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The Origin and Limitation of Ahimsa

Since ancient times, scholars have tried
to uncover Indian Etlos of ahimsa

(non-injury). Ahimsa contradicts the
dominant sacrificial of Brahmanical
ideology of Hinduism. Ahimsa contributed
to the emergency of new ethics of
vegetarianism.

Wandering ascetics and mendicants
who had foresaken their ritual, economic
an caste obligations worked upon their
own bodies dietary formulations. All these
altered social and ethical formulations
(relationship) in relation to societies upon

which they continued to depend for
sustenance.

M. K. Gandhi has experimented with
ahimsa throughout his entire life.

Through his activist employment of
the principle, Gandhi attempted to express
and innovative view of ahimsa. First,
ahimsa is an active principle of self-
surrounding love. Secondly, the principle
of ahimsa is a possible basis for creation
of a modern state.

Thirdly, the principle of ahimsa is a
special moral legacy of the Indian people.
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Both Indians and non-Indians are
puzzled by the excess amount of actual
violence which characterizes the Indian
Sub-continent.

Early Buddhists and Jaina
mendicants were aware of violence and
propagated an ethos of ahimsa. It was
not primarily a moral code of a protest
movement. It was rather a potent
ideology usefull in the effective
emergence of statecraft and commerce.
Buddhism and Jainism were very much
connected with both statecraft and
commerce.

Jaina ethics of ahimsa, both among
asceties and lay people, made it
meaningful only in particular social,
economic and political climate.
Mendicancy is entirely dependent on
patronage. The sphere of effectiveness of
the principle of ahimsa remains narrowly
circumscribed and powerless to illuminate
and indict larger structures of social and
economic conflict.

Dr Gail Hinich Sutherland during
November 1994, at the Indian Institute of
Advanced Study, Shimla, explained the
origin and limitation of Ahimsa.

‘‘The principle of ahimsa, I contend,
emerged precisely, as a useful
compensatory morality which was never
meant to be generalized within any
larger arena than that of personal
responsibility for non-injury of sub-human
lifeforms. In this sense, it was undoubtedly
a doctrine that was advantageous for
monarchs to adopt as they attempted to
wrest authority away from the brahmanical
establishment without ceding their own
expedient use of political aggression.’’
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Ù•ydy ày¶˛#Ó˚ Ó˚ã˛lyÓ!° §yï˛ylÓÁ•z!ê˛ áˆÏ[˛
xhs˝Ë≈%˛_´– ï˛yÓ˚ ÙˆÏôƒ ≤ÃÌÙ ÓyˆÏÓ˚y!ê˛ áˆÏ[˛ xyˆÏSÈ

ïÑ˛yÓ˚ ò!«˛î xy!Ê ˛Ü˛yÎ˚ xyˆÏ®y°ˆÏlÓ˚ !ã˛hs˝yôyÓ˚y– xÌã˛
xyÙÓ˚y §Ü˛ˆÏ°•z çy!l ày¶˛# ò%!ê˛ Ùye ˛õ%!hflÏÜ˛y
!°ˆÏáˆÏSÈlñ !•® fl∫Ó˚yçÈüüüÈ≤ÃÌˆÏÙ =çÓ˚y!ê˛ Ë˛y£ÏyÎ˚
1909 §yˆÏ°– 1910ÈüÈ~ ï˛yÓ˚ •zÇˆÏÓ˚!ç xl%Óyò– xyÓ˚
1927 §yˆÏ° ≤ÃÜ˛y!¢ï˛ •ˆÏÎ˚!SÈ° xƒyl
xˆÏê˛yÓyˆÏÎ˚y@˝Ãy!Ê˛ñ xÓ˚ òƒ ˆfiê˛y!Ó˚ xÓ‰ Ùy•z
~:ˆÏ˛õ!Ó˚ˆÏÙrê˛ í˛z•zÌ ê˛∆$Ì– Ù)° =çÓ˚y!ê˛ ˆÌˆÏÜ˛ ~!ê˛
xl%Óyò Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈˆÏ°l Ù•yˆÏòÓ ˆò¢y•z–

ï˛y•ˆÏ° ˆÙyê˛y ˆÙyê˛y §yï˛ylÓÁ•z áˆÏ[˛ xhs˝Ë≈%˛_´
Ó˚ã˛ly ~ˆÏ°y ˆÜ˛yÌy ˆÌˆÏÜ˛ÈüüüÈÜ˛#Ë˛yˆÏÓ⁄ ~§ˆÏÓÓ˚ í˛zÍ§
Ü˛#⁄ ˆ§•z Ó˚•§ƒ §Ùyôyl Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛ •ˆÏ° çylˆÏï˛ •ˆÏÓ

Ù•ydy ày¶˛#Ó˚ §yÇÓy!òÜ˛ï˛y
xº ˆây£Ï �

ày¶˛#Ó˚ §yÇÓy!òÜ˛ï˛yÓ˚ •z!ï˛•y§– §yÓ˚y ç#ÓˆÏl ày¶˛#
ã˛yÓ˚!ê˛ =Ó˚&cÙÎ˚ ˛õ!eÜ˛y §¡õyòly Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈˆÏ°l– ò!«˛î
xy!Ê ˛Ü˛yÎ˚ ˆŸªï˛yD §Ó˚Ü˛yˆÏÓ˚Ó˚ !ÓÓ˚&ˆÏk˛ Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛#Î˚
ÓƒÓ§yÎ˚#ˆÏòÓ˚ñ ã%˛!_´Ók˛ ◊!ÙÜ˛ÈüÈÜ,˛£ÏÜ˛ˆÏòÓ˚ åÎÑyˆÏòÓ˚ Ü%˛!°
Ó°y •ï˛ä ~ÓÇ xlƒylƒ ˆ˛õ¢yÎ˚ !lÎ%_´ ˆ¢y£Ïî!Üœ˛‹T
Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛#Î˚ˆÏòÓ˚ lyly!Óô òy!Ó xyòyˆÏÎ˚Ó˚ çlƒ ày¶˛#Ó˚
ˆlï,˛ˆÏc xyˆÏ®y°l ÷Ó˚& •ˆÏÎ˚!SÈ°– ˜ï˛!Ó˚ •ˆÏÎ˚!SÈ°
lyê˛y° Ü˛ÇˆÏ@˝Ã§ÈüüüÈ•z!u˛Î˚yl lƒy¢ly° Ü˛ÇˆÏ@˝ÃˆÏ§Ó˚ §ÙÌ≈l
!lˆÏÎ˚– G•z §ÙˆÏÎ˚•z ày¶˛#!ç ~Ü˛!ê˛ ˛õ!eÜ˛y §¡õyòly
Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛ ÷Ó˚& Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏ°l– lyÙ !SÈ° ï˛yÓ˚ •z!u˛Î˚yl
G!˛õ!lÎ˚l– 1903 §yˆÏ°Ó˚ 6 ç%l ï˛yÓ˚ ≤ÃÌÙ ≤ÃÜ˛y¢–
•zÇˆÏÓ˚!ç SÈyí˛¸yG xˆÏlÜ˛=!° Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛#Î˚ Ë˛y£ÏyÎ˚ Ù%!oï˛ •ï˛
~•z ˛õ!eÜ˛yÈüüüÈ=çÓ˚y!ê˛ñ !•!® G ï˛y!Ù° Ë˛y£ÏyÎ˚– ày¶˛#
x!•Ç§yñ §ï˛ƒy@˝Ã• ~ÓÇ G•z §ÙˆÏÎ˚Ó˚ xyˆÏ®y°ˆÏlÓ˚ lyly
˛õÓ˚#«˛yÈüÈ!lÓ˚#«˛yÓ˚ Ü˛Ìy !°áˆÏï˛l ~•z ˛õ!eÜ˛yÎ˚– ïÑ˛yÓ˚
Ë˛y£Ïîñ !ã˛!ë˛˛õeñ §Ó˚Ü˛yˆÏÓ˚Ó˚ §ˆÏD ˆÓyV˛y˛õí˛¸yÓ˚ xçflÀ
l!Ì ≤ÃÜ˛y!¢ï˛ •ï˛ •z!u˛Î˚yl G!˛õ!lÎ˚l Ü˛yàˆÏç– ò!«˛î
xy!Ê ˛Ü˛yÎ˚ Ü˛# ôÓ˚ˆÏlÓ˚ Ü˛yçÜ˛Ù≈ Ü˛Ó˚!SÈˆÏ°l ày¶˛#ñ ïÑ˛yÓ˚
xyˆÏ®y°l=!°Ó˚ x!Ë˛Ù%á Ü˛#ÈüüüÈˆ§§Ó !ï˛!l òÊ˛yÎ˚
òÊ˛yÎ˚ çylyˆÏï˛l Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛#Î˚ çyï˛#Î˚ Ü˛ÇˆÏ@˝Ã§ˆÏÜ˛
!lÎ˚!Ùï˛Ë˛yˆÏÓ– Ê˛ˆÏ° xçflÀ l!Ì §ÇÓk˛ •ˆÏÎ˚!SÈ°
ày¶˛#ÈüÈÓ˚ã˛lyÓ!°Ó˚ ≤ÃÌÙ ÓyˆÏÓ˚y!ê˛ áˆÏ[˛– xyÓ˚ ˆÓ!¢Ó˚Ë˛yà
Ó˚ã˛ly•z ≤ÃÜ˛y!¢ï˛ •ˆÏÎ˚!SÈ° •z!u˛Î˚yl G!˛õ!lÎ˚lÈüÈ~–
~Ùl!Ü˛ çy•yˆÏç ÓˆÏ° ˆ°áy !•® fl∫Ó˚yç ≤ÃÌˆÏÙ
=çÓ˚y!ê˛ Ë˛y£ÏyÎ˚ •z!u˛Î˚yl G!˛õ!lÎ˚lÈüÈ~•z ˆÓ!Ó˚ˆÏÎ˚!SÈ°–
1909 §yˆÏ°Ó˚ 11 !í˛ˆÏ§¡∫Ó˚ G 18 !í˛ˆÏ§¡∫Ó˚ÈüÈ~Ó˚ ò%•z

Ù•ydy ày¶˛# fløyÓ˚Ü˛ Ó_,´ï˛yñ 2 xˆÏQyÓÓ˚ 2023

� ≤Ãy_´l xôƒy˛õÜ˛ñ ˆ≤Ã!§ˆÏí˛!™ Ü˛ˆÏ°çñ Ü˛°Ü˛yï˛yñ ≤ÃyÓ!¶˛Ü˛ó Ú˛õ!Ó˚ã˛Î˚Û ˛õ!eÜ˛yÓ˚ §¡õyòÜ˛ ~ÓÇ {ŸªÓ˚ã˛w !Óòƒy§yàˆÏÓ˚Ó˚
çß√ÈüÈ!m¢ï˛ÓˆÏ£Ï≈ ˛õ!Ÿã˛ÙÓD §Ó˚Ü˛yˆÏÓ˚Ó˚ !¢«˛y !ÓË˛yà myÓ˚y Ú!Óòƒy§yàÓ˚Û §¡øyˆÏl Ë)˛!£Ïï˛–
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§ÇáƒyÎ˚ ˛õÓ˚˛õÓ˚– ~•z §yÆy!•Ü˛
˛õ!eÜ˛y 1961 §y° ˛õÎ≈hs˝ ≤ÃÜ˛y!¢ï˛
•ˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈ– ày¶˛# Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛ÓˆÏ£Ï≈ ã˛ˆÏ°
xy§yÓ˚ ˛õÓ˚ ïÑ˛yÓ˚ â!l¤˛ Ó¶%˛ ˆ˛õy°Ü˛
G xƒy°Óyê≈˛ GˆÏÎ˚fiê˛ ò#â≈Ü˛y°
§¡õyòly Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈˆÏ°l– ˛õÓ˚Óï≈˛#
˛õÎ≈yˆÏÎ˚ ày¶˛#˛õ%e Ù!î°y° ày¶˛#
§¡õyòly Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛lñ ˆ¢£Ï ˛õÎ≈yˆÏÎ˚
Ù!î°yˆÏ°Ó˚ flf# §%¢#°y ày¶˛#
˛õ!eÜ˛y!ê˛ˆÏÜ˛ !êÑ˛!Ü˛ˆÏÎ˚ ˆÓ˚ˆÏá!SÈˆÏ°l–

ày¶˛# !lˆÏç•z !°ˆÏáˆÏSÈlñ §yÇÓy!òÜ˛ï˛y Ü˛Ó˚yÓ˚ çlƒ•z
!ï˛!l §yÇÓy!òÜ˛ï˛y @˝Ã•î Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈˆÏ°l– ÚxyÙyÓ˚ í˛zˆÏj¢ƒñ
Ü˛ˆÏë˛yÓ˚ §ÇÎˆÏÙÓ˚ ¢y§ˆÏlñ í˛zòy•Ó˚î G Ü˛Ù≈!Ó!ôÓ˚ myÓ˚y
§ï˛ƒy@˝Ã•Ó˚*˛õ xï%˛°l#Î˚ xyÎ˚%ˆÏôÓ˚ ÓƒÓ•yÓ˚ ˆ¢áyˆÏly–Û
x!•Ç§yÓ˚ ≤Ã!ï˛ !ÓŸªhflÏ ÌyÜ˛ˆÏï˛ •ˆÏ° ˆe´yô Óy !ÓˆÏmˆÏ£ÏÓ˚
ÓˆÏ¢ Ü˛°Ù ã˛y°yˆÏly !ë˛Ü˛ lÎ˚– Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ xyˆÏÓà
çyàyˆÏlyÓ˚ çlƒG ˆ°áy í˛z!ã˛ï˛ lÎ˚– ˆ§çlƒ ˛õ!eÜ˛yÓ˚
çlƒ !Ó£ÏÎ˚ !lÓ≈yã˛l G ¢∑ã˛Î˚ˆÏlÓ˚ §ÙˆÏÎ˚ Ü˛ˆÏë˛yÓ˚ §ÇÎÙ#
•GÎ˚y ≤ÃˆÏÎ˚yçl– ~ê˛y ~Ü˛ !Ó£ÏÙ ≤Ã!¢«˛ˆÏîÓ˚ !Ó£ÏÎ˚–
ˆ°áyÓ˚ §ÙÎ˚ §Ó xyàySÈy í˛z˛õˆÏí˛¸ ˆÊ˛°ˆÏï˛ •ˆÏÓ– ~•z
!ÓŸªy§ ˆÌˆÏÜ˛ ày¶˛# ¢ˆÏ∑Ó˚ !Ùï˛ÓƒÓ•yÓ˚ !¢ˆÏá!SÈˆÏ°lñ
!ã˛hs˝yˆÏÜ˛ !lÎ˚sfî Ü˛Ó˚yÓ˚ xË˛ƒy§ Ó˚Æ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈˆÏ°l– ˆ§§Ó
Ü˛yÓ˚ˆÏî•z Ú•z!u˛Î˚yl G!˛õ!lÎ˚l ≤ÃÜ˛yˆÏ¢Ó˚ ≤ÃÌÙ ÙyˆÏ§•z
xy!Ù Ó%V˛ˆÏï˛ ˆ˛õˆÏÓ˚!SÈ°yÙ ˆÎ §yÇÓy!òÜï˛yÓ˚ ~Ü˛Ùye
°«˛ƒ •GÎ˚y í˛z!ã˛ï˛ ˆ§Óy– §ÇÓyò˛õe G
§ÇÓyò˛õeÈüÈ≤Ã!ï˛¤˛yl ~Ü˛ !Ó¢y° ¢!_´– !Ü˛v ˆÎË˛yˆÏÓ
xÓyô ç°ˆÏflÀyï˛ @˝ÃyÙyMÈ˛° í%˛!ÓˆÏÎ˚ ˆòÎ˚ñ ¢§ƒ•y!l âê˛yÎ˚ñ
ˆ§ÈüÈË˛yˆÏÓ•z x!lÎ˚!sfï˛ Ü˛°Ù ôÁÇˆÏ§Ó˚ ˆ§ÓyÎ˚
!lˆÏÎ˚y!çï˛ •Î˚– !lÎ˚sfî Î!ò Óy•zˆÏÓ˚ ˆÌˆÏÜ˛ xyˆÏ§ñ ˆòáy
ÎyÎ˚ !lÎ˚sfˆÏîÓ˚ xË˛yˆÏÓÓ˚ ˆã˛ˆÏÎ˚ ï˛y xˆÏlÜ˛ ˆÓ!¢
!Ó£Ïy_´– ÷ô%Ùye !Ë˛ï˛Ó˚ ˆÌˆÏÜ˛ !lÎ˚sfî •ˆÏ°•z ï˛yÓ˚ Ê˛°
÷Ë˛B˛Ó˚ •Î˚–Û í˛zk,˛!ï˛!ã˛•´Ë%˛_´ xÇ¢=!° @˝Ã•î Ü˛Ó˚y
•ˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈ ày¶˛#ÈüÈÙyl§ [xyÓ˚É ˆÜ˛É ≤ÃË%˛ G •zí˛zÉ xyÓ˚É Ó˚yG
§¡õy!òï˛ñ Ù•yˆÏŸªï˛y ˆòÓ# xl)!òï˛È üüüÈ lƒy¢ly° Ó%Ü˛
ê˛∆yfiê˛ñ 1994] @˝Ãsi ˆÌˆÏÜ˛–

ò!«˛î xy!Ê ˛Ü˛y ˆÌˆÏÜ˛ !Ê˛ˆÏÓ˚ ~ˆÏ°l ày¶˛#!ç
1915 §yˆÏ°– °y°y °yç˛õï˛ Ó˚yÎ˚ 1916 §yˆÏ° ~Ü˛!ê˛

•zÇˆÏÓ˚!ç §yÆy!•Ü˛ §¡õyòly ÷Ó˚& Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈˆÏ°l lyÙ ï˛yÓ˚
•zÎ˚Ç •z!u˛Î˚y– 1919 §yˆÏ° ày¶˛#!ç ~•z ˛õ!eÜ˛yÓ˚ òy!Î˚c
!lˆÏÎ˚!SÈˆÏ°l ~ÓÇ 1931 §y° ˛õÎ≈hs˝ ~Ó˚ §¡õyòly
Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ˆÏSÈl– Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛ÓˆÏ£Ï≈Ó˚ çyï˛#Î˚ §Ç@˝ÃyˆÏÙÓ˚ ày¶˛#Î%àˆÏÜ˛
Ó%V˛ˆÏï˛ ˆàˆÏ° •zÎ˚Ç •z!u˛Î˚y SÈyí˛¸y xyÙyˆÏòÓ˚ àï˛ƒhs˝Ó˚
ˆl•z– x!•Ç§ñ §ï˛ƒy@˝Ã•ñ fl∫Ó˚yçñ §ï˛ƒñ fl∫yô#lï˛yñ
àîï˛sfñ ˆ§Ôºyeñ Ó ·˛ã˛Î≈ÈüüüÈ§ÙhflÏ !Ó£ÏˆÏÎ˚•z ày¶˛#!ã˛hs˝y
Ó%V˛ÓyÓ˚ çlƒ •zÎ˚Ç •z!u˛Î˚y x˛õ!Ó˚•yÎ≈–

ày¶˛# ôˆÏÙ≈Ó˚ §ˆÏD Ó˚yçl#!ï˛Ó˚ §ÇˆÏÎyà
â!ê˛ˆÏÎ˚!SÈˆÏ°l– !Ü˛v ˆ§•z ôÙ≈ ˆÜ˛ylG ≤Ãy!ï˛¤˛y!lÜ˛ ôÙ≈
lÎ˚ñ ày¶˛#Ó˚ {ŸªÓ˚ !SÈ° §ï˛ƒ– §ï˛ƒ SÈyí˛¸y {ŸªÓ˚
ˆl•zÈüüüÈïÑ˛yÓ˚ Ë˛y£ÏyÎ˚ Ú§ˆÏï˛ƒÓ˚ ˆÎÈüÈê%˛Ü%˛ xy!Ù ˆòˆÏá!SÈñ ï˛y
§ˆÏï˛ƒÓ˚ x!lÓ≈ã˛l#Î˚ Ù!•ÙyÓ˚ §yÙylƒ xyË˛y§G !òˆÏï˛
˛õyˆÏÓ˚ ly– ≤Ãï˛ƒ• ˆÎ §)Î≈ˆÏÜ˛ xyÙÓ˚y ˆò!áñ ï˛yÓ˚ ˆã˛ˆÏÎ˚
°«˛=î ò#˛õƒÙyl ~ §ï˛ƒ–Û xyÓ˚ ~•z §)ˆÏe•z !ï˛!l ÙˆÏl
Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚lñ ÚÎyÓ˚y ÓˆÏ° ôˆÏÙ≈Ó˚ §ˆÏD Ó˚yçl#!ï˛Ó˚ ˆÜ˛ylG
ˆÎyà ˆl•zñ ï˛yÓ˚y çyˆÏl ly Ó˚yçl#!ï˛ Ó°ˆÏï˛ !Ü˛
ˆÓyV˛yÎ˚–Û xyÓ˚ ày¶˛# !ÓŸªy§ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚l ˛õ)î≈Ë˛yˆÏÓ x!•Ç§y
xyÎ˚_ Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛ ˛õyÓ˚ˆÏ°•z §ï˛ƒˆÏÜ˛ §ÙƒÜ˛Ë˛yˆÏÓ ˛õyGÎ˚y
ÎyˆÏÓ– ï˛ˆÏÓ x!•Ç§ Ó˚yçl#!ï˛ Ü˛ˆÏë˛yÓ˚ G ◊Ù§yôƒñ ï˛yÓ˚
çlƒ !lˆÏ°≈yË˛ xy§!_´•#l ˆ§ÓyÓ˚ ÙˆÏlyË˛yÓ ã˛y•z–
«˛Ùï˛yˆÏÜ˛!wÜ˛ Ó˚yçl#!ï˛ˆÏï˛ ï˛y ˛õyGÎ˚y ÎyˆÏÓ ly– ~•z
!ÓŸªy§ ˆÌˆÏÜ˛•z ày¶˛# àë˛lÙ)°Ü˛ Ü˛yˆÏçÓ˚ Ü˛Ìy Ó°ˆÏï˛l
~ÓÇ fl∫Ó˚yˆÏçÓ˚ fl∫Ó˚*˛õ !lÙ≈yî Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈˆÏ°l– §ï˛ƒñ
x!•Ç§yñ fl∫Ó˚yçñ ˆ§Óy ˆÎ ˛õÓ˚flõÓ˚ §ÇÎ%_´ G
˜ç!ÓÜ˛Ë˛yˆÏÓ §¡õ,_´ÈüüüÈ~Ü˛Ìy ày¶˛#ÈüÈò¢≈ˆÏlÓ˚ ˛õÓ˚ˆÏï˛
˛õÓ˚ˆÏï˛ !Óô,ï˛– xyÙyˆÏòÓ˚ !lŸã˛Î˚•z ÙˆÏl ˛õí˛¸ˆÏÓ
1920ÈüÈ21ÈüÈ~Ó˚ x§•ˆÏÎyà xyˆÏ®y°ˆÏl !•Ç§yÓ˚ í˛zˆÏoÜ˛
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•ˆÏ° 1922ÈüÈ~ ày¶˛# xyˆÏ®y°l
≤Ãï˛ƒy•yÓ˚ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚l ~ÓÇ ò#â≈ §yï˛
ÓSÈÓ˚ !ï˛!l àë˛ˆÏlÓ˚ Ü˛yˆÏç Ùl
ˆòl– §ï˛ƒy@˝Ã•#ˆÏÜ˛ ˆ§ÓyÙ)°Ü˛
Ó˚yçl#!ï˛ Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛ •ˆÏÓñ §ÇÎÙ#
•ˆÏï˛ •ˆÏÓñ xyd#Î˚ï˛yÓ˚ §Ùyç
àë˛l Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛ •ˆÏÓ– ˆÜ˛ÔÙ!Ë˛!_Ü˛
Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛#Î˚ @˝ÃyÙ#î §Ë˛ƒï˛yÓ˚
˙!ï˛•ƒˆÏÜ˛ !Ê˛!Ó˚ˆÏÎ˚ xylˆÏï˛
•ˆÏÓÈüüüÈ~Ó˚ çlƒ ã˛y•z àë˛lÙ)°Ü˛
ˆò¢ˆÏ§ÓyÓ˚ ã˛Ó˚Ù Ù)°ƒÈüÈ˛õÓ˚#«˛î–
ày¶˛#!çÓ˚ Ó˚yçl#!ï˛Ó˚ !˛õSÈˆÏl ˆ§•z
˛õÓ˚#«˛yÈüÈ!lÓ˚#«˛yÓ˚ §ï˛ï˛ Ü˛yÎ≈e´Ù
SÈ!í˛¸ˆÏÎ˚ !SÈ°– •zÎ˚Ç •z!u˛Î˚yÈüÈÓ˚
Ó˚ã˛lyÈ=!°ˆÏï˛ ~Ó˚ ≤ÃÜ˛y¢ âˆÏê˛ˆÏSÈ–
˛õˆÏÓ˚ •!Ó˚çl ˛õ!eÜ˛yˆÏï˛G–

1909 §yˆÏ° !•® fl∫Ó˚yç Îál ≤ÃÜ˛y!¢ï˛ •° ~ÓÇ
~Ü˛ ÓSÈÓ˚ ˛õÓ˚ Îál ï˛yÓ˚ •zÇˆÏÓ˚!ç xl%Óyò ˆÓˆÏÓ˚y°ÈüüüÈ
ï˛ál ò%!ê˛ =Ó˚&c˛õ)î≈ âê˛ly âˆÏê˛!SÈ°– ≤ÃÌÙñ ày¶˛#Ó˚
Ó˚yç˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛ =Ó˚& ˆàyáˆÏ° ày¶˛#ˆÏÜ˛ !lˆÏò≈¢ !òˆÏ°lÈüüüÈ
ÓyçyÓ˚ ˆÌˆÏÜ˛ ~•z Ó•z ï%˛!Ù ï%˛ˆÏ° lyGñ ~§Ó xÓyhflÏÓ
Ü˛Ìy xyˆÏòÔ Ü˛yÙƒ lÎ˚– ày¶˛# xÓ¢ƒ =Ó˚&ˆÏÜ˛ xÙylƒ
Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ !°ˆÏá!SÈˆÏ°lñ !ï˛!l §!ï˛ƒ §!ï˛ƒ ~§Ó Ü˛Ìy !ÓŸªy§
Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚lñ ïÑ˛yÓ˚ ˛õˆÏ«˛ ~§Ó Ó_´Óƒ !Ê˛!Ó˚ˆÏÎ˚ ˆlGÎ˚y §Ω˛Ó
lÎ˚– !mï˛#Î˚ =Ó˚&c˛õ)î≈ âê˛ly •°ñ •zÇˆÏÓ˚ç §y¡ÀyçƒÓyò#
§Ó˚Ü˛yÓ˚ Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛ÓˆÏ£Ï≈ !•® fl∫Ó˚yç ˆÓÈüÈxy•z!l ˆây£Ïîy
Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈ°– Ü˛# !SÈ° !•® fl∫Ó˚yçÈüÈ~Ó˚ Ó_´Óƒ⁄ §ÇˆÏ«˛ˆÏ˛õ
ï˛y •° ~•z ˆÎñ xyô%!lÜ˛ ≤ÃÎ%!_´§Ù,k˛ ˛õyŸã˛yï˛ƒ §Ë˛ƒï˛y
Ú¢Î˚ï˛yˆÏlÓ˚ §Ë˛ƒï˛yÛ– ~•z §Ë˛ƒï˛y Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛ÓˆÏ£Ï≈Ó˚ ˛õˆÏ«˛
!Ó˛õIlÜ˛ G x@˝Ã•î#Î˚– Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛ÓˆÏ£Ï≈Ó˚ ˛õÓ˚yô#lï˛yÓ˚
Ü˛yÓ˚î ÷ô% §y¡ÀyçƒÓyò# !Ó ˆÏê˛ˆÏlÓ˚ Ó˚yç˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛ ¢y§l
lÎ˚ñ ≤ÃÜ,˛ï˛ ˛õÓ˚yô#lï˛y ˛õyŸã˛yï˛ƒ !ÓˆÏ°!ï˛ §Ë˛ƒï˛y
G !¢«˛yÈüÈ§Çfl,Ò!ï˛Ó˚ Ü˛yˆÏS xyd§Ù˛õ≈î–
Ó˚yç˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛Ë˛yˆÏÓ !Ó !ê˛¢ Ó˚yçˆÏcÓ˚ xÓ§yl âê˛yÓ˚ ˛õÓ˚
Î!ò ˛õyŸã˛yˆÏï˛ƒÓ˚ §Ë˛ƒï˛y ~ˆÏòˆÏ¢ ˆÌˆÏÜ˛ ÎyÎ˚ñ ï˛y•ˆÏ°
Óyâ !ÓòyÎ˚ •ˆÏÓñ ÓyˆÏâÓ˚ fl∫Ë˛yÓ !Ü˛v xyÙyˆÏòÓ˚
í˛zÍ˛õ#í˛¸ˆÏlÓ˚ Ü˛yÓ˚î •ˆÏÓ– !•® fl∫Ó˚yçÈüÈ~ !Ó !ê˛¢

˛õy°≈yˆÏÙrê˛y!Ó˚ Ó˚yç˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛
ÓƒÓfliyˆÏÜ˛G ày¶˛# x!Ë˛¢y˛õ ÓˆÏ°
ÙˆÏl Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛l– ÷ô% x!Ë˛¢y˛õ lÎ˚ñ
˛õy°≈yˆÏÙrê˛ˆÏÜ˛ ï%˛°ly Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈˆÏ°l
Ó¶˛ƒy Ó˚Ùî#Ó˚ §ˆÏDñ ˆò•˛õ§y!Ó˚î#Ó˚
§ˆÏD– Ü˛yÓ˚î ˛õy°≈yˆÏÙˆÏrê˛Ó˚ !lçfl∫
~Ùl ˆÜ˛yˆÏly «˛Ùï˛y ˆl•z ˆÎ ˆ§
Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ Ü˛°ƒyî Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛ ˛õyÓ˚ˆÏÓñ
ˆ§ ≤ÃôylÙsf# G Ù!sfüÈ˛õ!Ó˚£ÏˆÏòÓ˚
ò°#Î˚ !§k˛yhs˝=!° xl%ˆÏÙyòˆÏlÓ˚
ÎsfÙye– 1921 §yˆÏ° •zÎ˚Ç
•z!u˛Î˚yÈüÈˆï˛ ày¶˛# çy!lˆÏÎ˚!SÈˆÏ°l
ˆÎñ ˆò•˛õ§y!Ó˚î# Óy ˆÓ¢ƒyÓ˚ ÙˆÏï˛y
ˆÎÈüÈÜ˛!ë˛l ¢∑ !ï˛!l ÓƒÓ•yÓ˚
Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ˆÏSÈl !Ó !ê˛¢ ˛õy°≈yˆÏÙrê˛
§¡õˆÏÜ≈˛ñ ˆ§!ê˛ !ï˛!l Óò° Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛

ã˛yl– Óò°yˆÏï˛ ã˛yl ~Ü˛çl •zÇˆÏÓ˚ç Ù!•°yÓ˚ xl%ˆÏÓ˚yˆÏô–
ï˛ˆÏÓ ¢∑!ê˛ ˛õy°ê˛yˆÏly ÙyˆÏl ~•z lÎ˚ ˆÎ !ï˛!l
˛õy°≈yˆÏÙrê˛ !Ó£ÏˆÏÎ˚ ïÑ˛yÓ˚ Ùï˛ ˛õy°ê˛yˆÏFSÈlñ Ó›ï˛ G•z
Ó•zˆÏÎ˚ ˆÜ˛Ó° ~•z ~Ü˛!ê˛ ¢∑ SÈyí˛¸y xyÓ˚ !Ü˛S%È•z !ï˛!l
Óò°yˆÏï˛ ã˛yl ly– xÓ¢ƒ 1921 §yˆÏ° •zÎ˚Ç •z!u˛Î˚yÈüÈˆÏï˛
!ï˛!l ~Ü˛ÌyG çy!lˆÏÎ˚!SÈˆÏ°l ˆÎñ !•® fl∫Ó˚yçÈüÈ~ Ó!î≈ï˛
ïÑ˛yÓ˚ fl∫Ó˚yˆÏçÓ˚ ôyÓ˚îyÓ˚ §ˆÏD !ï˛!l ~ál ˆÎ
˛õy°≈yˆÏÙrê˛y!Ó˚ fl∫Ó˚yˆÏçÓ˚ xyˆÏ®y°ˆÏl Óƒy˛õ,ï˛ ï˛yÓ˚ ≤ÃÓ°
!ÓˆÏÓ˚yô Ó˚ˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈñ !Ü˛v Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛#Î˚ çlàˆÏîÓ˚ çlƒ
xy˛õyï˛ï˛ !ï˛!l ~•z °í˛¸y•z Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛ Óyôƒ •ˆÏFSÈl– fl∫Ó˚yç
!Ó£ÏˆÏÎ˚ ïÑ˛yÓ˚ ôƒyl x!Óã˛!°ï˛•z ÌyÜ˛ˆÏÓ– ~Ùl!Ü˛ñ 1938
§yˆÏ° !•® fl∫Ó˚yçÈüÈ~Ó˚ lï%˛l Ù%oˆÏîÓ˚ Ü˛yˆÏ° !ï˛!l
çylyˆÏ°lñ '... after the stormy thirty years
through which I have since passed, I have
seen nothing to make me alter the views
expounded in it.' [!í˛É!çÉ ˆï˛[%˛°Ü˛Ó˚ñ Ù•ydy ≠
°y•zÊ˛ xÓ ˆÙy•lòy§ Ü˛Ó˚ÙãÑ˛yò ày¶˛#ñ ≤ÃÌÙ á[˛ñ
˛õyÓ!°ˆÏÜ˛¢l§ !í˛!Ë˛¢lñ àË˛l≈ˆÏÙrê˛ xÓ •z!u˛Î˚yñ
1960• ]–

ày¶˛# flõ‹Tï˛•z fl∫#Ü˛yÓ˚ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ˆÏSÈl ˆÎñ Óƒ!_´àï˛
!ÓŸªyˆÏ§Ó˚ §ˆÏD ïÑ˛yÓ˚ ÓƒÓ•y!Ó˚Ü˛ Óy!•ƒÜ˛ Ó˚yçl#!ï˛Ó˚
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§yÎ%çƒ ˆl•z– fl∫yô#lï˛yÓ˚ xyˆÏ®y°ˆÏlÓ˚ ˆlï˛y !•ˆÏ§ˆÏÓ
!ï˛!l §Ç§ò#Î˚ àîï˛sf G Ó˚y‹T…ÓƒÓfliyˆÏÜ˛ ˆÙˆÏl !lˆÏï˛
Óyôƒ •ˆÏFSÈlñ !Ü˛v ïÑ˛yÓ˚ xyò¢≈ !Ë˛ß¨– !Ü˛v ~•z xy˛õ§
§ˆÏ_¥G xyÙÓ˚y !Ü˛v ~ê˛yG °«˛ Ü˛!Ó˚ ˆÎñ ày¶˛#Ó˚
˛õy°≈yˆÏÙrê˛y!Ó˚ fl∫Ó˚yçÈüÈ~Ó˚ ôyÓ˚îyÓ˚ §ˆÏD
ˆl•Ó˚&ÈüÈ§%Ë˛y£ÏÈüÈxyˆÏ¡∫òÜ˛yˆÏÓ˚Ó˚ Ó˚y‹T…ÈüÈôyÓ˚îyÓ˚ Óƒy˛õÜ˛
ï˛Ê˛yÍ xyˆÏSÈ– Ó,•òyÎ˚ï˛l !¢“ÈüÈ≤ÃÎ%!_´ÈüÈ!ÓK˛yl!lË≈˛Ó˚
x!ï˛Ü˛yÎ˚ ˆÜ˛w#Ë)˛ï˛ «˛Ùï˛y§¡õß¨ ˆl¢lÈüÈˆfiê˛ê˛ ày¶˛#
xl%ˆÏÙyòl Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚l!l– ˛õ!Ó˚ÓˆÏï≈˛ fl∫Î˚Ç§¡õ)î≈ @˝ÃyÙˆÏÜ˛
ˆÜ˛ˆÏw ˆÓ˚ˆÏáñ «˛Ùï˛yÓ˚ ã)˛í˛¸yhs˝ !ÓˆÏÜ˛w#Ü˛Ó˚î Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ñ
fl∫y!ôÜ˛yÓ˚§¡õß¨ @˝ÃyÙÈüÈÓœÜ˛ÈüÈÙ•Ü%˛ÙyÈüÈˆç°yÈüÈÓ˚yçƒ ˆÌˆÏÜ˛
÷Ó˚& Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ çyï˛#Î˚ §Ó˚Ü˛yˆÏÓ˚Ó˚ ÙˆÏôƒ ~Ü˛ oceanic
circle ˜ï˛!Ó˚ Ü˛Ó˚y•z ày¶˛#!çÓ˚ °«˛ƒ !SÈ°– çÎ˚≤ÃÜ˛y¢
lyÓ˚yÎ˚î ï˛yÓ˚ ÎÌyÌ≈ lyÙÜ˛Ó˚î Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈˆÏ°l
ÚÜ˛!Ùí˛z!lê˛y!Ó˚Î˚yl ˆfiê˛ê˛Û– fl∫yô#lï˛yÓ˚ ˛õÓ˚ ày¶˛#
Ü˛ÇˆÏ@˝Ã§ˆÏÜ˛ ˆË˛ˆÏ. !òˆÏï˛ ÓˆÏ°!SÈˆÏ°lñ ïÑ˛yÓ˚ •zˆÏFSÈ !SÈ°
@˝ÃyÙ#î ˛õMÈ˛yˆÏÎ˚ï˛ÈüÈ!lË≈˛Ó˚ !Ë˛ß¨ ôÓ˚ˆÏlÓ˚ ˆ§ÓyÙ%á# Ó˚y‹T…
àˆÏí˛¸ ˆï˛y°y ˆ•yÜ˛– !Ü˛v 1946ÈüÈ~Ó˚ §ÙÎ˚ ˆÌˆÏÜ˛•z
ày¶˛# ~Ü˛çl Úê˛∆y!çÜ˛ lyÎ˚Ü˛Ûñ ïÑ˛yÓ˚ Ùï˛yÙˆÏï˛Ó˚ §ˆÏD

«˛Ùï˛y!Ë˛!_Ü˛ Ó˚yçl#!ï˛Ó˚ G ï˛yÓ˚ ï˛!“Óy•Ü˛ ˆlï˛yˆÏòÓ˚
!ÓˆÏ¢£Ï ˆÜ˛ylG §¡õÜ≈˛ !SÈ° ly– ˆò¢Ë˛yàG !ï˛!l ¢ï˛
ˆã˛‹Ty §ˆÏ_¥G Ó˚&áˆÏï˛ ˛õyˆÏÓ˚l!l– Îsf!¢ˆÏ“Ó˚ §y!Ó≈Ü˛
!ÓÓ˚&k˛ï˛y !SÈ°ñ Ó,•òyÎ˚ï˛l !¢ˆÏ“Ó˚ ˛õ!Ó˚ÓˆÏï≈˛
áy!òÈüÈã˛Ó˚Ü˛yÈüÈÜ%˛!ê˛Ó˚ !¢“ xyÙyˆÏòÓ˚ Ü,˛!£Ï≤Ãôyl ˆòˆÏ¢
Ù%!_´Ó˚ ˛õÌñ ~Ùl ã)˛í˛¸yhs˝ ˆây£ÏîyG !SÈ°– !Ü˛v
~ˆÏ«˛ˆÏeG ïÑ˛yˆÏÜ˛ xy˛õ§ Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛ •ˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈ– •zÎ˚Ç •z!u˛Î˚yÈüÈÎ˚
≤ÃÜ˛y!¢ï˛ Ùhs˝Óƒ=!° ˛õÓ˚˛õÓ˚ §yçyˆÏly ÎyÜ˛– ~Ü˛ñ Úxy!Ù
§ÓˆÏã˛ˆÏÎ˚ ç!ê˛° ÎˆÏsfÓ˚ ÓƒÓ•yˆÏÓ˚Ó˚G ˛õˆÏ«˛ ÌyÜ˛Óñ Î!ò
ï˛y !òˆÏÎ˚ Ë˛yÓ˚ˆÏï˛Ó˚ òy!Ó˚o G Ü˛Ù≈•#lï˛y ò)Ó˚ Ü˛Ó˚y ÎyÎ˚Û
å3É11É1921ä– ò%•zñ Úxyò¢≈ ˛õ!Ó˚!fli!ï˛ˆÏï˛ xy!Ù §Ó
Ó˚Ü˛ˆÏÙÓ˚ ÎˆÏsfÓ˚ !ÓÓ˚&ˆÏk˛ÉÉÉ !Ü˛v Îsf ÌyÜ˛ˆÏÓ•zÛ
å20É11É1925ä– !ï˛lñ ÚÎˆÏsfÓ˚ ÓƒÓ•yÓ˚ §Dï˛ñ Îál
~ˆÏï˛ §ÓyÓ˚ í˛z˛õÜ˛yÓ˚ •Î˚–Û å15É4É1926ä– ã˛yÓ˚ñ Úxy!Ù
Î!ò Îy!sfÜ˛ Óflf!¢“ !l˛õyï˛ Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛ ã˛y•zï˛yÙñ ï˛y•ˆÏ°
ï˛yˆÏòÓ˚ í˛z˛õÓ˚ Ó§yˆÏly xyÓày!Ó˚ ÷ˆÏÕÒÓ˚ !ÓˆÏÓ˚y!ôï˛y
Ü˛Ó˚ï˛yÙ ly– xy!Ù ã˛y•z !Ù°=!° §Ù,k˛ ˆ•yÜ˛ñ !Ü˛v
ï˛yˆÏòÓ˚ §Ù,!k˛ ˆÎl ˆòˆÏ¢Ó˚ fl∫yˆÏÌ≈Ó˚ ˛õ!Ó˚˛õsi# ly •Î˚–Û
å24É2É1927ä

1930 Óy 1940ÈüÈ~Ó˚ Î%ˆÏàG ày¶˛# !Ü˛S%È !Ü˛S%È Ë˛yÓ˚#
!¢ˆÏ“Ó˚ ≤ÃˆÏÎ˚yçˆÏlÓ˚ !Ó£ÏÎ˚ˆÏÜ˛ @˝Ãy•ƒ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈˆÏ°l ~ÓÇ
ˆ§§Ó §Ó˚Ü˛y!Ó˚ Ùy!°Ü˛ylyÎ˚ ÌyÜ%˛Ü˛ÈüüüÈ~Ùl x!Ë˛Ùï˛G
≤ÃÜ˛y¢ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈˆÏ°l– !Ü˛v ~•z§Ó ï˛Ìƒ ≤ÃÙyî Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ ly
ˆÎñ ˛õ!Ó˚îï˛ ày¶˛# ïÑ˛yÓ˚ xÌ≈˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛ !ã˛hs˝y xyÙ)°
˛õ!Ó˚Óï≈˛l Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛ ˆã˛ˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈl– Ü˛yÓ˚î 1921 §yˆÏ° •zÎ˚Ç
•z!u˛Î˚yÈüÈˆï˛ !ï˛!l ~Ùl Ùhs˝ÓƒG Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ˆÏSÈlñ ÚxyÙyˆÏòÓ˚
!Ù°=!° xyÙyˆÏòÓ˚ ≤ÃˆÏÎ˚yçˆÏlÓ˚ ˛õˆÏ«˛ ÎˆÏÌ‹T í˛zÍ˛õyòl
Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛ ˛õyˆÏÓ˚ ly–Û ï˛y•z âˆÏÓ˚ âˆÏÓ˚ ã˛Ó˚Ü˛y Ü˛Ù≈§ÇfliyˆÏlÓ˚
G fl∫yÓ°¡∫ˆÏlÓ˚ ÓˆÏí˛¸y ~Ü˛ í˛z˛õyÎ˚– xï˛~Ó Ó˚y‹T…«˛Ùï˛yÓ˚
!ÓˆÏÜ˛w#Ü˛Ó˚î ~ÓÇ xÌ≈˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛ í˛zÍ˛õyòlÈüÈÓƒÓfliyÓ˚
!ÓˆÏÜ˛w#Ü˛Ó˚î Ë˛yÓ˚ˆÏï˛Ó˚ Ù%!_´Ó˚ í˛z˛õyÎ˚–

~•z !ÓˆÏÜ˛w#Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏîÓ˚ ÙˆÏôƒ !òˆÏÎ˚•z ày¶˛# l)ƒlï˛Ù
Ó˚yˆÏ‹T…Ó˚ å!Ù!lÙyÙ ˆfiê˛ê˛ä Ü˛Ìy Ë˛yÓˆÏï˛lñ ˛õMÈ˛yˆÏÎ˚ˆÏï˛Ó˚
Ó˚yÙÓ˚yçƒ ã˛y•zˆÏï˛l– ˆÜ˛w#Ë)˛ï˛ Ó˚y‹T…«˛Ùï˛yˆÏÜ˛
ÚxÓ˚àyly•zçí‰˛ Ë˛yˆÏÎ˚yˆÏ°™Û Ó°ˆÏï˛l–

«˛Ùï˛yÓ˚ Ó˚yçl#!ï˛Ó˚ !ÓÓ˚&ˆÏk˛ !ï˛!l ˆ§ÓyÓ˚
Ó˚yçl#!ï˛Ó˚ Ü˛Ìy Ó°ˆÏï˛l– ˆ§•z Ü˛yÓ˚ˆÏî•z !ï˛!l
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Ó˚yç˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛ fl∫yô#lï˛yÓ˚ ˛õÓ˚ ÓˆÏ°!SÈˆÏ°lñ çyï˛#Î˚
Ü˛ÇˆÏ@˝ÃˆÏ§Ó˚ Ü˛yç ˆ¢£Ï •ˆÏÎ˚ ˆàˆÏSÈñ ~ÓyÓ˚ ˆ§!ê˛ ˆË˛ˆÏ.
ˆ°yÜ˛ˆÏ§ÓÜ˛ §Aâ ˜ï˛!Ó˚ Ü˛Ó˚y òÓ˚Ü˛yÓ˚– «˛Ùï˛yÓ˚
Ó˚yçl#!ï˛ lÎ˚ñ ˆ°yÜ˛ˆÏ§ÓyÓ˚ ˆ°yÜ˛l#!ï˛ ≤ÃˆÏÎ˚yçl–

~•z ˆ°yÜ˛ˆÏ§ÓyÓ˚ ò¢≈lñ §yÙy!çÜ˛ Ü%˛ÓƒÓfliy=!°
˛õ!Ó˚•yˆÏÓ˚Ó˚ çlƒ ày¶˛# •!Ó˚çl ˆ§ÓÜ˛ §Aâ ˜ï˛!Ó˚
Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈˆÏ°l– xyÓ˚ ï˛yÓ˚ Ù%á˛õe •!Ó˚çl ˛õ!eÜ˛y !•!®ñ
=çÓ˚y!ê˛ G •zÇˆÏÓ˚!ç Ë˛y£ÏyÎ˚ §¡õyòly ÷Ó˚& Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚l
1932 §y° ˆÌˆÏÜ˛– ~•z •!Ó˚çl ˛õ!eÜ˛yÎ˚ ïÑ˛yÓ˚
xflõ,¢ƒï˛yÈüÈ!ÓˆÏÓ˚yô# ò¢≈l G xyˆÏ®y°ˆÏlÓ˚ çlƒ
Ó˚ã˛ly=!° ≤ÃÜ˛y!¢ï˛ •ˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈ ˆÓ!¢– ï˛yÓ˚ xyˆÏà •zÎ˚Ç
•z!u˛Î˚yÈüÈˆï˛G !°ˆÏáˆÏSÈl ≤Ãã%˛Ó˚– 1938 §yˆÏ°Ó˚ 24
!í˛ˆÏ§¡∫Ó˚ !ï˛!l •!Ó˚çlÈüÈ~ !°ˆÏá!SÈˆÏ°lñ ÚÙyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ ≤Ã!ï˛
Ë˛yˆÏ°yÓy§y•z xyÙyÓ˚ ç#ÓˆÏlÓ˚ ˆàyí˛¸yÓ˚ !òˆÏÜ˛
xflõ,¢ƒï˛yÓ˚ §Ù§ƒy!ê˛ ~ˆÏl •y!çÓ˚ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈ°– xyÙyÓ˚
Ùy ÓˆÏ°!SÈˆÏ°lñ G•z ˆSÈˆÏ°ê˛yˆÏÜ˛ SÈÑ%!Ó lyñ G xFS%ÈÍ–
xy!Ù ≤’yê˛y ≤ÃŸ¿ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈ°yÙñ ˆÜ˛l ˆSÈÑyÓ ly⁄ ~ÓÇ
ˆ§•z!òl ˆÌˆÏÜ˛ ÷Ó˚& •ˆÏÎ˚!SÈ° xyÙyÓ˚ !ÓˆÏoy•–Û

ï˛yÓ˚ xyˆÏà•z 1921 §yˆÏ°•z •zÎ˚Ç •z!u˛Î˚yÈüÈˆï˛ ày¶˛#
!°ˆÏá!SÈˆÏ°lñ Úxy!Ù ˛õ)lç≈ß√ ã˛y•z ly– !Ü˛v Î!ò xyÙyˆÏÜ˛
˛õ%lç≈ß√ !lˆÏï˛ •Î˚ xy!Ù ˆÎl xflõ¢ƒ •ˆÏÎ˚ çß√y•zñ
ÎyˆÏï˛ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ xy!Ù ï˛yˆÏòÓ˚ ò%/áñ Ü˛‹T G !lÎ˚ï˛
Ù•yÈüÈx˛õÙyl Ë˛yà Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ !lˆÏï˛ ˛õy!Ó˚ñ ÎyˆÏï˛ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ ˙
ã˛Ó˚Ù ò%ò≈¢y ˆÌˆÏÜ˛ !lˆÏçˆÏÜ˛ G ï˛yˆÏòÓ˚ Ù%_´ Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛ xy!Ù
§ˆÏã˛‹T •ˆÏï˛ ˛õy!Ó˚– ï˛y•z xy!Ù ≤ÃyÌ≈ly Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈ ˆÎñ Î!ò
˛õ%lÓ˚yÎ˚ çß√yˆÏï˛ •Î˚ xy!Ù ˆÎl Ó y·˛îñ «˛!eÎ˚ñ ˜Ó¢ƒ Óy
¢)o ly •ˆÏÎ˚ Úx!ï˛¢)oÛ •ˆÏÎ˚ çß√y•z–Û [ÓyÇ°y xl%Óyò
Ù•yˆÏŸªï˛y ˆòÓ#Ó˚ ˛õ)ˆÏÓ≈y_´ @˝Ãsi]–

1932 §yˆÏ° xflõ,¢ƒï˛y G çy!ï˛ˆÏË˛òÈüÈ~Ó˚ !Ó£ÏˆÏÎ˚
ày¶˛#ÈüÈxyˆÏ¡∫òÜ˛yˆÏÓ˚Ó˚ !ÓˆÏÓ˚yô •z!ï˛•yˆÏ§Ó˚ ~Ü˛ !ÓˆÏ¢£Ï
âê˛ly– ò%çˆÏl•z çy!ï˛ˆÏË˛ˆÏòÓ˚ !ÓˆÏÓ˚yô#– !Ü˛v !mï˛#Î˚
ˆày°ˆÏê˛!Ó° ˜Óë˛ˆÏÜ˛ xyˆÏ¡∫òÜ˛yˆÏÓ˚Ó˚ òy!Ó xl%ÎyÎ˚#
•!Ó˚çlˆÏòÓ˚ çlƒ ˛õ,ÌÜ˛ !lÓ≈yã˛l ÓƒÓfliy ày¶˛# ˆÙˆÏl
!lˆÏï˛ ˛õyˆÏÓ˚l!l– !•®%ˆÏòÓ˚ ÙˆÏôƒ Ë˛y.l ôÓ˚yˆÏÓ ~•z
ÓƒÓfliyÈüüüÈˆ§•z xy¢B˛yˆÏï˛ ày¶˛# xl¢l ÷Ó˚& Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏ°l
~ÓÇ ˆ¢£Ï ˛õÎ≈hs˝ xyˆÏ¡∫òÜ˛yÓ˚ Ü˛ï˛=!° ¢ï≈˛ xyˆÏÓ˚y˛õ
Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ ày¶˛#Ó˚ §ˆÏD xy˛õ§ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈˆÏ°l– xyˆÏ¡∫òÜ˛yÓ˚

ày¶˛#Ó˚ !•®%ôÙ≈ !Ó£ÏÎ˚Ü˛ !ã˛hs˝y ˆÙˆÏl !lˆÏï˛ ˛õyˆÏÓ˚l!l–
ày¶˛# çy!ï˛ˆÏË˛òÈüÈxflõ,¢ƒï˛yÓ˚ !ÓˆÏÓ˚yô# !SÈˆÏ°lñ !Ü˛v
Óî≈≤ÃÌyÎ˚ !ÓˆÏŸªy§ Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛l– xyˆÏ¡∫òÜ˛yˆÏÓ˚Ó˚ Ü˛yˆÏSÈ Îy
!SÈ° §¡õ)î≈ x@˝Ã•î#Î˚– Îy•z ˆ•yÜ˛ñ ày¶˛#ÈüÈxyˆÏ¡∫òÜ˛yˆÏÓ˚Ó˚
~•z !ÓˆÏÓ˚yô ˆ¢£Ï ˛õÎ≈hs˝ ˆÙˆÏê˛!l– òy¢≈!lÜ˛ xÓfliyl
ïÑ˛yˆÏòÓ˚ !Ë˛ß¨ !SÈ°ñ !Ü˛v ã˛!Õ‘ˆÏ¢Ó˚ ò¢ˆÏÜ˛ •!Ó˚çl
xyˆÏ®y°ˆÏl ïÑ˛yÓ˚y ˆÎÔÌË˛yˆÏÓG xyˆÏ®y°l Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ˆÏSÈl–
•!Ó˚çl ˛õ!eÜ˛yÎ˚ ï˛yÓ˚ ≤Ãã%˛Ó˚ í˛zˆÏÕ‘áG xyˆÏSÈ–

1933 §yˆÏ° ~•z ˛õ!eÜ˛yÎ˚ ày¶˛# !°ˆÏá!SÈˆÏ°lñ
ÚxyÙyÓ˚ xy¢yñ xflõ,¢ƒï˛yÓ˚ !ÓÓ˚&ˆÏk˛ Î%k˛ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ ~ÓÇ ˆ§•z
Î%ˆÏk˛ !lˆÏçˆÏÜ˛ í˛zÍ§à≈ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ ÙylÓçy!ï˛Ó˚ §y!Ó≈Ü˛
˛õ%lç≈#Ól xylÎ˚l §¡õß¨ Ü˛Ó˚y– ~ê˛y •Î˚ˆÏï˛y !V˛l%ˆÏÜ˛Ó˚
Ó˚ˆÏ.Ó˚ Ó˚*˛õyÓ˚ Ùï˛•z xÓyhflÏÓñ !lSÈÜ˛•z fl∫≤¿– !Ü˛v ~•z
fl∫≤¿ Îï˛«˛î Ó˚ˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈ ï˛ï˛«˛î xy!Ù ï˛y fl∫≤¿ ÓˆÏ° ÙˆÏl
Ü˛!Ó˚ ly– ˆÓ˚yÙy ˆÓ˚y°ÑyÓ˚ Ë˛y£ÏyÎ˚ñ Ú°«˛ƒ xç≈ˆÏlÓ˚ ÙˆÏôƒ
çÎ˚ ˆl•zñ çÎ˚ •° ~Ó˚ çlƒ !lÓ˚hs˝Ó˚ §yôlyÎ˚–Û
åxl%Óyò ≠ Ù•yˆÏŸªï˛y ˆòÓ# ≠ ˛õ)ˆÏÓ≈y_´ @˝Ãsiä–

xyˆÏà•z í˛zˆÏÕ‘á Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈñ ày¶˛# Ü,˛!£Ï!Ë˛_Ü˛ xÌ≈l#!ï˛Ó˚
í˛zß¨Î˚l ˆã˛ˆÏÎ˚!SÈˆÏ°lÈüüüÈˆÜ˛lly Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛Ó£Ï≈ Ü,˛!£Ï≤Ãôyl
§Ë˛ƒï˛yñ ˆòˆÏ¢Ó˚ lÓÁ•z ¢ï˛yÇ¢ Ùyl%£Ï ã˛y£ÏÓy§ÈüÈ!lË˛≈Ó˚–
1947 §yˆÏ°Ó˚ ~!≤Ã° ÙyˆÏ§G !ï˛!l •!Ó˚çl ˛õ!eÜ˛yÎ˚
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!°ˆÏáˆÏSÈlñ Ú7ñÈ00ñ000 @˝ÃyˆÏÙÓ˚
ÙˆÏôƒ xyˆÏSÈ §ï˛ƒÜ˛yÓ˚ Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛–
Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛#Î˚ §Ë˛ƒï˛yˆÏÜ˛ Î!ò ~Ü˛ §%!fliï˛
!ÓŸªÓƒÓfliy àˆÏí˛¸ ˆï˛y°yÓ˚ ˆ«˛ˆÏe ˛õ)î≈
xÓòyl Ó˚yáˆÏï˛ •Î˚ñ ~•z !Ó¢y°
ÙylÓ˛õ%OˆÏÜ˛ ÉÉÉ xyÓyÓ˚ ÓÑy!ã˛ˆÏÎ˚
ï%˛°ˆÏï˛ •ˆÏÓ–Û

ày¶˛# xyÓ˚G !°ˆÏá!SÈˆÏ°lñ ÚˆÎ
!ï˛l!ê˛ Óƒy!ô xyÙyˆÏòÓ˚ @˝ÃyÙ=!°ˆÏÜ˛
ï˛yÓ˚ ÓLÙ%!ë˛ˆÏï˛   ôˆÏÓ˚ ˆÓ˚ˆÏáˆÏSÈ
ï˛yÓ˚ ˆÙyÜ˛y!Ó°y Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛ •ˆÏÓ–
ÎÌyñ 1É ˆÎÔÌ fl∫yfliƒÓƒÓfliyÓ˚
xË˛yÓó 2É ˛õ%!‹T•#l áyòƒó 3É !lˆÏŸã˛‹Tï˛y ÉÉÉ– GÓ˚y
!lˆÏçˆÏòÓ˚ Ü˛°ƒyˆÏî xy@˝Ã•# lÎ˚– ï˛yÓ˚y xyô%!lÜ˛
fl∫yfliƒ!Ó!ôÓ˚ Ù)°ƒ ˆÓyˆÏV˛ ly– ˆÎ ◊ˆÏÙ xË˛ƒhflÏñ ÎÌy
ç!Ù ã˛y£Ï Ü˛Ó˚yñ ï˛y•z !lˆÏÎ˚ ˛õˆÏí˛¸ ÌyˆÏÜ˛– ~Ó˚ Óy•zˆÏÓ˚
!Ü˛S%È Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛ ã˛yÎ˚ ly– ÉÉÉ å~•zä ò#â≈fliyÎ˚# Óƒy!ôÓ˚ §ˆÏD
Î%V˛ˆÏï˛ •ˆÏÓ– ÉÉÉ ÎyÓ˚y !¢«˛yÓ˚ §%Ê˛° ˆ˛õˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈ ï˛yˆÏòÓ˚
ò#â≈ xÓˆÏ•°yÓ˚ Ê˛ˆÏ° @˝ÃyÙ=!°Ó˚ ~ ò%/á ˆË˛yàÈüüüÈï˛yÓ˚y
¢•ˆÏÓ˚Ó˚ ç#Ól ˆÓˆÏSÈ !lˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈ– ÎyÓ˚y ˆ§ÓyÜ˛yˆÏÎ≈Ó˚
ˆ≤ÃÓ˚îyò#Æñ ï˛yˆÏòÓ˚ @˝ÃyˆÏÙ Ó§ï˛ Ü˛!Ó˚ˆÏÎ˚ @˝ÃyÙÓy§#ˆÏòÓ˚
ˆ§ÓyÓ˚ ÙˆÏôƒ xyd≤ÃÜ˛y¢ áÑ%ˆÏç ˛õyÓyÓ˚ ˛õÌ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ !òˆÏÎ˚
@˝ÃyˆÏÙÓ˚ §ˆÏD §%fli ˆÎyàyˆÏÎyà §,!‹T Ü˛Ó˚yÓ˚ ≤ÃˆÏã˛‹Ty•z •°
@˝ÃyÙ#î xyˆÏ®y°l– ÉÉÉÛ åxl%Óyò ≠ Ù•yˆÏŸªï˛y ˆòÓ#ñ
˛õ)ˆÏÓ≈y_´ @˝Ãsiä–

@˝ÃyÙˆÏ§Óyñ @˝ÃyÙˆÏ§ÓÜ˛ •zï˛ƒy!ò !ã˛hs˝y=!°Ó˚ §ˆÏD
Ó˚Ó#wlyˆÏÌÓ˚ !ã˛hs˝yÓ˚ x§Ω˛Ó !Ù° !lŸã˛Î˚•z ˛õyë˛Ü˛Ó˚y
°«˛ Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏSÈl– Ó˚Ó#wlyˆÏÌÓ˚ Úfl∫ˆÏò¢# §ÙyçÛÈüÈ~Ó˚
≤ÃÜ˛“ å1904äñ 1890 ˆÌˆÏÜ˛ !Ó¢ ¢ï˛ˆÏÜ˛Ó˚ ÷Ó˚&
˛õÎ≈hs˝ ˛õ)Ó≈ÓˆÏD ë˛yÜ%˛Ó˚Óy!í˛¸Ó˚ ç!Ùòy!Ó˚ ~ˆÏfiê˛ˆÏê˛
å!¢°y•zò•Èü È˛õ!ï˛§Ó •zï˛ƒy!ò xMÈ˛ˆÏ°ä Ü˛!ÓÓ˚
@˝ÃyÙàë˛ˆlÓ˚ ˛õÓ˚#«˛yÈüÈ !lÓ˚#«˛y ~ÓÇ xÓˆÏ¢ˆÏ£Ï
◊#!lˆÏÜ˛ï˛lÈüÈ~Ó˚ ÙˆÏï˛y !Óhfl,Ïï˛ ≤ÃÜ˛ˆÏ“ å1922 ˆÌˆÏÜ˛
ÎyÓ˚ ÷Ó˚&ä Ó˚Ó#wlyˆÏÌÓ˚ ÚÚ§ÙÓyÎ˚ !ã˛hs˝yñ fl∫yÓ°¡∫ˆÏlÓ˚
!ã˛hs˝yñ ÙƒyˆÏ°!Ó˚Î˚yÈüÈÎ-y •zï˛ƒy!ò Óƒy!ôÓ˚ !ÓÓ˚&ˆÏk˛ °í˛¸y•z

~ÓÇ •yˆÏï˛ÈüÈÜ˛°ˆÏÙ Ü˛yˆÏçÓ˚
!¢«˛yÓ˚ å!¢«˛y§eä ò¢≈ˆÏlÓ˚ §ˆÏD
Ü˛!ÓÓ˚ ò,!‹TÓ˚ §yò,¢ƒ xyÙyˆÏòÓ˚
lçÓ˚   !lŸã˛Î˚ ~í˛¸yˆÏÓ ly– Î!òG
!ÓˆÏÓ˚yˆÏôÓ˚ •z!ï˛•y§G xyˆÏSÈ–
ày¶˛#Ó˚ ã˛Ó˚Ü˛yÈüÈ!lË≈˛Ó˚ï˛yñ 1937ÈüÈ~
ày¶˛#Ó˚ Ó%!lÎ˚y!ò !¢«˛yˆÏ®y°l Óy
GÎ˚yô≈y ˆ≤Ãy@˝ÃyÙÈüÈ~Ó˚ !ÓÓ˚&ˆÏk˛
Ó˚Ó#wlyˆÏÌÓ˚ !ÓÓ˚&k˛ï˛y !SÈ°–
ï˛Ìy!˛õ fl∫Î˚Ç§¡õ)î≈ @˝ÃyÙ§Ùyçñ
!ÓˆÏÜ˛w#Ü˛Ó˚îñ @˝ÃyÙˆÏ§Óyñ x!ï˛Ü˛yÎ˚
ÎˆÏsfÓ˚ !ÓˆÏÓ˚y!ôï˛yÓ˚ ˆ«˛ˆÏe ~•z

ò%•z Ùl#£Ï#Ó˚ !ã˛hs˝yÓ˚ §yÎ%çƒG !SÈ°–
ày¶˛#!çÓ˚ @˝ÃyÙàë˛ˆÏlÓ˚ xyˆÏ®y°lñ xflõ,¢ƒï˛yÓ˚

!ÓÓ˚&ˆÏk˛ xyˆÏ®y°lñ ˛õMÈ˛yˆÏÎ˚ï˛ Ó˚yˆÏçÓ˚ !ã˛hs˝y Ù)°ï˛
≤ÃÜ˛y!¢ï˛ •ˆÏÎ˚!SÈ° •!Ó˚çl ˛õ!eÜ˛y!ê˛ˆÏï˛•z– Ü˛yÓ˚î
1931 §yˆÏ°Ó˚ ˛õÓ˚ •zÎ˚Ç •z!u˛Î˚yÈüÈÓ˚ ˛õ!Ó˚ÓˆÏï≈˛ ày¶˛#Ó˚
x!ôÜ˛yÇ¢ Ó˚ã˛ly •!Ó˚çlÈüÈ~•z ≤ÃÜ˛y!¢ï˛ •ˆÏÎ˚!SÈ°–

xyÓ˚ !SÈ° lÓç#Ól ˛õ!eÜ˛y– 1919 ˆÌˆÏÜ˛
1931 §y° ˛õÎ≈hs˝ =çÓ˚y!ê˛ Ë˛y£ÏyÎ˚ ≤ÃÜ˛y!¢ï˛ •ï˛
lÓç#Ól ˛õ!eÜ˛yÎ˚– ~!ê˛G !SÈ° §yÆy!•Ü˛ ˛õ!eÜ˛y–
ày¶˛#!çÓ˚ ˆÓ¢!Ü˛S%È Ó˚ã˛ly lÓç#ÓlÈüÈ~ ≤ÃÜ˛y!¢ï˛
•ˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈ– ˛õÓ˚Óï≈˛#Ü˛yˆÏ° ˜ï˛!Ó˚ •ˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈ lÓç#Ól ê˛∆yfiê˛–
ày¶˛#ÈüÈÓ˚ã˛lyÓ!° Ù%oˆÏî ï˛yÓ˚ =Ó˚&c xlfl∫#Ü˛yÎ≈–

Ó‡Ü˛y° ôˆÏÓ˚ ày¶˛#ã˛ã≈˛y ã˛°ˆÏSÈ ˆò¢ÈüÈ!ÓˆÏò¢ ç%ˆÏí˛¸–
~Ü˛!ÓÇ¢ ¢ï˛ˆÏÜ˛Ó˚ !ÓŸªyÎ˚ˆÏlÓ˚ ˆÙy•@˝ÃhflÏ ˛õ,!ÌÓ#ˆÏï˛
ày¶˛#Ó˚ ò¢≈l Ó‡ Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ Ü˛yˆÏSÈ xyÓyÓ˚ =Ó˚&c˛õ)î≈ •ˆÏÎ˚
í˛zˆÏë˛ˆÏSÈÈüüüÈ~ê˛y §Ü˛ˆÏ°•z ÙylˆÏÓl ˆÎñ ÷ô% x!•Ç§yÓ˚
ò¢≈l lÎ˚ñ §ï˛ƒy@˝Ã• xyˆÏ®y°ˆÏlÓ˚ Ó˚#!ï˛l#!ï˛G !ÓˆÏŸªÓ˚
!Ó!Ë˛ß¨ §Ù§ƒyÓ‡° xMÈ˛ˆÏ° ~ál xyò,ï˛ ~ÓÇ
xÓ°¡∫lG Ü˛Ó˚y •ˆÏFSÈ– §y¡ÀyçƒÓyò# !ÓŸª˛õÑ%!çÓ˚
•y°ã˛yˆÏ°Ó˚ §ˆÏD ˆÙyÜ˛y!Ó°yÓ˚ !ã˛hs˝yÓ˚ ˆ«˛ˆÏeG ày¶˛#ˆÏÜ˛
fløÓ˚î Ü˛Ó˚y •ˆÏFSÈ– ˆ§•z xyÓï≈˛!ê˛ˆÏÜ˛ ÙˆÏl ˆÓ˚ˆÏá xyÙyÓ˚
~•z x!Ü˛!MÈ˛ÍÜ˛Ó˚ Ó˚ã˛lyÓ˚ !Ó£ÏÎ˚ÈüüüÈ§yÇÓy!òÜ˛ ày¶˛#Ó˚
!ã˛hs˝y– §Ùyçàë˛l ÎyÓ˚ xhs˝/§yÓ˚–
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An Evaluation of ‘Does Economic Inequality
Breed Political Conflict?’

Studies

I. THE PROBLEM  DEFINED

We begin with what Karl Popper called the “problem situation,” or the empirical

difficulty (generally accepted as crucial), for which theory is supposed to be a

solution : Does economic inequality breed political conflict? In other words, are nations

with an unequal distribution of income and wealth more subject to phenomena like

revolution, rebellion, civil war, terrorism, demonstrations, and coups than those with a more

equal distribution?

Most students of conflict would answer yes. All major theorists of conflict believe that

economic inequality is, at least, a potentially important cause of dissent. All major cross-

national quantitative studies of dissent include economic inequality as an independent

variable, or else they acknowledge specification error. Moreover, almost all studies of

particular conflicts consider economic inequality to be a potential cause. Economic

inequality has been the focus of studies of the Iranian Revolution, the Rhodesian

Revolution, and La Violenda in Columbia. The Economic Inequality-Political Conflict (EI-

PC) puzzle is so central to conflict studies that and article and a section of a book have been

devoted to it.

Why has all this attention

been focused on the EI-PC

nexus? Conflict studies, after

all, must also contend with the

conflict puzzles that involve

repression, conflict traditions,

modernization, external

intervention, social cleavages,

and political democracy. Why

is the EI-PC nexus a crucial

Mark Irving Lichbach
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problem rather than one of the routine issues? What makes the distribution of income and

wealth a theoretically significant explanation of political dissent that warrants close

scrutiny? Six factors account for the popularity of this genre of conflict studies.

First, it often appears that the principal political contest and debate in a nation involve

a polarization of social groups around distributional issues. Conflict protagonists in a

society are often divided into two groups : the challenging groups, i.e., the have-nots or the

disadvantaged, who seek economic equality by attacking the status quo distribution of

resources; and the established groups, i.e., the haves or the advantaged, who perpetuate

economic inequality by defending the status quo distribution of resources. The explicit

grievances and demands of such antagonists often involve the distribution of resources in

a society. Revolution has thus been defined as both class struggle (Marx) and the circulation

of elites (Pareto)—which places EI-PC studies, by definition, at the center of the field.

Second, a little spice is involved : the initial speculation, a strong and positive

relationship between economic inequality and political dissent, sometimes, but not always,

conflicts with the data. Anomalous, inconsistent, and inconclusive findings provide grist for

theoretical and empirical reformulations of the basic EI-PC idea.

Third, a study of the EI-PC nexus leads analysts to consider two other puzzles in conflict

studies. Economic inequality is concomitant with social cleavages between classes,

religions, regions, generations, and the sexes; between educational and occupational strata;

and between linguistic, ethnic, and communal groups. The EI-PC puzzle thus leads analysts

to consider the social cleavages-political conflict puzzle.” Economic inequality is also

conjoined with political inequality among the aforementioned groups; the EI-PC puzzle thus

also leads analysts to consider the problem of political democracy-political conflict. In sum,

the EI-PC puzzle raises the general issue of Inequality-Political Conflict (I-PC).

Fourth, the general issue of inequality has been involved in all major episodes of

conflict. The three great ideologies of the late eighteenth, and the nineteenth and twentieth

centuries—nationalism, liberalism, and socialism—all spawned revolutionary movements

based on ideas of equality, albeit different ones. The rhetoric in the American Revolution

was “all men are created equal”; in the French Revolution, partisans shouted “liberty,

equality, fraternity”; the propaganda of the Russian Revolution was “peace, land, bread”;

and a wartime slogan of the Chinese Revolution was.” Those who have much give much;

those who have little give little.” Other upheavals that turned on issues of equality have

occurred in American history :

The demand for equality has lain at the epicenter of the major upheavals that have

erupted on the American political scene : the Revolution, the Jacksonian era, the

Civil War and Reconstruction, the Populist-Progressive period, the New Deal and

14



Gandhi News˘ày¶˛# §ÇÓyò q Vol. 18, No. 3 q xˆÏQyÓÓ˚ÈüÈ!í˛ˆÏ§¡∫Ó˚ñ 2023

the tumultuous 1960’s and 1970’s.”

The general association of inequality with conflict thus appears inevitable and immutable.

Fifth, a study of the EI-PC nexus raises the “big positive questions” in our discipline.

EI-PC studies lead analysts to consider the connections between power and conflict,

competition and participation, stratification and domination, and exploitation and control

which interrelate with such big questions in political science as : Who wins and who loses?

Why do people support authority structures? What determines the persistence and change

of these institutions? The EI-PC puzzle has thus attracted the attention of some of the great

political theorists of all time : Aristotle, Plato, Machiavelli, de Tocqueville, Marx, and

Madison. It has also been examined by some of the major figures in contemporary political

science : Lipset, Dahl, and Huntington. Quantitative studies are, in fact, very often

motivated by citations of these scholars’ classic statements of the EI-PC problem. Hence, the

EI-PC nexus seems to raise larger theoretical questions than some of the other issues in the

field.

Finally, a study of the EI-PC nexus raises the “big normative questions” in our discipline.

EI-PC studies implicitly or explicitly lead analysts to consider the great normative trade-offs

that societies face : efficiency for equity, order for justice, or, in the terms of EI-PC studies,

income inequality for political conflict. The normative dimension of the EI-PC question,

moreover, appeals to scholars across the political spectrum: the left, the right, and the

center. The left yearns for distributionally just societies (i.e., equity in terms of economic

equality). The right yearns for politically peaceful societies (i.e., efficiency in terms of the

absence of political conflict). And the center yearns both for distributionally just and for

politically peaceful societies (i.e., equity and efficiency). The EI-PC nexus thus allows all

scholars to raise great normative questions in their own way. It is therefore probably the

crucial issue in conflict studies. If it could be solved, all the other conflict puzzles would

fall into place. A thorough evaluation is therefore long overdue of how researchers have

studied the question, “Does economic inequality breed political conflict?”

In the next section, I summarize the numerous competing observations and contending

arguments about the EI-PC nexus and describe the three approaches to resolving this

indeterminacy. In section three, I evaluate how the statistical modelers have tried to explain

these inconsistent results. Their approach is heavily inductive, relying on sifting through

masses of evidence with essentially ad hoc reasoning. In section four, I examine how the

formal modelers in the field have proceeded. Their approach is heavily deductive, trying

to reason from the social processes that generate inequality, to indices of inequality, and

finally to conflict behaviors. Both approaches are found to be deficient because they have

not illuminated the assumptions and reasoning that explain how and why inequality
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produces conflict. The two major scientific research prograrns (SRPS) in conflict studies—

the Deprived Actor (DA) and Rational Actor (RA) programs—are built around such

assumptions.’ Hence, in section five, I indicate what these programs imply about the

indeterminacy of the EI-PC nexus. A concluding section summarizes my principal criticism

of EI-PC studies : because analysts have tended to possess different research skills, the three

approaches have been employed in isolation from one another. Singly, however, each of the

three has proved deficient and unlikely to solve the EI-PC puzzle. The most fruitful method

is to combine the assumptions of the theory builders and the deductive approach of the

formal modelers with the various empirical tests of the statistical modelers. Such :m

approach produces a crucial test of DA and RA theories. I argue further that the flaws of the

scientific modus operand! of EI-PC studies are instructive for the entire genre of cross-

national quantitative studies in comparative politics.

II. C OMPETING  OBSERVATIONS AND ARGUMENTS

Sociologists are confident that income is correlated with education. Political scientists

are confident that party identification is correlated with voting behavior. And

economists are confident that the price of butter is correlated with the quantity of butter

bought. Once these “stylized facts” exist, so idlogists, political scientists, and economists

suggest assumptions for research programs and then spin theories to explain the less well-

known aspects of the empirical world. We should therefore begin by establishing what is

known about the EI-PC nexus. After more than two decades of empirical research, what are

students of conflict certain is true about the EI-PC nexus?

So much systematic quantitative evidence has been adduced in order to discover the

“true” relationship between economic inequality and political conflict that I have been able

to locate forty-three aggregate quantitative studies, within nations and cross-national, of the

EI-PC nexus. Some of them are perhaps best forgotten. I will, however, examine this

literature in some detail for two reasons. First, the evidence behind various EI-PC

propositions comes from studies of many different conflicts that have been conducted by

sociologists and political scientists. I wish to show that many analysts of the EI-PC problem

have recognized only a portion of the relevant literature. For example, students of black

protest in the United States and of conflict cross-nationally have both been concerned with

the EI-PC nexus, yet both have neglected each other’s work. Second, the reasoning behind

various EI-PC propositions—how and why economic inequality breeds political conflict—has

typically been neglected. I intend to examine the state of the argument as well as the state

of the evidence.

16



Gandhi News˘ày¶˛# §ÇÓyò q Vol. 18, No. 3 q xˆÏQyÓÓ˚ÈüÈ!í˛ˆÏ§¡∫Ó˚ñ 2023

The following general hypothesis is proposed :

C = F(I)

where C is political conflict, I is economic inequality, and F is a functional relationship.

Ad hoc arguments and evidence exist for all conceivable forms of the relationship between

economic inequality and political conflict.

One expectation is that economic inequality increases political dissent, or that F1>0.

The reasoning behind this position may be summarized as follows. When economic

inequality is high, (1) the poor are envious, have nothing to lose, and thus resort to force

(e.g., political violence) to achieve redistributive demands; (2) the rich are greedy, have

everything to lose, and possess the resources necessary to use force (e.g., governmental

repression) to avoid giving in to redistributive demands; and (3) the middle class, which

respects property rights, is small. Hence, as economic inequality increases, the pool of

conflict participants (both the rich and the poor) increases. A great variety of evidence

supports this position. Cross-national evidence from a global sample of states has been

provided by many scholars. Mitchell reported positive results for the Philippines, Paranzino

for South Vietnam and Morgan and Clark for the United States. Gurr has shown cross-

nationally” and Barrows has shown for Africa that economic discrimination is positively

associated with strife. A more forceful prediction along these lines is that F' >O, F'' >O.

Muller’s reasoning behind this position is as follows :

If the mobilization of discontent is correlated with the extensiveness of inequality,

such that when inequality is pervasive some mobilization is almost bound to

occur, then the relationship between inequality and political violence should be

positive and curvilinear, i.e., positively accelerated.

There are two additional arguments predicting that the EI-PC relationship will be quite

strong. Tocqueville’s “dread”

of “the insistent and

immediate demand for

equality in our lives” implies

a strong EI-PC relationship :

the spread of norms of

equality makes invidious

comparisons universal and

all forms of subordination

illegitimate. This will spur

the universal, permanent,

inevitable, and irresistible
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revolution of emancipatory movements among the disadvantaged. The ecosystem

perspective on political conflict, which sees the constraints of the socioeconomic

environment as inevitably leading to limits to growth and hence competition for scarce

resources, also implies a strong EI-PC relationship. Muller found that an exponential

function, which supports this reasoning, fit his cross-national data.

The counter expectation is that economic inequality decreases political dissent, or that

F' <O. One reason behind this position is that high levels of economic inequality are

associated with powerful elites. These “haves” will be willing and able to use social,

economic, and political power to repress, and hence hold down, political dissent. Moral

outrage, in other words, is more likely to be suppressed than expressed. Another

justification for this position lies in the social comparison processes of human beings. As

Samuel Johnson said, “it is better that some should be unhappy, than that none should be

happy, which would be the case in a general state of equality.” In other words, under

moderate economic inequality, some are unhappy; but under pure economic equality,

everyone is unhappy. This position was common to the nineteenth-century conservative

political thought of Burke, Bonald, and others. Conservatives held, as Nisbet has indicated,

that equality leads to conflict as part of the general social dislocations produced by modern

society :

However democratic society becomes, it will never seem democratic enough, the

sense of relative undemocracy will incessantly enlarge. However, broad and

popular the base of political power, the sense of relative powerlessness will only

spread. No matter how equal men become in rights and opportunity, the sense of

relative inequality will grow and fester.

Evidence to support this expectation is also presented by Mitchell and by Parvin.

Since arguments and evidence have been offered for the existence of both a direct and

an inverse relationship between inequality and dissent, it is not surprising that researchers

have tried to resolve the contradiction. Thus Davis has suggested a convex (U-shaped)

relationship, F'<O and F">O. The view that political violence will occur most frequently

at either very low or very high levels of economic inequality, and least frequently at

intermediate levels, is also offered, interestingly, by two economists. Havrilesky supported

this position as follows :

It is reasonable to assume that a discordance-minimizing distribution of income

exists at some positive level of discordance and that a perceived change in the

distribution away from this minimum toward either of the extremes of equality or

inequality will generate increased discordance.

Similarly, Parvin argued
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It is therefore more reasonable to assume that an optimum level of income

inequality exists for any level of per capita income. Subsequently, beyond this

optimum level, the net effect of further redistribution of income toward more or

less equality may imply increasing, not decreasing, political unrest.

Kort offered a better explanation of why a convex relationship might hold, by speculating

about the behavioral motivations of the key actors, the rich and the poor :

When a critically high concentration of income prevails in a society, a revolution

[i.e., disturbance initiated by the underprivileged minority] is likely to occur ...

when income is dispersed beyond a certain critical minimum of concentration a

civil war [i.e., disturbance initiated by a privileged minority] is likely to take

place.

No direct tests of this formulation have been made.

Others have attempted to resolve the contradiction between the positive and inverse

formulations of the EI-PC nexus in exactly the opposite manner. Thus, Nagel has suggested

a concave (inverted U-shaped) relationship, F' >O, F"< O. Political violence will occur

most frequently at intermediate levels of economic inequality, least frequently at very low

or very high levels. Nagcl’s reasoning is that while the “grievances resulting from

comparisons” increase, the “tendency to compare” decreases with the level of economic

inequality. Given certain assumptions, it can be demonstrated that the resulting cumulative

effects are concave. Nagel found supporting evidence in South Vietnam, falsifying evidence

globally; Sigdiuan and Simpson’s cross-national test gave no support to this formulation.

Finally, perhaps in exasperation, others have suggested that F' = O, or that inequality

is irrelevant to dissent. This expectation results from the belief that other variables (e.g.,

absolute poverty, social comparison processes, mobilization processes) are the deciding

factors. Another reason is that economic inequality changes very gradually over time while

political conflict changes erratically; it is therefore held unlikely that a strong and direct

EI-PC relationship exists. A great variety of evidence also supports this position. Cross-

national evidence from a global sample of states comes from Parvin, Nagel, Hardy, and

Weede. Duff and McCamant provide cross-national evidence from Latin America, Powell

from Western-style democracies. Russo’s evidence trom South Vietnam, and McAdam’s

and Spilerman’s evidence from black rioting in the United States also support this position.

In sum, two decades of empirical research in conflict studies have challenged the

conventionally accepted view that a strong positive relationship exists between economic

inequality and political conflict. EI-PC studies have produced an equivocal answer about the

EI-PC nexus. While numerous analyses purport to show that economic inequality has a

positive impact on political dissent, others purport to show negative and negligible
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relationships. Midlarsky has stated that “rarely is there a robust relationship discovered

between the two variables. Equally rarely does the relationship plunge into the depths of

the black hole of nonsignificance.”

This diverse and contradictory array of findings has baffled and intrigued investigators.

Hence, Midlarsky suggests that we locate many theories that are “context-specific,”

Mitchell that we have “two contrary theories of rebellion, each with some basis in fact,”

and Zimmerman offers so many qualifications to the EI-PC nexus that he implies that we

might have no theories at all here!

Why have EI-PC studies produced contradictory results? As Dina Zinnes wrote in a

review of quantitative studies of external war, “I find myself perplexed : why do tests of

the same hypothesis using different data, research designs, and methodologies appear to

produce such dramatically different conclusions ... ?” In the next three sections of this

paper, I will examine the three types of approaches to resolving the in-determinacy in the

linkage between economic inequality and political conflict that have appeared in the

literature : statistical modeling, formal modeling, and theory building.

III. THE STATISTICAL  MODELERS

The statistical modelers have argued that the contradictory EI-PC re-sults are due to

variations among EI-PC studies in all aspects of research design. This group of

researchers has thus focused on the intricacies of previous empirical tests and suggested

that the different EI-PC conclusions arise rrom alternative definitions of economic inequality

and of political conflict, and from the different cases explored, the various time frames in

which the effects on conflict are examined, and different ceteris paribus understandings

about the context in which the EI-PC relationship occurs.

There is much variation in the measurement of the independent variable “economic

inequality” by the statistical modelers of the EI-PC nexus. This is because both the normative

conceptualization and statistical measurement of economic inequality involves so many

competing requirements that the hope for a single, universally agreed upon index of relative

economic equality or inequality is doomed. There are thus many answers to the question

: How do you assess the concentration in a distribution of resources? Measures of the

inequality in a distribution are, moreover, similar to measures of the homogeneity in a

distribution. Researchers have used the Gini index and its relatives, several stochastic

distributions, the size of various income shares (e.g., the upper quintile), ratios of poverty

to affluence, and minimum welfare and “basic needs” (e.g., percentage below the poverty

line, percentage with substandard health, food, shelter, clothing).

The variation in the measurement of economic inequality also occurs, in part, because
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there are many answers to the question : inequality of what aspect of economics? One

domain of economic inequality relates to land : landlessness, tenancy, land redistribution,

size of tarms, and the percentage of land that is owner occupied have all been employed.

Prosterman, for example, constructed an “ IRI”—Index of Rural Instability—based on the

percentage of peasants that might, depending on the rural stratification system, be referred

to as “landless.” Another domain relates to inequality of income. The variations that have

appeared here involve whether the income distribution is adjusted for sectors, households,

or individuals; whether pre or post-tax incomes are used; and whether comparisons relate

to economically active males or the whole population. Another domain relates to differential

economic conditions faced by groups. Ford and Moore, Jiobu, Spilerman, and McElroy and

Singell constructed various measures of black /white “relative deprivation” or “stratification

differentials” using ratios of black /white educational achievement, income levels, home

ownership, occupational status, unemployment rates, and numbers living below the poverty

line.” A final domain relates to inequality of economic treatment by government : Gurr

constructed indices of economic discrimination; Eisinger used the proportional

representation of Blacks in city councils; Barrows constructed an index of “ethnic group

inequality” based on “the size of ethnic groups and their share of political power and/or

other values of wealth, education, and the like”; Lieske gauged “institutional

discrimination” via white/nonwhite police and teacher ratios; and Havrilesky used public

expenditures oriented toward redistribution.

The variation in the measurement of economic inequality also occurs because there are

many answers to the question, “Who is to be economically equal to whom?” When there

are several groups in a nation, the subject class of economic equality is no longer

straightforward. A final cause ot the variation in the measurement ot economic inequality

is that it is often part ot complicated indices, making interpretation, it one rejects the

author’s conceptual framework, impossible. Ruhl, for example, included “land tenure

inequality” as part of a “satisfaction index” and Geller included the Gini measure as part

of a “persisting deprivation” index.

There is also much variation in the measurement of the dependent variable “political

conflict” by the statistical modelers of the EI-PC nexus. In fact, almost all aspects of political

performance or governability have been employed. The most frequently mentioned

component is manifest political dissent. Most have used a measure of the deaths from all

types of dissent constructed from the World Handbook series. But many specific forms ot

dissent have also been employed : Russett used Eckstein’s 1946-1961 measures of internal

war; Hardy used Russett and his coauthors’ measures of riots, armed attacks, and political

strikes; Gurr used his own measures of turmoil, conspiracy, and internal war, and of protest

21



Gandhi News˘ày¶˛# §ÇÓyò q Vol. 18, No. 3 q xˆÏQyÓÓ˚ÈüÈ!í˛ˆÏ§¡∫Ó˚ñ 2023

and rebellion; Marrows used Morrison and Stevenson’s measures of elite instability,

nimuiial instability, and turmoil; Ruhl used Bwy’s measure of gui nilla wars; Sigelman and

Simpson used Hibbs’ composite measure of “internal war”; Midlarsky used a measure of

revolutionary civil wainin Mmcted from Singer and Small’s data; and Morgan and Clark,

Spilerman, and McAdam used measures of the severity of black rioting in U.S. rities. Some

have tapped odd properties of dissent. Sanders, for example, used “instability” related to

regime change, violent change, government change, and peaceful challenges, while

Ziegenhagen used the “variety” of types of dissent that appear in a dissent episode. And

some have tapped the government side of dissent. Hence, government control of villages

was used by Mitchell for South Vietnam and for the Philippines, while Duff and McCamant

used government repression.

The second aspect of political performance that has been tapped is governmental

legitimacy. This was done by Havrilesky, who used the percentage of those polled who

supported the government, and by Powell, who used voter turnout. Third, some have

assessed the durability of patterns of authority maintenance. For example, the tenure ot the

chief executive has been used by Russett and Powell, and government crises by Ruhl.

Finally, some have assessed the durability of government institutions. Thus, Russett used

Lipset’s measure of “democratic stability,” and Tanter and Midlarsky used Rummel’s

measure of “successful revolution.”

The cases sampled by statistical modelers in EI-PC studies have also varied greatly.

Cross-national researchers have employed, in addition to a global sample of states, Western,

Latin American, Middle Eastern, and African samples of states. Internal analyses of cities

in the United States and provinces in South Vietnam and the Philippines have also been

made.

The time frames employed by the statistical modelers of the EI-PC nexus have also

varied greatly. Data have been sampled from the 19505, 19605, and 19705. Researchers

have used no lags and one to ten-year lags. And data aggregations of between one and ten

years have been employed.

The final aspect of research design in statistical models of the EI-PC nexus that has

varied is control variables. Authors working in the statistical modeling tradition have

stumbled upon all the causes of conflict mentioned in the theoretical literature : income,

social mobility, repression, democracy, and dissident organizations.

Income. Many have believed that an important factor affecting the EI-PC nexus is “the

level at which equality is to be attained.” According to Russett,

Extreme inequality of land distribution leads to political instability only in those

poor, predominantly agricultural societies where limitation to a small plot of land
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almost unavoidably condemns one to poverty. In a rich country, the modest

increase a farm can produce from even a small holding may satisfy him.

Similarly, in Huntington’s view,

Where the conditions of land-ownership are equitable and provide a viable living

for the peasant, revolution is unlikely. Where they are inequitable and where the

peasant lives in poverty and suffering, revolution is likely, if not inevitable, unless

the government takes prompt measures to remedy these conditions.

Sigelman and Simpson also argued that

It seems possible, for example, that the political implications of inequality may

vary dramatically from impoverished to affluent nations. Low absolute levels of

wealth could aggravate the frustrations engendered by inequality, while affluence

might offset these frustrations. That is, the likelihood of violence may depend not

only on the manner in which wealth is distributed, but also on the amount of

wealth available for distribution.

Zimmerman has specifically made the argument that economic development confuses the

EI-PC nexus :

Inequality should be curvilinearly related to economic development, reaching its

peak at a midlevel of development. ... The interrelationships between these two

independent variables used in explaining political violence may account for

inequality not showing the predicted relationship.

The level and rate of change of economic development has therefore been used by Parvin,

Muller, and Muller and Seligson in statistical models of the EI-PC nexus.

Social Mobility. Some have believed that social mobility significantly affects the EI-PC

nexus. Sigelman and Simpson suggested that

The impoverished masses in a highly stratified system may be less frustrated if

there is a meaningful chance for them to improve their lot within the foreseeable

future. Alternatively, rapid social mobility might prove to be profoundly

destabilizing if a socioeconomic elite, perceiving that its position is in jeopardy,

takes preemptive action to defend itself.

Similarly, Weede argued that

If there is a reasonable chance for upward mobility, potential challengers to the

existing social order and size distribution of income might prefer to change their

positions within the social structure rather than change the social structure itself.”

Repression. What the government docs and does not do about economic inequality has

been seen by many as crucial to the EI-PC nexus. Economic .inequality may be caused or

codified by government action such as political, economic, and group discrimination.
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Government accommodation may also preclude dissent and redress grievances about

economic inequality. Alternatively, government repression may prevent economic inequality

from turning into violence if “the repressive measures of the authorities are efficient to

keep down any protests.”

Democracy. Two aspects of government structure have been seen as crucial to the EI-

PC nexus because they influence government policy responses to economic inequality. First,

the democratic or autocratic nature of the state, or the distribution of political power, is

crucial : nonviolent participation by the poor may bring state action and thus render violent

participation by the poor unnecessary. Second, patterns of class-state relations influence the

autonomous or instrumental nature of government and hence might also be related to policy

measures.

Dissident Organizations. Finally, many have considered the atomization/organization

of disside/its to be a crucial factor affecting the EI-PC nexus. Several variables affecting the

strength of conflict organizations, such as leadership, coalitions with powerful actors (e.g.,

the Church), conflict traditions (i.e., previous political violence), modeling on and proximity

to other revolutionary movements, and foreign military assistance have all been discussed.

Moreover, many aspects of social structure affect the organizational strength of the poor

and other dissident groups. Population and population growth have been mentioned. The

size of the agricultural labor torce has been discussed by those specifically concerned with

land inequality : “The issue of land reform will be salient only if inequality is high and the

proportion of the labor force employed in agriculture is large.” Some have mentioned class

structures, class coalitions, sociocultural heterogeneity, and the relationship between

economic and other cleavages. Sigelman and Simpson, for example, argued that

Beyond its direct impact, sociocultural heterogeneity may, much in the fashion of

low absolute levels of national wealth, aggravate the frustrations induced by

inequality; or, in a far different manner, if it  cuts across rather than reinforces the

economic stratification system, sociocultural heterogeneity may actually moderate

the destabilizing impact of inequality.

Those concerned with inequality in land have also pointed to the importance of types

of agricultural organization, patterns of rural class relations, rural stratification systems,

agrarian property rights, and vertical and horizontal ties between lord and peasant. Finally,

social mobilization, in terms of increased communications and transportation networks, has

been seen to increase communications between and hence the dissident potential of

aggrieved groups.

What is to be made of this approach to studying the EI-PC nexus? Producing one more

empirical variation of the EI-PC argument in an effort to clarify the confusion created by
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previous variations has been a source and not a remedy of the confusion. This is because

statistical models of the EI-PC nexus sought generalizations, but, in fact, were ad hoc, or

appropriate for “this case only,” in two senses.

First, the results were not robust between studies. In one case, an author replicated his

own work. Many have replicated the work of others : Paige, Paranzino, Russo, and Nagel

all replicated Mitchell; Hardy replicated Sigelmnn and Simpson; and Weede replicated

Muller. These replications have revealed that the EI-PC nexus is very sensitive to all the

aspects ok research design mentioned earlier : measurement, the inclusion of cases, time

frames, and the specification of control variables.

In consequence, EI-PC statistical studies have been ad hoc because they were

unsuccessful : robust EI-PC laws have not been discovered. Researchers have been unable

to locate empirical generalizations applicable across studies because the replications and

regression experiments produced inconsistency, not consistency. The lack of agreement

among studies using the same data does not inspire confidence in the possible existence of

an EI-PC law or laws.

Second, statistical models of the EI-PC nexus were ad hoc because explanation of the

EI-PC nexus was not achieved. This was because statistical modelers deliberately eschewed

explanation, implicitly avoided explanation, or produced a flawed explanation.

A few statistical modelers have explicitly stated that they did not seek an explanation.

For example, Hardy wrote that the hypotheses tested are of a straightforward

macrostructural cross-sectional sort, and no attempt has been made to fill in the logic of

an argument of social psychological processes or of other causal processes. Muller argued

that “the macro hypotheses of a positive relationship between economic inequality and

political violence should not be interpreted as necessarily corresponding to any particular

micro theory of the kind of discontent that might motivate individuals to participate in

rebellious political behavior.” Weede thus acknowledged “the rather weak correspondence

between micro-explanations of why men rebel and macro-relationships between inequality

and violence.”

Most statistical modelers have implicitly avoided explanation. In other words, most

have never examined the assumptions and reasoning behind the EI-PC nexus: how and why

does economic inequality influence political conflict? Most statistical modelers have thus

not tried to “explain” the EI-PC nexus in the sense of deriving it from a set of premises. In

consequence, they have not revealed their hidden assumptions about how economic

in-equality leads to political conflict. The short rationales for the various EI-PC positions

discussed earlier are all most statistical modelers have ever given us. Even these

justifications of EI-PC hypotheses are sometimes neglected as researchers plunge into
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empirical work. One must conclude that, to most statistical modelers, “theory” is nothing

more than a set of weakly linked empirical generalizations, or behavioral or regression

equations, justified by an informal and ad hoc discussion of the expected signs of the

variables.”

This lack of theory and explanation is a fatal flaw of statistical models of the EI-PC

nexus. Since there are no EI-PC laws derived from general statements using formal reasoning,

there is no logical justification for any EI-PC generalization. Particular EI-PC hypotheses are

ad hoc : they are merely asserted rather than, as required for true understanding, ultimately

derived from more basic axioms. Unless an EI-PC proposition follows from a set of more

illuminating assumptions, readers are left wondering (a) why the author believes the

proposition is worthy of testing, (b) if the proposition turns out to be true, why this should

be so, and (c) if the proposition turns out to be false, why it was not true. Given that almost

all statistical models of the EI-PC nexus lacked a convincing microfoundation of assumptions,

such models could only have been descriptive and not explanatory—and, as indicated, it

turned out that they were not very good at description either!

This crucial point is perhaps best emphasized by citing three quotations. Eckstein,

commenting on Hibbs statistical models, put the point bluntly : “positive and negative

factors run amok.” Moon put the issue in philosophy of science terms :

There is a tendency in such cases to generate a series of studies which, to use

Lakatos’s terminology ... are “progressive” in the sense that later studies contain

more corroborated empirical content than earlier ones. But these studies do not

develop out of a well-articulated research program, and so they do not provide

greater coherence or lend a more systematic character to our knowledge of a

subject.

And Hermann Hesse, Journey to the East, put the idea poetically :

Instead of a fabric, I hold in my hand a bundle of a thousand knotted threads,
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which would occupy hundreds of hands for years to disentangle and straighten

out, even if every thread did not become terribly brittle and break between the

fingers as soon as it is handled and gently drawn (p. 47).

If most statistical modelers did not seek to “explain” the process that generates the EI-

PC connection, then what did they want their statistical models to accomplish? The relevant

question to most statistical modelers was not “Why does economic inequality breed political

conflict:” Rather, it appears to have been “What variables must be controlled in order to

see if economic inequality really causes political dissent?” These researchers thus sought

factors that confounded but did not explain the EI-PC nexus. This approach led to an

inductive and eclectic search through conflict studies for psychological and systemic

intervening, controlling, and context variables for the EI-PC nexus. Researchers then threw

these variables, along with economic inequality, into the empirical soup (e.g., regression

equations) to see what came out. In this manner, the statistical modelers summed up all the

existing problems in the field without solving any of them.

One consequence of failing to examine assumptions about the EI-PC nexus was that

researchers did not match economic inequality to political conflict in an exact theoretical

manner. Hence, while it is certainly true that the inconsistency in measurement, cases, time

frames, and controls partly accounts for the inconsistency of results, the deeper issue is that

the rationales for the various EI-PC positions were poorly developed and hence the

methodological procedures necessary to test them were not carefully worked out.

Consider this amazing gap. Virtually no one using this approach has suggested what

characteristics of dissident movements are influenced by economic inequality! There are no

speculations, for example, about the impact of economic inequality on an opposition group’s

size (number of dissidents), geographic scope of activity, participants (involvement by

different types of actors), duration of activity, cohesiveness, ability to attract allies,

radicalism of aims and goals, feelings of legitimacy and alienation from government,

coercive capacity, and perhaps most important, tactics and form of attack (mass

demonstrations or elite coups). It is equally amazing that no one, in all of this literature,

has suggested what aspects of government policies and structures that are associated with

dissidents are influenced by economic inequality. There are no speculations, for example,

about the impact of economic inequality on governmental accommodation and repression

of dissent, or on the growth of party systems and federal structures to institutionalize

dissent. Thus, no one has bothered to suggest propositions about how both government and

opposition groups respond to the EI-PC nexus.

Finally, I must give credit to the only two statistical modelers who have attempted to

work out an explanation of the EI-PC nexus that ultimately served as a basis for their

27



Gandhi News˘ày¶˛# §ÇÓyò q Vol. 18, No. 3 q xˆÏQyÓÓ˚ÈüÈ!í˛ˆÏ§¡∫Ó˚ñ 2023

empirical work : Gurr and Nagel. Their ex-planations were, however, ultimately

unsuccessful because they did not emerge out ot a coherent SRP with consistent assumptions.

Consider Ted Gurr’s findings that are most relevant to the EI-PC nexus. Gurr shows the

following to be true for a global sample of nations: the greater the scope and intensity ot

groups subject to economic discrimination, groups subject to political discrimination, and

separatist groups in a nation, and the greater their size, cohesion, and coercive capacity, the

greater the number of person-days lost from political violence in that nation. Gurr is to be

credited with (a) broadening the EI-PC question to be consistent with the larger theoretical

issues (i.e., relative deprivation) in his DA research program, and (b) producing apparently

robust findings. Unfortunately, the innovative propositions and measurements Gurr

introduces, and therefore the implicit assumptions behind them, are also consistent, as Tilly

has pointed out,”? with his RA research program. Hence, Gurr’s propositions about the EI-

PC nexus are either too easily explained or fundamentally unexplained; take your pick.

In sum, statistical models of the EI-PC nexus are ad hoc because they have produced

findings that are either (a) not robust, or (b) robust but unexplained. However, this research

tradition has, through the inevitable academic challenge and response, made some progress.

Data are more comprehensive : statistical modelers have seemed to settle on a common

dependent variable—the World Handbooks measure of deaths from domestic political

conflict. The statistical techniques are better : difference of means tests” have given way

to single-equation estimation, factor analyses, and finally to multiequation models. And the

control variables arc more interesting: modernization themes have given way to a focus on

the policies and institutions of the regime and the dissidents. One must wonder, however,

if the eclecticism of most statistical modelers will ever lead them to a robust and explicable

EI-PC generalization.

Reprinted by permission from World Politics, July 1989.
Copyright (C) 1989 by the Trustees of Princeton University.
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I
Gandhian Philosophy of

Labour-Capital Relationship
Mahatma Gandhi (1869-1948) had his
own perception, vision and ideas on
every important issue he was
confronted with, though there was an
overarching framework of truth and
non-violence, which provided
sustenance and support to every
aspect of his thinking and action.
Gandhi had novel ideas about
political goal and method as
well as about capital-labour
relationship.  His theory and
practice of industrial relations
could in no case be an exception to
his unflinching belief in higher
morality. The fundamentals of his
thought were embedded in Indian
tradition and value-system on the one
hand, and on the other, in his reading of
Tolstoy, Ruskin and Thoreau, as also in
his critical appraisal of Western
civilization and thought. He could hardly
reconcile to the basics of Western
civilization and its ideological strands, be

Mahatma Gandhi and Indian Labour
In the Light of

Gandhian Philosophy of Labour-Capital Relationship

Prof. Nirban Basu
Former Mahatma Gandhi Chair Professor in Social Sciences, University of Calcutta

it capitalist or socialist, as to him, these were
too materialistic.

Nonetheless, Gandhi had a passion for
social justice. He challenged the forces of

exploitation and fought for ameliorating
the conditions of the exploited. The
exploited groups in India included

industrial workers among others.
Since their inception in the late-
nineteenth and early-twentieth
centuries, the industrial workers
in India were ill-paid, ill-housed
and maltreated. The working
conditions in mills and factories

were quite unsatisfactory. In the
absence of any rules and
regulations workers had to work
under heavy strain and to face
various health hazards. They were
ill-organized, illiterate and
indigent. They were victims of
many vices like excessive
drinking, gambling, extravagance

and were badly in debt. Hence,
labour had a special place in
Gandhi’s thought process.

Gandhi approached human
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problems from an integrated outlook of life
in which economics, ethics, psychology and
religion were synthesized.  Gandhian
economics and sociology were the
projections of his philosophy of non-
violence, which was essentially moralistic.
Gandhi’s thinking about labour is to be
placed within thisoverall framework. On no
other subject did Gandhi’s views undergo
such a progressive change as it did on
mechanization, industrialization, capital-
labour relations, etc. The path he traversed
from the Hind Swaraj  days (1909) to the
late 1940s was a long one, and the
simultaneous orientation of his outlook
within a basic pattern became quite marked
and assumed much significance.

Gandhi’s seminal work Hind Swaraj
contained a severe condemnation of what
was termed as ‘modern civilization’. He
came to the conclusion that, ‘Machinery is
the chief symbol of modern civilization; it
represents a great sin’.  His charge was not
against machine qua machine, but insofar as
it stood for the enslavement of human beings
and accumulation of wealth in the hands of
a few at the cost of and impoverishment of
millions. The outbreak of a series of working
class strikes in a number of industrial
centres throughout the country at the close
of World War I made a deep impact on
Gandhi. He argued, ‘We want to organize
our national power not by adopting the best
methods of production only, but by the best
method of both production and distribution
…what India needs is not the concentration
of capital in a few hands, but its

distribution’. In October 1924, soon after
breaking one of his historic fasts, Gandhi
said in a personal interview: ‘Today
machinery merely helps a few to ride on the
back of millions. The impetus behind it all is
not the philanthropy to save labour, but
greed. It is against this constitution of things
that I am fighting with all my might.’

However, from the second half of the
1920s, Gandhi’s writing in the pages of
Young India reveal that his ideas regarding
machinery were in a process of evolution.
His feeling for human welfare led him to
distinguish between machinery and
machinery, admitting that factories were
inevitable and even welcome insome
extremely specific purposes. He thus
remarked: “I am socialist enough to say that
such factories should  be nationalized or
state controlled. They ought only to be
working under the most attractive and ideal
conditions, not for profit, but for the benefit
of humanity, love taking the place of greed
as motive. It is an alteration in the condition
of labour that I want.”

From the mid-1930s, the demand for
industrialization of the country accelerated
within and outside the Congress led by
modernist liberals like Jawaharlal Nehru,
Left nationalists like Subhas Chandra Bose,
radicals like M. N Roy, and the emerging
forcesof the CongressSocialist Party. Gandhi
could understand which way the wind was
blowing. The assumption of office by the
Congress in a number of provinces in 1937
posed a more concrete problem for
formulating a policy towards industry and...
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labour. Gandhi wrote :
“I believe that some key industries are

necessary. I do not believe in arm-chair or
armed socialism. I believe in action
according to my belief; without waiting for
wholesale conversion. Hence, without
having to enumerate key industries, I would
have state ownership where a large number
of people have to work together. The
ownership of the products of their labour,
whether skilled or unskilled, will vest in
them through the state. But as I conceive
such a state only based on non-violence, I
would not dispossess moneyed men by force
but would invite their co-operation in the
process of conversion to state ownership.’

Thus, on the eve of independence,
whenthe issue of industrialization came to
the fore again as the socio-economic policy
of independent India had to be given a
definite orientation, Gandhi stuck to his
changed position. The concession that he
finally made, however, should not be taken
to mean that he deviated from his basic faith
or that he eventually became an advocate for
industrialization in the sense the term is
usually used.

Throughout his life, Gandhi condemned
the system of capitalism in no uncertain
terms. To him, accumulation of capital was
immoral because it always involves
violence. M. L. Dantwala in his Gandhism
Reconsidered (1944), has suggested that
Gandhi’s opposition to capitalism was not
based on logic unlike that of the
materialistic conception of history
propounded by Marx, espousing the

inevitability of socialism. He did not adopt
any theory of value which could explain
accumulation of surplus value. He opposed
capitalism simply because there was too
much inequality in it. With the passage of
time, Gandhis criticism of capitalism grew
more severe. He tried in his own way to
bring about an end to the ‘rule of capital’.
But the ideal society, as he had conceived it,
was not to be brought about by forcible
overthrow of capitalism, but by pursuing the
principle of‘trusteeship’. And that was in
keeping with his general creed of conversion
since he believed that man was not beyond
redemption. Gandhi was opposed to
capitalism, but he was never an enemy of
the capitalists.

Principally a religious man to the core
and a believer in eternal values, Gandhi
lived and moved in a specific historical
period and he took upon himself, the historic
task of leading the Indian nation against
political subjugation. The ideology of that
political movement was nationalism, which
was essentially and necessarily multi-class
in character. Tills multi-class composition of
the movement exerted its influence on
Gandhi’s thinking process.10 It was with the
emergence of the militant trade union
movement in industrial centres like Bombay,
Calcutta and Kanpur that this class question
made itself a generally recognized factor in
public life. The newly emerging socialist
forces also made their impact felt on the
national movement. With the installation of
the Congress ministries in the provinces, the
situation became more complex. However, it...
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is wrong to think that only because of the
objective compulsion, Gandhi propounded
his novel theory so that both the conflicting
forces, capital and labour, could be kept
under one umbrella.

The moral strain in Gandhi’s attitude
towards labour-capital relations is found
since his Ahmedabad days (1918). As he
repeatedly said, ‘The success of the workers
entirely depends on the justice of their
demands and their correct behaviour’.  He
wanted workers to raise themselves to the
status of‘part-proprietors’. During the Non-
Cooperation movement, he wrote, ‘The
avowed policy of non-cooperation has been
not to make use of disputes between
labourand capital… We would be fools if
we want  to set labour againstcapital. It
would be just the way to play into the hands
of a government which would greatly
strengthen its hold on the country by setting
capitalists against the labourers and vice-
versa.’

Pleading for the establishment of right
relations between capital and labour, Gandhi
said in 1925: ‘Swaraj as conceived by me
does not mean the end of capital. I do not
wish for the supremacy of the one (labour /
capital) above the other (capital / labour). I
do not think that there is any natural
antagonism between them. The rich and the
poor will always be with us. But their
mutual relations will be subject to constant
change.’

Next year, he wrote :
... capital and labour need not be

antagonistic to each other ... I do picture to

myself a time when the rich will spurn to
enrich themselves at the expense of the poor
and the poor will cease to envy the rich.
Even in a most perfect world we shall fail to
avoid strife and bitterness. There are
numerous examples extant of the rich and
the poor living in perfect friendliness. We
have but to multiply such instances.

It has generally been assumed that
Gandhi did not recognize the existence of
class struggle. This, however, does not mean
that Gandhi failed to recognize the social
reality of class differences or what he
preferred to call ‘conflict of interest’
between capital and labour. What he did not
believe was the necessity of fomenting and
accentuating this difference. On the contrary,
he believed in class-cooperation and class
harmony. Because of his basic belief in
conversion through non-violent means, he
was opposed to the necessity of class
conflict. His well thought-out scheme for
labour organization is to be viewed in this
overall context.

Gandhi evolved a well-knit policy
which the workers should pursue during the
course of their struggle against capital. In
the first place, unity among the labour
should be specially emphasized. Secondly,
the workers’ unions should not be organized
with narrow aims andobjectives of only
seeking to redress workers’ economic
grievances, but should also work for their
social, cultural and moral uplift - all as part
of workers’ life, both inside and outside the
factory. Thirdly, the direct aim of labour
organization should not be political....
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Fourthly, labour should evolve its own
leadership from within. However, so long as
the labour force was not sufficiently
educated and self-reliant, it could seek
guidance from the ‘friends of labour’.
Fifthly, labour organizations should strictly
function on non-violent lines. Truth and non-
violence should not only be cardinal
principles, but an article of faith both with
the unions and the workers. Finally, he
proposed that the policy of the labour
organizations should not be anti-capitalistic
in spirit, tone and tenor and should not be
based on any theory of class consciousness
and class war. Thus, Gandhi’s theory of
industrial relations and trade unionism
neither hinged on the Marxian model, nor
on that of the capitalist countries. It was
unique in its own way and was deeply
embedded in his unflinching belief in truth
and non-violence. In fact, Gandhi had
visualized an industrial unit as an organic
whole in which capital and labour formed
two equal, indispensable and interdependent
parts.

Some Marxist scholars and trade union
activists regard many of Gandhi’s ideals
about industrial relations as visionary,
unrealistic and simplistic. They opine that
Gandhi’s view of capital-labour relationship
was in a real sense a theorization of the very
naive words of the Ahmedabad mill-owners
and this sophistry was trumpeted before the
world as the novelty of Gandhian method
for resolving labour-owner disputes. It was
nothing but a form of restraining the workers
from militant class struggle against the

capitalists, promoting class peace and class
collaboration and ultimately perpetuating the
existing society, based on capitalist
exploitation. However, such blatant
denigration of Gandhi’s ideas is open to
serious criticism.

Gandhi has been dubbed as a social
obscurantist and reactionary for his socio-
economic philosophy, but little effort has
been made to assess his socio-economic
thought in its correct perspective and little
attention has been paid to his growing and
developing awareness of the changing
reality. Gandhi was not an economist or
sociologist in the conventional sense, nor a
typical trade unionist. He did not undertake
the task of drawing up elaborate and minute
blueprintsfor the economic development and
growth of the country. The solutions he
offered for the alleviation of the economic
ills from which India suffered did not derive
from any rigid doctrinaire approach. The
remedies he suggested derived, on the
contrary, from his growing experience of the
reality that confronted him at different
stages of his life. The economic ideals he
cherished were a necessary part of the
elemental humanism that formed the basic
core of his life and that spirit urged him on
to plunge into the vortex of public life.

In this connection, a comparison
between Karl Marx and Mahatma Gandhi
will not be out of place. Both have made
outstanding contributions to economic,
political and social thinking. But while
Marx, professing scientific socialism’,
propounded his theory as a guide to action...
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for ‘revolutionary transformation of human
society, Gandhi, who did not claim
adherence to any set ideology, described his
continuing quest in the realm of thought and
action as experiments with truth’. The
philosophy of Marx emanated from his quest
for the liberation of the toiling masses. He
interpreted human history as a product
ofclassstruggle and expected all changes to
be crystallized in its context Marx was not
content with the mere interpretation of
history, he strove to illuminate the path of
its revolutionary transformation. He devised
his theory of capitalist development almost
with mathematical precision and with a
clarion call— ‘Workers of the World Unite;
they have nothing to lose but their chains;
they have only a world to win’. He
expectantly awaited the impending
economic crisis and the consequent
revolution. However, history belied his
hopes and defied his predictions. On the
other hand, Gandhi’s actions sprung from
the inner recesses of his soul. In the words
of the renowned socialist thinker and leader,
Madhu Dandavate, ‘human lives was his
laboratory, love his instrument and appeal of
the human heart his language’. Gandhi,
throughout his life, experimented with truth
and fought against all forms of tyranny, but
he did that without any hatred for the
individuals who built it. K. G. Mashruwala,
a longtime associate of Gandhi, has aptly
remarked that the Gandhian way of looking
at life and life’s problems is basically
different from the Marxian one and the
difference cannot be stated by such simple

equations as ‘Gandhism is communism sans
violence’, or ‘Gandhism is communism plus
God’. It is also not correct toequate the aim
of establishing a classless socialist state with
Gandhian ideal of ‘Sarvodaya’. In positive
terms, Gandhism is the method of
progressing towards an ‘ideal’–a long-range,
everlasting programme.

II
Gandhi and the Indian Labour

Coming to the Indian context, it was
specifically at Ahmedabad that Gandhi’s
ideas about industrial relations and trade
unionism took a definite shape.  It was
Gandhi who provided the theoretical
framework, as also its praxis to regulate the
whole gamut of industrial relations and the
methods of tackling it. In fact, the Textile
Labour Association (TLA) was his
laboratory for work among labourers.

Ahmedabad witnessed the rise of the
modern textile industry in a medieval
traditional city and the growth of an
industrial working class since the second
half of the nineteenth century. The tale of
their miserable working and living
conditions and the apathy of the mill-owners
was no exception to the labour scenario in
India at the time. But the mill workers of
Ahmedabad were neither able to develop
leadership from within, nor had they, unlike
Bombay, any social worker or philanthropist
to guide them in organizational and other
trade union activities. Therefore, till the first
decade and a half of the twentieth century,
the workers had not learnt to form...
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themselves into unions. Sporadic protests of
the workers were of very short duration and
were in the form of hullad. It was only in the
second decade of the twentieth century that
the textile mill workers of Ahmedabad
launched their first struggle in the real sense
of the term.

Faced with a dearth of labour caused by
a plague epidemic, the Ahmedabad mill-
workers had been paying to the workers a
bonus as high as 70 to 80 per cent of their
wages since August 1917. When in January
1918, mill-owners suddenly stopped the
payment of this bonus, the workers put
forward a demand of 50 per cent additional
allowance. Just back from South Africa,
Gandhi happened to come in contact with
the mill workers of Ahmedabad when, on
their behalf, Anusuyaben Sarabhai, the sister
of an influential mill-owner Ambalal
Sarabhai, approached Gandhi for guiding
them. Gandhi’s relations with mill owners
were also very cordial. Nevertheless, the
mill-owners refused to refer the dispute to
arbitration. Under these circumstances,

Gandhi who by this time had come in
very close contact with the labouring class
and their leaders, advised them to go on
strike under three conditions: never to resort
to violence; never to depend upon alms; and
to remain firm no matter how long the strike
continued and to earn their bread during the
strike by any other honest labour.

The strike went on for 21 days. In the
long-drawn out strike, the mill-owners were
agreeable to compromise only if Gandhi
promised to keep himself away from the

workers for all times in future. Gandhi did
not agree to this condition and consequently
the mill-owners declared a lockout on 22
February 1918. Under the changed
circumstances, Gandhi suddenly, decided to
resort to individual fasting in order to
maintain the morale of the strikers. He
carefully explained that his fast was not
intended to put pressure on the mill owners.
He wrote, ‘The net result of it was that an
atmosphere of goodwill was created all
around. The hearts of mill owners were
touched and they set about discovering some
measures for a settlement’.  Finally, the
compromise solution through arbitration
stipulated reduction of the workers’ demands
by 7½ per cent and increase of the mill
owners’ offer by 7½ per cent. As a result
there was a net increase in workers’ wages
by 27½ per cent.

Following this principle of arbitration
of disputes between labour and capital, the
Ahmedabad Mill-owners’ Association, in a
resolution adopted on 4 April 1920,
appointed a permanent Arbitration Board
consisting one nominee for each of the two
sides. This was regarded as the ideal method
of resolving labour-owner disputes as
propounded and practiced by Gandhi and
approved by the mill-owners. Already the
struggle of 1918 and the efforts of
Anasuyaben and Gandhi to provide a proper
organization to the workers, in consonance
with Gandhian ideas and principles of
industrial relations and trade unionism,
provided the immediate background of the
formation of the Textile Labour Association...
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(TLA) on 25 February 1920.
The formation of TLA was followed by

the framing of a detailed constitution. Its
main aims, objects and methods had already
been spelled out by Gandhi in the seventeen
leaflets issued by him during the course of
workers’ strike of 1918. Apart from
reiterating them in his inaugural speech, he
emphasized that the purpose of labour
unions was not to fight, intimidate or coerce
the mill-owners, but to protect the interests
of the workers through peaceful and non-
violent means as well as on the basis of the
philosophy of Sarvodaya, i.e. Gandhian
ideas about limitation of wants, possession,
trusteeship, human equality, mutual
cooperation and well-being. Gandhi
personally looked after and guided TLA’s
work for a number of years. He was a
memberof its advisory committee until his
death. He was a member of the Board of
Arbitration until about 1936 when he
resigned owing to his preoccupations with
the national movement. Even thereafter, the
TLA enjoyed his constant advice and
guidance.

The question is, how far was the TLA
able to apply Gandhian principles in setting
the capital-labour disputes? Its attempts as
an organization and the sincerity of its
functionaries to live up to Gandhian ideas of
industrial relations and trade unionism are
unquestionable. Overcoming all sorts of
hurdles, they not only all along strove, but
also succeeded, in marching to the path
outlined by Gandhi. Gandhi himself stated,
‘In my knowledge the Ahmedabad Union is

the best managed union. This does not mean
that it has reached my ideal. It is trying to do
so.’

Critics of Gandhi, however, point out
that in the face of cutting wages by the mill
management in 1923 and again in 1935, the
TLA could do little.  Already in 1933, the
Communists had formed the Ahmedabad
Mill Mazdoor Union as an alternative to the
class- collaborationist policy of the
Gandhian union: In spite of the organization
being declared illegal in November 1934,
they continued their activities secretly.
When the Ahmedabad textile workers struck
work in 1935, virtually ignoring the
agreement that was entered into by the
leaders of the TLA admitting wage cut
which Gandhi in a personal letter addressed
to the workers called upon to ‘accept
cheerfully’, the Communists came to support
the strike actively. In face of the stiff
opposition of the owners and the TLA, the
strike, however, could not be continued for
long. Nevertheless, it was quite clear that
the Gandhian magic had begun to wane in
the eyes of the Ahmedabad labourers.  Then,
in the context of the Quit India Movement
in August 1942, the Ahmedabad workers
again struck work. The TLA supported the
movement though they did not officially
organize it and the mill-owners’ cooperated
with the workers. Critics are not very wrong
when they remark that the 1942 movement
in Ahmedabad was a management-led
movement’. Another point of criticism is
that Gandhi’s unique position and influence
was largely responsible for the success of...
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the TLA.
But it is difficult to agree with this

view-point. The TLA was able to sustain its
position and success even when Gandhi was
almost off the scene since 1937. It is
revealed from the personal observation and
interviews of some prominent labour leaders
of Ahmedabad that, in spite of all its
drawbacks and limitations even decades
after Gandhi’s death, the TLA still enjoys an
eminent position in Ahmedabad.

Outside Ahmedabad, trade unions on
the same pattern as the TLA came to be
formed since the 1930s only in some small
industrial centres of western and central
India. But its influence never spread to the
major industrial centres elsewhere in India
like Bombay, Calcutta, Kanpur or Madras,
even when some of the principles ofthe
TLA, like arbitration, came to be widely
appreciated. The main reason for it appears
to be that right from the beginning, the
labour movement and trade unions
elsewhere were directly or indirectly
controlled by such politicians or politically-
minded labour leaders who wanted to use
them for their own political ends. Thus they
affiliated these unions to political parties of
various shades and denominations. Gandhi,
on the other hand, always advocated
thattrade unions should shun politics and as
early as in 1927 he wrote, ‘Labour must not
become a pawn in the hands of the
politicians on the political chessboard’. But
this was exactly what the organized labour
became in subsequent decades all over India.
Gandhi's ideas on labour and their

implementation should not be judged only
within the limits of Ahmedabad
connotations. The Indian National Congress
at its annual sessions in Amritsar (1919),
Nagpur (1920) and Gaya (1922) passed
resolutions for the first time emphasizing on
the organization of labour with a view to
improving and promoting their well-being.
But from the very beginning Gandhi, in
contrast to the radical Congress leaders like
C.R. Das, was strongly opposed to the idea
that the Indian National Congress should
have a direct co-relationship with the
working class movement.  He was one of the
very few Congress leaders who opposed
joining the AITUC since its inception in
1920. Up to 1934, the question of any
collaboration between the Congress and the
AITUC had been strictly ruled out, mainly
under Gandhi’s influence.

The Non-Cooperation movement (1919-
21) provided the indirect psychological
background to a militant labour movement
in India.  It is true that the labour movement
or the strike was not a part of the Non-
Cooperation programme and the demands of
the workers were mainly economic. But one
must admit that the workers participated in
the nationalist activities and also shouted
slogans like ‘Gandhi ki Jai’, although they
did not follow the Gandhian principles in
their own movements. During the Non-
Cooperation movement, the self-professed
Gandhian non-cooperators had an important
role among the tea plantation and colliery
workers in particular. All the reported strikes
in the collieries in Jharia and Ranigunj...
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during this period took place only in the
European collieries. The miners,
predominantly recruited from tribals and
lower castes, looked upon Darsanananda, a
representative of Gandhi as, a God come to
earth who will bring blindness, bareness
among the women and flooding of pits’,
unless they followed his advice. Similarly,
among tea-garden labourers of Kalimpong
in Darjeeling district in Bengal, Dalbahadur
Giri, a dismissed government servant and
local firebrand Congress leader fomented an
agitation in the name of Gandhi and
popularized the slogan, "Uproot the tea-
plants and grow maize or paddy instead’. In
the Dooars and Assam tea gardens, the non-
cooperators urged the coolies to spread the
rumour to the effect that on a certain date
(conveniently shifted from time to time), a
terrible storm would destroy all those who
had not declared allegiance to Gandhi. The
prophesies were consistent with the
cosmogonic belief system of the tribals,
from whom the plantation labour was drawn.
In short, the myth of the Mahatma had a
special attraction for tribal tea-garden and
colliery workers. Using the name of Gandhi,
but not necessarily following his instructions
or principles, local leaders led these workers
into strikes. But after the failure of the Non-
Cooperation movement, the name of Gandhi
lost much of its magical appeal.

Even during the Non-Cooperation days,
there were few orthodox Gandhian
constructive organizers outside Ahmedabad
working among industrial labour. And after
the termination of the Non-Cooperation

movement, there was little connection
between Gandhi and labour. The Jamshedpur
Labour Association dominated, though not
completely monopolized, by the avowed
Gandhites since 1938, the Bengal Labour
Association, an organization of the Abhoy
Ashrama group of ardent Gandhites,  in their
activities and strategy followed little of
Gandhis ideal, although they professed their
faith in Gandhian principles. Moreover, the
spontaneous participation of the working
class in the national movement was never
repeated. In the course of the next two
nationalist mass upheavals led by Gandhi—
the Civil Disobedience movement (1930-2)
and the Quit India movement (August
1942)— the industrial labour, by and large,
were absent except ina few limited pockets.

The labour policy of the Congress took
a turn around the mid- 1930s, more due to
the exigencies of electoral politics than any
inherent change in Gandhian policy or
philosophy. The promulgation of the
Government of India Act of 1935, the
installation of the Congress ministries in
seven out of eleven provinces in 1937, and
the resurgence of the labour movement
posed new questions before the Congress
leadership. As the Congress was composed
of diverse political elements and had to
accommodate almost contradictory
viewpoints, orthodox Gandhians decided to
have an exclusive labour organization of
their own with a definite ideology
propounded by Gandhi. According to a
resolution of the Working Committee of the
Gandhi Seva Sangha in November 1937, the...
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organization of the constructive Gandhian
workers, a labour sub-committee was
established in 1938 with its headquarters at
Ahmedabad. The aim of this sub-committee
included building up of an effective
organization of the industrial workers
securing the redressal of their grievances
through mutual consultation or failing that,
through arbitration. If all the means of
peaceful settlement failed, the committee
wouldorganize strikes or other forms of
suitable agitation, always to be based on
truth and non-violence. With effect from
March 1939, this labour sub-committee was
transformed into the autonomous
Hindusthan Mazdoor Sangha. But this
organization could make little headway
because of the outbreak of World War II in
September 1939 and the subsequent large-
scale arrest of the Congress leaders in the
wake of the 1942 movement. Only after
Gandhi’s release in May 1944,
Congressmen, who by then were set free,
turned to such constructive work as was
possible for them to undertake in the
prevailing circumstances. The organization
of the industrial workers proved to be an
ideal object in this respect. Gandhi laid
down a three-tier plan of action. At one end,
the Congress committees would form their
labour sub-committees to promote political
consciousness among the industrial workers
and to enroll them as primary members of
the Congress. At the other end, there would
be individual Congressmen taking part in the
formation and conduct of unions which were
to be autonomous bodies without direct

subordination to any political organization.
Situated between these two ends, the
Mazdoor Sevak Sangh, with its provincial
and local branches, was to co-ordinate the
activities of the Congressmen engaged in
labour work and to strengthen the link
between the Congress and labour. The Sangh
would not directly handle the trade union
work, but its members would be permitted
to operate within the AITUC. But the
assumption that they could perform as an
important lobby within the AITUC failed
because the latter by that time was
practically dominated by the Communists.
In this situation, the Congress, on the eve of
independence, decided to set up a distinctly
separate trade union of its own known as the
INTUC in May 1947. The Ahmedabad
Textile Labour Association founded by
Gandhi himself, which had so long kept
aloof from any central trade union
organization, now joined and functioned as
the main plank of the INTUC on the plea
that it subscribed to many Gandhian ideas
and principles. But very soon, the INTUC
came to be known as the ‘sarkari union’, run
in the interests of the Congress. Within one
year of independence, almost every political
party set up a trade union branch of its own.
The Gandhians, like other political elements,
had no small share in the politicalization of
labour.

The multiplicity of unions, the inter-
union, and subsequently even intra-union,
clashes, the unholy alliances between the
management and some union leaders against
the genuine interest of the workers— all of...
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these weakened the interests of labour in
post-independence India. The pace of
industrialization was stalled in some parts of
the country due to irresponsible trade
unionism. The warnings of Gandhi proved
to be prophetic. A new danger began from
the late 1980s and early 1990s with the
growing impact of globalization, open
market economy, computerization and
mechanization. A large number of old
factories came to be closed, the old type of
production-system gradually came to be
changed with the introduction of new
machines, leading to large-scale
retrenchment and certain new types of
industries were set up where only highly
skilled and trained workers were needed. In
the face of all this, the very existence of the
traditional working class was at stake and
the trade unions had, and have, no
readymade solution to offer before the
workers.

Under the changing circumstances, the
ideals of Gandhi, so long regarded as
obsolete and too idealistic, have suddenly
become more relevant. The traditional trade
unions also are now harping on the theme of
unified labour movement and the principle
of dissociating labour unions from political
parties. Even the Marxist trade unionists are
now insisting that the workers should take
an active interest in the well-being of the
industry. Gandhi had exactly these things in
his agenda and thus his ideas have now
acquired a new relevance under the changed
circumstances. Gandhi might have had little
appeal to the working class of yesteryears,

but his ideas have received a freshlease of
life today.
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Ù•y˛õ%Ó˚&£Ï xyÊ˛ày!l §¡∫ˆÏ¶˛
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Ùyl%£ÏˆÏÜ˛ ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚ ç#Ój¢yÎ˚ §Ùyç

Ë˛y° Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y !ã˛!lˆÏï˛ ˛õyˆÏÓ˚ ly•z–

~Ùl!Ü˛ñ ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚ !Ó≤’Ó# xyò¢≈ñ

≤Ãã˛[˛ ˆï˛çñ xòÙƒ §y•§ G

ˆÙÔ!°Ü˛ !ã˛hs˝yôyÓ˚yÓ˚ §%ˆÏÎyà ˆò¢

G §Ùyç §ÙƒÜ˛Ë˛yˆÏÓ @˝Ã•î Ü˛!Ó˚ˆÏï˛
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Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y ˆÓí˛¸y•zÎ˚yˆÏSÈló !lÓ≈y§lñ Ü˛yÓ˚yàyÓ˚ ~§ÓG

ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚ Ë˛yˆÏàƒ Ó‡ÓyÓ˚ ••zÎ˚yˆÏSÈ– ˆòˆÏ¢ÈüÈ!ÓˆÏòˆÏ¢ §Ó≈e

ïÑ˛y•yˆÏÜ˛ x§•ƒ !lÎ≈yï˛l ˆË˛yà Ü˛!Ó˚ˆÏï˛ ••zÎ˚yˆÏS–

ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚ Ó˚!ã˛ï˛ ˛õ%hflÏÜ˛yÓ°# Ó‡ ˆòˆÏ¢ ÓyˆÏçÎ˚yÆ

••zÎ˚yˆÏSÈ– !Ü˛v ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚ ≤ÃIµ!°ï˛ x!@¿!¢áy ˆÜ˛•

!lÓ≈y!˛õï˛ Ü˛!Ó˚ˆÏï˛ ˛õyˆÏÓ˚ ly•z– ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚ Ù,ï%˛ƒÓ˚ Ó‡ Î%à

˛õˆÏÓ˚ !lÜ˛ê˛ÈüÈ≤ÃyˆÏã˛ƒÓ˚ ≤ÃˆÏï˛ƒÜ˛ ˆò¢•z Ó%!V˛Î˚yˆÏSÈ ˆÎñ

ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚ Ùï˛ §Ùyç!•˜Ïï˛£Ï# ˆ°yÜ˛ á%Ó Ü˛Ù•z ç!ß√Î˚yˆÏSÈ–

Îál ï˛y•yÓ˚y ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚ !Ó≤’Ó# ÙˆÏlÓ˚ ˛õ!Ó˚ã˛Î˚ ˛õy•z°ñ

ï˛ál ï˛y•yÓ˚y ïÑ˛y•yˆÏÜ˛ ◊k˛yÎ˚ @˝Ã•î Ü˛!Ó˚°– !Ü˛v

ï˛ál !ï˛!l xlƒˆÏ°yˆÏÜ˛ ã˛!°Î˚y !àÎ˚yˆÏSÈl–

Îy•yÓ˚y ~Ü˛òy çyÙy°í˛zj#ˆÏlÓ˚

xÙ)°ƒ @˝ÃsiÓ˚yç# ÓyˆÏçÎ˚yÆ Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y!SÈ°ñ

ï˛y•yˆÏòÓ˚•z í˛z_Ó˚y!ôÜ˛y!Ó˚àî Ó‡ ÓƒÎ˚

Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y §yòˆÏÓ˚ ˆ§•z§Ó @˝Ãsi ˛õ%lÙ%!o≈ï˛

Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚yˆÏSÈ– xyç çàˆÏï˛Ó˚ Ó‡ ˆÜ˛ˆÏw

Ù•yí˛¸¡∫ˆÏÓ˚ ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚ flø,!ï˛ Ó˚«˛yÓ˚ ÓƒÓfliy

••zÎ˚yˆÏSÈ– ≤ÃˆÏï˛ƒÜ˛ ˆòˆÏ¢•z ~•zË˛yˆÏÓ

Î%àyhs˝Ü˛yÓ˚# Ùl#£Ï#ˆÏòÓ˚ˆÏÜ˛ ≤ÃÌÙ

ç#ÓˆÏl !lÎ≈yï˛l §•ƒ Ü˛!Ó˚ˆÏï˛ ••zÎ˚yˆÏSÈ

~ÓÇ ˛õÓ˚Óï≈˛#Ü˛yˆÏ° ï˛Ñy•yÓ˚y ~•zË˛yˆÏÓ•z §¡øylG

˛õy•zÎ˚yˆÏSÈl– lÓÎ%ˆÏàÓ˚ !mï˛#Î˚ çyÙy°í˛zj#l ÙG°yly

xyÓ%° Ü˛y°yÙ xyçyò §¡∫ˆÏ¶˛G ~•z Ü˛Ìy•z Ó°y ã˛ˆÏ°–

Ùl#£Ï# xyÓ%° Ü˛y°yÙ xyçyò çyÙy°í˛zj#ˆÏlÓ˚ Ùï˛•z

§Ù@˝Ã ç#Ól ˆò¢ G §ÙyçˆÏ§ÓyÎ˚ !lˆÏÎ˚y!çï˛

Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚!SÈˆÏ°l– ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚ §ÙyçˆÏ§Óy §ˆÏáÓ˚ §ÙyçˆÏ§Óy

lˆÏ•– ~Ü˛ò° ˆlï˛y xyˆÏSÈlñ ÎÑy•yÓ˚y ≤ÃÌÙ ç#ÓˆÏl

ã˛yÜ%˛Ó˚#ÈüÈÓyÜ%˛Ó˚# Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚yñ xÌÓy ÓƒÓ§yÈüÈÓy!îçƒ Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y

ˆÜ˛y!ê˛˛õ!ï˛ñ °«˛˛õ!ï˛ ••zÎ˚y ˛õ!Ó˚îï˛ ç#ÓˆÏl §%°Ë˛

Ó˚yçl#!ï˛Ó˚ ÓƒÓ§y Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y ˆò¢ !ÓˆÏòˆÏ¢ §%lyÙ xç≈l

Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚l– ÙG°yly xyçyˆÏòÓ˚ Ó˚yçl#!ï˛ G ˆò¢ˆÏ§Óy

ˆ§ ôÓ˚ˆÏlÓ˚ lˆÏ•– !ï˛!l çy!lˆÏï˛lñ ˆò¢ˆÏ§ÓyÓ˚ ˛õÌ

Óí˛¸•z !Ó˛õò§B%˛°ó xyÓ˚ çy!lÎ˚y ÷!lÎ˚y !ï˛!l ~•z

˛õÌ•z Óy!SÈÎ˚y °•zÎ˚y!SÈˆÏ°l– Ü˛álG Ü˛y•yÓ˚G

xl%@˝ÃˆÏ•Ó˚ ≤Ãï˛ƒy¢# •l ly•zñ Ü˛álG ˆlï,˛ˆÏcÓ˚

x!Ë˛°y£Ï# •l ly•z– ˆò¢ G §ÙyçˆÏ§ÓyÓ˚ çlƒ•z !ï˛!l

ç#ÓlˆÏÜ˛ í˛zÍ§à≈ Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y !òÎ˚y!SÈˆÏ°l– ˆ§•z §%Ü%˛ÙyÓ˚

Ùl#£Ï# ÙG°yly xyÓ%° Ü˛yÙy° xyçyò
ˆÓ˚çyí˛z° Ü˛Ó˚#Ù
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Óy°ƒÜ˛y° ••zˆÏï˛ xòƒyÓ!ô ~Ü˛ê˛y §%Ù•yl xyò¢≈ˆÏÜ˛

xÓ°¡∫l Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y !ï˛!l à!í˛¸Î˚y í˛z!ë˛Î˚y!SÈˆÏ°l–

§ÙyˆÏçÓ˚ !Ó!Ë˛ß¨ hflÏˆÏÓ˚ Îál Ó˚yçl#!ï˛ÈüÈK˛yˆÏlÓ˚ í˛zˆÏß√£Ï

•Î˚ ly•zñ ï˛ál §%ò«˛ =Ó˚&Ó˚ Ùï˛ ï˛y•yˆÏÜ˛ Ó˚yçl#!ï˛

!¢«˛y !òÎ˚yˆÏSÈlú Îál ≤Ã!ï˛!e´Î˚y¢#° Ùï˛Óyò

§ÙyˆÏçÓ˚ ˛õÓ˚ˆÏï˛ ˛õÓ˚ˆÏï˛ ≤Ã!Ó‹T ••zÎ˚y ï˛y•yÓ˚

˜ã˛ï˛ˆÏlƒyÍ˛õyòˆÏl Óƒyâyï˛ çß√y•zˆÏï˛!SÈ°ñ ï˛ál !ï˛!l

§ÙhflÏ !Ó˛õò G ò%ˆÏË≈˛yà fl∫#Î˚ flÒˆÏ¶˛ °•zÎ˚y §ÙyˆÏçÓ˚

ÙˆÏlyÓ,!_Ó˚ ˛õ!Ó˚Óï≈˛l Ü˛!Ó˚ˆÏï˛ §ˆÏã˛‹T ••zÎ˚y!SÈˆÏ°l–

•z§°yˆÏÙÓ˚ xyò¢≈ §¡∫ˆÏ¶˛ Îál §ÙyˆÏçÓ˚ ôyÓ˚îy

xï˛ƒhs˝ §B˛#î≈ ••zÎ˚y ˛õ!í˛¸Î˚y!SÈ°ñ ï˛ál ÙG°yly

xyçyò ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚ x˛õ)Ó≈ ˛õy![˛ï˛ƒ ≤ÃË˛yˆÏÓ §ÙyˆÏçÓ˚ ˆ§•z

ôyÓ˚îy ò)Ó˚ Ü˛!Ó˚ÓyÓ˚ çlƒ !òˆÏlÓ˚ ˛õÓ˚ !òl xÜœ˛yhs˝

Ë˛yˆÏÓ ˆ°ál# ˛õ!Ó˚ã˛y°ly Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y Ó‡°yÇˆÏ¢ §Ê˛°Ü˛yÙ

••zÎ˚y!SÈˆÏ°l–

•zí˛zˆÏÓ˚y˛õ#Î˚ §y¡ÀyçƒÓyò Îál !ÓŸªˆÏÜ˛ lyly ≤ÃÜ˛yÓ˚

£Ïí˛¸ÎˆÏsfÓ˚ myÓ˚y ~Ü˛ ~Ü˛ Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y @˝Ãy§ Ü˛!Ó˚ˆÏï˛!SÈ°ñ

ï˛ál ~•z ¢yflfK˛ ÙG°yly xyçyòÈüüüÈ≤ÃyˆÏîÓ˚ Ë˛Î˚ ly

Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y Ó˚yçˆÏÓ˚yˆÏ£Ï ˛õ!ï˛ï˛ ••zÓyÓ˚ Ë˛Î˚ ly Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚yÈüüüÈ

xÜ%˛!Z˛ï˛!ã˛ˆÏ_ çy!ï˛Ó˚ xy§ß¨ !Ó˛õˆÏòÓ˚ Ü˛Ìy ≤ÃÜ˛y¢

Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y!SÈˆÏ°l– xyhs˝ç≈y!ï˛Ü˛ ˛õ!Ó˚!fli!ï˛Ó˚ ˛õê˛Ë)˛!ÙÜ˛y

Óƒï˛#ï˛ Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛#Î˚ §Ù§ƒyÓ˚ xyˆÏ°yã˛ly Ü˛Ó˚y ã˛ˆÏ° lyñ

~•z Ù•y §ï˛ƒ !ï˛!l Ó‡ ˛õ)ˆÏÓ≈ ˆò¢Óy§#Ó˚ !lÜ˛ê˛

!lˆÏÓòl Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y!SÈˆÏ°l– !e˛õ°# Î%k˛ G Ó°‰Ü˛yl Î%ˆÏk˛Ó˚

§ÙÎ˚ !ï˛!l §ÙyçˆÏÜ˛ ~Ü˛ l)ï˛l ï˛ˆÏÌƒÓ˚ §¶˛yl

!òˆÏ°l– !ï˛!l ˆòáy•zˆÏ°l ˆÎñ Ë˛yÓ˚ˆÏï˛Ó˚ fl∫yô#lï˛y

Óƒï˛#ï˛ !lÜ˛ê˛ÈüÈ≤ÃyˆÏã˛ƒÓ˚ ˆÜ˛yl Ù%§°Ùyl ≤Ãôyl ˆò¢

!lÓ˚y˛õò lˆÏ•– !Óàï˛ Ù•y§ÙˆÏÓ˚Ó˚ ˛õÓ˚ ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚ ~•z

Ü˛ÌyÓ˚ §yÌ≈Ü˛ï˛y ˛õ!Ó˚‹ÒyÓ˚Ë˛yˆÏÓ Ó%V˛y ˆà°– !á°yÊ˛ï˛

Îál !Ó˛õß¨ñ !Ùe˛õ«˛#Î˚ ¢!_´Óà≈ ï˛ál ˆày˛õˆÏl §Ù@˝Ã

ï%˛!Ü≈˛ §y¡ÀyçƒˆÏÜ˛ !lˆÏçˆÏòÓ˚ ÙˆÏôƒ Ë˛yàÈüÈÓÑyˆÏê˛yÎ˚yÓ˚y

Ü˛!Ó˚ÓyÓ˚ çlƒ •#lï˛Ù £Ïí˛¸Îsf Ü˛!Ó˚ˆÏï˛!SÈ°ñ ï˛ál xyÓ˚

ˆÜ˛• lˆÏ•ÈüüüÈ~•z ÙG°yly xyçyò•z Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛#Î˚

Ù%§°ÙylˆÏÜ˛ ï˛y•yÓ˚ xy÷ !Ó˛õˆÏòÓ˚ §ˆÏB˛ï˛ôÁ!l !òˆÏï˛

~ï˛ê%˛Ü%˛G Ü%˛!Z˛ï˛ •l ly•z– xyç Îál §y¡ÀyçƒÓyˆÏòÓ˚

ˆË˛òl#!ï˛Ó˚ Ü%˛≤ÃË˛yˆÏÓ Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛Óy§#Ó˚ ÙˆÏôƒ

òy§ÈüÈÙˆÏlyË˛yÓ !ÓˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ Ùï˛ !e´Î˚y Ü˛!Ó˚ˆÏï˛ˆÏSÈñ ï˛álG

ÙG°yly xyçyò §%ò«˛ !ã˛!Ü˛Í§ˆÏÜ˛Ó˚ Ùï˛ ˆ§•z

≤Ãyîyhs˝Ü˛ !ÓˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ ≤ÃË˛yÓ ••zˆÏï˛ Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛Óy§#ˆÏÜ˛ Ó˚«˛y

Ü˛!Ó˚ÓyÓ˚ çlƒ xy≤Ãyî ˆã˛‹Ty Ü˛!Ó˚ˆÏï˛!SÈˆÏ°l– §!ë˛Ü˛

˛õˆÏÌÓ˚ !lˆÏò≈¢ !òÓyÓ˚ çlƒ !ï˛!l ˆÎ ˛õï˛yÜ˛y •yˆÏï˛

°•zÎ˚y!SÈˆÏ°lñ ç#ÓˆÏlÓ˚ ˆ¢£Ï Ù%•)ï≈˛ ˛õÎ≈hs˝ ï˛y•y

xÓl!Ùï˛ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚l ly•z– Ü˛ï˛ V˛í˛¸ xy!§Î˚yˆÏSÈñ Ü˛ï˛

!Ó˛õˆÏòÓ˚ §¡ø%á#l ••zÎ˚yˆÏSÈlñ Ü˛ï˛ !lÎ≈yï˛l §•ƒ

Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚yˆÏSÈlÈüüüÈ!Ü˛v ÙG°yly xyçyò ~Ü˛ ã%˛°G !lˆÏçÓ˚

xyò¢≈ G ˛õÌ ••zˆÏï˛ !Óã%˛ƒï˛ •l ly•z– ~•z ~Ü˛!ê˛

Ùyl%£ÏÈüüüÈ!Î!l §Ç@˝ÃyÙ Óƒï˛#ï˛ xyÓ˚ !Ü˛S%È•z çyˆÏll lyñ

!Î!l !lˆÏçÓ˚ Óƒ!_´àï˛ §%ˆÏáÓ˚ !òˆÏÜ˛ Ü˛álG ò,Ü˛˛õyï˛
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Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚l ly•zÈüüüÈ!lˆÏçÓ˚ Ó!°ˆÏï˛ ÎÑy•yÓ˚ !Ü˛S%È•z ly•zñÈüüüÈ~•z

ˆ°yÜ˛ ˆÎ ˆÜ˛yl ˆòˆÏ¢Ó˚ G ˆÎ ˆÜ˛yl çy!ï˛Ó˚ ◊k˛y G

ˆàÔÓ˚ˆÏÓÓ˚ xyflõò– ~Ùl ~Ü˛yhs˝Ë˛yˆÏÓ ˆò¢ G

§ÙyçˆÏ§ÓyÓ˚ !mï˛#Î˚ í˛zòy•Ó˚î §Ω˛Óï˛ xyÓ˚ ly•z– !Ü˛v

~ˆÏ•l Ùl#£Ï#Ó˚ Ë˛yˆÏàƒ çyÙy°í˛zj#ˆÏlÓ˚ Ùï˛•z

ç%!ê˛Î˚yˆÏSÈ ÷ô% °yN˛ly G !lÎ≈yï˛l– ~Ü˛!òˆÏÜ˛

§Ó˚Ü˛yˆÏÓ˚Ó˚ Ó˚&o l#!ï˛ñ xyÓ˚ ~Ü˛!òˆÏÜ˛ §ÙyˆÏçÓ˚

°yN˛lyÈüüüÈ~•z ò%•z !òˆÏÜ˛Ó˚ ã˛y˛õ ïÑ˛y•yˆÏÜ˛ Ó˚&k˛Ÿªy§

Ü˛!Ó˚ˆÏï˛ ã˛y!•Î˚y!SÈ°– !Ü˛v ≤Ãò#Æ §ï˛ƒˆÏÜ˛ ˆÜ˛•

!lÓ≈y!˛õï˛ Ü˛!Ó˚ˆÏï˛ ˛õyˆÏÓ˚ ly•z– ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚ !ã˛Ó˚ !ÓˆÏoy•#

xhs˝Ó˚ §Ó˚Ü˛yÓ˚ˆÏÜ˛ ¢¢ÓƒhflÏ Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y Ó˚y!áÎ˚y!SÈ°–

fl∫yô#lï˛y §Ç@˝ÃyˆÏÙÓ˚ ~•z Ó#Ó˚ ˛õ%ˆÏÓ˚y!•ï˛ˆÏÜ˛ Ó‡ÓyÓ˚

Ü˛yÓ˚yÓÓ˚î Ü˛!Ó˚ˆÏï˛ ••zÎ˚y!SÈ°– xyÓ˚ !Ó≤’ÓydÜ˛

Ë˛yÓôyÓ˚y ≤Ãã˛yˆÏÓ˚Ó˚ çlƒ ~ÓÇ §ÙyˆÏçÓ˚ àï˛yl%à!ï˛Ü˛yÓ˚

Ù)ˆÏ° xyâyï˛ Ü˛Ó˚yÓ˚ çlƒ ïÑ˛y•yˆÏÜ˛ §ÙyˆÏçÓ˚ ï˛Ó˚Ê˛

••zˆÏï˛ !l®y@’y!l Ü˛Ù §•ƒ Ü˛!Ó˚ˆÏï˛ •Î˚ ly•z–

Ó˚yç˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛ §Ë˛yÙˆÏMÈ˛ ÙG°yly xyçyˆÏòÓ˚ Ó_,´ï˛y

÷!lˆÏ° ÙˆÏl •Î˚ñ ~Ùl ˆï˛çÈüüüÈ~Ùl §)-

§ÙyˆÏ°yã˛lyÈüüü~Ùl §%àË˛#Ó˚ K˛yl Ó%!V˛ xyÓ˚ ˆÜ˛yÌyÎ˚G

lyÈ•z– xyÓyÓ˚ ôÙ≈§Ë˛yÎ˚ ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚ Ó_,´ï˛y ÷!lˆÏ° ÙˆÏl

•Î˚ñ •z§°yˆÏÙÓ˚ ~Ùl í˛zòyÓ˚ G Ù•yl ÓƒyáƒyG ˆÎl

ˆÜ˛yÌyG ÷!l ly•z– !Ü˛ àË˛#Ó˚ ¢yflfK˛ylñ Ó˚yçl#!ï˛Ó˚

!Ü˛ xhs˝ˆÏË≈˛ò# §ÙyˆÏ°yã˛lyñ •z§°yˆÏÙÓ˚ ≤Ã!ï˛ !Ü˛

xÜ,˛!eÙ xl%Ó˚yà– ~•z ~Ü˛!ê˛ ˆ°yÜ˛ Îy•yˆÏÜ˛

•zí˛zˆÏÓ˚y˛õ#Î˚ §y¡ÀyçƒÓyò Ü˛álG !Óºyhs˝ Ü˛!Ó˚ˆÏï˛ ˛õyˆÏÓ˚

ly•zñ «˛!îÜ˛ §%á §%!ÓôyÓ˚ ˆÙy• Ü˛álG Îy•yˆÏÜ˛

Ü˛ï≈˛Óƒã%˛ƒï˛ Ü˛!Ó˚ˆÏï˛ ˛õyˆÏÓ˚ ly•z– !ï˛!l !l®yñ @’y!lñ

xã˛ƒyã˛yÓ˚ñ !lÎ≈yï˛lÈüüüÈ§Ó•z §•ƒ Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y!SÈˆÏ°ló !Ü˛v

Îy•y §ï˛ƒ Ó!°Î˚y çyˆÏll ï˛y•y ••zˆÏï˛ Ü˛álG fl<!°ï˛

•l ly•z– àU˛y!°Ü˛y ˆflÀyˆÏï˛ Ë˛y!§Î˚y ˆàˆÏ° ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚

Óƒ!_´àï˛ ç#Ól Ü˛ï˛ §%áÜ˛Ó˚ ••zï˛ñ ˙!•Ü˛ !Ó£ÏˆÏÎ˚

!ï˛!l Ü˛ï˛ °yË˛Óyl ••zˆÏï˛lú !Ü˛v ˆÜ˛yl!òl !ï˛!l

!lˆÏçÓ˚ xyòˆÏ¢≈Ó˚ G !ÓˆÏÓˆÏÜ˛Ó˚ !ÓÓ˚&ˆÏk˛ Îyl ly•z–

Ü˛yˆÏç•zñ ~Ü˛Ìy !l/§ˆÏ®ˆÏ• Ó°y ÎyÎ˚ ˆÎñ Ù%§°Ùyl

§Ùyç xyÓ%° Ü˛y°yÙ xyçyˆÏòÓ˚ Ùï˛ ~Ü˛çl §ˆÏï˛ƒÓ˚

!ã˛Ó˚ í˛z˛õy§Ü˛ G xyòˆÏ¢≈Ó˚ ~Ü˛!l¤˛ ˆ§ÓÜ˛ˆÏÜ˛

ïÑ˛y•yˆÏòÓ˚ ÙˆÏôƒ ˛õy•zÎ˚yˆÏSÈl– ˆÎ Î%ˆÏàÓ˚ ôÙ≈y¶˛ï˛y

§ÙyçˆÏÜ˛ ˛õy•zÎ˚y Ó!§Î˚y!SÈ°ñ ˆÎ Î%ˆÏà §Ùyç ˆÙ!Ü˛ G

lÜ˛° Ó›Ó˚ ˆÙyˆÏ• §y¡ÀyçƒÓyˆÏòÓ˚ Ü,˛ï˛òy§ ••zÎ˚y

˛õ!í˛¸Î˚y!SÈ° ~ÓÇ §¡ÀyçƒÓyˆÏòÓ˚ ˛õòï˛ˆÏ° xydÈüÈ!Óe´Î˚

Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y!SÈ°ñ ˆ§•z Î%ˆÏà ˆ§•z §ÙyˆÏçÓ˚ ÙˆÏôƒ xyÓ%°

Ü˛y°yˆÏÙÓ˚ Ùï˛ Ùl#£Ï# í˛zq)ï˛ ••zÎ˚y ïÑ˛y•yˆÏòÓ˚ §¡ø%ˆÏá

~Ü˛ê˛y Ù•yl xyò¢≈ ï%˛!°Î˚y ô!Ó˚Î˚y!SÈˆÏ°ló

ïÑ˛y•yˆÏòÓ˚ˆÏÜ˛ ˆòáy•zÎ˚y!SÈˆÏ°l ˆÎñ àï˛yl%à!ï˛Ü˛ï˛yÓ˚

˛õˆÏÌ §ÙyˆÏçÓ˚ ÙD° ly•zÈüüüÈïÑ˛y•yˆÏòÓ˚ˆÏÜ˛ ~Ùl ~Ü˛ê˛y

˛õˆÏÌÓ˚ !lˆÏò≈¢ !òÎ˚y!SÈˆÏ°l Îy•y ≤ÃˆÏï˛ƒÜ˛ Î%ˆÏàÓ˚

!Ó≤’Ó# G ò)Ó˚ò¢≈l# ˆlï˛yÓ˚y !òÎ˚y ÌyˆÏÜ˛l– ï˛ál •Î˚ï˛

xyÙyˆÏòÓ˚ í˛z_Ó˚y!ôÜ˛y!Ó˚àî ~ Î%ˆÏàÓ˚ §ÙyçˆÏÜ˛ ~•z

Ó!°Î˚y !ôE˛yÓ˚ !òˆÏï˛ Ìy!Ü˛ˆÏÓ ˆÎñ •z•yÓ˚y ~ï˛•z

ˆÙy•yFSÈß¨ ••zÎ˚y ˛õ!í˛¸Î˚y!SÈ° ˆÎñ ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚y ÙG°yly

xyÓ%° Ü˛y°yÙˆÏÜ˛ !ã˛!lˆÏï˛ ˛õyˆÏÓ˚l ly•z– xyç

çyÙy°í˛zj#l §Ó≈e ˆ§ §¡øyl ˛õy•zˆÏÓl– ˆÎ!òÜ˛

!òÎ˚y•z ˆò!á ly ˆÜ˛lñ ÙG°yly xyçyò ~Ü˛çl

Î%àÈüÈ≤ÃÓï≈˛Ü˛ Ùl#£Ï#ñ !ÓÇ¢ ¢ï˛y∑#Ó˚ ÚˆÙyçyò‰ˆÏòòÛ–

Ó˚yç˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛ ç#ÓˆÏl Ó‡ ˆlï˛y Ó‡ !í˛à‰Óy!ç

áy•zÎ˚y ÌyˆÏÜ˛ló ïÑ˛y•yˆÏòÓ˚ ≤ÃÌÙ ç#ÓˆÏlÓ˚ l#!ï˛ G

xyòˆÏ¢≈Ó˚ §!•ï˛ ˆ¢£Ï ç#ÓˆÏlÓ˚ l#!ï˛ G xyòˆÏ¢≈Ó˚

ˆÜ˛ylGÓ˚*˛õ §yÙO§ƒ ÌyˆÏÜ˛ lyó ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚y ˆ¢£Ï ç#ÓˆÏl

§¡õ)î≈ !Ó˛õÓ˚#ï˛ ˛õsiy xÓ°¡∫l Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚l– !Ù/ Ó˚ƒyÙˆÏç

ÙƒyÜ˛ˆÏí˛yly°‰í˛ ≤ÃÌÙ ç#ÓˆÏl !SÈˆÏ°l ◊!ÙÜ˛ òˆÏ°Ó˚

ˆlï˛yñ ˛õˆÏÓ˚ ••zÎ˚y ˛õ!í˛¸ˆÏ°l Ó˚«˛î¢#° òˆÏ°Ó˚ ≤Ãôyl

˛õ,¤˛ˆÏ˛õy£ÏÜ˛– §ƒÓ˚ §%ˆÏÓ˚wlyÌ ÓˆÏ®ƒy˛õyôƒyÎ˚ñ !Ù/

!Ó!˛õlã˛w ˛õy°ñ ◊#ÓyÓ˚#wÜ%˛ÙyÓ˚ ˆây£Ï ≤ÃÙ%á ˆlï˛yàî

ˆÜ˛yÌy ••zˆÏï˛ ˆÜ˛yÌyÎ˚ !àÎ˚y ˛õ!í˛¸Î˚yˆÏSÈl ï˛y•y...
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§Ü˛ˆÏ°•z xÓàï˛ xyˆÏSÈl– !Ü˛v •z•yÓ˚ Ü˛yÓ˚î !Ü˛⁄

Óƒ!_´àï˛ fl∫yÌ≈ •z•yÓ˚ Ù)° Ü˛yÓ˚î lÎ˚– •z•yÓ˚ Ù)°

Ü˛yÓ˚î ò)Ó˚ò!¢≈ï˛yÓ˚ xË˛yÓ– ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚y ≤ÃÌÙ ç#ÓˆÏl «%˛o

§#ÙyÓ˚ ÙˆÏôƒ Ü˛yç Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y xlyàï˛ Î%ˆÏàÓ˚ !ÓÓ˚yê˛

˛õ!Ó˚Óï≈˛ˆÏlÓ˚ G Î%àyhs˝Ü˛yÓ˚# !Ó≤’ˆÏÓÓ˚ Ü˛Ìy Ë˛y!ÓˆÏï˛

˛õyˆÏÓ˚l ly•z– ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚y ~Ü˛ê%˛ x@˝Ã§Ó˚ ••zÎ˚y•z ÙˆÏl

Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y!SÈˆÏ°lÈüüüÈí˛z•y•z Ó%!V˛ ≤Ãà!ï˛Ó˚ ã˛Ó˚Ù !ÓÜ˛y¢ñ í˛z•y

xˆÏ˛õ«˛y xyÓ˚ ~Ü˛ ˛õy x@˝Ã§Ó˚ •GÎ˚y ã˛ˆÏ° ly–

!lˆÏçˆÏòÓ˚ ˛õ!Ó˚Ü˛!“ï˛ xyò¢≈ˆÏÜ˛ ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚y ã˛Ó˚Ù xyò¢≈

Ó!°Î˚y !ÓˆÏÓã˛ly Ü˛!Ó˚Î˚y!SÈˆÏ°l– xlƒ Ü˛y•yˆÏÜ˛ xyÓ˚

~Ü˛ê%˛ x@˝Ã§Ó˚ ••zˆÏï˛ ˆò!áˆÏ° ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚y Ë˛ˆÏÎ˚ x!fliÓ˚

••zÎ˚y ˛õ!í˛¸ˆÏï˛l– ~ï˛ !òˆÏlÓ˚ §Ó §yôly Ó%!V˛ ˛õ[˛

••zÎ˚y Îy•zˆÏÓ– !Ü˛v ÎÑy•yÓ˚y §!ï˛ƒÜ˛yˆÏÓ˚Ó˚ !Ó≤’Ó#ñ

ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚y ~Ó˚*˛õ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚l ly– ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚y §Ó §ÙÎ˚•z

xlyàï˛ Î%ˆÏàÓ˚ !Ó≤’Óñ xyˆÏí˛¸y°l G ˛õ!Ó˚Óï≈˛ˆÏlÓ˚

Ü˛Ìy Ë˛y!ÓÎ˚y ÌyˆÏÜ˛l– ˆ§•zçlƒ ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚y ˆÎáyˆÏl

òÑyí˛¸y•zÎ˚y  Ü˛yÎ≈ƒ xyÓ˚Ω˛ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚lñ ˆ§•záyˆÏl•z !fliÓ˚ ••zÎ˚y

ÌyˆÏÜ˛l ly– Î%ˆÏàÓ˚ ≤ÃˆÏÎ˚yçlÙï˛ ≤Ãà!ï˛Ó˚ xyò¢≈ G

§#Ùy Ó,!k˛Ó˚ §ˆÏD §ˆÏD !lˆÏçÓ˚yG ˆ§•z ï˛yˆÏ° ï˛yˆÏ°

x@˝Ã§Ó˚ •l– ˆ§•z çlƒ ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚y ˆÜ˛yl Î%ˆÏà•z

ˆ§ÈüÈˆÜ˛ˆÏ° G Ó˚«˛î¢#° ••zÎ˚y ÌyˆÏÜ˛l ly– ≤Ãyã˛#lˆÏcÓ˚

ˆòy•y•z !òÎ˚y ˆÜ˛yl Ü˛Ù≈˛õsiyˆÏÜ˛ ˛õ!Óe G x°Aâl#Î˚

Ó!°Î˚y ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚y ÙˆÏl Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚l ly– ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚y çyˆÏll ˆÎñ

Ó˚yçl#!ï˛ˆÏï˛ x°Aâƒ G ˛õ!Óe å§yˆÏe´yˆÏ§rê˛ä Ó!°Î˚y

ˆÜ˛yl Ó› ly•z– e´ÙÓô≈Ùyl çlÈüÈçyàÓ˚ˆÏîÓ˚ §!•ï˛

Ó˚yçl#!ï˛Ü˛ xyò¢≈ñ x!ôÜ˛yÓ˚ G Ü˛Ù≈˛õsiyÓ˚ §#Ùy

˛õ!Ó˚Óï≈˛l •Î˚– ï˛y•z ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚y ≤ÃˆÏï˛ƒÜ˛ Î%ˆÏà ≤ÃˆÏï˛ƒÜ˛

˛õ!Ó˚Óï≈˛l G !Ó≤’ˆÏÓÓ˚ ÙˆÏôƒG xlyàï˛ Ë˛!Ó£ÏƒˆÏï˛Ó˚

˛õyˆÏl ã˛y!•Î˚y ÌyˆÏÜ˛l– Ë˛yÓê˛y ~•zÓ˚*˛õñ xyÓ˚G !Ó≤’Ó

xy!§ˆÏÓñ ï˛y•yG §•ƒ Ü˛!Ó˚ˆÏï˛ ••zˆÏÓ– ïÑ˛y•yˆÏòÓ˚

≤ÃˆÏï˛ƒÜ˛ Ü˛Ù≈˛õsiyÎ˚ Ë˛!Ó£ÏƒˆÏï˛Ó˚ !Ó≤’ˆÏÓÓ˚ •z!Dï˛

Ìy!Ü˛Î˚y ÎyÎ˚– ïÑ˛y•yÓ˚y !ã˛Ó˚ lÓ#l G !ã˛Ó˚ §ç#Ó–

ÙG°yly xyÓ%° Ü˛y°yÙ xyçyò ~•z ôÓ˚ˆÏlÓ˚ Ùl#£Ï#ñ

~•z ôÓ˚ˆÏlÓ˚ !Ó≤’Ó#–
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~Ü˛
≤Ãà!ï˛ñ ≤Ãà!ï˛Ó˚ ˛õˆÏÌñ ≤Ãà!ï˛¢#° ~§Ó ¢∑ xyÙÓ˚y
!lï˛ƒ•z ÓƒÓ•yÓ˚ Ü˛!Ó˚– ¢∑=!° §Ó§ÙÎ˚ x@˝Ãà!ï˛Ó˚ §)ã˛Ü˛
ï˛y !Ü˛v lÎ˚– ≤Ãà!ï˛¢#° ¢∑!ê˛Ó˚ !Ó˛õÓ˚#ï˛ xˆÏÌ≈
ÓƒÓ•yÓ˚ Ü˛Ó˚y •Î˚ ≤Ã!ï˛!e´Î˚y¢#° Óy Ó˚«˛î¢#°– ~ê˛yG
Î%!_´§Çàï˛ lÎ˚– ≤Ãà!ï˛¢#° G ≤Ã!ï˛!e´Î˚y¢#°ñ ~ ò%ÈüÈ~Ó˚
ÙyV˛áyˆÏl !ÓhflÏ#î≈ ô)§Ó˚ ~°yÜ˛y xyˆÏSÈ– xçflÀ Ùyl%£Ï
xyˆÏSÈlñ ÎyÓ˚y ly ≤Ãà!ï˛¢#°ñ ly ≤Ã!ï˛!e´Î˚y¢#°– ~•z
ò%•z!ê˛ ¢ˆÏ∑Ó˚ §ˆÏD Ó˚yç˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛ñ §yÙy!çÜ˛ G
xÌ≈˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛ ÓƒOly Î%_´ •ˆÏÎ˚ ˆàˆÏSÈ–

≤Ãà!ï˛Ó˚ (progress xˆÏÌ≈) ôyÓ˚îy Ù)°ï˛ ˛õ!Ÿã˛!Ù
§Ë˛ƒï˛yÓ˚ xD– ≤ÃyˆÏã˛ƒÓ˚ ç#Ólò¢≈ˆÏl ≤Ãà!ï˛ xl%˛õ!fliï˛–
xydK˛yl G xyˆÏdy˛õ°!∏˛ ≤Ãyã˛ƒò¢≈ˆÏlÓ˚ §yÓ˚§ï˛ƒ–
˛õ!Ÿã˛!Ù ôyÓ˚îy !•§yˆÏÓ ≤Ãà!ï˛ ˆÎÔÌ çlç#ÓˆÏlÓ˚
xD#Ë)˛ï˛– ≤Ãyï˛ƒ!•Ü˛ ˆÎÔÌ çlç#ÓˆÏl ≤Ãà!ï˛Ó˚ ≤ÃÜ˛y¢–
ÓyhflÏÓ ç#ÓˆÏl ï˛y flõ‹T– §Ω˛yÓly Ó˚*ˆÏ˛õG ï˛y
≤ÃÜ˛y¢≤ÃÓî– xï˛#ˆÏï˛Ó˚ làÓ˚yÎ˚ˆÏîÓ˚ §ˆÏD Óï≈˛Ùyl
làÓ˚yÎ˚ˆÏîÓ˚ Îál ï%˛°ly Ü˛!Ó˚ ≤Ãà!ï˛Ó˚ Óî≈lydÜ˛
!òÜ˛ê˛y•z ï˛ál xyÙyˆÏòÓ˚ Ù%áƒ xyˆÏ°yã˛ƒ !Ó£ÏÎ˚– làÓ˚yÎ˚î
í˛zß¨!ï˛Ù%á# ~ÓÇ §Ó≈yD#l í˛zÍÜ˛£Ï≈ §yôˆÏl §«˛Ù– ~•z
ôÓ˚ˆÏîÓ˚ Ó_´ˆÏÓƒ ≤ÃÜ˛y!¢ï˛ •Î˚ !Óã˛yÓ˚Ù)°Ü˛ ≤ÃÓîï˛y–
≤Ãà!ï˛Ó˚ §ˆÏD Î%_´ •ˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈ ~Ü˛ ôÓ˚ˆÏîÓ˚ ≤ÃŸ¿yï˛#ï˛
!ÓŸªy§– !ÓŸªy§ê˛y •° ≤Ãà!ï˛Ù%á# ˛õ!Ó˚Óï≈˛ˆÏlÓ˚ ≤Ã!e´Î˚yÓ˚
ÙˆÏôƒ•z !l!•ï˛ xyˆÏSÈ í˛zÍÜ˛£Ï≈Ù%á# ≤ÃÓîï˛y– ~•z ≤ÃÓîï˛y
Ë˛!Ó£ÏƒˆÏï˛G fliy!Î˚c ˛õyˆÏÓ– ~•z ôÓ˚ˆÏîÓ˚ ˆÓyô ˆÌˆÏÜ˛•z
çß√ !lˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈ ≤Ãà!ï˛Ó˚ ≤Ã!ï˛ xã˛°y Ë˛!_´– ~Î%ˆÏàÓ˚ Ùyl%£Ï
~Ü˛ ôÓ˚ˆÏîÓ˚ §%ò,ì˛¸ xD#Ü˛yˆÏÓ˚ xyÓk˛– ï˛y •° ÎyÓï˛#Î˚
Ùyl!ÓÜ˛ ≤ÃˆÏã˛‹TyÓ˚ Ü˛yÙƒ °«˛ƒ•z •ˆÏÓ ≤Ãà!ï˛Ù%á#– ≤Ãà!ï˛
x°Aâƒ !lÎ˚Ù– ≤Ãà!ï˛ Ü˛y!A«˛ï˛ xyò¢≈– ~ ò%ÈüÈ~Ó˚
§%§ÙO§ §Ùß∫ˆÏÎ˚Ó˚ ≤Ã!ï˛ ~Î%ˆÏàÓ˚ Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ xyfliy xê%˛ê˛–

~Î%ˆÏà ≤Ãà!ï˛ G ≤ÃÎ%!_´ˆÏÜ˛ §ÙyÌ≈Ü˛ ÙˆÏl Ü˛Ó˚y •Î˚–
~Ó˚ xÌ≈ •° Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ Ó›àï˛ Ü˛°ƒyî ~ÓÇ !ÓŸª
xÌ≈l#!ï˛ˆÏï˛ í˛zÍ˛õyòl «˛Ùï˛yÓ˚ |ôÁ≈Ù%á# §¡±§yÓ˚î–
≤Ãà!ï˛ñ ≤ÃÎ%!_´ G !ÓŸª xÌ≈l#!ï˛ˆÏï˛ í˛zÍ˛õyòl«˛Ùï˛yñ
~•z §Ó !Ü˛S%È•z |ôÁ≈àyÙ#– !Ü˛v ≤ÃŸ¿ çyˆÏàñ ˛õ)ˆÏÓ≈Ó˚ ˆã˛ˆÏÎ˚
§yôyÓ˚îË˛yˆÏÓ Ùyl%£Ï !Ü˛ x!ôÜ˛ §%l#!ï˛ ˛õÓ˚yÎ˚î G ≤ÃyK˛
•ˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈ– xyÓ˚G §•çË˛yˆÏÓ Ó°ˆÏï˛ ˆàˆÏ° §%l#!ï˛ G
≤ÃK˛yÎ˚ Ùyl%£Ï !Ü˛ xyˆÏàÓ˚ ˆã˛ˆÏÎ˚ ~ál xˆÏlÜ˛ ˆÓ!¢
|ôÁ≈ã˛yÓ˚#⁄

ò%•z
≤ÃÜ,˛!ï˛ !ÓK˛yl §¡õˆÏÜ≈˛ Ùyl%£Ï ~ál xˆÏlÜ˛ !Ü˛S%È
çyˆÏl– !Ü˛v ï%˛°lyÙ)°Ü˛ !Óã˛yˆÏÓ˚ ÙˆÏlyçàï˛ñ §Ùyç G
•z!ï˛•y§ §¡õˆÏÜ≈˛ xˆÏlÜ˛ !Ü˛S%È•z ï˛yÓ˚ xçyly– ˆÎ
˛õk˛!ï˛ G ≤Ã!e´Î˚yÎ˚ ≤ÃyÜ,˛!ï˛Ü˛ !ÓK˛yˆÏlÓ˚ Ó˚•§ƒ í˛zò‰âyê˛l
§Ω˛Óñ !ë˛Ü˛ ˆ§•zË˛yˆÏÓ ÙˆÏlyçàï˛ñ §Ùyç G •z!ï˛•yˆÏ§Ó˚
à!ï˛≤ÃÜ,˛!ï˛ !lî≈Î˚ §Ω˛Ó lÎ˚– ≤Ã!ï˛ ≤ÃçˆÏß√ !ÓK˛ylˆÏÜ˛
Ùyl%£Ï ˛õyÎ˚ í˛z_Ó˚y!ôÜ˛yÓ˚§)ˆÏe– ˛õÓ˚#«˛yàyˆÏÓ˚ ˛õÓ˚#!«˛ï˛
!§k˛yhs˝ ≤Ãçß√yhs˝ˆÏÓ˚ K˛ylË˛y[˛yˆÏÓ˚ §!MÈ˛ï˛ •Î˚– !Ü˛v
≤Ã!ï˛ ≤ÃçˆÏß√ ÙylÓ!Óòƒy àˆÏí˛¸ GˆÏë˛ ˆ§•z ≤ÃçˆÏß√Ó˚
ˆÎyàƒï˛y G §yôly xl%ÎyÎ˚#– !ÓK˛yl G ≤ÃÎ%!_´Ó˚
≤Ãà!ï˛Ó˚ ÙˆÏï˛y §%l#!ï˛Ó˚ ≤Ãà!ï˛G !Ü˛ ˛õÓ˚flõÓ˚y°∏˛
í˛z_Ó˚y!ôÜ˛yÓ˚§)ˆÏe ≤ÃyÆ ˆÎÔÌ §ÇˆÏÎyçl⁄ ≤Ãçß√yhs˝ˆÏÓ˚
fliyÎ˚# §yôlyÓ˚ ˆÎyàÊ˛ˆÏ° Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ !ã˛ˆÏ_Ó˚ í˛zÍÜ˛£Ï≈
Óyí˛¸ˆÏSÈ !Ü˛⁄

!˛õ°!@˝ÃÙ§‰ ˆ≤ÃyˆÏ@˝Ã§ @˝ÃˆÏsi ≤ÃˆÏ@˝Ã§ Óy ≤Ãà!ï˛ xˆÏÌ≈
xydyÓ˚ Ù%!_´Ó˚ Ü˛Ìy Ó°y •ˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈ– !lÎ˚ï˛ xl%¢#°ˆÏlÓ˚
Ê˛ˆÏ°•z çy@˝Ãï˛ G ˛õ!Ó˚˛õ%!‹T •Î˚ Óƒ!_´Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚
§%l#!ï˛ˆÏÓyôñ §%Ù!ï˛ñ §ï˛ï˛yñ lƒyÎ˚˛õÓ˚yÎ˚îï˛y ~ÓÇ
§òyã˛yÓ˚– ~áyˆÏl Óƒ!_´Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ xydyÓ˚ Ù%!_´ G...
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≤Ãà!ï˛Ó˚ ÙÓ˚#!ã˛Ü˛y
ç•Ó˚ ˆ§l
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ÙlhflÏy!_¥Ü˛ í˛zÍÜ˛ˆÏ£Ï≈Ó˚ Ü˛Ìy Ó°y •ˆÏFSÈ– ~•z ôÓ˚ˆÏîÓ˚
Ù%!_´ Óy í˛zÍÜ˛£Ï≈ Óy ≤Ãà!ï˛ ˆÎÔÌ ÙylÓˆÏày¤˛# Óy §Ù@˝Ã
ÙylÓçy!ï˛Ó˚ ≤Ã!ï˛ !Ü˛ ≤ÃˆÏÎyçƒ⁄ §Ù@˝Ã ÙylÓçy!ï˛Ó˚
Ùyl!§Ü˛ í˛zÍÜ˛ˆÏ£Ï≈Ó˚ çlƒ !¢«˛y≤ÃÜ˛“ !Ü˛ xyˆÏòÔ ÓyhflÏˆÏÓ
§Ω˛Ó⁄ Óƒ!_´ Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ x!hflÏc xyˆÏSÈ– xyˆÏSÈ ÙyˆÏl
being– ˆ§ lƒyÎ˚˛õÓ˚yÎ˚î •ˆÏÎ˚ GˆÏë˛– •ˆÏÎ˚ÈüÈGë˛yˆÏÜ˛ ÓˆÏ°
becoming– Óƒ!_´ ˆÎÙl •ˆÏÎ˚ GˆÏë˛ ˆÎÔÌ çlç#Ól
!Ü˛ !ë˛Ü˛ ˆ§•zË˛yˆÏÓ àˆÏí˛¸ GˆÏë˛ Óy •ˆÏÎ˚ GˆÏë˛⁄ Óƒ!_´Ó˚
àˆÏí˛¸ Gë˛yÓ˚ §ˆÏD ˙!ï˛•y!§Ü˛ !ÓÓï˛≈ˆÏl à!ë˛ï˛ §ÙyˆÏçÓ˚
•ˆÏÎ˚ÈüÈGë˛yÓ˚ ï%˛°lyÙ)°Ü˛ !Óã˛yÓ˚ ã˛ˆÏ° ly– ˆÙy•lòy§
ày¶˛# •ˆÏÎ˚ í˛zˆÏë˛!SÈˆÏ°l Ù•ydy ày¶˛#– §Ù§yÙ!Î˚Ü˛
Ë˛yÓ˚ï˛#Î˚ §Ùyç !Ü˛ !ë˛Ü˛ xl%Ó˚*˛õË˛yˆÏÓ !ÓÓ!ï≈˛ï˛
•ˆÏÎ˚!SÈ° Óy àˆÏí˛¸ í˛zˆÏë˛!SÈ°⁄

!ï˛l
˙!ï˛•y!§Ü˛ ò,!‹TˆÏï˛ ≤Ãà!ï˛Ó˚ à!ï˛≤ÃÜ,˛!ï˛ xyÙÓ˚y !Óã˛yÓ˚
!ÓˆÏŸ’£Ïî Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ Ìy!Ü˛ §yôyÓ˚îï˛ Ü˛ˆÏÎ˚Ü˛!ê˛ !l!ò≈‹T !lÓ≈y!ã˛ï˛
ˆ«˛ˆÏe– ÎÌyñ 1É §Ë˛ƒï˛yñ 2É !ÓK˛yl G ≤ÃÎ%!_´ñ 3É
§yÙy!çÜ˛ñ xÌ≈˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛ ~ÓÇ Ó˚yç˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛ ÓƒÓfliyñ 4É
ç#ÓˆÏlÓ˚ !lÓ˚y˛õ_y G §%áyˆÏß∫£Ïîñ 5É ç#ÓlôyÓ˚ˆÏîÓ˚ çlƒ
≤ÃˆÏÎ˚yçˆÏlÓ˚ xyˆÏÎ˚yçl ~ÓÇ ï˛y í˛z˛õˆÏË˛yˆÏàÓ˚ ôÓ˚lôyÓ˚îñ
6É xy•zˆÏlÓ˚ ¢y§l G xy•zˆÏlÓ˚ í˛zß¨ï˛ Ùylñ 7É
Ùl%£ÏƒˆÏcÓ˚ ≤Ã!ï˛ §yôyÓ˚î Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ ◊k˛yˆÏÓyôñ 8É
ˆÎÔÌË˛yˆÏÓ ~Ü˛ˆÏe Ó§Óy§ Ü˛Ó˚yÓ˚ x!Ë˛K˛ï˛y–

~•z§Ó ˆ«˛ˆÏe ≤Ãà!ï˛ˆÏÜ˛ xyÙÓ˚y xyˆÏÓ˚y•î Óy
í˛z_Ó˚î (ascent) !•§yˆÏÓ !ã˛!•´ï˛ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ Ìy!Ü˛– ~Ó˚ çlƒ
!Ü˛S%È x§yÙylƒ Ù)°ƒ !òˆÏï˛ •Î˚– !ÓK˛yˆÏlÓ˚ x@˝Ãà!ï˛Ó˚
çlƒ ˆÎ Ù)°ƒ !òˆÏï˛ •Î˚ñ ï˛yˆÏÜ˛ ÓˆÏ° !ÓˆÏ¢£ÏyÎ˚l
(specialisation)– !ÓˆÏ¢£ÏyÎ˚ˆÏlÓ˚ Ê˛° •° á![˛ï˛
K˛yl– ≤Ãà!ï˛Ó˚ Ê˛ˆÏ° K˛yˆÏlÓ˚ Ë˛y[˛yˆÏÓ˚ lï%˛l K˛yl •°
§!MÈ˛ï˛– !Ü˛v ˆ§ ˆ«˛ˆÏe !ÓˆÏ¢£K˛ !ÓK˛yl#Ó˚ òyl •°
«%˛oy!ï˛«%˛o xÇˆÏ¢ §ÇÜ%˛!ã˛ï˛–

§yôyÓ˚î Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ §ˆÏD !ÓK˛yl G !ÓK˛yl#Ó˚ ÓƒÓôyl
•ˆÏÎ˚ ˛õˆÏí˛¸ ò%hflÏÓ˚– ~Ó˚ Ü%˛Ê˛° !•§yˆÏÓ çß√ ˆlÎ˚ G
SÈ!í˛¸ˆÏÎ˚ ˛õˆÏí˛¸ Ü˛˛õê˛ !ÓK˛yl ~ÓÇ Ü%˛§ÇflÒyÓ˚– ï˛y §ˆÏ_¥G
§yÓ˚Ü˛Ìy •° xl%§¶˛yˆÏlÓ˚ §yôly !ÓK˛yl#ˆÏÜ˛ §Ù,k˛
Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚– §yôlyÓ˚ xË˛yˆÏÓ §ï˛ƒ •Î˚ !ÓÜ˛°yD–

Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ ç#ÓˆÏlÓ˚ Ó˚#!ï˛l#!ï˛ xyã˛yÓ˚ xyã˛Ó˚îˆÏÜ˛
ÎˆÏÌ‹T ≤ÃË˛y!Óï˛ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ ≤ÃÎ%!_´– !ÓŸª≤ÃÜ,˛!ï˛Ó˚ í˛z˛õÓ˚G
≤ÃÜ,˛!ï˛Ó˚ ≤ÃË˛yÓ xˆÏ¢£Ï– ≤ÃÎ%!_´Ó˚ x@˝Ãà!ï˛Ó˚ §ˆÏD
Ù)°ƒˆÏÓyô !Óã˛yˆÏÓ˚Ó˚ ˆÜ˛ylG §¡õÜ≈˛ ˆl•z– ˛õyÓ˚Ùyî!ÓÜ˛
ˆÓyÙyÓ˚ ˆã˛ˆÏÎ˚ •y•zˆÏí»˛yˆÏçl ˆÓyÙyÓ˚ !ÓôÁÇ§# ¢!_´
xˆÏlÜ˛ ˆÓ!¢– ~Ó˚ xˆÏÌ≈ ≤ÃÎ%!_´Ü˛ x@˝Ãà!ï˛ •ˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈ–
xyÙyˆÏòÓ˚ ~Ü˛ê˛y ˆÙÔ° !çK˛y§y •° ≠ !ÓK˛yl G
≤ÃÎ%!_´Ó˚ x@˝Ãà!ï˛Ó˚ Ê˛ˆÏ° Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ ˜l!ï˛Ü˛ í˛zÍÜ˛£Ï≈ !Ü˛
§Ω˛Ó •ˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈ⁄

ã˛yÓ˚
≤ÃÎ%!_´Ó˚ ≤Ãà!ï˛ˆÏÜ˛ !Óã˛yÓ˚ Ü˛Ó˚y •Î˚ñ ï˛yÓ˚ Ê˛°yÊ˛ˆÏ°Ó˚
Ùy˛õÜ˛y!ë˛ˆÏï˛– Ê˛°yÊ˛° Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ ≤ÃˆÏÎ˚yçˆÏl xyˆÏ§–
!Ü˛S%È!Ü˛S%È Ê˛°yÊ˛° §%l#!ï˛Ó˚ ˛õ!Ó˚ˆÏ˛õy£ÏÜ˛– !Ü˛S%È !Ü˛S%È
§%l#!ï˛Ó˚ §Ç•yÓ˚Ü˛– Ë˛yˆÏ°yÙˆÏ®Ó˚ !•§yÓ!lÜ˛y¢ á%Ó•z
Ü˛!ë˛l– Ó˚yç˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛ G §yÙy!çÜ˛ ≤Ã!ï˛¤˛yl=!° !Ü˛
§%l#!ï˛Ó˚ ˛õ!Ó˚ˆÏ˛õy£ÏÜ˛⁄ ˆfl∫FSÈyï˛sf §%l#!ï˛Ó˚ §Ç•yÓ˚Ü˛–
~Ü˛!ê˛ ÓƒÓfliy (system) •Î˚ˆÏï˛y Ë˛yˆÏ°y– ~ Ü˛yÓ˚ˆÏî G•z
ÓƒÓfliyÓ˚ xhs˝à≈ï˛ Ùyl%£ÏG ˆÎ Ë˛yˆÏ°y •ˆÏÓñ ï˛y §%!l!Ÿã˛ï˛
lÎ˚– ˆ≤’ˆÏê˛y ~Ùl ~Ü˛!ê˛ §ÙyçÓƒÓfliyÓ˚ §¶˛yl
Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚!SÈˆÏ°lñ ˆÎáyˆÏl §ˆÏ:!ê˛§ˆÏÜ˛ G•zË˛yˆÏÓ ≤Ãyî !òˆÏï˛
•ˆÏÓ ly– xyÙÓ˚yG Ë˛y!Ó ày¶˛#!çÓ˚ xydÓ!°òyl !Ü˛
x!lÓyÎ≈ !SÈ°⁄

!lÓ˚B%˛¢ ˆfl∫FSÈyï˛ˆÏsf ¢y§Ü˛ˆÏ◊!î !l!Ó≈ã˛yÓ˚ xï˛ƒyã˛yÓ˚
í˛zÍ˛õ#í˛¸ˆÏlÓ˚ ˛õyˆÏ˛õ !°Æ– §yôyÓ˚î Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ ÙˆÏôƒ ï˛yÓ˚y
≤Ãï˛ƒy¢y Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ ~ÓÇ í˛zÍ§y!•ï˛ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ Ü˛y˛õ%Ó˚&£Ïï˛yñ ¢ë˛ï˛yñ
ˆÙy§yˆÏ•!Óñ Ó¶%˛çˆÏlÓ˚ ≤Ã!ï˛ !ÓŸªy§âyï˛Ü˛ï˛yñ !lÙ≈Ù
Åòy§#lƒ ~ÓÇ Ë˛#ï˛§sfhflÏ xÓ§yò– ˜fl∫Ó˚yã˛yÓ˚# ÓƒÓfliyÎ˚
˛õ%Ó˚fl,Òï˛ •Î˚ Ü˛˛õê˛ ò%Ó˚yã˛yÓ˚# Ùyl%£Ï– !là,•#ï˛ •Î˚ xÜ˛˛õê˛
§òyã˛yÓ˚# §òydy– ~•z ˛õ!Ó˚ˆÏ≤Ã!«˛ˆÏï˛ ày¶˛#Ó˚ ÙˆÏï˛y
§ï˛ƒÓ ˆÏï˛ !§k˛ Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ xydÓ!°òyl xyÙyˆÏòÓ˚
§ï˛ƒy@˝ÃˆÏ• xl%≤Ãy!îï˛ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚–

§ˆÏ:!ê˛§ ÓˆÏ°!SÈˆÏ°lñ xlƒyÎ˚Ü˛yÓ˚# ≤ÃÌˆÏÙ !lˆÏçÓ˚
«˛!ï˛ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚– Ü˛yÓ˚î ï˛yÓ˚ xydy !l¡¨àyÙ#– ~Ü˛Ìy
ˆ¢y£ÏÜ˛ˆÏ◊!îÓ˚ ˛õˆÏ«˛G ≤ÃˆÏÎyçƒ–

ˆfl∫FSÈy≤ÃˆÏîy!òï˛ •ˆÏÎ˚ ~Ü˛çl ˆ¢y£Ïî lyG Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛
˛õyˆÏÓ˚– ~Ùl •ˆÏï˛•z ˛õyˆÏÓ˚ ï˛yÓ˚ ˆ◊!îàï˛ xÓfliyl ï˛yˆÏÜ˛...
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ˆ¢y£ÏˆÏÜ˛ ˛õ!Ó˚îï˛ Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚ˆÏSÈ– Ù® Ó˚yç˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛ G
xÌ≈˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛ ÓƒÓfliy Óƒ!_´Ó˚ l#!ï˛!l¤˛ ç#Ól !ÓÜ˛yˆÏ¢Ó˚
˛õˆÏ«˛ ≤Ã!ï˛Ó¶˛Ü˛–

˛õÑyã˛
Ùƒy!Ü˛Î˚yˆÏË˛!°Ó˚ ˛õÓ˚ ˆÌˆÏÜ˛ Ó˚y‹T… §¡õˆÏÜ≈˛ ~Ü˛!ê˛ ô &˛õò#
ôyÓ˚îy àˆÏí˛¸ í˛zˆÏë˛!SÈ°– Ó˚y‹T… §%l#!ï˛ã˛y!°ï˛ ~ÓÇ §%l#!ï˛
!ÓôyÎ˚Ü˛ ≤Ã!ï˛¤˛yl– xyô%!lÜ˛ Ó˚yç˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛ !ã˛hs˝yË˛yÓlyÎ˚
~•z ôyÓ˚îy Óy!ï˛° •ˆÏÎ˚ ˆàˆÏSÈ– ≤Ãyôylƒ ˆ˛õˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈ ~Ü˛
lï%˛l ôÓ˚ˆÏîÓ˚ Ó˚yç˜Ïl!ï˛Ü˛ !ã˛hs˝yË˛yÓly– lï%˛l Ë˛yÓlyÎ˚
Ó˚y‹T… ≤ÃÜ,˛ï˛˛õˆÏ«˛ í˛z˛õˆÏÎy!àï˛yÓyò# (utilitaerian)
≤Ã!ï˛¤˛yl– Óƒ!_´Ó˚ !lÓ˚y˛õ_y Ó˚«˛y Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏÓ Ó˚y‹T…– !Ü˛v
Óƒ!_´ ç#ÓˆÏlÓ˚ Ü˛yçÜ˛ˆÏÙ≈Ó˚ !Ó!Ë˛ß¨ ˆ«˛ˆÏe Îï˛ò)Ó˚ §Ω˛Ó
Ü˛Ù •hflÏˆÏ«˛˛õ Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏÓ– ~•z ôÓ˚ˆÏîÓ˚ Ó˚y!‹T…Ü˛ Ë˛yÓlyÎ˚
≤Ãyôylƒ ˆ˛õˆÏÎ˚ˆÏSÈ Óƒ!_´Ó˚ x!ôÜ˛yÓ˚– !Ü˛v Óƒ!_´Ó˚
òyÎ˚òy!Î˚c xl%Ó˚*˛õ ≤Ãyôylƒ ˛õyÎ˚!l– §Ùyçï˛y!sfÜ˛
Ó˚y‹T…ÓƒÓfliyÎ˚ Ù)° °«˛ƒ •° Ó˚yˆÏ‹T…Ó˚ Î)˛õÜ˛yˆÏ¤˛ Óƒ!_´Ó˚
Ó!°òyl– Óƒ!_´ !ÓÜ˛!¢ï˛ •ˆÏÓ Ó˚y!‹T…Ü˛ Ùï˛yòˆÏ¢≈Ó˚ SÈÑyˆÏã˛–

SÈÎ˚
÷ô%Ùye fl∫yô#lï˛yÜ˛yÙ# Ó˚y‹T… ÓƒÓfliyÓ˚ xl%Ü)˛°
˛õ!Ó˚ˆÏÓˆÏ¢•z §Ω˛Ó Óƒ!_´fl∫yô#lï˛yÓ˚ §%Ó˚«˛y– fl∫yô#lï˛y
~Ü˛ ôÓ˚ˆÏîÓ˚ VÑ%˛!Ü˛– fl∫yô#lï˛yÓ˚ VÑ%˛!Ü˛Ó˚ ÙˆÏôƒ•z Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚
!Óã˛yÓ˚Ó%!k˛Ó˚ ≤ÃÜ˛y¢– xy˛õl !Óã˛yÓ˚Ó%!k˛ ÙˆÏï˛y ˛õÌ ã˛°y
ÙylÓ ã˛!Ó˚ˆÏeÓ˚ ~Ü˛!ê˛ fl∫ˆÏï˛yÍ§y!Ó˚ï˛ §Í=î– !lÓ˚y˛õ_yÓ˚
ˆáÑyˆÏç x!ôÜ˛yÇ¢ Ùyl%£Ï ç#ÓlÎy˛õl Ü˛ˆÏÓ˚– !Ü˛v
fl∫yô#lï˛y!≤ÃÎ˚ ç#Ól xˆÏlÜ˛ ˆÓ!¢ Ü˛yÙƒ– fl∫yô#lï˛y
§¡±§yÓ˚ˆÏîÓ˚ ÙyôƒˆÏÙ•z âˆÏê˛ ≤Ãà!ï˛Ó˚ Óƒy!Æ– ≤Ãà!ï˛Ó˚
Óƒy!Æ !Ü˛S%È ≤ÃˆÏÎ˚yçl#Î˚ ¢ï≈˛ÈüÈ§yˆÏ˛õ«˛– ¢ï≈˛yÓ°# ~áyˆÏl
í˛zˆÏÕ‘á Ü˛Ó˚!SÈ–
1É fl∫yô#lï˛yÓô≈Ü˛ ÓƒÓfliy fl∫yô#lï˛y•#l ÓƒÓfliyÓ˚ ˆã˛ˆÏÎ˚

ˆ◊Î˚–

2É ˆfl∫FSÈyã˛yÓ˚# ¢y§l lÎ˚ñ xy•zˆÏlÓ˚ ¢y§l•z Ü˛yÙƒ–

3É x§yˆÏÙƒÓ˚ ˆã˛ˆÏÎ˚ ˆ◊Î˚ xy•zˆÏlÓ˚ ò,!‹TˆÏï˛ §yÙƒ–

4É Ü˛Ù≈§ÇfliyˆÏlÓ˚ ˆ«˛ˆÏe ˆÙôyÓ˚ !Ë˛!_ˆÏï˛ ˆÎyàƒï˛y
!Óã˛yÓ˚ §%!ÓôyˆÏË˛yà# ˆ◊!îÓ˚ !ÓˆÏ¢£Ï x!ôÜ˛yÓ˚ ˆÌˆÏÜ˛
ˆ◊Î˚–

5É ¢y§Ü˛Ü%˛ˆÏ°Ó˚ Ü˛yˆÏSÈ !ã˛Ó˚!òˆÏlÓ˚ çlƒ xyd!lˆÏÓòˆÏlÓ˚
ˆã˛ˆÏÎ˚ xˆÏlÜ˛ ˆÓ!¢ Ü˛yÙƒ •° fl∫ˆÏ«˛ˆÏe xyd!lÎ˚sfî
G çl!•ï˛Ü˛Ó˚ Ü˛yˆÏç xyd!lˆÏÓòl–

6É ˆÎÔÌ §ÙÓ˚*˛õ (homogenety) lÎ˚ñ Óƒ!_´ Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚
˜Ó!ã˛eƒ G Ó‡Óã˛l•z •° xyò¢≈ §ÙyçÓƒÓfliyÓ˚
!Ë˛!_–

7É ã˛yˆÏ˛õÓ˚ ≤ÃË˛yÓ §Ó !Ü˛S%È ˆÙˆÏl ˆlGÎ˚y §%fli §ÙyˆÏçÓ˚
°«˛î lÎ˚– xˆÏlƒÓ˚ ≤Ã!ï˛ §!•£%èï˛y•z •°
§Ùyç§Ç•!ï˛Ó˚ §%ò,ì˛¸ hflÏΩ˛–

~•z!ê˛ G•z!ê˛Ó˚ ˆã˛ˆÏÎ˚ Ë˛yˆÏ°y– xyÙyˆÏòÓ˚ ò,!‹TˆÏï˛ ~Ó˚
xÌ≈ •° ~•z!ê˛ G•z!ê˛Ó˚ ˆã˛ˆÏÎ˚ §%l#!ï˛Ó˚ Ùy˛õÜ˛y!ë˛ˆÏï˛
ˆ◊¤˛– G•z!ê˛ •Î˚ï˛ xÇ¢ ~ÓÇ §yÙ!@˝ÃÜ˛Ë˛yˆÏÓ §%àÙ–
!Ü˛v §%l#!ï˛!l¤˛ lÎ˚– ~•z!ê˛Ó˚ !Ë˛!_ Î!ò §%l#!ï˛ •Î˚ñ
ï˛y•ˆÏ° ~•z!ê˛ˆÏÜ˛•z ÙylˆÏÓy– ò«˛ ly •ˆÏ°G ÙylˆÏÓy–

≤ÃŸ¿ ~•z lÎ˚ ˆÎ ~ál ˛õÎ≈hs˝ Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ ˛õˆÏ«˛ xyÓ˚G
Ü˛ï˛ !Ü˛S%È Ü˛Ó˚y §Ω˛Ó– ≤ÃÜ,˛ï˛ ≤ÃŸ¿ •° ≠ Ùyl%£Ï Îy Ü˛Ó˚ˆÏï˛
˛õyˆÏÓ˚ ï˛yÓ˚ Ü˛ï˛ê%˛Ü%˛ ≤ÃÜ,˛!ï˛ §•zˆÏï˛ ˛õyˆÏÓ˚⁄ ≤ÃÜ,˛!ï˛Ó˚G
§•ƒ Ùyey §#Ùy•#l lÎ˚–

xyÓ˚G ò«˛ •Gñ §%!l˛õ%î •G– ~•z!ê˛•z !Ü˛v
§%l#!ï˛Ó˚ ≤ÃÓã˛l lÎ˚– ¢_´ Ë˛y£ÏyÎ˚ §%l#!ï˛ ˆï˛yÙyˆÏÜ˛
ˆ¢ylyˆÏÓ ≠ xyÓ˚G •*òÎ˚Óyl •Gñ òy!Î˚c¢#° •G– òy!Î˚c
˛õy°ˆÏl xy¢yÓ˚ xyl® xyˆÏSÈ– xy¢yË˛ˆÏDÓ˚ ÙlhflÏy˛õG
xyˆÏSÈ– òy!Î˚cˆÏÓyˆÏôÓ˚ ÙˆÏôƒ xË˛Î˚ xyˆÏSÈ– xy¢B˛yG
xyˆÏSÈ– Ùyl%ˆÏ£ÏÓ˚ ≤Ã!ï˛ xê%˛ê˛ ◊k˛y•z •° òy!Î˚cˆÏÓyˆÏôÓ˚
§yÓ˚Ó›–
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