. In France in 1789, despite all
the economic interest of the French bourgeoisie, there
was a real clash between monarchists and republicans.

The main representatives of the American Revolu-
tion (starting with George Washington) were nearly
identical with the ruling class in Britain—with the sole
exception that the ruling class in Britain, via taxes and
control of export/import licenses, wanted to exploit the
colonies, including the ruling class of the colonies.
Thereby, some of the most important American revolu-

tionaries became revolutionary not by democratic con-
viction but by chance. In fact, Washington himself had
fought for the British just a few years before 1776.

When the delegates from the colonies met in
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, in 1776, they were unlikely
revolutionaries in a social sense. They represented the
ruling class of the colonies and would have been much
less successful and inspiring without a small number of
bourgeois intelligentsia within and outside of the Con-
tinental Congress (for example, Thomas Jefferson and
Thomas Paine). That many of the revolutionaries took
the revolutionary side by chance may be demonstrated
by the infamous traitor Benedict Arnold, who first
served the revolutionary forces well, but then helped
the British; better financial compensation was one of
the reasons for this change of heart. For many revolu-
tionaries, the economic deal they could make with the
Revolution was personally much more decisive and
convincing than any idealistic goals like “no taxation
without representation” or self-determination in a dem-
ocratic way.

Many of the foreign sympathizers of the American
Revolution (for example, the French Marquis de
Lafayette) came for idealistic reasons to help the emerg-
ing American republic fight against the British military
might. France, however, as the major and decisive for-
eign ally of the new American entity, came for strategic
interests within the contest of colonialist competition,
not to support any ideals of some Americans assem-
bled at Philadelphia. The U.S. Constitution of 1787 is
seen as the most important achievement of the revolu-
tionary republic. But this Constitution did not create a
democracy, not even one for all the white males in the
population. It excluded women, African Americans,
Native Americans, and gave any essential power only to
white people with a certain amount of property. It took
the American republic nearly 200 years to give and to
guarantee at least the right to vote to all adult inhabi-
tants of the country.

A leftist could argue that democracy in Britain at
the time was at least as equally developed as that in the
emerging U.S. system, only the people involved in the
decision-making process shifted from rich Englishmen
to rich Americans. The majority of the population in
the former colonies was left out of any power before
and after the revolutionary period from 1776 to 1787.
The most ill treated victims of the new American re-
public were the African Americans who were brought
by force to the Americas to serve as slave labor.

One could argue that in the case of continuing
British rule, slavery might have been discontinued well



before the 1860s. The antislavery movement in Europe
and especially in Britain was much more influential in
the early 19th century than in the United States. A
shame for the founding fathers is that despite the words
about “all men are created equal,” they allowed slavery
to be an integral part of the American republic.

The other main victims of the American Revolu-
tion were the Native Americans, who were more ruth-
lessly expropriated by the American republic than by
any colonial ruler. In fact, the natives in the 18th cen-
tury had generally preferred the French colonialists, be-
cause the French colonial approach was more inclined
to guarantee certain rights and self-rule to the natives,
whereas the British, and especially the Americans under
British rule, had expanded much more ruthlessly at the
cost of the natives for years.

Leading figures of the American Revolution could
be accused of personal duplicity, for example Jefferson,
who spoke out at occasions against slavery, but owned
slaves himself. During the presidency of John Adams,
the former revolutionaries did not take the side of the
French Revolution, but tried something like an equidis-
tance from France and Britain. The Adams presidency
was also overshadowed by various assaults on the civil
liberties (of the ruling white males), and it took the
presidencies of Jefferson and Jackson to make those lib-
erties safe.

After such a harsh perspective, it has to be said that,
even from a left position, the American Revolution that
succeeded was better than an American Revolution
which could have collapsed. Despite all insufficiencies,
it was a starting point for liberty, which enabled, from a
left point of view, a much more emancipatory French
Revolution of 1789. To say it in the words of Jefferson,
who pointed out in his last letter of June 24, 1826 (con-
cerning the coming of the 50th Anniversary of the De-
claration of Independence): “May it be to the world,
what I believe it will be (to some parts sooner, to oth-
ers later, but finally to all), the signal of arousing men
to burst the chains under which monkish ignorance
and superstition had persuaded them to bind them-
selves, and to assume the blessings and security of self-
government.”
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Anarchism
ANARCHISM IS A MODERN political theory that

holds that all forms of government or authority are op-
pressive and therefore should be abolished in order to
attain equality and justice based on free contractual
agreements between individuals and groups. The ety-
mology of the word anarchism is derived from the
Greek word anarchos (anarchy), meaning rule by no-
body or having no government.

Central to anarchist thought is the belief that all
forms of authority and oppression—state, church, pa-
triarchy/sexism, economic and environmental exploita-
tion, racism, national chauvinism, and conventional
morality—are artificial and detrimental to the fulfill-
ment of human potential. Anarchists contend that soci-
ety is natural and people are good but power is
corrupting. Therefore, the highest stage of humanity is
the freedom of individuals to express themselves and to
live together in harmony on the basis of creativity, co-
operation, and mutual respect.

Through history, there have been as many forms of
anarchism as anarchist thinkers. Anarchists have been
socialists, nonsocialists, and even antisocialists. Anar-
chists have envisioned social change via peaceful means,
while a small minority has called for violence and revo-
lution. In short, there is much diversity of opinion
within anarchist thought over issues such as the individ-
ual versus the community, ecology versus technology,
and the nature of gender roles.
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The origins of anarchist thought stem back to the
ancient world. The Greek Zeno of Citium, founder of
Stoic philosophy, argued that individuals should resist
the will of the state and instead be governed by individ-
ual morality. The Chinese philosopher Lao-Tzu,
founder of Taoism, stressed the importance of individ-
ualism and creativity and the danger of government and
social conventions. In medieval Europe, anarchism was
closely connected to utopian, millenarian religious
movements such as the Gnostic heresies and the An-
abaptists of the Reformation. Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s
1753 Discourse on the Origin of Inequality offered the no-
tion of natural man in a state of ‘“anarchist primi-
tivism” until humans were fettered by civilization.
William Godwin’s 1793 Enquiry Concerning Political Jus-
tice comes closest to modern anarchism in its critique of
government and a vision of a rational free society de-
void of private property and the family.

The French writer Pierre-Joseph Proudhon is gener-
ally regarded as the father of modern anarchist theory.
In his famous 1840 pamphlet, What Is Property?, Proud-
hon argued that property was profit stolen from the
worker, who was the true source of all wealth. Proud-
hon propagated the doctrine of mutualism, a program
for maintaining a socially regulated system of small
landholdings through the administration of mutual aid.
Whereas Proudhon hoped for a gradual evolution of
society toward anarchic organization, the Russian aris-
tocrat Mikhail Bakunin preached that isolated acts of
political terror would spur people on toward social rev-
olution. Moreover, Bakunin believed that individual
liberty could only be safeguarded within a communal
setting and thus developed the idea of anarchist com-
munism.

The French philosopher Georges Sorel added a di-
mension to Bakunism by propagating a cult of violence
and the myth of the general strike as a revolutionary
tactic. The scientist Peter Kropotkin used Darwinian
evolution theory in his 1897 book, Mutual Aid, to as-
sert that cooperation equaled or even surpassed indi-
vidualism in nature. Leo Tolstoy, a Russian novelist, is
considered a Christian anarchist who believed in non-
violence and the renunciation of all worldly values.

Anarchism as a political force started with Bakunin
in his tireless propaganda efforts and his opposition to
the “authoritarian socialism” of Karl Marx in the 1860s
and 1870s. In the 1880s and 1890s, anarchism was asso-
ciated with a wave of assassinations of heads of states
(not all committed by anarchists), including Russian
Tzar Alexander II in 1881, the French President Sadi
Carnot in 1894, and the American President William

McKinley in 1901. In the United States, many crimes
were blamed unjustly on anarchists, such as the bomb
thrown during the Haymarket Square Riot in Chicago
in 1886. The deportation of anarchists, including
Emma Goldman and Alexander Berkman, were also or-
dered. Anarchism’s only real mass following was in
Latin countries including Spain, Portugal, Italy, and
South and Central America in the form of the militant
organized labor movement anarcho-syndicalism. Anar-
chists played roles in many failed attempts of general
strikes, aborted peasant uprisings, revolutionary move-
ments in Russia in 1905 and 1917, and in the Spanish
Civil War (1936-39) until their defeat by fascist General
Francisco Franco.

As an organized movement, anarchism since the
1930s has been largely marginal, although it remains im-
portant as a philosophical perspective and a political
tendency. Anarchist thought has been further devel-
oped since the 1960s in various directions, including an-
archa-feminism, anarcho-capitalism, post-structuralist
anarchism, and anti-globalist anarchism and is associ-
ated with prominent intellectuals such as Noam Chom-
sky. Anarchist activism in modern times has taken the
form of visible protests against globalization, environ-
mental degradation, and militarism. In the United
States, right-wing, militia-type anarchist movements
have also emerged, which oppose taxation and govern-
mental rule by those deemed “socially undesirable” eth-
nic groups.
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Anarcho-Syndicalism
ALTHOUGH ANARCHISM and syndicalism consti-

tute two distinct philosophies and bases of activity,



they also enshrine particular points of commonality
and similarity sufficient to meld them into a discrete
political doctrine and movement known as anarcho-
syndicalism.

It was in France during the late 19th century and
early 20th century (until World War I), and in Spain
until the Spanish Civil War, that anarcho-syndicalism
proved most popular or influential, although Italy, the
United States (via the Industrial Workers of the World,
IWW, formed in 1905), and parts of Latin America
have also proved receptive to anarcho-syndicalism at
various junctures.

ASSAULT ON CAPITALISM

Syndicalism sought to organize the “exploited” prole-
tariat on the basis of various industries or crafts, both
in order to secure short-term material improvements
for workers and peasants, and to prepare for a longer-
term assault on capitalism and the state (which ulti-
mately served and protected the interests of the
bourgeoisie). Through direct action—most notably in
the form of a general strike—some anarchists viewed
syndicalism as a valuable channel through which to es-
tablish links with the rapidly expanding working class
and educate them into the alleged virtues of anarchist
principles and practice, and in so doing, warn them
against relying on socialist parties and parliamentary ac-
tivity to liberate them. The former, if they obtained po-
litical power, would invariably become the new rulers of
the proletariat and peasantry.

Anarcho-syndicalists would eventually be able to
point to the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution and its tragic af-
termath as evidence of the danger of relying on van-
guard socialist parties to lead and liberate the workers,
while relying primarily on parliamentary activity would
merely serve to enslave and integrate the organized
working class into the extant capitalist system, with
concessions to workers and trade unions only granted
on terms, and in circumstances, judged appropriate by
the bourgeoisie and “their” state. For anarcho-syndical-
ists, therefore, the genuine emancipation and liberation
of the working class could only be achieved by the ac-
tivities of the workers and peasants themselves; revolu-
tion had to be a bottom-up, not a top-down, activity.

Anarcho-syndicalists deemed the occupational or
craft federations (syndicates) to provide the best model
for the decentralized and ultra-democratic society
(based on mass participation and direct democracy) for
which they were ultimately striving: “Federal forms of
organization corresponded to anarchist principles, and
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so the syndicates could be seen as the embryos of a new,
stateless social order,” David Miller explained.

Closely linked to this, syndicalism tended to for-
mally reject established political institutions and
processes, partly because these seemed to entail organi-
zational rigidity and the centralization of political
power, and partly because established political parties
and institutions seemed to weaken the apparent revolu-
tionary potential of the proletariat through a twin
process of subordination to, and integration into, the
wider politico-economic system.

This eschewal of “bourgeois politics” was therefore
highly attractive to some anarchists, for whom radical
socialist parties, while espousing the (anarchist) goal of
a classless and completely egalitarian society, often re-
lied on the concept of a tightly organized, highly cen-
tralized, Leninist-vanguard party to lead the proletariat
in overthrowing capitalism. To anarchists, this was
likely to result in the replacement of one elite and its
subordination of the workers by another, irrespective
of the egalitarian or emancipatory rhetoric deployed.

Consequently, anarcho-syndicalism fully supported
forms of direct action by workers and peasants, with
the general strike envisaged as the workers’ ultimate rev-
olutionary weapon against capitalism and the bourgeois
state. For anarcho-syndicalists, it is the general strike
that is ultimately to herald the overthrow of capitalism
and thereby secure liberation of workers and peasants
from wage-slavery. In these respects, the emphasis of
anarcho-syndicalism was on economic direct action to
pursue fundamental socio-economic change, rather
than relying on more conventional modes of political
activity. In the words of a prominent French anarchist,
Emile Pouget: “The aim of the syndicates is to make
war on the bosses and not to bother with politics.”

Anarcho-syndicalists were most active in the 1930s
and were regarded by the Soviet Comintern as devia-
tionists, that is, as deviating from the Moscow-approved
communist parties around the world. In Spain, the an-
archo-syndicalists organized into a strong political
force, the CNT, which worked in an uncomfortable al-
liance with other groups of the left in supporting the
Loyalist cause during the Spanish Civil War, 1936-39.
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Animal Rights

IN THE LATE 17th century, English philosopher John
Locke introduced the concept of “natural rights,” argu-
ing that human beings had the right to life, liberty, and
property ownership. Since these rights were given by
the Creator, no government or individual could take
them away. Proponents of animal rights believe that
Locke’s rights should be extended to nonhumans as
well. Decidedly on the left of the political spectrum,
they argue that all animals were created not for the use
of humans but for themselves.

Advocates of animal welfare may accept the benefit
that humans receive from animals, but they demand hu-
mane treatment of animals in all circumstances. Animal
welfare advocates object strenuously to the practice of
“intensive rearing” on factory farms where animals are
too closely confined, kept indoors for their short lives,
and “doctored” with various antibiotics to keep down
possible infections. Over five billion animals are slaugh-
tered each year in the United States alone.

Within the animal rights and animal welfare move-
ments, there are various strains of thought. For in-
stance, some advocates of animal rights object to
factory farming but are willing to accept traditional ani-
mal agriculture as necessary to the well being of hu-
mans. Many animal rights activists, on the other hand,
argue with some truth that if people had to kill animals
before they could eat them, the incidence of meat eat-
ing would drop dramatically. They oppose both hunting
and trapping. Other animal rights advocates are op-
posed to testing cosmetics on animals but see the bene-
fits of using animals in medical research.

At opposite poles are the activists who reject all use
of animals for human needs, even disapproving of the
extermination of pests such as cockroaches and rats,
and those individuals who believe in animal rights as
theory but who are unwilling to commit to a particular
position on what they mean by the concept.

Some animal rights advocates, known as abolition-
ists, go so far as to compare the lot of animal to that of

slaves, who have been historically oppressed with no
hope of freedom.

‘While animal rights supporters may vary in com-
mitment to the cause, they tend to share certain charac-
teristics. Most of them are white, full-time professionals
with high levels of education. They are predominantly
female. They are likely to be between 30 and 45 years of
age and live in cities and towns rather than in rural
areas. Nearly 60 percent of animal rights activists have
no children, and about half have never been married.
As might be expected, animal rights supporters tend to
own animals as pets, sometimes several animals. Ap-
proximately 87 percent of those involved in the animal
rights movement refuse to eat meat.

Animal rights advocates offer various “proofs” of
animal intelligence to show that animals should be lead-
ing lives free of human interference. There is some
irony in the fact that many of these “proofs” were gath-
ered through medical experimentation. Honeybees,
with brains only one-millionth the size of humans’,
have been shown to have complex mental abilities. Even
though their brains are only the size of walnuts, parrots
are capable of learning and understanding human
speech. While the memory of elephants has become
part of common folklore, these huge mammals are also
capable of self-consciousness and have the ability to
communicate and even to solve problems. Orangutans
have demonstrated humanlike behaviors that include
deceitfulness and pretending. Some orangutans have
learned thousands of words in sign language. A gorilla
scored between 70 and 95 on human-child intelligence
tests. The bond between dogs and humans has been
documented for hundreds of years, and no dog owner
doubts the ability of canines to show emotion and to
react to potential danger. Even cats, notoriously inde-
pendent creatures, have saved the lives of their human
owners.

HISTORY OF ANIMAL RIGHTS

Early interest in animal rights can be traced to Plutarch
(circa 46—-120) and Porphyry (232-305), who believed
that it was morally wrong to inflict unnecessary suffer-
ing on any creature. Rationalist thinkers, however, dis-
missed this argument. René Descartes (1596-1650) and
Immanuel Kant (1724-1804), for example, insisted that
animals had no moral worth at all because they had no
consciousness of self. Even at a time when the animal
rights movement was almost invisible, the British
House of Commons introduced in 1809 the first animal
rights bill in recorded history. During the late 19th and



early 20th centuries, the animal rights movement re-
gained its momentum.

Among the large body of literature on animal
rights, the works of philosophers Peter Singer and Tom
Regan and veterinarian Bernard Rollin stand out as
contributing the greatest understanding of why animals
deserve rights. The publication of Peter Singer’s Animal
Liberation in 1975 marked the official beginning of the
contemporary animal rights movement. Singer offered
a philosophical argument for the moral treatment of an-
imals and issued a call for major reforms in the ways
that animals are used and treated. In 1981, in Animal
Rights and Human Morality, Bernard Rollin demanded
that humans take responsibility for the way animals are
treated. In 1983, Tom Regan further expanded the argu-
ment for animal rights in The Case for Animal Rights.
The works of Singer, Regan, and Rollin were motivat-
ing forces in the renewed activism of the animal rights
movement that began in the 1970s and gained momen-
tum throughout the 1980s and 1990s.

As early as 1966, the U.S. Congress passed the Ani-
mal Welfare Act, giving the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture (USDA) the responsibility of enforcement. The
law has since been strengthened six times. The 2002 ver-
sion of the bill established minimum standards for the
care of animals used in commerce, research, sales, and
entertainment. These standards cover proper housing,
handling, sanitation, nutrition, water, exercise, veteri-
narian care, and protection from extreme weather. Ani-
mal rights advocates maintain that the law contains too
many exceptions, including the fact that agricultural an-
imals are not included and that retailers are only bound
by the law if they sell exotic or zoo animals or regulated
birds. The USDA has the authority to punish violations
of the law with cease-and-desist orders, fines, and sus-
pension and revocations of licenses. State and local gov-
ernments also have separate laws that govern the
ownership, care, and use of animals

CONTEMPORARY MOVEMENT

Animal rights extremists have been accused of being
terrorists in the United States and in Europe. In Great
Britain, for example, such groups have been given a life-
time ban that prevents their protesting outside Hunting-
ton Life Science, Britain’s largest research laboratory.
The ban also includes the homes of all Huntington em-
ployees. In the United States, animal rights extremists
have become known as “home-grown terrorists.” Their
activities range from harassment such as shoving animal
excrement through mail slots, putting rape alarms in let-
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ter boxes at night, sending unwanted emails, blocking
phone lines, and frightening children to damage to
property and destruction of research, including placing
paint stripper on cars, destroying records and equip-
ment, and setting fire to buildings.

Opponents of animal rights point out that when ex-
tremists break into buildings and destroy research and
equipment, they are not merely “rescuing exploited an-
imals” but are eliminating the possibility that human
beings will benefit from studies, such as those con-
ducted on Sudden Infant Death Syndrome (SIDS),
which kills approximately 5,000 infants each vyear.
When the Animal Liberation Front broke into the lab
of Professor John Orem at Texas Tech on July 4, 1989,
his work on SIDS was brought to a grinding halt. After
People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA)
went undercover at the lab of psychologist Edward
Taub in 1981, he spent five years before being cleared of
all charges. Essential time was lost from his research on
the rehabilitation of stroke victims.

As justification for extreme activism on the behalf
of animals used in research, animal rights supporters
have documented a number of atrocities conducted in
the name of science, including the snapping of wings of
mallard ducks in order to examine the self-evident the-
ory of whether or not this animal could survive in the
wild. Monkeys have been addicted to drugs, deafened,
intentionally brain damaged, dipped in boiling water,
and even shot. Pigs have been blowtorched to study
burns.

The scientific community argues that such tests are
necessary because scientists are limited in their options
for learning about medical conditions, drugs, devices,
and procedures. They argue that saving human lives is
more important than saving animal life. Animal rights
supporters insist that alternate, albeit more expensive,
methods could be used. Computer simulation, for ex-
ample, has proved useful in a number of cases. Even
some scientists admit that unnecessary duplication of
testing results in unnecessary deaths of animals.

While animal rights activists are passionate about
their cause and may be willing to engage in what many
see as crimes, they devote more attention to civil dis-
obedience and public education. For example, PETA,
which is the most visible of all animal rights groups in
the United States, declared April 17 World Day for Lab
Animals to alert the public to the mistreatment of ani-
mals. They hold rallies, engage in research, write legisla-
tion, lobby legislatures, commit to animal rescue,
recruit celebrity involvement from such luminaries as

Paul McCartney, Michael Stipe, and the Indigo Girls,
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and hold special events such as Rock Against Fur. PETA
considers itself successful for such activities as stopping
the slaughter of baby seals in Canada and convincing
General Motors to refrain from using pigs and ferrets in
crash testing.

Other well known animal rights groups include the
Humane Society, Anti-Vivisection League, World
Wildlife Fund, Trans-Species Unlimited, In Defense of
Animals, Gorilla Foundation, Primarily Primate, Hu-
mane Farming Association, Farm Animal Reform, Al-
liance for Animals, Citizens to End Animal Suffering
and Exploitation (CEASE), Whale Adoption Project,
and Digit Fund.
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Anthony, Susan B. (1820-1906)

SUSAN BROWNELL ANTHONY was born into a de-
vout Quaker family in Adams, Massachusetts. The sec-
ond of eight children of Daniel and Lucy Anthony, she

learned to read and write at the age of three. In 1826,
the Anthonys moved to Battensville, New York, where
Susan attended a local school. She later attended a
home school before being sent to boarding school near
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Following the economic panic of 1837, the Antho-
nys declared bankruptcy. Consequently, Anthony took
a teaching position in 1839 at Quaker Eunice Kenyon’s
boarding school in New Rochelle, New York, where she
taught for one year. By 1845, her family’s financial situ-
ation had improved, and her father purchased a farm in
Rochester, New York. Anthony lived there until accept-
ing a position in 1846 as the headmistress of female stu-
dents at Canajoharie Academy. She taught there for two
years, earning $110 a year, her first paid position.

Anthony entered the ranks of reformers through
the temperance movement. Raised a Quaker, her family
believed drinking liquor was sinful. She first joined the
Daughters of Temperance while working at Canajo-
harie Academy, helped found the Women’s State Tem-
perance Society of New York in 1848, and became
president of the Rochester branch of the Daughters of
Temperance in 1849. When the Sons of Temperance re-
fused Anthony the right to speak at the state conven-
tion in 1853 because she was a woman, she left the
meeting and called her own. She founded the Women’s
State Temperance Society with Elizabeth Cady Stanton,
whom she met in 1851 at an abolitionist meeting. An-
thony and Stanton resigned from the organization after
being criticized for their interest in women’s rights.

The Anthony family became active in the abolition-
ist movement after moving to Rochester. Antislavery
Quakers met at their farm almost every Sunday, where
individuals such as Frederick Douglass and William
Lloyd Garrison joined them on occasion. In 1854, An-
thony devoted herself to the antislavery movement and
became an agent in 1856 for the American Anti-Slavery
Society.

Anthony and Stanton petitioned Congress for a
constitutional amendment guaranteeing universal suf-
frage for former slaves and women. In 1863, Anthony
and Stanton organized the Women’s National Loyal
League and petitioned for the Thirteenth Amendment
outlawing slavery. She campaigned for the Fourteenth
and Fifteenth Amendments, advocating full citizenship
for former slaves and women, including the right to
vote. Following the Civil War in 1865, Anthony con-
centrated almost exclusively on women’s issues and
women’s suffrage.

Anthony and Stanton campaigned for more liberal
divorce laws in New York. Largely due to their efforts,
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Susan B. Anthony was an early suffragist, abolitionist, and feminist who demanded equal rights for blacks and women in America.
She posed for a photograph (above) by S.A. Taylor at the turn of the 19th century—sometime in the period of 1880 to 1906.

the New York State Married Women’s Property Bill be-
came law in 1860. This allowed married women to own
property, keep their own wages, and retain custody of
their children. In 1866, Anthony and Stanton founded
the American Equal Rights Association. Two years
later, they began publishing the liberal weekly The Revo-
lution, with the motto, “Men, their rights, and nothing
more; women, their rights, and nothing less.” The news-
paper advocated an eight-hour day and equal pay for
equal work. In the 1890s, Anthony served on the board
of trustees of Rochester’s State Industrial School and
raised $50,000 in pledges to ensure the admittance of
women to the University of Rochester; they were first
admitted in 1900.

Anthony believed “that the right women needed
above every other was the right of suffrage.” In 1854,
she traveled to all of New York’s counties and around

the country promoting women’s suffrage legislation.
The western United States, however, was more recep-
tive to the idea of women’s suffrage than other regions
of the country. In 1890, Wyoming became the first state
in the nation to allow women the right to vote. Utah
and Colorado followed in the next decade. Anthony
spent eight months campaigning for suffrage in Califor-
nia in 1896, but the measure failed.

On November 1, 1872, Anthony persuaded elec-
tion inspectors in Rochester to register her to vote. She
led a group of women, including three of her sisters, to
vote in the presidential election. Two weeks later, she
was arrested and charged with casting an illegal vote in a
federal election. Anthony refused to pay her streetcar
fare to the police station because she was “traveling
under protest at the government’s expense.” She was ar-
raigned and refused to pay for bail. She applied for
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habeas corpus but her lawyer paid the bail, keeping the
case from reaching the Supreme Court. At her trial the
judge instructed the jury to find her guilty without dis-
cussion. He fined her $100, compelled her to pay court-
room fees, but did not imprison her when she refused
to pay the fine.

She explained, “May it please your honor, I will
never pay a dollar of your unjust penalty.” No attempt
was made to force her to do so and the fine remains un-
paid to this day. Afterward, she campaigned earnestly
for a federal women’s suffrage amendment through the
National Woman Suffrage Association (1869-90) and
the National American Woman Suffrage Association
(1890-1906).

Anthony gave her last public speech on her 86th
birthday and ended by declaring, “Failure is impossi-
ble!” Less than a month later, on March 13, Anthony
died in her Rochester home. Ten thousand mourners
attended her funeral. Anticipating her death some years
earlier, Anthony requested: “When there is a funeral,
remember that there should be no tears ... go on with
the work.” In 1920, 100 years after Anthony’s birth, the
Nineteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution was
ratified, extending the vote to women.

Anthony’s unrelenting campaign for women’s
rights can be seen as an extension of Enlightenment
doctrine of equal rights. She criticized the male estab-
lishment for its acceptance of slavery, the exploitation
of the poor by the liquor interests, the persecution of
women through unjust marriage and divorce laws, and
the exclusion of women and blacks from suffrage. An-
thony clearly belonged on the radical side of mid- and
late-19th century politics in America.
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Anti-Globalization

FIRST INVESTIGATED by Canadian scholar Mar-
shall McLuhan in 1964 and then further explored dur-
ing the 1970s, globalization is the process by which
world populations become increasingly interconnected,
both culturally and economically. Proponents consider
it a positive process in the long run, though short-term
globalization can cause dire effects in specific popula-
tions. Anti-globalization is globalization’s antithesis:
The globalization process from the left-wing perspective
is often perceived as alienating, as creating standardiza-
tion throughout the globe and reinforcing economic in-
equalities between developed and underdeveloped
countries.

Advanced capitalism, enhanced by technological
developments such as the internet and electronic busi-
ness transactions, is seen as stretching social, political,
and economic activities across the borders of commu-
nities, nations, and continents. The process of globaliza-
tion increases the stream of trade, investment,
migration, and cultural communication. Global con-
nections and circulation of goods, ideas, capital, and
people have deepened the impact of distant events on
everyday life. Thus, globalization entails two related
phenomena: the development of a global economy and
the rise of a global culture.

Critics of globalization point out that the new
global economy involves a discrepancy between a huge
displacement of production workers, often to develop-
ing countries where labor is cheaper, child labor can be
exploited, and workers’ rights may be nonexistent. Big
corporations assign the material tasks of producing
their goods to third world contractors whose only aim
is to send back the order on time and preferably under
budget, no matter how many underpaid hours their
workers put in. Meanwhile the corporations’ headquar-
ters, where all the marketing strategies and the commer-
cial directives are issued and where the well-paid jobs are,
firmly remain in the West. Far left anti-globalization
forces have theorized that large corporations, which are



accountable only to their shareholders, are perceived to
have replaced governments and effectively become
global entities unto themselves. This condition has been
called “corporate rule.” In her anti-global manifesto No
Logo (2000), Canadian journalist and activist Naomi
Klein exposes the “unbranded points of origin of
brand-name goods,” stressing the exploitative nature of
transnational corporations, the leading actors in the
globalization process:

“The travels of Nike sneakers have been traced back
to the abusive sweatshops of Vietnam, Barbie dolls’ lit-
tle outfits back to the child laborers of Sumatra, Star-
buck’s lattes back to the sun-scorched coffee fields of
Guatemala, and Shell’s oil back to the polluted and im-
poverished villages of the Niger Delta.” In addition,
while supporters of neoliberal global economics claim
that lifting trade barriers and tariffs will necessarily
favor poorer countries, critics counter that weaker
economies are not yet ready to compete with the more
industrialized countries. Labor movements and trade
unions are particularly concerned that economic glob-
alization will increasingly shift manufacturing jobs from
advanced countries to economies where labor is cheap.
According to the perverse logic of capital, corporations
have engaged in a competition to seek out the cheapest
production location.

Yet, as Klein points out, “the triumph of economic
globalization has inspired a wave of techno-savvy inves-
tigative activists who are as globally mined as the corpo-
rations they track.” Since the mid-1990s, the number of
public investigations in corporate crime has increased
exponentially, so much so that American Studies Pro-
fessor Andrew Ross dubbed the period between
1995-96 as “The Year of the Sweatshop.” Corporations
involved in this massive exposure of exploitative labor
practices included Gap, Wal-Mart, Guess, Nike, Mattel,
and Disney.

In addition, several human rights groups such as
Amnesty International, PEN, and Human Rights Watch
and green organizations are investigating the links be-
tween transnational corporations and totalitarian
regimes in developing countries. Before the mid-1990s,
Western investments in the third world were consid-
ered as a first step to fight poverty. By the end of the
1990s, corporate investment in the third world included
alliances with many governments in the developing
world, alliances predicated on human rights violations.

Anti-globalization forces propose that totalitarian
governments are willing to protect profitable invest-
ments by disregarding human rights violations against
their people by corporations, while Western corpora-
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tions accept the political repression and the elimination
of all opposition organized in some countries in order
to protect their own global marketability.

Therefore, to anti-global activists, the equation be-
tween increased foreign investment and increased
democracy in developing countries is a blatant lie. On
the contrary, they point out, “Big Business” frequently
relies on local police and armed forces to control
demonstrations and to evict or move peasants from
lands needed by foreign conglomerates. Nobel Prize
winner Aung San Suu Kyi, who was imprisoned for six
years following the refusal of the Burmese military
regime to acknowledge her overwhelming victory in the
1990 election, explicitly condemned the foreign compa-
nies operating in Burma and profiting from institution-
alized forced labor: “Foreign investors should realize
there could be no economic growth and opportunities
in Burma until there is agreement on the country’s po-
litical future.”

KEN SARO-WIWA

Still more important for the development of the human
rights critique of global economy was the execution in
1995 of Nigerian author Ken Saro-Wiwa, who had
taken a leading position in the Ogoni people’s campaign
against the human and ecological destruction of the
Niger Delta due to Royal Dutch/Shell’s oil-drilling. The
Nobel Prize nominee and his Movement for the Sur-
vival of the Ogoni People (MOSOP) had blamed the
Nigerian dictator, General Sani Abacha, for the murder
and torture of thousands Ogoni to silence their protest
of Shell’s exploitation of their land. Yet, they had also
denounced with equal force Shell’s use of Nigerian po-
lice forces as a private militia and its financial backing
for a totalitarian regime. At his trial, that would end
with the death penalty, Saro-Wiwa told the court that
“Shell is here on trial. ...The company has, indeed,
ducked this particular trial, but its day will surely
come.”

The Saro-Wiwa incident was a powerful catalyst for
the emergence of anti-globalization activism, as it
showed the interconnection among issues of social jus-
tice, environmental exploitation, and labor policy. In
addition, because Saro-Wiwa was a writer, his trial was
also perceived by many literary authors as a denial of
the freedom of self-expression. Nadine Gordimer went
as far as saying that “to buy Nigeria’s oil under the con-
ditions that prevail is to buy oil in exchange for blood.
Other people’s blood; the exaction of the death penalty
on Nigerians.” Saro-Wiwa’s execution showed that
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movements with different aims and partially different
constituencies could join forces on an anti-global
agenda. As Naomi Klein makes clear, “In Saro-Wiwa,
civil liberties came together with anti-racism; anti-capi-
talism with environmentalism; ecology with labor
rights. The bright yellow bulbous logo of Shell—Saro-
Wiwa’s Goliath of an opponent—became a common
enemy for all concerned citizens.” Appropriately, it was
Saro-Wiwa’s brother who summarized the multiple sig-
nificances of the author’s execution: “In this case, at the
twilight of the 20th century, Shell has been caught in
the triangle of ecosystem destruction, human rights
abuse, and health impairment of the Ogoni people.”

CULTURAL IMPERIALISM

Parallel to economic globalization is the phenomenon
of cultural globalization. Its supporters claim that the
rise of a global culture entails multiculturalism and a
hybridization of national cultures. Yet, critics of cul-
tural globalization point out its darker side, claiming
that cultural globalism destroys all local traditions and
regional distinctions, creating in their place a homoge-
nized world culture.

According to this view, human experience every-
where is under threat of becoming essentially the same.
Everywhere in the world people shop in similar malls,
eat the same chicken nuggets at McDonald’s restau-
rants, drink Starbucks coffee, watch the hottest TV
shows or the ultimate Hollywood blockbuster, or listen
to the latest report from the same news channels. Not
surprisingly, the disparaging name for this phenomenon
is “McDonaldization,” because anti-global activists per-
ceive that the spread of McDonald’s restaurants entails
a parallel spread of uniform values.

What is passed off as world culture, its detractors
claim, is really the Americanization of world culture.
Local cultures are replaced by a uniform and single cul-
ture, dictated by the same powerful corporations that
control the global economy. Though there is much evi-
dence for this cultural imperialism, Arjun Appadurai
cautions us not to underestimate the power of local cul-
tures to react to this phenomenon. He also stresses that
there are various alternative fears to that of American-
ization: ‘it is worth noticing that for the people of Irian
Jaya, Indonesianization may be more worrisome than
Americanization, as Japanization may be for Koreans,
Indianization for Sri Lankans, Vietnamization for Cam-
bodians, Russianization for the people of the Baltic re-
publics,” and adds “one man’s imagined community is
another man’s political prison.”

Anti-global theorists stress how corporations have
hijacked culture and education through their aggressive
marketing practices. Hidden behind slogans that stress
the rhetoric of the global village (Levi’s “a world-wide
style culture” or IBM’s “solutions for a small planet”),
cultural choices are narrowing in the face of corporate
censorship, and public space is increasingly occupied by
brand advertising. While the production of goods is
contracted to underpaid workers who may be assem-
bling computers but do not know how to operate them,
the campaigns that market these products are decided in
the offices of the developed West.

Anti-global activists have said that the real work of
corporations does not lie so much in manufacturing as
in the marketing process, in the production of an image
for their brands. Scott Bedbury, head of marketing at
Nike and later Starbucks, has explained the process
through which corporations associate an image to their
products: “A great brand raises the bar—it adds a
greater sense of purpose to the experience, whether it’s
the challenge to do your best in sports and fitness or the
affirmation that the cup of coffee you’re drinking really
matters.” Corporations have thus become producers of
lifestyles.

UNIFORMITY

In spite of appealing multiethnic images and slogans
that stress the consumers’ right to choose what they
please, cultural globalization does not welcome diver-
sity. On the contrary, the process is predicated on a con-
siderable reduction of available choices, so much so
that Klein has pointed out “the odd double vision of
vast consumer choice coupled with Orwellian new re-
strictions on cultural production and public space.” In-
dependent shops are replaced by chain stores and
“options for unbranded alternatives, for open debate,
criticism and uncensored art—for real choice—are fac-
ing new and ominous restrictions.” To sustain their
claims that globalization has to fight local traditions and
regional tastes, critics of globalization quote Theodore
Levitt’s essay “The Globalization of Markets.” In his
program for global marketing, Levitt distinguishes be-
tween multinational corporations, which adapt in dif-
ferent ways to the countries where they operate “at high
relative costs,” and global corporations, which remain
always the same in all regions of the globe.

Levitt celebrates the achievement of the global cor-
poration: it “operates with resolute consistency—at low
relative costs—as if the entire world (or major regions
of it) were a single entity; it sells the same things in the



same way everywhere. Ancient differences in national
tastes or modes of doing business disappear.”

SEATTLE 1999

The anti-globalization movement was thrown from the
fringes to the center of political debate thanks to the
protests in Seattle against the World Trade Organiza-
tion in November 1999. Since then, major financial and
commercial summits of the G8, the International Mon-
etary Fund, the World Economic Forum and the World
Bank were disrupted by mass demonstrations in the
streets of Washington D.C., Genoa (Italy), and Prague
(Czech Republic).

In the activists’ view, Genoa was a particularly sig-
nificant example of state violence and the need of au-
thorities to build fortresses to protect their debates,
which mirrors the international creation of a global se-
curity state where rich nations are safely fenced off
against poor countries. The decision of the right-wing
Italian government to ban certain parts of the city to
the demonstrators gave rise to popular anger. Riots ex-
ploded throughout the city and evidence suggests they
were fomented by the police, which infiltrated armed
criminals within the demonstrators’ ranks. The Italian
police also shot and killed Carlo Giuliani, a 23-year-old
demonstrator.

Since January 2001, annual counter-meetings have
been held at the World Social Forum in Porto Alegre,
Brazil, under the slogan “Another World Is Possible.”
Anti-global activists have attracted sympathies of left-
wing political parties such as the Brazilian Workers’
Party (PT) and the Italian Party of Communist Refoun-
dation (PRC) and Left Democrats (DS). Alternative
media and communication networks have been estab-
lished to turn the internet, one of the tools that makes
globalization feasible, into a powerful anti-global
weapon.

Yet, perhaps, as many important activists have
pointed out, the label of anti-global is an ironic mis-
nomer for people who are closely tied together across
nationality, race, class, and gender. To the corporate
world, anti-global activists are arguing for fragmenta-
tion and radical power dispersal. This attitude is best
represented in the words of the Zapatista spokesperson
Subcomandante Marcos, whose movement is taken as
an ideal blueprint for many anti-global militants: “Mar-
cos is gay in San Francisco, black in South Africa, an
Asian in Europe, a Chicano in San Ysidro, an anarchist
in Spain, a Palestinian in Israel, a Mayan Indian in the
streets of San Cristobal, a Jew in Germany, a Gypsy in
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Poland, a Mohawk in Quebec, a pacifist in Bosnia, a sin-
gle woman on the subway at 10 at night, a peasant with-
out land, a gang member in the slums, an unemployed
worker, an unhappy student and, of course, a Zapatista
in the mountains.”

SEE ALSO
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Volume 2 Right: Globalization; Republican Party; Hegemony.
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Argentina
THE LEFT IN ARGENTINA includes different groups

that have reacted against traditional reactionary forces.
These elements can be seen in social movements start-
ing in the 1880s until the return to democracy in 1983.
However, these movements also had the counterpoint
of several crises in 1922, 1952, 1956, 1959, 1962, 1966
and 1975, characterized by military coups d’etat. Thus,
the left in Argentina is represented by its attempts to
react to the constant challenges of the right.
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After Argentine independence in 1810, groups con-
tinued to struggle to establish a constitution and to lead
revolts whenever their interests were contradicted by
the ruling elite. After the conservatism of President
Guillermo Rosas and the Paraguay War between 1865
and 1870, younger intellectuals began to advocate a new
movement in Argentine history, which would be called
the “generation of the 1880s.” At the same time, immi-
grants who came from Europe brought their socialist
and anarchist experiences, while the military middle
class questioned traditionalism and adopted positivism
in order to propose the modernization of the country.

One important result of the 1880s is the foundation
of the Radical Civic Union Party (Unién Civica Radi-
cal) in 1891. The Socialist Party was founded in 1896.
Anarchists articulated their forces with groups that
founded the Workers Federation (FORA). However, the
influence of these groups was better felt during a series
of crises between 1907 and 1913, which were recorded
by the leftist newspaper La Critica. These groups were
motivated even more by World War I and the Russian
Revolution.

Within this context, the election of Hypdlito
Yrigoyen as president in 1916 became a historical mark
for the left in Argentina. Yrigoyen and the Unién
Civica Radical performed a series of social reforms that
provoked the reaction of the right. Yrigoyen was re-
elected in 1928, but the political situation had worsened
and a military coup took him out of office. The articu-
lation between the army and Catholic groups was re-
sponsible for the imposition of an authoritarian
nationalism from 1930 to 1943.

One of the most peculiar and important phenom-
ena in politics in Argentina is the nationalist populism
of Juan Perén, which can be related to both the right
and the left. Peronism was able to involve liberals, so-
cialists, and the labor movement for its causes—at the
same time that it had the support of oligarchism, inte-
gralism, fascism, and authoritarianism. Per6n was part
of the government that assumed power in 1943, had
spent some time in Europe, and was influenced by the
experiences he observed in Spain, Italy, France, and
Germany.

Moreover, he became an advocate of the “shirtless
masses” (descamisados) and the working class in Ar-
gentina. Based on this political platform, he was elected
in 1946 and began to promote a series of measures akin
to socialist ideas. What brought him closer to the left
was his alliance with the worker’s movement. Further-
more, Perén upheld a very liberal agenda in opposition
to the Catholic Church, which then provoked a reaction

against his government, leading to another coup by the
military in 1955.

The 1960s started with the impact of the Cuban
Revolution, Marxism, and anti-Peronism. The guerril-
las promoted by the Argentinean Ernesto Che Guevara
in Bolivia motivated several groups. However, it was
only after 1966 that these movements began to express
their ideas and actions more radically—motivated also
by yet a new coup by the military. In 1968, leftist groups
led a series of protests in the streets. In 1969, the Gen-
eral Union of Workers called a general strike and uni-
versity students in Cordoba organized a demonstration,
which became known as Cordobazo.

These initiatives continued until 1975. Sectors of
the church, related to Liberation Theology, sided with
the poor and made vindications on their behalf. The
Peronist Youth became a radical arm of Peronism, from
which other groups also originated, such as the Fuerzas
Armadas Peronistas, the Descamisados, the Armed
Revolutionary Forces, and Armed Forces for Libera-
tion. Some of their actions included the kidnapping
and murder of important politicians and businessmen.
But the most famous of them were the Montoneros,
who continued to support the guerrillas.

Political parties, guerrillas, and those influenced by
the action of human rights groups began to question
the military modus operandi. Between 1976 and 1983, a
Dirty War promoted by the military government mur-
dered some 40,000 Argentineans suspected of opposing
the government. The movement, Madres de la Plaza de
Mayo, a group of mothers of those who disappeared
(desaparecidos), conducted daily manifestations and
brought more attention to the oppression of the mili-
tary dictatorship. This group was supported by human
rights organizations, such as the Movimiento
Ecuménico por los Derechos Humanos (MEDH) and
the Nobel Peace Prize winner Adolfo Pérez Esquivel.
After the humiliating defeat of the Argentinean army
by the British in a war over the possession of the Falk-
land/Malvinas Islands in 1982, there was a call for the
return to a democratic government and for putting the
military leaders on trial. The election of President Raul
Alfonsin in 1983 marked the coming to power of a mit-
igated left, which is described as a political humanism.

Politics in democratic Argentina has been devel-
oped according to partisan lines, whereby the main pro-
tagonists are radicalism and Peronism. After the long
period of neoliberalism under President Carlos Menem
(during the 1990s) and a series of economic crises, Pres-
ident Nestor Kirchner was elected and adopted a new
form of populism. Since these crises have brought



about a series of social problems and the spread of
poverty, new groups have turned toward the left, in-
cluding the piqueteros—people unemployed or sympa-
thetic to socialist causes, who led public manifestations
in the streets of Argentinean cities and actions against
globalization at the beginning of the 21st century, leav-
ing an open venue for the left in Argentina.
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Asia
ASIA IS THE LARGEST of the six continents, occupy-

ing a third of the world’s land space and containing
about two-thirds of the world’s population. In Greek
mythology, Asia was a water-nymph, the daughter of
Oceanus and Tethys; the continent Asia was suppos-
edly named after her. According to one version, fabu-
lous Asia was a wife of Prometheus. Another legend
allegorizes her as mother of Prometheus and Atlas. Asia
may have been the leader of the Okeanides, who carried
rain to the Asian mainland.

Notions of Asia as an integrated unit reflect an in-
herently Western view of the world, but even in ordi-
nary language, Asia designates large geographic areas
that house diverse political entities and their people,
with drastically different cultures and religions, and un-
evenly developed (or undeveloped) economies and po-
litical systems. In reality, Asia is too immense, complex,
and diverse to only allow a cursory view of it.
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The continent of Asia is defined by subtracting Eu-
rope and Africa from the Eurasia-African great land
masses. Asia is bordered on the southwest by Africa in
the Suez. The boundary between Asia and Europe runs
through the Dardanelles, the Sea of Marmara, the
Hellespontus, the Black Sea, the Caucasus humps, the
Caspian Sea, the Ural River, and the Ural Mountains to
Novaya Zemlya. About 50 states and bodies politic have
Asian locations in whole or in part.

EASTERN DESPOTISM

Three of four large communities that arose between
8000 and 6000 B.C.E. and generated the first states were
situated in the Asian major river valleys of the Tigris,
the Indus, and the Huang Ho. The fourth one, in the
Nile in Africa, was close to Asia. That is why Asia em-
bodied what became known as the ancient societies of
the East and become synonymous with the East (or Ori-
ent). Asia has seen the rise and fall of many civiliza-
tions, from Akkaida in Mesopotamia to the Moghal
empire in India. The states of the ancient East were the
earliest slave-owning ones. They differed from the later
Greece and Rome of antiquity.

In the East, the slaves were not the main productive
force of the society. They were not producers of mate-
rial goods. The people who were formally considered
free were employed in agriculture and handicraft. The
land in the East belonged to the state or was a state-
communal or common property. The political system
in Asia had a special form of Eastern despotism, that is,
the inhabitants of the state were absolutely rightless be-
fore the authority.

The causes of such peculiarities can be explained by
the existence of the commune system, the root of left-
ist political philosophy in Asia. The overwhelming
number of inhabitants of the ancient East were engaged
in agriculture. “The communal conditions for real ap-
propriation through labor such as the irrigation systems
(very important among the Asian peoples) ... will then
appear as the work of the higher unity—the despotic
government—which is poised above the lesser commu-
nities,” wrote Karl Marx in Pre-Capitalist Economic For-
mations.

In that way, the state tightened its grip over the com-
moners or cultivators and they practically lost their
freedom. They were applied in constructing compli-
cated irrigation systems, sanctuaries, and other megas-
tructures. Unlike the slaves, it was a costless work force
that needed neither to be dressed nor fed. In Asia the
state had its special sphere of governing, the superinten-
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dency of public works. Such a system needed a consid-
erable bureaucratic apparatus. “An economic function
devolved upon all Asiatic governments, the function of
providing public works,” Marx added. The centralized
state system of managing the economy came round.

So, the full division of society into an exploiting
and an exploited class, a general form of slavery, and a
fully developed state-apparatus of force were the most
important features of this Asiatic mode of production
theory.

EASTERN STAGNATION

There were no private feudal fees (manors) in the East.
The territory of the state was the common fief of the
ruling class. The state was seeking for appropriation as
much surplus produce as possible. Such a political sys-
tem was called “total slavery” by Marx. In academic
writings it is also called Eastern despotism. That sus-
tainable system existed unchanged for many centuries.
The economic development of Asian countries almost
stopped. The European peoples could outproduce the
countries of the East in economic development; this
phenomenon came to be known as the Eastern Stagna-
tion.

The main reason for it was the fact that the individ-
ual interests were subordinated to the social interest,
that is, the interest of the commune, caste, and the state.
The stationary character of Asia “is fully explained by
two mutually dependent circumstances: 1) the public
works were the business of the central government; 2)
beside these, the whole empire, not counting the few
larger towns, was resolved into villages, which possessed
a completely separate organization and formed a little
world in themselves. I do not think one could imagine a
more solid foundation for the stagnation of Asiatic des-
potism,” Marx wrote in a letter to Friedrich Engels. Pri-
vate initiative is impossible without free possession.
That is why any entrepreneur initiative was dejected.
The commune implies a large number of traditions
when every action is predetermined by the customs and
strict rules.

There is no assent among left-wing scholars con-
cerning the issue of Asiatic mode of production. On
the one hand, Marx is the principal inventor of the
term. On the other hand, some neo-Marxists, especially
Gunder Frank, argue that there is no basis for the latter-
day European denigration of Asians as having allegedly
had and been held back by some Asian mode of pro-
duction (Marx), or hydraulic/bureaucratic society (Wit-
tfogel) or the lack of rationality or even irrationality

(Weber, Sombart); but rather a redistributive (Polanyi),
or some other traditional (Lerner, Rostow) society.

In the 16th to 18th centuries, the East, represented
by the developed and civilized societies like China,
India, and Japan, was not poorer than Europe. More-
over, it was much richer. Gunder Frank sees the reasons
for Asia’s further lagging behind in the fact that Euro-
peans managed to use “American money” (the gold
robbed in America) against it.

COLONIALISM AND DECOLONIZATION

Either as a result of Asian economic and social back-
wardness, or because the Europeans outproduced
Asians through the industrial revolution, almost all
Asia was subjected to imperial control by European na-
tions.

The European colonization in Asia started from the
formation of closed administrative enclaves in alien ter-
ritories. Those autonomous territories imitated the par-
ent state and were closely connected with and
supported by it. Such enclaves could be formed and
were created only by the representatives of such coun-
tries in which private entrepreneurial activity was offi-
cially flourishing. That is why the economic colonies as
trade factories were formed almost only by Europeans.
The Portuguese were the first in Ceylon (1505) and
Macau (1557). In the late 16th and early 17th centuries,
the English, the Dutch, and the French began to under-
take colonization of Asia through the agency of char-
tered companies.

The Dutch and the British East India Companies, at
least up to the 17th century, retained the capitalist en-
terprises with certain administrative functions. The
right to wage wars and have armies made the companies
authoritative political powers commensurable with the
local state units. European merchant venturers differed
greatly from local tradesmen in their intention for self-
organizing under the support of the mother country.
They constantly broadened their free rein and sphere of
control. In that way, the colonial trade was being trans-
formed into colonial political expansion, which could
already be felt in India in the 18th century and became
evident across the whole of Asia in the 19th century.

From the point of view of the colonized peoples,
colonialism was a brusque interference of the foreign
self-seeking minority backed by force of arms. Those
interventions were aimed at getting profit from the
trade and making the indigenous population work for
the use of invaders. The trade, accompanied by the ex-
ploitation of aboriginals, was not a European invention.



The economic strategy essential for the relationship
between colonies and great powers was known as mer-
cantilism (a government regulatory trade strategy for ac-
cumulating state wealth and power by encouraging
exports and discouraging imports). Colonies were de-
sirable in this respect because they guaranteed exclusive
access to unused markets and sources of cheap raw ma-
terials and direct sources of precious metals. Each Eu-
ropean great power was determined to monopolize as
many overseas mercantile opportunities as possible.

The conquering of a number of Asian territories
was a bloody process. The second wave of imperialism
washed over the world, including Asia, beginning in the
1870s and extending until the outbreak of World War
I. In 1916, the leader of Russian Marxists, Vladimir
Lenin, argued that military expansion abroad was natu-
rally produced by the monopoly stage of capitalism.
Lenin put forward the idea of self-determination of the
oppressed colonial peoples. He concluded that the
movement of national liberation as natural ally of the
working-class struggle against imperialism was the only
way to put an end to capitalism.

Liberals regarded the new imperialism not as a
product of capitalism as such, but rather as a response
to certain maladjustments within the capitalist system
that could be corrected. The history of capitalist colo-
nial exploitation of India, Indonesia, Indochina, among
others, made the necessity for their eventual national
liberation evident. Nevertheless, impartially, Europe’s
colonial penetration into Asian countries operated as a
progressive force. The external capitalist influencing
them could serve to break stagnant social forms that
blocked further development and provide the material
preconditions for historical advance.

ANTI-IMPERIALISM

The climate of opinion changed definitely toward anti-
imperial when the 1918 Versailles peace settlement that
ended World War I embraced the principle of na-
tional self-determination under pressure of U.S. Presi-
dent Woodrow Wilson. Though the idea did not
become an immediate reality, the territories previously
controlled by defeated Germany and the Ottoman Em-
pire were transferred under League of Nations auspices
to countries that would govern them as mandated terri-
tories pending their eventual self-rule. In the Middle
East, France got the mandate for Syria, and Britain as-
sumed it for Iraq and Transjordan and Palestine.

Since the beginning of the 20th century, Asian na-
tionalist and leftist parties started parliamentary and
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underground struggles against the colonial administra-
tions. Asian participants (Wang Min, Katoyama Sen,
and others) were some of the most active in the Com-
intern or Third International (1919-33), which was or-
ganized around communist ideology to protect Soviet
Russia internationally and to help the communist par-
ties in other countries to take power, without regard to
nationality. Owing to capitalist influence from the West,
Asian working classes developed into the wide social
basis for anti-imperialist movements that brought their
countries to independence after World War II.

The initial aggressor of World War II in Asia was
Japan, which joined Germany and Italy in the Tripartite
Alliance. Imperial Japanese occupied large territories of
Indochina in September 1940. On December 7, 1941, it
attacked the main American Pacific naval base, Pearl
Harbor, and then moved on Hong Kong, Malaya, and
the Philippines. Huge areas of East and Southeast Asia
as well as most of Oceania fell under Japanese imperial
control. In the decisive battle at Midway in 1942, U.S.
forces repelled the Japanese and thereafter the Allies
began to drive Japanese imperialism back, eventually
defeating the country in August 1945.

After the end of World War II, imperialism was
viewed with growing international hostility. The peo-
ples of Asia, inspired by half a century of ideological
and political redefinition around a new nationalism, re-
volted after 1945. The local political leaders who domi-
nated the region both during and after the war
promoted state-based nationalisms that broke with and
were hostile to existing identities but served their objec-
tive of taking control of the bureaucratic systems of
the prewar colonial states and using them to fulfill mod-
ernizing agendas. Colonialism and the United Nations
Charter were increasingly recognized as incompatible,
though independence was often slow and sometimes
marked by prolonged conflict and war, like the colonial
wars in Indochina that were waged by the French
(1945-54) and the Americans (1965-73) against Viet-
nam.
The Cold War often complicated and hindered the
transition to independence, but on the other hand the
imperialist countries were weakened by the confronta-
tion with the Soviet Union and its bloc. The colonial
empires in Asia were the first to fall down. British India
acquired the status of dominion in 1947, divided into
Indian Union and Pakistan. Burma gained independ-
ence in 1948. Indonesia became free from Holland in
1949 and Malaya from Britain in 1957. Most Asian
countries became a core of the nonalignment move-
ment (NAM), which strengthened their political inde-
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pendence. Though NAM was officially formed in 1961,
the starting point for it was the Bandung Conference
(1955, Java), with leading roles taken by Sukarno (In-
donesia), Jawaharlal Nehru (India), and Chou Enlai
(People’s Republic of China). After independence,
everything was set for what Bandung called new devel-
opmentalism: independence, modernization, and indus-
trialization. The strategic alliance between this
movement and the Soviet Union enabled the latter to
escape isolation.

ASIA AND MODERNIZATION

When explaining the concept of modernization, its
three main characteristics are usually presumed: 1) re-
placement of agrarian labor by industrial; 2) differenti-
ation of the society into various spheres (economic,
political, jural, cultural); and 3) shaping of the au-
tonomous personality as the subject of society. The for-
mation of this distinctiveness is taking place in a
different way in the East, where the personality is
formed in the framework of some corporation or other
(commune, caste, ummah, sangh).

The modernization in Asia differs substantially
from the Western one. It began later than in the West.
The impetus for Asian modernization was exogenous.
Western adepts of the modernization theory consider
the countries of the first modernization wave the core
of the world unity that was formed as the result of
modernization. The orientalists who recognize modern-
ization theory do agree that the world unity was formed
at that period, but they are reluctant to accept the exis-
tence of its center.

The role of the political factor in Asian moderniza-
tion was more significant than in the West. More often
than not it was determinative. That was not surprising.
The initial point for spontaneous modernization was
weak; because of the people’s social differentiation, ac-
tivity was lower than in the West, and national unity
was weaker. Traditionalist conservatism was stronger.
The colonial inheritance aggravated the situation.
Hence, the important role of political power when the
impulse comes from the state. The role of the state as
an organizer of modernization was more important the
later a traditional society dashed toward industrializa-
tion.

Such a phenomenon as developmental authoritari-
anism is connected with this. There exist many ways of
implementing authoritarianism. The developmental
type is distinguished among others due to its orienta-
tion to the progress guided by political power. Unlike

political democracy, developmental authoritarianism is
defined by the following characteristics: 1) The domina-
tion of state power over society; 2) the supremacy of
executive power over the other branches of power; and
3) strict limitations (in different forms) over legal oppo-
sition. These features are characteristic of any authori-
tarianism, including the developmental type. But at
some stage, those traits evolve into relatively soft ration-
alized forms. Authoritarianism really seeking modern-
ization cannot help looking for social pillars beyond the
traditional ruling groups and broadening its support.
The height of authoritarian power in the political
life of third-world Asian countries was from the 1960s
to the 1970s. But on the threshold of the 1980s, a ten-
dency for transition from authoritarian to more demo-
cratic forms of government occurred. The causes lie
probably in the fact that any authoritarian rule, even the
most enlightened, contains shortcomings in terms of
adequate reflection of society’s interests and the auton-
omy of personality. As for developmental authoritari-
anism, it is a case study of solving the economic and
social tasks of modernization while undermining the
ground of its own existence, whether it likes it or not.

SEVEN REVOLUTIONS OF THE RISING EAST

For a half century of postcolonial development, the
leading Asian countries gained worldwide success
owing to seven interlocked revolutions that, according
to Richard Halloran, became a source of Asia’s new
power. They are:

1) industrial revolution, which generated the dra-
matic economic growth achieved by Japan in the 1970s
and 1980s; the four “East Asian tigers” (Korea, Taiwan,
Hong Kong, and Singapore) in the 1980s and mid-1990s;
and the three “aspiring tigers” (Thailand, Indonesia,
and Malaysia) until the middle of 1997; and the revolu-
tions which underlay Chinese and Indian leaps forward
in the 1990s;

2) political revolution of the growing middle classes
seeking a stronger say in the political system and the
new generation of leaders;

3) demographic revolution in which young, edu-
cated, healthy people operate steel mills, telecommuni-
cation networks, and railroads, constituting up to 70
percent of the population;

4) green revolution in agricultural technologies that
meant the ability of key Asian countries to feed them-
selves and even export some grain and rice;

5) revolution in nationalism, finding expression in
greater national resilience, confidence, and self-assur-



ance, gained with economic achievements and increased
prosperity and sometimes adverting to traditional reli-
gions as expression of patriotism;

6) revolution in internationalism, which turned
Asians into more outward looking people, as trade and
new technology seekers who want to achieve more from
the world, and know how to do it in different ways, in-
cluding demanding a greater voice in the United Na-
tions;

7) revolution in military power or the acquisition of
military strength because economic progress has pro-
vided the funds and now Asia has seven of the world’s
eight largest armed forces. China, India, and Pakistan
are authorized nuclear powers while some others have
nuclear weapons unofficially.

Asia is developing faster and becoming more pow-
erful than the rest of the world. “Now the long-feared
Asiatic colossus takes its turn as world leader, and we—
the white race—have become the yellow man’s burden.
Let us hope that he will treat us more kindly than we
treated him,” expressed Gore Vidal in The Decline and
Fall of the American Empire (1992).

One of the most controversial reasons that has
been considered as the basis of Asian countries’
achievements in the last quarter of the 20th century was
that the success sprang from so-called Asiatic values,
which were contrasted to Western values.

ASIATIC VALUES

A vigorous discussion in the 1990s on the universal na-
ture of rights and values, and whether these are compat-
ible with the ethics and concepts of rights inherent in
Asian peoples, has attracted the interest of national
leaders and political scientists. According to Lee Kuan
Yew (Singapore) and Mohadhir Mohammad (Malaysia),
Asiatic values comprise collectivism and group inter-
ests instead of individuality; reliability toward commu-
nity instead of individual rights and freedom:;
paternalistic, family-oriented, consensual, and clien-
telist political action instead of pluralism and democ-
racy. Other attributes of Asian values include respect
and acceptance of authority and social order; rating
personal relations higher than personal qualities; har-
mony and consensus instead of discourse and con-
frontation, conflict, and competition; higher rating of
ethics and morality before law.

Asian values also comprise business ethics: dili-
gence, hard work, thrift and frugality, self-discipline,
obedience, and patience. The rhetoric on specific Is-
lamic values is similar. The defenders of the universality
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of human rights and liberal opponents of the Asian val-
ues approach cite the fact that the most active prophets
of Asian communitarianism are the top politicians
from the region who pick and choose freely from other
cultures, adopting whatever is in their political interest.

“They seem to have no qualms about embracing
such things as capitalist markets and consumerist cul-
ture. What troubles them about the concept of human
rights, then, turns out to have little to do with its West-
ern cultural origin,” explains Xiaorong Li, an expert on
Asian values philosophy. Many practices that are con-
sidered traditionally Asiatic are, in fact, quite recent in-
ventions, often deliberately constructed to serve
particular ideological ends. The so-called Asian view
creates confusion by collapsing community into the
state, and the state into the current regime.

When such equations are drawn, any criticisms of
the regime become crimes against the nation-state, the
community, and the people. The Asian view, with its
stand for “limited democracy” in Asian countries, relies
on such a conceptual maneuver to dismiss individual
rights that conflict with the regime’s interest. Contrary
to Asian values, individual freedom is not intrinsically
opposed to and destructive of community. Free associ-
ation, free expression, and tolerance are vital to the
well-being of communities. In a liberal democratic soci-
ety, a degree of separation between the state and civil
society provides a public space for the flourishing of
communities, Xiaorong Li argues. She calls the claim of
the Asian view, that economic development rights have
a priority over political and civil rights, a false dilemma.

The oppressors, according to human rights activists
in Asia, are pursuing the aim of amassing wealth for
themselves, and their declared project of enabling peo-
ple to “get rich” may increase the disparity between the
haves and the have-nots. Moreover, the most immediate
victims of oppression—those subjected to imprison-
ment or torture—are often those who have spoken out
against the errors or the incompetence of authorities
who have failed to alleviate deprivation, or who in fact
have made it worse.

National development is an altogether different
matter from securing the economic rights of vulnerable
members of society. Of course, such reasoning goes too
far for those in Singapore, Malaysia, and Beijing, who
saw a dangerous rebel in every democrat. These obser-
vations will be also disliked by unscrupulous Western
businessmen, who prefer the combination of big
money, weak unions, and authoritarian government to
aggregate growth rates and amass profit. Some people
argue that West and East do not nearly speak the same
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Asia has had a political left long associated with a communal structure, where the group’s needs come ahead of the ambitions of the individ-
ual, but much debate has ensued as to why.




language, even when it is English. The discussed peculi-
arities of Asian capitalism were not an advantage but
rather the course of serious damage manifested in the
financial crisis of 1997-98.

ASIAN FINANCIAL CRISIS

Triggered by the collapse of Thailand’s baht currency
on July 2, 1997, four economies that had high positive
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth for several years
before experienced negative growth (between 5 and 12
percent) in 1997 and 1998. Asset values in these crisis
countries—Thailand, South Korea, Malaysia, and In-
donesia—plummeted by about 75 percent due to cur-
rency depreciation, deflated equity, and property
valuations. Averaging over the four economies, an asset
worth $100 in June 1997 was worth only $25 a year later

Because of the currency crisis, East Asia had lost
some $500 billion of purchasing power. Even those
countries that were not in quite the same position as
those four faced enormous difficulties. The crisis seri-
ously endangered the livelihood of millions of people,
causing untold misery and suffering. Massive ecological
harm has also been done to the region.

While each country had its own peculiar character-
istics, most leftist investigators blame crony and opaque
manners of doing business in Asia most of all. The
privileged groups of moguls operated in a close net-
work consisting of themselves, the government, and the
bureaucracy, receiving cheap loans and offering gifts,
bribes, and rapid growth in return. This was built on
borrowed money.

In Indonesia, for example, it was the friends and
family of the nation’s leader, President Suharto, who
seemed to be the beneficiaries of such relations. Asian
governments tended to give advantage to local firms,
which obtained cheaper, state-subsidized supplies of
capital while foreign firms were denied full market ac-
cess. There was a general problem of over-lending with
huge pyramids of bad debts, over-investment, and in
some cases over-production. When the baht collapsed,
international investors took flight and withdrew their
capital. When capital is pulled out, it can cause a coun-
try to collapse completely. Enormous wealth has gone
from East Asia as a result.

The explanation of what happened from the left
point of view is evident. In the years of Cold War, the
dictators of the region were the U.S. allies in combating
communism. They were allowed to maintain their dic-
tatorships and were supported in developing their illib-
eral crony capitalism or following the dependent
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capitalist development path. Central to U.S. strategy in
the Asian financial crisis was the imposition of a spe-
cific neoliberal model of Asian economic restructuring.
In the context of the crisis, state-directed and con-
trolled forms of political economy have been pressured
to liberalize. The transnational corporations and inter-
national banks supported such form of structural ad-
justment. The IMF presented the question as if there
was no alternative to the orthodoxy of Wall Street and
the so-called Washington consensus. The positive di-
mension of this ideology was that it gave identity and
political direction to the processes of power, class for-
mation, and restructuring. It was the crisis in favor of
neoliberalists that resulted in shifting from state capital-
ism toward more free market systems, based on in-
vestor interests and the maximization of shareholder
value. Neoliberals claim this system is more efficient.
“What they fail to emphasize is how deregulation, pri-
vatization, and liberalization are a means of strengthen-
ing a particular set of class interests, principally the
power of private investors. Structural adjustment al-
lows for a redistribution of claims on future profit
flows that enable foreign capital to gain power and con-
trol over regional development patterns,” says Stephen

Gill in Monthly Review (March, 1999).
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS IN ASIA

Owing to its surpassing size and number of inhabitants,
Asia has always been an important continent in geopo-
litical terms. Constantly the major scene of interna-
tional cooperation and conflicts, Asia was home to
most wars of the last six decades: the Korean War
(1950-53), three Arab-Israeli wars (1948-49, 1967,
1973), Jordan-Palestine armed conflict (1970), Vietnam-
France war (1945-54), Vietnam and U.S. war (1965-73),
three India-Pakistan armed conflicts (1947, 1965, 1971),
China-India war (1962), China-Vietnam war (1979),
Iran-Iraq war (1980-88), Indonesia and East Timor con-
flict (1975-2002), Lebanon-Israel-Syria (1976, 1982-83),
the war in Afghanistan with the Soviet Union (1979-89)
and American interventions, repelling the Iraqi occupa-
tion of Kuwait (1991), followed by the second Irag-U.S.
war with international participation (2002-).

Asian countries are members of a huge number of
international organizations and also have their own re-
gional cross-border institutions and forums. The most
known among them are: the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations (ASEAN); ASEAN Regional Forum
(ARF); the Shanghai Forum of three Central Asian

countries, China and Russia; and the Economic Coop-
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eration Organization, which is comprised of the five
Central Asian countries: Azerbaijan, Turkey, Iran,
Afghanistan, and Pakistan. In Asia, there are 27 of 57
members of the Organization of the Islamic Confer-
ence (OIC); 8 of 11 members of the Organization of Pe-
troleum Exporting Countries (OPEC); and 12 of 21
members of the Arab League.
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Volume 1 Left: China, India, Japan; Communitarianism.
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Australia
AUSTRALIA HAS A FEDERAL SYSTEM of govern-

ment, which means there is both a national and a sec-

ond level of government, the state and territorial au-
thorities. It is a liberal democratic government and its
structure is a hybrid, reflecting the influence of both the
British parliamentary model and the American presi-
dential model. The British queen is the head of state
and the governor general represents the monarch in her
absence (which is most of the time). The head of state is
a mostly symbolic position. The national parliament is
bicameral, with a House of Representatives and a Sen-
ate. Like a parliamentary system, there is a blending of
the legislative and executive branches; there is cabinet
solidarity and responsible government; there is strict
party discipline. Australia has a written constitution.
The date of elections is not fixed, but there is a maxi-
mum length to a term (and different terms for both
houses) and an election must be called before the end of
the term. The individual states also have constitutions
and these documents may be amended in most parts by
the state legislature without the express consent of the
people.

The Australian party system is theoretically a multi-
party system. In actuality, it is a strong bipolar party
system, essentially a two-party system. The Liberal
Party is a center-right party and the National Party is
also a center-right party and together they act as a coali-
tion to counter the center-left Labor Party. All of the
main parties differ more with respect to social policy
than economic policy.

The Australian Labor Party (ALP) is the oldest
party in Australia politics, dating back to 1891 and
formed in the colonies prior to federation. In the first
election in the Commonwealth of Australia, the ALP
elected 16 members to the House of Representatives
and 8 members to the Senate. The ALP first formed the
government in May 1904 (in a parliamentary system,
the party that wins the most number of seats forms the
government, and it is the leader of that party who be-
comes the prime minister). This Labor government,
however, was a minority government (this means that al-
though the ALP won a plurality of seats, it did not win
a majority of the seats, and this is an inherently unsta-
ble government) and the government only lasted three
months.

Australia’s ALP was the first successful labor party
in the world. By 1915, it had formed the national gov-
ernment three times and it had governed in all the
states, even if only for a brief time. The last Labor gov-
ernment lasted a record 13 years (from 1983 to 1996),
and at the time of its defeat, Australia was left in a
sound economic position. Australia had experienced
over four years of sustained economic growth, low in-



flation, stable interest rates, and more than 2 million
new jobs had been created.

The ALP was historically committed to socialist
economic policies, including national wage fixing and a
strong welfare system. The ALP did not try to national-
ize private enterprise. There was an attempt to national-
ize the banking system in the 1940s, but the High Court
of Australia ruled this move was unconstitutional.
Since the 1970s, under party leader Gough Whitlam,
the ALP moved from describing itself as socialist to so-
cial democratic. In the 1980s, during the ALP’s 13-year
domination of national politics, the party pushed for
the privatization of government enterprises and the
deregulation of many tightly controlled industries—
measures more closely identified with conservative pol-
itics, on the right side of center.

Over its long life, the ALP has suffered several splits
within the party. In 1915, the party was divided over the
issue of World War I conscription. In 1931, different
economic remedies for the Depression split the party.
In 1954, the party was fractured over the threat of com-
munism. An anti-communist faction split to form the
Democratic Labor Party (DLP), although this party
ceased to exist after the 1974 national election. Into the
2000s, there are two factions within the ALP. The dom-
inant faction is the Labor Right, dedicated to economic
liberalism and social conservatism. The weaker faction
is the Socialist Left, advocating interventionist policies
and socialist economic policies.

The ALP’s party constitution describes the party as
“a democratic socialist party” that has “the objective of
the democratic socialization of industry, production,
distribution and exchange, to the extent necessary to
eliminate exploitation and other anti-social features in
these fields.” The constitution lists goals that include:
the redistribution of political and economic power; the
social ownership of Australia’s natural resources; the
maintenance of and support for a competitive, nonmo-
nopolistic private sector; the recognition and encour-
agement of the right of labor to organize; the abolition
of poverty and the achievement of greater equality in
the distribution of income, wealth, and opportunity;
equal access and rights to employment and education;
the recognition and protection of fundamental political
and civil rights including freedom of expression, the
press, assembly and association, conscience and reli-
gion, and the right to privacy; the elimination of both
discrimination and exploitation on the grounds of
class, race, sex, sexuality, religion, political affiliation,
national origin, citizenship, age, disability, regional loca-
tion, economic or household status; and recognition
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and encouragement of diversity of cultural expression
and lifestyle within the Australian community.

Australia’s left-wing politics, in practice and history,
have not veered far from the center as the former
British colony follows much in the political footsteps of
its progenitors, the United States and Canada.
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Austria

THE AUSTRIAN LEFT, consisting of the Austrian So-
cial Democratic Party (SDAP until 1934, SPO since
1945) and a fringe communist party (KPO), is intriguing
because it calls into question the facile polarities of po-
litical terminology such as left versus right, working
class versus middle class, and revolutionary versus re-
formist. In many ways, the Austrian left is somewhat of
a paradox.

Rooted in the working-class movement of the 19th
century, the SDAP/SPO has produced prominent lead-
ers primarily from middle-class and often Jewish origin.
Influenced by revolutionary Marxism, the SDAP/SPO
has always been inspired by a strong ethical, demo-
cratic, and humanitarian spirit. At various junctures in
its past, the Austrian left has found itself as a reformist
movement with revolutionary pretensions (SDAP from
1889-1918), an establishment force defending the status
quo (SDAP from 1918-34 and SPO from 1945 until
today), and an outlawed party forced into exile and re-
sistance (SDAP and KPO from 1934-45). Perhaps the
best way to describe the Austrian left is a political
movement dominated by the SDAP/SPO that has con-
stantly negotiated a middle course between absolute
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political and economic ideals such as individualism ver-
sus collectivism, capitalism versus communism, and na-
tionalism versus internationalism. In its efforts to forge
an “Austro-reformist” or “third way” approach to past
and contemporary problems, the SPO is sustained by
its commitment to unity (the reason why the KPO has
been a marginal force in Austrian politics) and its prag-
matic orientation.

The capable leader and middle-class Jewish doctor
Victor Adler founded the SDAP in 1889. Under
Adler’s stewardship, the SDAP placed a premium on
party unity and organization, combining a revolution-
ary rhetoric with reformist actions or simply a revision-
ist Marxism. The SDAP led a successful campaign to
institute universal male suffrage for parliamentary elec-
tions in 1905 and later extended the vote for women in
1919. Intellectuals such as Karl Renner and Otto Bauer
have made important contributions to 20th-century so-
cialist thought, which some scholars have identified as
“Austro-Marxism.” Theorizing on the role of national-
ity within culturally diverse political realms, Renner ad-
vocated for cultural autonomy of ethnic groups within
a supra-national state, while Bauer envisioned the peace-
ful coexistence of national cultures in a united states of
Europe. Bauer, who emphasized the party’s Marxist ori-
entation and its class-based politics, was the SDAP’s
most influential personality during the political turbu-
lence of the 1920s and 1930s as Austria’s fledgling First
Republic (1919-34) set up by the SDAP crumbled
under the onslaught of right-wing reactionary and fas-
cist movements.

The shining light of these years was the municipal
socialism of Red Vienna, which led to the construction
of workers’ apartments, hospitals, parks, schools, and
recreational centers. Renner steered the party toward
reformism by joining in coalition governments with
bourgeois parties in the 1940s and 1950s in order to
erect a social welfare state. Renner also moved the party
beyond its working-class base to include middle-class
salaried employees, culminating with the 1958 party
program which heralded Austrian socialism as “the

party of all those who work for a living.” The 1960s was
a period of malaise for the SPO until the ascension to
power of a man of international stature, Bruno Kreisky.
Kreisky rejuvenated the SPO by paying lip service to
lofty socialist ideals of a classless society while govern-
ing from the center as Austria’s prime minister from
1971-83, when the SPO enjoyed an absolute majority in
parliament. The Kreisky governments placed great em-
phasis on quality-of-life issues such as education and
the environment while aiming for greater economic per-
formance and full employment. Franz Vranitzky—the
first party chairman of working-class background (al-
though he made a career as a banker)—Iled the SPO as
party leader and prime minister in the 1980s and 1990s.
Vranitzky embraced the privatization of state-owned in-
dustries amid complaints that the party became domi-
nated by technocrats and a form of “pinstripe
socialism.”

Today, the SPO is a flexible left-of-center party com-
mitted to reforming the welfare state in order to pre-
serve it. As a result, the Austrian left offers itself as a
viable political alternative between American-style lib-
eral capitalist democracy and collectivistic authoritarian
communism.
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The Left

Bellamy, Edward (1850-1898)

EDWARD BELLAMY WAS born on March 26, 1850,
in Chicope, Massachusetts. His father was a Baptist
minister and his mother was the daughter of a minister.
Both parents could trace their families to 17th-century
New England roots. Bellamy appears to have had a rela-
tively comfortable childhood, although his youth was
overshadowed by the American Civil War.

In 1867, he attempted to enter the U.S. Military
Academy at West Point, only to be rejected. After this
disappointment, he studied literature for a year at
Union College in Schenectady, New York, before mak-
ing a trip to Europe. There, he studied the prosperous
state china works in Dresden, Germany, and contrasted
the conditions of its workers with the squalor experi-
enced by England’s working poor. Appalled by life in
the English urban slums, he called the lot of factory
workers “English serfdom.” He became determined to
make changes in society to better the lives of the poor
but did not know how to go about it.

In 1869, Bellamy returned to the United States and
studied law in a Springfield, Massachusetts, law firm,
following the custom common at the time of “reading
the law” under an experienced lawyer rather than study-
ing at a law school. In June 1871, Bellamy was admitted
to the bar and opened his law office, but after taking a
single case he abandoned the legal profession and

turned his hand to journalism. Bellamy took a position
at the New York Evening Post, then went back to Spring-
field to write book reviews and editorials for the Spring-
field Daily Union. He also wrote short stories and began
placing them in various magazines and began writing
novels, although his first four novels were undistin-
guished and known only to specialists. The first, Dr.
Heidenhoff’s Process (1880), was notable only in its use of
symbols, which was reminiscent of the work of
Nathaniel Hawthorn. The second, Mrs. Ludington’s Sis-
ter (1884), was a romance about psychic phenomena.

By 1887, Bellamy left journalism to pursue a liter-
ary career full-time. This was no small move for a man
who had married in 1882 and had his first child in 1884.
Perhaps driven by the need to support his family by his
writing, in 1888 he produced the one novel by which he
has entered the history books.

On the surface, Looking Backward is a rather simplis-
tic romance of a young man of the time who falls into a
hypnotic sleep similar to suspended animation. When
the protagonist awakens in the year 2000, he discovers a
utopian society in which all social problems have been
eliminated and everyone is healthy, happy, and well ed-
ucated. The exploration of this society’s workings in
meticulous detail is the real meat of the novel, and the
admittedly thin plot merely serves as a vehicle for pre-
senting Bellamy’s political ideas. The vision pro-
pounded in Looking Backward inspired the founding of
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more than 150 Bellamy clubs. These groups were dedi-
cated to the realization of Bellamy’s ideals through so-
cial reform legislation and the presentation of his work
to others. Bellamy called his movement ‘“Nationalist,”
since it involved the nationalization of all real estate and
the use of the resulting rents to create a social-welfare
fund, but it had very little to do with the usual meaning
of the term nationalist. Rather, it was a form of social-
ism, although distinct from communism (Marxist so-
cialism). From 1891 to 1894, Bellamy used his
journalistic experience to edit a weekly paper, the New
Nation, for the movement.

In 1897, Bellamy published Equality, a sequel to
Looking Backward, but was unable to equal the force or
the appeal of the original. Equality was the last book he
wrote, as his health was failing. He subsequently trav-
eled to Denver, Colorado, to be treated for consump-
tion (tuberculosis), a disease common among
intellectuals of the time. When the treatment was un-
successful, he returned to his native home, where he

died on May 22, 1898.
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Bentham, Jeremy (1748-1832)

KNOWN AS THE FATHER of utilitarianism, English
philosopher Jeremy Bentham was born on February 15,
1748, in Spitalfields, London, England, to Jeremiah and
Alicia Grove Bentham. Bentham’s father was a prosper-
ous attorney, and he devoted a good deal of time to the
education of his son, who had begun reading his fa-
ther’s books at the age of three. His father banned Ben-
tham from reading for amusement, forcing him to focus
on such subjects as history, Greek, and Latin. Bentham
was sent to Oxford’s Queens College at the age of 12.

Jeremy Bentham, a founder of utilitarianism, believed government
should provide the greatest good for the greatest number of people.

Because he had become financially independent after
his father’s death, Bentham could follow his own pur-
suits, and he was interested in reform.

Bentham began his reform activities by publishing
an attack on William Blackstone’s Commentaries on the
Laws of England. Blackstone was somewhat of a monar-
chist and approached the law from a scientific rather
than from a human perspective. Bentham added cri-
tiques of politics and society to his resume and began
advocating major social reforms, which included prison
reform, accessible education, animal rights, and relief
for the poor. In a period when rights of suffrage were
generally extended only to white males of a certain eco-
nomic status, Bentham supported suffrage for all males
who met reasonable age, soundness of mind, and resi-
dency requirements. He also demanded that homosexu-
ality be decriminalized.

In 1789, Bentham published his influential work,
An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legisla-
tion. Over the next 30 years, powerful people in Europe
began to listen to Bentham, and 19th-century public ad-
ministration policies began to show his influence. This
influence continued for the next two centuries, impact-



ing economic theory, cost theory, decision theory, pub-
lic choice theory, and benefit analysis.

Bentham rejected the notions of natural law and
contract theory espoused by many of his contempo-
raries and articulated in the Declaration of Indepen-
dence in the United States in 1776 and in 1789 in the
Rights of Man in France. Instead, Bentham was drawn
to utilitarianism, also known as philosophical radical-
ism. While the first inkling of the philosophy can be
traced to Aristotle, Bentham was most influenced by the
more contemporary works of Joseph Priestly, who first
used the term “the greatest happiness for the greatest
number.”

Bentham also studied David Hume before forming
his own theory of utilitarianism, which he based on the
notion that human beings are governed by two sover-
eigns, pain and pleasure. To utilitarians, the way to
achieve happiness was to maximize pleasure while min-
imizing pain, resulting in the motto: “the greatest good
for the greatest number.” Bentham identified four
classes of pain and pleasure: physical, political, moral,
and religious.

The measure of any society, Bentham argued, was
the sum of the happiness of all individuals who made
up the society. Morals, which were ideal only if they
were universally accepted, served the purpose of pro-
moting the good of the greater society. The goal of any
society was to promote utility, which, Bentham con-
tended, was determining public policies according to
how they augmented happiness and diminished pain.
Laws were judged solely on their utility in accomplish-
ing this purpose. The responsibility of government was
to protect individuals from needless suffering and to
promote wealth among an abundant population. As a
classical liberal, Bentham argued that each individual
was the best judge of deciding what his happiness en-
tailed, and government was obligated to allow individ-
ual routes to happiness.

Bentham and economist James Mill were close
friends, and Mill sent his young son, John Stuart, to be
tutored by Bentham. Unlike Bentham, Mill also consid-
ered women when determining how happiness could
best be achieved. He argued that utilizing only half of
the population cheated government and society. Mill
also differed from Bentham in his views on population
control, becoming a strong believer in birth control
methods.

Bentham died in 1832 at the age of 84. Eccentric to
the end of his life, Bentham donated his body to Uni-
versity College London for medical research. Accord-
ing to his will, Bentham wanted future generations to
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remember “the founder of the greatest happiness sys-
tem of morals and legislation.” Following his instruc-
tions, Bentham’s fully dressed skeleton, with cane in
hand, topped by a wax head made in his likeness, has
resided in a cabinet in the main building of University
College London since 1850. According to popular leg-
end, Bentham is regularly wheeled out to attend meet-
ings of the College Council.

In the 18th- and 19th-century contexts, Bentham’s
philosophical radicalism was liberal, but with the devel-
opment of the clash between capitalism and socialism
in the 20th century, Bentham’s concepts became in-
creasingly associated with conservative rational justifi-
cations for free trade capitalist systems, in which the
rights of the individual against the government were as-
serted.
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Bicameralism
WHEN THE FOUNDERS of the American confeder-

ation attended the Constitutional Convention in 1787,
they were told the mind of the people of America was
made up on the principle of having a legislature with
more than one branch.

The bicameral form of government that America
knows has its roots in the century preceding the Amer-
ican Revolution. This is when the people of England
rose in a civil war to put an end to the absolutism of the
rule by the Stuart kings and brought the king down to
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be the king-in-parliament. This now meant the actions
of the king were dependent on the approval of two
branches of parliament.

Dividing forms of governments into rule by one
(monarchy), by the few (aristocracy), or by the many
(democracy) reaches back to Polybius, a noted Greek
philosopher. He insisted that unless each of these forms
of government was not balanced by the other two, a
government could degenerate into tyranny, oligarchy, or
mob rule.

Bicameralism offered security against corruption
and ambition. It was noted that in a republican govern-
ment having two chambers, each chamber would keep
the other’s doings under close and suspicious watch.
However, those founding fathers who penned the Con-
stitution were not of one mind on the idea of having a
Senate and House of Representatives. In the end, men
like James Madison vigorously stated in The Federalist
Papers that acceptance of the need for equal representa-
tion in the Senate for the states would be unavoidable if
the nation were to be successful.

Federal states, such as the United States and Ger-
many and others, have a two-chamber structure of gov-
ernment for accommodating territorial representation.
There is an argument for the benefit of a bicameral sys-
tem, such as a protection against the tyranny of the ma-
jority. There can also be an argument against
bicameralism based on the tyranny of the minority. It is
interesting to note that many of the drafters at the Con-
stitutional Convention only saw U.S. Senators as agents
of the state legislatures and defenders of the residual
powers of the states. The Seventeenth Amendment
took this power away from the states and gave it to the
people.

It might be interesting to put forward the proposi-
tion that, in fact, the U.S. Constitution was deliberately
designed to prevent the unfettered expression of the
people’s will, and in fact goes against the premise of one
person, one vote. It could be said that the document
that set up the bicameral system was meant to prevent
true democracy in America, and has, in fact, set up a
system based on minority rule.

As an example one only has to look at the confir-
mation of Supreme Court Justice Clarence Thomas,
and how the small and unequal representation found in
the current bicameral system has infected the judicial
and executive branches. The U.S. Senate did confirm
the appointment with a margin of four votes. The Sena-
tors who voted against the appointment represented 7
million more voters than those who voted for the ap-
pointment.

SEE ALSO
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Bill of Rights

IT WOULD NOT BE unfair to state that, had there
been no U.S. Constitution in 1787, there would have
been no Bill of Rights in 1791. The Constitutional Con-
vention had been summoned to meet in the national
capital of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, in May 1787 to
provide a more effective government for the young
United States. Of the 29 delegates, all were white and
male, no women or people of color were among them.
The Articles of Confederation, given to the states for
ratification in 1777, were simply fraying apart. The del-
egates, almost all of whom had been in the American
Revolution in one capacity or another, were faced with
a national crisis.

Domestically, the American states were beginning
to act like the ancient Greek city states, erecting trade
barriers among themselves. In 1786, revolutionary vet-
eran Daniel Shays had led a brief rebellion in Massa-
chusetts. Shays’ Rebellion, in fact, was perhaps the
most important single reason for summoning this Con-
stitutional Convention. Externally, although the Treaty
of Paris in September 1783 had recognized American
independence, there was little that the new government
could do to enforce its terms. The treaty had established
the western boundary of the United States as “a line to
be drawn along the middle of the said river Missis-
sippi,” however, the British in Canada were still actively
abetting the Native American tribes in blocking Ameri-
can expansion to the Mississippi—as they had during
the war.

At the same time, Spain, which had been an ally in
the war, had grown alarmed at American expansion to-
ward its territories in what is now Louisiana, Texas, and



the southwest. Spain attempted to block American use
of the mouth of the Mississippi by its control of New
Orleans. On October 10, 1784, George Washington
wrote to Governor Benjamin Harrison of Virginia: “I
need not remark to you, sir, that the flanks and rear of
the United States are possessed by other powers, and
formidable ones, too.”

The Constitutional Convention, however, diverged
into two radically opposing camps. One group envis-
aged the answer in a strong central government, and be-
came known as the Federalists. Their opponents, the
Anti-Federalists, advocated a more decentralized gov-
ernment. The problem they faced was best put by the
Federalist James Madison in what became known as the
Federalist Letter 51: “You must first enable the govern-
ment to control the governed; and in the next place
oblige it to control itself.” The question posed by Madi-
son was one known to all. The revolution had had its
origins, after all, in growing American resistance to the
tyranny of England’s King George III and his sycophant
ministers in London, England. The Virginia Plan called
for representation based on population, which, how-
ever, made the smaller states fear being outvoted and
overwhelmed in the new government they were fram-
ing. The small states countered with the New Jersey
Plan, which urged that representation be equal for all.
However, the impasse was to a large extent broken
when, on July 16, each state was given the same number
of votes in the Senate, balancing the numerical superi-
ority of the larger states in the House of Representa-
tives. This measure was often referred to as The Great
Compromise. James Madison stated the outcome when
he observed: “As soon as the smaller states had secured
more than a proportional share in the proposed govern-
ment, they became favorable to an augmentation of its
power.”

Clearly, the convention had succeeded admirably in
fulfilling the first part of Madison’s prime concern in
Federalist Letter 51: “You must first enable the govern-
ment to control the governed.” However, the second ar-
ticle had been virtually ignored, “and in the next place
oblige it to control itself.” Indeed, had it not been for
the Virginian George Mason, the entire question of the
individual rights of American citizens might have been
subsumed under the vague terms of Article I'V, section
2 of the 1787 Constitution, paraphrased as: The citizens
of each state shall be entitled to all privileges and immu-
nities of citizens in the several states. However, Mason
had been the author of a declaration of civil rights in
Virginia and carried his public advocacy with him to

Philadelphia.
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On July 26, 1787, he declared that he had “for his
primary object, for the polestar of his political con-
duct, the preservation of the rights of the people.” In
short, Mason was critically concerned with what he felt
was ‘“the natural propensity of rulers to oppress the
people.” Roger Sherman of Connecticut and Elbridge
Gerry of Massachusetts supported Mason in his demo-
cratic mission. Mason’s most explicit declaration was
he had “wished the [constitutional] plan had been pref-
aced with a bill of rights.” Gerry had already raised the
ire of the Federalists like Alexander Hamilton of New
York by being a vociferous critic of their plan for a
standing army to be the main pillar of the new Federal
government.

In his Observations on the New Constitution, Gerry
observed, “freedom revolts at the idea, when the Divan,
or the Despot, may draw out his dragoons [light cavalry]
to suppress the murmurs of a few.” Mason possessed a
focus in his reasoning that made him the chief
spokesman for those who wanted what was, in fact, a
bill of rights to guard Americans from their own gov-
ernment and its possible restriction of their liberty.
Christopher Collier and James Lincoln Collier summed
up his philosophy in their Decision in Philadelphia: The
Constitutional Convention of 1787: “he was ... a deter-
mined and consistent libertarian who was concerned
that no government meddle in the lives of its citizens.”

TYRANNICAL ARISTOCRACY

The main argument for a bill of rights was not so much
to defend individual rights as conceived of today, or the
rights of groups that have felt discrimination and hostil-
ity such as African Americans. Instead the argument
flowed out of Mason’s concern that without a bill of
rights, the Constitution could lead to a “monarchy, or a
tyrannical aristocracy.” This was inextricably tied to the
matter of a standing army. Here the debate became
heated. Charles Pinckney would later say in South Car-
olina that “[the] dignity of a government could [not] be
maintained, its safety insured, or its laws administered
without a body of regular forces to aid the magistrate in
the execution of his duty.” Still, at the convention in
Philadelphia, Mason had said that “[you] could no
more execute civil relations by military force than you
can unite opposite elements, than you can mingle fire
with water.”

However, all delegates, keeping in mind the threats
that plagued the young nation, in more or less degree
accepted the idea of a regular army. The perceptive
Madison stated that if an army was indeed necessary,
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then “the calamity must be submitted to.” While con-
ceding the obnoxious necessity of a regular army, dele-
gates like Mason sought a counterbalance in the militias
of the states. It had been the militias, often derided by
regular army officers, upon which the states had de-
pended for defense against the British and marauding
pro-British Tories (Loyalists) when the main Continen-
tal Army was in the field. Numerically at least, the mili-
tias, under the control of each state governor, were a
force to be respected.

Walter Millis wrote in Arms and Men: A Study of
American Military History that at the height of the
American Revolution in 1780 there were some 41,760
Continental soldiers—and about 43,076 militiamen. In
the end, both Federalists and Anti-Federalists compro-
mised on the issue of the militia. While the Federal
Congress would make laws for “organizing, arming, and
disciplining” the militias, their control (except in time
of war or emergency) would still remain in the hands of
the states.

However, the question of individual rights now had
to be addressed because, even in the case of the militias,
the federal power still had partial control. Indeed, had it
not been for the efforts of a small band of the Anti-
Federalists, the Constitutional Convention may have
adjourned without assuring the civil rights of the citi-
zens. Now it was up to them to ensure that the people
could be defended from their own government. Sher-
man of Connecticut offered the opinion that the “the
state declarations of right are not repealed by this con-
stitution; and being in force are sufficient.” Future
court decisions may have upheld this, in fact, because
Article IV also states that “full faith and credit shall be
given in each state to the public acts, records, and judi-
cial proceedings of every other state.” But there would
have been no equal protection of rights throughout the
Union.

Already, there had been problems in business with
tariffs among the middle Atlantic states, and there was
even more to be concerned about with problems in the
most combustible of all commerce: Ideas. Therefore,
Sherman, Gerry, and Mason were adamant that the
convention would provide for a bill of rights that
would equably serve the inhabitants of all the United
States. Therefore, in a dramatic move, Edmund Ran-
dolph of Virginia, Mason, and Gerry announced defi-
nite reservations about signing the document—unless
provision was made for a second Constitutional Con-
vention to frame a bill of rights. Gerry flatly refused to
sign it without one. Finally, the second assembly was
promised, and the Constitution was signed by all.

When the Constitution was given to the states for
the necessary ratification, the lack of a bill of rights
drew some of the sharpest criticism. Melancton Smith
of New York state, possibly in collaboration with
Richard Henry Lee, the hero of the Revolutionary War,
in his Letters from the Federal Farmer, published in the
Poughkeepsie (New York) Country Journal in October
1787, perhaps most cogently stated the argument for a
bill of rights. Harkening back to the Declaration of In-
dependence, observed Smith, “There are certain un-
alienable and fundamental rights, which in forming the
social compact, ought to be explicitly ascertained and
fixed ... these rights should be made the basis of every
constitution.” In the Virginia debates, Lee, according to
the National Archives and Records Administration,
“despaired at the lack of provisions to protect ‘those es-
sential rights of mankind without which liberty cannot
” The writer of the Declaration, Thomas Jeffer-
son, generally in favor of the new government, wrote to
Madison that a bill of rights was “what the people are
entitled to against every government on earth.”

The National Archives and Records Administra-
tion goes on to state that: “By the fall of 1788, Madison
had been convinced that not only was a bill of rights
necessary to ensure acceptance of the Constitution but
that it would have positive effects. He wrote, on Octo-
ber 17, that such “fundamental maxims of free govern-
ment” would be “a good ground for an appeal to the
sense of community” against potential oppression and
would “counteract the impulses of interest and pas-
sion.”

In July 1788, New Hampshire became the ninth
state to ratify the Constitution, thus putting it into ef-
fect. With the functioning of the new government, the
Congress now became the arena in which the battle for
the bill of rights would be fought. Madison proposed a
bill of 17 amendments to the Constitution, designed to
protect the liberties of the people. It was perhaps one of
the rare times in history when a government freely de-
bated what would really be limitations placed upon its
own power. Presented with the 17 amendments, the
Senate trimmed the number to 12, and both houses of
Congress, the House of Representatives and the Senate,
agreed on that number. In October 1789, President
Washington submitted a list of the 12 amendments for
ratification by the 13 states. Eventually, the 12 amend-
ments were reworked into 10, combining them into a
more succinct and explicit document promoting human
liberty.

On December 15, 1791, three-fourths of the states,
the number needed to achieve ratification, had voted to

exist.



approve the Bill of Rights. Mason’s dream of a guaran-
tee for American civil liberties had become a constitu-
tional reality.

Designed as an embodiment of Enlightenment
ideas of individual rights, the provisions of the 10
amendments have been invoked by partisans of both
left- and right-wing positions. In the late 20th century,
defense of the right to bear arms, as stated in the Sec-
ond Amendment, has been advocated by conservatives.
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Black Panthers

THE BLACK PANTHER Party for Self-Defense, later
simply the Black Panther Party (BPP), was a radical left
organization founded in Oakland, California, in 1966,
by Huey P. Newton and Bobby Seale, students at Mer-
ritt Junior College. The two student activists were influ-
enced by the Black Power movement and the views of

Malcolm X of the Black Muslims.
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After the assassination of Malcolm X and the
Watts, California, riots of 1965, Newton, Seale, and
David Hilliard met together to sketch the outlines of
their organization. They took the black panther from
the Lowndes County, Alabama, Freedom Organization
because the animal represented power. They added self-
defense to contrast themselves with the nonviolence of
the mainstream civil rights movement.

The BPP platform called for social, economic, and
political equality in a remade American society. The
platform also called for freedom, self-determination,
full employment, restitution for slavery, housing, edu-
cation, exemption from military service, an end to po-
lice brutality, release of wrongly convicted black
prisoners, trial of blacks by blacks, and a United Na-
tions-supervised plebiscite that would allow African
Americans to determine their own destiny. The Pan-
thers opposed racism and classism and the Vietnam
War.

The Panthers and other Black Power advocates were
disenchanted with the nonviolence of Martin Luther
King, Jr., and the mainstream civil rights movement,
The Black Panthers indulged in violent rhetoric and vi-
olent actions, primarily against the police. But they also
provided neighborhood services. Panther patrols re-
duced the incidence of police abuse of residents. They
also distributed food, provided health care, and estab-
lished educational facilities in the poor communities.
The Panthers became a national organization.

The violence and the reputation it produced over-
shadowed the positive community efforts. The Panther
uniform—black berets, leather jackets, and firearms—
increased the image of militancy. Eldridge Cleaver, Pan-
ther minister of information, ran for president of the
United States in 1968. His party was the Peace and Free-
dom Party and his running mate was Jerry Rubin of the
Youth International Party (Yippie). Later, Cleaver led
the organization.

Because the Black Panthers espoused the right of
black self-defense against racist authorities, they were
constantly in conflict with local police and the Federal
Bureau of Investigation (FBI). The Panthers’ armed pa-
trols and their willingness to join with white revolution-
ary activists led the FBI to establish a covert intelligence
team (COINTELPRO) to keep the groups from uniting
and increasing their influence. The FBI infiltrated local
offices, used informants, and raided local offices, lead-
ing to shootouts in California, New York City, and
Chicago. Panthers were killed, including Mark Clark
and Fred Hampton, state leader in Illinois. After an
QOakland, California, shootout left a policeman dead,
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Huey P. Newton, cofounder of the Black Panther Party, whose com-
munity service mission was overshadowed by violent advocacy.

Newton went to jail for manslaughter in 1967. Support-
ers began a Free Huey movement, and a California ap-
peals court overturned the conviction in 1971. By the
end of the 1960s, more than 20 Panthers were dead,
others were in prison, and Cleaver had fled the United
States to avoid arrest.

Newton changed the direction of the party after his
release, emphasizing the building of community pro-
grams and de-emphasizing violent confrontation. He es-
tablished a free breakfast program for children. The
Panthers also established free clinics and gave away
clothing and food. The group organized rent strikes and
campaigned against crime and drug abuse. Seale won
about 40 percent of the vote when he ran for mayor of
QOakland in 1973. The party was in decline by then, vic-
tim of internal conflict as well as external attack. Most
of the founders were gone one way or another.

The Panthers fell apart as an effective community
organization by 1970 because of death, incarceration,
and ongoing conflict with the FBI and police. Even as it
lingered into the early 1970s, the BPP remained a sym-
bol of the turbulence of the 1960s, a period when
Americans became aware that their society was not
quite as ideal as they thought. Probably, the Black Pan-
ther Party was never, as FBI chief ]. Edgar Hoover once
said, “the greatest threat to the internal security of the

United States,” but it was a clear needle in the white
skin of complacent racism.

SEE ALSO
Volume 1 Left: Malcolm X; King, Martin Luther, Jr.; United
States.

Volume 2 Right: Black Nationalism; Black Separatism; Hoover,
J. Edgar.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Black Panther Party, “Legacy,” www.blackpanther.org
(March, 2004); Ward Churchill and Jim Vander Wall, Agents
of Repression (South End Press, 1990); Eldridge Cleaver, Soul
on Ice (Laurel/Dell, 1992); Philip S. Foner, ed., The Black Pan-
thers Speak (Da Capo Press, 2002); Charles E. Jones, ed., The
Black Panther Party (Reconsidered) (Black Classic Press, 1998);
Huey P. Newton with J.H. Blake, Revolutionary Suicide (Writ-
ers and Readers, 1995); Susan Robinson, ‘“The Black Panther
Party,” Gibbs Magazine, www.gibbsmagazine.com (March
2004).

JOHN BARNHILL, PH.D.
INDEPENDENT SCHOLAR

Bolshevism
“BOLSHEVIK” AND “BOLSHEVISM” derive from

the Russian word that means “majority.” In historical
terms, Bolshevik was first employed to describe people
associated with a splinter group formed in 1903 within
the Russian Social Democratic Labor Party (a Marxist
organization formed in Minsk, Russia, in 1898), a group
formed at the party’s congress in London, England,
when many of the organization’s leaders decided to
support the ideas of a young intellectual, Vladimir
Lenin. Those in the party who did not support Lenin
were known as the Mensheviks, or “minority,” and
were led by Julius Martov. Arguably, the most famous
of the Bolsheviks was its first leader, Lenin, a revolu-
tionary heavily influenced by the work of Karl Marx.
The term “Bolshevik” also has a derivative meaning and
is often employed to mean communist. It is often used
in this particular context by those of the right as a
derogatory adjective for those belonging to the left of
the political center.

Historically at least, the Bolsheviks are most fa-
mous for their overthrow of Tzar Nicholas II and the
Kerensky government in 1917, the brutal assassination



of the Russian royal family in 1918, and the subsequent
establishment of the communist political system in
Russia and its sister states—a system based on the eco-
nomic and social theories of Marx. With Lenin ap-
pointed as the first leader of the Soviet Union, the
Bolsheviks changed the name of the Russian Social De-
mocratic Labor Party to the All Russian Communist
Party in 1918, and by 1936 this name had become the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union. As such, the
Bolsheviks were able to embark on a course of power
that existed from 1917 up to the fall of communism in
Russia in the August coup of 1991 when the Commu-
nist Party of the Soviet Union was banned by Boris
Yeltsin.

While internationally the Bolsheviks are often seen
as purely Russian in nature, their actual composition
was not so straightforward. Many of the original Bol-
sheviks were, for example, not only Russians but also
many were of Jewish descent, particularly those of high
status in the Russian Social Democratic Labor Party be-
fore 1917, and they were drawn toward Bolshevik ideas
due to the oppression of non-Russian states within the
Russian Empire. The participation of many Jews in the
Russian Revolution and subsequent development of
the Communist Party in Russia has led enemies of the
Bolsheviks to theorize that communism is a political
system that benefits Jewish interests. Arguably the most
famous proponent of this notion was Adolf Hitler,
who proclaimed in Nazi Germany a Bolshevik-Jewish
conspiracy, which proclamation ultimately led to mil-
lions of Jews being killed in concentration camps in Eu-
rope during World War II. In reality though, many Jews
were removed from Russian power and society by Josef
Stalin, the communist leader after Lenin, during his
Great Purges of the 1930s.

The ruthless policies and international aspirations
of the Bolsheviks won them many opponents around
the world. Their brutal disposition of the Russian royal
family in 1918 drew much contemporary criticism, for
instance. In addition, the Bolsheviks, after the Russian
Revolution, often employed equally violent means to
deal with enemies. For example, the Bolsheviks invigor-
ated the Soviet state security force (Cheka) once power
had been obtained, and the problem of dealing with un-
wanted political opponents was solved through the
opening of labor camps in the remote north of the
country and in Siberia. After the death of Lenin in
1924, and during the leadership of Stalin, these labor
camps were developed into the infamous gulag prison
structure within which up to 10 million people were
held in the 1930s and early 1940s. Many prisoners in
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the system did not live to see freedom again, and many,
including intellectuals, disappeared within the highly
controlled penal system. Additionally, state or class en-
emies such as the kulaks, a peasant social class, were
forcefully moved and resettled in remote rural areas.
Such a system provided a means to remove people from
society without having to deal with the problem of exe-
cution.

SEE ALSO

Volume 1 Left: Communism; Soviet Union; Lenin, Vladimir;
Russian Revolution.

Volume 2 Right: Soviet Union; monarchism.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Robert Service, Lenin: A Biography (Harvard University Press,
2002); Robert Service, A History of Twentieth-Century Russia
(Harvard University Press, 1999); Bertrand Russell, Practice
and Theory of Bolshevism (Unwin Hyman, 1962).

[AN MORLEY
MING CHUAN UNIVERSITY, TAIWAN

Brazil
THE HISTORY OF the left in Brazil shows that it has

changed its focus from the idea of republicanism to
those of communism, socialism, and, finally, democ-
racy. With the democratic election of Luis Inicio
“Lula” da Silva as president in 2002, leftist politics be-
came mainline in Brazil, albeit in a form that involved a
series of compromises. This shows that left and right
are variables in Brazilian politics, while the constant
since 1822 is the politics of conciliation.

The left in Brazil has been the defender of civil
rights, national identity, social-economic development
and democracy, while opposing the political right. It can
neither be reduced to political parties nor simply re-
lated to positions such as liberalism, Marxism, commu-
nism, or socialism or to leftist political groups such as
anarchism, Trotskyism, modernism, and postmod-
ernism. It is a movement looking to address the social
changes in Brazilian history.

Brazil became a colony of Portugal in 1500. Inde-
pendence came in 1882, but the country adopted a
monarchic regime that lasted until 1889. During this
time, Brazilian politics was bipartisan, with conserva-
tives and liberals committing to the center, in what be-
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came known as the politics of conciliation. Although
leftist movements arose during the 19th century and
were involved in the struggles for independence, aboli-
tion of slavery, republicanism, and universal suffrage,
their impact was felt much later. Only in the 20th cen-
tury, after the Declaration of the Republic in 1889, can
one better identify the left in Brazil.

Leftist groups were active in the 1920s, leading to
the founding of the Brazilian Communist Party (PCB)
in 1922, the movement for modern art, and the attempt
at a communist rebellion by Antonio Carlos Prestes in
1929. The 1930s were rather marked by the hegemony
of conservative movements blessed by the populist dic-
tatorship of Getulio Vargas. After World War II, left in-
tellectual movements began to discuss the modern
national identity, culture, tensions between rural and
urban life, and economic models for Brazil. However,
with the military coup d’etat in 1964, Leftist social
movements, student groups, political parties, and even
guerrillas went underground.

The 1970s witnessed the impact of liberation theol-
ogy and the Base Christian Communities, while the
1980s marked the founding of the Worker’s Party, the
growth of the women’s movement, the intellectual role
of universities, concern with human rights, widespread
reaction against militarism, and the movement Diretas
Ja! (Presidential Elections Now!). The 1990s showed
democracy at work, first with the impeachment of a
populist president accused of corruption and then with
the election of a social-democrat. All this led to the 21st
century, which started with the election of a socialist
president from the Worker’s Party, thus giving a defini-
tive leftist character to Brazilian politics and including
newer themes in political debates, such as diversity, en-
vironmental issues, poverty, and social responsibility.

Marxist thinking has played a clear role in develop-
ing the left in Brazil. Intellectuals such as Caio Prado, Jr.,
Nelson Werneck Sodré, and Florestan Fernandes pro-
posed a bourgeois revolution and dedicated several
studies to Brazilian problems, using Marxism as an im-
portant tool for their analyses. Later on, programs of
the Brazilian Institute of Higher Studies (ISEB) ad-
dressed the socioeconomic situation of the poor and
the peasantry. Similar initiatives can be seen also in the
Hunger Aesthetics (Estética da Fome) of Glauber
Rocha and Augusto Boal and others interested in the
quest for national identity. A more applied approach of
leftist thinking can be represented by the theories of
economic development and dependency put forth by
Celso Furtado and Fernando Henrique Cardoso, who
analyzed the relation between center and periphery as a

paradigm for the analysis of the Brazilian situation. A
corollary of these analyses can be seen in the literacy pro-
gram and the Pedagogy of the Oppressed of Paulo Freire.

These initiatives reflect also international changes in
Soviet politics and the Cuban Revolution in 1961,
which led to founding of the Communist Party of
Brazil (PCdoB) in 1962, the election of a leftist presi-
dent, and a series of initiatives by workers, students,
church groups, and others. However, all these initiatives
were then frustrated by a military coup in 1964, which
limited politics to a bipartisan system represented by
the National Alliance for Renovation (ARENA) on the
right and the Brazilian Democratic Movement (MDB),
theoretically on the left. The military government did
not pass without opposition, even though leftist parties,
movements, or leaders had been censored, forbidden,
and persecuted. As a result, artists, religious groups,
university intellectuals and students, as well as women
groups and unions created a new tradition of leftist mil-
itancy. Through them, democracy and human rights be-
came key concepts of the Brazilian politics in the 1980s.

POLITICAL ARTS

Theater and music were an important vehicle for dis-
seminating progressive ideas in a very encrypted way
that was nevertheless understood by the Brazilian youth
at the time. Singers such as Chico Buarque, Milton
Nascimento, Elis Regina, and others and playwrights
such as José Celso and Plinio Marcos are among the
representatives of this process. Liberation theology was
also a main force during this time, bringing Marxism
and religion together in order to address the social situ-
ation of the country. Priests and theologians such as
Helder Camara, Paulo Arns, Hugo Assmann, and
Rubem Alves contributed in this process, but Leonardo
Boff and his book Church, Charisma and Power became
the symbol of these initiatives.

At the same time, Carlos Nelson Coutinho, Fer-
nando Henrique Cardoso, Leandro Konder, José Gian-
otti, and Marilena Chaui led Marxist intellectuals at the
universities in S3o Paulo and Rio de Janeiro, coming to
the public sphere to criticize authoritarianism and de-
fend democracy. In the same way, the National Union of
Students, which had been forbidden since 1964, re-
united thousands of students at the University of
Piracicaba while the theater of the Catholic University
in Sdo Paulo became the temple of student resistance.
The women’s movement complements this scenario.

But it was above all the founding of the Worker’s
Party (PT) in 1980 that inaugurated a new moment in



Brazilian politics. PT was able to embrace the above-
mentioned initiatives, bringing them together with
groups and organizations such as the powerful Central
Worker’s Union (CUT), the Landless Movement
(MST), the working class, and the poor. This marked a
clear shift to democracy in 1986, motivated dissidents
from the MDB to found the Social-Democratic Party of
Brazil (PSDB) in 1988, and influenced partisan politics
in the 1990s.

At the beginning of the 21st century, left-wing par-
ties represented a wide portion of the political spec-
trum in Brazil, albeit not as a whole block, but as a
series of small parties and groups that have been classi-
fied as extreme left, left, and center left. The example
for the extreme left is the Party for the Working Cause
(PCO). Traditional leftist parties, such as the commu-
nist parties (PCB and PCdoB), have developed their po-
sitions and adapted themselves to the perestroika in the
Soviet Union. The Democratic Worker’s Party (PDT)
continued to claim the inheritance of the populism
from Getulio Vargas and Leonel Brizola and maintained
connections with the Socialist International, but lost a
great part of its former appeal. Other smaller leftist par-
ties such as the Brazilian Socialist Party (PSB), founded
in 1947 and characterized by its lower-middle-class and
evangelical constituency, the Popular Socialist Party
(PPS), and the Unified Socialist Worker’s Party (PSTU)
complement this spectrum. Most of these groups sup-
ported the Worker’s Party (PT), gained some represen-
tation in Congress, but also adapted their politics to
new situations, coming to oppose PT.

The so-called center left is formed by larger parties
that were able to adapt their discourses, compromise on
certain economic issues—such as the impact of global-
ization, the dependency on the International Monetary
Fund and the need for internal reforms, and established
alliances with parties of the center right. This was
somewhat the case of the Worker’s Party (PT), of the
Social-Democratic Party of Brazil (PSDB), and the
Party of the Brazilian Democratic Movement (PMDB).
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Breitman, George (1916-1986)

BORN IN A WORKING-CLASS neighborhood in
Newark, New Jersey, George Breitman’s formal involve-
ment in leftist politics started when he was barely out of
his teens. His father’s early death forced his older sister
to quit school and support their family. She joined the
Young Communist League and was a strong influence in
the development of Breitman’s political beliefs. His first
job after graduating from high school was as a construc-
tion laborer with the Civilian Conservation Corps
(CCQ), and later, with the Works Progress Administra-
tion (WPA).

In 1935, he became a part of the American Trotsky-
ist movement as a member of the Spartacus Youth
League and shortly thereafter, as a member of the
Workers Party. By the time he was 20 years old, he had
been arrested for inciting a riot in Burlington, New Jer-
sey as a member of the Workers Relief and WPA
Union. He was also active in the Workers Alliance, an
organization of the unemployed.

In 1938, Breitman became a founding member of
Socialist Workers’ Party (SWP). He was elected to its
national committee in 1939; he was only 23 years old.
In 1940, in the first of four tries, he ran as SWP candi-
date for senator from New Jersey. In 1941, he became
the editor of The Militant, the weekly paper of the
SWP. In 1942, he ran again as SWP candidate for Sena-
tor. While still an editor of the paper, he was drafted
and sent to Europe in 1943. In Europe, he took the op-
portunity to link up with several European Trotskyists
and to help rebuild the Fourth International.

At the same time, his meritorious service during the
war was recognized by the French government, which
awarded him in 1945 the Croix de Guerre avec Etoile de
Bronze (War Cross with Bronze Star) for exceptional
service rendered during the operations for the libera-
tion of France.
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After the war, he resumed his editorship of The
Militant, and held this position until the early 1950s. He
also found time to run again as SWP candidate for sen-
ator from New Jersey in 1948 and then in 1954. There-
after, Breitman moved to Michigan and worked as a
proofreader from the mid-1950s to the late 1960s. As
part of his organizing work, he became a member of
the International Typographical Union and the leader
of the Detroit, Michigan, branch of the SWP. While
there, he ran as SWP candidate for presidential elector
for Michigan in 1960 and 1964. He also initiated the Fri-
day Night Socialist Forum (later called the Militant
Forum), an open discussion group that appealed to
many activists, including those from the labor, student
and African American movements. During this period,
Breitman wrote using several pseudonyms, for example,
Philip Blake, Chester Hofla, Anthony Massini, Albert
Parker, and John F. Petrone.

Breitman regarded race as an aberration of capital-
ism and in 1953, wrote that the “negro question” was
not about segregation and self-determination, but about
integration. He looked at the African American prob-
lem as a working-class problem, where the crucial crite-
rion is economic, and not the geographic concentration
(that is, the South) of the population. Not surprisingly,
it was also during this period that he edited Malcolm X
Speaks: Selected Speeches and Statements (1965).

Breitman then returned to New York and took over
the management of SWP’s Pathfinder Press. As editor,
he published for Pathfinder the 14-volume Writings of
Leon Trotsky, which covered the period of Trotsky’s
exile from the Soviet Union in 1929 until his assassina-
tion in 1940 in Mexico. Other books he edited and/or
wrote for Pathfinder were The Struggle against Fascism in
Germany (1971); Spanish Revolution 1931-39 (1973); The
Socialist Workers Party in World War II: Writings and
Speeches (1975); The Crisis of the French Section 1935-36
(1977); and Leon Trotsky on Black Nationalism and Self-
Determination (1978).

In 1984, along with several hundred members, he
was expelled from the SWP for establishing the Fourth
Internationalist Tendency, which aimed to unify Amer-
ican supporters of the Fourth International. Brietman’s
group criticized the John Barnes leadership of the SWP
as “progressively adopt[ing] a Castroist methodology
and outlook instead of a Trotskyist one.” The purge
eventually led to the decline of the party membership.
On April 19, 1986, Breitman died of a heart attack in
New York City. In his obituary, his friends described
this man who was uncompromising in his beliefs as
“writer, organizer, and revolutionary.”
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Bridges, Harry (1901-1990)

ALFRED RENTON BRIDGES (he was later named
Harry by American sailors) was born in Melbourne,
Australia, in 1901. His father worked for a real estate
company and sent his son to collect rents from tenants,
some of whom were unable to pay. This was a formative
experience for Bridges as he became aware of poverty
and decided that he did not want to enter the same line
of work as his father. His growing interest in politics
was reinforced by the fact that two of his uncles were
members of the Australian Labour Party.

Bridges worked as a clerk when he left school, but
he really wanted to go sea. He left Melbourne and fi-
nally settled in San Francisco, California, in 1920. In
1922, he began to work on the waterfront as a long-
shoreman. Longshoremen endured particularly harsh
conditions. Wages were poor, accidents were common-
place, and competition was fierce to be given work by
the foreman at the daily “shapeup.” In 1919, longshore-
men had taken strike action in favor of improved wages
and conditions, but the owners had isolated them,
blacklisted activists, and destroyed their union, the In-
ternational Longshoremen’s Association (ILA), in San
Francisco. Bridges was involved in two abortive at-
tempts to re-establish an ILA local, but it was not until
1933 that he and his colleagues succeeded. Most of the
San Francisco longshoremen then joined the ILA, se-
duced by Bridges’s proposals for a union local con-
trolled by its members and capable of producing unity
of action.

The new ILA local in San Francisco strengthened
the position of more militant elements elsewhere on the
West Coast. In 1934, the ILA’s West Coast convention



voted for immediate negotiations with the owners for
the recognition of the union and for an agreement on
improved conditions covering the whole of the coast.
As a result of the owners’ refusal to negotiate, the
union voted to take strike action, expanding their de-
mands to include the abolition of the “shakeup.” The
ILA received the support of other workers, including
the Marine Workers Industrial Union, who struck in
support. Bridges played a major role in the unfolding
events, leading the Joint Marine Strike Committee,
which ran the strike. The strike was conducted in a situ-
ation of extreme tension in San Francisco. On one occa-
sion, two picketers were killed and over 100 injured as
the police charged them. Martial law was declared and
the national guard was called in. A general strike was
subsequently called in San Francisco but soon col-
lapsed after armed vigilantes attacked workers and the
police arrested more than 300 activists. The longshore-
men called off their strike, but most of their demands
were subsequently met by an arbitration board.

During the strike, Bridges had faced intimidation by
employers, been threatened with deportation, and was
accused of being a communist. He famously refused to
either confirm or deny the accusation, but he openly
took advice from the Communist Party, which was
heavily involved in the strike. As a result of the strike,
Bridges became a major figure in the ILA and in union
politics in general on the West Coast. In 1937, he left
the ILA to found the International Longshore and
Warehouse Union (ILWU) and participated actively in
the emergence of the Congress of Industrial Organiza-
tions (CIO). He remained president of the ILWU for
the following 40 years. However, the union’s radical cre-
dentials, Bridges’s close relationship with the Commu-
nist Party, and his support of the Soviet Union created
problems for all concerned. The ILWU was expelled
from the CIO after World War II, while Bridges was
twice arrested on charges of being a secret member of
the Communist Party and was again threatened with de-
portation.

Bridges’s radical convictions always remained in-
tact. He believed that there were fundamental differ-
ences of interest between social classes and that
temporary improvements in workers’ conditions were
of limited value if no attempts were made to bring
about radical social and economic change. Nevertheless,
he was pragmatic enough to adapt to changing circum-
stances. In 1960, he signed the Mechanization and Mod-
ernization Agreement with maritime employers. This
compromise allowed employers to use machinery and
to reduce the number of longshoremen but guaranteed
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improved pay and conditions for the remaining work-
ers. Bridges and the ILWU did not limit themselves to
purely economic issues, and the union became well
known for its support for progressive causes, opposing
racial discrimination in the United States, the Vietnam
War, and oppressive regimes in Central and South
America. The ILWU also provided inexpensive health
insurance and medical care for its members and used its
members’ pension funds to build housing for low-in-
come workers. After his retirement, Bridges remained
active, becoming president of the California Congress
of Seniors. He died in 1990, but the ILW U continues to
exist to this day.
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Browder, Earl (1891-1973)

EARL BROWDER WAS secretary-general of the Com-
munist Party of the United States of America
(CPUSA) from 1930 to 1944 and president of the com-
munist political association (1944—45) that briefly re-
placed the party on the political scene. Eventually
condemned by Josef Stalin and other communist lead-
ers of the Iron Curtain countries as a social democrat,
Browder led the CPUSA to its greatest size and, al-
legedly, directed a ring of spies for the Russian secret
police and military intelligence.

Browder, the eighth son of a schoolteacher, was
born in Wichita, Kansas. His childhood was plagued by
his large family’s poverty and ill health. Browder’s fa-
ther was disabled and debts forced the 10 children of
the family to leave elementary school. Earl worked as a

cash boy for the Wallenstein & Cohen Dry Goods
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Company and, when he was 15, he joined the Socialist
Party of America. He later secured a job as bookkeeper
for the Potts Drug Company and started to attend the
meetings of the Kansas City union of bookkeepers and
accountants. Like many socialist party members, Brow-
der condemned World War I in several public speeches
and this caused him to be imprisoned twice for his op-
position to the draft and for his continuing campaign
(1917-18 and 1919-20).

In 1921, Browder left the Socialist Party and joined
the American Communist Party, which had been
founded in 1919. Browder quickly moved up the party’s
hierarchy. He first organized an American delegation to
the first Congress of the Red International Labor
Unions, held in Moscow, the Soviet Union, in 1921. In
the mid-1920s, he became responsible for the organiza-
tion of illegal Chinese trade unions fighting the Kuom-
intang government in China. Following Stalin’s removal
of Jay Lovestone as secretary of the CPUSA, Browder,
together with William Z. Foster and William W. Wein-
stone, formed the troika that led the party until 1932,
the year he became the sole secretary-general.

Browder was the party’s presidential candidate in
1936 and in 1940, though with limited success. As sec-
retary general, he had the difficult task of managing in
the American political arena the shifting policies of the
Soviets from the creation of the Popular Front against
Fascism and Nazism (1933-39) to their Non-Aggression
Pact with Hitler (1939). During the Popular Front pe-
riod, Browder defined communism as the summary of
American radical traditions, enlarging the party mem-
bership to 82,000 and including many immigrants and
African Americans. It is during these years that, accord-
ing to several scholars, Browder started to form and
manage a ring of spies.

According to Allen Weinstein and Alexander Vas-
siliev, Browder was a pivotal figure in Soviet espionage
as he was the one to handpick all Soviet “sources, couri-
ers, and group handlers” with the exception of atomic
espionage agents. He was able to turn communist sym-
pathizers into spies, convincing them that handing gov-
ernment documents to the American Communist Party

was ethically different than passing them directly to the
Soviet secret services.

The release of the Venona files, comprising the de-
cryptions of almost 3,000 intercepted Soviet intelli-
gence cables, and the opening of the Eastern Bloc
archives have also shed new light on the role of Brow-
der’s family in Soviet espionage in the United States.
James Ryan has documented that at least six of his fam-
ily members helped him in his covert actions.

The end of the Popular Front put the party in a dif-
ficult moral and political position and membership did
not rise again until the German invasion of the Soviet
Union in 1941. Browder’s career, however, was never to
rise again. Because of the claims in his “Teheran The-
sis” that capitalism and communism could peacefully
co-exist, he lost his position as party secretary. His the-
ory that big business could contribute to defeat fascism
and restore wealth in the postwar world made him a
suspect social democrat.

In 1946, after being criticized by leaders in the So-
viet Union, Browder was expelled from the American
Communist Party and his death in 1973 failed to evoke
emotion in the national and international communist
press.
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Campaign Finance

ACCORDING TO A well-known expression, money
has always been “the mother’s milk of politics.” Joseph
Israel Tarte, a 19th-century Canadian political
fundraiser, once declared “elections are not won with
prayers.” Political organizations and political campaigns
require large-scale financial resources in order to suc-
ceed. Party organizations need to be staffed, accommo-
dated, and equipped. In a political campaign, the costs
of advertising, marketing, events, tours, and related ac-
tivities have become enormous. Political friends need to
be rewarded and activated, enemies must be targeted,
and the neutrals persuaded. Each of these activities
costs money. In the American federal election of 2000,
the presidential candidates, between them, spent over
$600 million, while Congressional candidates spent in
excess of a further billion dollars.

Although in both Canada and the United States
campaign finance reform has been quite bipartisan, the
effort to reduce the special influence of generous con-
tributors has usually been viewed as favoring liberal
candidates rather than conservative ones who are re-
garded as having more access to wealthy contributors.

The relationship between money and politics has
been ethically questionable from the start. In the 19th
and early 20th centuries, bribery, graft, clientelism, pa-
tronage, kickbacks, and other forms of corruption were

commonplace among parties, leaders, and the moneyed
elite everywhere in the Western world. However, it was
not until the 1960s and 1970s that serious action was
taken to stop these practices. In both Canada and the
United States, growing political efficacy and declining
levels of trust in public officials combined to promote
bold legislative initiatives in campaign finance reform at
the federal level. The Federal Election Campaign Act
(FECA) (1971, amended in 1974 and 1979) established
the broad parameters of contribution, expenditure, and
reporting regulation in the United States, while the
Election Expenses Act (1974) set up the rules for cam-
paign finance in Canada.

The concept of campaign finance is distinctly
American. Relative to other polities, notably those in
Western Europe, political competition in the United
States is focused on the candidate and the campaign. In
Europe, political finance has been more closely associ-
ated with support for political parties both in election
campaigns and between elections. Large-scale fundrais-
ing is less critical in Europe because public broadcasters
provide adequate free time and there is a range of other
subsidies to political parties, such as free or reduced
rates of postage and public financial support for party
organizations. Recent changes to the Canada Elections
Act, which came into effect in January 2004, have Euro-
peanized the nature of party financing in Canada. Sub-
stantial new public monies will now be available to

57



58 Canada

registered Canadian parties, based on the number of
votes they received in the previous election.

The political culture of liberal individualism, suspi-
cion of government, and the power of First Amend-
ment rights have prompted Americans to reject
limitations regarding the raising and spending of
money. In a landmark Supreme Court decision, Buckley
v. Valeo (1976), mandatory limits on campaign spending
were declared unconstitutional in a decision that
equated the spending of money with freedom of
speech. Despite this, the decision upheld the rights of
governments to set limits to campaign donations. The
Supreme Court acknowledged that excessive donations
by an individual or political committee might well be
associated with corrupt practices or at least have the ap-
pearance of such association. By the same token, corpo-
rations and unions have been unable to make direct
contributions to campaigns under federal law for a long
time.

Of growing concern to American citizens has been
the power of so-called soft money in politics. Soft
money lends support to candidates and campaigns be-
yond the parameters of state regulation. Such contribu-
tions can be used for issue advocacy, even when such
statements effectively are an endorsement of a particu-
lar candidate or party.

There is a wide range of other campaign-related ex-
penditures not covered by the FECA that soft money
can purchase. Soft money raised by the Republicans
and Democrats in 2000 was over $450 million. The
2002 Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act (BCRA) ex-
tended federal campaign finance regulations to cover
certain aspects of soft money donations and expendi-
tures. While it has so far been upheld in the courts, it
has not taken political operatives long to find ways of
avoiding its limitations.
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Canada

DIFFERENCES IN IDEOLOGY play a negligible role
in Canadian politics. A party’s position often depends
less on its official principles than on whether it is in or
out of government. Also, federal and provincial politics
are quite disconnected. This was shown in the 1990s
when the Liberal Party was able to build a majority gov-
ernment largely on the basis of Ontario seats but could
not control the Ontario provincial legislature. The par-
ties of the left run the gamut from the mainstream Lib-
eral Party through the smaller but occasionally
influential New Democratic Party and the secessionist

Parti Québécois to the peripheral Communist Party of
Canada.

LIBERAL PARTY

The Liberals are Canada’s “government party,” having
ruled for two-thirds of the 20th century. The party does
not espouse a coherent theory of society, parliament,
power, or policy. Its specific positions have evolved with
changing circumstances, issues, and public attitudes.
Run from the top down, it can become distant from its
regular members and society at large after prolonged
periods in power. It has also been able to renew itself,
often by scouring its “extra-parliamentary wing” for
ideas after its occasional electoral defeats.

The Liberal Party had its origins in 19th-century re-
form movements, even before Canadian independence.
In that century, in near permanent opposition, it cham-
pioned responsible government, provincial rights, free
trade, closer ties with the United States (continental-
ism), and the interests of the working class.

In the 20th century, the party built a powerful na-
tionwide coalition on the basis of regional power bro-
kerage, an expansionary role for government,
accommodation of English and French Canadians, pa-
tronage, and a highly pragmatic approach to policy,
sometimes stealing Conservative causes. W. L. Macken-
zie King (1921-26, 1926-30, 1935-48) used ambiguity to
maintain a diverse coalition, and the party won a repu-
tation for competence and compromise. Later, the Lib-
erals’ position in the west dissipated, and the party
relied heavily on its strength in central Canada.

Social welfare programs initiated under King were
expanded under Lester Pearson (1963-68) and Pierre El-
liot Trudeau (1968-79, 1980-84). Trudeau also opposed
Québec separatism while seeking to tie Québec to a new
Canadian constitution, implement bilingualism, and
promote Canadian French within the party and federal
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Canada has favored practical leftist governments over holding to a particular party ideology. Important factors for any Canadian government
are how it deals with Québec separatism and the superpower neighbor to the south, the United States.

government. The parties switched positions on conti-
nentalism in the 1970s, and the Liberals took a nation-
alist stance against the establishment of a free-trade area
with the United States. By the time of Jean Chrétien
(1993-2003), the party appeared to be the mirror image
of its earlier self. Attuned to the public mood, Chrétien
grumbled about the United States and the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), although he did
not undo it, and prided himself on achieving a smaller
government bureaucracy, fiscal responsibility, and bal-
anced budgets. On social issues, however, he spoke in

favor of gay marriage and the legalization of marijuana,
positions that did not garner broad support.

NEW DEMOCRATIC PARTY

The New Democratic Party (NDP) was formed in 1961
through the merger of the Co-operative Common-
wealth Federation (CCF) and the Canadian Labour
Congress. The CCEF, a largely western-based progressive
party formed in 1932, had never held power nationally,
but it did govern Saskatchewan (1944—61), where it pio-
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neered publicly financed hospitalization. The strength
of the CCF caused the Liberal Party to shift to the left
for a time in the 1940s, and in close collaboration with
reform-minded Liberals, the CCF and NDP influenced
the development of the Canadian welfare state.

More ideologically consistent than the major par-
ties, the NDP is a member of the Socialist International
and advocates a mixed economy, government planning,
industrial democracy, “public” ownership (including
cooperatives, crown corporations, and state enterprises)
where necessary to sustain employment and services,
and pacifism in foreign affairs. The evolution of CCF
and NDP thinking can be followed through a series of
formal statements: the Regina Manifesto (1933), the
Winnipeg Declaration (1961), the New Party Declara-
tion (1961), and the New Regina Manifesto (1986).

The New Democrats win on average just over 15
percent of the vote in national elections, but given the
winner-take-all electoral system, it averages less than 9
percent of the seats in the House of Commons. Its in-
fluence is greatest during minority governments. The
NDP has formed several provincial governments
(British Columbia, 1972-75, 1991-2001; Saskatchewan,
1961-64, 1971-82, 1991-); Manitoba, 1969-77,
1981-88, 1999-); Ontario, 1990-95).

PARTI QUEBECOIS

The Parti Québécois (PQ) was formed in 1968 through
the merger of two existing movements. [t distinguished
itself from earlier Québec secessionist organizations by
its ability to attract voters, in part due to its more mod-
erate stance on secession. The PQ was willing to wait
until the population was ready for independence and
willing to negotiate “sovereignty-association.” The lat-
ter allowed for an economic union with the rest of
Canada after independence, thus lessening the threat of
disruption. (The party avoided the question of whether
Canada would agree to it.) The PQ assumed social dem-
ocratic stances on policy issues and attained observer
status in the Socialist International.

The PQ has formed provincial governments in
Québec (1976-85, 1994-2003). It made French the only
official language of Québec and reformed insurance,
family law, and the civil code. Its referenda on independ-
ence, in 1980 and 1995, failed, although the second was
close (50.6 percent to 49.4 percent). The failures created
dilemmas for the party, which had to govern within the
federation it had denounced and try to extract budget-
ary resources from it. Party leaders occasionally argued
over whether, when, or how to renew the secession

issue. The PQ lost voters among hard-line secessionists
and also among the working class, as it felt compelled to
roll back public-sector wages. It gained other votes,
however, as the general public wearied of the secession
debate and grew increasingly middle class.

COMMUNIST PARTY OF CANADA

The Communist Party of Canada (CPC) was formed in
Guelph in 1921 and has operated at times under differ-
ent names. The party adhered to the Communist Inter-
national, which had sent three representatives to its
inaugural meeting. The Royal Canadian Mounted Po-
lice subjected it to raids and arrests. Starting in the
1930s, however, it elected several city and provincial of-
ficials and one member of the House of Commons.
The CPC also organized labor unions and recruited vol-
unteers for the Republican forces in the Spanish Civil
War. The party suffered from its close identification
with the Soviet Union, especially after Igor Gouzenko,
a Soviet embassy clerk, revealed the names of Canadi-
ans engaged in espionage in 1945. Splinter groups have
included the Communist League, inspired by Leon
Trotsky and later by Fidel Castro, and the Communist
Party of Canada (Marxist-Leninist), which took its in-
spiration from Mao Zedong.

SEE ALSO
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Volume 2 Right: Canada; Conservatism.
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Carmichael, Stokely (1941-1998)

STOKELY CARMICHAEL WILL be remembered for
his role in the civil rights movement during the 1960s.
Born in the Port of Spain, Trinidad, Carmichael moved



to the United States in 1952 and attended high school
in New York. He entered Howard University in 1960
and soon after joined the Student Nonviolent Coordi-
nating Committee (SNCC), a pioneering civil rights ac-
tivist group infused with the principles of nonviolence.

In 1961, Carmichael became a member of the Free-
dom Riders, a group of black and white volunteers who
sat next to each other as they traveled through the Deep
South, challenging existing racial discrimination and
practices. Local police were unwilling to protect these
passengers and in several places they were beaten up by
white mobs. During one such protest in Mississippi,
Carmichael was arrested and jailed for 49 days.

A similar single-man protest was carried out in June
1966 by James Meredith, who started The March
Against Fear in order to assert the right of all African
Americans to move across the South unmolested.
Meredith wanted to prove that he could conquer his
own fear, and that of others, by walking safely from
Memphis, Tennessee, to Jackson, Mississippi. Meredith
also hoped to encourage locals along the way to take the
risks to register to vote and participate in the primary
elections. He was shot soon after starting his protest,
but Carmichael, along with other civil rights campaign-
ers including Martin Luther King, Jr., and Floyd
McKissick, decided to complete the march in Mered-
ith’s name.

BLACK POWER

The March Against Fear became important for
Carmichael as well as for the civil rights movement it-
self. Having been arrested for the 27th time, Carmichael
made his famous “Black Power” speech upon his re-
lease. It was also this year that Carmichael became chair-
man of SNCC, marking a decisive change in the
organization’s founding philosophy by bringing Black
Power to prominence. The goal of Black Power was to
empower a strong racial identity for African Americans.

In his speech, Carmichael called for black people to
unite, to recognize their heritage, and to build a sense of
community. He also advocated that African Americans
should form and lead their own organizations. Black
Power also encouraged a separation from white society,
arguing that black people should write their own histo-
ries and form their own institutions. This empowered
African Americans by promoting feelings of self-worth
and by showing that they were strong enough to thrive
without the support of white institutions.

The ideas contained in the speech were institution-
alized with the publication of a book of the same title
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he coauthored with Charles Hamilton (Black Power). At
this point it is possible to discern a split in the civil
rights movement. In particular, leaders of civil rights
groups such as the National Association for the Ad-
vancement of Colored People (NAACP) and Southern
Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC) rejected
Carmichael’s ideas and accused him of black racism.
This controversy was compounded by Carmichael’s
criticism of King and his ideology of non-violence. The
split was made permanent when Carmichael joined the
Black Panther Party, where he became an honorary
prime minister.

The radicalization of the sector of the civil rights
movement represented by the Black Panthers followed
a parallel path to the radicalization that characterized
young people, students, and the New Left in general in
the late 1960s. Their opposition to the Vietnam War
gave all these disparate groups a common bond and rai-
son d’etre. However, Carmichael moved away from the
Black Panthers because of their links with white radi-
cals and began to advocate a return to Africa. He him-
self moved to Guinea with his wife in the early part of
the 1970s, where he wrote the book Stokely Speaks: Black
Power back to Pan-Africanism. There, he adopted the
name Kwame Ture, working as an aide to Guinea’s
prime minister, Sekou Toure. Carmichael died of can-
cer on November 15, 1998.

Carmichael’s politics, particularly his stand against
the Vietnam War and his support for direct action in
achieving integration, would classify him as a political
leader of the left. In his cry for black power, he also as-
sociated with those on the left who sought more power
for the politically dispossessed. However, his personal
emigration to Africa reflected his acceptance of the es-
sentially rightist ideology of ethnic nationalism.

SEE ALSO
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Volume 2 Right: United States; Segregation.
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Carter, James E. (1924-)

WHEN JIMMY CARTER was elected the 39th presi-
dent in 1976, his Democratic victory over incumbent
Gerald Ford seemed to symbolize the end of a political
episode dominated by Republicans and tainted by the
Watergate scandal. But Carter’s one-term administra-
tion, regarded by some scholars as a considerable fail-
ure, became just an interruption in an extended period
of conservative rule. Nevertheless, his post-presidency
commitment to international peace and human rights
recast his legacy as a well-respected humanitarian and
diplomat across the globe.

Born on October 1, 1924, in the small community
of Plains, Georgia, Carter was the eldest son of Lillian
Gordy and James Earl Carter, a Georgia landowner and
businessman. Carter was exposed to politics early in his
life: his father had served on the school board (and
would later be elected to the state legislature). Although
his family had considerable prominence in the Plains
community, like many rural families during the Great
Depression, the Carters were not wealthy. However, the
family held an abundance of land, enough to build a
business based on the crops of cotton and especially
peanuts. Growing up on his family’s Southern farm,
Carter lived in a society dominated by racial segrega-
tion. Yet, both his mother’s liberal influence and his re-
ligious convictions tempered his views on race.

A motivated and successful student, Carter at-
tended Plains High School and in 1941 enrolled in
Georgia Southwestern College. After one year, he trans-
ferred to the Georgia Institute of Technology in Atlanta
before being admitted to the U.S. Naval Academy in
Annapolis, Maryland. Graduating from Annapolis in
1946, Carter was assigned to a postwar naval position
and went on to serve a seven-year term of service with
the navy.

Carter’s academic career and rise in the naval ranks
nurtured his sense of ambition, which put him some-
what in conflict with his parents, particularly his father,
who lived out his life in Plains working within the fam-
ily peanut business. When the elder Carter fell ill and
died in 1953, his son reevaluated his choices and de-
cided to return to Plains and rebuild the family’s peanut
business. Like his father, Carter became active in com-
munity affairs. A devout Baptist whose faith was an im-
portant component of both his private and public
persona, Carter served as deacon to the local church.
He also worked at the library, on the hospital authority,
and on behalf of an unsuccessful referendum to consol-
idate the county schools. By 1960, Carter was one of

Jimmy Carter’s leftist human rights aspirations were in stark con-
trast with the realities of the Cold War.

Plains’ most well respected residents and leaders. Given
his drive and commitment to civic duty, it was not long
before friends encouraged him to consider a run for po-
litical office.

In 1962, Carter was elected to the Georgia Senate.
Though he lost his first gubernatorial campaign in
1966, he won the next election and became the gover-
nor of Georgia on January 12, 1971. Carter was one of
a new group of Southern governors identified by their
moderate racial views and reform initiatives. Upon tak-
ing office, he promised to lead Georgia into an era of
racial equality and economic and social justice. He
made good on his word by taking measures to increase
the number of African American state employees dur-
ing his tenure. And foreshadowing some of his presi-



dential activities, Carter also worked for greater envi-
ronmental and consumer protection and for tax, wel-
fare, and judicial reform, as well as an increase in
services for the mentally ill.

Despite his gubernatorial success, political ob-
servers were surprised with Carter’s 1974 announce-
ment that he would seek the Democratic nomination
for president in 1976. But Americans embraced the reli-
gious Southerner. Carter’s campaign statement, “I will
never lie to you,” comforted those who had become
skeptical of government in the wake of the Watergate
scandal and Vietnam. The blend of Carter’s cultural
conservatism, his commitment to civil rights, and his
moderate economic views brought him support from
not only conventional Democrats, but also from
African Americans and southern whites, who identified
with his upbringing. In a narrow election, Carter de-
feated Republican incumbent Gerald R. Ford.

With Carter’s ascendancy to the White House in
1977, liberals had high hopes for the resurgence of the
Democratic Party. Many expected that the Democratic
agenda fostered by Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society
would be rediscovered under Carter. Yet, although
Carter had promised to make liberal government work,
he was ultimately trapped between high expectations on
the left and harsh criticisms from the right, and became
somewhat isolated politically. But even against such
challenges, Carter’s administration enjoyed crucial suc-
cesses on both foreign and domestic fronts. At home,
Carter’s achievements included significant environmen-
tal protection legislation, including the Alaska National
Interest Lands Conservation Act, the 1978 Comprehen-
sive Energy Act, and the 1980 Waste Cleanup Act.
Carter also created the Cabinet-level Departments of
Education and Energy.

Carter’s major foreign policy accomplishments in-
cluded the Panama Canal Treaties, the 1978 Camp
David Summit Meeting between President Anwar
Sadat of Egypt and Prime Minister Menachem Begin of
Israel, which resulted in the Camp David Accords, and
the establishment of American diplomatic relations
with the People’s Republic of China in 1979. Arguing
that the United Nations should make the treatment of
political prisoners and dissidents a matter of interna-
tional concern, Carter also initiated a human rights
campaign, a cause that he would be praised for and
identified with. Despite the achievements of Carter’s
administration, both the failing economy and the Iran
Hostage crisis—in which he failed to gain the release of
American diplomatic personnel held hostage in [ran—
seriously undermined his political future. In the 1980
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presidential election, while Carter dwelt on the
“malaise” affecting America, Republican Ronald Rea-
gan offered America “a new morning” and decisively
defeated him.

After leaving office, Carter returned to Georgia and
continued his passionate advocacy of peace and human
rights. In 2002, he was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in
recognition of his decades of service toward advancing
democracy, international peace, and human rights and
for promoting economic and social development world-
wide.
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Carville, James (1944-)

JAMES CARVILLE has been described as a grandmas-
ter at the chessboard of politics by at least one histo-
rian. With Paul Begala, Carville set the communications
strategy for Bill Clinton’s 1992 presidential victory.
Born in Carville, Louisiana—a town named for his
grandfather—and famed for his blunt, hard-driving
style, the “Ragin’ Cajun” is credited with focusing the
Clinton campaign’s easy-to-understand expression of
its political priorities.

Carville’s first campaign work occurred while he
was still a student at Ascension Catholic High School in
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1959. He worked on a Louisiana state legislature race,
distributing literature and posting signs for candidate
Price LeBlanc. In 1962, Carville graduated from high
school and began college at Louisiana State University
(LSU). He left after a couple of years and joined the
U.S. Marines. After his two-year service expired,
Carville returned to LSU to complete his college de-
gree. Between finishing his undergraduate degree and re-
turning for his law degree, Carville worked as a high
school science teacher. From 1973 to 1979, he practiced
law in Baton Rouge, Louisiana.

Carville began his formal, professional campaign
work in 1980. Over the next 10 years, he worked on
many campaigns, including those of Robert P. Casey in
the 1986 and 1990 Pennsylvania gubernatorial elections
and Harris Wofford in the 1991 Pennsylvania senatorial
election. In 1989, he and his long-standing collaborator,
Begala, formed Carville and Begala, a political consult-
ing firm. The 1991 Wofford campaign highlighted their
approach to politicking.

Wofford had begun the election polling 47 points
behind his opponent, Richard Thornburgh, a former
Pennsylvania governor and attorney general under
Ronald Reagan. Carville and Begala helped Wofford
win the election by focusing his campaign on a few top-
ics, such as health insurance, which were critical for the
everyday voter, matters that transcended political ide-
ologies. This sharp, seemingly nonpartisan approach led
Wofford to victory and brought Carville and Begala na-
tional prominence as campaign strategists for Democ-
rats seeking office.

The then-governor of Arkansas, Clinton, was one
of several Democrats seeking the Democratic presiden-
tial nomination. Right after the Wofford election,
Carville and Begala agreed to work with Clinton, bring-
ing their laserlike style of campaign strategy and mes-
sage development to the eventual Democratic nominee.
This discipline helped Clinton secure the nomination
and survive many political flashfires, such as those of
Gennifer Flowers, who accused Clinton of having an af-
fair with her, and of Clinton’s student status, which
kept him ineligible for the draft during the Vietnam
War.

Ultimately, although both Carville and Begala were
working on the campaign, Carville spearheaded the
campaign’s move to the top of the polls by articulating
its focus on the economy and on the costs of incum-
bent George H. W. Bush’s promises about no new taxes.
Carville’s blunt phrasing, “It’s the economy, stupid,”
captured the ordinary voter’s concerns about Bush and
became the rallying cry of the successful campaign.

After Clinton won the 1992 election, Carville con-
tinued to serve as a media adviser for the president.
During the Whitewater investigations of 1996-98,
Carville staunchly defended the president even though
he no longer had a formal role with the White House.

In 2004, Carville retained his prominence as a
media adviser and campaign consultant for Democrats.
He worked with Gould Greenberg Carville NOP (GGC
NOP), a consulting group that assists corporations with
their media and polling strategic development. He was
also a cohost, with Paul Begala, Robert Novak, and
Tucker Carlson, of the Cable News Network’s (CNN)
Crossfire, a political debate program on current topics.
Carville has also written numerous books on campaign
strategy as well as two autobiographical works. Carville
and his wife, Mary Matalin, the Republican campaign
strategist and adviser to Vice President Richard Cheney;,
live in Virginia.

Although Carville’s career has not been character-
ized by a commitment to any ideology, his active sup-
port for and advice to the leading liberal Democrat of
the 1990s places him on the liberal side of the Ameri-
can political spectrum.
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Catholic Worker

THE CATHOLIC WORKER, both the movement and
the newspaper, was founded in 1933 by Dorothy Day
and Paul Maurin. The movement brought together the



passionate Catholicism and personal strengths of each:
Day converted to Catholicism in 1927 and for over a
decade had been a journalist and freelance writer con-
cerned with social justice; Maurin was a French immi-
grant with a vision of ideal Catholic social activism.
Day provided the logistical development of the
Catholic Worker movement and newspaper, but Mau-
rin provided its theoretical and intellectual ideals.

The newspaper, envisioned as a journal for advocat-
ing social change, began first, but the formal Catholic
Worker movement quickly followed. The first issue tar-
geted unemployed workers and informed them about
race relations, housing, strikes, and schools run by vari-
ous labor union movements. Sympathetic volunteer ed-
itors supplemented Day’s own editorial and journalistic
contributions, but Day remained the lead editor until

her death in 1980.
RADICAL CATHOLICS

Priced at a penny, the periodical was targeted to many
different audiences, such as the disenfranchised poor,
the unemployed, lay Catholics exploring the social
teachings of the faith, and the religious leadership. Its
articles covered news related to labor and social move-
ments but also included reviews, essays, and editorials
that helped provide analysis of events and advocacy of
the Catholic Worker approach to social problems. Fi-
nally, the Catholic Worker included contributions of art-
work and quotes from church authorities, such as
popes and theologians, which grounded the paper in the
Catholic tradition.

This grounding was necessary, because the Catholic
Worker advocated such a radical approach. The paper
helped build up a coherent and consistent belief system
that established the Catholic Worker movement as a le-
gitimate, but radical, part of the Catholic social theol-
ogy. The movement’s radicalism lies in its practices. The
attempt to have a radical approach to the Gospel, or to
live out a close, literal reading of the Gospel as the foun-
dation of society, has a long legacy; the medieval St.
Francis of Assisi, for example, promoted one such ap-
proach through his embrace of poverty.

The Catholic Worker movement was the first
American Catholic approach. It began when Maurin
brought a couple of impoverished friends to the news-
paper’s offices to share meals. Day quickly realized that
an editorial commitment to helping the needy could
only exist if there were a practical commitment as well.
Thus, sharing a few meals with these friends at the main
office of the Catholic Worker became the first of the na-
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tional network of the Catholic Worker Houses of Hos-
pitality, which provided meals, sleeping accommoda-
tions, and other assistance to the needy.

The Catholic Worker movement followed some
simple principles, all advocated in the periodical as well.
Maurin provided the first three: 1) roundtable discus-
sions to help inform those without formal learning and
to help ground those with formal learning; 2) Houses of
Hospitality to provide places of social justice and serv-
ice; and 3) farming communes to feed and train the un-
employed. In addition, each House of Hospitality
formed the spiritual center for a group of workers and
of guests. All residents, whether workers or guests, were
expected to share the ideal of voluntary poverty. This
meant wearing donated clothes, receiving no salaries for
work done at the house, and relying on donations to
pay bills such as rent and utilities.

More broadly, the Catholic Worker movement be-
came the first Roman Catholic group in America to ar-
ticulate pacifism. Day argued that pacifism could be
reconciled with the Catholic Worker concerns of social
and labor justice, because war absorbed resources that
could be used for social justice, because war is about de-
fending possessions, which violates the Worker anti-ma-
terialist principles; and because workers could use their
powers of boycott and strike to show their opposition
to war. During World War II, the Catholic Worker news-
paper openly encouraged men not to register for the
draft. Furthermore, Catholic Workers assisted men of
any religious belief in avoiding the draft. Day, and there-
fore the Catholic Workers, took similar positions dur-
ing the Korean and Vietnam wars as well.

The Catholic Worker movement and newspaper
have had a profound and ongoing effect on American
Catholicism in particular, and on American social re-
form in general. For American Catholicism, the
Catholic Workers demonstrate a radical, Gospel-driven
response to contemporary American society, providing
a channel through which ordinary American Catholics
can live out the Gospel ideals of poverty and assistance.
The newspaper helped articulate 20th-century social re-
forms, clearly grounding them in the rich Catholic intel-
lectual tradition and thereby engaging the Catholic
Church in the work. Above all, though, the movement
promoted pacifism in the face of war and brought the
Catholic Church to reconsider its “just war” doctrines.

SEE ALSO
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Censorship
FREEDOM OF BELIEF and conscience are essential to

democracy; censorship threatens the free exchange of
ideas that allows democracy to flourish. English
philosopher John Stuart Mill summarized the liberal
view of censorship in his essay, “On Liberty” (1869): “If
all mankind, minus one were of one opinion, and only
one were of the contrary opinion, mankind would be
no more justified in silencing the one than he, if he had
the power, would be justified in silencing mankind.”
Like Mill, most liberals are afraid that the one person
who is silenced might be the one who discovers a uni-
versal truth or solves a scientific problem or writes a
book, a song, or a poem that will stand the test of time.

The purpose of censorship is always to stop some-
one from saying, printing, or depicting something that
is seen as dangerous or which threatens societal norms.
Censors seek to place limits on words, images, ideas,
symbols, signs, books, music, and art. The danger in
censorship is that the censor sets herself up as the judge
of what is permissible and what is not. When govern-
ment acts as censor by prohibiting criticism of its ac-
tions or by blocking the flow of information, it lays the
foundation for tyranny. In response to national and
state efforts to infringe on civil liberties, the U.S.
Supreme Court has become known, sometimes ironi-
cally, as the guardians of liberty. The court has cau-
tioned in cases such as FCC w. Pacifica Foundation (438
U.S. 726 438 U.S. 726, 1978) that finding speech offen-
sive is no reason for suppressing it.

The First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution
states, “Congress shall make no law abridging the free-
dom of speech or of the press.” Yet, by 1789, Congress
had passed the first Sedition Act, which prohibited all

criticism of the government. During the Civil War,
Abraham Lincoln rode roughshod over the First
Amendment. During World War I, Congress passed
the Second Sedition and Espionage Acts, which re-
stricted criticism of the government or of the war effort
and established criminal penalties for any speech or
writing that was considered “disloyal.”

Efforts to censor speech during World War II cen-
tered around the Smith Act of 1940, which established
severe penalties for anyone who advocated the over-
throw of the government by force or violence. Follow-
ing World War II, the Cold War and McCarthyism led
to the passage of the McCarran or Communist Control
Act of 1954 over President Harry Truman’s veto, cen-
soring freedom of association by making membership
in the Communist Party illegal. During the 1960s, there
was an unusual amount of tolerance for free speech that
encompassed civil rights, women’s rights, the anti-war
effort, and student protests. As might be expected, a
conservative backlash followed in the 1980s with the
election of Ronald Reagan. The religious right launched
an all-out effort to censor books, art, web sites, movies,
signs, and television programming.

The abortion issue provides an excellent example of
what happens when conservatives attempt to limit
speech/action with which they disagree. The Reagan and
George H.W. Bush administrations became so success-
ful in censoring even the use of the word abortion that
Congress passed a law banning the use of the word in
clinics that received Title X funds. In 1991, in Rust v. Sul-
livan (500 U.S. 173), the conservative court upheld this
limitation on the speech of medical and family planning
personnel. President Bill Clinton overturned the case
with an executive order, and Congress turned his ac-
tions into federal law.

Even though liberals dislike censorship on princi-
ple, some limits may be acceptable. In Schenck v. United
States (249 U.S. 47, 1919), Justice Oliver Wendell
Holmes identified what has become the classic accept-
able infringement on free speech: “the most stringent
protection of free speech would not protect a man in
falsely shouting fire in a theatre and causing a panic.”
Many liberals also favor censorship of pornography on
the grounds that it is harmful and likely to incite violent
actions against women and children and hate speech be-
cause it infringes on human dignity.

SUPREME COURT TESTS

From the beginning, the Supreme Court has been called
upon to determine what speech should be censored and



which is protected by the First Amendment. Normally,
verbal expression known as “pure speech” is accorded
the most protection. When pure speech involves action
of some sort, it becomes known as “speech plus.”
Some liberal absolutists, such as Justices Hugo Black
and William Douglas, believed that when the First
Amendment said Congress should make no law abridg-
ing freedom of speech it meant that “no law was no
law.” For most justices, however, determining the line
between protected speech and unprotected action has
not always been easy. Early in the 20th century, during
one of the most radical periods in U.S. history, the
Supreme Court began to rely on tests to judge what was
protected and what could be constitutionally censored.

In Schenck v. United States, Justice Holmes devel-
oped the Clear and Present Danger Test, which judged
“whether the words used are used in such circum-
stances and are of such a nature as to create a clear and
present danger that they will bring about the substan-
tive evils that Congress has a right to prevent.” Substan-
tive evils were generally defined as trying to overthrow
the government, inciting to riot, and destruction of life
and property. On the basis of the Clear and Present
Danger Test, convictions of most radicals were upheld.
Rejecting the Holmes test, the court opted for the Bad
Tendency Test, which allowed government to restrict
speech that threatened public health, safety, and
morals.

By the early 1940s, the court had drifted toward the
Preferred Preference Doctrine, first articulated in Jones
v. City of Opelika (319 U.S. 105) and eight companion
cases, declaring that “freedom of press, freedom of
speech, freedom of religion are in a preferred position.”

In Thomas v. Collins (323 U.S. 516, 1945), the court ac-
knowledged that First Amendment freedoms are “in-
dispensable” to democracy. By the 1950s, the justices
were inclined to use the Balancing Doctrine, which
weighed First Amendment freedoms against other con-
stitutional protections. In 1951, in Dennis v. United
States (341 U.S. 494), the court opted for the Hand Test
developed by Judge Leonard Hand, which attempted to
determine “whether the gravity of the ‘evil,” discounted
by its improbability, justifies such invasion of free
speech as is necessary to avoid the danger.”

The liberal reform mood of the 1960s escalated so-
cial tensions to the point that the Supreme Court
needed new guidelines for determining acceptable cen-
sorship of speech. In Brandenburg v. Ohio (395 U.S.
444), in 1969, the court announced the Imminent Dan-
ger Test. On this guideline, states were allowed to enact
laws that censored speech only “where such advocacy is

Censorship 67

directed to inciting or producing imminent lawless ac-
tion and is likely to incite or produce such action.”

SYMBOLIC SPEECH

Throughout the history of the United States, individu-
als and governments have attempted to censor the ways
that individuals express their beliefs through the use of
symbols. Few issues have invoked more wrath than
those concerning the American flag. In West Virginia v
Barnette (319 U.S. 624, 1943), the court overturned a
mandatory flag salute. In 1974, in Spence v. Washington
(418 U.S. 405), the court upheld the right of a war pro-
testor to hang a flag upside down outside his dorm win-
dow. Fifteen years later, the court overturned the
conviction of Gregory Johnson for burning an Ameri-
can flag on the steps of the Republican headquarters
building to protest the policies of the Reagan adminis-
tration.

In Texas v. Johnson (491 U.S. 397), Justice William ]J.
Brennan spoke for a narrow majority when he wrote
“We do not consecrate the flag by punishing its desecra-
tion, for in doing so we dilute the freedom that this
cherished emblem represents.” In response to the deci-
sion, Congress passed the Flag Protection Act of 1989,
which was overturned the following year in United
States v. Eichman (496 U.S. 310). In early 2004, the court
heard arguments in which an atheist parent challenged
the practice of requiring his child to recite the pledge to
the flag that includes “under God.”

During the Vietnam War era, the issue of symbolic
speech took on new meaning. While the court leaned
toward a tolerant interpretation of freedom of speech
during this period, the justices were unwilling to accept
what they saw as flouting the interests of the U.S. gov-
ernment. For instance, in United States v. O’Brien (391
U.S. 367), the court held that burning draft cards was
not protected by the First Amendment. In the land-
mark case Tinker v. Des Moines (393 U.S. 503), the court
protected the rights of high-school and junior high-
school students to wear black armbands to protest
against the war.

CONSERVATIVE CENSORSHIP

The efforts of religious conservatives to censor any-
thing in which they do not believe have a long history in
the United States. In 1925, for example in what became
known as the Scopes or “Monkey” Trial, conservative
opposition to teaching evolution in the schools received
national attention when high-school science teacher
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John Scopes was arrested in Tennessee for teaching evo-
lution. The Supreme Court addressed the creation/evo-
lution argument in 1968 in Epperson v. Arkansas (393
U.S. 97) in which the court reiterated its position that
“there is and can be no doubt that the First Amend-
ment does not permit the State to require that teaching
and learning must be tailored to the principles or prohi-
bitions of any religious sect or dogma.”

Censors have frequently targeted media of all
kinds. In Jenkins v. Georgia (418 U.S. 153, 1974), the
court held that state law should be used to determine
whether material was “patently offensive.” Three years
later in Smith v. United States (431 U.S. 291), the justices
held that national standards should apply when censor-
ship of books and movies was in question. In 1978 in
FCC w. Pacifica Foundation, the court stated that “of all
forms of communication, broadcasting has the most
limited First Amendment protection,” because it enters
homes where children may be exposed to it.

Liberals and conservatives have long debated
whether music should be censored; and if so, on what
grounds. The popularity of rock and roll in the 1950s
and 1960s launched a then-unprecedented censorship
effort. Many people thought that the genre was ob-
scene, anti-establishment, anti-family, and communist-
generated. During the 1970s, censors targeted anti-war
songs and those, such as Peter Paul and Mary’s “Puff
the Magic Dragon” and the Beatles’ “Yellow Subma-
rine,” which were thought to promote the marijuana
drug culture.

In the 1980s and 1990s, songs were censored for a
range of reasons. For instance, Garth Brooks’s “The
Thunder Rolls” and Martina McBride’s “Independence
Day,” which highlighted domestic violence, were cen-
sored by those who insisted they promoted violence.
Even the bland Backstreet Boys, who appealed mostly
to teenage girls, were declared “indecent” and “inappro-
priate.” Censorship often has the reverse effect as in the
case of 2 Live Crew’s “As Nasty as They Wanna Be,”
which climbed in the charts in 1990 after being declared
obscene. After the events of September 11, 2001, one
radio chain banned anything that might be construed as
“insensitive.” Censored songs included Metallica’s
“Seek and Destroy,” AC/DC’s “Shot Down in Flames,”
and Carole King’s “I Feel the Earth Move.”

The conservative mood of the Reagan era also led
to a concentrated attack on the arts. Conservatives were
so irate over the fact that the National Endowment for
the Arts had funded the “erotic” works of photogra-
pher Robert Mapplethorpe that they attempted to cut
all funds for art that offended their sensibilities. The at-

tack included the funding for public television, fueled
by rumors that nonhuman characters on popular chil-
dren’s television shows were gay. In the same vein, Vice
President Dan Quayle attacked the decision of fictional
television journalist Murphy Brown to have a child
even though she was not married because it challenged
typical “family values.”

Censors have frequently targeted books. Banned
books have included the Bible, The American Heritage
Dictionary, The Autobiography of Benjamin Franklin,
Catcher in the Rye, Huckleberry Finn, I Know Why the
Caged Bird Sings, Bury My Heart at Wounded Knee, and
To Kill a Mockingbird. During the Reagan era, conserva-
tive fervor gave the religious right new ammunition to
go after books that threatened their beliefs.

In the late 20th century, conservatives targeted a se-
ries of children’s books by English author J. K. Rowl-
ing. The Harry Potter series about an orphaned wizard
who attends Hogwarts, a school of magic, has been
called “anti-Christian” and “disturbing.” Liberals laud
the fact that so many children and adults are reading the
books that Rowling has become the first author in his-
tory to become a billionaire from her writing. Even the
Vatican defended the Harry Potter books, and the Gate-
house Research Project suggested that all kids should
read the books because they promoted family, friends,
and community. An Australian researcher presented a
paper in 2004 in which she argued that the books have
given teenagers an alternative to suicide by teaching
them positive ways of dealing with depression.

PRESS CENSORSHIP

Since the first newspaper appeared in the American
colonies, certain individuals wanted to censor anything
with which they disagreed. Government officials have
frequently attempted to stop newspapers from publish-
ing what might be damaging to national security or po-
litical careers. However, the Supreme Court has
consistently rejected prior restraint by opting to re-
spond to written matter after it is published. In 1931, in
Near v. Minnesota (283 U.S. 697), for example, the court
stated unequivocally that the Constitution protected
the press from prior restraint. In 1971, the Richard M.
Nixon administration attempted to block the New York
Times and the Washington Post from publishing the Pen-
tagon Papers, which detailed U.S. policy in Vietnam. In
New York Times v. United States (403 U.S. 713), the court
refused, insisting that prior restraint is acceptable only
in cases where the government can prove an overwhelm-
ing responsibility for doing so.



At times, the press is censored in order to protect
the right of individuals to a fair trial. In Estes v. Texas
(381 U.S. 532, 1965), the court reversed the conviction
of Billy Sol Estes, finding that broadcasting the trial vi-
olated Estes’s Fourteenth Amendment rights. Likewise,
in Sheppard v. Maxwell (384 U.S. 333, 1966), the court
overturned the conviction of Dr. Sam Sheppard, who
was accused of murdering his pregnant wife, because of
the adverse pretrial publicity that created a circuslike at-
mosphere and denied Sheppard’s right to a fair trial.
Nevertheless, in Nebraska Press Association v. Stuart (427
U.S. 539, 1976), the court found gag orders unconstitu-
tional.

Censors have frequently targeted teachers and stu-
dents. In 1968, in Pickering v. Board of Education (391
U.S. 563), the court upheld a teacher’s right to publish a
letter critical of the way that her employers spent
school funds. In Papish v. University of Missouri Curators
(410 U.S. 667, 1968), the court held that college newspa-
pers should be free from censorship. Nevertheless, in
Hazelwood School District v. Kuhlmeir (484 U.S. 260,
1988), the court held that teachers and students in pub-
lic schools have no First Amendment freedoms while at
school.

ASSEMBLY

The First Amendment protects the free speech right of
assembly. During the 1950s and 1960s, the right to
peaceful assembly was severely tested during the civil
rights movement. While protestors led by Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr., took a pledge of nonviolence, violence
often erupted as white supremacists sought to prevent
protestors from assembling. Alabama and Mississippi
arrested thousands of protestors for exercising their
constitutional rights. In 1958, in N.A.A.C.P. v. Alabama
(357 U.S. 449), the court held that Alabama could not
force the National Association for the Advancement of
Colored People (NAACP) to release its membership
rolls. Even though most liberals support the right to
peaceful assembly, a conflict may arise when the protes-
tors are Nazis or Ku Klux Klansmen.

UNPROTECTED SPEECH

The Supreme Court has consistently held that slander,
libel, obscenity, “fighting words,” and threats to public
safety are open to censorship. Slander and libel laws
protect individuals from having others say or write
things that are untrue about them. In 1964, in New York
Times v. Sullivan (376 U.S. 254), the court held that pub-

Censorship 69

Kemble

- )8 U"_ .
An illustration of Huckleberry Finn from an early edition of Mark
Twain’s novel, a work that would still be censored 100 years later.

lic figures cannot recover damages unless they can
prove that erroneous information was presented with
“actual malice” and “with knowledge that it was false or
with reckless disregard of whether it was false or not.”
In Hustler Magagzine v. Falwell (485 U.S. 46, 1988), the
court used Sullivan to decide that Jerry Falwell could
not collect damages for a lampoon that appeared in the
magazine because “the State’s interest in protecting
public figures from emotional distress is not sufficient
to deny First Amendment protection to speech that is
patently offensive and is intended to inflict emotional
injury when that speech could not reasonably have been
interpreted as stating actual facts about the public figure
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involved.” For several decades, the Supreme Court
struggled with how to define obscenity. Before the late
1950s, the justices relied on the Hicklin Test, which was
developed by an English judge in 1868 in Queen v. Hick-
lin (L.R. 3 Q.B. 360), identifying obscenity by whether
the work was judged to have any redeeming social value.
Then, in Roth v. United Sates (354 U.S. 476) in 1957, the
court attempted to define obscenity in relation to “con-
temporary community standards” that judged whether
“the dominant theme of the material taken as a whole
appealed to the prurient interests.” During this period,
the justices gathered with their law clerks on what be-
came known as “Dirty Movie Day” to view each movie
that had been declared “obscene” on a case-by-case
basis. In 1971, in Cohen v. California (403 U.S. 15), Jus-
tice John Harlan expressed the crux of the obscenity
dilemma by acknowledging that “while the particular
four-letter word being litigated here is perhaps more dis-
tasteful than most others of its genre, it is nevertheless
often true that one man’s vulgarity is another’s lyric.”

In Miller v. California (413 U.S. 15), the Supreme
Court established a three-tier test for obscenity that
would serve as a guideline for future cases:

Whether the “average” person, applying con-
temporary community standards, would find that
the work taken as a whole appeals to the prurient in-
terest;

Whether the work depicts or describes in a
patently offensive way sexual conduct as specifically
defined by applicable state law;

Whether the work taken as a whole lacks serious
literary, artistic, political, or scientific value.

“Fighting words” were declared unprotected forms
of speech in Chaplinsky v. New Hampshire (315 U.S. 568)
in 1942. Words classified as “fighting words” have in-
cluded: adulterer, alcoholic, bigamist, cheat, deadbeat,
fascist, gay, hypocrite, Nazi, spy, and villain; as well as
racial, religious, and ethnic epithets. Many local com-
munities have enacted hate crime laws to prevent crimes
that target specific groups for violence. Such a law
passed by St. Paul, Minnesota, was challenged in 1992
in RAV w. City of St. Paul (505 U.S. 377), when a local
youth claimed that his right to burn a cross inside the
fenced yard of a black family living in a predominantly
white neighborhood was protected by the First Amend-
ment. The court struck down the law on the grounds
that it was overly broad.

The court has determined in hundreds of cases that
there is no Constitutional right to incite to riot, disturb

the peace, or attempt to overthrow the government
(sedition). In Schenck v. United States, the court used the
Clear and Present Danger Test to determine that
Schenck had no constitutional right to send anti-war
letters to men eligible for the draft. In his dissent to
Abrams v. United States (250 U.S. 616) in 1919, Justice
Oliver Wendell Holmes argued that the only acceptable
limits on speech action arose from the threat of imme-
diate danger.

In 1925, in Gitlow v. New York (268 U.S. 652), the
court decided that freedom of speech and press applied
to the states as well as to the national government. In a
significant concurring opinion in Whitney v. California
(274 U.S. 357, 1927), Justice Louis Brandeis summed up
a new position on seditious speech: “Fear of serious in-
jury cannot alone justify suppression of free speech and
assembly. Men feared witches and burnt women. It is
the function of speech to free men from the bondage of
irrational fears. To justify suppression of free speech
there must be reasonable ground to fear that serious evil
will result if free speech is practiced. There must be rea-
sonable ground to believe that the danger apprehended
is imminent. There must be reasonable ground to be-
lieve that the evil to be prevented is a serious one.”

There is always the danger that when government is
allowed to censor in the name of national security it
will invade the civil liberties of the innocent as well as
the guilty. In October 2001, in the wake of the Septem-
ber 11 , 2001, terrorist attacks, Congress passed the
USA Patriot Act (P.L. 107-56). The law gave the execu-
tive branch unprecedented powers, including electronic
and physical surveillance, warrantless searches, privacy
violations, and suspension of the right to due process,
equal protection, a speedy trial, habeas corpus, and
legal counsel.

Critics of the act argue that it violated the First,
Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, Eighth, Ninth, and Fourteenth
Amendments. In early 2004, the Supreme Court agreed
to hear a series of cases arising from the actions of the
George W. Bush administration, including the incarcer-
ation of 600 detainees at Guantdnamo Bay, Cuba, who
had been held without due process.

SEE ALSO
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Central America

CENTRAL AMERICA IS A small region that links
North and South America, bordering Mexico to the
north and Colombia to the south. Its seven countries—
Belize, Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua,
Costa Rica, and Panama——constitute a very rich mix-
ture of history, land, and cultures. This history, how-
ever, has been marked by high levels of violence and
today, with notable exceptions, Central American soci-
eties are still characterized by extreme levels of social in-
equality, poverty, and injustice. The 20th century has
seen left-wing revolutionary movements develop in
some Central American countries to counteract the
worst excesses of political repression with little long-
lasting effect.

Although the region currently known as Central
America has been inhabited for thousands of years, lit-
tle is known of the cultures that dominated the area
with exception perhaps of the Maya civilization. The
Maya ruled in parts of current Guatemala, Belize, and
southern Mexico. Although this civilization had begun
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to decline from the 14th century onward, the arrival of
the Spanish conquerors in the 16th century marked the
beginning of exploitation of the existing population.
Initially led by Christopher Columbus, Spanish con-
querors arrived in America with dreams of El Dorado,
the mythical city of gold and riches. However, Central
America did not prove to be a source of mineral wealth
to the same extent as Mexico to the north and Peru to
the south. As a result, although Central America was
settled by the new masters from Spain, it remained
largely a region of the vice-royalty of Mexico, then
called Nueva Espana (New Spain), and received the
name of Guatemala. At this time Guatemala consisted
of five republics: Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras,
Nicaragua, and Costa Rica. Current Panama was at the
time part of Colombia and only became independent in
1903, whereas Belize was declared a British colony and
only became independent in 1981.

Independence for the various Central American re-
publics came in the first part of the 19th century. Just as
Spain was involved in European wars and under the in-
vasion of Napoleon’s forces, its grip on Central Amer-
ica loosened. By 1823, the five republics had declared
their independence from Spain, and more significantly,
from Mexico. This political move was led by Creoles, a
new middle class of people born in the republics but of
Spanish descent. Although attempts were made to
maintain the republics of Central America united, by
1839 they had separated into five independent nations.
Much of the rest of the 19th century was marked by
political attempts to regain the lost unity with little suc-

The cultivation of coffee (above) and other agricultural products
has resulted in leftist reaction against the exploitation of workers.
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cess. Warring factions, divided between liberals and
conservatives, succeeded each other in power with coup
after coup. Besides political and social unrest, this pe-
riod was also characterized by increasing foreign inter-
ventions and the threats to the territorial integrity of
Central America.

In particular, Britain and the United States fought
for preeminence in the area because of Central Amer-
ica’s land and agricultural resources. The political hege-
mony of the United States consolidated toward the end
of the 19th century. With it came a transformation of
Central America’s economies toward the production of
coffee and bananas principally to supply the export
market. The social consequences of this transformation
were an increase in the levels of land concentration in a
few hands, the rise of socioeconomic inequalities, and
the increasing exploitation that stems from these.

GUATEMALA

Guatemala is typical of Central America’s repressive
politics that emerge from a seriously dislocated society.
By the mid 1920s, a series of transformations had en-
sured that only a small minority of the population
(around 7 percent) and large foreign multinationals
owned all the agricultural land. The successive expro-
priations, which had over the decades affected mainly
the natives, automatically converted them into a source
of mass cheap labor. Added to this was the foreign own-
ership of all the country’s infrastructure; electricity
supply—the main export port of Puerto Barrios—and
the railways that linked the coffee and banana planta-
tions to it. The biggest foreign multinational in
Guatemala was the Boston-based United Fruit Com-
pany (UFCO).

The high level of Guatemala’s dependency on inter-
national markets meant that the country was severely
hit by the 1929 economic crash. The large rise in unem-
ployment, wage cuts, and political repression that were
used by successive governments to deal with popular
demands sowed the seeds of revolutionary politics that
would have a presence in Guatemala for the next four
decades. The democratic revolution of 1944 saw a re-
formist government come to power with a program to
implement serious social reform with a large-scale wel-
fare program and legislation to improve the working
conditions of the majority. The victory of Jacobo Ar-
benz in 1950 quickened the pace of social reform but
was immediately seen by UFCO as a threat to its eco-
nomic interests. Making the most of political contacts
in Washington, D.C., and the Central Intelligence

Agency (CIA)—Secretary of State John Foster Dulles
and his brother Allen, CIA director, were partners in
UFCOQO’s legal counsel—plans were soon in place to re-
place the democratically elected government with right-
wing military leader Castillo Armas. From 1954
onward, the previous land reforms were reversed and a
campaign of terror was launched against dissidents by
successive military governments.

The low level industrialization that took place in the
1960s and 1970s did not do anything to alleviate the so-
cioeconomic division and the level of exploitation of
Guatemalan society. The periodical cycles of violence
in Guatemalan society continued to increase, reaching
their peak in the 1980s. In opposition to the govern-
ment forces—the military and their death squads that
terrorized the peasant population—stood only a num-
ber of guerrilla movements.

In the 1990s, with the return of civilian govern-
ments, the signing of a formal ceasefire and the award-
ing of the Nobel Peace Prize to indigenous leader
Rigoberta Mencht in 1992, there were signs of an im-
proving situation. However, the Guatemalan conflict
left tens of thousands dead or “disappeared” and many
more displaced, mainly poor peasants of Mayan de-
scent, while the perpetrators continued to enjoy immu-
nity from prosecution.

NICARAGUA

A similar process of adaptation to the global coffee
market and foreign ownership of land and infrastruc-
ture took place in Nicaragua and was managed by the
direct intervention of the U.S. military in the country
between 1909 and 1931. The main opposition to the
United States and its friendly governments came from
Augusto Sandino. His guerrilla army fought the
Nicaraguan National Guard and the U.S. marines be-
tween 1927 and 1933, setting up agricultural coopera-
tives in the territory that was under his control and
proving that a small army could inflict serious damage
to the opposition. The war proved both economically
and politically costly to the United States, which de-
cided to extricate itself from the conflict, while retain-
ing political control of the country through a friendly
dictator, the head of the National Guard, Anastasio So-
moza. Sandino was assassinated by Somoza in 1934,
and Somoza installed the Somoza dynasty’s reign of
tyranny for the next four decades.

The Somoza family ran Nicaragua as their private
estate, appropriating land and industry and even si-
phoning foreign aid sent in the wake of the 1972 earth-



quake that devastated the capital, Managua. Opposition
to the Somoza regime was formally founded by student
leaders and former fighting partners of Sandino who
formed the Sandinista Front of National Liberation
(FSLN) in 1961. Their opposition only triumphed in
1979 when, after Somoza’s assassination of a promi-
nent opposition journalist, the country went on a gen-
eral strike. The national guard’s repression that killed
more than 5,000 FSLN sympathizers was replied with
further demonstrations, strikes and, in June 1979, a
final offensive of FSLN guerrilla forces in all parts of
the country. Finally encircled by FSLN forces, Somoza
agreed to go into exile to the United States and the San-
dinista revolutionary movement was installed in gov-
ernment.

Taking their cue from the 1959 Cuban Revolution,
the Sandinistas set out to nationalize Somoza’s land and
assets. This immediately put 40 percent of the national
wealth in the hands of the state. The Sandinistas also
passed legislation to implement land reform, create
peasant cooperatives, and deal with the worst effects of
four decades of dictatorship, namely high levels of
poverty, illiteracy, and disease. However, these gains
were soon offset by the covert war launched by the
United States soon after the presidential election of
Ronald Reagan in 1981. Using Honduras and Costa
Rica to launch their attacks on Nicaragua, U.S.-funded
counter-revolutionary military groups proved a drain
on resources that Nicaragua could ill afford. At the
same time, the United States put pressure on interna-
tional aid agencies and banks not to lend to an impover-
ished Nicaragua struggling to meet payments on debts
accumulated by the Somoza dynasty. In 1985, economic
pressure was escalated with a trade embargo that lasted
for the next five years and helped finally crush
Nicaragua’s economy. Elections held in 1990 gave the
victory to a broad coalition of opposition parties and
the FSLN stopped fighting. More than 14 years later in
2004, the economic recovery promised to Nicaraguans
after the war has not materialized and the country re-
mains one the poorest of Latin America.

EL SALVADOR

The history of El Salvador is closely linked to that of
Nicaragua in more ways than one. The country’s ex-
treme social and economic divisions at the time of inde-
pendence continue to the current day. The unequal
distribution of land is such that a small elite of 1 per-
cent of the population—the so-called Fourteen Fami-
lies—owns 77 percent of the land. In a country where
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coffee exports constitute most of the national wealth,
this unequal land distribution—itself the result of
forced expropriation from the native population in the
19th century—condemns the vast majority of the land-
less peasants to a life of misery.

The result has traditionally been a severe social dis-
location with high levels of illiteracy, births outside
marriage, and alcoholism. Also, El Salvador’s total de-
pendency on the international coffee market brought a
severe economic crisis after 1929 in exactly the same
way as happened to Nicaragua. Finally, these two coun-
tries’ histories are linked by the radical nature of the
political reactions that have emerged in the 20th cen-
tury in response to this situation and the ruthless na-
ture of army-inspired death squads that have terrorized
the population and killed tens of thousands.

In 1932, Farabundo Marti, a close ally of Augusto
Sandino, launched a failed revolt that resulted in his as-
sassination. The cycles of poverty and violence that
characterized other countries repeated themselves in El
Salvador with successive right-wing governments kid-
napping, torturing, and murdering thousands. By the
late 1970s, many in El Salvador thought that the coun-
try had no option but to follow the same course as
Nicaragua with an all-out assault on the government.
The Farabundo Marti Front of National Liberation
(FMLN) began such assault in 1980 after a popular arch-
bishop who championed the plight of the poor was
murdered in front of his congregation. The war be-
tween the FMLN guerrillas and the U.S.-funded army
lasted officially until 1992, when a United Nations-
mediated peace accord was signed and the FMLN be-
came an opposition party. However, later governments
have passed legislation to protect those responsible for
decades of human rights abuses and the levels of ex-
treme violence.

HONDURAS, BELIZE

The political development of Honduras in the 20th cen-
tury has been greatly enmeshed with developments else-
where. Having been at the political and economic mercy
of the United States and the banana industry, Hon-
duras has not been able to develop or sustain great rad-
ical or left-leaning politics. When the 1930s economic
Depression took hold of the country, the political reso-
lution was to be found in military dictatorship. Indeed,
much of the century has been dominated by successive
military regimes and only modest land reforms have
been peacefully achieved between 1962 and 1980. In the
1980s, when most of Central America was focused on
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the Sandinista revolution in Nicaragua, Honduras was
used by America as the focus of policy and strategic op-
erations in the region. This included using Honduran
territory to launch covert military operations against
Nicaragua. Mass protests and anti-U.S. political unrest
took place during the late 1980s, but these could not be
channeled into formal left politics.

In the case of Belize, foreign domination has histor-
ically had Britain as the main culprit. As a result, leftist
politics have traditionally been associated with the
country’s desire for self-determination and independ-
ence, a movement that achieved success in 1981.

PANAMA, COST RICA

At the other end of Central America, Panama and
Costa Rica have had different historical developments,
though not less influenced by foreign powers. In the
case of Panama, revolutionary sentiments in the coun-
try only came to fruition during the 1903 civil war in
Colombia when Panama managed to achieve independ-
ence from Colombia with the help of the United States.
The price for that help would come in the form of the
Panama Canal, which the United States financed and
built, and U.S. political domination.

Twentieth-century political life in Panama has been
dominated by the military and any leftist politics can
only be associated with leaders who have developed
some form of anti-imperialist ideology, such as Omar
Torrijos and Manuel Noriega. Although neither of
them were democrats, the former led the country be-
tween 1968 and 1981, conducting public works and so-
cial programs on a grand scale. Noriega, however, very
soon became despotic and was removed from office
after a U.S. invasion in 1989.

Costa Rica, on the other hand, has had a much
more peaceful and democratic political life during the
20th century that has resulted in progressive social
achievements for its population. Since the first demo-
cratic elections took place in the country in 1889, there
have been few lapses. Leftist politics in the country have
been dominated by the United Christian socialist party,
created by President Rafael Angel Calderén Guardia in
1940. The ideology represented by this faction of Costa
Rican political life is responsible in part for a constitu-
tion, approved in 1949, that gave women and blacks the
vote and abolished the army.
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Chile

FOR MOST OF THE 20th century, the two dominant
parties of the Chilean left were the Communist and So-
cialist parties. Although both shared a Marxist perspec-
tive and declared the establishment of socialism to be
their goal, they had distinct origins, membership, and
programs.

For most of its history, the Chilean left used elec-
tions and the democratic process to achieve its aims.
The 1970 election of socialist Salvador Allende to the
presidency appeared to confirm this decision, but the
1973 military coup that overthrew him and ushered in
17 years of military dictatorship under the command of
General Augusto Pinochet challenged it.

The Communist Party of Chile formed in 1922
under the leadership of Luis Emilio Recabarren. The
development of the Communist Party (CP) reflected the
increased militancy and organization of workers, espe-
cially in the northern nitrate mines. Like other CPs
around the world, the Chilean CP affiliated with the
Third International, thus allying itself with the Soviet
Union. In 1932 socialists, led by Air Force Commander
Marmaduque Grove, established the Socialist Republic.
Following their defeat, they created the Socialist Party
(SP) of Chile in 1933. Unlike the CP, the SP’s roots were
more middle class than working class and it favored in-
dependence from the USSR.

Both parties worked in the Popular Front govern-
ments (1936 to 1952) and members were elected to par-
liament, held ministerial positions, and worked in
government institutions. However, as the Cold War in-
tensified in the late 1940s, the U.S. government urged
President Videla of Chile to break with the CP, which



he did. The CP was forced underground and many of
its members were sent to prison camps.

The 1959 Cuban revolution, rising expectations,
growing frustration with the ruling parties, and the per-
ception that the left could secure a better life for them,
led to increased support among Chileans for the left in
the 1960s. In 1969, the CP and the SP, along with other
smaller leftist parties, formed the Popular Unity (UP)
coalition, which elected Salvador Allende as president
in 1970. The Movement of the Revolutionary Left
(MIR) supported Allende, but rejected elections and
the UP’s “Peaceful Road to Socialism” as the path to
power.

Allende and the UP ruled Chile from 1970 to 1973.
Their program called for a redistribution of wealth to
the workers, peasants, and poor; the nationalization of
large-scale Chilean industry and foreign-owned, espe-
cially U.S., corporations; and the increased democrati-
zation of society. Both the Chilean elite and the U.S.
government opposed Allende’s victory and worked to
undermine his government. They sabotaged the econ-
omy and supported the 1973 military coup that over-
threw it in 1973.

The military dictatorship (1973 to 1990) attempted
to exterminate the left. It imprisoned, tortured, mur-
dered, “disappeared,” and exiled over a hundred thou-
sand Chileans and other nationalities. Weakened by the
repression, many Chilean leftists sought refuge abroad,
while others remained in Chile and resisted the dicta-
torship. The left worked to reconstitute itself within
Chile and abroad; it also attempted to help Chileans
survive the fear and economic losses that resulted from
the dictatorship’s terror reign and implementation of a
neoliberal economic model. Breaking with its reliance
on elections, the CP formed the Manuel Rodriguez Pa-
triotic Front, a guerrilla organization, to fight the dicta-
torship; among other actions, it unsuccessfully
attempted to assassinate Pinochet in 1986.

In the 1980s, much of the left joined with the cen-
trist Christian Democratic Party to form the Con-
certaciéon, which defeated Pinochet in the 1988
plebiscite he called on his rule and then won the 1989
presidential elections. In 2000, Ricardo Lagos, a Social-
ist and member of the Concertacion, was elected presi-
dent. The years of dictatorship and repression, much of
the left leadership’s exile in Europe and exposure to so-
cial democracy, and the collapse of the socialist model
internationally transformed much of the Chilean left.
Instead of calling for the construction of socialism in
Chile, Lagos has continued the neoliberal economic
policies initiated by Pinochet; at the same time his gov-
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ernment has taken steps to end the poverty in which a
high percentage of Chileans still live.
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China

THE OVERTHROW of the Manchu (Qing) Dynasty in
1911 in China led to the establishment of the Chinese
Republic in 1912 by Sun Yat-sen. As Sun wrote in his
autobiography, “in 1912 I assumed office, and ordered
the proclamation of the Chinese Republic, the alter-
ation of the lunar calendar, and the declaration of that
year as the First Year of the Chinese Republic.”

However, actual power was wrested from Sun by
General Yuan Shih-k’ai, the first of the tuchuns (war-
lords) whose armies would plague China like locusts for
over a decade. The period had searing impact on Sun,
whose republic was paid scant attention to by the West-
ern powers or Japan. At the Versailles Peace Conference
in 1919 after World War I, the United States in fact
took Japan’s behalf. This was a diplomatic paradox that
Sun did not enjoy. It became clear to him that the
“Western way”’ was not the path for China to follow, al-
though, having lived in Hawaii and been influenced
much by American missionaries, this had been his orig-
inal intent.

In 1919, the May Fourth Movement exploded as a
protest against exploitation and victimization of China
by the Great Powers. In a very real way, the May Fourth
Movement was the birth of strong Chinese national-
ism—and Communism. Thus, by 1920, a significant
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shift occurred in Sun and his Kuomintang, or National-
ist Party. C.P. Fitzgerald wrote in The Birth of Communist
China that “it was clear that the Western way was not
the solution, and tacitly it was abandoned, even by the
revolutionary element.”

In 1917, Vladimir I. Lenin had successfully led the
Russian Communist or Bolshevik Party to power in
Russia, toppling the three-centuries-old Romanov Dy-
nasty. To the Chinese, there were obvious parallels to
their own overthrow of the Manchu rule. Also, in 1919,
Bolshevik Russia was attempting to fight counterrevolu-
tionary generals, backed by the same countries that had
exerted influence in China, from overturning the 1917
Revolution.

At the same time, it was Lenin’s intention to launch
a worldwide Communist revolution, and naturally,
China, exploited by the Great Powers, posed a likely ob-
jective. In July 1921, the first indigenous Chinese Com-
munist Party was formed by Chinese Marxists aided by
the Russian Gregor Voitinsky. The Chinese commu-
nists approached Sun, who accepted their overtures for
a “‘united front,” or alliance, especially since with the al-
liance came the promise of desperately needed foreign
aid from Russia, now the Soviet Union. Moreover, Sun
had a strong ideological attraction toward Russia and
communism. In 1923, a formal pact was made between
the Communist International (Comintern), which had
been set up to export communism, and the Kuomintang.

However, in 1925, Sun died, leaving in power his
chosen successor, Chiang Kai-shek. Chiang lacked the
ideological attraction to communism that animated Sun
and saw the alliance only in the most pragmatic of
terms. Sun, on the contrary, wrote before he died in “A
Message to Soviet Russia” that “you are at the head of
the union of free republics—that heritage left to the op-
pressed peoples of the world by the immortal Lenin.”
(Lenin had died in 1924.) Josef Stalin, the General Sec-
retary of the Russian Communist Party, and by 1925 de
facto ruler of the Soviet Union, cabled the Kuomintang
to honor Sun; promises of continued assistance imme-
diately followed.

With Soviet military assistance, Chiang carefully
built his army to begin the reconquest from the warlord
clique. The Soviet mission was led by Mikhail Borodin
and included leading Red Army advisers. In July 1926,
Chiang was able to begin his Northern Expedition to
unite the country by force. Within a year, he felt strong
enough to strike at the communists, who had been for
him only a means to an end. He had found Western
backers more to his liking and had personally embraced
Christianity as a Methodist. In April 1927, he struck at

the Communist Party in Shanghai, long one of its Chi-
nese strongpoints. Using the narcotics-dealing Green
Gang as his storm troopers, Chiang had hundreds of
communists killed and beheaded: many of their heads
festooned Shanghai telephone poles in wooden cages.
Chiang’s Kuomintang force joined in the purge.

THE PURGE OF NANKING

In 1928, Chiang’s Soviet-trained army successfully com-
pleted the Northern Expedition by entering Beijing.
Now, he turned his energies to his “extermination cam-
paigns” against the communists. Li Lisan, the leader of
the Chinese Communist Party, survived the Shanghai
purge, but his adventurous nature concerned dedicated
revolutionaries like Zhou Enlai. In September 1930,
Wang Ming replaced him as head of the party, with
Mao Zedong still waiting in the wings. Wang was one of
the elite “Twenty-eight Bolsheviks” who had received
training in Moscow. Yet in January 1931, his fear of as-
sassination caused him to flee to Moscow. Although
still technically head of the party, de facto control
passed to Mao Zedong.

The purge at Nanking began a major effort by Chi-
ang Kai-shek to destroy the Communists as his main ri-
vals for power in China. Moreover, the Western powers
to whom he looked for aid now expected that of him as
well. After Wang Ming had fled to Moscow, Mao Ze-
dong, who had entered revolutionary politics in 1912
while still studying at the First Normal School of
Hunan to be a teacher, had emerged as leader of those
communists who remained behind in China. By Sep-
tember 1934, Kuomintang agents had routed the last of
the communists from Shanghai, including Kang Sheng,
the leader of the party secret service. In October 1934,
Mao in the party sanctuary in Kiangsi decided on a
massive retreat to remove the party and its Red Army
from the blows of Chiang’s extermination campaign.
The communists began the Long March to far away
Shensi.

Mao and his men arrived in Shensi (Shanxsi) ex-
actly one year after their departure. Anne Freemantle
wrote in Mao Zedong: An Anthology of his Writings, “of
the army that had left Kiangsi on October 6, 1934,
100,000 strong, barely 20,000 remained.” In December
1935, the Red Army was refreshed enough to march to
Yenan where, for 11 years, Mao made his communist
base.

While the war was going on between the commu-
nists and Kuomintang, the Japanese Kwantung Army
had successfully taken over the province of Manchuria



in 1931-32. The Japanese had renamed it Manchukuo
and put on its throne as a Japanese puppet Pu Yi, who
had been a child emperor at the time of the revolution
in 1911. Behind the scenes, Doihara Kenji, a Japanese
agent, was in real control of Manchuria and exploited it
for the interests of Japan’s “Greater East Asia Co-Pros-
perity Sphere.”

Chiang Kai-shek remained steadfast in his determi-
nation that the communists—not the Japanese who
were invading and raping China—were his real enemy.
Mao and the communists, however, retained hope in
the United Front idea, which had proven to work well
during the life of Sun Yat-sen. Chiang was kidnapped in
December 1936 at Sian by the “Young Marshal,” Chang
Hseuh-liang. The “Young Marshal’s” troops had fought
bravely against the Japanese in Manchuria, without any
Kuomintang support. Chang was the instigator of the
Sian (Xi’an) Incident. He kidnapped the Chinese Na-
tionalist leader, Chiang Kai-shek, and forced him to end
the civil war against the Chinese Communists and form
a united front against the Japanese invaders.

In July 1937, in the skirmish at the Marco Polo
Bridge outside Beijing, Japan initiated a full-scale at-
tempt to conquer China. Faced by a severe threat, both
Kuomintang and Nationalists drew together against the
Japanese enemy. While Chiang fought a more tradi-
tional war against the Japanese, Mao favored a style of
war that embraced both conventional and guerrilla
strategy. As Mao wrote, “regular warfare plays the prin-
cipal role and guerrilla warfare a supplementary one ...
if the enemy neglects to take this into account, he will
certainly come to grief.”

THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC

While the Japanese were defeated in September 1945,
the situation between the Communists and the Kuom-
intang had already begun to deteriorate. In spite of me-
diation efforts by American General George C.
Marshall, open war broke out between the two factions.
In 1946, Mao formed his People’s Liberation Army out
of the Eighth Route Army and the New Fourth Army.
With some one million dedicated soldiers, he defeated
Chiang, who fled to the island of Taiwan, which had
been regained from Japan. In October 1949, Mao pro-
claimed the People’s Republic of China in Beijing, the
capital.

For the first time since the turn of the century,
mainland China was truly united. As the U.S. Library
of Congress Study on China observed, “The period of
officially designated ‘transition to socialism’ corre-
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sponded to China’s First Five-Year Plan (1953-57).The
period was characterized by efforts to achieve industri-
alization, collectivization of agriculture, and political
centralization.”

The First Five-Year Plan stressed the development
of heavy industry on the Soviet model. Soviet eco-
nomic and technical assistance was expected to play a
significant part in the implementation of the plan, and
technical agreements were signed with the Soviets in
1953 and 1954. For the purpose of economic planning,
the first modern census was taken in 1953; the popula-
tion of mainland China was shown to be 583 million, a
figure far greater than had been anticipated.

Among China’s most pressing needs in the early
1950s were food for its burgeoning population, domes-
tic capital for investment, and purchase of Soviet tech-
nology, capital equipment, and military hardware. To
satisfy these needs, the government began to collectivize
agriculture. Despite internal disagreement as to the
speed of collectivization, which at least for the time
being was resolved in Mao’s favor, preliminary collec-
tivization was 90 percent completed by the end of 1956.
In addition, the government nationalized banking, in-
dustry, and trade. Private enterprise in mainland China
was virtually abolished.

By 1956, Mao felt strong enough politically to
launch the Hundred Flowers Campaign, in which he at-
tempted to bring the country’s intellectuals into the
party camp as they had been in the days of the 1919
May Fourth Movement. However, rough criticism of
the party caused him to curtail the experiment and
launch his Anti-Rightist campaign. In 1958, the Second
Five-Year Plan was announced as the Great Leap For-
ward, with the goals of fostering industrial growth and
promoting industrialization. Yet, the Great Leap For-
ward was an economic failure. In early 1959, the party
admitted that the favorable production report for 1958
had been exaggerated.

By 1961, Mao had begun to lose power in the party
to those who took a more rightist view of development,
including Liu Shaoqi and Deng Xiaoping. Yet Mao, hav-
ing survived the political crisis during the Long March,
struck back with the Socialist Educational Movement,
taking strength from the generation of young Chinese
who had grown up under communism. Mao started the
Great Cultural Revolution, in which he used young Red
Guards to wrest back control of the country from the
rightists. Deng was imprisoned, and his son was killed.
Soon, almost all Chinese youth seemed to be carrying
the Little Red Book, The Quotations from Chairman
Mao Zedong. His policy, as chosen from selected quota-
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Mao Zedong used Marxism-Leninism to build a communist China
that today embraces capitalism. Mao’s portrait was ubiquitous.

tions from his earlier works, put the revolutionary fer-
vor into a new generation. “Our point of departure,” he
declared, “is to serve the people whole-heartedly and
never for a moment divorce ourselves from the masses
... the organs of the state must practice democratic cen-
trism, they must rely on the masses and their personnel
must serve the people.”

In an evolution of the self-criticism that had begun
at Yenan, urban workers and professors were sent out
into the countryside to work with the toiling peasants.
However, the program became unstable and seemed to
be heading toward anarchy. The People’s Liberation
Army was called in to stabilize the situation. “It was not
until after mid-1968 that Mao came to realize the use-
lessness of further revolutionary violence. Liu Shaoqi,
Deng Xiaoping, and their fellow revisionists and ‘capi-
talist roaders’ had been purged from public life by early
1967, and the Maoist group had since been in full com-

mand of the political scene,” the Library of Congress
notes.

Relations darkened between China and the Soviet
Union, which had provided great material assistance for
the development of the People’s Republic. Part of the
problem lay in the fact that Soviet Premier Nikita
Khrushchev (who governed Soviet Russia until 1964)
and Mao both contested for the mantle of the true heir
of Karl Marx and Vladimir Lenin. Furthermore, in
1964, Mao authorized the first Chinese atomic explo-
sion, based on the work of Chinese scientists who had
studied in the United States. This caused much concern
in Russia, whose strategic plans had always counted on
a massive conventional assault in case of war with

China.
NIXON AND MAO

By 1969, relations with the Soviet Union had deterio-
rated to the point that war almost erupted along the dis-
puted Ussuri River. Mao, feeling confident in power
again, made the last great gamble of his career. Using a
political fluidity only seen among communist leaders
like Lenin, Mao began normalization of relations with
the United States. The process was greatly facilitated by
Edgar Snow, Mao’s old friend. Snow, an American jour-
nalist, had visited Mao in Yenan and had written Red
Star over China, which had made Mao and the commu-
nists known to thousands of Americans.

In September 1972, President Richard M. Nixon
visited the People’s Republic and in the Shanghai
Agreement recognized the People’s Republic as the au-
thentic Chinese state, leaving the Kuomintang regime in
offshore Taiwan in a political limbo where it languishes
today.

In April 1973, Deng Xiaoping was brought back to
power in China Thus, political stability returned to
China—Mao’s last act as the country’s Great Helms-
man. In September 1976, Mao died, leaving a mixed
legacy behind him. What Mao wrote in 1945 might
stand as an epitaph for himself and his ideology: “We
stand for self-reliance. We hope for foreign aid but
cannot depend on it; we depend on our own efforts,
on the creative power of the whole army and the entire
people.”

With Zhou Enlai also dying in January 1976, China
had been stripped of her two most visible leaders
within less than a year. Before dying, Mao chose the
compromise candidate Hua Guofeng to lead the coun-
try, hoping to heal the rift he had caused in the Cultural
Revolution. However, his wife, Jiang Qing, and a group



of leftists known together as a the Gang of Four ( Jiang,
Zhang Chungiao, Yao Wenyuan, and Wang Hong
Wen), attempted to seize power after Mao’s death.
However, the moderates stopped the coup and put
China on the moderate course it has followed into the
21st century. Deng Xiaoping became the effective ruler
of China in the place of Hua. Under Deng, China fol-
lowed what were known as the Four Modernizations:
industry, agriculture, national defense, and science and
technology. However, the government set itself against
what reformist Chinese called the Fifth Modernization:
Democracy.

In January 1979, Deng visited the United States to
meet with President Jimmy Carter. As Carter noted in
his memoirs, Deng spoke of how “the Chinese had
come to realize that the danger from the United States
was less and less, while the Soviet Union was a greater
concern.” While economic issues were not a serious
problem, Deng was more cautious when Carter pressed
for more human rights in China. Carter noted that
Deng said, “in the Chinese system, these liberties had
to approached very cautiously.”

TIANANMEN SQUARE

Seen in retrospect, the Deng-Carter meeting in many
ways set the pattern for American-Chinese relations for
the next quarter century. Deng pursued an economic
policy of modernization that would turn China into the
leading power of Asia, a position it had not held for a
century. Concerning the issues of Tibet and Taiwan, he
avoided confrontation with the United States with the
“one country, two systems”’ approach, implying that, if
Taiwan were to return to union with China, its political
and social system could be incorporated without
change. However, he proved as ruthless at retaining
power as had Mao.

Although by 1989 he had relinquished most formal
party posts, he authorized the brutal attack on the
democracy demonstrators in Tiananmen Square on
June 4, 1989, in which thousands may have been killed.
(Ironically, the democracy demonstrations had been set
in motion by the visit to Beijing of Soviet Premier
Mikhail Gorbachev, who was in the process of liberaliz-
ing the Soviet Union.) Continued reports from Xinhua,
the Chinese press agency, blamed agitators from Taiwan
for helping to instigate the movement to destabilize the
Beijing government.

Deng died in February 1997, with power already
safely transferred to President Jiang Zemin. According
to Jiang, speaking at the memorial service for Deng,
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“We must continue under the guidance of Comrade
Deng Xiaoping to follow the road of reform and social-
ist modernization.”

In June 1997, Hong Kong was returned to China by
the United Kingdom ending a 99-year lease, under the
“one, country, two systems” philosophy. However, by
the sixth anniversary of the handover, it seemed that
the freedoms that Hong Kong’s citizens had enjoyed
under British rule were being eroded. Agence France
Press reported that “Hong Kong will mark its sixth an-
niversary under Chinese rule on July 1 with a huge
protest march over proposed national security legisla-
tion which many fear will restrict fundamental free-
doms.”

The Chinese government continues to push ahead
with economic liberalization, even as it resists political
reform. Fifteen years after the massacre at Tiananmen
Square, it remained to be seen how long it will be before
the Fifth Modernization—Democracy—comes to
China ... 75 years after it was first introduced as a polit-
ical goal in the May Fourth Movement of 1919.

SEE ALSO

Volume 1 Left: Communism; Cominform; Third Interna-
tional; Soviet Union; Maoism.

Volume 2 Right: Soviet Union; China.
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Christian Democracy

CHRISTIAN DEMOCRACY CAN be defined as a po-
litical philosophy, founded on Christian principles that
inspire movements and political parties. Although
Christian Democracy is a worldwide movement, it is in
Europe that the philosophy has been the most success-
ful: Christian Democratic parties have frequently been
in power in five major European countries (Austria,
Belgium, Germany, Netherlands and, until recently,
Italy), while the European Popular party (the European
federation of Christian Democratic parties) dominates
the European parliament together with the socialists.

Usually described as a pragmatic and opportunistic
catch-all party, ideologically located between liberalism
and collectivism, Christian Democracy is instead char-
acterized by peculiar elements that define its distinctive-
ness from other political ideologies. The most
distinctive feature of Christian Democracy is its endless
tension toward integration, compromise, accommoda-
tion, and pluralism between social and interest groups
with possibly opposed interests. The central concept of
Christian Democratic ideology not only reflects a mul