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THE methods o f democracy arc 
d i l a to ry . F r o m this the infer

ence is general ly d r a w n tha t d ic ta 
torship yields quick results. A n d , 
no t inf requent ly , the i l l i c i t assump
t i o n is sl ipped in that not only art ' 
the results qu ick , but they are also 
of the desirable var ie ty . People 
w i t h very different objectives arc 
found to range themselves against 
democracy, each eagerly bel ieving 
tha t under d ic ta torsh ip wha t he is 
a i m i n g at w i l l be read ied in the 
shortest possible t ime. It is assum
ed, f i r m l y and unconsciously, tha t 
d ic ta torship is marked out f r o m 
other systems by its greater effi
ciency, and has no inherent bias 
towards any pa r t i cu la r set of ends. 
so that it is good enough for any 
set. T h i s assumption is so unrea l 
istic that it has only to be stated to 
be dismissed. Rut people prescrib
ing dic ta torship for u t ter ly differ
ent ends ate rarely found to be 
p e r t u i b e d by the divergence of the 
goals proposed. The psychological 
explana t ion is to be found possibly 
in the fact that each creates the 
hypothe t ica l d ic ta tor after the 
image of his o w n desires. 

In underdeveloped countries, 
w i t h a pa in fu l ly low standard of 
l i v i n g . qu ick development and a 
r a p i d rise in the s tandard of l i v i n g 
are na tu ra l ly the ends most 
anxiously sought. T h e rise in the 
s tandard of l i v i n g is the end, qu ick 
development: the means to that end. 
Disgusted w i t h the inefficiency of 
p reva i l ing forms of democracy, 
many rush to the conclusion tha t 
d ic ta torsh ip holds the key to the 
earliest solut ion of the p rob lem of 
pover ty . Vet the idea tha t d ic ta
torsh ip , or one-party rule , can lead 
the count ry to a h i g h s tandard of 
l i v i n g in the shortest possible t i m e 
has no w a r r a n t in facts, a n d is pos
sibly l i t t l e bet ter t h a n wish f u l f i l 
men t , a v a i n hope born of despair. 

T h e r e are instances in m o d e r n 
his tory of a coun t ry h a v i n g expe
r ienced r a p i d indus t r ia l i sa t ion 
under the rule of a d i c t a to r : there 
is no ment ionable instance of a 
coun t ry h a v i n g impressively raised 
its s tandard of l i v i n g under d ic ta 
torship . I t i s not qui te clear whe
ther every, m a j o r case of demo
cracy in our age has been a case 
o f inefficiency a n d c r i p p l i n g d i l a -
toriness—the avai lable evidence 
seems to argue a somewhat differ
ent conc lus ion—but i t is clear 
b e y o n d d o u b t t h a t every m a j o r case 

of d ic ta torship has been at tended 
w i t h an inord ina te diversion of 
resources to industries designed for 
some purpose other than raising the 
s tandard of consumpt ion of the 
people. I t w i l l be dogmatic to dis
miss this c o m m o n characteristic of 
d ic ta to r ia l ly managed economies as 
accidental . 

T h e existence of a p l u r a l i t y of 
views on i m p o r t a n t issues is not 
an advent i t ious feature of modern 
society; it has its roots in the i n 
eluctable complex i ty of our social 
s t ructure. T h e i n t roduc t i on of 
one-party rule does not remove the 
social. basis of diversity of ideas. 
T h i s applies not only to " class-
r idden " societies, but also to socie
ties in w h i c h means of p roduc t i on 
have been nationalised. Ideas, 
though influenced, are not deter
mined by economic interests; nor 
does conflict of economic interests 
between different sections of a 
c o m m u n i t y disappear w i t h na t ion 
alisat ion or socialisation of means 
of p roduc t ion . One-par ty rule, 
whether in capitalist or socialist 
countr ics . means therefore, not the 
disappearance but the suppression 
of diversi ty of views. A l t e rna t ive ly , 
it may mean the suspension of the 
habit of though t by the people 
under the spell of a t emporary 
in tox ica t ion or mass hysteria. 
Generally, it represents a b lend of 
both these tendencies. 

T h e rulers of a t o t a l i t a r i an State 
are qu ick to learn that the largest 
possible degree of obedience can 
be h a d f r o m its citizens only w h e n 
the lat ter , s t ruck by some real or 
imag ina ry fear, are anxious to be 
protected by the strong a r m of the 
State; and tha t one of the qu ick
est ways of crea t ing such panic 
amongst the people is to persuade 
t h e m tha t the enemy is ever knock
i n g a t the door. T h e d ic ta tor , 
moreover, has to clothe himself 
w i t h m o r a l au tho r i t y to suppress all 
his adversaries; and one of the 
easiest ways in w h i c h he can vest 
himself w i t h such a u t h o r i t y is to 
deceive himself a n d the people i n t o 
the belief tha t the opposi t ion acts 
under instructions f r o m i n t r i g u i n g 
foreigners. T h u s , i t is not an acci
dent tha t a l l the i m p o r t a n t t o t a l i 
t a r i a n governments o f ou r t ime 
have been m a r k e d by an ext ra
o r d i n a r y degree of m i l i t a n c y a n d a 
special ta lent for m a k i n g enemies 
o f neighbours. N o t tha t non - to t a l i 
t a r i a n countr ies are incapable of 

Aggression—-war is obviously the 
p roduc t of a m u l t i p l i c i t y of cond i 
tions bu t to ta l i t a r i an countries are 
incapable of peace. T o t a l i t a r i a n 
ism w i l l as easily allow r iva l o p i 
nions to g row w i t h i n the coun t ry 
as i t w i l l treat r i v a l powers, re luct
ant to accept its leadership, as any
th ing but wicked , furiously to be 
guarded against. One does no t 
keep zealous guard against one's 
neighbours w i t h o u t paying a price 
for i t . A large pa r t of that price 
is non-mater ia l . But the cost of 
" d e f e n c e ' ' , even in mate r ia l t e rms . 

is h i g h indeed. It. measures what 
i t takes away f rom the standard 
of mater ia l comforts of the citizens, 
and is never satisfied w i t h its o w n 
perforrmance t i l l i t has cut to the 
bone the supply of al l the m a i n 
goods of c iv i l i an consumpt ion . 
T h e greater the resul t ing hardship 
t h r o w n on the citizens, the greater 
becomes the need to blame it on 
the enemy. 

Reflections on a paral lel line sug
gest that just as a d ic ta tor is i n 
capable of adop t ing a p rogramme 
for prosperity, so also he is incap
able? of pursu ing consistently an 
egal i ta r ian p rogramme. I t i s not 
given to d ic ta torsh ip to serve as a 
dependable instrument either of 
prosper i ty or of equal i ty. In an 
underdeveloped economy, d ic ta tor -
ship may b r i n g qu ick deve lopment : 
but it w i l l be development d ivo rc 
ed f rom al l that makes i t t r u l y 
desirable. 

Dic ta torsh ip creates its o w n dis
t inc t ive social m i l i e u . To conceive 
of i t as opera t ing in an env i ron 
ment of w h i c h the r emain ing fea
tures c o n f o r m to wha t the demo
cratic t r a d i t i o n has t aught us to 
value is to th ink in qui te unrea l 
istic terms. One cannot serve 
democrat ic ends w i t h d i c t a t o r i a l 
means. O n e of our ablest econo
mists has in a recent p u b l i c a t i o n 
ventured the o p i n i o n : " Q u i c k 
development , domestic f inanc ing , 
pa r l i amen ta ry d e m o c r a c y a n d 
income equa l i ty are a l l desirable 
ends. O n e can easily show tha t 
any three of these desirable ends 
can perhaps be secured together, 
but no t a l l the fou r . " T h e state
men t i s s t rong in wha t i t denies; 
bu t i t is on less sure grounds in 
w h a t , by i m p l i c a t i o n , i t asserts. 
U n d e r pa r l i amen ta ry democracy, 
qu ick development cannot possibly 
be achieved on the basis of domes
t ic f inanc ing a n d income equal i ty . 
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I t is, however, d i f f icul t to m a i n t a i n 
tha t by abandoning democracy, 
and embracing to ta l i ta r ian ism, a 
count ry can, in any significant 
sense, secure the r emain ing t r i n i t y 
of ends. To argue that on the 
plane of purely economic logic 
there is no th ing tha t debars a to ta l i 
ta r ian system f r o m a t t a in ing these 
ends, is to be less than fait to the 
case for par l iamentary democracy. 
T h e incompat ib i l i ty of par l iament
ary democracy w i t h quick develop
ment , domestic f inancing and 
income equali ty cannot be proved 
w i t h purely economic logic. T h e 
ac tual argument used in ' this case 
m a y profi tably be reproduced here. 
" So long as per iodical ly elected 
par l i amenta ry government remains, 
no government w i l l be courageous 
enough to impose huge current 
sacrifices on those whose votes have 
to be canvassed at intervals ." If 
the case for par l iamentary demo
cracy is to be denied the benefit 
of a " purely " economic t reatment 
— a n d there is certainly no th ing 
w r o n g in such den ia l—i t is ha rd ly 
fa i r to al low this same benefit to 
the case for to ta l i ta r ian ism. Ei ther 
one must conduct the whole1 discus
sion in the rarefied atmosphere of 
pure economics, abstract ing f r o m 

a l l p o l i t i c a l aspects of the p r o b 
lem, or one has to take i n to consi
dera t ion extra-economic factors 
a t tach ing to democracy as w e l l as 
dic ta torship. Whatever the plane 
of one's discussion, it is arguable 
that to ta l i ta r ian ism has the power 
to promote quick development ; 
no th ing that has been stated above 
goes to disprove this simple con
tent ion . N o r have we taken the 
trouble1 of establishing formal ly tha t 
po l i t i ca l regimenta t ion and concen
t ra t ion of power is incompat ib le 
w i t h any far-reaching p lan for eco
nomic equal i ty. Hut this second 
point is, possibly, not d i f f icul t to 
establish; and, regarding the first, 
one may only po in t out tha t behind 
all the talk about " qu ick develop
ment " then ' is the suppressed pre
mise1 about such development being 
necessary for a r ap id advance 
towards prosperity. It is this pro
mise of prosperity w h i c h , one 
believes, to ta l i ta r ian ism is inher
ently incapable o f fu l f i l l i ng . To 
state the fo rma l possibility of 
" quick development " being reach
ed, w i t h o u t foreign a id , under a 
system of one-party dic ta torship , 
and to a l low this statement to go 
w i t h o u t qua l i f ica t ion , is to risk mis
leading impl ica t ions . One might. 

object to th i s c r i t i c i sm on the 
g r o u n d tha t to ta l i ta r ian ism is not 
the only al ternat ive to pa r l i ament 
ary democracy. Abstract ly consi
dered, i t is no t the only a l t e rna t ive ; 
w i t h i n the universe of the present 
discourse, it is diff icul t to discover 
any other al ternat ive. Whatever 
the details of the proposed alter
native, it must, as the statement 
quoted above makes i t amply clear, 
be free f rom the necessity of 
periodic contests between r i v a l 
points of view for the allegiance of 
the people. T h i s is the essence, of 
to ta l i t a r ian i sm. T h e rest follows. 

The statement crit icised above 
comes f rom one of our most gi f ted 
economists. If one allows oneself 
the l iber ty to be c r i t i ca l about his 
choice of words, it is only out of 
an apprehension that so eminent 
an economist m i g h t have produced, 
th rough inadvertence, the sem
blance of support for a cause 
w h i c h , for all one knows, is fur
thest f rom his favour. T h e essen
t i a l core of t r u t h in the words 
crit icised deserves recogni t ion ; but 
the fo rm in w h i c h this t r u t h has 
been presented seems to be incau
tious. 
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