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Barney Fran~, on e o+ t n e more princip l ed 2 nd c □uragc□us 

1 i t:., 1er· D. :i. \::i :i. r--1 th f.<:- U'.-3 r_:: u r·, ~:.ii-· E.i ,:,; ~~ ,, ;· ·· f'::•c: E.:n t l y cl 1:,:ic 1 211' .. E':•cl t. h D.t l :i. ti et ... ::':I. 1 ~"' 
have made a maJ □ r 2rror by s tressing issues that put them out of 
t he mainstream; instead they ought to emphasize those aspects of 
their program that are supported by most Americans. Th us , 
liberals should give up □ n gun control, support tho 
65-mile-an-hour speed limit, be tougher on criminals, and 
pr· c:Jucl l y p 1•" oc 1 c:\ i m t h,:,\t th E0y cir f::• a.n ti ..... Commun i. ~', t :;,. 1-.1ho ~;;up p or· t + 1··· ,:.:.:•f:2 

c': n t f:"! ,,- pr i. ,,; 12 • P, m ci n q l i. l:l c, 1'· a. l ::; ,1 F' r· a. n k ob~,, e ,,- v ,::2 d , '' Yo u ' r· (',; n at. 
supposed to say that the +ree enterprise system is wonderful a nd 
h ,,':\~, i·JOl'· keci IJ,2tt.('2lr t. h-::?.17 a.ny Dthf£>f'". ' ' 1· 

Frank acknowledqed that in office l iberals have actually 
b cil7d\/•,·:id thf,' ,,iE(Y h(·,' i'· '·":c· cc1mrnc:0nc:I ':;: '1 -!::. hE0y a.cted ,c< ":, i. -f t .hci + r ·f.'! f~ 

;-:·1·!t c-::-r p r-'i. '.::;1;;.:, ,,; y c:;tem , •. ;,· ,'-:; t:, c,::,iuoc:i t t1 i r .. ,q .... d r·1cJ Cu mmun:i.c,;m h te,<;:; h -t1d. '' 
Th e! pr·o lJJc:· m 1 ;·, 1J \"Jl'.''!VC:r· ., ,-, :,,'° b c::•Fir1 l.:. f·ia.t l.i.b1:,~ i'" ,J.ls ''d i dn 't t :;;(lk ,,;,h c,ut. 

1'.:·.' i"'! (:)!...\ i,:._J/"·1 " II 

Head C't- ,::. n, ,:,1 y 1,.Jc;r·, d c·:··· v-Jhc·t h tc-:t· th c:y ~'iUill0:!h ow ovc:r· J. DU!-:: e,d t. h \:::• n1an y 
•0, p(·?f::?c:.hc:,~,, un the! fl.Dor ,::, f thf:., U~3 Uc;,!n,,,.tcJ c;,, ll..i.nq +01'· t.hc' r· <,':!mov,). J. 
u+ th 1:::- h 1 ue c',1n c1 th p ,·Ji , i. t. Ci + r· om th P P1mc-1· .. i c:: ;::m + 1 c,1q; uv· th 1:0 '",h c:\I"' p 
r,,d1.t.ur· 1,,~l!,; .1.11 thr:, Nei~ Yo1-·k Times i"',::1v ;:;1.qi.nq -1.:.hE-~ -f r·<;.>c, Eint c:1'·p,,·i.!:'iE., 
system; or the devas t ating exposes in the Nashinqton Post □ f how 
capitalism causes ali2nation 1 2xpl □ itati □n, 2 nd degradation. 
Flu t 1 i.n ·f,3ct,1 li.bc·r·,,i] c:r··i.ti.ci.f.,cn,:::, c,f C:c:'1pi.t21li.,,m _t:'\nc:I tr· ibutc;'.!::~ .Ci 
,_:c1mm 1...tni.sm h.;,.vc-? br-?.E"n :,· ,:,tthr:?.r· mtJt.f.?d. ~"-- -

I t i •:; n ci ~~ HE,·,,,\ c;J c:\ n ,:,\ n d E: u. ~,; h d n ci -I':. h fi' i. t- :i. l k h ;;~ v c, 
pr □clc Thus, Commentary recently 
,: ·:. ""· ... ur· ec:l cH .. , c:\I'· t. i. c 1 e e n ti t 1 ':£'•CJ 11 Cc:\p i. t .::\I. i i,,,m: Th c• ifJ i ,, VC) o + t h(·,' 

And Reagan' s Interior Secretary, J ames Watt~ i t may 
h e recalled, d eclared that the Fa ilure o+ s ociali s m was n owhere 
better c:iemonstrated t han o n US Indian reservati.uns: e very social 
p r- nb .I. i?ffl .. , it F.' c J. a. i. fnf.'!ci .... ... a.1 coho 1 i. ::._:;m, d :i. vDr· cc? .1 u n ernp 1 oymt::·!f'1 t a nd 
venereal disease -- was exaggerated on the reservations Gecause 
n + '' 0:;oc i. a.l i. c,:,t i. c:: qovf:.'r-- nm(:':f'1 t. po J. :i. c i. c0 ~;" '' ' ' but t oc:1 ,:-,,y nut _j u~;:;t 
riqhtwinq lunatics have proclaimed the failure of socialism: it 
seems as if liberals 0re climbing over each other in t heir 
enthusiasm to deli ver the same message. 

NeN York Times liberal columni st Anthony Le wis has written 
thiJ.t. '',:'1.ll .:.:1bout u<:.; L•J f:? ::3E0 E.> t.hr::? vi nc.1ic a.ti. on cf CDc?.nif,~l. Dell.' ,:; Cnd 
01' Ideo.loqyJ :ln~;i.qht: the· t:':<h-,~u~;tion o+ i"!c,,r·:-:i.ic;m. '' ' '· l\lh,,tt 
ffliJ. t.tc~,,·c,; +01r c:l(·:.'V(:.,lupi. r·,q n;Jt.i.c,nr,; :i.n (.';fr·ic e"I ,; he•? \'",,,,y,,;,! 11

('.'. ,::\n bF!! 

s ummed u p i~ 0 phrace I heard somewhere i n Ameri ca l as t yea r = 
comp E,t. f:,n c: e 1 n ot. i. dE.0 0 l. uq y. '' L. i b E:1'· c:, 1 c:c on CJm i. ,,:; t. Hob e,, .. t l··l(e i J b ,,- on f,?r· 

has written in the NeN Yo r ker t hat the great contest between 
capitalism and socialism is over and capit a l ism has been the 
h a nds-down winner. 

Another noted liberal economist, Lester Thurow, in a review 
□ f a book defending capitalism? announced that the volume missed 



the real issues, fo r the rightness of c3pitalism is no longer 
c: on t n::ivc-:·r ~" i. i::d , I n f ac: t , i::1 r:;;,;t:-:•1'· t. r:::.-:d Thur· ow? " I I:: n civv o+ n Cl m,:i j er .. 

American economist or intellectual ... who has called for 
government ownership of the means of p~oductio~ in the !ast 
yi?,:;,,r-,;. ''"° \\low thi~::. i.co C!ithet-· t,,1utolugi.c,"'11 (tt·1,::1t iss,1 t:r·u.c-! 
because Thurow defines a major economist or intellectual as 
who has the good sense to reject socialism) or else it's 
nonsensical (you don't need to read the Soc1alist Register 
know that there have been some US socialists in tt,e last four 
decades), 7 But Thurow was correct when he stated as a 
c.Jf21"1("':r·c':1.l.i.~,,,,,tion tha.t ''today int.ellc'!.•ctu,::l.l.\:;; <:11,·r2 mol"'(c: int(~rf.,~s;t.E-,ci in 
making a lot of money by working for capitalists than they are 
.i. n uvr:.->r· i.:. hr· ow i. n q c t,1p .it ,,.d, i :c:;m 11 

; ,::\ nci h ;:• 01ou 1 d h,J.VEI IJ f.;JE~n no l (,~~,i"' 

c: or· r· e c: t h "" d h €;:, t· f~ p l c:1 c 0,:· cl t h '-'~ w c r · c.i '' i. n t c· 1 1 c! c t u i:'\ 1 ~"; '' It'-! :i. t h '' 1 i b et'" a 1 
intE?ll.f-:,c:t.uc,1.s" '' 

It. :::;E:•:E:im:;; J.:i. kE·' c::apiti::di,sm r1i':,:·vt:0r· had i.t ::;o qoc:icJ" Tic'liwen ,,.,nd 
South Korea were supposedly lifted by capitalism from the ranks 
c,-f t.t 1E-' poc:w tD become tv.10 u+ t.h£:,'· rr,o~;t. dync:,mi c rac:onomi f,'•~:i i. n the 
world" Communist states are moving toward +res markets or else 
\,1allo,·iinq i.r1 E:•c:CJnom'i.c s,,tDqnc,1tion. In the:~ Huvic-t Union t .hi:.~ qoin<_:,:J 
Joke -- according to the New York Times -- defines communism as 
thE! '' 1 on~JE'!'::;t e<.r·1c:I mo<::;t p i:,i nful :·-·uutc," fl"'Cltn c:,::1p:i t ;::11 i. s;m to 
capi.ta.li!::;m.''H Is i:soc:i2ilii:srn clE.'a.cl? I<:,, c::c,p:i.t,:,ilif::im the \·\Ji:.'<.Ve of 
-1" h (,, f u t. u r· 1::,, ') 

that socialism cannot be dead because 
l. t ~ 11 '--,.__,__ .,..,,,._ • .,,. L,-- ~ -----.::_•·"..,_" 0• \ j,-~ _ 1:. ,0:~ tc~ hc:i.S E•Vc:,ir be€?.f'l Dl"'(Jc.Hl i. ;:i~d dl O r"l (J 

qenu1 n F:.' 1 ,1 'c: oc: i 211 i !::it -:--1. -,.-::r~·1c:;::::·,,,:-c,-- - ~"-' .. ~-~ ;1,?ty • ,.,. ·i i. 1,: e i':'t c::op-out, ,,::1 W<::\Y 

n+ cJc~fr:>n::hng :,;ocit:d.ii,;m hy c!c?. +1. 1·.i. ~ -., ' --•· ~-· 11 i 1• ·7 '"! .. ,;,,t ·••1 

+i,\i 1 u.1r-c, c::oul cJ c,ve r· c:li sc::rE.•c.ii. t t.hf,, s,,,_)C::l c,l 1st. 1.,r .-., JC-~ ,. _ 
1,J,,1,,n ·t ''tt-·u,?'' ·,:;oci,:1J.ism. '.;3uch a. po,,;1t1on !lc:i<.S J. i.:. '=> , ~ _- , -· .1, 

-----:i. t c E, n n D t b F::? a v o i. cl r-::-1 c:I . '.::; o c i D 1 :i '::, m m l .. l ':', t tJ E? c:I (',-1 + i n c, cl mi n :;, rn ,:,\ 1 l y 

i. t 

society 1n which all the major institutions are owned and 
c ontro l led by the p eople 1 0 nd b y all the people~ obviously not 
Just capitalists, but also not J1Jst a party claiming to rule on 
behalf of the working class. And by this cie+inition th~re has 
never been a socialist society . 

There are many subsidiary questions that a socialist 
society must ~nswern Within the context of social ownership 
will there be markets, central planning 1 or some sort of 
participatory planning <my choice)? 9 What will the precise 
degree □ + egalitarianism be? What will the relative 
responsibility of producers and consumers councils be? And sCJ 
on" So long as these quest ions are answered democratically, it 
would be sectarian t ~ de+ine a society that answered them 
differently from on e s own pre+ P e n c es a s not b0i~g socia list" 
Hut c:l..::'1f::.(f..;; lr'L.lle C:)I''" \/Df"tQUdi""c:I P2\l"-"tV r ·u :tc· s1 cnply c:c':\r .. W1C:i't- bE! .. 

considered socialism. 

Therefore, debates that take place within the ruling 
parties □ + one-party states have little to do with socialism 
(though we may favor some decisions rather than others), just as 
debates in capitalist nations about whether to have a more or 



l i:·i~,,:..:; ,, CJ clli.t.::,.1··i.,,':\n t.,,)-: ~;y~,:;tE,rn 01·· ,\//·1 dt. th0., mi.ni.mum ,•ia gr~ '.,,;houl.ci hf2,1 

while of interest to soc ialists ( who, 2 fter all, care about 
p1:;,,np I. t' • ,; \.\IF!l. J. ..... hi:,0 i nc.:..i) ,',\ r··e nut ,:.\ l.iou. t 1:,;oc:: :i. ,'Ali. ,.,;m. 'i'u.qD:=,l ,':<.vi.,-,. dof".·':,; 
not h-:'0,_VF:• tt '"ys;tc;;•m of '' ,n .:c\r·kc·t ':::oci.D.li. ~',m'':; v1or-kc•:i1•-~:; hZ,\Vfi 

c onsiderable say over the day - to-day run ning uf their facto ries, 
but a s long as the fundamental economic and political decisions 
a.1··c:, ma.cir:.~ by thf.: Communi. '.,;t pJ.rt y 1 ,,~ ::; l cmq a~; +rr2t~ cfo~b,;;,tc:0 :i. ::; 
constrained, this cannot not be socia li s m. Sweden is probably 
one of t he most humane societi es on earth, with e xtensiv8 
welfare-state programs and civil liberties; but as long as 
private corporations are in control of the overwhelming majority 
o+ th E· ec: onomy, ic\ s l on q c,\ '.::; 1"-lrn'· k p 1 2,c: c~:; .:::,.I"' c:i ~;.,ti 11 n . .tr·1 by m,3n ZH.F,i·r ~" 

appointed by capital, this is not socialism either. 1
~ 

This said, however, it leaves many ot h er questions 
1 ... ln a.n ~.:;wi:?r f.:?c.i. L•Jh at has /J E?E!n q o in ~l on in the "c omrnun .i "; t" 
countries? If socialism must be democl"'atic, how do s ocialists 
.ic, n ~,\AJF"r· t hf:.0 c z,p it a 1 i '.5 t char· c_J Fe th ,3.t i}. 1 l known d f!!! m □ c: r· ,:'IC i. cis; h D. vra 

t 1 E:!E-:>n c.,,·,pit,ctlis;t';.' I vJi. 11 dc:•~:il. wi.th this:; J. ,,:t st quE·!~;,tion, ,::Cti .. ,d p 2,1'"t 

of the first, n ext month. Here I a m going to consider two o th er 
quf,'~";t i. ons:;, r·E·'c."1 1 i ;::. i nq thdt. l:.hc::!f;F:' ,:'tir e:, ju~;;t c:t ~,,m,,ll l. pi f.':'C::0::· c::,+ th E· 

1 <::l.l'"C_F-2r- ca. p.i.ta.li. '.,; m vr,;:,r·~:, l Ei '.ouci. Edi.srn i •.,,SUE.~. F'i.1··st,1 c1o Tdi.W d n cH1i.1 

~3u u th i-::u 1r E:'E~ o+ f (:~) I'" the r ,,::c:t 1 • . .I c.~ve 1 opm<i•:•n +:. mode], + or-· t h 0,' Thi I'" d 
World? Do these countries prove that capi tali s m is the best or 
even the only w2y to move nations out of poverty. And 1 sec:ond, 
is all the leftwing talk of redistribution and equity Just an 
excuse fo r failed economies? Do ~ed istributioni st policies 
p r· e. '5 f2 n t a. n y op p or t u n i t y + or· i mp r· Cl v i. n q t h c;.~ l i. v F!! ~; o f p c:, op 1 f:? i. n t ti f'2 

Th i r · cl l✓ u r-- 1 d ';' 

1·· a.th E·? 1·· 

,ti c:tor·y 
i :·--on i. c: 
corni. nrJ 

in proclamations of 
at ,::t t i enc, 1,1 h E'· n t. h e ;·1 um b 0::- I" 

of i·, ome l F"'::i ::, on our· ~:;tr c>et. ,,:; hi~~:; n ,,~Y(•,0 r· h er:,n hi l,] 1·10., r· • 1•Jh f.~n th t'? US 
economy has been bailed out once again by a massive increas~ in 
c1efc:,n~; e '.,,r.nendinq,1 v~hE,n l;.J1.,:~;t,:>r·n t:t.wop(,, h,,:\'.3 c1>( pe1·· i.ent::c~d its; 17'1:.h 
straight year of increasing unemployment. 11 In the +ace o + 
this rather abysmal showing ? it has been necessary for the 
de+enders of capitalism to try to rest their case not on the 
advanced capitalist nations, bu t o n the so- called Newly 
Industrializing Countl"'ies -- the NICs -- Taiwa n a nd South Kor ea. 
<Different writers include different lists of countries among 
the NICs; many include Hong Kong a nd Singapore, but these are 
city-stat.es, and their situations differ f rom those of other 
developing nations. But Taiwan and South Korea are on 
everybody's NICs roster. l Today Sout h Korea not only produces 
'J CF~s-;; he::ttr:::'.r· than thr::., Uni t(?d f3ttl 'Lt=~; , hut :it. •::;E,•r·ve~:; .;:,~; thr;::- 1nc:Jc:lel 
of cap itali st development . The NIC s , it is claimed, have not 
o nl y .::-c:: h i evE·d .:~,;;ton "i. ~,;hi f"i q J. L:'.'V C! J '.::, of ,.'lC.:J(JI··· ('ic:Ji:Xl". 0:· q :0 • owt h 1 1·:1 U t t. : ·; C: 1 r-· 
income distributions a re among the most e galitarian in th e 
developing world . 

Ther e is nothing i n socialist i deology that denies th0t 
capitalism ca n l ead to economic growt h ; Marx, a fter all, was 



··-4··· 

fra nkl y deliri o us in his t ribute to c a pitalism ' s potential for 
growth. Marxists have made two claims, however, ab out this 
capitalist growth. 

First, while capit alism might provide material goods, jt 

wo ul d also increase al ienation. Lenin, for examp le, a t the turn 
o f the century criticized a draft program of the Russian 
Social-Democratic Workers· Party for declaring only that 
socialism would satisfy p eople's material needs this, he 
•;;,::1i.d, tl1e tn.ts,ts could do; soc:i,alii::;m'•;, pr·omii::,c:-? 1 hc'2 i.n~_;i ~;; tc:£!cj, v; a~.:, 
11 th e.• + r· c2r::·, i::\ l 1 -r· Dund cl f:.'VE• l cp m1r•n t of ,J. l l mli.;imb r,:·r ~, Cl-f r:; oc:: i et y .. 11 1. :,: 

And i t wasn't just marxists who saw the human costs of 
capitalism's material growth: the ph il osophical godfather o f 
capitalism, Adam Smith, noted that the division of labor in 
.f<:.,ct.c)r .. ·y 1,,\lc:)r-k 11)ad€:•~ ltJC:)rkr:-::.,r·s 11 <::i. s ~:;t1. .. lpid ~) nd i<J nc, r·t:\r1t t.:t~:; it 1~:> 

,,~ human c:r r?a.turE' to bf2c:.om1::.~. 11 
'- '"' '' 

'.::;!::-::c.uncl., mar·>:i 1~:;t'.;; l·1tive: c:li,1i n1F!CI t hc:\t c:,::1pit,,·tl.i.~:;t (Jrowth tcin cl:,; 
!.:.n IJ(? n,,0 r-,:'<.tf2 inE:>quE,l.i.ty. If th€:' t:•inqir·,.,,, of c.:.'lpi.t.;.:,,lj.i,,m .i.s p 1·· i.vat1::., 
pr o+ i t '! th Pn ~;omE? ,,tr-· E' q 1::, 1 n CJ t. o ,:",UC c c>ec:! Dnc:I c,,omr::0 no t . Thi. ~s :i. '::' 
u sually a description of capitali sm within a s ingle society, but 
there 1 s no reason the s ame logic does not 8pply on a worlcl 
scale. Capitalism can have its Horatio Algers a nd its South 
Koreas. But since capitalist s uccess comes precisely f rom 
beating out others, not everyone can ac hieve success. And 
indeed an examination o+ the NIC's experience makes it clear 
t hat their success will no t be readily duplicated by ot h er poor 
n.::":\ti. cm~, .. 

F"i r·~;;t of -'.':<l l, T t:ti L-.ian ,:,, nd ~:;outh f,::u,···cict h'"\c:I 1'";;,, ther u ni. qur,• 
colonial experiences. Typically, colonial power s gro□ mecj their 
c.oloni.r:~s .::~s ~,;ourc:r::.,!:, o + r ,.?- w mc::1ter·· i. ,,\ l. 0::: • • Inc:lr,,;E-2t:I~ m,:::\ny n Dti.ons; 
a ctually experienced a decline in their level of 
inclu~•;tir·i.,,1li-.:,:1tic.1n i-1Jh1J.0.:, tt·1 1c:'y \"li!.',•r·e unclE,•t·· co lc:Jn:i. ,,,11 r-·u. J.c,) .. 1.,,, (),t 

f i rst Jdp dn intended its coloni e s Korea a nd Ta iwan to fulfill 
the sa me raw materi als ro le . But thi s s oon changecl. As Al ice 
(-) m 0.:;c1 f.:'n 1 a l ,2aci in q E.-1U t. h or· it y on Tai. wan • !,; f.:'C □nomy, h c.:\ s i,,.;r· 1 t t. ~•r,: 

In the 1930s, Japa n reshaped its policy of 
t.r<'.-:lns;for•mi.nq T,::, i.w,::1n i.nto +.'.l. r,;out·· c:e of +ood !,, upply +:or 
thEi hcHnEi mc,urket. T"hf.:? ~,shift in policy c:,Jn ht::· 
understood o nl y in th e contex t of Japan's i ncreas ing 
militarism a nd expansionis m in the Pacific. Belatedly 
and -frantically, J3pan sought to refashion Taiwan as 
an industrial adjunct to its own war 
preparations .... From a few indust r ies with st r ong 
locational advantages be+ore 1930 ( e .. g., s ugar a nd 
cem(~nt.), inc1ustr·y :i.n Taiwan C':?>:p,"ndE'!d :i.n the :1.c;:::~(?.)s to 
include the beginnings of chemical and metallurgical 
sectors, and as World War II cu t off the flow of 
duty-free goods, some import s ubstituti on began. 15 

Already by 1937, almost. ha lf of Taiwan's output was accounted 
for by the industrial sector. 16 And the infrastructure upon 
which industry depends -- ports, roads, and railroads -- was 



In Korea, t hP Jap0nose ~olonial authorities had issued a 
law designed to limit non-agricultural investment that might 
~ompete with Japan~se industry. But the law wa s abolished in 
1920. In the 1930s colonial policies shifted toward the 
c reation of heavy in du s try a nd by 1939-41, 29% of Ko rean output 
was ma nufactured g oods (up from 7% in 1910-12). io (A majority 
of the industry was in what became North Korea, b ut the south 
st i 11 h<,,.d :::1::)% of thE! hr,,•avy i nclust1r·y cind 69i: uf thE· J. i r;Jht. 
in cl u i; l: r y ,,n d dom i ,-, _::,.t (;,,r.1 i. n t t.:.!)·: t 1. 1 (·::~;? m<~C:: hi. n c;~ too 1 ;;.; , ;,,1n c.1 

manufactured food. ' 9
) By World War II, in the words of a 

·sp (::~r:. i. ,:{ J. i. !,; t. on t . he. r:::01r f:~ c~n F2COn omy I II mc1n U f dC t. Ut'" i. n q 9 t. I'" ,::\n i,;por· t ? 

p CJWE·r· ,1 ,A n r.J the other- e J. ernE-~n t:. ':, o+ :l n c:IL.l f,,t r· i. ,::1 l j_ n + r· ,::,.~,;tr .. uc:: t L.U'" c::,) v,ir-!r r.,,, 
l.lrll.l~:',Ui::d 1 y i:Idv2:1 nc:ecJ +or <::\ pocw COUl")t.r-·y l C'!~3f.H::C:.i. al. l. \/ one tt,a,t \f.Jc\S; s'), 

coluny .. '1 :2 \Zl 

P, n cl t h I:':! J <Ci p i':\ n C? ':':• e c:i i cl n D t j f..l. '.':> t t:i r· :i. f": q i n cl U ~,. t 1r y . TD. i W <':\ f"I ' s: 
agricul ture , al though weakened as a result of World Wa r lI, was 
<:;;t i 1::.? c':l+te.r J,,,1p c:tn ' !,;, '' the mDst c:,c:lV,::\1"1CE:·:C:I '' in n°,,i01, .,:1. ,J,:1.pi:i1n ',,; 
''c:uloni.,J.1 E'ciuc,:;1t.ion c,;y~;; tc:-:m Jr,?ft T,,~iwdn \·>Jith Dne o+ t h E~ mos',t 
litE,·r·c\tE· popul..:➔.ti.on'.:.:; :i.n A':,i.i:',1 ...... ,, :·;,, :,,, (Amer-i.c,:.;.ns; likE-) to 

compliment themselves on the education they brought to the 
F'hi l :i. ppi rH','S; j_ n +;::tc::t 1 t·,Dw,:~vE-:,•1"' ., tt,DL.lc:Jh Tt\i Wi:,m '.e>t.c,1r·t('"•c:I thE,i c:e;mt.Lwy 
well behind the F'hilippines, the 1938 +ractions of the 
pDpulation in school we r-e the same f or- the two colonies, and the 
per capita expenditure on education was 50% higher in fa iwan 
than in the Philippines. ~~ ) In Kor-ea, th e gener- a l level of 
ec1uc:c:,.tion wc:,.s, ,scco1,·r.i i. nq to two !,.;pec::i.,3-li~,t.s, ''unusually htqh for· 
a countr-y at Kor-ea 's level of economic development.' ' By 1944 
a pproximately half o f Korean children were receiving primary 
E:.c:I uc:: ,,,tt :i. on ,:°In cl th P l i. t r-::·r ac y 1··· ,:~ t E:·' w,;;1 ~:; s;;a i cl to b e ?2'.1/. .. :: ' ' 

One should be clear, of course, that these aspects of the 
.J ;,,,p ~,, n F·' ,::,,,,.:, ,::: 0 l Cl n :i. ,::;, 1 1·· · ,,:,c: 01··· c:i h ;:;c:l :··, ot hi. n I] -\.:. 0 d Cl t-•J i. l.':. h ·r r::, I.:: '/0 ' c,; 

benevolence: t hese were policies adopted to serve Japanese 
in te r ests that !1ap pened as well to s pur- economic d evelopment. 
In many other areas, Japanese interests conflicted with those of 
the Ta iwanese or Kor-ean people, and Japan pursued these with 
great a rroqance and brutality .. In Korea, Japanese exploitation 
left the majority o+ the population destitute: 94% of +armer-s 
,.,r~r c, f L.t l 1 ···ti. mc.?. 01'· p a,l'-t -ti mE., t f-,,n ants-,? ,::;. i:; i. t uat i. on ,., i. th '' ·f ('~W 

p,::lr"<::\lli:i l!::; ir, th[~ wor·ld?'' int.hr,' 1r-ior·ds o+ th€,• dc~fi.nitivE'·: <::,tuc:ly. 
In 1934 the Japanese Governor Gener-al estimated that every 
sp r-ing about half of Korea's far-mer-s would be scouring the 
countrysi.de for bark and grass to eat. 2

~ 

Because Japan dominated t t1 e economies of its two colonies, 
the confiscation of Japanese assets at the end of World War II 
had a s igni+ic::ant leveling effect. 2 6 Further leveling occurred 
as a r-e.sult of land refor-ms -- along with Japan's? the most 
extensive in the c a pitalist wor-ld. Land reform in a ny 
capitalist country runs into the entrenched power o+ the 
landlords. Unique circumstances, however, enabled both Taiwan 
and South Korea to carry out agrarian redistributior, policies. 
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In Taiwan, the Kuomintang rulers who had come from the 
mainland (fleeing the victorious Communists) had no ties to or 
dependence upon local Taiwanese landlords. Chastened by their 
clF,:+c:-::~t i::\t t.hE' hands,, of M2~0'1,,; Pl!.'?2\f:5i.,\nt ,:1 1••rnies,1 t h€•:~ qov\',•:r·nrnr::int 
moved forward with land reform, something it had never done in 
Chin21 pi-·ope:r. 2 7 

In South Korea, the American Military Government, beginning 
in the spring of 1948, distributed 90% of the land formerly 
owned by the Japanese to almost a quarter of the country's farm 
population. 28 US authorities were not radicals, as their 
monstrous repression of the 12ft demonstrated. 29 But given the 
near-revolutionary conditions prevailing in the rural areas of 
the south and t he land reform carried out in the north,~ 0 US 
officials viewed land redistribution as necessary to pacify the 
pupul. d tiun,, 

The US measures, however, proved insufficient t o calm tt1e 
1<01'-('':?<0.n cCJuntr-y<:;i.d('::'; pr~,:3.i5ant.~; t,.JE,rc'? c0~>(p1ropr•i.2,tj,nq l.:ctncj? 

VJithhclldi.ng rc:,,nt,,;;, ,)nd killi.1,q 1,c\ndlur·c:li::;. '1' 1 (Une tencJs to 
forget the intensity of class struggle in South Korea before the 
Korean War; 1 t is estimated that 100,000 people were killed in 
que•r r· i. l 1 a 1--Jar f a.r- E~ and m," s,::,ac: r· e~; pr i. or· to :I. 9'.'30. ,,•:~: l F.:e.•sp on din c;J 
to the pressures of peasant militanc:e, in 1949 the National 
Assembly enacted a further land reform, overriding a veto by 
President Syngman Rhee. The outbreak of the Korean War 
interrupted the reform, but the North Koreans instituted a land 
redistribution in territory they briefly held, 33 and when the 
US and Rhee retook the south, the land reform had to be resumed 
in order to maintain rice production and any popular support for 
the prosecution of the war.~ 4 

The spread of education also had an equalizing effect in 
South Korea. fhis was net so much because of gcvsrnmsnt policy 
(government spending on education has been quite low by 
int. er n a.ti. on,~-...1 '.s; t ,,,n c1 ,,\rci ~,) ? I:) u t. b ec ,;;i.u i:;12 of ,; t ,,·onq pub l i. c pr" fc~Sfsur· es 
and the Korean people's willingness to finance the bulk of their 
educational expenses privately. By 1965, over 90% of primary 
school-age children were in school, up from two-thirds in 
:1.953. 3 5 Another factor contributing to equalization in Korea 
was the Korean War, which destroyed a large fraction of all 
physical assets, 36 

Taiwan and South Korea thus began their periods of 
industrialization with considerably less inequality than most 
other Third World nations. 

In Taiwan, the Kuomintang also inherited the Japanese state 
monopolies and a state interventionist approach taken by the 
Japanese to Taiwanese development. 37 In 1952 public 
enterprises produced 56% of value added in mining, 
manufacturing, and utilities. 38 By way of comparison, the 
public sector accounted for only 4% of mining and manufacturing 
employment in Sweden in 1960, 9% in Great Britain (1962), and 



84% in East German y ( 1964) , 39 In Korea, t oo, the confiscation 
of Japanese assets led to a relatively large public s ector, or 
at l e ast one critici22d as too large by the United S tates. 4

~ 

Botr, T,:1i. Wc'ln <"':\nd '.::;outh Kor·ec, 1 l:ieC,,\ui;;0.~ of the.i. r· par·t i. cul ,:=..r· 
Co 1 d Wi:H.. ,, •• c; 1 e •i v-J(;1n-::,, p I'. ov i cl t:?cl by th c!:• Uni. t eel Ut. cd:. E•,s \Ai :i. th e>( tr· c:·m E:d y 
hig h levels of 0c onomic ai d, amo ng the highest in the world on a 
p er c::c1 pi t,:1 hc1s ii,,. I n thE:,1 l9:''i f21s, nE'c~r·ly 4fl.l p(,:r·cE,•nt of T-:,d w21n '"'; 
gross domestic capital fo rmation was fi nanced by fo reign 
savings, almost all in the f orm of US aid, 41 One scholar 
f.~<,;t i. matt:>d thc;1.t v-Ji. th out US a. i. d thf-::? cH"1rH .. li:l.l qn::iwtt·, r· ,~~.t<;.~ o+ T,,,i ~>Jan ' ':5 

C3NF' wou l cl h 21 vE:· b E:>Em 1 C'S~, t h.;,1n h ,:0il + o + wh;.~t :i. t \'\J;:'.~ % in this; 
period; 4

~ another calculated that Taiwan would have su+fered a 
net decline in per capita income . 45 

In South Korea, foreign assistance - - mostly US aid -­
p rovided more than half the total resources available fo r 
c ap it a l ac cumulati on in e v ery year f rom 1955 t □ 1962; 4

~ in 
1960-62, fo reign a id comprised 80% o f total South Korean 
,-"'.,:.-1 vi n CJ,:,. ,, ::::, P1 i cl fr om ,,,l l l •;; our· c: e:;, t. o Sc:,ut t1 !<or e .::l. fr·· om :l 9 1+~i to 
1983 has exceeded $26 billion, a nd f rom the Unit e d S t a tes alone, 
Korea r eceived more total aid per capita than any other coun t r y 
in the world except Israel and South Vietnam. 46 

L1;..~ft. c:r·1ti.cs helve bc~E•n quitF! r .. i.c;Jht that mo<:;;t Uf3 (elnd othE·'r) 
+ □reign aid programs have had strings attached, but there is no 
doubt that capital formation is one □ + the main problems 
confronting poor nations and in South Korea's case foreign aid 
p rovided a considerable fr action ot the needed capital. By 
c omparison, i nvestment by multinational firms -- the method of 
c"',pi.t,"1J. E1cc: umulc::\tion rnust +,Avor-·pd by thf!.~ U~3 (JOVf::! rnmE~nt ..... _ t i iit'"i 

pl c, yc::.~d a. r" e J. ,::\ti. VF: l y "3 1nd 11 c•r· r· D l. €'2 i. n 1<0 1,· ,,~,:1; th (,'!r· f.~ h ,A~, b €::f."!n ab out. 
$ 1 . 4 billion in +oreiqn investment, half □ + it +rom Jap a n. ~ 7 

In neither Korea nor Taiwan do fo reiqn investors dominate the 
ec:onomy.~H Thus, the vi ew that Third World na ti o ns ca n 
industrialize by opening their doors to multinational 
corporations gets no support from the experience of Taiwan and 
'.Jou th l<orf,,a. 

Fueled by foreig n assistance 1 Taiwan and South Korea were 
able to begin their process o f industrialization a t a very 
fortuitous time. The 1960s were years o+ worldwide e conomic 
boom and globa l markets were wide open. An industrialization 
s trategy based on exports could succeed, provided there were not 
too ma ny competitors pursuing the same st rategy. But, as 
e conomists Robin Broad and John Cavanagh have argued i n a recent 
a.r·ticlE;? ( "No M□ rE'.~ I\IIC~;," t"o reigri Policy, F·a,11 1c18€-:l), t h(:> i.,mr l c1 
of the l970s i:,nd i <-:Yfl0s :i.!,:i c'1 v(,:'ry difff~rl!:z•nt pl"',c:e.•~ 9 The 
international economic d ownturn has meant that export markets 
are no longer growing. (Not that world ex port markets were ever 
big enough for large Third World countries: as Stephen A. 
Marglin has noted, f or India to duplicate the NIC achievement, 
Americans would have to change TVs as fast as they c h a nged 
shirts.~ 0

) In any event, however, world export markets in 
comi ng years are never going to match the growth rates of the 
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boo m period of the past. tSouth Korea was also a major 
beneficiary of US off-shore procurement for the Vietnam War; 
like Japan during the Korean War, South Korea obtained the 
benefits of US military ~pending, without the coats. In 1967, 
19% of Korea's foreign exchange came from the Vietnam War.~ 1

) 

In additional to the general global economic stagnat ion, 
the industrialized countries a re becoming more and more 
protectionist. And the protectionism is nowhere more stringent 
than in the textile and apparel sectors, precisely the sectors 
in which developing countries usually begin their 
industrialization. 

The World Bank, the International Monetary Fund 1 and the 
United States have been urging (actually pre5suring 52

) a ll 
Third World nations to emulate the NIC export-oriented 
development strategy. But all this does is force the developing 
n ~tions to compete with one another to offer multinationals 
r heaper a nd more docile workers and more attractive financial 
packages in order t o secure increasingly scarce export markets. 
For developing nations to succeed with this export strategy 1 

they will have to compete not only with the increasingly 
protectionist industrialized states, but also with the NICs 1 as 
well as all the other developing states. This is a contest not 
likely to yield many winners from among the poor. 

The rich countries a re also becoming far less tolerant of 
Third World efforts to protect their own infant industries or of 
Thi r·d World II bar·row i nq II of i ndustr· i ,J. l. scecr· et.f::i and pat.Em ts -·-·-
both important components of Taiwan's and South Korea's economic 
success. (In this aqe of Asia-bashing it is important to recall 
t. h,A t pr ot EiC ti on i s;m ,:,1n d 11 h □ t- r· ow in q 11 1t~E)r· e imp or·t Dn t c e>mp on r:::·nt ,:; of 
US economic success as well. Two centuries ago, it was the 
theft of British textile technology that launched the US 
i ndu~;tr .i. <':>.l r·evol. t.tt ion,"";·"-) 

Another reason why the NIC experience will be difficult to 
duplicate, according to Broad and Cavanagh, is the changed 
nature of technology. Taiwan a nd South Korea received from the 
advanced nations complete industrial processes, such as 
shipbuilding and machinery. But modern computer and 
communi cations technology has enabled multinational c □ r por2tions 

to pr·r.)vide1 c:lrE,'VE~lopinq l'lc\tion~,; t.oclc::1y with ju~.;;t ,,m,::111 p iE'C::E'<:, u+ 
,,Jor· 1 d ,.., id 1:2 c:1. s;st::imb J. y J in(;?<_; + or· :;c02m i. con duet or,,; , con ~;umr-,~1·· 
electronics, textiles, a nd apparel. 5 4 Developing nations are 
thus receiving less value-added, less technology, and less 
c:ontiro J.. 

For all these reasons, the NIC model will. not be often 
duplicated, if ever a t 211 . Capitalist, export-oriented 
development may have worked for Taiwan and South Korea, but 
other Third World nations who put thei r faith in this app roach 
are likely to be sorely disappointed. And it must be noted that 
though Taiwan's and South Korea's growth rates have been 
e>(trE•mely impressiVE·i 1 thE• ''r~c:onomi.c: rnirc:1clr..:::s,; 1 h.:::1vr:::~ nc::it !Jr·ouqht. 



South Korean statist ics show that the bottom two-fifths of 
h ouseholds h av e gone from a 19% s hare of total income t □ 15½ 
between 1965 an d 1980; the upper fifth l1 as gone from 42% to over 
46% in this same peri □ d. ~5 But these figures surely understate 
l':. h E·, i. n ~..?q l.t-:::d l. t. y" (~ ,_; on,,, ooc ho J. ,,;,,r· ha. s not r~d , a mon q ot h c~r· pi"' ob J. E-,m~~ 

th e ''income-si~e estimates fo r Korea a r e derived from s u rveys 
that ex clude wea lth y househ olds 1 si ngl e -per son households, 
non-f a rm households i n r ural areas , an d s mall farme r s , wh ich 
'resul ts in a bia s toward overrepr esen tat i □n of those nearer the 

!111::Jc:(n of t.hE' ~"i;~0:,· c:i i<,,; tr·· itJ ution of inc:: orn€,·,, '' ' "'; 6 

There is no doubt that Korean society has been getting more 
.:;;1 n cl mnr· e un f:?q uc1 l. , ,,,\nd this h ,:!1 ~-; not tl ,;,.,1c,,n de :s· pit' e q ovic,• 1·· n rnE,!n t 
pc)lic:ies~ bl.it becau:s~'--.."> of t.tiE~ffln f~\ ~:; .. ~-,, CC)flSt.~ltar,t t:.C) tl'lE~ l..J~:1 ~HJenc:y' 
+ or· I n tern,::1t i. onc,1. J. Dc!vr-.:::·l opmc-=nt hi:'tS notr-.Dd ., '' Uov,;!rnmE~nt l ,3tJor· .~'<.r 1d 

a gricultural po l icies h ave discriminated a gainst peasants a nd 
i nc!us,tr·:lc1l 1~~01~k ,:2r·,,; .. ,, ... _; ? Thr= v alu0J·- ,c1 cldE,· d tc(;-; intr·ocluc::E·,cl :i.r .. , 1977, 
for example, has been r2qress1v e in it s impact, hitting the poor 
t hE'! hc,,r·dest. :5 F1 

Although tenanc y 1n South Korea had been gr e atly reduced by 
the land reform of the early 1950s, by 1981 46% of farmers were 
e ither complete or partial tenants, 59 In 1980, 30% of Korean 
wage earners received less than a quarter of what a family of 
five needed for a minimum standard of living (acc ording to the 
mainstream Korea Development Institute), and 56% received less 
t han three quarters of the minimum. 60 The Korean Federation of 
Trade Unions (a gener ally pro-manag e ment organization61

) 

estimates that in 1983 sal aries fo r a ll workers aver ag ed ab out 
ha lf of the minimum, and the gap between t he average wage a nd 
th F:.' rn i. n .i. mum n (;~r::)d i?d h ;,~ s b (:':!F•in qr· ow i . n q" 6

:;, t~l omE•n • (', (•Id CJ e,, ,,'I I'" e 1 t")':i "'' 
t. h an h ,:11 f th o<.:,f., of rn•~~ n . ,, " In :I. 9H4 rti<':(n u+ ,,\C:: t UI'" i. n (;J 1rJor· k 1:::,, 1, .. ~, h i:'(C:I E, 

'.54. :::; h ou1·· wor· k vJf?f·~ k , '' +: h ,;_;~ J. c,n q c._,~, t :i. r1 t·_ h ('? wor· 1 d , 11 .,,)c:: e: or di. n q 1-_ ci 

t he Internationa l Labor Organization; in 1986 9 t he averag e South 
Korean work week was 57 h □urs. 64 At the Sephong Plywood 
factory in Kunsan the standard work week is 76 hours. 6 5 South 
Korea is also o ne of the world's most hazardous countries fo r a 
worker: in 1986 more tha n one out of e very thousand workers was 
ki lled o n the job. 6 6 

F-~'ecl i st r· i but i. cm 

It is interesting t □ note that those who applaud the NIC 
model ancl urge it on oth er countries, call only for fo llowing 
Ta iwan and South Ko rea in terms of their commitment t □ 

cap italism 1 their ex port orientation, and their (al l eged ) 
openness to foreign corporat i ons. (Som e , it is true, a lso 
a drnire their a uthoritarian states.) But in fact, t he NICs could 
be u sed to prove a rather different point~ that a key to 
development is beginning with substantial equalit y and with 
thorough land reform. 

Development itself, Cif C OLlY" <.:,:;f;.> ,1 an ambiguous concept. 
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~or some it means aggregate economic growth 1 industrialization, 
and increasing per capita income. It can also be viewed, 
however, as the improvement in the lives of the population. 
These two notions are related, and in the case of Taiwan and 
South Korea, for example, development in both senses has 
occurred. But it is possible for nations with substantial GNP 
growth to show relatively meager improvement in the lives of 
their citizens, and, likewise, it is possible for nations with 
unimpressive aggregate growth rates to register sharp 
improvements in living conditions. 

The satisfaction of basic needs is not well measured by 
income, not even if income distribution is taken into account. 
In part this is because cross-national comparisons of income 
ignore differences in domestic purchasing power. (You can live 
on $500 per year in Ethiopia, but you could not do so in the 
Unit.,?d ~-.;ta,tt':~::;.) In ,,\ddi.tion 1 incc.,mt:,·-b,,,~,:;f,~d mf.~asurr:~!-;; o+ 
well-being omit any benefits derived outside the monetary 
economy, such as government subsidies. (For example, it would 
b e misleading to assume that differences in per capita income in 
the USSR and the US accurately correspond to the differences in 
living standards given that housing. heating. gas, telephone, 
a.nd CJthE~r· uti.1:i.ti. E'S ,,,.r·r:0 pr·Eictic:,:,.lly fr·t?(:~ in thf':! for·m(c~r"" 7 and 
account for about a third of the typical. family budget in the 
lc.'lttE:'r·. 6

"') 

An alternative to income-based statistics for measuring 
well-being is the Physical Quality of Life Index, PQLI, a 
composite index combining the infant mortality rate, life 
expectancy, and literacy. These three components are generally 
considered the most important indicators of physical well-being. 
i:::i:..,ch of thf..:> componr:~nt~;:; to c,;;omf1 E!:<t. r::,nt ta.kr-'!.•'" :i.nt.o F.,.c:count 
distributional effects, because if only the rich live l o ng or 
:<.r·e li.ti':!!tr,,~.t.e, thf: s:;t.c.~t.is.;ti.c:c,; v-ii.ll b0.~ lovi; t.o (.J\"2t a hi.qh ,:,c.or·,,~, ,,'I 

r0l0tively large fraction of tha pcpulaticn mwst ba benefiting. 
(Per capita GNP, on the other hand, will be misleading if i ncome 
is skewed.) The PQLI ranges from 0 to 100, with a score of 0 
representing the worst performance of any society since 1950, 
and a 100 representing the best conceivable performance for 0ny 
country in this century. 69 

One study of the provision of basic human needs in Latin 
America 70 found that richer countries tended to perform better 
than poorer ones, but not invariably so. In 1980 Cuba ranked in 
the middle of Latin American nations in terms of per capita 
income but led in PQLI. Moreover, the rate at which Cuba 
reduced the disparity between its 1960 PQLI and a perfect PQLI 
score of 100 was easily the hiqhest in Latin America and among 
the highest in the world. (There are some who claim that Cuba's 
figures have been fudged, 7

' and the claim cannot be rejected 
out of hand given the lack of free .information flow in Cuba; but 
a highly critical scholar has concluded that ''current estimates 
of l.:i.fr"J e}tpt~ct,3.11cy a.nd i.nf,,\11t mortality a.r·e cor1··F2ct. '17 ';!) 

One fascinating study of how government policies that 
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emphasize redistribution over growth can enhance people's lives 
has been done by Richard W. Franke and Barbara H. Chasin in 
Kerala, one of India's states. 73 (Some of their findings will 
soon a.ppear· i.n thei.r• "l<er,3.la St,:1.te I1 .. 1c.1ia: F~c.,c.1ical f~,;,,fc,nn ,:1~.; 
Deve:•l opment," to bE• pL1b 1 i shed by thE• Inst i tutr-.:- for r-::·ood i::1nd 

Development Policy? 145 Ninth St., San Francisco, CA 94103.) 

India is an extremely poor country (1986 per capita GNP was 
$290)? but Kerala is even poorer, with a per capita GNP of $182. 
Nevertheless, Kerala's adult literacy rate is 78½ (compared to 
43% for India as a whole), life expectancy is 66 years (compared 
to India's 57), and infant mortality ie 33 deaths per 1,000 live 
births (compared to India's 86). The only low income countries 
in the world (defined by the World Bank as those with per capita 
income under $425 in 1986) with equally good figures for infant 
mortality or life expectancy are China, Sri Lanka, and Vietnam 
(life expectancy only) 1 all nations with a substantial 
commitment to redistribution. 74 

An elected leftwing government has ruled Kerala on and off 
since 1957, sometimes in coalition. The dominant left party, 
the Communist Party, Marxist (CPM> has been since the 
mid-sixties an internationally independent communist party, and 
Kerala has been characterized by one observer as representing 
"the Eur·o·-Commun ism of Asia. " 75 Ci vi 1 1 i bert i es have been 
maintained and when the left has lost an election it has retired 
from office peacefully. On the other hand, it should be noted 
that at least once the CIA used its funds in an effort to block 
the left's electoral victory. 76 

Kerala is not, however? socialist, by anyone's definition. 
This may represent the narrowness of the CPM vision, and it 
surely reflects the pressures of coalition partners. More 
important perhaps is the fact that Kerala is one state within a 
larger nation and there are limits to what kinda cf $CCial 

transformation are possible on the state level. In 1959, the 
central Indian government dismissed the government of Kerala, 
showing one obvious limit. In addition, it is the central 
government that allocates the bulk of the tax revenues and many 
claim that the allocations penalize Kerala whenever the left is 
in power. In March 1987, Kerala's Minister for Finance charged 
that central government investment in industry in Kerala was 
less than half of the state's fair share based on population. 77 

And Kerala is much less able to control capital flight and other 
capitalist activities than any national government would be. 
Despite all these limitations, however? it is still interesting 
to see what a government backed by powerful mass movements and 
committed to redistribution can do to meet the basic needs of 
its citiz,:;:ms. 

Kerala has had an extremely extensive land reform program 
and has enacted pensions for agricultural workers, unemployment 
insurance and welfare, school and nursery feeding programs, 
educational expansion, ration shops (where government subsidized 
food is provided), and affirmative action (for the former 



11 unt.:Duc::h,"\t,lr-.::.' 11 c:,:1i,;t.c-:s;),, The combin,:,lt.ion uf thf.?Se: 1r·c-:c+or·m~,; he1~'; helr::I 
a dramatic:: impact on inequality. In the village that Franke and 
Ch,?:l!',in •c;tudi,rad~ inequality cJE•c:linccc:I by mor·t:,• thcln 16'%. +r"Om :1971 
to 1987. In terms of quality of life, Keral~'s PQL! we nt from 
50 in 1961 78 to 70 in the early 1970s to 80 in the early 1980s 
-- which put it dramatically higher than India (1981 PQLI=46), 
and above every other low income c::ountry except Sri Lanka. 
Countries with PQLis comparable to that of Kerala typically had 
per capita incomes many times higher~ e.g. 1 Paraguay (per capita 
GNP nine times that of Keralal and Mexico (12 times). Moreover, 
Kerala's rate of improvement between the early sixties and 
eighties -- given that the higher the PQLI the more difficult it 
is to attain each additional PQLl point -- has been extremely 
impressive: more rapid than the rich countries, twice the 
average rate of middle income and poor countries, and more than 
three times the rate of India as a whole. 79 

Kerala's quality □ f life statistics are not simply higher 
than India's, but the benefits are distributed far more equally 
b etween urban and rural areas, between men and women, anc:I 
between castes. For India, the female literacy rate is 50% that 
□ + males, the rural rate 50% that of the urban, and the rate for 
+ or mc:,.0 r· 11 un touch ab 1 C:::i 11 6(21'1/.. th a. t of the cth f,~r· c ,:;,st c;~s, For· ~:::(~1r· i.-s 1 "~, 
on the other hand, the female rate is 88% that of males 1 the 
r· u1·· ,;1 l 90% that of ur· b ,,:1n • ,:.~n d the for· mc;?r 11 un touch ,,:1b 1 t?.s 11 7t3'1/., th i:.'t t 
of the other castes. For infant mortality rate, the rural 
figure for India is twice the urban figure; for Kerala it is 
only a third higher, For life expectancy most countries in the 
world have higher figures for females than males, perhaps 
reflecting biological differences. But for India, female life 
expectancy lags a year behind that of males, while for Kerala, 
females live four years longer than males. 

Kerala is in fact the only Indian state in which there are 
more females than males. Traditional biases against f pmales are 
strong in India and, especially where women's contribution to 
household income is lowest, female babies tend to receive less 
food and health care and stand greater risk of dying than do 
ma 1 c ti i:,,b i es. Thi~~ p h E,•n omer,on o+ 11 

(=.-):-( c:: f!:!!:.,~5 ·f l,~mc:t 1 e mort a 1 it y 11 i ,;;; 
not just a thing of the past; the ratio of females to males has 
been decreasing in many Indian states since 1921. In Kerala, 
however, it has increased. In part this is a function of the 
greater female educational levels in Kerala, including the fact 
that women are more than half the college students. (Kerala was 
the first Indian state to have a woman cabinet minister.) In 
addition, however, Kerala has extensive social services: nursery 
and school feeding programs, ration shops, and readily 
accessible health care. Of 22 Indian states surveyed, Kerala 
ranked first in the percentage □ f its villages containing health 
dispensaries, health centers, hospitals, primary schools, 
secondary schools, higher education facilities, and ration 
shops. Kerala's policies have not Just benefitted the 
population in general I but especially those who are most often 
the victims of traditional development policies~ namely women. 



Kerala is still an abysmally poor state, and it has some 
extremely serious problems, in particular an intractably high 
unemployment rate. Unemployment insurance and other programs 
mitigate some of the hardship of joblessness and, ironically, 
the land reform has given families a cushion that may have 
enabled people to be more selective in taking jobs, rejecting 
available positions, for example, at a government-run spinning 
cooperative where the work is particularly arduous. But there 
is no doubt that Kerala's unemployment is a real burden, 

Kerala is a part of a larger nation and as such cannot 
serve as a model for most Third World countries. It does 
demonstrate, however, that even amid desperate poverty people's 
lives can be sharply improved by redistributionist policies. 
Export-oriented capitalist development strategies c an work for 
some -- they did for Taiwan and South Korea; but the external 
environment on which this str a tegy depends will not permit many 
others to follow in their path. A redistributi □nist 0pproach , 
on the other hand, faces no such external limits, and there is 
no r e ason why everyone i n the Third World could not have a 
better quality of life. 

This is not socialism. But for most people i n the Third 
World, where the per capita GNP greatly exceeds that of Kerala, 
the free enterprise system has not met people's basic needs. 
The World Bank has reported a study finding that the number of 
people below the povert y line has increased at least up to 
1983-84 in Brazil, Chile, Ghana, Jamaica, Peru, and the 
Philippines. €JC?.) 

Brazil is one of t he richest countries in the Third World, 
and often considered one of the NIC success-stories. Yet 
two-thirds of its citizens do not get enough to eat, a nd every 
day a thousand children die from hunger-related causes. Only 
hcdf o f Br-c:1.;-:il ·,,; c:hilclr-c•n CJE't pas;t thE·' fil'"S-,t r;;Jr e:,cle."H 

An American researcher, Howarth Bcuis, told a US 
Congressional committee of a sugar cutter he had met in Mindanao 
in the Philippines. The cutter's wife had gotten sick as a 
result of complications from childbirth in their one room shack. 
Three weeks later she died without ever having seen a doctor. 
Ttv.c) baby di e;•d sL,on -~if tE)I'". l\lo milk. "Why didn't you b1r i ng yow-• 
wifr::~ to d ck1ctor",'" "No money. IIE➔ :.c 

This is a story that could be repeated thousands of times 
about much of the Third World. If capitalism is truly the wave 
of the future then the future is bleak indeed for mill i ons of 
urban slum-dwellers and landless agricultural workers around the 
globe. Barney Frank might do well to visit some of these 
victims of capitalism before he next sings the praises of free 
enterprise. 
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