
MODEL ANSWER
Classical liberalism arose as the ideology of 
the emerging bourgeoisie. It challenged feudal 
hierarchy, absolutism, divine right, and inherited 
privilege. It placed the individual at the centre 
and defended natural rights, consent, limited 
government, constitutionalism, civil rights, and 
representative government.

However, classical liberalism also carried a narrow 
view of freedom. It treated the state as a necessary 
evil and preferred the night-watchman state limited 
to law and order, property, and external security. 
Its economy was based on laissez-faire, minimal 
intervention, and market self-regulation. John 
Locke defended natural rights, consent, and limited 
government. 
Adam Smith defended laissez-faire and the 
“invisible hand”, though he accepted public 
goods like education and infrastructure. Thomas 
Jefferson expressed this spirit in his words: “That 
government is best which governs the least” . In its 
harder form, Herbert Spencer spoke of “survival of 
the fittest”, while Graham Sumner justified social 
outcomes through fitness and tendency.
The transition to welfare liberalism was therefore 
not a rejection of liberalism, but a correction of 
its social blindness. The contradictions of laissez-
faire capitalism forced liberalism to change. John 
Stuart Mill reformed utilitarianism, gave primacy 
to liberty and individuality, accepted limits of pure
laissez-faire, and supported targeted intervention 
to prevent exploitation. Thomas Hill Green, as the 
father of modern or positive liberalism, redefined 
liberty as capacity. True freedom meant the 
capacity to do worthwhile things, and the state had 
to create conditions for moral development.
This rescue became clearer with L T Hobhouse, who 
saw liberty not merely as absence of interference 
but as positive welfare, including distributive 
justice, public health, and universal education. John 
Dewey supported an active state and democratic 
social reform. John Maynard Keynes showed 
the instability of capitalism and defended mixed 
economy, planning, wage and tax policy, and state 
intervention. Harold Laski moved liberalism toward 

FLOW SNAPSHOT

INTRODUCTION
• Anti-feudal / anti-absolutist 

liberalism → rights / consent 
/ limited government → later 
test: can liberty survive unequal 
power and unstable markets? 

• Negative liberty / minimal state 
/ laissez-faire → formal freedom 
strong, social capacity weak 
→ welfare liberalism as repair 
from within liberalism.

BODY
John Locke / Adam Smith / limit-
ed-state logic → harder laissez-faire 
edge → John Stuart Mill as bridge 
→ Thomas Hill Green on liberty as 
capacity → L T Hobhouse / John 
Maynard Keynes / Harold Laski 
on welfare, rights, intervention → 
John Rawls / Amartya Sen / Joseph 
Stiglitz as later extensions. 

CRITICAL / OPPOSITE VIEW
Welfare liberalism saves real free-
dom for the weak / critics fear re-
distribution, planning, and state 
growth may dilute liberty itself. 

CONCLUSION
• Not abandonment of liberty → 

liberty given social foundations 
and eff ective conditions. 

• Liberalism survives by moving 
from merely formal freedom to 
substantively usable freedom. 

Question: “Th e transition from classical liberalism to welfare liberalism was less a betrayal than a 
rescue operation.” Comment.
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“
John Locke, in Second Treatise of Government: “no one ought to harm another in 
his life, health, liberty, or possessions.”“
Thomas Hill Green, in Liberal Legislation and Freedom of Contract: “a positive 
power or capacity of doing or enjoying something worth doing or enjoying.”“

“
Leonard Trelawny Hobhouse, in Liberalism: “The restraint of the aggressor is the 
freedom of the sufferer.”

Friedrich Hayek, in The Road to Serfdom: “the more the state ‘plans’, the more 
difficult planning becomes for the individual.”

In the discussion video, you will find:
The three linked ideas: the classical liberal meaning of liberty, the Green-Hobhouse shift 
to effective freedom, and the Keynes-Rawls-Sen extension of that logic into modern political 
economy. It goes beyond the written answer by showing why the move to welfare liberalism can be 
read as a continuity within liberalism, while also keeping the Hayekian criticism clearly in view.

DISCUSSION VIDEO

a strong welfare state and socio-economic rights, 
arguing that “Rights are those conditions of life 
without which no man can seek in general to be at 
his best”.

Later social liberalism continued this logic through 
John Rawls, Amartya Sen, and Joseph Stiglitz. In 
this manner, welfare liberalism rescued liberalism 
from becoming only capitalist economic doctrine. 
It preserved liberty by giving it social conditions, 
not by abandoning it.



MODEL ANSWER
Socialism began as a critique of capitalism and as 
an alternative to private ownership, wage labour, 
inequality, and domination. Its core was common, 
collective, or social control over the means of 
production, along with socio-economic equality. 

In this sense, revisionism did not reject socialism. 
It questioned whether socialism had to arrive only 
through revolutionary class struggle.
Eduard Bernstein revised Marxism toward 
gradual reform. This was the central meaning of 
revisionism. It shifted the socialist road from sudden 
revolutionary rupture to democratic, constitutional, 
and parliamentary change. Ferdinand Lassalle
had already supported universal suffrage and 
reformist use of the state. Karl Kautsky argued 
that with universal suffrage, workers could become 
a parliamentary majority and legislate socialist 
change. Thus, revisionism retained the socialist end 
but changed the means.
This redefinition was closely linked with social 
democracy. German Social Democracy supported 
universal suffrage, referendums and initiatives, 
militia instead of a standing army, secularization, 
progressive taxation, free medical aid and legal 
counsel, and better working conditions. These 
demands were not capitalist in spirit. They aimed 
to reduce domination, strengthen workers, and use 
the state for social reform.
Revisionism also stood near the broader democratic-
socialist current represented by Fabianism. The 
Fabians favoured gradual transition from capitalism 
to socialism, peaceful socialization of industries, 
parliamentary methods, and the use of the state as 
an instrument of reform. Sidney Webb, Beatrice 
Webb, George Bernard Shaw, Graham Wallas, 
Annie Besant, Herbert George Wells, Edward R. 
Pease, and G D H Cole represented this gradualist 
socialism.
However, there are also criticisms. By reducing 
the role of class struggle and revolutionary 
transformation, revisionism could become too 
moderate. Rosa Luxemburg held that reforms were 
necessary but insufficient, because capitalism could 
not be transcended by reform alone. This shows 
the conflict inside socialism itself: whether equality 
requires revolution or democratic reform.

FLOW SNAPSHOT

INTRODUCTION
• Socialism as critique of 

capitalism / social ownership / 
equality → issue is means, not 
end. 

• Revisionism within socialism / 
question shifts from “socialism 
or not” to “revolution only, or 
democracy too?” 

BODY
Gradual reform / Lassalle → suf-
frage + constitutional state / Kaut-
sky → democracy + majority route 
/ socialist goal retained, means al-
tered → social democracy → suffrage 
/ referendum / militia / seculariza-
tion / progressive tax / welfare / la-
bour rights → Fabian gradualism → 
peaceful socialization / parliamen-
tary method / reformist state. 

CRITICAL / OPPOSITE VIEW
Reform may soften capitalism, not 
transcend it / revisionism risks 
moderation / Luxemburg’s core ob-
jection. 

CONCLUSION
• Socialism not diluted in purpose 

→ road recast as democratic, 
parliamentary, welfare-oriented. 

• Strength: compatibility with mass 
democracy / weakness: excessive 
gradualism. 

Question: “Revisionism did not dilute socialism; it redefi ned the road to it.” Comment.
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“
Eduard Bernstein, in The Preconditions of Socialism: “Democracy is both means 
and end. It is a weapon in the struggle for socialism, and it is the form in which 
socialism will be realised.”“
Karl Kautsky, in Social Democracy versus Communism: “Democracy is the shortest, 
surest and least costly road to Socialism, just as it is the best instrument for the 
development of the political and social prerequisites for Socialism. Democracy and 
Socialism are inextricably entwined.”“

“
Sidney Webb, in Fabian Essays in Socialism: “it is through the slow and gradual 
turning of the popular mind to new principles that social reorganization bit by bit 
comes.”

Rosa Luxemburg, in Reform or Revolution: “people who pronounce themselves in 
favour of the method of legislative reform in place and in contradistinction to 
the conquest of political power and social revolution, do not really choose a more 
tranquil, calmer and slower road to the same goal, but a different goal.”

In the discussion video, you will find:
The three core ideas: Bernstein’s revisionism as a change in strategy, the social-democratic and 
Fabian parliamentary road, and Luxemburg’s critique of reformism. Clarification of why the real 
dispute was not simply reform versus revolution, but whether democracy and gradual reform 
could transform capitalism or only manage it. 

DISCUSSION VIDEO

Therefore, revisionism did not dilute socialism in 
its purpose. It redefined socialism as a democratic, 
parliamentary, welfare-oriented, and reformist 
project. Its weakness was excessive gradualism; 
its strength was making socialism compatible 
with mass democracy.



MODEL ANSWER
Feminism treats patriarchy not merely as male 
bias in law, but as a system of power that divides 
life into public and private spheres. The public 
sphere is linked with the state, citizenship, 
reason, work and political power. The private 
sphere is linked with family, sexuality, housework, 
reproduction and care. 

This divide becomes ideological because it presents 
male power inside the family as natural, personal 
and beyond politics.
Liberal theory keeps the private sphere largely outside 
state intervention. John Stuart Mill’s distinction 
between self-regarding and other-regarding actions 
reflects this public-private separation. Feminists 
argue that such neutrality hides domination. Susan 
Okin and Carole Pateman show that contemporary 
political theories neglect the “primary sphere”, the 
family, which is equally political. Nancy Fraser
argues that the public-private distinction is socially 
constructed; the real issue is the power that creates 
this distinction.
This is why second-wave feminism gave centrality to 
Carol Hanisch’s slogan, “The Personal is Political” . 
It means that domestic violence, housework, sexuality 
and bodily autonomy are not private misfortunes. 
They are institutionalised personal experiences 
created by a broader patriarchal structure. 
Radical feminism extends this argument. Germaine 
Greer, in The Female Eunuch, argues that men’s 
control over women’s sexuality is the primary reason 
for women’s oppression. Shulamith Firestone, in The 
Dialectic of Sex, connects women’s subordination 
with reproduction and argues for control over 
reproductive technologies.
Socialist and Marxist feminism add that unpaid 
domestic work is reproductive labor, essential for 
capitalism but treated as natural female duty. 
Heidi Hartmann therefore tries to connect Marxist 
analysis with feminism. 
In the same line, the feminist view of the state 
holds that the state mystifies its patriarchal 
base by manipulating the ideology of public and 
private life. Sylvia Welby says women’s labor and 
reproduction become objects of control.

FLOW SNAPSHOT

INTRODUCTION
• Liberal public/private split → 

family treated as non-political 
→ male power inside home 
appears natural and “personal.” 

• Introduction Route 2 → “The 
Personal is Political” → private 
suffering read as structured 
domination → patriarchy 
brought into family, sexuality, 
housework, reproduction. 

BODY
Mill / protected private sphere → 
Okin + Pateman on family as po-
litical → Fraser on constructed 
boundary → Hanisch on politicis-
ing experience → Greer + Firestone 
on sexuality / reproduction → Hart-
mann on unpaid domestic labour / 
capitalism → state and public-pri-
vate ideology → weakened women’s 
citizenship. 

CRITICAL / OPPOSITE VIEW
Privacy can protect liberty, bodily 
choice, intimacy; blunt state intru-
sion can also hurt vulnerable wom-
en → yet privacy rhetoric has often 
restricted debate and shielded hi-
erarchy inside the home. 

CONCLUSION
• Public/private line is an ideological 

cover → patriarchy works through 
marriage, family, sexuality, care. 

• Equal citizenship needs justice 
inside family and reproduction, 
not only in parliament, rights, and 
formal law. 

Question: “Th e public-private distinction is one of the deepest ideological weapons of patriarchy.” 
Comment.
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“
Carol Hanisch, The Personal Is Political: “One of the first things we discover in 
these groups is that personal problems are political problems.”

“
Susan Moller Okin, Justice, Gender, and the Family: “But if families are to help 
form just individuals and citizens, surely they must be just families.”

“

“
Carole Pateman, The Sexual Contract: “Contract is far from being opposed to 
patriarchy; contract is the means through which modern patriarchy is constituted.”

Nancy Fraser, “Rethinking the Public Sphere”: “These terms, after all, are not simply 
straightforward designations of societal spheres; they are cultural classifications 
and rhetorical labels.”

In the discussion video, you will find:
Clearer understanding of the liberal public-private split, the real meaning of “The Personal is 
Political,” and the link between reproduction, unpaid care work, and patriarchy. The discussion 
explains how feminist thinkers move from family and sexuality to labour, citizenship, and the 
state. 

DISCUSSION VIDEO

In this manner the public-private distinction 
weakens women’s citizenship by calling male 
authority in the family “personal”. Feminism 
breaks this mask by showing that power operates 
not only in parliament and law, but also in 
marriage, home, sexuality and care.



MODEL ANSWER
The central dilemma of multiculturalism is that 
political equality cannot be achieved by ignoring 
cultural differences, but recognition of every cultural 
claim without limits can harm justice, individual 
freedom, and social unity. According to Charles 
Taylor, the politics of recognition treats equal 
respect for different cultures as a moral requirement, 
because cultural identity is important for social 
justice. According to Herder and communitarian 
thinkers, human beings are culturally constituted; 
their identity, self-respect and understanding are 
shaped by culture. Hence, a liberal democratic state 
that remains “blind” to differences may reproduce 
domination by the majority culture. It may treat 
the majority’s norms as neutral and push minority 
cultures to the margins. According to Will Kymlicka, 
minority rights can correct this imbalance through 
self-governance rights, polyethnic rights and special 
representation rights. These rights help national 
minorities, indigenous groups, ethnic groups and 
religious minorities maintain their distinctiveness 
and secure a voice in public life. In this sense, 
justice without recognition may become merely 
formal. It may offer equal citizenship on paper, 
while ignoring the unequal cultural positions from 
which citizens enter public life. However, the 
recognition without limits creates another danger. 
According to Susan Moller Okin, certain cultural 
traditions may perpetuate harmful practices 
against women. Group rights can also reinforce 
stereotypes and restrict individual freedom within 
minority communities. According to Aeyal Gross, 
multiculturalism may overlook internal diversity 
within groups, including questions like LGBTQ+ rights 
inside minority communities. Amartya Sen and Neil 
Devindra Bissoondath also argue that excessive 
stress on group identity may weaken national unity 
and shared values. This is where value pluralism 
becomes relevant. According to Isaiah Berlin, values 
such as liberty and equality are often in conflict 
and cannot be reduced to one common measure. 
According to John Gray, such plurality requires 
a modus vivendi. Stuart Hampshire says moral 
conflicts need democratic deliberation and Thomas 
Nagel argues that pluralism complicates theories of 
justice. According to Bhikhu Parekh, the correct path 
is neither assimilation nor unlimited recognition. 
Cultural communities may live by freely chosen 
norms only so long as they do not harm others 
or violate broader principles. Justice, therefore, 
needs recognition; recognition needs human dignity, 
tolerance, procedural fairness and dialogue.

FLOW SNAPSHOT

INTRODUCTION
• Multiculturalism’s core 

dilemma → equality needs 
recognition / limitless 
recognition risks justice, 
liberty, unity

• Liberal neutrality vs cultural 
difference → “blind” citizenship 
/ majority norms / minority 
marginalisation

BODY
Taylor / Herder / communitari-
an identity → misrecognition and 
domination → Kymlicka: self-gov-
ernance / polyethnic / special rep-
resentation rights → recognition 
as substantive equality → Okin / 
Gross / Sen / Bissoondath: inter-
nal oppression / stereotypes / weak 
shared values → Berlin / Gray / 
Hampshire / Nagel: value conflict 
/ modus vivendi / deliberation → 
Parekh: neither assimilation nor 
unlimited recognition

CRITICAL / OPPOSITE VIEW
Universalist liberal caution / femi-
nist critique / internal minorities / 
shared citizenship limits

CONCLUSION
• Justice needs recognition, but 

within dignity / liberty / fairness
• Sustainable multiculturalism = 

dialogue, limited accommodation, 
shared citizenship

Question: “Recognition without limits may endanger justice; justice without recognition may 
reproduce domination.” Comment.
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“
Charles Taylor, The Politics of Recognition: “Due recognition is not just a courtesy 
we owe people. It is a vital human need.”

“
Will Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship: “meaningful ways of life across the full 
range of human activities, including social, educational, religious, recreational and 
economic life.”“

“
Susan Moller Okin, Is Multiculturalism Bad for Women?: “group rights are potentially, 
and in many cases actually, antifeminist.”

Bhikhu Parekh, Rethinking Multiculturalism: “A multicultural society cannot be 
stable and last long without developing a common sense of belonging among its 
citizens.”

In the discussion video, you will find:
The discussion takes up the politics of recognition, Will Kymlicka’s minority-rights framework, 
and the feminist-pluralist limits on cultural claims. It explains why recognition became a justice 
argument, why Kymlicka separates external protection from internal restriction, and why Bhikhu 
Parekh’s dialogic balance is good way to conclude. 

DISCUSSION VIDEO



MODEL ANSWER
Marxism was accused of reducing politics, culture 
and consciousness to the economic base. Orthodox 
Marxism treated the superstructure as dependent 
on the economic base and saw the state as an 
instrument for maintaining bourgeois power. 

Neo-Marxism did not abandon class struggle or 
historical materialism. It rescued Marxism by giving 
ideology, culture, civil society and the state an 
active role in reproducing capitalism.
Antonio Gramsci made this shift through 
hegemony. In advanced capitalist societies, power 
works through coercive apparatuses as well as civil 
institutions like media, schools and churches. These 
institutions secure the ideological hegemony of the 
ruling class; hence revolution requires a challenge 
to this consent. George Lukacs, in History and 
Class Consciousness, added that capitalism produces 
reification, where social relations appear as relations 
between commodities. The proletariat can reach 
revolutionary awareness only by overcoming this 
distorted perception.
The Frankfurt School further moved Marxism from 
economics to culture and consciousness. Max 
Horkheimer, Theodor Adorno, Walter Benjamin, 
Herbert Marcuse and Jurgen Habermas developed 
critical theory to critique and transform domination. 
Theodor Adorno and Max Horkheimer showed 
through the culture industry how films, music 
and television are standardized and commodified, 
pacifying the masses and aligning them with 
capitalist ideology. Herbert Marcuse, in One-
Dimensional Man, argued that advanced industrial 
society promotes conformity and represses human 
potential. Jürgen Habermas used the public sphere 
and communicative rationality to keep open the 
possibility of democratic consensus beyond state 
and market influence.
Louis Althusser gave important structural 
formulation. Ideological state apparatuses such as 
schools, churches and media produce conformity, 
while repressive state apparatuses such as police, 
military and judiciary work through force. His ideas 
of interpellation and overdetermination rejected 
monocausal explanation and gave the superstructure 
relative autonomy. In the Miliband-Poulantzas 

FLOW SNAPSHOT

BODY
Gramsci / hegemony / civil socie-
ty / consent + coercion → Lukács / 
reification / class consciousness → 
Frankfurt School / culture indus-
try / one-dimensionality / public 
sphere → Althusser / ISA-RSA / in-
terpellation / overdetermination → 
Miliband-Poulantzas / relative au-
tonomy / state as structured field 
of class struggle. 

CRITICAL / OPPOSITE VIEW
Overcorrection risk / structural-
ism can thin out agency and make 
politics “epiphenomenal” / com-
municative reason criticised for 
underreading power. 

CONCLUSION
• Marxism retained class struggle 

but left  behind mechanical 
causation. 

• Domination explained through 
ideology, consent, culture, 
institutions and state autonomy. 

INTRODUCTION
• Orthodox base-superstructure 

reading / politics-culture-
consciousness reduced to 
economy / state as bourgeois 
instrument / charge of 
economism. 

• Capitalism reproduced through 
consent as well as production 
/ ideology-culture-civil society 
brought back into analysis. 

Question: Examine how neo-Marxist theories of state and ideology attempted to rescue Marxism 
from crude economic determinism.
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“
Antonio Gramsci in Selections from the Prison Notebooks: “State = political society 
+ civil society (in other words hegemony protected by the armour of coercion).”

“
Louis Althusser in Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses: ideology “interpellates 
individuals as subjects.”

“
“

Nicos Poulantzas in Towards a Democratic Socialism: “the State ... is itself the 
condensation of a particular class relationship of forces.”

Raymond Williams in “Base and Superstructure in Marxist Cultural Theory”: “We 
have to revalue ‘determination’ towards the setting of limits and the exertion 
of pressure.” Raymond Williams in “Base and Superstructure in Marxist Cultural 
Theory”: “We have to revalue ‘determination’ towards the setting of limits and the 
exertion of pressure.”

In the discussion video, you will find:
Clearer explanation of hegemony, reification and the culture industry, and the logic of ideological 
state apparatuses and relative autonomy. The discussion explains how neo-Marxists explained 
capitalist stability through consent, subject-formation and institutional power without giving up 
class struggle. 

DISCUSSION VIDEO

debate, Ralph Miliband stressed the unity of state 
power and class power. Nicos Poulantzas argued 
that the state is a structure and an arena of class 
conflict, not merely a bourgeois instrument. Its 
relative autonomy helps it gain legitimacy, though 
in crisis it gravitates towards the capitalist class.

In this manner,  neo-Marxism rescued Marxism 
from crude economic determinism by replacing 
a mechanical base-superstructure model with a 
richer account of domination through ideology, 
consent, culture, institutions and state autonomy.



MODEL ANSWER
Fascism emerged in the inter-war period, 
especially in Italy under Benito Mussolini and 
Germany under Adolf Hitler. It is a prototype of 
totalitarianism and is often defined by what it 
opposes: reason, democracy, socialism, liberalism 
and Enlightenment. Its politics rests on myth, 
national rebirth and disciplined unity.

Fascism is a politics of myth because it distrusts 
reason and objective science. It promotes emotion, 
instinct and myth over logic. According to Georges 
Sorel, violence and myth have importance in political 
life; fascists used this to justify violence as a 
political tool. Propaganda, symbols and charismatic 
leadership replace democratic debate.
According to Roger Griffin, fascism centres on 
palingenetic ultra-nationalism. Palingenesis means 
rebirth. Fascism seeks to resurrect a perceived 
golden age of national glory and rescue the nation 
from decline. Hence it is not merely conservative; 
it is revolutionary in its desire to make the nation 
powerful and unified again.
Fascist unity is authoritarian. The Italian word 
fascio means a bundle of sticks tightly bound 
with an axe, symbolising strength through unity. 
Benito Mussolini expressed this state-centred 
unity: “Everything for the state, nothing outside 
the state, nothing above the state”. 
The individual has meaning only inside the nation-
state. Fascism rejects pluralism, civil liberties, free 
media and party competition. It favours single-
party rule, a strong leader and elitism. According 
to Hannah Arendt and Karl Popper, fascism is a 
dangerous totalitarian system, a dictatorship with 
mass support.
This unity also shapes the economy. Fascist 
corporatism integrates business, labour unions and 
the state. Strikes and boycotts are illegal, and the 
state fixes prices, profits and standards. According 
to Harold Laski, fascism is a counter-revolutionary 
movement of the capitalist class that destroys 
political democracy while preserving economic 
oligarchy.

FLOW SNAPSHOT

BODY
Myth / emotion-instinct / violence 
/ propaganda-symbol-leader → na-
tional rebirth / golden-age recov-
ery / revolutionary regeneration → 
state supremacy / anti-pluralism / 
single-party leadership → corporat-
ist class collaboration under state 
control → judge fascism by practice 
as well as doctrine 

CRITICAL / OPPOSITE VIEW
Not mere old conservatism / not 
just restoration from above / rival 
Marxist line sees fascism as pro-
tection of hierarchy and property 
through repression of labour 

CONCLUSION
• Fear, decadence, humiliation → 

rebirth promise → coercive unity 
in practice 

• Nation-state as absolute moral 
body / liberty and plurality 
subordinated / totalising politics 
against liberal democracy 

INTRODUCTION
• Inter-war crisis / anti-

liberal, anti-socialist, anti-
Enlightenment reaction / 
nation above individual 

• Myth over reason / decline-
humiliation frame / rebirth 
through palingenetic 
ultranationalism 

Question: Analyse fascism as a politics of myth, national rebirth and authoritarian unity.
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“
Georges Sorel, Reflections on Violence: “they are not descriptions of things but 
expressions of a will to act.” 

“
Roger Griffin, The Nature of Fascism: “Fascism is a genus of political ideology 
whose mythic core in its various permutations is a palingenetic form of populist 
ultranationalism.” “
Robert Paxton, The Anatomy of Fascism: “what fascists did tells us at least as 
much as what they said.” Use this when shifting from ideology to institutional 
practice.

In the discussion video, you will find:
Explanation of myth as a tool of mobilisation, palingenetic ultranationalism as the core of fascist 
rebirth, and corporatist unity as the regime form of that idea. The discussion shows why fascism 
cannot be reduced either to conservatism or to a generic dictatorship.

DISCUSSION VIDEO

According to Robert Paxton, fascism is best 
judged by what fascists do in practice. Thus, it 
converts fear and decline into national rebirth 
but achieves unity through coercion. It is national 
regeneration against liberal democracy.



MODEL ANSWER
Gandhism is a moral and political philosophy 
built around satya, ahimsa, satyagraha, sarvodaya, 
swaraj, swadeshi and trusteeship. Its central 
concern is not merely change of government, 
but transformation of the individual and society 
together. 

According to Dashrath Singh, the basic components 
of Gandhism are sarvodaya, swaraj, ahimsa, social 
harmony and swadeshi. This makes Gandhism a 
critique of modern politics, because it questions 
force, material greed and concentration of authority.
According to Mahatma Gandhi, modern civilization 
was defective because it rested on utilitarianism 
and materialism. Utilitarianism reduced man to 
the level of animal, while materialism sacrificed 
spiritual satisfaction. He called modern civilization 
satanic, and was influenced by Edward Carpenter. 
His critique followed a tradition associated with 
Jean-Jacques Rousseau, but Gandhi gave it an 
Indian ethical form. True civilization, for Gandhi, 
made man a better human being, minimized wants, 
avoided harm to the environment and did not favour 
excessive mechanization. In Hind Swaraj, he called 
railways “a network of temptation”, showing his 
suspicion of restless industrial modernity.
Gandhi’s critique of industrial civilization was not 
a rejection of all Western thought. According to 
Vinay Lal, “Gandhi constructed a West with which 
he could strike common ground”. This “Other West” 
included Leo Tolstoy, Henry David Thoreau, John 
Ruskin and Edward Carpenter. 
Aditya Nigam says, “Hind Swaraj is more than 
a political tract”. It was a civilizational argument 
against the belief that British rule represented 
superiority or the White Man’s Burden. According 
to John Ruskin, as absorbed by Gandhi through 
Unto This Last, the good of the individual lies in 
the good of all. This became sarvodaya, or welfare 
of all.
Gandhism also attacks the modern state. Gandhi 
criticized the modern state because it was based on 
force and coercion. His alternative was Ram Rajya, 
where everyone enjoyed true freedom and where 
the interests of princes and paupers were equally 
protected. Swaraj did not mean only freedom from 

FLOW SNAPSHOT

BODY
Gandhian components → modern 
civilization = utilitarian/materi-
alist disorder → “Other West” / 
Ruskin–Tolstoy–Thoreau strand 
→ sarvodaya → state as coercion → 
Ram Rajya / self-rule / self-disci-
pline → decentralization / swadeshi 
/ khadi / village republics. 

CRITICAL / OPPOSITE VIEW
Unsystematic theorization / trus-
teeship rests on moral conversion 
/ anti-mechanization critique / 
Ambedkarite objection to village 
romanticism. 

CONCLUSION
• Coercion replaced by ahimsa 

/ materialism by restraint / 
centralization by swaraj. 

• Freedom + dignity + ecology + 
social justice tied through moral 
politics. 

INTRODUCTION
• Moral-political philosophy / 

satya–ahimsa–swaraj / self + 
society transformation. 

• Hind Swaraj / true civilization 
as duty + self-restraint / attack 
on restless material modernity.

Question: Critically examine Gandhism as a critique of the modern state, industrial civilization 
and centralized power.
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“
Mahatma Gandhi, Hind Swaraj: “Civilization is that mode of conduct which points 
out to man the path of duty.”

“
John Ruskin, Unto This Last: “There is no Wealth but Life.”
Karuna Mantena, “On Gandhi’s Critique of the State: Sources, Contexts, 
Conjunctures”: “Gandhi’s critique of the modern state was central to his political 
thinking.”“
Bhimrao Ramji Ambedkar, Constituent Assembly Debates: “What is the village 
but a sink of localism, a den of ignorance, narrow-mindedness and communalism?”

In the discussion video, you will find:
The three linked ideas: Gandhi’s critique of modern civilization, his suspicion of the coercive 
modern state, and his defence of decentralized swaraj and swadeshi. It also brings in the debate 
between Karuna Mantena and Anthony Parel, and the Gandhi–Ambedkar conflict on the village.

DISCUSSION VIDEO

foreign rule. It meant self-rule of individuals, self-
restraint and even moksha. Hence, political freedom 
was incomplete without moral discipline.
This is also why Gandhi opposed centralized power. 
He preferred decentralized political and economic 
structures, local self-governance and community-
based decision-making. Swadeshi meant acting 
within one’s own community, politically and 
economically. It was the interdependence of 
community and self-sufficiency. Village industries, 
khadi, local resources and traditional handicrafts 
were not backward symbols. According to Kishan 
Patnaik, “the mode of industrialisation is a central 
and fundamental factor” in civilizational change.
However, even Gandhism has limits. According to 
Humayun Kabir, Gandhi was not a philosopher but a 
scientist of mass psychology who inspired people to 

find truth. Gandhism is also not as systematically 
structured as Marxism. Trusteeship depends on 
moral change among the wealthy. Its rejection of 
excessive mechanization may appear difficult in a 
complex economy. 
Nevertheless, its strength lies in ends-means 
consistency. Non-violence is not inaction; it is 
moral power. Gandhi’s line, “Truth and nonviolence 
are as old as the hills and rivers” , conveys this 
ethical core.

Gandhism is a critique of the modern state, 
industrial civilization and centralized power because 
it replaces coercion with ahimsa, materialism 
with restraint, and centralization with swaraj. 
Its importance is that it links freedom, dignity, 
ecology and social justice through moral politics.


