Natan Sharansky
The Case for Democracy
1) (a)Having a first hand, long experience of totalitarianism - what Sharansky calls`the world of evil’ -  he writes that he has discovered 3 sources of power that individuals can exert against authoritarian regimes: (i) the power of an individual's inner freedom (ii) the power of a free society & (iii) the power of the Solidarity of the free world (when it actually goes ahead and  exerts this solidarity)
(b) Sartre on solidarity
2) (a)In the USSR, citizens were turned into faceless cogs as much as possible. This was done by depriving individuals of their property and also of any connection they had with their own history, religion, nationality, and culture. Countering this is a key to confronting tyranny.
(b) Is Sharansky correct? Debate.
3) As a schoolboy. Sharansky read The Morning Star, an English-speaking, pro-Soviet newspaper published in England. This biased newspaper, however, showed Sharansky that people outside USSR were allowed to criticize their government and so for him it had exactly the opposite effect of what the Soviets wanted. And in fact, the more strongly this newspaper criticized capitalism and the Western world, the more Sharansky was impressed by the freedom that was allowed in the Western world, in contrast to the USSR.
4) What the dissidents in the USSR came to see is that the criterion by which to measure the genuine or true intentions of a state is the way in which this state respects the rights of its own citizens.
5) Solidarity (exact meaning? )among the imprisoned dissidents themselves was important in allowing them to continue with their protests. For example Sharansky's non-Jewish, Ukrainian cellmate used the material that protected his feet from frostbite to sew Sharansky a kippah. 
6)  In prison, Sharansky learned that people with completely separate backgrounds and separate ideologies could in fact live together quite well in a cell if they felt that their m_____ S__________ was more significant than the differences.

7) When it comes to distinguishing between the world of freedom and the world of fear, it is essential for freedom that sympathy for others be emphasized in faiths, families, schools, and governments. However, without moral clarity sympathy can easily be placed in what Sharansky calls the service of evil. Example?


8) Sharansky admired Pres. Carter since he was so concerned with peace and human rights. However, he found him to be extremely naïve and lacking in moral clarity. He found that Carter sometimes had (i) excess trust in dictators (good example of Assad in Syria) and (ii) a dangerous, automatic, blind sympathy for suffering. For example, in our age of instant communication, pictures without _______________. Or Stalin or Mao’s emphasis on the suffering of the peasants, and their emphasis on the fact that they were building a workers paradise. The point here??

9) Andrei Sakharov - a country that does not respect the rights of its own people will not respect the rights of its neighbors. 


10) Freedom is one of the absolutely basic needs for humans to be able to live decently and flourish. True?? Debate

11) So called Political realism is not concerned with freedom as such. Instead, it seeks to promote stability first and foremost. So for example in the political sphere it is important to seek accommodations with moderate regimes, even if these are not democratic. Sharansky is very critical of this type of approach. Do you think he is correct or not?


12) Can the West effectively replace terror regimes/world of fear with a democratic government? Is this naïve? (Scott and K-stan)

13) Re: 11, rather than turning a blind eye to the internal policies of others, one should work on the assumption that the breeding ground for terror is tyranny. True?? What about poverty? Or the need to react to political or social grievances?

Is building an open society is the best way to stop tyranny expanding?


14) Do all peoples really desire freedom? Are there some societies that are just unfit for democracy? For 12 years after the French Revolution its people lived under a dictatorship. Does this mean that French society was therefore, ultimately, anti-democratic? More than 80 years after the American Revolution, African Americans were still slaves. Did the practice of slavery in the 19th century imply that Americans were incapable of building a democratic society?


15) Three problems in the Middle East regarding democratization: Islamic extremism; the position of women; shame and honor killings. Are these insurmountable problems, especially given widespread illiteracy, widespread poverty and a small middle class?
16) Sharansky feels confident since he himself has lived in a world of fear and fought it. By exploring the mechanics of tyranny in detail one can see that there is a universal desire among all people not live in fear. The vast majority of people will prefer a free society to one of fear. True?


17) In the Gulag, despite great differences amongst them, the prisoners all shared one belief in common, namely, to live in a free society. (Presupposition? Cf Sartre vs de Beauvoir on women in a harem)
18) A free society is one in which people have a right to express their views without fear of arrest, imprisonment, or physical harm. As a consequence, in a free society dissent must always be possible, i.e. allowed.
19) A society where dissent is banned will divide into three groups: (i) the true believers who remain committed to the prevailing order; (ii) the dissidents who are willing to defy the prevailing order in spite of punishment; (iii) Doublethinkers = people who  no longer believe in the prevailing ideology but who are afraid to dissent.
20) Examples of (iii): when Stalin died, Sharansky's father explained to him that Stalin was in fact a butcher and an anti-Semite and that they were lucky he was finally dead. However, Sharansky was told that he could never say this to anyone and had to behave like all the other children who were, at least on the surface, grieving for his death. Similarly, the Arabian author Azadi told her son that he was not to say what was going on in their home. He was always to respond negatively to any critical questions they asked about his family and home. So when a teacher asked him if they had a Koran in the house, he came and told his mother proudly that he had said no they did not. This is an example of doublespeak because the mother had to tell him to tell the teachers, from that moment on, that they indeed had a Koran in the house and that they prayed, even although in fact they did not. What was this doing to the child's mind? He had to learn to lie for his survival. A North Korean made the same point when he said that if you speak out what's on your mind then you will die. He learnt that if one has something to say it's easier to do this with one's eyes. `I learnt to see with my lips and speak with my eyes.’
21) Of course it's also true that one has to take historical context into account. If Ghandi had been facing or living in the regime of Hitler or Stalin his struggle would've ended immediately since  he would've been killed. Fortunately for him he was confronting a British society which, while it was a colonial one, was also based on the ideas of democracy.
22) If a fear society is sufficiently repressive, outsiders will think that the vast majority of the populous are true believers when in fact there may be a huge number of citizens who are doublethinkers that live in terror.  What would you do in a very repressive society? Would you be a doublethinker?



23) It is sometimes all too easy for a fear society to manipulate sources of news from democratic countries. For example, fear societies that allow Western news sources to ask questions of the populace- which would sem to imply that there is freedom in the society. However, in fact, the issue is not whether the Western press is given the freedom to ask questions rather whether people in the fear society feel free to answer them truthfully. The public statements of people who live in fear of never a reliable indication of their true opinion.
24) In addition to the Army and secret police, in a fear society there is the attempt to control what is read, said and even thought. Sharansky gives the example of being a child in the USSR. They had a state encyclopedia in the house and  every couple of years there was an official revision. Families were provided with new pages -  for example a monkey trial - and strongly advised to cut out the old edition and replace it with the newest version.

25) When systematic brainwashing stops so that the truth comes to light and  doublethinkers are no longer afraid, the majority will become  those who are not willing to live in fear again.
26) This is why Germans, Japanese, Italians, Spaniards, Russians, and others like them, could make a transition from fear to freedom in the 20th century. In spite a very different cultures, beliefs, religions, values, none of them - a common denominator - wanted to live in fear again.
27) In 1968, one of the most prominent scientists in the USSR, Andrei Sakharov, noted that scientific progress could not be disconnected from human freedom. The stifling intellectual environment inside the USSR was retarding the ability of the people to invent and move forward intellectually. To people like Sharansky, this meant that there was a clear message: a world of falsehood simply lead to intellectual paralysis and scientific regression.
28) When he were still in the USSR and had become a Jewish activist, Sharansky notes that as self-censorship and doublethink gradually gave way he was overcome with a great sense of liberation. All of a sudden, he was able to be free to think what he liked and thought. Even when jailed and on a hunger strike this sense of freedom never left him.
29) Sharansky notes that this feeling of exhilaration, he is sure, transcends race, religion, creed, and culture. Again, he emphasizes that once people live in freedom, the vast majority will never want to live in fear again.   
30) As seen, often for the politician, political  stability (an approach that analyzes & formulates policy based on strategic interests of while rejecting any chance to introduce moral considerations into the question) usually takes preference even over promoting democracy. In the name of stability dictators are coddled and tyrants are courted. Sharansky notes that even in the free world, when it comes to politics, those who advocate stability vastly outnumber those who champion introducing democracy even if there is a risk.
31) For the political realist, the role of the statesman is to promote international order, one that advances the nation's interests. And this they will do even if promoting this order abroad means setting aside principles that they would never abandon their  in their own home country.
32) Elections are never the beginning of a democratic process. Only when the basic institutions protect a free country are first firmly in place - e.g. free press, the rule of law,  independent courts, political parties opposing each other - can truly free elections be held. 
33) So, for example, until the overwhelming majority of people in Afghanistan can live without fear of speaking their minds, elections are in fact just as likely to weaken efforts to promote democracy as they are to strengthen them.
34) Even although it may take many years, or even decades, to establish a true democratic society, skeptics should  not twist a legitimate debate about how to establish democracy in a particular area into an erroneous assertion that democracy should not be established there at all.
35) (a)There may be individuals in every society who prefer war to peace. They may stand to profit from it or they may hold their views because of a fanatical ideology. 
(b) However, it's highly doubtful that one would ever find a majority of any group that would choose death over life. True?
36) Those who represent true, ideological believers - from the Nazi regime that ruled Germany between 1933 and 1945, to the theocracy that has control to Iran over 25 years, to the Communist Party that has governed China for the last five decades - all of these groups seized power through nondemocratic means, or they suspended democracy once they came into power. They were never c______t that they represented the majority and so they were never willing to subject themselves to free elections.
37) Because of the vote, in a democracy political leadership is tied to improving the lives of those they govern. Leaders who are perceived to deliver peace and prosperity tend to be reelected, while those who are not tend to be removed from office. 
38) So, generally, when two democratic countries are faced with an issue that can potentially lead to conflict, their leaders - whose power depends on citizens who generally do not want war - will do everything to avoid conflict and instead reach a compromise.
39) There is one problem here since, in a democratic society the antipathy to war is so strong that the leaders themselves could  be slow to act, and be overly cautious, even when this is unwise. This propensity for appeasement can be very dangerous if potential threats are not nipped in the bud but instead allowed to grow more dangerous (compare Iran today?)
40) In 1945, only weeks after the German surrender, Winston Churchill lost in the election. No democratically elected president or prime minister can stay in power indefinitely. By contrast, nondemocratic leaders make it a far more difficult task to be removed from office. If there is a vote, it is generally  fraudulent. If these leaders allow the press to report on matters, this press usually is simply a mouthpiece of the regime. If they face internal challenges, these are suppressed. If they face popular dissent, this is crushed (e.g. Iran). Cuba and milk?
41) Dictators do not attend to their people. Instead their people depend on them. This is why Cuba's  Castro and the ruling family in North Korea  remained in power for decades despite impoverishing their countries. What is significant for dictators is not improving the lives of their subjects but instead controlling them.
42) A fear society controls and subjects first and foremost through physical force, whether secret police to stifle dissent or security to insulate their leader from the populace.
Lives of Others
43) Maintaining the convictions of those who are true believers and trying to recruit new ones becomes a major preoccupation for all fear regimes.
44) One of the oldest and most effective ways for a fear regime to maintain its power is by creating an external enemy. External enemies can slow alienation within fear societies and even reverse this tendency. Sc_____oat.
45) People in fear societies will make sacrifices if they are convinced that their safety demands this. This is why nondemocratic rulers find war or external enemies to be excellent devices for justifying repression since the subject is told that repression is necessary for their own security. Tapping into strong national, religious or ethnic beliefs allows a fear government to gain the support of the populace - examples of Cuba, North Korea and Iran. 
46) In the USSR Stalin knew that he could not mobilize the masses on the basis of merely amorphous Enemies. So, instead, he turned an economic race with the West into the main area of so-called class struggle. For the  USSR Military  campaigns in Hungary in 1956, Czechoslovakia in 1968 and Afghanistan in 1979 (including supporting Cuba's fight in Angola during the 1980s) were always justified by the need to defend communism against the degenerate and expansionist West. These policies were a direct extension of the need for the regime to maintain  internal stability. 
47) So while weapons of mass distraction are a last resort when it comes to democratic societies, in the hands of leaders whose survival depends on maintaining a constant state of tension, the danger of using these weapons either directly or through terrorist means, increases enormously.
48) Sharansky is very strong when it comes to not acting on the basis of so-called political realism. He feels that the West will cozy up to nondemocratic regimes and say that they are reliable allies in preserving international peace and stability. Because these `allies’  may take a stand, for example against Islamic fundamentalism, the West will tolerate their oppressive forms of government as an acceptable price for maintaining stability. He also makes the point that there is a tendency to blame problems on a specific leader in a fear society instead of accepting that the entire political structure in question is unacceptable.
49) For  Sharansky, that freer a society becomes less dangerous it will be. When the voice of the populace can be heard the chances of war become greatly diminished. When a free people governs itself the chances of war against other free people becomes small. Ultimately, it is the absence of democracy that represents the real threat to peace.














	



