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1.1 INTRODUCTION 

Political thought begins when there is an awareness of tlie possibili.ly of attaining alternative 
political arrangements from the present one. Ever since organised life began with the invention 

, of agriculture, slowly different forms of political organisations began. Predominantly this f'orni 
was monarchy but the ancient Greek civilisation was n~arkeld by a rennarkabk variety of political i 

forms, reflected by Aristotle's study of 158 constitutions and elaboration of ihe different typologies 
of political systems. It is for the prevalence of wide diversity and debate that western political 
thought begins with the Greeks and continues till the present. 

Political thought means the five following things: 

a) Exposition of ideas, values and proposals for influencing policy, changing it and revising 
it drastically for total break and a new beginning. The entire classical tradition of western 
political thought provides a wide variety dealing with the above propositions. 

b) 5Political theory deals with political structure and institutions like dealing -with the theories 
of the state,'division of power, legal frameworks, variious forms of representation and links 
with other social sciences.. 

c) ~olitical philosophy in the normative quest for what sbould be rather than what is in a lasge 
macro framework. 

d) Political thought is a key component of the discipline of political scielice providing it t he  
basic concepts and tools with which tlie other sub-areas of the discipline are intrinsically 
linked. 

e) Comparative studies of different kinds of political theories originating and expatldir~g wit11 , 
different civilisations like the western political thought, Indian or  Chinese political tllought, 

19 



1.2 WHAT IS POLITICAL THOUGHT? 

Political thought is the description of the political ideas of a host of political philosophers from 
beginning to the end. It is the sum-total of ideas 011 matters relating to politics, state and 
government as expressed by the thinkers. It is historical in nature because it is described as 
history. It a~~alyses,  examines and evaluates issues that have a universal concern and are of 
perennial interest even though each political tlieorist responds to a particular political reality. 
It is written keeping the larger public in mind and is not confined to ivory towers for an intimate 
link is established between the political process, institutions, events and actors. Usually political 
theory flourishes in times of crises which act as stilnulus though it is tlot necessary that all 
crises lead to political theorising. 

Political tliought is the description, analysis, expression, and evaluation of the pl~ilosopl~ies of 
the pliilosopliers of a politic~l tra'dition. It is a tradition in so far as it comes to us as a body 
of thouglit. It is the sum-total of what stays on, and an accum~llation of what is changed and 
what continues. It is what keeps responding to our.circ~~mstances. What becomes out-dated is 
not the part of the tradition. 

Political thought attempts to identify values and norms and makes tliern an inseparable part of 
a particular political trend. Westerr1 political thought, if we wish to identify its magic themes, 
evolves and revolves around values such as liberty and libertarian, democracy and democratic 
tradition, equality and egalitarian. Political thought as it has existed and/or exists in India, for 
example, seeks to establish etliical/rnoral values in politics, spiritualism, aooperative living and 
the like. 

Poiitical thought is pri~narily the stucly of the'state. It studies society insofar as society influences 
the state as political life i~nd  social life, though independent is inter-dependent. Si~nilarly it 
focuses 011 econolnic institutions and process insofar it influences the political order and process. 
It also takes into consideration ethical questions for ultimately it is concerned with a just and 
good political order. 

1.2.1 Distinction between Political Thought, Political Theory and 
Political Philosophy 

Political thought and political pllilosophy have been used interchangeably. When we talk of the 
history of political thought, we refer to the classical tradition that began with Plato and ended 
with Marx though both Germino and MacIntyre consider Hegel's political philosophy as the 
ending of the classical tradition, for, both see Marx as re-interpreting Hegel. The works of the 
great philosophers depict not only the problems faced in their respective times, but also reflect 
their examination, enquiry and experience. Political philosophy may, thus, be said lo be the 
political thought of a particular philosopher of a particular age. But political philosophy is 
larger than the political thought of a particular philosopher; it is the political thought of an age 
or of a community. Political tllougl~t is also intimately >linked with political philosophy. It 
arriplifies and clearly states political ideas, puts them in a time frame. So, political philosophy 
does include political thought even though all political thouglit is not political philosophy. The 
difference between political pliilosoplzy and philosophy is not about the mood or inetllod but 
about'the subject matter. Philosophy, accordillg to Wolin attempts to understand tbe "truths 
publicly arrived and publicly demonstrable" while a political thinker tries to explain the meaning 
of the political and its link with the public sphere. 



Political tl~ouglit is a historical narrative, descriptive to a large extent. 'Though political thought 
is historical in its approacli, it is also, at the same time observational, empirical, operational, 
comparative and scientific. Political theory deals with concepts and ideas of a particular thinker. 
Its mode of inquiry is comparative and explanatory. 

1.2.2 Relationship between Political Thought and Political Science 

Political ttlougllt is the assemblage of the philosopliies of the numerous political philosophers 
wherein each political philosopher tlieorises on political issues confronting his times. Each 
political philosoplser discusses the political ideas of his titiles and the age he lives in. It is in 
this sense that tlie assertion is made that each pliilosopl~er is the child of his own age. It is 
througli his own circumstances that each philosopl~er gets impetus as well as inspiration. He 
also, in this sense, represents his age. His philosophy/tl~o~~glit responds to tlie times lie represents. 
His thought is his views on tlie nu~ilerous political concepts. Political tl~ought beco~iies political 
thought by moving tlirough political philosophy. 

Political thought is history-oriented. It is the political history of a particular time. It is Ilistory 
vertically, and history horizontally. Vertically in the sense that a political philosopher theorises 
on colicepts historically drawn. Plato discussed the concept ofjustice after having discussed the 
nulnerous notions of justice prevailing then: tlie father son (Ceplialus-Polemercl~t~s) traditional 
view of justice; (Tlil-asymacli~~s) the radical view of justice atid the two-brothers' (Glaucon and 
Adeitnantus) pragmatic view of justice. As against the historically-horizontal view of justice, 
political tl~ought discusses tlie concept ofjustice vel-tically when it examines the term 'jjustice' 
as it evolves in tlie writings of the subsequent political pI~ilosop1~ers. 

History is related to political science only casually, and to tlie extent it Iielps understand 
political plleno~iiena. So understood, there is much that separates tlie two terms, political 
science and political tliought. History is a characteristic feature of political thought; science, 
that of political science. The nature of political thougllt is pliilosophical while that of political 
science is empirical. Political tliought is a value-laden exercise; political science is value-free. 
Political thought understands tlie present tlirough the help of past and thereafter builds future 
on the present; political science deals rnaitlly with the present, and wit11 the firture, only marginally. 
These distinctions apart there is lnucli that both need from each other. 

Political science depends on political thought in niore tlian one way. Political thought places 
data at tlie disposal of political science for the latter's scrutiny. A political pl~ilosopher's 
philosophy is examined by a political scientist thrgugh scientific tools. Tlle political ideas of 
a political philosopher are examined in a way that he is described as 811 idealist or a scientist. 
There is a valid point when Plato is said to be lIie father of political philosophy, and Aristotle, 
as the father of political science-political idealism owes its inspiration to Plato, political 
realism, to Aristotle. 

Political tliit~kers do not ignore scientific methodology while putting 'forlh their palitical 
philosopl~y. Aristotle is said to have adopted the cotnparative method of analysing and classifying 
states of his times-he is said to have read and examined 158 constitutioris of his age. Hobbes, 
and before Iiim, Machiavelli too had followed tlie scientific ~i~ethod iii expressing their ideas, 
if science means a study derived from intensive readings, experimentation, observations, leading 
to testable and consisterit coticlusions. Marx, to take another example, is said to have given 
a scientific theory of socialism, I-Iowever, though all of tlletli had reached certain finality in 
political theorising tlie subsequent develop~ne~its negated much of this claim. As such political 
theory is always a mixture of fact and value incorporating the subjective considerations of the 
thinkers and the prevailing climate of his age. 



1.2.3 Framework of Political Thought 

Political thought is about politics or what is relevant to politics. It is an account given by 
numerous political philosophers relating to political institutions, political events, and political 
activities, their evolution and their growth. The content with which political thought relates 
itself is 'politics'. Politics, therefore, constitutes the very soul of political thought. What has 
Plato discussed i n  his Aepzrblic? The Republic is about justice in the state and in the individual 
and thereby leading to the ,construction of an ideal state. Aristotle's Politics is about the 
possible, the desirable, and the best practicable state. Locke, in his Two Treatises of Government, 
stated to have given the chief end of people uniting into commonwealth, and that chief end of 
the state is the protection of the property of the people and about limiting the powers of a state. 
Mars, in his numerous writings, sought to foresee a classless and a stateless society from where, 

.according to him, would begin the real freedom of man. It is, therefore, clear that political 
thought is the study of politics as expressed in the works of political philosophers. 

Politics implies political activity. It is an activity, which helps a citizen participate in the 
cornposition and functioning of the government. It is an activity which helps the political 
parties seek and then rule the people. It is an activity through which political power is sought, 
maintained and retained. It is an activity of manipulation and bargaining, of seeking and 
exercising power. It is, therefore, rightly said to be an art of possible. It is about power, as 
Lasswell observed, who gets what, when and how. Politics, as an activity that helps secure 
political power, exercise it and retain it, is the central point of all political thought. ' 

Political thought is thought about politics. When we take politics from its particularity to 
generality, we enter into the realms of political thought; when we take politics from its transitory 
and day-to-day form into its long-term and durable form, we tend to prepare the grounds of 
politi~al thought. Political thought responds, in a general way, to the questions relating to 
politics, the state, political activities, state's policies and its functions, for various political 
philosophers, over the years, have done so. It seeks to find the permanent or near permanent 
solutions to tlie problems that confront politics. Political thought discusses not only the state, 
but also its highest form; it, through the philosophies of the political thinkers, not only examines 
the various theories of tlie origin of the state,. it seeks to develop a consistent theory regarding 
the origin of tlie state that appeals to our reaso~ing. The day-to-day issues relating to the nature 
of tlie state, forms of government, functions of the state, nature of political power become the 
issues discussed by tlie political philosophers. Maclliavelli's reference of casual questions 
I-elating to the ruler's security became the cliaracteristic questions of state-craft. Marx's attempt 
to analyse capitalism is a question of politics, but in the process of analysis, if Marx builds a 
socialist and com~nunist society after capitalisin, it becomes a part of political thought. 

Political thought obtains data from politics. Politics introduces political activities for discussion 
by the thinkers. Political tl~ougllt, an the other hand, gives a direction to the activities concerning 
politics. Politics, during the Stuart periodS.in England, for example, becomes the basis on which 
Hobbes and Locke build LIP their pl~ilosophies-Hobbes trying to prefer authority to freedom 
and Locke, doillg just the reverse, i.e,, giving freedom, a predominant place to authority. Marx, 
while analysing and studying capitalism and in the process seeking to obtain more trytli, and 
thereafter keeping in the ~ned ieval and early history, was not only trying to know the fui~ctionin~ 
of the activities of capitalism, but was also building a new vision of political thought, creating 
history in what is krlow~~ as the materialistic interpretation of history. Political philosophers are 
born in a particular political atmosphere; they study the atmasphere and in turn, build a new 
political environment, a new pl~ilosophy. 



Politics assumes political activities; political thought studies them, seeks to know the objectives 
of those activities and gives them a shape, a vision and in the process, builds new concepts. 
Politics gives us the account of political activities; political thought gives up political education; 
politics is knowledge about the political conduct, political thought that of the theories of 
political conduct. Politics, therefore, identifies tlie way towards which political thought moves. 
Politics paves way for political thought, and political thought guides the future direction df 
politics. Marx's political theory inspired the Russians to launch the socialist revolutio~l and the 
Soviet Unio~i souglit to guide the socialist movements in the underdeveloped world. The ever- 
continuing direction of politics makes the basis for political thought. If politics provides 
political thought, political thought provides politics a vision to look to. 

WESTERN POLITICAL THOUGHT : NATURE AND 
CONTENT 

It is impossible to imagine political thought of tlie West (for that matter, of any society without 
history, Political thought is related to politics, but it is history that provides political thought 
its very basis. We do not mean to say that political thought can be studied without politics, 
but we certainly want to insist that we cannot study political thought without history, 
Understanding political thought in  tlie historical context is, in  fact, understanding political 
thought in the real sense.' A political philosopl~er's political philosophy emerges in the age of 
philosopher breaths. In fact, his political ~ l i i l o s o ~ h y ~ ~ ~ s  an answer to the times the philosopher 
lives in. His philosophy ca~~not be separated from histop of his times. No political thinker 
builds up his political philosophy without taking an a c c o i ~  of the age or his times. To put. 
the point in another sense, it may be said that a political phi losoph~f' i3,understood only in  his 

.milieu. Plato, though an idealist, could hardly be separated from his soil. his classification of 
states depicted the classificatioli as it prevailed then; his theory of educat~on was draw11 heavily 
from what existed in Athens and Sparta then. Machiavelli's whole methodology depicted liis 
debt to history. The contractualists-Hobbes, Locke and Rousseau-made history as the basis 
of their social contract theory. Karl Marx went all the way to advocate the materialistic 
interpretation of history. The objective conditions of history always provide the foundations 
on which the political pliilosopliers have built their philosophy. 

Furthermore, we can understand the political philosophy of a political thinker only in the 
historical context. Separate a political philosopher from his times, one will always find i 
Popper condemning Plato as an enemy of open society. A contextual study is always a safer 
method of understanding a text. A text without a context is a structure without a base. 
Machiavelli is better understood in the context of renaissance. Hobbes and Locke, with their 
views as apart as the north-south poles, can be better studied in the ba'ckgound of the English 
civil war. Marx call be u~rderstood in the light of the growing capitalism of the European/ 
Western society. . ,  

Western.politica1 thought is based on history, but its history, Professor Sabine rightly says, has 
no concluding chapter. It has grown and is growing, and in fact, will always keep growing. 

or political ideas of an earlier philosopher, and in the process builds his own philosophy. 
It has grown in a typical way; each subsequent philosopher condemns/criticises the philosophy 

Aristotle did so wit11 Plato; Locke did so with Filmer; Bentham, with Blackstone; John Stuart 
Mill, with Bentham; Marx did so with Hegel, Adam Smith, Proudhon. So western political 

the days of Plato and Aristotle. No wonder if then it is said that all philosophy is a footnote 
thought has grown; it proceeds on polemics, it changes, but it continues. It is continuing since 

to Plato. Plato and Aristotle together gave the base on which stands the whole fabric of western 



political thouglit; for politicat idealism and political realism are the two pillars of the western 
political pllilosophy from where rise numerous other related shades. 

It is not easy to identify what the western political thought contains. The attempt, indeed, 
would be arbitrary. However, major contents of tlie western political thought can, for the sake 
of making a point, be stated, to be: (i) political institutions and procedures; (ii) political idealism 
and realism. 

1.3.1 Western Political Thought, Political Institutions and Political 
Procedures 

Western political thought deals, largely, with political instit~ltions and procedures relating to 
them. If political theory deals with wliat is related to or is relevant to politics, political tliougl~t, 
coming as it is, from the writings of a 110st of political philosophers deals with political power, 
i.e., wliereil> it is vested and liow it is exercised, and for what objects does it exist. The political 
thinkers from tlie earlier days $to the present times have dealt with such questions relating to 
politics: Plato was more interested i n  the state as it ought to be than Aristotle who devoted all 
his energy on the best practicable state. The ancient Roman theorists talked about the nature 
and role of law in adininistration. With the medieval Church theorists, (Thomas Aquinas 
especially) political power was made to work under tlie divine law, the divine law under the 
natural law, the natural law under the eternal law. The early modern political theorists (Machiavelli 
and Bodin) were concerned with the supreme power (i.e., sovereignty) of the state or with 
actual and pote~itial states). The contractualists (Hobbes, Locke and Rousseau) were eager to 
answer questions as to liow the state came into existence and as to why people obey. laws. 
While political pl~,ilosophy deals with institutions as they were, as they are, and as they need/ 
ought to be, Marx saw tlie~n in materialist terms. Sabine puts the point across wl~en lie says, 
"An important functio~i of political thought (meaning the theorists or tlie political thought) is 
not drily to show what a political practice (i.e., politics, political activity of liis time) is but also 
to show what it means. In showing what a practice means, or wliat it o~lgllt to mean, political 
theory can alter what it is." 

Political philosophers have sought to understand tlie political iristitutions of their times, have 
given them the meanings and, in doing so, have suggested ways of altering them. Thus, we may 
say that political thought deals with institutions. Further more, and it is imporlant as well, 
subsequent philosophers have after having suggested the changes in the institutions, maintained 
continuity, the political philosopher, to use Sabine's words, is a 'connector', a 'relator' who 
weaves the political fabric. 

Western political thought is equally dominated, since the beginning, with an interest in the 
political procedures as to how and why political power is applied. Indeed, political thought 
deals witli political institutions, but it is also related to the working of political institution. 'The 
political pliilosophers were and are, primarily concerned not with what a state is or what it does, 
but also with liow a state once entrusted with power, makes use of it. In other words, political 
thought lias been, along with the study of political institutions, dominated witli, if we want to 
give it a word, the rule of law, i.e., the procedure as to how the political power is put to use. 

The rule of law means that there has to be the law that rules the people, and not the man that 
1.11les. It is a negation of the coercive, arbitrary and totalitarian rule. It is a justificatioli of power 
and its use. Tlie rule of law, as a concept, has certhin features of its own: the law is to be 
applied impersdnally; it cannot be used as a means for attaining individuals ends; it must be 
applied indiscriminately, though it is an act of particular circums'tances, lias to be independent 



from the particularities, it forbids people to use coercive power over others; it has to respond 
to the general norms of society and equilibrium; it has to be in consonance to 'reason'. Plato's 
ideal republic was a construction of reason and one of the major concerns of  the Rep~lblic was 
tlie development of leadership that would not be corrupt and would rewain subservient to its 
rational law. Aristotle preferred the rule of law to the rule of Inan, howsoever wise tliese may 
be. The Ro~nalis and the tiiedieval thinkers advocate the efficacy of law: temporal or ecclesiastical. 
The colitractualists did refer to the natural law. The jurists, from Austin to Blackstone, and 
Coke, nevcr lost sight of the juridical atid legal power. The Marxists denounce the State as an 
instrument of exploitatiori while thc anarchists reject exter~~ally imposed authority. No modern 
political philosopher, if any, should preach a systelii witliout makilig rule of law as the foundation 
of society. 

1.3.2 Western Political Thought, Political Idealism and Political 
Realism 

The two major streams along with which 1.11e whole western political thought keeps ~narching 
on are: (i) political idealism 01. as one riiay see political pliilosophy, (ii) political realism, or as 
one 1iiay call it political science. Plato represents political idealism, a ~ i d  is riglitly described as 
the father of political philosophy; Aristotle represents political realism, and is very aptly called 
the father of political pliilosopliy. 

Pliilosopliy and science liave dominated the course of tlie western political thought. For a long 
time i i i  the history of the west, pliilosopliy ritled political tliought till about the first half of the 
19th Century. I t  was then that science, owing largely to the development made in oilier social 
sciences and tlie urge to make political phenomena relevant, captiwed the attention of tlie 
political pliilosopliers, especially during tlie early years and the decades of 1950s- 1960s i n  
United States. Then came an era of debates between the  normative political theory and the 
empirical one; tlie traditionalists and tlie beliaviouralist, the debate wliether political tl~eory i s  
dead or alive. *Tliese debates cllaracterised liotlii~ig but the tussle between pliilosopliy and 
science, between idealism and realisni. All tliese testified nothing but change and continuity in 
the western tradition. Berlin, in an article in Gould and Thtrrstoy, Confcnporary Political 
Thozrght, writes, "Neo-Marxism, neo-Tho~nisu~i, nationalism, historicisni, existentialism, anti- 
essential liberalism and socialism, transposition of doctrities of natural rights atid natural law 
into empirical terms ... indicate not tlie death of a great tradition but, i f  anything, new a ~ l d  
unpredictable developments." All political tliouglit, as it has developed or evolved, has tossed 
between wliat it ought to be and wliat is atid constantly moves betweeu the two levels. 

t.4 SlGNlFlCANCE OF WESTERN POLITICAL THOUGHT 

Western political thought, since its beginning fioni alicieni Greece has dealt wit11 diverse 
varieties of issues, and each philosopher has handled them from his own angle. Indeed, tlie 
political philosophers liave, at times, disagreed on tlie solutions, but wliat is importar~t is the 
continuity of the issues wliicli have captured their intentions. The ~iiajor issues relating to 
politics (i.e. the content of the western political tradition) liave been the collcerns of political 
philosophers. By attempting to find solutions to these political issues, the political theorists 
have given tlie western political thouglit not only a direction, but also a unity of thought 
processes. 'l'lie signiiicsuice of western political thought lies in tlie attempt of tlie political 
philosopliers to identi6 political issues, and provide solutions, thus giving political thought a 
llieanillg and a vision. Sheldon Wolili puts a point, saying, "tlic desigt~atioti of certain activities 
and arrangements as political, the cliaracteristic way that we th ink about them, and the coticepts 



we employ to communicate our observations and reactions ... none of these are written in the 
nature of things but are the legacy accruing from the historical aqtivity of political philosophers". 
' He states these political' issues: the power relations between government and subject, the nature ' 

of political authbrity, the proble~ns created by social conflicts, purposes and objectives of 
political activity, and the character and utility of political knowledge. 

1,4.1 characteristic Features of the Great Works of Westwn Politielrrl 
Thought 

Any writing of a political discourse does not constitute part of the western political thought, 
but those which do are rightly described as the great works or the classics. It is a classic 
because it is a "class" by itself, "a work of the first rank and of acknowledged excellence" 
(Oxford English Dictionary). TIie classics in political thought include the works of Plato to that 
of Marx. The word 'classics' signiEy 'a conversation of many voices', 'a dialogue' between 
different perspectives and interpretations of reality as a work. 

The works on political theory are written by political philosophers from time to time, and are 
related to a particular time, and yet they are timeless. They are timeless because they live itr 
all times and live beyond their own time. They are timeless because they are relevant in all 
ages-part, present and future. They are timeless because they highlight problems which are 
problems for all times to come: corruption in politics had been a problem in Plato's times, and 
it is a problem even today. The works are timeless because they deal with issues confronting 
every age. They are timeless because the themes they touch reflect all times in all circumstances. 
They are timeless because they live in perpetuity. 

The works on political theory are not outstanding because what is expressed therein is original, 
a 'who said it first' type. All the terms such as 'class', 'class struggle', 'proletariat', 'bourgeois', 
'revolution', 'surplus value', which Marx used, Isaiah Berlin says, were not his, i.e., he was not 
the first person who used them, for they have been used by many scholars earlier. But that was 
not what goes to the credit of Marx. Marx's contribution lies in giving these terms new and 
defin'ite meanings, and above all, a new political thought built on them. What is original may 
be an important factor, but what is more important is the understanding of a political situation 
and giving to the world, a new interpretation. That is where lies the importance of Mam, and, 
for that matter, of any political philosopher. 

The political texts have contributed a great deal to the evolution of the specialised language, 
expressed through words, symbols, concepts and has become the vocabulary of political , 
philosophy. The concept of 'general will' used by Rousseau is an example of such vocabulary. . 
The words such as 'state of nature', 'civil society' and the like are other examples, These works 
in politics by numerous philosophers have enriched our literature. 

1..4.2 Relevance of Western Political Thought 

western political thought is political theory spread over history. It is the emwiment of the 
writings of numerous political philosophers. These writings are works in the field of Political 
Science which have stood the test of'time. They have,survived through ages because of their 
intrinsic worth. They remain interesting and instructive because of their perennial themes, 
sound comprehension, subtle style and profouhd analysis. They wield great influence, and are, 
basically, suggestive. 

The works of political thought are outstanding not because they are universally praised. In  fact, 
they are neither praised nor denounced. Plato is rated very high by some like Barker, 'wilde, . 



Whiteliead who go to the extent of saying (Adventures ofldeas) that all subsequent philosophy 
is a footnote to Plato, while others such as Popper, Crosslnan and winspear, condemn him as 
fascist, totalitarian, and enemy of democracy (see Karl Popper, Open Society and Its Enemies, 
1945). Machiavelli, to take another example, has been denounced by Catholic writers such as 
Butterfield, but has been admired by secular scholars such as Allen, Gramsci and Wolin. These 
works on political thought flourish because tliey are continuously studied, interpreted, and 
discussed, each subsequent reading gives a new and fresh orientation. They are a great aid to 
thinking. It is in this sense tliat they are suggestive. Plato does not impose his 'comrnu~iistic" 
devices for acceptance, but lie does stimulate our tniiid and reactivate it to think other possible 
devices. They are not only suggestive, but are essentially inspirational. 

About the importance of the western political thought, Sheldon Wolin writes: "In teaching 
about the past theories, the theorist is engaged in tlie task of political unitation, that is of 
introducing new generations of the studelits to the complexities of politics and the efforts of the 
theorist to confront its predicaments, of developing the capacity for discriminatillg judge~nent, 
and of cultivating that sense of significance ... wliicli is vital to the scientific enquiry but cannot 
be furnished by scientific methods, and of exploring the ways it1 which new tlleoretical vistas 
are opened." Dilthey also says; "In studying classics, we construct our life experience with the 
aid of experiences of the great thinkers. Communication with their experiences enriches our 
own experience. After all, did not Karl Marx write: only music can awaken the musical sense 
in man." 

The great tradition of Western political theory from Plato to I-Iegel deals exhaustively with the 
major co~ltradictions and dimensions of the political process. Their importance is exhibited by 
the fact tliat though they were primarily concerned with tlie immediate problelns besetting their 
contemporary situation, yet they were able to transcend their localism. In the process tliey were 
able to provide a framework of analysis tliat would enrich other periods as well by their 
penetrating insights and thouglitful reflections on perenriial problems of politics, power, authority, 
legitimacy, equity and order. 'They are masterpieces as they do not beloiig to any one culture, 
civilisation or tiliie but cherished by the entire humankind. 

SUMMARY 

Political thought may be understood as the description of the political ideas of a ]lost of political 
philosopliers from tlie ancient Greeks, if we are trying to know what it is in the West. It is the 
sum-total of tlie ideas as matters relating to politics, state and government as expressed by 
thinkers fro111 time to time. It is tlie narratioll of the thouglit of the political theorists. It is, as 
in the West, a history, a tradition and a culture. It is not the entire political science because it 
refuses to reject its historical basis. It is essentially I~istorical, logical, ideological, evaluational 
and metliodo logical. 

Western political thought is rich in its contents. It has helped in stating tlie utility of political 
institutions, politicai procedures to be followed. It has given the western tradition values such 
as democracy, I;ationalisrn, liberty, justice and above all the two parallel ~illars-idealism and 
realism--on which rest the major frameworks of political theory within which ~iiost theorists 
.operate. 

Western political theory is objective, illuminative, etliidal, and educative. Wolin concludes; "... 
since the history of political philosophy is ... an intellectual developnietlt wherein successive 
thinkers have added new dimensions to tlie analysis and ~lnderstanding of politics, an enquiry 
into that developn~e~it is not so much a venture into antiquarianism as is a form of politiclll 
education." 



6 EXERCISES 

1) What is political thought? Distinguish political thought from political theory and political 
pl~ilosopt~y? 

2) Describe the nature of the western political thougllt. 

3) What are, in your opinion, the major contents of iyestem political thought? 
4 

4) Amplify the significance and relevance of western political thought. 
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2.1 INTRODUCTION 

Plate (42817-34817 BC), a Greek philosopher, is one of tlie   no st creative influential thinkers 
in political pltilosophy. A great deal of writings on Plato has'appcared fro111 time to lime. 
Some have described Plato as the real intellectual founder of Christianity, 'a Christian before 
Christ', while others, of Marxian socialism. With some, Plato is a revolutionary, a radical at 
that, with others, a reactioliary, a fascist at that. Plato's modern critics itlclude C.M. Bowra 
(Ancient Greek Litertrtzrre, 1933), W. Fite (The Pl~rlonic Legend, 19341, R.H. Crossmnn (Plato 
Today, 1937), A.D. Winspear (The Gelresis of Plcr/ols Thoz/gJ?t, 1940) and Karl Popper (The 
Open Society and Its Enenlies, Vol. 1, 1945). Plato's adlnirers include R o l a ~ ~ d  R. Levinson (In , 
Dcfence oJ'Plnto, 1953) and John Wild (Plrto's Moden7 Et~emies urrd the Tllcory qf Nafzrral 

L a w ,  1953). The descriptive and interpretative, and yet sympathetic account of Plato can be 
f o ~ ~ i i d  in Ernest Barker (Greek Political Theory: Pluto and His Prec?ecessors, 19 1 8) and Ricliard 
Lewis Nettleship (Lectt~rdes on the Republic of Pluto, 1929). This is merely a brief reading of 
works onlabout Plato intended to introduce the great philosoplier. 

, Political philosoplly in the West begins with t l ~ q  ancient Greeks and Plato, inheriting a rich 
tradition of political speculation became ils first embodiment. Plato was an idealist, for he laid 
down the basis for political idealis111 i n  the West. He was a philosopher, for 11e had seen the 
forins beyond those which could be seen as appeararlces. He was a rtionalist, for he gave his 
pl~ilosopliy a definite vision. He was a revolutionary, for he attempted to build a new a i~d  novel 
fabric 011 the ruins of the society around. Obviously, in the process, Plato drifted away fTo111 
the prevailing system, and was, thus, co~iseq~~e~l t ly  da~n~ied  as utopian, impracticable, identist 
and tlie like. 
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Plato's place, in western political thought, would always remain unparalleled. Numerous idealists 
regard Plato as their teacher and they feel great in calling themselves his disciples. Some 
admire Ptato wliile others condemn him, but none dare ignore him. It is here where Plato's 
greatness lies. He was, indeed, the idealist ainong the idealists, the artist among the artists, the 
philosopher among the philosophers, and the revolutionary among the revolutionaries. 

2.2 INTRODUCING PLAT0 

2.2.1 The Man and His Times 

Plato an aristocrat by both birth and temperament was born in democratic Athens, at a time 
when it was engaged i n  a deadly war against Sparta-The Peloponnesian War. The war lasted 
for ahout 28 years, and resulted in the fall of Athens. On his father's side, Plato traced his 
descent from Codrus, the last of the tribal kings of Africa, or even from the God Poseidon, and 
on the tnother's side, fro111 that of Solon, tlie great law-giver. 

Plato was a child, when his father, Ariston, died, and his mother Perictione married Pyrilampes, 
an associate of Pericles, the statesman. As a young man, Plato had political ambitions, but he 
became a disciple of Socrates, accepting his basic philosopl.ry and dialectical style of debate: 
the pursuit of truth through discussions and dialogues. In fact, Plato was disillusioned the way 
things were going around. He was i~ivited to join public life wlien the Spartan puppt t government, 
the Rule of Thirty, was established in 404 BC and where his maternal uncles, Critias and 
Char~nides, were members of tliat group. plat0 declined tlie offer, because he was disappointed 
by the fur~ctioning of political leadership, in geiieral, and by llis disgusting experiences of the 
two successive governments in particular, first by the Rule of Thirty, and later by the returned 
democratic faction, tlie former entrapping Socrates on charges of corrupting the youth, and the 
latter executing him on charges of impiety. All this co~ivinced Plato that all politics are evil 

1 if not given proper management and direction. Plato hilnself writes in the Seventh Letter, 
supposed to be his autobiography, saying: ".., eager though I had been at first to go into 

I 

I politics, as I looked at these tlii~igs (the course of political life i n  the city-states) and saw 
everything taking any course at all with no direction or management, I ended by feeling dizzy. 
... But at last I saw tliat as far all states now existing are concerned, they are all badly 

For tlie condition of their laws is bad almost past cure, except for some miraculous 
accident. So, I was colnpelled to say, in praising true philosophy, that it was from it alone that 
one was &le to discern all true justice, private as public. And so I said that all the natiolls 
of men will never ,,$ease from private trouble until either the true and genuine breed of . 
philosophers shall come to political office or until that ofthe rulers in the states shall by some 

s divine ordinonce take to the true pursuit of philosophy". (Italic added) . 

After Socrates' execution in 399 BC, Plato, fearing for his owl1 safety, and in all disillusionment, 
set hilliself for long travels temporarily abroad to Italy, Sicily and Egypt. In 388 BC, Plato, ' , 

after his return to Athens, founded the Academy, tlie institution oftell described as the first 
European University. It provided a comprehensive curriculum, including such subjects as 
astronomy, biology, political tl~eory, philosophy and mathematics, inscribing, on the vely gate 
of the Acadenzy, about matheinatics: "Those having 110 kliowledge of mathematics need not 
enter here." I 

Pnrsiling an opportunity to combine philosopl~y and practical politics, Plato went to Sicily in . 
367 to tutor the new ruler of Syracuse, Dionysius, the younger, in  the art of philosophical rule. 
The experiment failed. Plato made another attempt to Syracuse again, in 361 BC, but once 



again, he met with a failure. The last years of Piato's life were spent lecturi~~g at the Academy, 
and in writing. Plato died at about the age of 80 in Athens in 348 or 347 BC leaving the 
management of the Academy to Specesippus, his nephew. 

2.2.2 Hls Works 

Plato's writings were in dialogue form, and the hero in all writings except in the Laws was none 
but his teacher, Socrates. In the dialogue-type writings, philosophical ideas were advanced, ' 

discussed, and criticised in the context of a conservation or debate invoJvi11g two or more 
persons. 

.The collection of Plato's works includes 35 dialogues and 13 letters, though doubts are cast on 
the authenticity of a few of them. The dialogues may be divided into early, middle and later 
periods of composition. The earliest represent Plato's attempt to communicate the philosophy 
and dialectical style of Socrates. Several of these dialogues take the same form. Socrates 
encountering someone who claims to know much professes to be ignorant and seeks assistance 
from the one who knows. As Socrates begins to raise questions, it becomes, however, clear that 
the one reputed to be wise really does not know (i.e., Cephalus, Polemarchus, Thrasymacl~us 
on 'Justice') what he claims to know, and Socrates emerges as the wiser one because he, at 
least, knows that he does not know. Such knowledge, of course, is the beginning of wisdom. 
Included in this group of dialogues are churntides (an .attempt to define temperance), Lysis (a . 

a discussion of friendship), Leaches (a pursuit of the meaning of courage), Protagoras (a defence 
of the thesis that virtue is knowledge and can be taught), Euthyphro (a consideration of the 
nature of piety) and Book I of the Republic ( A  discussion of justice). 

  he middle and the lute dialogues of Plato reflect his own philosophical development. ~ o s t '  
scholars attribute the ideas, in these works, to Plato himself, though Socrates continues to be 
the main character in many of the dialogues. The 'writings of the middle period include Gorgius 
(a consideration of several ethical questions), Meno (a discussion of the nature of knowledge) 
the Apology (Societies' defense of himself as his trial against the charges of atheism and 
corrupting Athenian youth), Crito (though half-finished, Socrates' defence of obedience to the 
laws 'of the state), Phaedo (the death scene of Socrates, in which he discusses the theory of - -  

Forms, the nature of the soul, and the question of immorality), the S'yosiunt (Plato's olrtstanding 
dramatic achievement, which also contains several speeches on beauty and love), the kepublic 
(Plato's supreme philosophical achievement), which is also a detailed discussio~i of the nature 
of justice). 

The works of the later period include the Sfafesman, the Theaetetus (a denial that knowledge 
is to be identified with sense ,perception), Promenades (a critical evaluation of the theory of 
forms), Sophist (further consideration of the theory of Ideas, or Forms), Philebus (a discussion 
of the relationship between pleasure and the good), Timaeus (Plato's views on natural science 
and cosmology), and the Laws (a more practical analysis of political and social issues). 
, 

Of all his writings, the Republic (written over a period of Piato's early life as a writer, though 
finished around the year (i.e, about 386 BC) he established his Academy, the Statesman (written 
about the year 360 BC.), and the Laws (published after his death in 347 BC and written a couple 
of months earlier) may be said to have contained h i s  entire political philosophy. 

. . The Republic of Plato is by all means the greatest of all his works. It is not only a treatise on 
politics, but is also a treatise dealing with every aspect of human life. It, in fact, deals with 
metaphysics.(the idea of the Good), moral philosophy (virtue of human soul), education (the 



scientific training the rulers ought to have), polilics (the Ideal State), the philosophy of history 
(tlie process of historical change from the Idea State to tyrallnical regime), economy (communism 
of property and families)-all combined in one. The Republic has ten books whose subject- 
matter can be st~mmed up as under: 

i) Book I deals with man's life, nature of justice and morality. 

ii) Books IT lo IV explain tlie organisation of the State, and of the system of education. Here, 
Plato lays down the featnres of good man, and ideal society, stating three eletne~~ts in 
human nature (appetite, spirit and reason) and tlieir corresponding characteristics in the 
ideal state (the producers, the auxiliaries, the rulers). 

iii) Books V to VII, while stating the organisation of the ideal State, refer to  such a system 
based on commul~ism (of families and property) and headed by the philosopher-ruler. 

iv) Books VIII and IX tell us how anarchy and chaos visit when the individuals and States get 
perverted. 

v) Book X has two parts: Part I relates philosophy to art, and Part I1 discusses the capacity 
of  the soul. 

The Statesman and the Laws deal more with the actual states and ground realities, and as such 
do not have the same idealism and radical overtures, which the Republic posh .:ssed. Plato of 
the Repzrblic is what is known to the world: the idealist, the philosopher and the ~adical. 

2.2.3 His Methodology 

It is usually said that Plato's methodology was deductive, also called the philosophical method. 
The pkilosopher, while following this methodology, has his pre-conceived conclusions and then 
seeks to see them in actual conditions around him: general pririciples are determined first, and 
thereafter, are related to particular situation. The deducfive [nethod of illvestigatioli stands 
opposite to the inductive one where the conclusions are reached after studying, observing, and 
examining the data avaiIable at hand. Plato, it is said, followed the deductive method in so far 
as he attempted to find the characteristic features of the state lie founded in his iniagil~ation in 
the existing conditions prevailing in the city-states of tlie ancient Greek Society. Obviottsly, 
11e did not find what he had imagined, and that was why he felt dizziness (See the quotation 
from Seventh Letter above). 

That Plato's methodology is deductive is an ilnportant aspect, but it is, at the same time, an 
amalgam of ilulnerous nletllodologies is something more ilnportant a fact if one seeks lo 
u~~derstand Plato. Nettleship is of the opinion that Plato's n~etliodology is inductive as well, for 
it relates theory with practice. The fact is that Plato follows a variety of nietliocls in expressing 
his political thouglit. 

Plato's methodology is dialectical, for 'dialect' has been a tradition with the ancient Greeks. 
Socsates followed this lncthodology in respo~lding to the views of his rivals by highlighting 
fallacies in their thinking. Plato, following his teacher Socrates, pursued this metliodology in 
his search for 'the idea of good' and the way it could be reached. 111 the process, he was not 
imparting I<nowledge as much as he was trying to explain how the people could achieve it 
themselves. By following the dialectical method, Plato discussed tlze views of numerous 
individuals, examined each such view, and ultimately reached the conclusion. Plnto's notion 
ofjustice was the result of debate, which went on anlong actors such as Cepliales, Polelnarch~~s, 



Thrasymacl~us, GIaucon and Adeimantus-a dialectal method of reaching true ~nealling of 
justice. 

Plato's metliodology is clilalytical in so far as he divided a phenomenon into its possible parts, 
analysing each part fully and thereafter knitting the results of all parts together. We see in Plato 
a11 .analytical mind while he talked about what constitutes liurnan riat~lre: appetite, spirit and 
reason; he found these elements in body-politic as well: 'appetite' in the producing class,, 
'spirit' in the soldiers' class; and 'reason' in the ruling class, thus stating tliat the const;ituents 
of tlie ideal state are producers (who provide tlie material base), soldiers (who provide the 
nlilitary base) atid the rulers (who provide the rational base): "proper provision, proper protectiol~ 
and proper leadersliip" as C.L. Wayper calls them. 

There is also a teleological method in Plato's thinking. Teleology means 'the object with an 
objective'. It follows that every phenomenon exists for itself and keeps moving towards its 
desired goal. Plato's teleological approach can well be seen in his theory of Forms. Plato was 
convinced that what appears is the shadow of wliat it can be. For111 is the best of what we see- 
realities can attain their forms. 

Plato is known for having pursued the deductive metliocl of esamining aiiy phenomenoli and 
also expressing liis philosophy. He, following the deductive metll-odology, had liad his pre- 
conceived conclusions and on their basis, constructed liis ideal state-explaining how it would 
be organised, and wliat characteristic features it woi~lcl have. Tlie Repztblic was nothing but tlie 
creation of liis deductive method. 

Analogy as a tnethod has also been followed by Platu in his philosophy. Analogy rneans a forin 
of reasoning in whiclz one thing is inferred lo be similar to another tliing in a certain respect 
on the basis of Itnown similarity in other respects. Tliere is a clear analdgical method in Plato, 
a method pursued by S.ocl.ates wlio found analogy in his thought processes by taking recourse 

' 

to the realms of arts. Plato saw such alialogies in the realms of tlie material world. For the 
producers of liis ideal state, Plato used tlie word 'human cattle', 'the copper' or 'llie bronze'; 
for tlie sol fers, he used tlie word 'the watch dogs' or 'the silver'; and for the rulers, 'the 4 
sheplierd' and 'the gold'. S~tch analogies are too common in Plato. 

Plato pursued the historical method as well. His Stcrtes~~~in and the Laws have been written by 
followilig the' liistorical rl~etliodology wherein he traced the evalutiou and growth of numerous - 
types of state I~istoricall~y. Even i n  the Republic, Plato did not lose sight of history. He found 
the solution of all evils psevailing in flie tlleli city-states in liistory. Furthermore, the Repzihlic, 
Barker tells us, "is not only a deduction from tlie first principles, it is a l s ~  an induction From , 
the facts of  reek life", meaning thereby that it is based 011 actual conditions existing then. 

2.3 PHILOSOPH1CAL FOUNDATIONS OF PLATO'S 

I 

2.3.1 ~ocrat ic  Base . 

The Socratic influence on Plato is well known. Professor Maxey (Political Philosophies, 1961) , 
writes: "111 Plato Socrates Iived again. The ~nirivalled protagonist wliose ~natchless logic, flashing , 

irony, and sovereign intellect do~ninate the writings of Plato was no mortal of flesli and bone, 
b u t  an apotlieosised Socrates, speaking not only what the actual Sacrates might have spoken but 

, 

also what the resplendent imagination of Plato would have him say, How ~nuch of wllat is ' 



ascribed to Socrates in the works of Plato is of genuine Socratic origin and how mucli is of 
Platonic inversion, we cannot tell; but it is certain that tlie genius of Plato deserves no less 
credit than the injluence of Socrates" (Italics added). 

There-was never a time when the Socratic itnage was out of Plato's mind. Plato would never 
find himself colnplete without his master, Socrates. He wrote with a sense of pride: "1 thank 
God that I was bosn a Greek, and not Barbarian; a fieeman and not a slave, a man, a.nd not a 
woman; but above all, tliat I was born in  the age of Socrates." 

It is welt said, as George Sabine (A  History of Political Theory, 1973) says, that the fundamental 
idea of the Repzrblic came to Plato in the for111 of his master's doctrine that vistue is knowledge: 
".. .. The pl-opositiori", Sabine writes for Plato, "tliat virtue is knowledge iinplies that tliere is 
an objective good to be known and that it can in fact be known by rational or logical investigation 
rather than by intuition, guessworlc, or luck? The good is objectively real, whatever anybody 
tfiliks about it, and it o~lght to be realised not because men want it but because it is good". 
Plato gave his teacher's doctrine-vil-tue is knowledge-a pri~ne place in liis philosophy. Like 
liis teacher, Plato firmly believed that virtue can be attained through knowledge. He, like liis 
teacher, was convinced that human nature lias four elements: reason, courage, te~ilperance and 
justice. T~I-ougli these, a man could attain virtue wliicli makes lnan capable to work towards 
his end; it inspires man. 

From Socrates, Plato learnt tliat tlie ruler, like a physician or a llavigator is an artist and to that 
extent, administration is an art. Accordingly, taking a lesson from liis teacher Socrates, Plato 
urged that the ruler sliould be one who knows the art, science arid knowledge of administration. 
Socrates used to say: "The public is i l l ,  we must cure our masters." 

The Socratic imprint on Plato can be observed in every sentence the pupil wrote. Socrates was , 

Plato's hero, the character fsom whose mouth Plato spoke both for himself and for the master. 
In most of Plato's writings, Socrates was seen almost everywhere, particularly in the Repzrblic. 
One may conclude with Sabine: "It  nay very well be, then, that some considerable measure of 
the political principles developed in the Republic really belonged to Socrates, and were learned 
directly from hirn by Plato. However, tliis may be, the intellectualist cast of the Repzrblic the 
inclination to find salvatio~l in an adequately educated ~.uler, is certainlj/ an elaboration of 
Socrates' conviction tliat virtue, political virtue not excluded, is knowledge." 

2.3.2 Theory of ldeas 

Theory of Forms or ldeas is at tlie centre of Plato's philosophy. All Iiis other views 01.1 

knowledge, psycliology, ethics, arid state can be understood in terms of tliis theory. I-lis theory 
of Fornis or ldeas taken fro111 tlie Greek word "Edios" is so inter-related to his theory of 
ICnowledge tliat they can be understood together. Following Socrates, Plato believed that 
knowledge is attainable and believed it to have two essential characteristics: one, knowledge 
is cettain and infallible; two, tliat it is to be contracted with which is only appearance. Knowledge, 
being fixed, peramanent, and unchanging is, according Plato (following Socrates), identified 
with the real111 of 'ideal' as opposed to the pllysical world wl~ic l~ is seen as it appears. In other 
words. 'Fortn', 'Idea'. 'Knowledge'-all constitute what is ideal, and wliat appears to the eye 
is actual. T1iel.e is, thus, a difference between what is ideal and what is actual; between what 
are ' for~i~s '  and wliat are appearances; and between what is knowledge arid what is an opinion; 
and between what 'can be' and what it is or what it is 'becoming'. 

Plato's theory of  Forms or Knowledge, or Idea is found in the Republic wheri he discussed the 
image of the divided line and the myth of the cave. Jri tlie fosrner, Plato made a distinction 



between two levels of awareness: opinion and knowledge. Clailns or assertio~ls about tlne 
physical or  visible world are opinions. The higlier level or awareness, on the other hand, is 
knowledge because there reason is involved. 

The ~niylli of the  cave, as discussed by Plato, described individuals chained deep within tlie 
recesses ol 'a cave where the vision is restricted and no one is able to see another mati; the only 
visible ilii~ig is the wall of the cave. Breaking free, one of the individuals escapes from the cave 
into tlie light o f  the day. Wit11 tlie aid of'the sun, that persoti sees for tlie first tinie the real 

- world, telling his fellow Inen tliat the only tliing they have seen heretofore are shadows and 
appearances and 1.11at the real world awaits them if only tliey are willing to struggle free of their 
bonds. 

The essential cliasacteristics of Plato's tlieory of Forms would, thus, include: (a) There is a 
difference between 'Fosm' or 'Idea'; 'Knowledge' and 'Appearance'; 'Actual', or 'Opinion' as 
there is cl iffel-ence between tlie ideallinvisi ble world and tlie physica llvisi ble world. (b) The 
form is the ult i~nate object of appearance. (c) Tlic actual world can attain the ideal world. (d) 
Knowledge can  replace opinion and is attainable. (e) The visible world is the shadow of the real 
world. (0 What  appears to be is not tlie Form, but is a form of the Form. 

Plato explained that there is a differelice between things wliicll are beautiful and what beauty 
is: fo'onuer lies in the renln~ of opinion while the latter, it1 the realm of knowledge. What is more 
important is Plato's insistence tliat the journey from 'appearances' to 'fonn' is possible through 
knowledge. 

Plato had conceived tlie Fortns as arranged hierarcliically-the supretne form is the form of tlie 
Good, which like the sun in the myth of the cave, illuminates all tlie other ideas. The forms 
of the Good (i.e., tlie idea of the Good) represents Plato's ~iiovement in tlie direction of 
attaining goodness. In a way, the tlieory of Fonns, as propounded by Plato, is intended to 
explain how one comes to know, and how things have come to be as they are, and also how 
tliey are likely to attain their ideals. 

Plato's theory o f  Form is closely related to his belief that virtue is knowledge. According to 
Plato, the idea ofvirtiie is the idea of action; the i~lti~nate object of virtue is to attain knowledge; 
the lanowledge of  virtue is the highest level of ]<nowledge; kliowledge is attainable; and so is 
vit-tue attaillab le. 

Plato's theory o f  For111 Inas been extended by him to his political theory. The types of rulers 
Plato sought t o  liave should be i:llose who have the kllowledge of ruling people. Until power 
is in the lia~ids of those who have k~lowledge (i.e., the philosophers), states w o ~ ~ l d  liave peace, 
so thought Plato. 

2.4 POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY OF PLAT0 

2.4.1 Theory of Justice 

For Plato, justice does not consist in illere adherence to tlie laws, for it is based on the inner 
nature of the human spirit. It is also not the triumpli of tlie stronger over tlie weaker, for it 
protects the weaker agai~nst the stronger. A just state, Plato argues, is achieved with an ejle to 
tlie good of  tlie whole. 11-1 a just society, the rulers, tlne military, the artisail all do what they 
ought to do. In s11cl1 a society, the rulers are wis& the soldiers are brave, and the producers 
exercise self-control or temperance. 



'Justice' is the central theme of the Plato's Republic; its sub-title entitled "Concerning Justice". 
For Plato, justice is a moral concept. Barker says: "Justice is, for Plato, at once a part of human 
vit-tue and the bond which joins lnen together in tlie states. I t  makes nlan good and makes Iiim 
social." Almost a similar view lzas been expressed by Sabine. He says: "Justice (for Plato) is 
a bond which holds a society together." 

Justice gives the reseinblance of what is used in the Greek langi~age 'Dikaiosyne', a word which 
lias a Inore comprehensive meaning than tlie word 'justice'. 'Dikaiosyne' nleans 'just' 
'righteous~~ess'. That is why Plato's notion of justice is not regarded legal or judicial, nor is 
it related to the realms of 'rights' and 'duties', it does not come within the limits of law; it is, 
as such, related to 'social ethics'. The essential characteristics of Plato's notion can be stated 
as these: (i) Justice is another imne of rigliteousness. (ii) It is more the performance of duties 
than tlie elljoyrnent gf rights. (iii) It is individual's contribution to the society in accordance 
with his abilities, capacities and capabilities. (iv) It is a social morality; man's obligatiotl. (v) 
It is the strength of the social fabric as it involves a web of social system. 

Before stating these views through Socrates, Plato refuted the then prevailing theories ofjustice. 
He denounced the father-son's (Cephalus- Polemarcl~us) theory ofjustice of traditional morality- 
jistice giving every man his due, in other words, 'doing to others what is proper' (Cephalus) 
or 'doing good to friends and harming enemies' (Polemarchus). Plato recognised the worth of 
the traditional theory of justice which colnpels men to do what they are supposed to do or 
justice as phenonlena creating unity. But he did not approve of justice being good for some 
and evil for others. Justice is, Plato held, good for all-the giver as well as the receiver, for 
friends as well as foes. 

Plato also rejected Thrasymachus' radical notion of justice according to which justice is always 
in the interest of the stronger. He did agree with Thrasymachus that the ruler because he knows 
the art of ruling, lias all the power but did not agree that the ruler rules in his ow11 interest. 
Plato argued through Socrates that the shoe-maker does not wear all the shoes he iiiakes; the 
farmer does not eat at1 the crops he prepares; accordingly tile ruler does not make all the laws 
which benefit him. Plato agreed with Thrasynlachus that justice is an art, and that one who 
knows the art is the artist, and none else. 

And yet, there is another theory ofjustice advocated by two brothers-Glaucon and Adeimantus, 
Plato's ow11 brothers. The tlieory is a co~iventional theory of justice and one which was 
favourably agreed to by Plato's hero, Socrates. Glaucon held the view that justice is in the 
interest of the weaker (as opposed, to  Thrasymachus' view that it is in tlie interest of tlie 
stranger), and that it is artificial in so far as it the product of custotns and conventions. Glaucon 
says: "...men do not suffer inj~~stice freely and without restraint. But the weaker, finding that 
they suffer niore injustice than they can inllict, make a contract one with another neither to do 
injustice, 1101- to suffer it to be done; and in pursuance of the contract, they lay down a law, the 
provisions of which are henceforth the standard of action and the code of justice". Plato did 
see limitations in Glaucon's theory by describing justice as natural and universal as against 
Glaucon's notion of it as 'artificial' and 'product' of cohventions and custotns. 

Plato's own tl~eory, as stems from the discussion which went on among characters such as 
Cephalus, Polernarcl~us, Tl~rasymaclzus, Glaucon, Adeimantus and Socrates, appears to be as 
under: 

1) Justice is nothing'but tlie principle that each one should pursue a function for wI,~ich OIIU , 
is fitted by nature; each one to do one's own for one's own and. for colnlnon good. 



2) Justice mealis specialization and excellence. 

3) Justice helps people to be in a society; a bond that holds society; a har~nonious uliion of 
individuals, of classes with tlie state. It is a bond that brings together individuals, classes 
and state into one frame. 

4) . Justice is both a 'public' and 'private' virtue. It aims at tlie highest good of the individual 
(private), and of the whole society (public). 

Plato's theory ofjustice leads to division of labour, specialisatio~l and efficiency. It is, therefore, , 
a principle of specialisation, unity, non-interference and harmony. His notion of justice iniplies 
a social vi~tue, a private and public ethics and a moral dictate. And yet Plato7s theory ofjustice 
is totalitarian in the sense that it subordi~iates individual to tlie slate. 

2.4.2 Scheme of Education 

Plato's Republic is not merely an essay on goveniment, it is, as Rousseau infortus us, a treatise 
ort.education. T11e essence of his whole philosophy, as stated in  the Republic, was to bring 
about reforms (political, econolnic, social as well as moral, intellectual, cultural) in the ancient 
Greek society. The object of tlie Republic was to locate and thereafter establish justice in tlie 
ideal state and his scheme of educatio~i aimed, precisely, at tliat. For Plato, social education 
is a means to social justice. It is, therefore, not iticorrect to say that education, for Plato, had 
been a solution to all the vexed questions. Education, as Klowsteit tells us, has been an 
il~strunient for ~iloral reforms. 

Plato's theory of education is an attempt to toirch the evil at its very source. It is an attempt 
to cure a mental malady by a mental medicine. Barker rightly says that Plato's scheme of 
education brings the soul into that environment which in each stage of its growth is best suited 
for its development. 

Plato7s theory of education is impol-tant in his political theory. It is importa~lt in so far as it 
'provides a basis for the ideal state designed to achieve justice. Following his teacher, Socrates, 
Plato had a belief in the dictum tliat Vil-tue is knowledge aiid for making people virtuo~~s, he 
iuade education a very powerf~ll iiistrurnetit. Plato also believed that education builds man's 
character atid it is, therefore, a necessary condition for extracting man's natural faci~lties in 
order to develop his personalities. Education is not a private enterprise for Plato; it is public 
in so far it provides a moral diagnosis-to the social ailments. Barker, speaking for Plato, says 
that educatioll is a path. of social rigl~teousness, and not of social success; it is a way to reach 
tlie truth. Education, Plato emphasised, was necessary for all .the classes in society, especially 
for those who govern tlie people. The rulers, for Plato, are supreme because they are educated 
by philosophers, for the rule of the pliilosophers, as Barker explains, is the result of the 
education they receive. 

Plato, in liis proposed scllelne of education, accepts certain assumptions: (i) soul, being initiative \ 
and active, throws up, through education, the best things that are Iatept in it; (ii) education 
moulds the character of the growing young; it does not provide eyes tb the blind, but it does 
give vision to men with eyes; it brings soul to the realms of light; it activates atid reactivates 
the individual (iii) each level of education has a pre-assigned Sirnction: the eletnentary education 
helps i~~dividuals give direction to tlleir powers; middle level education helps individuals 
understand their surroundings; and higher education helps individuals prepare, determine and 
decide their course of education; (iv) education llelps people earn a living and also helps them 
to become better liiiman beings. 



Plato does not warit to make education a commel.cial enterprise. He wants, as Sabine tells us, 
that educaiion must itself provide tile needed means, must see that citizens actually get the 
training they require, and tuust be sure that the education supplied is consonant with the 
llar~nony and well-being of tlie state. "Plato's plan, Sabine states, "is therefore, for a state- 
controlled system of co~upulsory education. His ediicational scheme falls naturally into parts, 
the elementary education, which includes tlie training of tlie young persons up  to about the age 
of twenty and culmi~~ating in the beginning of military service, and the higher education, 
intended for those selected persons of both sexes wlio are to be members of the two ruling 
classes and extending from the age of twenty to thil-ty-five". 

Plato's scheme of education had both the Athenian arid the Spartan influence. Sabine writes: 
"Its must genuiilely Spartan feature was the dedication of education exclusively to civic training. 
Its content was typically Athenian, and its purpose was dolninated by the end of moral and 
intellectt~al cultivation." The curriculuin of the elementary education was divided into two 
parts, gy~ll~lastics for training the body, and lnusic for training the mind. The elementary 
education was to be imparted to all the three classes. But after the age of twenty, those selected 
for higher education were tliose wlio were to hold the highest positions in the guardian class 
between twenty and thirty five. The guardians were to be co~istituted of the auxiliary class, and 
the ruling class. These two classes were to have a higher doze of gy~nnasium and music, 
greater doze of gymnastics for rhe auxiliaries, and greater doze of music for the rulers. Tlie 
highel- education of the two classes was, in purpose, professional, and for his curriculun~ Plato 
chose tlie only scie~ltific studies-mathematics, astronomy and logic. Before the two classes 
could get on to their jobs, Plato suggested a fi~r-ther education rill the age of about fifty, mostly 
practical in nature. 

111 conclusion, we may ideniifj the characteristic features of Plato's scheme of educatioll as 
these: (i) His scheme of education was for the guardian class, i.e., the auxiliary class and tlie 
ruling class; he had ignored the producing class completely; (ii) I-Iis whole educational plan was 
state~controlled; (iii) It aimed at attaining the physical, mental, intellectual, moral development 
of h u ~ n a ~ ~  personality; (iv) It consisted of three stages: elementary between 6 to 20; higher, 
between 20 and 35; practical, between 35 and 50; (v) It aimed at preparing the rulers for 
adl~iinistrative statesmanship; soldiers for militarily skill; and producers for material productivity; 
(vi) It sought to bring a balance between the individual needs and social requirement, 

Plato's plan of education was unde~iiocraticaily devised in so far as it ignored the producing 
class. It was limited in nature and was restrictive in extent by laying more en~phasis on 
mnthe~natics than on literature. Tlle wllole plan was i~nexpectedly and unduly expe~isive. It 
was un-individual in  the sense Ihat it restricted man's tllinking process and liis autonomy. It 
was too abstract and too tl~eoretical, so much so, it lost sight of administrative intricacies. 

2.4.3 Community of Wives and Property 

Plato's consistency is beyond any doubt. If liis theory of communism of property is a logical 
corollary 01 1;is conception of justice, and liis theory of co~ilniunis~n of families was a logical 
corollary of his views on con~munism of property. Justice, as Plato had put it, was the very 
objective of the ideal state. The ideal state, Plato went on to say, consisted of the tlirce classes- 
those of the rulers, of the auxiliaries, and of the producers, each doing its own assigned job. 
Justice woulcl be ushered in, Plato argued, if the guardians (tlic rulers and tlie a~~xiiiaries) do 
away wit11 property, for property represents tlic elements of appetite, a~ id  t:) do away with 
property de~na~ids  the comlnunism of fami lies. As Barker, writes for Plato: " !'he abolition of 
family life arnong tlle gi~ardians is, thus, inevitably a corollary of tlieir renunciation of private 
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property. According to Dunning: "As private property and family relationships appear to be tlie 
chief sources of dissension in every community, ~ieither is to have recog~iition in the perfect 
state." According to Sabine, so firtnly was Plato cotlvinced of the pernicious effects of wealth 
upon government that lie saw no way to abolish the evil except by abolishing wealth itseIf. The 
same is true also of Plato's purpose in abolislii~ig persons, as another (first being property) 
potent rival to tlie state in competing for tlie loyalty of rulers. "Atixiety for one's children", 
Sabine concludes on behalf of Plato, "is a form of self-seeking inore i~isidious than the desire 
for property.. . ". 

Plato's co~ntnunisrn, to put his theory very briefly, takes two for~ns. Sabi~ie says: "The first is 
tlie prohibition of private property, whether houses as land or money, to the rulers (and auxiliaries) 
and the provision that they shall live in barracks and have tlieir rneals at a colnlnon table. The 
second is the abolition of a permanent lnonogamous sexual relation and the substitution of 
regulated brecding at the beliest of the rulers for the purpose of securing the best possible 
offspring". This two-type of communism is applied on the rulers and tlie ailxiliaries called the 
guardians by Plato. 

Plato's argu~net~t for communism of property and families was tliat tlie unity of the state 
demands their abolition. "The unity of the state is to secure; property and family stand in the 
way; therefore, property and ~iiarriage must go" (Sabine). 

To find similal-ities between Plato's and Marx's communism, as l'rofessor Jaszi or Professor 
Maxey do, is to draw wrong parallels. Plato's communism llas a political objective-an 
econornic solution of a political ail~netit; Marx's cornrnunistn has an econonlic objective-a 
political solution of an ecotiornic ailment. Plato's communism is limited to only two classes- 
the r~ilers and tlie auxiliaries while Marx's coiii~~~unism applies to tlie whole society. Plato's 
basis of communism (or property) is material temptation aucl its nature is individualistic while 
Marx's basis is tlie growth of social evils, which result from the accumulation of private 
property. 

Plato's reasons for offering his scl~etne of community of wives and property were tlie following: 
Those who exercise politicai power should' have no economic motives, and those who arc 
engaged in econornic activities should liave no sharc in political power. Pragmatic as his 
message was, Plato had learnt from the Spartan successfill experiment whose citizens were 
denied tlie use of money and where they all had to consume evel-ything in cornmon. 

Plato's defense of tlie co~nnluilis~n of families was no less effective. Barker su~iis up Plato's 
argument in this regard: "Plato's scheme has many facets atid many purposes. It is a scl~ellie 
of eugenics; it is a scheme for the e~nancipation of women; it is a scheme for the nationalisation 
of the faoiily. It is meant to sewre a better stock, greater freedom for woineli and for rnen- 
to develop their lligllest capacities, a more complete and living solidarity of tlie state or at ally 
rate, of the rulers of tlie state." 

Plato's plan of co~nmu~lis~n has been denounced by many, from his disciple Aristotle down to 
Karl Popper. Aristotle criticises Plato for Iiaving ignored the ~iatural instinct of acquisitioti, 
making the scherne partial in so far as excluding tlie producing class fro111 it and declaring it 
ascetic and aristocratic, surre~ideri~lg all the best for the gz~ardia~is. Others, iticluding Karl 
Popper, condemn ~lato's'scheme of comn)imis~n 011 numcrous grounds, especially the following: 

a) It is doi~btfiil if cotnm~~nism of fanlilies wo~~ld  bring greater degree of unity by making 
the guardiat.1~ a single family. 
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b) Co~~imunism of wives and families, that Aristotle hints at, was bound to create confusion 
. if not disordel-one fe~nale would be wife of all the guardians and one male, {lie husband 

- of all the females. One may add, as Aristotle really does: a father would have thousand 
sons, and a son, thousand fathers. 

c) Common children would tend to be neglected, for everybody's child would be nobody's 
baby. 

d) It is aIso doubtfill if tlie state-controlled mating would ever be workable; it would rather 
reduce men and women to the levels of mere a~iimals by suggesting temporary marital 
relationship. . 

e) The whole scheme of communism is too rigid, too strict, and too stringent. 

'f) * ~ ~ a t o ' s  communism of families suggests a system df marriage wliicli is neither monogamy, 
nor bigamy, nor polygamy, nor polyandry. 
\ 

g) Plato's theory of comrnunis~n is too idealistic, too utopian, too imaginary, and accordingly, 
far away from tlie realities of liIe. 

2.4.4 Ideal State : The Ruling Class/Philosophic Ruler 

In all his .works on political theory, there is a strong case, wliich Plato builds in favour of an 
omni-competent state. ~ i v i n ~  is one thing, but living well is another and perliaps a different 
thing altogether. It is tlle job of tlle government, Plato affirmed more than once, to help people 
live a co~iiplete life. The problem which Plato addressed was not how best a government could 
be created but how best a governnient coulcl be installed. It was, thus, witli Plato, a matter of 
just not a govertiment, but a just government; just not a government any how, but a perfect 
government; just not a government any way, but an ideal government, the ideal state. 

In the Republic, Plato constructs the ideal state in  three successive stages: The heulthy stale or 
what Glaucon termed as 'tlie city of pigs', is inore or less a social groupilig where men get 
together, on the psil~ciples of 'division of labour', atid of 'specialisation', to lneet their ~iiaterial 
needs; the luxtlrious stnfe, arising out of tlie men of a liealthy state to quench their thirst of 
'sofas and tables', also of 'saucer and sweets', and requiring, thus, a band of 'dogs keen to 
scent, swift of foot to pursue, and stray of limb to fight,' the auxiliaries; the just slate, the ideal 
one, wliere alnong the 'dogs', the pliilosophers are able to judge by 'the rule of knowing; whom 
to bite,' that is, 'gentleness to friends and fierceness against enemies', are there to guide the 
rest. Thus, there is a clear hint of tlie classes, which co~istitute tlie ideal state-the producing 
class, the auxiliary class, arid the ruling class. In  tlie Republic, the state is led by tlie philosophers; 
iii the Stutesn7a11, it is a mixed state ideally led by statesman, and in  tlie L m s ,  it is actual state 
as it is, led by the laws. The ideal state of tlie Xepzrblic is tlie.fon~z of the historical (Politics) 
and uclual (laws) states. 

Plato's rulers, either the pliilosopliers of the Repzrblic, or statesman of the Poljtics or the 
i~nperso~ial laws of the Laws have the responsibilities of preserving and pronioting the interests 
of tlie whole community. Their aim is, as Plato expressed in the Repztblic, giving order and 
happiness to the state: "Our aim is founding tlie state", Plato contiiiues, "was . .. the greatest 
happiness of the whole; we tliought that in a state which is ordered wit11 a view to the good 
of the whole we should be most likely to find justice." Or again, "we mean our guardians to 
be true saviours and not tlie destroyer of the State." 111 the Politics, Plato said that t l ~ c  dox.eerrlors 
ought to "use their power witli a view to tlie general security and improvemenl." 11' tI;e Luws, 
Plato was worried about the "wetl-being of the state." What he wanted were r u ! . ~ ~ ,  and not 
pretenders-rulers who tnust know their job and should be able to perform it in the interests 



of all. They sliould tie wise, courageous, temperate and just-the qualities as expressed in tlie 
Repzlblic; wise and versed in the traditional customs, tlie unwritten laws of tlie divinely remote 
past, as in the Politics, and work under the dictates of the written laws as in the Latvs. 

The use of analogies in tlie writings of tlie ancient Greek thinkers was a ~isual exercise, 
showing, as Barker says; "a cliaracteristic of the transition from tlie old philosophy of nature 
to tile new pliilosopliy of man." His use of analogies demonstrated liis love for llie art of ruling, 
planning liis ruler i n  the image of an artist. Tlierc are the 'dog-soldiers' for guarding and 
watcliing tlie liu~ilan cattle and also for keeping tlie wolves-enemies-at bay; 'the shepherd- 
guardian' for looking after the human sheep-all tliese are mentioned in the Republic. Tliere 
is 'tlie pl~ysicia~i-states~nan' responsible for the general liealtli of the ailing-state; 'the pilot- 
statesnian', sltilled in his all, wise in liis job and rich in his experiences, for orderitig tlie affairs 
of the ship of tlie state; 'tlie weaver-states-ll~ati' for a creating a 'just harmony' u~~itiiig different 
eletne~its of human nature-all these are mei-tioncd in tlie Politics. 

Knowledge is tlie merit which qualifies the rulers to rule tlieir people. It helps them, Plato said, 
perform their responsibiiitics in the most perfect Inaliner. The I-ulers, he insisted, ought to know 
the science of politics; illey ought to use this sciencc, he held, as the ai-tist uses his art. Wliat 
Plato urged was tlie very competence of tlie rulers and strict discipline in tlie perforniance of 
tlieir f~tnctions. His rulers do tlie job of ruling as tlie peasant docs tlie tilling; tlie peasant is 
a peasant because he knows tlie job of tilling, so that ruler is a ruler because lie Icnows the job 
of ruling. 

Plato did not take any chance wliicli could put the rulers away from tlieir ideals. So there are 
the communistic devices applied on tlie rulers as in the Repztblic; tlie promises froni them to 
be alive to the divinely custon~s as in tlie  politic.^, and tlie demands from them to be loyal to 
the written codes as in tile LUMIS. Plat0 wanted tlie art and science of politics to be directed 
toward tlie attainment of a just order in which each individual, or each group of individuals does 
liis owl1 appointed function. This is wliy he makes his r.ulel.s experls in  tlieir bra~ich of business; 
this is why lie makes liis rulers undergo an intensive system of' education and training; tliis is 
why lie makes liis rulers lead a life clevoid of any pcrsonal tenlptations. His atixiety was to build 
a perfect and liierarcl~ical society where tlie rulers are expected to uphold and maintain ideals 
of justice (Republic), sustentation (Politics) ancl public good (Laws). Plato vested in his 
philosophic ruler absolute powers on the premise that reason ought to be sup~eme. However, 
what lie did not safeguard, as rightly pointed out by Popper against was tlie possible abuse and 
misuse of unchecked absolute powers no matter how just or wise the ruler might be. 

Plato writes in tlie Laws: "[Ilf anyone gives too great a power to anything, loo large a sail to 
vessel, too mucll food to tlie body, too much authority to the mind, and does not observe the 
mean, everything is overthrown, and, in tlie wantonness of excess runs in tlic one case to 
disorders, and in tlie other to injustice ....". His rulers have power, they have power because 
tliey have responsibilities, maintaining 'tlie rule of justice', allowing, 'no innovatiall in  the 
system of education', and watching 'against the entry either of poverty or of wealth into the 
state', and keeping the size of tlie state 'neither large nor small, but one and sufficient.' 

2.5 EVALUATION OF PLATOyS POLITICAL THEORY 

2.5.1 Plato's Adversaries 

Plato has been interpreted in so different ways that tliey make conclusions wry. If for one set 
of people, Plato is a revolutionary arid a propliet of socialism, for others, he is a fore-runner 



of fascism and an advocate of reactionaries. Aristotle, Plato's disciple, was his greatest critic. 
R.H.S. Crossman (Plato Today), C.M. Bowra (Ancient Greek Literature), W. Fite (The Platonic 
Legerm'), B. Farrington (Science of Politics in the Ar~cient World), A.D. Willspear (The Genesis 
of P1~fo'~s Thozight) Karl Popper (The Open Society and its Eneniies) are men who have 
condelnned Plato. G.C. Field (Plato and his Conrel~~polm.ie,s), Ronald B. Levillson (In Defence 
of Plato), Jol~n Wild (Plnto 's Modeni Erien?ies and the Tl7eoi.y of Natural Larv), A.E. Taylor 
(The & f ~ n  and His Work), Ernest Barker (Greek Political Theory), R.L. Nettleship (Lectures on 
the Reptrblic of Pkito) admire him. 

Of all the critics, Popper's criticism of Plato is the 1110st devastating. Plato, to Popper, was an 
enemy of the open society. Popper holds the view tliat Plato advocated a closed system, which 
was not dirferent fic:ii an idealised reproductio~i of tlie tribalism of the past. To Popper, Plato's 
philos~plty and its theories-of justice, conim~~nism, and education etc, are but so rnany subtle 
ways of jtrstifying autlioritarianis~n and totalitarianism. Plato's philosophy sought to perpetuate 
or eternalise the ideal-the ideal of anti-democracy, anti-change and anti-open society. Popper's 
tirade against Plato can be sutn~i~ed up i n  his own words: "Plato's fundaruental demands can 
be expressed in either of the two fonnula, the first corresponding to his idealist theory of 
cliange and rest, the second to Itis rtaturalism. The idealist fortnula is: Arrest all political 
change. Change is evil, rest divine. All cliange can be arrested if the state is made an exact 
copy of its original, i.e., of the Poem or Idea of the city. Sllould it be asked how this is 
practicable, we can reply with the naturalistic formula: Back fo the Natuve. Back to the original 
state of our forefathers, the primitive state founded in accordance wit11 human nature, and 
therefore, stable; back to tlie tribal patriarchy of tlie time before tlie Fall, to the natural class 
rule of the wise few over the ignorant inany." (Popper Italics) 

Condemning Plato's political programme, Popper says that it "far from being morally superior 
to totatitarianisn~, is firndanientally identical with it." Popper asserts that Plato's ideal state 
would lead to a closed system. To quote Popper: "Excellent as Plato's sociological diagnosis 
was, his own development proves that the therapy he reconi~nends is worse than tlie evil lie tries 
to combat. Arresting political change is not the remedy; it cannot bring happiness. We can 
never return to the nllegcd innocence and beauty of tlie closed system. Our dream of heaven 
cannot be realised on earth. Once we begin lo rely upon our reason, and to use our powers of 
criticism . . . we cannot return to a state of implicit submission to tribal magic. For those who 
have eaten of the tree of knowledge, paradise is lost. The more we try to return to the heroic 
age of tribalism, the more surely do we arrive a1 the inquisition, al the secret police, and at a 
romanticised gangsterisni. Beginning with the suppression of research arid truth, we lti~lst etid 
with the tilost brutal and violelit destructio~i of all that is human. There is no retusii to a 
harrnonio~~s state of' nature. If'we turir buck, then we n~usl &to the whole +vuy ... w e  nzzul returf7 
to the best" (Popper's Italics). 

John Jay Chapinan, a devout anti-Platonist, called Plato 'the prince of co~tji~rers'. W. Fite holds 
the view that Plato liad the vacillations of an adolescent. R.H.S. Crossman says that Plato was 
wrong, both for his times and for ours. 

Plato's adversaries have been active in all the ages beginning fsom his own days and even 
including his pupils, Aristotle particularly. Plato's enemies have bee11 really unfair to 11im. 
Popper's condeinnation is an illustration of SLICII treatment of Plato. If Plato were truly totalitarian, 
then he would liave built a police state; would liave made provisions for secret police; would 
have suggested severe and liarsli punishments; would ltave provided concentration camps. 
Would have landed terror. But nowhere do we find Plato saying all this. On tlie co~ttrary, lie 
pictures an idcal state wllose aim is ethical, whose rulers are guided by a rational plan and who 
have to have a particular type of education, a systeliiatic training and a life of dedication and 
aln~ost of renunciation. 



2.5.2 Plata's Place in Western Political Theory 

plate's political philosophy, which emerges from his writings has its special importance in the 
history of the Western Political Theory. Jowett (The Di~~lugzles ofPl~ztu, 1902) riglitly describes 
Plato as tlie fhther of philosopliy, politics and literary idealism. I4e says: "[N]owliere in Plato 
is there a deeper irony or a greater wealth of humor or il.nagery, or more dramatic power (as 
in tlie Repz,blic). Nor in ally other of his writings is the attempt made to interweave life slid 
speculalion, or to conucct politics to philosopliy." Professor Maxey (Political Philosophies, 
1961) writes: ". .. Dilt tlic midrib of his (Plato's political pllilosopliy was timeless and universal. 
As a C3ro~li of Ilic posl-Pcriclci~n period, Ile was an anti-expansionist, a disbeliever in democracy, 
a foe of comn~ercialisrii, and an ac!mircr of Lacedaemonian militarism. But as an analyst of 
social ruid political institutions atid :I sccker of the ideal lie was tile forerunner and inspirer of 
most of'the nriti-ni:itcrialistic political pliiluz~phies, reconstructive political theories, and radical 
political progr.ams wl~icli havc appcarcd in subsequent ages". For Emerson, "Plato was 
phi losoplry ancl pli i losopliy, P lato". 

Plato's contributioli to tlie western political ih0ilp11t is without any parallel. He has give11 it a 
direction, n basis aiitl u vision. Political idealisn~ is l3lato's gift to western political philosophy. 
An idcalisl, as I'lnto rcnlly was, lic was more interested in future than in tlie present; in a model 
tllat it state ccui be than in tlic actilal state; in the form of the state than in a state that appears 
at pseselit. 'l'liis docs not mean tliat the idealists tlo not take into account what the present or 
tlic actual statc is. 111 Irlct, tlic iclealists build the f'abric cf the future on tlie basis of tlie present; 
it is the prescllt that  dict:ttcs tlicir lirture. I'lczto's idealism was grounded in tlie circunistances 
ofthe tlicn city-states; liis was o ~iiovernent to cliangc tlie Greek of Iiis own times, not for the 
past as 1301>pcr says, bill fhr a li~tnre. ii)r a model and that too tlirougli a rational plan. Accordingly, 
Plato can bc described ils an idealist, but not a utopian; a physician and not a life-giver; a 
refor~iicr and [lot a drenmcr. 

Tlicrc is originality in I'lato iri so fiir he Ilntl btrild not very uncommon institutions on postulates 
he thought basic. I'lato's significallcc lies in making education as the bedrock on which is 
struclurecl thc wholc ideal statc. If the \~llzole sclienle of education is practised completely, tlie 
development o f t l ~ c  statc is ccrtniuly nssurecl. Sound education and sound nu~turing are guarantees 
for filll-llcdgccl bcttermcnt. I Ie was of [he opinion that tlie state could be stri~ct~ired afresh as 
againsl l'opper's view ol' piccenieal social engineering. 

Plclto is a ~hilosoplicr alitl ;kt tlic satlie ti~iie an idealist. A philosopher is one who thinks more 
than lie sccs; he sees things in general, and avoids what is particular. Plat0 was such a 
pliilosophw \vho sitw thc general clctc~.iorating conditions of tlie city-states of his time. He 
souglii to diagnose the ailmcnt, rallies tlia~i tlie symptoms. Wliat ailed tlie ancient Greek society 
was llie ever-siclicnil~g C O I . I ' L I ~ ~  I'IIIC~S, ancl his diagnosis, then, was to give tlie people a set of 
rulers wlio hnew the art of r~lling. Plato was such a pl~ilosoplier wlio never lost siglit of 
pl~ilosopI~y, one that was idealistic, purposive, fi~~ure-oriented and normative, and yet witliill the 
framework of actual conclitions. tlc did rcach the lleiglits but lie remained within tlie reacli of 
what was practicnblc. IIe was, [Iius, a pliilosopher wlzo reliiained within tlie boundaries of 
realities; lie was a pliilosoplier wlio looked foward the sky but with his reet grounded on tlie 
earth. Plato may not be a saint, but lzc is a teacher of all of 11s. We can criticise him but we 
cannot ignore Iiim. 

Plato's a~iollicr col~trihut.ioli to western political thought was liis radicalism. He innovated liovel 
ideas a~icl intcyriltctl tlle~n skillfully in a political sclieine. His radicalis111 lies in tlie fact that his 
rulers are rulers witllot~l comforts and luxuries possessed by men of property; they are masters 
witlioitt owning anytlling; tlley arc parents witlzotit calling tlie children tlieir own; they have 



powers, absolute powers but they also have absolute responsibilities. It was a plan to organise 
the entire social order on .the basis of knowledge, skill and expertise. It was a total negation to 
tlie Pericleali idea of participatory democratic order with emphasi's on capacity and individuality 
rather than equality. 

Plato's attempt in the Republic is to portray a perfect model of an ideal order. With primacy 
of education he conceived of an elite which would wield power not for themselves but for the 
good of the society. But there was no prescription for checking degeneration or abuse of power. 
It is because of sucl~ an important omission, his more realistic pupil, Aristotle co~iceived of an 
ideal state not on the blueprint of the Republic but of the Laws. The beginning of the modern 
democratic order based on  the rule of law could be traced to the Laws and not to the Republic. 

However, Plato's place in western political thought is matchless. His legacy spreads with age 
and it is really difficult to prepare a list of subsequent political philosophers who might not have 
Plato's imprint, either explicitly or implicitly. 

Plato was one of the prolific writers, a philosopher, of the ancient Greece, born in 428/7 BC 
and died in 348/7 BC. His works have come to us in the forms of dialogue which have an 
appeal to the educated, and an interest in philosophy. He was a great political philosopher. In 
him, myth, metaphor, Iiumor, irony, patlis and a rich Greek vocabulaly captivate those who read 
hiin as his philosophy leads to the most pressing issues of the mind and reality. Plato was 
influenced by his teacher, Socrates, and by the then conditions of the ancient Greek. 

The theme of Plato's social and political thought, especially of the Republic is that philosophy 
alone offers true power-it also is the way to knowledge. The philosopher knows the forms, 
the ideals. He alone is fit to rule-those who are guided by reason and knowledge alone should 
have the power. They alone are capable of  establishing justice, to see that everyone contributes 
to the best of his abilities, of ~naintainiiig the size and purity and unity of the state. These 
rulers, possessed with the element of gold, together with man of silver and of copper, constiti~le 
the ideal state. Justice, for Plato, lies in each class (and in each individual in his own class) 
doing his own job. Plato gives to these t h e  classes education which each one needs. Plato, 
being a perfectionist, does not take any cha~ice and seeks to have a corruption-free administration. 
That is why he applies communistic devices on the guardians. 

Plato's friends and foes are numerous. His admirers describe him as an idealist and a philosopher, 
as also a teacher of  all, his adversaries co~ldelnn him as the eneniy of open society, an anti- 
democrat and a fascist. His contribution to western political thought is without any parallel. 
He has given western political thought a basis, a vision and a direction. 

2.7 EXERCISES 

1) Critically exaluine Plato's Theory of Education. 

2) Evaluate Plato's Theory of Justice is the light of the prevailing theories of justice. 

3) Explain the importance of co~ii~nunity of wives and property in Plato's ideal state. 

4) Discrlss Plato's theory of ideal state. What qualities does Plato suggest for the ruling class? 

5) Assess Popper's critique of Plalo. 

6) Evaluate Plato's political philosophy. What is Plato's contribution to western political 
tliought? 
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3.1 INTRODUCTION 

Unlike Plato, Aristotle (384-322 BC) was not an Athenian by birth, He was tiorn in Stagira, was 
a pupil of Plato and subseque~ltly taught Alexander and then established his own scl~ool, the 
Lyceum. Aristotle's relationship to Plato was similar to J.S. Mill's relationship to Bentham as 
both Aristotle and Mill repudiated major portions of the teachings of their master-Plato and 
Bentham respectively. This f~indamental difference between Plato and Aristotle led Ihcm to 
initiate two great streams of thought which collstitute what is known as the Western Political 
Theory, From Plato comes political idealism; and from Aristotle comes political realism. On 
this basis, it is easy to understand the comment by Coleridge, the poet, that everyone is born 
either a Platoilist or an Aristotelian. 

The difference between Plato and Aristotle is the difference betweeti philosophy and science. 
Plato was the father of Political Philosophy; Aristotle, the father of Political Science; the former 
is a philosopher, the latter is a scientist; fol.mer follows the deductive methodology; ihe latter, 
an inductive one. Plato portrays an unrealisable utopia-the ideal state whereas Aristotle's 
concern was wit11 the best possible state. Professor Maxey riglltly (Political Philosophies, 1461) 
says: "All wlio believe in  new worlds for old are the disciples of I3lato; all those who believe 
in old worlds made new by the tedious and toilsome use of science are disciples of Aristotle." 

Aristotle, like Plato, wrote voluminously. We know Aristotle 1x1s written on many subjects, 
His admirer claimed for h i m  the title of 'The Master of Them That Know'. For about thousand 
years, according to Maxey: "Aristotle.on logic, Aristotle on mechanics, Aristotle on physics, 
Aristotle on plrysiology, Aristotle on astronomy, Arisjotle 011 economics, and Aristotle on 
politics was almost the last word. 'The l~l~itnpeachable authority than which l-~allc was more 



authentic." "I-lis information was so 1nuc11 vastel- and more exhaustive, liis insight so mucli 
Inore penetrating, his deductions so 111uch more plausible than true of any of liis conteriiporaries 
or any of his successors prior to tlie advent of modern science that lie became tlle all-knowing 
Inaster in whom tlie scliolastic mind could find no fault" (Maxey). Whatever subject lie treated, 
lie treated it well; whatever work lie wrote, he made it a master piece. His legacy, like that 
of his teacher Plato, was so rich that all those who claim themselves as realists, scientists, 
pragmatists and utilitarian look to him as teacher, guide and philosopher. 

Referring to Aristotle's contribution to social science, Abraham Edel (Aristotle's I~iternational 
Encyclopaedia of Social Science) says: "Aristotle's distinctive contributions to social science 
are: (a) a methoclology of inquiry tliat focuses on man's rationality yet stresses the continuity 
of Inall and nature rather than a basic cleavage; (b) the integration of tlie ethical and the social, 
as contrasted wit11 the doniina~lt modern proposals of a value-free social science and an 
autonomous ethics; a~id (c) a systematic foundation for morals, politics and social theory atid 
some basic concepts for economics, laws and education." 

3.2.1 The Man and His Tinles 

Aristotle (384-322 BC) was born at Stagira, then a small Greek colony close to the borders of 
the Macedonian kingdom. His father, Nicolnachus was a physician at the court of Amyntas 11. 
A longer part of his boyhood was spent at Pella, the royal seat of Macedonia. Because of his 
descent fiom a medical family, it can well be imagined that Aristotle n~ust  have read medicine, 
and rnust have developed his interest in physical sciences, particularly biology. Upon !lie deatli 
of his parents, Aristotle's care fell upon a relative, Proxenus, whose son, Nicaner, Aristotle later 
adopted. 

Although not an Atlzenian, Aristotle lived in Athens for more than half of his life, first as a 
student at Plato's Ac~~den~y  for nearly twenty years (367-347 BC), and later as the master of 
llis own institiitio~~, the Lycezml, for about twelve years or so, between 335 and 323 BC. Me died 
a year later in Clialeis (the birth place of his mother, Plialstis) while in exile, following fears 
of being executed by the Athenians for his pro-Macedonian sympathies: "I will not allow the 
Athenian to conimit another sin (first being the execution of Socrates in 399 BC)", lie had said. 
During the intervening period of twelve years (34.7-335 BC), lie relnailled away kom Athens, 
his "jour~ieyman period." Between 347-344 BC he stayed at Assus with one Hermias, a tyrant, 
and an axe-slave but a friend of the Macedonian Icing, Philip. He married Hernias's niece and 
adopted daughter, Pythias, and on whose death, later he began a union, witliout ~narriage, with 
Herpliyllis, a Stagirite like Aristotle and they liad a son nanied Nicomachus, after Aristotle's 
fallier. 

Aristotle's relationship, with Herlnias got Aristotle close to tlie Macedonian King whose son, 
Alexander and later Alexander tlie Great was Aristotle's student for some tinie, much before 
the establisllnient of Lyccu~n in 335 BC. Like liis teacher 131ato, Aristotle liad kepl lxis association 
with men of tlie ruling classes; with Hermias between 347-344 BC, with Alexander between 
342 and 323 BC and with Anlipater after Alexander's deatli in 323 BC. Such an association 
with rulers helped A;-istotle's penetrating eyes to see the public affiirs governecl more closely. 
Fro111 Herniias, he canie to value tlie nature of one-man role, learn so~iictl~ing of economics and 
the importance of foreign relatiolls and of foreign policy, sotile ~cference to these are found in 
his Politics. From Alexandsr, Aristotle got all possible help that could impress irpon the 



collections (Alexander is said to have utilised the services of about 800 talents ill Aristotle's 
service, and inducted all hunters, fowlers and fishermen to report to Aristotle any matter of 
scientific interest). Fro111 Antipater calne Aristotle's advocacy of modern polity and of the 
propertied middle-class, something tliat Aristotle had advocated in Politics. From Lycurgus, 
the Athenian Statesinall (338-326 RC) and a Platonist and Aristotfe's classtnate, Aristotle learnt 
the significance of refor~ns which he made a past of his best practicable state. But that was ilot 
all that was Aristotle's. Aristotle, indeed, had his own too: his family background of looking 
at everything scientifically, Plato's inipact over a period of twenty years, his keen observatio~z 
of political events, his study of 158 constitutions of his tirne, and his elaborate studies at the 
Lyceurv through lectures and disci~ssions-all these combined to make him an erlcyclopedic 
mind and prolific writer. 

3.2.2 His Works 

Aristotle is said to have written about 150 philosophical treaties. About the 30 that survive 
touch 011 an enor~nous range of pliilosopliical proble~ns fro111 biology and physics to morals to 
aesthetics to politics. Many, however, are thought to be 'lecture notes' instead of complete, 

. polished treaties, and a few may not be his but of members of the school. There is a record 
that Aristotle wrote six treaties on various phrases of logic, twenty-six on different subjects in 
the field of natural sciences, four on ethics and morals, three on art and poetry, one each on 
metaphysics, economics, history and politics, and foirr or more on n~iscellaneous subjects. 

Aristotle's works can be classified under three headings: (1) dialogues and other works of a 
~opular  character; (2) collections of facts and material from scientific treatment; (3) systematic 
works. Among his writings of a popular nature, tlie only one, wllich we possess is the interesting 
tract On the PoZity of the Atheitians. The works on tlie second group include 200 titles, most 
it7 fragments. Tlie systematic treatises of the third group are marked by a plaitlness of style. 
Until Werner Jaeger (Aristotle: Fuizdurnentals ofthe Histovy ofHis Developments, 19 12), it was 
assumed that Aristotle's writings prese~ited a systelnatic account of his views. Jacger argues 
for an early, 111iddle and late period where the early period follows Plato's theory of for~ns and 
soul, tlle middle rejects Plato and the late period, iilcluding most of l~is  wr4itings, is more 
einpirically oriented. 

It is not certain as to when a particular wok was written by Aristotle. W.D. Ross (ilristotle, 
1953) presumes that Aristotle's writings appeared in the order of liis progressive witl~drawal 
from Plato's influence. The dialogues, especially in Rhetoric (also the Grylus), On the Soul 
(also the Endentzrs), tlie Protreyticus (011 Philosopl~y) were written during Aristotlc's stay in  
the Academy. Dialogues like Alexander and On Mo~zarchy were written during the time or later 
when Alexander assunled power. To the period betweell 347 and 335 BC, belong Aristotle's 
the Organon, the Pl?ysics, the De Daele, a part of De Aninla and the 'Metapl~ysics', the 
Eudelnian Ethics and a greater part of the Politics-all these are largely Platonic in character, 
but in the forms of dialognes. To the period of his headship of tlie Lycewn belong tlie rest of 
the works, i~otably the Meteo~ological, the works oil psychology and biology, the Cons&i/tltion.s, 
the Nicomachem Ethics after his son (and not father), ~ icomachus  fmn~  Herpyllis, tlie Poetics, 
and the Politics. 

Aristotle's political theory is found mainly in the Politics, although there are references of his 
political thought in the Nicomachean Ethics. His Constitzltions analyses Ilie system of governtnei~t 
on the basis of liis study of about 158 co~istitutions. Notable among them is the Covlstifulion 
of Athens. Aristotle's Politics, like any otlier work of llis, has coine down to us in the for111 of 
lecture ~iotes (See Barker: The Political Thoright of Pluto and Aristotle, 1948) and consists of 



several essays written at various tinies about wllicli the scholars have no unanimity. Jaeger 
argues that there is a distinction to be rnade between "The Original Politics" (Books, 2, 3, 7, 
8) which is Platonist in inspiration and which deals with the construction of the Ideal state or 
the best possible, and the truly "Aristotelian Politics" (Books 4, 5, 6) which contain a nluch 
more empirical grasp of how politics works to tlie real political world. Barker puts tlie order 
of the eight books of the Politics on tlie basis of internal developlnelit of Aristotle's ideas: the 
first three books deal witli the beginning of preliminary principles and criticism, the fourth and 
the fifth books (traditionally arranged as tlie seventh and eighth boolts) deal witli the construction 
of tlie ideal or the best possible state, the last three books, i..e., sixth to eighth (traditionally, 
fourth to sixth) deal witli tlie a~lalysis of tlie actual states, and also with the causes and cures 
of revolutions. 

3.2.3 His Methodology 

Aristotle's lnetllodology was different from Plato. While Plato adopted the pliilosopliical 
method in his approach to politics, Aristotle followed the scientific and analytical methodology. 
Plato's style is allnost poetic whereas that of Aristotle, prose-like. 

Scientific as Aristotle's lnetl~od of study is, it is, at the same tirne, historical, comparative, 
inductive, and observational. Barker comments that Aristotle's metl~odology is scientific; his 

. work is systematic, his writings are analytical. Aristotle's each essay begins with the words: 
'Observation shows ...". It is said that Aristotle had employed over a thousand people for 
reporting to him anything of scientific nature. He did not accept Anything except whicl~ he 
found was proven empirically and scientifically. Unlike his teacher Plato who proceeded from 
the general to the particular, lie followed the path from the particular to the general. Plato 
argued wit11 conclusions tliat were pre-conceived while Aristotle, in a scientific way arrived at 
his conclusions by the force of his logic and analysis. Etnpiricisln was Aristotle's meiit. Aristotle's 
chief contributioll to political science is to bring the subject matter of politics within the scope 
of the metl~ods, which he was already using to investigate other aspects of nature. Aristotle 
the biologist looks at the developments in political life in mucll the same way tliat lie looks at 
the developing life of other natural phenomena. Abraham Edel identifies features of scientific 
tnethodology in Aristotle. Some such features are: "His (Aristotle's) conception of systematic 

knowledge is rationailstic"; according to him: "Basic concepts and relations in each field are 
grasped directly on outcomes of an inductive process"; "Data are furnisl~ed by accumulated 
observation, cotilrnon opinion and traditional generalisation"; "Theoretical principles emerge 
fro111 analytic sifting of  alternative explanation"; "The world is a plurality of what we would 
today call hotneostatic systems, whose ground plan lnay be discovered and rationally formulated"; 
"Matter and form are I-elative analytic concepts. Dynan~ically, matter is centred as potentiality 
. . . and for111 as culll~i~iating actuality"; "Man is distirictively rational". 

Major characteristic features of Aristotle's ~nethodology can be briefly explained as under: 

a) Itzrkrctive nnd Declr~ctive: Plato's l~~etllod of investigation is more deductive than inductive 
where Aristotle's methodology is incluctive than deductive. The deductive features of 
Aristotle's lnetllodology are quite visible, thougli shades of Plato's seasoning remain in the 
margins. Aristotle's Nicor~~nchean Ethics does cotl'tain icleals of normative thinking ancl 
ethical life. Same is true about his Politics as well. Like Plato, Aristotle does conceive 
'a good life' (his deductive thinking) but he builds, 'good' anil 'lionourable life' on the 
inductive approach about the state as a union of fanlilies and villages which came into 
existence for satisfying the rnaterial needs of man. I-Iis inductive style compels him to 
classify states as he observes them but lie never loses sight of the best state that .he 
imagines. 



b) Historical atzrl Co~tparntive: Aristotle can claim to be the father of historical and comparative 
methods of sti~dying political phenomena. Considering history as a key to all the secrets, 
Aristol.le takes recourse in  the past to undeistand the present. The fact is that all his studies 
are based on his historical analysis: tlie nature of the causes and description of revolution, 
which Aristotle takes up in the Politics, have been dealt historically. Aristotle also follows 
the comparative ~netliod of study both intensively and extensively. His classification of 
states together with the consequent cycle of change is based on his intensive study of 158 
constitutions of liis times. Through comparative analysis he speaks about the 'pure' and 
'pervel-ted' forms of states. 

c) Teleologictfl rr~zcl A~znlogicrrl: Aristotle pursued teleological and analogical methods of 
analysing and investigating political phenomena. His approach was teleological using the 
model of craftsmanship. Aristotle insisted that natiue works, like an artist and in the 
process it seeks to attain the object for which, it exists. Nature, Aristotle used to say, did 
~iothing witlioi~t a pill-pose-nian lives in society to attain his development; state helps man 
to achieve liis end. Following his teaches Plato, Aristotle found milcll in cotnmon between 
a ruler and an aslist, between a stateslnan and a physician. 

d) Annlyticrrl nttd Observrltioncrl: Aristotle's methodology was both analytical as well as 
observational. In his wliole thought-process, he observed Inore than lie thought; all his 
studies were based on data and facts, which canie under liis Iceen observatiotl. 'I'hrough 
study, experiments and observation, Aristotle analysed things and, therefore, reached 
conclusions. Regarding state as something of a wkole, for example, Aristotle went on to 
explain its constituents-famililies, atid villages. Hc declares man, a social ani~nal by nature, 
colisiders family as the extension of ~nan's nature, village as the extensioli of family's 
nature, and state as tlie exteilsion of village's nature. 

PHILOSOPHICAL FOUNDATIONS 
POLITICAL THEORY 

3.3.1 Plato and Aristotle 

There was much that separated Aristotle from Plato, the pupil from tlie teacher. Their view 
about life was different; their vision about the world was different; their approaches were 
different and accordingly, they differed in conclusions. Maxey writes: "Where I'lato let his 
imagitlatiori take flight, Aristotle is factual arid dull; where ~ l a i o  is eloquent, Aristotle is terse; 
where Plato leaps from ge'neral concepts of logical conclusions, Aristotle slowly works fiom 
a multitude of facts to collclusions that are logical but not tinal; where Plato gives 11s an ideal - 

commol~wealth that is the best liis mind can conceive, Aristotle gives us the material requisites 
out of which, by adapting them to circumstances a model state may be c.o~istructed." 

Aristotle was Plato's disciple but he was liis critic as well. It is, therefore, comtnon to project 
Aristotle against Plato as Andrew Hacker (Political Theory, 1961) really does. One is acclaimed 
to be a scientist while the other, a philosopher, one a reformist, the other, a radical; one willing 
to work and build on the actual state, the other, anxious to recast the state afresh. On tlie farthest 
possible extreme, one advocating political realism, the other adhering to political idealism; one 
beginning with particular and ending at general, the other starting from the general and coming 
down to particular. 



Aristotle's criticisms of  Plato were on the following grounds. His greatest complaint against 
Plato was that he made a departure from experience. Aristotle says: "Let us remember that we 
should not disregard the experience of ages; in the multitude of years these things, if they were 
good, would certainly not have been unknown...". Ile admitted Plato's works were "brilliant 
and suggestive" but were at the same time "radical and speculative" (See Sabine, A History of 
Polirical Theory, First Indian Edition, 1973). 

Aristotle criticised Plato's state as an artificial creation, built successively in three stages with 
producers coming first and thereafter followed by the auxiliaries and the rulers. As an architect, 
Plato built the state. Aristotle, 011 the contrary, regarded tlie state as a natural organisation, the 
result of growtll and evolution. He says that if the nurnerous forms of the society before society 
were natural, so was natural the state as well. With Plato, Aristotle does recognise the ilnportance 
of the state for the individual, and also, like Plato, considers the state like a human organism, 
but unlike him, he docs not think of the state as a unity. For Aristotle, the state was a unity 
in divessity. 

Aristotle did not agree with Plato on the notion of justice, for he, unlike Plato, found justice 
more in the realms of erljoying one's rights rather than performing one's duties. For Aristotle, 
.justice was a practical activity virtue and not doing things ill accordance with one's nature. 
Plato's justice was ethical in nature while that of Aristotle juridical or more specifically, legal 
in nature. Plato's justice was, as Aristotle believed, incomplete in so far as it dealt predominantly 
with duties, and more or less ignored rights. In otlier words, Aristotle labelled Plato's justice 
as moral in nature since it gave primacy to the performance of one's duties. 

Aristotle did not approve of the three classes of Plato's ideal state, especially the guardians 
having the political power with tlzem. He disagreed with tlie idea of one class (guardians 
consisting of the rulers and the auxiliaries) e~~joyiiig all power of the state. Tile failure to allow 
circulation, says David Young (Rhetorical Discotir,~e, 2001), "between classes exclr~des those 
Inen who lilay be ambitious, and wise, but are not in the right class of society to hold any type 
of political power." Aristotle, he continues, loolts upon this ruling class system as an ill- 
conceived political structure. 

Plato, in his Republic did not consider laws as important. He was of the opinion that where 
the rulers were virtuous, there was no need of laws, and wllere they are not, there the laws were 
useless. Aristotle realised the significance of laws and held the view that rule of law was any 
day better than the rule of men, l~owsoever wise those rulers might be. Even Plato realiscd the 
utility of laws and revised his position in his Lnws. 

. 

Aristotle doubted if Plato's community of wives and property would help produce the desired 
unity. Rather, he regards these devices as impracticable for communism of propcsty created 
conflicts while that of the family led to a system where love and discipline within the fa~nily 
would evaporate. By providing co~nnlunistic devices, Plato, Aristotle Felt, had punished the 
guardians and depiived them of intrinsic love among the members of the family. I'lato's 
communism created a family of the state which, according to Aristotle, led to a point where 
the state ceases to be a state. Sabine says: "A fanlily is one thing and a state is something 
different, and it is better that one sl~ould not try to age the otlier." 

Aristotle's criticism of  Plato, violent as it is at times on grounds mentioned Ilerein, is a matter I 

of fact. Bul there is the other fact as well and that is that there is a Plato in  Aristotle. ~ o s t e r  I 

(Masters of Political Thozlg-ht, 1969) says: "Aristotle tlie greatest of all Platonists that he is, is 
permeated by Platonism to a degree in which perhaps no great pl~ilosoplier bcsidcs him has ' 

1 



been permeated by the tllo~lght of another." Every page which Aristotle writes bears the 
illlprint of Plato. In fact, Aristotle begins From where Plato ends up. ''The ideas, expressed 
by Plato as suggestions, illusions or illustrations are takdn up by Aristotle." (Dunning: A 
History of Political Theories, 1966 edition). It would not be unfair if the pupil is thought to 
be an extelision of the teacher. Aristotle, instead of damaging Plato's ideals, builds on them. 
Ross (Aristotle, 1923) points out: "But of his (Aristotle's) philosophical, in distinction from his 
scientific, works, there is no page which does not bear the impress of Platonistn". Both; Plato 
and Aristotle, start with ideal, examine tlie actual and stop at the possible. There is, in each, 
a belief in natural inequality, in the domillance of reason over the passion, in the self-sufficing 
state a s  the only unit necessary for individual development. Like his teacher Plato, Aristotle 
thinks that the ethical perfection of Inan is possible only in a state and that the interest of the 
state is the interest of those who constitute it. 

Indeed, Aristotle's criticism of Plato cannot be ignored, and in fact, he had no regrets on that 
' 

count. Will Durant rightly says: "As Brutus (a character of Shakespeare Julius Caesar) loves 
not Caesar less, but Rome more, so Aristotle says--dear is Plato, but dearer still is truth." So 
writes Ebe~lsteiil (Great Political thinkers): "Plato found the corrective to his thinking in his 
own student." 

3.3.2 Politics and Ethics 

Aristotle is not a pliilosopher of Plato's type, but the philosophical basis of his political ideas 
cannot be ignored. There is the philosophical basis in whole of his political theory. There is 
a belief of G.od in Aristotle: this provides a spiritual outlook to him, considering God as the 
ct-eator of everything. According to him, every phenomenon has two aspects: form and matter. 
As against Plato, Aristotle gives significance to what constitutes matter, whereas Plato believes 
that whatever is visible is the shadow of the form. Aristotle, on the other hand, is convinced 
that what is visible is also important in so Far as it is itself tlie result of numerous elements 
constituting it, tlie form only activates it, guides it and helps it to attain its end whicl~ is ethical. 
Aristotle also believes that man's soul has two parts, logical and illogical, and through ethical 
vil-tues, man attains rationality, the logical pal* of the soul. 

Aristotle is a political realist, but in it, he has not lost sight of politics existing to achieve its 
~noral  ends. In fact Aristotle does not regard politics as a separate science from ethics; politics 
is the corilpletion and a verification of ethics. To say it it1 other mrds,  politics is, in Aristotle's 
views, continuation of, and co~ztitluation with ethics. If olle would like to put Aristotle's point, 
one would say that as i t  is part of  human nature to seek I~appiness, it is also a part of Izuma~~ 
nature to livc in communities; wc are social animals, and the state is a development from the 
fa~iiily through the village community, an off-shoot of the family; formed originally for the 
satisfaction of natural wants, state exists for moral ends and for the promoti011 of the family, 
formed originally for the satisfaction of natural wants, state exists for moral ends and for the 
pl.ornotion of the higher life; the state is a genuine inoral organisation for advancing the 
developnleilt of human beings. In Nicomachean Jthics, Aristotle clearly says: "We regard the 
object of politics as supreme which is the attainment of a good and honourable life of the 
members of the community." Ethics guides his political theory, seeking the co-relation nf 
political and ethical life. His Nicomachean Ethics is an inspiration to his Politics: 

1 )  For  Aristotle, tlie state is not merely a political community; it is at the same time a , 

government, a school, an ethics, and culture. It is what expresses man's whole life; gives 
Inan a good life whiclz, in turn, lneans a moral and ethical living. 



2)  In his Niconmchean Ethics, he describes the moral qualities a man should possess. In 
Politics as well, be points out the qualities of a citizen; a good man can only be a good 
citizen. As in a good man, so in a good citizen there ought to be qualities such as cooperation, 
tolerance, self-control, qualities which Aristotle says, are imbibed by practice. Thus practice 
helps attain qualities and politics helps achieve ethical ends. 

, 3) Ethics and politics are so closely related that it is through politics, Aristotle asserts, that 
we see ethical life. As politics, he continues is a science of practice and as through our 
activities we seek the achievement of moral virtues, it is, he concluded, in our own hands 
to adopt good or bad virtues. Through our efforts we can attain qualities and leave what 
is not virtuous. 

4) Aristotle's basis of political theory is his ethics. In his work on ethics, he says emphatically 
that man is different from animal in so far as he is more active and more rational than 
animals. It is through his rationality, the element of reason in him, that man does what 
is in his interest or is in the interest of the community of which Ize is a part; he seeks what 
is good for him and for his fellow-beings. Men, Aristotle l~olds the view, and not animals, 
have had lessons of ethics. 

I 

5) Aristotle's political theory is intimately related to his ethical theory. His theory ofjustice, 
for example, is ethical-oriented. For Aristotle, justice is virtue, a complete virtue, morality 
personified and all that is good. This is his notion of justice in his Nico~~zachean Ethics. 
In his Politics, tile view about justice is distributive linked to the notion of proportionate 
equality which for Aristotle meant to treat equals equally, and unequals, unequally. Ethics 
is not otlly a basis for his political theory, it is its escort on inspiration as well. Nowhere 
in the discussion of I~is political ideas does Aristotle say anything which is not ethical. 

POLITICAL IDEAS OF ARISTOTLE 

3.4.1 Theory of Justice 

Like his teacher Plato, Aristotle believed that justice is the very essence of the state and that 
no polity can endure for a long time unless'it is fouilded on a right scheme ofjustice. It is with 
this consideration in view that Aristotle seeks to set forth his theory of justice. He held the 
view that justice provides an aim to the state, and an object to the individual. "When perfected, 
man is the best of animals, but wheil separated from law and justice, he is the worst of all." 

Like his teacher, Plato, Aristotle regarded justice as the very breadth of the statelpolity. According 
to him, justice is virtue, complete virtue, and the embodiment of all goodness. It is not the 
same thing as virtue, but it is virtue, and virtue in action. 

Justice is virtue, but it is more than virtue; it is virtue in action, i.e., virtue in practice. Reason 
is, for example, a virtue, but the reasonable/rational conduct is justice; truth is a virtue, but to 
be truthful is justice. What makes a virtue justice is the very practice of that virtue. So 
Aristotle says: "The good in the sphere of politics is justice, and justice contains what tends to 
promote the common interest." 

For Aristotle, justice is no less significant, for he regards justice as the very virtue of the state. 
It is justice that makes a state, gives it a vision and coupled with ethics, it takes the state to 
the heights of all ethical values. Justice saves the state from destruction, it makes the state and 



political life pure and healtliy. Ross says: "Aristotle begins by recog~iising two senses of the 
word. By 'Just', we may mean what is lawful or what is fair and equal". 

For Aristotle, justice is either general or it is particular justice as a part of general justice; a 
part of complete virtue if by general justice we mean colnplete virtue. According to Aristotle, 
cc General justice is complete goodness.. ..It is co~nplete in  the fullest sense, because it is the 
exercise of complete goodtless not only in himself but also towards his neiglibours." Particular 
justice is a part of completefgeneral justice; it is, therefore, a part of coniplete goodl~ess, its one 
aspect. A person seeking particular justice is one who observes laws but does not demand from 
the society nlore than what he deserves. 

Particular justice is of two types-distributive and corrective. For Aristotle, distributive justice 
hands out honours and rewards accordirig to tlle merits of Ihe recipients-equals to be treated 
equally and unequal, unequally. The corrective justice takes no account of the position of the 
parties concerned. But silnply secures equality between the two by taking away froin the 
advantage of tlie one and adding it to tile disadvantage of the other, giving justice to one who 
has been denied, and inflicting punishment to one who has denied others their justice. 

One can coinpare the notioll of justice as given by PIato and Aristotle: 

i) for Plato, justice is the performance of one's duties to the best of one's abilities and 
capacities; for Aristotle, justice is the reward in proposition to what one contributes; 

ii) Plato's justice is related to 'duties'; it is duties-oriented whereas Aristotle's justice is 
related to 'rights'; it is rights-oriented; 

iii) Plato's theory of justice is essentially moral and pl~ilosophical; that of Aristotle is legal; 

iv) ~ 0 t h  Iiad a conception of distributive justice. For Plato, that meant individual excellence ' 

and performance of one's duties while for Aristotle it meant what people deserve, the right 
to receive. 

v) Plato's justice is spiritual whereas Aristotle's, practical, i.e., it is virtue in action, goodness 
in practice, 

vi) Plato's justice is related to one's inner self, i.e., what comes straight from the soul; Aristotle's 
justice is related to man's actions, i.e., with his external activities. 

Aristotle's theory ofjustice is worldly, associated with man's conduct in practical life, of course 
with all ethical values guiding him. But he was unable to co-relate the etilical dimension of 
justice to its legal dimel~sion. His distributive justice (rewards in accordat~ce to one's abilities) 
is far, far away from the realities of the political wo~.ld. It is, indeed, difficult to bring about 
.a balance between the ever-increasing population and' ever-decreasing opportunities of the state. 

3.4.2 Property, Faniily and Slavery 

Aristotle's theory of property is based on his criticism of Plato's communis~n of property. Plato 
thought of property as an obstacle in the proper functioning of the state and, therefore, suggested 
comlnunism for the guardian class. But for Aristotle, property provided psychological satisfaction 
by fulfilling the huinan instinct for possession and owl~erskip. His chief complaint againstY 

Plato was that he failed to balance the claims of production and distribution. I11 Plato's 
communism of property, those who produce do-not obtain the reward of their efforts, and those 



wll0 do not (the rulers and the auxiliaries), get all comforts of life. His conclusio~i, 

llerefore, is that of propesty, ultimately, reads to conflicts and clasbes. He was 

of the opi~lio~l that property is necessary for one who produces it and for that matter, necessary 
f ~ ;  Professor Maxey expresses Aristotle's voice when lie says: "Man most eat, be clad, 
have slle]ter, and din order to do so, must acquire propesty. Tlie iiistinct to do so is as ~iatural 
atid proper as the provision nature makes in supplying wild animals, and the lnealls of satisfying 
the needs of sasteoance and production". Prope~ty is necessary, Aristotle says himself: "Wealtli 
(property) is a store of things, which are necessary or useful for life in the association of city 
as liouseliold." 

Accordillg to Aristotle: "Property is a part of the liouseliold and the art of acqoiring propclty 
is a pnlt of managing tile l~ouseliold; for no man lives well, or indeed live at all o~lless he is 
provided witli necessaries." With regard to the ow~iership of property, Aristotle referred to: (i) 
individual ownersliip, and individual use, which is, for Aristotle, the most dangerous situation; 
(ii) comtnon ow~iersliip, and individual use, a sitoation which can begin with socialism, but 
would end up in capitalis~n; it is also not acceptable; (iii) common ownership and common use, 
a devise invariably iiiipracticable; (iv) individual ownership and common use, a device generally 
possible and equally acceptable. Aristotle says: "prope~ty ought to be generally and in tlie main 
private, but common in use." 

Private property is essential and tlierefore, is justified, is what is Aristotle's thesis, but it has 
to be ilcquired tliro~~gli honest means: "Of all tlie means of acquiring wealth, taking interest is 
the most unnatural method." Aristotle was also against ainassing property. So lie saicl: "'I'o 
acquire too mucli wealtli (property) will be as gross an error as to make a lian~mer too heavy". 

As against Plato, Aristotle advocated the private family system. According to A~~istotle, fanlily 
is the primary unit of social life, which not only rnakes society but keeps it goi~ig. Criticising 
Plato's communism of families, Aristotle writes: "For that which is cotninon to the greatest 
number has the least care bestowed upon it. Everyone thinks cl~iefly of liis owti, hardly at all 

, 

of the common interest, and only when lie is himself concerned as an individual. For bcsitlcs I 

other considerations, everybody is more inclined to neglect something which he expects nnothcr 
I I 

to fulfil, as in fanlilies many attendants are often less useful tlian a few. Each citizen will Ilnvc 
a thousand sotis who will not be liis sons individually, but anybody will be equally the son of 
anybody, and therefore, will be neglected by all alilte." 

Aristotle believed tliat family is one institution where an inrlividunl is born, is nurlurcd, gets 
his identity, his name and above all attains irltellect~ral development. I-Ie asserts tliat frumily is 
tlie primary scliool of social virtue where a child gets lessoris of quality sucll as cooperation, 
love, tolerance, and sacrifice. It is not merely a prirnary association, but is a necessary action 
of society. If m8n is a social animal which Aristotle insists he is, family becomes the cxtcnsion 
of inan's nature; the village, tlie extension of families; atid the state, an extension, arirl union 
of families and villages. 

A family, Aristotle says, co~isists of husband, wife, cliildren, slaves and properly. It irlvolves 
three types of relatio~isl~ips tliat of the master and slave, marital (between the I~usbantl and wife) 
and parental (between tlie fatlier and tlie child). Tlie master, Aristotle held, rules the slavc; I l~e  
husband rules tlie wife (Aristotle regards women inferior to man, an incomplete male), and the 
fatlicr rules the son. With his belief in patriarchy Aristotlc wanted to kcel, women witlii~i tlic 
four-walls of tlie liouse, good only for l~ousehold work and reproduction nrlcl ~zu:*L~lrc 01' the 
species. For Iiinl, man is tlie head of tlic family. Likewise, Aristotlc aftjrnivti rhat man is 
superior to woman, wiser than tlie slave and more experienced tlian Ilie children. 

5 4 



Aristotle was convinced that family is the very unit, which makes LIP, ultimately, the state: froni 
man to  family, fanlilies to village, from villages to the state-that is how the natural growth 
of the state taltes place: 

Aristotle's views on family are quite different from Plato's. And yet, Aristotle is, pliilosop11ically, 
no bettkr than Plato. Plato regards filial affectioti contrary to the interests of the ideal state; 
Aristotle niakes families tlie very basis of the state for lie upheld the divide between the public 
and private sphere. This view was later incorporated and elaborated by the liberal feminists like 
Mary Wollstonecraft and J.S. Mill. 

Aristotlc justifies slavery, which in fact, was the order of the day. He writes: "For that some 
should rule and otliers be ruled is a thing not only necessary, but expedient; fro111 the hour of 
their birth, same are marked out for subjection, others for rule." So foster rigiitly says: "In fact, 
Aristotle justifies slavery oil grounds of expediency". According to Barker: "Aristotle's 
cotlception of slavery is Inore a justification of a necessity than a deduction from disinterested 
observation of facts." Maxey is more clear than liurnerous others in expressing Aristotle's 
justification of slavery: "Some persons, remarks Aristotle, think slavery is utljust alld contrary 
to nature, but he is of the opinion that it is quite in accord wit11 the laws of nature and the 
principles of justice. Many persons, lie asserts, are intended by nature to be slaves; fro111 the 
hours of their birtli they are marlted for subjection. Not tliat they are necessarily inferior in 
strength of body or mind, but they are of a servile nature, and so are better off wllen they are 
ruled by other man. They lack so~nellow the qiiality of soul that distinguishes the freeman and 
master.. .. Consequently it is just tliat they sllould be lield as property and used as other property 
is used, as a means of maintaining life." 

Why should a person be a slave and al~otller, a master? Aristotle's answer is: "For he who 
can be, and therefore, is, author's and lie who participates in rsltio~lal principle enough to 
apprehend, but not to have, such a principle, is a slave by tlature," and one who is otle's own, 
and participates in the rational principles because lie Ilas such a principle is a master. What 
distinguishes a tnaster or frecman from a slave? Aristotle makes the point: "Nature would like 
to disti~iguisll between the bodies of freeman and slaves, making tlic one (slave) strong Ibl. 
servile and labour, tlie oll~er (freeman) upright, and although i~seless for such services (as 
labour), usef~il for political life, in tlie arts both of war and peace." So lie concludes: "It is 
clear, tlien, tliat some men are by nature free, and otliers slave, and that for these latter slavery 
is both expedient and right." The argutment supporting Aristotle's contention rnay be stated in 
liis own words: "Wliere theti there is such a difference as that between soul and body, or 
between Inan and animals (as in the case of those whose business is to use their body, and who 
can be nothing better), the lower sort are by nature slaves, and it is better for them as for all 
inferiors that they sliould be under the rule of a master." 

Slavery is not o111y natural, it is necessary as well. It is natural, Aristotle argued, because nature 
does not admit equality; it is necessary, lie continues, because if the master needs a slave so 
that lie is able to enjoy a free life, tlle slavc also needs a master so tliat he is able to attain the 

' 

vil-tiles of freeman only in  the company of freemen. I 

A slave, according to Aristotle, is not a hunian being. He is sub-human, incomplete, and a 
barbarian. However, he is an ani~liate means for action and not intended for production, for [le 
helped in the business within the I~ousel~old. He belonged to tlie master. But Aristotle rejected 
inhutnane treatment of slaves, atid advocated their emancipation as a reward for their good 
beliaviour. Aristotle had en~ancipated liis slaves a year before his death. In contrast to Aristotle 



it is ;lrgl.aed that Plato abolished slavery in the Republic. But the actual fact is probably that 
1'1;fio accepteiI it as given as it was a universal institution then and to abolish it would have been 
ecunolnically destructive. Aristotle on tlie contrary merely described the facts as  they existed 
iii the ;alcient West. 1-Iowever, he anticipated a time when there would be no slavery wheo the 
spinning wheel will move of its owo, when machine will replace the human worker and this 
is tvliat precisely happened. Slavery ended with the coming of the industrial revolution. 

3.4.3 Theory of Revolution 

111 130uk V of the Poliiicr, Aristotle discussed one of the most important problems, which made 
i t  a l~andbook for all the statesmen for all times to come. The problem, which he took ap, was 
olle that rclated to political instability or the causes and cures of revolutions. The analytical 
811'1 tlit  eniliirical nlind of Aristotle gives numerous causes, which would affect the life of the 
st:ia. As a pliysician examines his patient and suggests remedies, so does Aristotle, the son 
of a ~nedicai pntctitioner, Nicomachus, ascertains the causes of what aids the states and thereafler 
suggests remedies. Gettel says: "Politics is not a systematic study of political philosophy, but 
rather is 3 treatise on the art of government. In it, Aristotle analyses the evils that were 
prevalent in tlie Greek cities and the defects in the political systems and gives practical suggestions 
:is to tlie best way to'avoid threatening dangers." Dunning writes the sanle thing: "In Book V 
of the Palilic,~, Aristotle follows t ~ p  llis elaborate array of the causes that produce revol~lt io~s 
by an equally impressive array of means of preventing them." 

Revolution means, according to Aristotle, a chatige in the constitution, a change in the rulers, 
a cllallgc-big or small. For him, tlie change from monarchy to aristocracy, an example of a 
big change, is a revolution; when democracy becomes less democratic, it is also a revolution, 
though it is a small cliange. In Aristotle's views, political change is n revolution; big or small, 
total or partial. ,So to sum up Aristotle's meaning of revolution, one may say revolution 
implies: (i) a change i n  the set of rulers; (ii) a change, political in nature: (iii) :I pulwc 
revolution; (iv) political instability or political transformation; (v) a change followcd by violcncc, 
destruction and bloodshed. 

Aristatle was an advocate of status quo and did not want political changes, f o r  they brouglit 
with them catastrophic and violent changes. That is why he devotcd a lot o f  space in l.he 
Politics explaining the general and phrticular causes of revolutions followed with liis suggestio~ls 
to avoid them. 

Professor Maxey identifies the general causes of revolutions as stated by Aristollc in his 
Politics. ''They are (1) that universal passion for privilege and prerogative wl~ich causes men 

<i ove to resent and rebel against condition wliicli (unfairly in their opinion) place othcr I T ~ ~ I I  ' b 
or on a level with them in ranlt or wealth; (2) The overseachi~lg insolence or avarice of rulers 
or ruling classes wliicli causes men to react against t l ~ e ~ n ;  (3) The possession by onc or 1110s~ 
i~~clividuals of power soch as to excite fears that they design to act up a mon;~tclly or sii 

011gi1rcliy: (1) The endeavours of men gr~ilty of wrong doing to fo~neilt ;I revolntion ;a a 
smokescreen to conceal their own misdeeds or of men freeing the aggressions of othcrs lo stiln 
a revolution i n  order to anticipate their enemies; (5) The disproporlio~late increase of ally part 
(territorial, social, econo~nic or otllcrwise) of the state, causillg other parts to i.csort in violell1 
means of offsetting this preponderance; (6) The dissension and rivalries of people of dinblctlt 
mees; (7) Tile dynaniics and fiti.?ily feuds and qnarrels; a~ld (8) strugglas for ol ' [ ic~ n ~ ~ d  l l~l i t i~ i t l  
power between rival classes and political factiolls or palfies." 

To the general causes of revelations, Aristotle adds the pasticr~lar ones pcculi;lr lo tile varial~s 
types. In detnocracy the most i~nportant cause of revolntion is tllc e~lpriociplcrl cl~i~r;tctcr of 



tlie popular leaders. Deniagogues attack the rich, individually or collectively, so as to provide 
them to forcibly resist and provide the emergence of oligarchy. Tlie causes of overtiirow of 
oligarchies can be internal as when a group within the class in power becomes more influential 
or rich at the expense of tlie rest, or external, by the mistreatment of the masses by the 
gover~ii~ig class. In arislocracies, few people share in honour. When the number of people 
benefiting becomes s~naller or when disparity betweeti rich and poor becornes wider, revolution 
is caused. Moncrr.clzy, Kingship and tyranny are bad fortiis of constitution to begin with and are 
very prone to dissensio~is. 

To these causes of revolutions, Aristotle suggested means to avoid them. Maxey, in this 
connection, says: "TheJrsl essential, lie (Aristotle) says is jealously to maintain the spirit of 
obedieiice to law, for transgression crecps in ~~nperceivecl, and at last reins tlie state", .... "The 
secoiid thing is not to maltrcat any classcs of people excl~~ded fi.0111 tlie government, but to give 
due recognition to the leading spirits among rhem.. .". "Tlie lhiiddevice fos preventing revolution, 
according to Aristotle, is to keep patriotism at fever pitch." The ruler who has a care of the 
state should invent terrors, and bring distant dangers near, in order tliat tlie citizens lilay be on 
their guard, and like sentitiels in a night-wa1c11, never relax tlieir attentio~i". ''The Fozirth 
expedient is to counteract tlie discontent that arise; fiom inequality of positinn as condition by 
armngements which will prevent the magistrates for making llioney out of tlieir positions by 
limiting tlie tenure of office and regulating tlie clistrib~~tion of lionours so that no one person 
or group of pcrsons will become disproportionately powerfill.. .". Fijilz, and finally, tliis: ". .. 
of all the things which I liave men:i~iied, tliat ~lliicli tilost contributes to tlie per~nalie~ice of 
constitutions is the adaptation of education to tlie for111 of government...". The young, in other 
words, must be trained in tlie spirit of the constitution whate.ver tliat constitution tilay be; must 
be disciplinecl to social habits consonant witli the maintenance of the constitution; must learn , 

to tliink and act as integral parts of a particular form of political society. 

Profound and realistic analysis of tlie general and particular causes of revolution together witli 
the suggestion to cure the ailing system as is of Aristotle, the whole treatment of tlie si~bject 
of revolution is not without serious weal<nesses. I-Ie has given a very narrow meaning of 
revolution ... a political change only, forgetting that revolution is always a co~iiprelie~isive 
social change in tlie fabric of tlie \vIiole system. I-ie also has a negative role for tlie revolutioti, 
i.e., brings witli its destruction, violence atid bloodshed, witl~out recognising tlie,fact that 
revolutions, as Mars l~acl said, are locomotives of history, viole~ice only a non-significant 
attending characteristic of tliat wholesome change. With Aristotle, revolutions sllould be kept 
away, making him the status-quoist of his times. 

3.4.4 Theory of State 

For Aristotle, as witli Plato, the state Uolis) is all-iniportant. Both, Plato atid Aristotle, see in 
the polis inore than a stale. The polis is, for botli, a commrrnity as well as a state, state as well 
as a government; government as well as a scli001; scllool as well as a religion. What is more 
is tlie fact that both regard tlie polis as a means for the at tai~~~iient  of complete life. Tlie state 
wit11 Aristotle, as with Plato too, began for the satisfaction of basic wants, but as it developed, 
it came to perfonii more elevated ailiis essential for good life. Aristotle says: "But a state exists 
for the sake of a good life, arid not for the sake of life only." 

Tlie characteristic features of Aristotle's theory of state call be, briefly, stated as under: I 
i )  Tlie state, for Plato, is a natural organisation, and not an artificial one. U~ilike Piato's ideal 

state, Aristotle's state is not structu~.ed or manufactured, not a make, but is a growth, 



growing gradually out of villages, villages growing out of families, and the families, out 
of man's nature, his social instincts. The state has grown like a tree. 

ii) The state is prior to the individual. It is so in the sense, the whole is prior to the past: "The 
state "AristotIe says, "is by nature clearly prior to the family and the individual, since the 
whole is of necessity prior to the past; for example, if the whole body be destroyed, there 
will be no foot or hand, except in an equivocal sense, as we might speak of a stone hand; 
for when destroyed the hand will be no better than that. But things are defined by their 
working and power; and we ought not to say that they are the same when they no longer 
have their proper quality but only that they have the same name." ''The proof that the state 
is a creatio~l of nature, and prior to the individual,'he continues is that the individual, when 
isolated, is not self-sufficing; and therefore, lie is like a part in relation to the whole. But 
he who is unable to live in society, or who lias no need because he is sufficient for himself, 
tnust either be a beast or a god; lie is no part of a state." 

iii) The state is not only an association or union as Aristotle calls it, but is an association of 
associations. The other associations are not as large as is the state; they are specific, and, 
therefore, limited i n  their objective and essence. The state, on the olller hand, has general 
and common purposes, and, therefore, has larger concerns as con~pared to any or other 
associations. 

iv) The stale is like a human organism. Aristotle is of the opinion that the state, like the 
human organism, has its own parts, i.c., the it~dividuals. Apart from the state, lie argues, 
the individuals have no importance, and separated from the body, the parts have no life of 
their own. Tl~e interest of the part of the body is inherent in the interest of the body-what 
separate interest a liand has when away from the body. Likewise, the interest of the 
individuals is inherent in the i~itcrest of the state. 

v) The state is a self-sitfficing institution while the village and the fanlily is not. The self- 
sufficient state is Iligl~er than the families and the villages-it is their union. As a lneniber 
of the family the individuals become social. 

vi) The state is not, Aristotle says, a unity which it is for Plato. Plato seeks to attain unity 
within the state. Aristotle too seeks to attain the unity, but for him, it is unity in diversity. 
For Aristotle, tlie state is not a uniformity, but is one that brings all the diversities together. 

vii) Aristotle's best practical state is according to Sabine what Plato called second-best state. 
Aristotle's state is the best possible state, the best practicable. Mcllwain sums up Aristotle:~ 
best possible state, saying: "Aristotle's best possible state is simply the one whic11 is neither 
too rich nor too poor; secilre from attack and devoid of great wealth or wide expansion of 
trade or terr-itosy, homogeneous, virtuous, defensible, unambitious community, self-sufficient 
but not aggressive, great but not large, a tiglltly independent city devoted to the achievement 
of tlie llighest possjble nieasure of culture and virtue, of well-being and true happiness 
attainable by each and by all." It is one (i) which is a small city-state; (ii) whose territory 
corresponds to the population it has; (iii) that is geographically located near the river and 
where good climatic conditions exist; (iv) where the rule of law prevails, and (v) where 
authority/power is vested it1 the hands of the rich. 

On the basis of his study of 158 constitutions, Aristotle has given a classification which becanle 
a guide for all the subsequent philosophers who ventured to classify governments. For him, 
the rule of one and for tlie interest of all is monarchy and its perverted fort11 is tyranny if such 



a rule exists for tlie benefit of tlie ruler. Tlie rule of tlle few and for the ititerest of all is 
aristocracy, a n d  its perverted form is oligarchy if such few rule in their own interest. Tlie rule 
of many and for the interest of all is polity, and its perverted form is democracy if such a rule 
exists for thosc who have the power. Aristotle too refers to the cycle of classification- 
monarclly is followed by tyranny; tyranny, by aristocracy; aristocracy, by oligarchy; oligarchy, 
by polity; polity by democracy; and democracy, by ~iionarchy a~id  so goes o t ~  the cycle of 
classification. 

A-istotle's classification has becoiile out-dated, for it cannot be applied to the existing system. 
What lie calls tlie classification of states is, in fact, the classification of governmelit, for, like 
all the ancient Greeks, lie confuses betweeti the state and the government. 

3.5 EVALUATION OF AR!STOTLEYS POLITIICAL THEORY 

Aristotle's encyclopedic ~nind encompassed practically all the branches of human knowledge, 
from physics, biology to ethics and politics. :">ougll llis best state is Plato's second best state, 
tlie tone and tc~iiper of Aristotle's Politics is vcr;. different from the vision in the Republic. One 
important reason for the marked difference is tlie tact tliat tlie Politics unlike the Republic is 
a collection of lecture Holes and a number of cliffcrctlt essays wi.ittcn over a period of time. 
Unlike Plato's Republic, wl~icli was written in tlie background of defeat of Athens by Sparta 
in the Peloponnesian War and tlic csecution of Sect-ates by tlie Athenian democracy, Aristotle's 
works were measured in tliinking and analysis, reflectin, the mind of a scientist rather than that 
of a philosopl~er. 

Aristotle is rightly regarded as the father of 1301itical Science', as by his meticulous and pailistaking 
research of political institutions and behaviour he provided tile first framework of studying 
politics empirically and scientifically. His classificatioli of constifutions provided the first major 
thrust for studying comparative politics. The primacy of tlie political was 111ost rorcefl~lly 
argued when he coninie~ited tliat man by nature is a political atlimal, distitlguishing between 
individualistic animals like tlie lions and tigers to the gregarious ones like the humans, efepliatits, 
ants, bees and shcep. His most lasting importance was in his advocacy of the rule of law rather 
than personalised rule by the wisest and the best. Tile entire edifice of inoclern civilisation is 
based on respect for constitutional provisions and well-defined laws. The origin of both is with 
Aristotle. In this sense being a less anibitious but Inore a practical realist than Plato, Aristotle's 
practical prescriptiotis have been more lasting and Illore influential than the radical and 
provocative ideas of Plato. 

3.5.1 Influence. 

It is b e c a ~ ~ s e  of such extraordinary acumen that Aristotle's influence 011 the subsequent political 
philosopl~ers is without a parallel in the Ilistory of political theory. In fact, he is accepted inore 
than his teacher is. His views about the state and particularly the 11attn.e o f  the state have not 
been challenged. All tllose who ventured to classify slate start fiom Aristotle. His views on 
revolutio~~ were tlie last words 011 tlie subject until Marx came to analyse it differently. However, 
tlie collapse of communism has sevived.more interest in Aristotle's perceptions tlim tliat of 
Marx. Polybius (204-122 BC), Cicero (106-43 BC), Tl~onias Aquinas (1227-74), Marsilio of 
Padua (1270-1342), Macliiavelli (1469-1 527) ,  John Locke (1632-1704) arid t l ~ e  recent 
comm~~ni t~r ians  like MacIntyre, Sandel, Taylor follow Aristotle in  spirit. This spirit is evident 
in all the major works of political theory originating even in conte~nporary times. 



Aristotle, as the first political scientist, was a disciple of Plato, though he criticised his teacher 
severely. He considered man as a social animal and the state as a natural organisation, which* 
exists not only for life but for the sake of good life. Polity that combined oligarchic with 
democratic characteristics was the best form of government and was the best way of preventing 
revolutions and violent changes. It was not the ideal, but one that is possible and practicable. 
Aristotle is convinced that the individual can develop only in a state. Since men by nature are 
political, it is the responsibility of the state to ensure they are socialised. 

True to the times he belonged, Aristotle is an advocate of inequality for he considered men as 
unequal. A slave is a slave because his hands are dirty, lie lacks virtues of a freeman, namely 
rationality, lie has to be mastered arid r~lled 1111til the time he has acquired reason for securing 
emancipation. Aristotle is for the best form of government but one that is within the realm of 
possibility. The scientist i l l  Aristotle does not allow liiln to reach the extremes. He believes 
in the goldell rule of mean. He quotes Empedocles with approval: "Many things are best for 
the niiddling. Fain could I be of the state's nliddle class". The scientist Aristotle is IIOC a 
philosopller and this makes lli~n the advocate of the status quo, conservative for some. 

3.7 EXERCISES 

1) Evaluate Aristotle's criticisnl of Plato. 

2) Discuss Aristotle's theory of justice and compare it with that of Plato. 

3) State and exalnilie Aristotle's theory of slavery. 

4) "Aristotle is 'a status-quoist". In the light of this statement, examine Aristotle's views on 
revolution. 

5) Critically exa~ilirie Aristotle's theory of state. 

6) What is Aristotle's contribution to the Western Political Theory? 



UNIT 4 ST. AUGUSTINE AND ST. THOMaS AQUlNAS 
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4.2.1 Life and Work 
4.2.2 Civitas Dei Versus Civites Terrena 
4.2.3 Justice and the State 
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4.4 Summary 
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In the declining years of the Ro~nan civilisation St. Augustine (354-430) became a major 
political theorist. His fame rests on his work The City of God (413-15), wl~icli effectively 
answered the attacks on the Christian faith, blaming the fall of Rome to the Christian indifference 
to the continued survival of the Roman Empire. 

Augustine imbibed, reinterpreted and transformed the entire Graeco-Roman philosophical tradition 
of Plato, Aristotle, Cicero and Plotinus incorporating Hebrew thougllt and strengthening Cliristian 
theology and metaphysics. He left behind a profoulid body of knowledge and religious faith as 
a rich legacy to European civilisation. In political thought he represented a turning point. The 
masters of the Greek political theory, Plato and Aristotle had conceived the state as man's 
natural destiny, as the realisation of all his intellectual and moral potentialities. Augustine 
introduced the Christian idea of the dual nature of tnan consisting of both a body and soul, and 
insisted that both these elements must be given due importance in any political organisation, 
There is a divine life above and beyond the eadhy or material life of man aqd the cliurcl~ is , 

the institution which performs the function of looking after this aspect of life. Thus the theory 
of dual allegiance and co~lflict between the terrestrial and the spiritual authorities become a 
serious matter for the consideration of political theory after St.Augustine. 

4.2 ST. AUGUSTINE 

4.2.1 Life and Work 

Augustiiie (Aurelius Augstinus) was born in 354 AD at Thagaste, now Algeria. H4 finished his 
higher education at Carthage, the capital of Roman Africa. His mother professed Christianity 
but the boy did not find solace in the Christian doctrine and gave his adhesion to a gnostic cult 
called Manichaeanism. But within a few years he broke with .it and became a convert to 
Christianity under the inspiration of St. Ambrose, the Bishop of Milan, Returning to North 



Africa from Italy after his co~lversioil he devoted his life to teaching and writing. He became 
the Bisliop of Hippo and lived a monastic life. I-Ie died in 430 AD. 

Augstine's most fan~ous writings are Civitas Dei and the Confessions. The Civitas Dei was 
written to refute the charge that Christianity was responsible for the fall of Rome in 410 AD 
at the hands of Visigoths under Alaric. The Co?fissions recount Augustine's early life of 
pleasure and indulgence and depicts his spiritual pilgrimage with great philosopliic depth and 
emotional intensity. 

4.2.2 Civitas Dei versus Civites Terrena 

Augustine's answer to the critics of Christianity was i n  the forrn of enunciation of an evangelical 
eschatology presenting history as a constant struggle between the good and evil culminating in 
the ultimate victory of the good. Man's nature is twofold-he is spirit and body. By virtue of 
this dual nature lie is a citizen of two cities, the Divine City representing lleavenly peace and 
spiritual salvatio~l and the earthly city centred on appetite and illclinations directed towards 
mundane objects and material happiness. "Two loves have created two cities: love of self, to 
the contempt of God the earthly city; love of God, to the cotlte~npt of self, the heavenly." The 
Divine City, thc Kingdom of God on earth, which was first embodied in the Hebrew nation is 
symbolised by tile Church and the Cllristianised Empire. The earthly city is the Kingdom of 
Satan exemplified in pagan empires. The pagan empires are ephemeral based as they are on the 
transient and lnutable aspects of human nature. Only the Cllristian state can withstand the 
vicissitudes of history and lead Inan to blessedness and eternal peace. 

It must be remembered, however, that Augustine does not posit a colnplete separation between 
the two cities in actual historical experience. These are theoretical constructs, ideal types 
devised to explain the nature of regimes which are always intermingled in history. No visible 
church is colnpietely free fron-r evil and no state is absolutely satanic. "The only basis and bond 
of true city", says Augustine in one of his letters, "is that of faith and strong concord, when 
the object of love is universal good, which is, i n  the highest and truest character, God hiniself, 
and men love one another, with full sincerity, in Him, and the ground of their love for one 
another is the love of Hi111 froin wllose eyes they cannot conceal the Spirit of their love". "And 
these two cities, and these two loves, shall live together, side by side, and even intermix, until 
the last winnowing and the final separation shalI come up011 the earth 011 the Day of Judgeriient." 
(Ernest Barker, 1971, p.223) 

4.2.3 Justice and the State 

An import?nt q~~estion cldsely.related to the distinction between the two cities is the relationship 
between justice and co~nmonwealtl~, or res publica. Augustir~e refers to Cicero's view that the 
object of the state is the realisation of justice and liimself says that people without law and 
justice are nothing but band of robbers. But he also contends that only a Christian state can be 
just, for one cannot give to inan his due without giving to God what is due to Him. Love of 
Inan cannot be real without love of God. Augstine's cominent on Cicero on this point has led 
some noted scliolslrs like A.J. Carlyle and J,N. Figgis to conclude that according to Augustine 
justice is not an esse~itial feature of the state. 

"It would appear that the political theory of St. Augustine is male:.ially different in several 
aspects from that of St, A~nbrose and other Fathers, who represent the ancient tradition that 
justice is tlle essential quality, as it is also the end, of tlie slate " (1L.W. Carlyle and A.J. Carlyle, 
1936, p.170). The argument is that since according to Augusti~le only a Christian State can be 



really just, a complete identification of state and justice would disqualify all pre-Christian states 
to be called states iu any sense. 

But tllis is cel-tainly not a correct interpretation of St. Augustine's views. McIlwain and Sabiae 
have riglltly taken exception to the interpretation of Augustine's point, quite in consonance with 
his uilwilliliglless to identify the eartllly stale with the kiiigdo~ii of Satan. Though only a 
Christian state call be just in the absolute sense of tlie term, one cannot but attribute a kind of 
relative justice to the uon-Cliristiati, or pre-Christian, states wllicli look after the worldly ~ ~ e e d  
of man alld provide means and opportuliities for the cultivation of spiritual life (C.1-I. McIlwain, 
1932, slid G.14. Sabi~ie). Tlie distinctioti between absolute justice and relative justice enables 
us to evaluate the states accordillg to the proportiol~ in which they embody these two aspects, 
always reme~ilbering: "Not froln 111an but fro111 above Inan, proceedetii that which maketh a 
man live happily." What Augustine's criticisti1 of Cicero alnoullts to is: "though a people may 
be a people without confessing tlie true God, no people can be a good people without that 
confession" (E. Barker, p. 237). 

4.2.4 State, Property, War and Slavery 

As we have already pointed out, Augustine does not regard the state as natural, though accordillg 
to hiln Inail has an innate dispositior~ for social life. State as a repressive institulion, as an 
instrument of coercion for enforci~ig order and peace is the product of sin and it was not found 
in the priina! state of innocence before the 'Fall' of man. This disparaging view of the state by 
no means implies that we have no moral duty of political obedience. Tl~ough the state is the 
~ t ~ s t ~ l t  of sin, it is also a divine remedy for sin. Eve11 the Cliristjarl sol3jects of a pagan king are 
under bounden duty to obey their ruler. 

St. Augustine had no doubt that powers thst be are ordained of God and even a wicked and 
sinful ruler has a riglit to full obedience. Any one who resists "duly constituted authority" 
resists "tlie ordinance of God." So long as the rulers do not force their subjects into impiety 
and a conduct wliich violates spiritual illjunctions and the will of God, they should be obeyed 
witliout reservation. 

Though on the wllole St. Augustine, like all Christian thinkers of his time, believed in the 
doctrine of the Two Swords and the independence of the church and the state in their respective 
spheres, he was firmly of tlie view that heresy was a deadly sin and the state has a right to 
suppress it. The positio~i of St. Augustine on religious toleration and freedom of conscience was 
not without contradiction. The argument offered by Ililn proved a weapoll in 'hands of 
Inquisitionists later on. 

About property aiid slavery, Augustine's view marked a clear departure fi'oti~ Aristotle's. Both 
property atid slavery, according to the saint, are contrary to ol.iginal I~urnan nature. But they 
become necessary in the actual condition of the fallen man. 

In the natural condition property is held in common. After the 'Fall', in view of man's avarice 
and iiisti~ict of self-possession it becomes allnost impossible for common owtiership to work 
satisfactorily. Tllus state control and organisation becorne necessary. In the words of A.J. 
Carlyle: "Private property is therefore practically tlle creation of the state, and is defined, 
limited and changed by the State." But while the legal right to private property is recognised 
by the Fathers, "as a suitable and necessary concession to Iiuman i~ifinuity . . . the institution 
cannot override the natural right of a nian to obtain what lie needs from the abundance of that: 
wliicli the earth brings forth"(McIlwain, p. 162). 



Augustine's vieLVs on Nar and slavery are also explicated in the cotltext of the sinful collditioll 
of Inall after Atlam's Fall. In the ideal conditions of idyllic in1locence and eternal peace, war 
wollld be unt~lillkable, but in the present state of strife and inseclll-ily war becomes a 1lecessity, 
Eve11 from tile moral and religious point of view, the state lnllst wage war to protect the Empire 
and to destroy the Jieretics. St. Augastine, as against the early Christians, approves of military 
service for the Cllristians. He lays the foundation for the tlleory of "just war" 1vllj~1, was 
developed by nledieval thinkers. Like war, enslavenlellt of man by lnan is also not strictly in  
accordance with Eternal law. But it is also justified by what -rroeltsch calls the Augustinian 
doctrille of "relative natural law". It is both a punishment and a corrective for the sinful act of 
Inen. St. Augustille's views on slavcry are opposed to Aristotle's; they are more akin to Stoicism 
modifietl i n  the light of Christian theology, that is, the notion of the Fall of man. 

4.2.5 Augustine's lnfluenca 

Augitstine contended that a person's true end was beyond history. Humall history could be 
urlderstood as consisting of good and bad events the ultimate meaning of whicll was ~ l ~ ~ f a t h o ~ n a b l ~  
to 11u11lan beings but graphed by God. Beyolid the outward flux was the hiddcrl historical &allla 
of sin and rede~nption which orily time could resolve in due course. No earthly state as a result 
could eternally guarantee security from inter~lal and external attack. The classical political 
traditions of Greece and Rome were wrong and egotistical in contending that l lu~nal~ f~~l f i l lme~t  
came with citizenship in a rational and just state. This coi~ld not be attained. 

Augustine believed that God ordained goverrllnent even though hurnan history narrated a list of 
destructive wars. The classical tradition's belief in the rationality oi'human beings and in his 
capacity for rational and just governrnerlt was naive. Because of Adam's sin, the human being 
was forever a victim of irrational self-love and of lack of self-knowledge and self-control. 
Governrne~it was instituted with divine aulhorisation for preservation of relative world peace 
and not as a means of hu~nan fulfillment. Govenlments could exist witl~out justice but that 
would mean that they were large-scale ba~lds of thieves seeking peace through arbitrary 
domination and force. A good C11ristia1-1 State ought lo be just. 

Augusline did not advocate the establishment of a tlieocracy in the world. Instead he described , 

the salictified role of the priests playing a crucial role in  good govelnment to remedy the corrupt 
~iattlre of human beings, a corruption belying any hope for satioual self-improvement. Augustine 
argued that the whole human race after Adam's sin could not escape its consequences and were 
incapable of any act of pure good. Altllough human beings were ~~arurally social they could still 
cltoose wrotigly and if they chose well it was because of divine grace and Ilelp. Strict justice 
would condemn most persons to hell. Believing i l l  faith and i n  God's rilercy Augustitle interpreted 
the Bible as de~~ot i~ ig  that God had chosen a sntall number of souls for salvatio~l through an 
~ulifatltomable decree of predestination s~~perior to any merit or act llistorical persons might 
perfortn. 

Augustine developed his theory of grace i n  course of a debate with the British monk Pelagius. 
He held tliat God knew about Adam's sin. Moral evil in the world was a result of a conscious 
decision to abuse free will. However, human history aitI society \vould always co~ltain 
ungovernable elements of conceit and desire that made governlnents, even tyrannical governments 
necessary. It was with divine grace that goverllments were instituted in ordcr to ensure civil 
peace atld order. In  interpreting Cicero's republicall theory of goverrllircnt, Augustine col~tellded 
that a just commonwealth consisted of a rational tnultitude ~~nitcc" by a commor~ love of God 
rather than a common love of inaterial wellbeillg of tlle sociql o.der. Cicero's Rome brought 
togetl~er people for material reasons rather than spiritual ones. For Aug~~stine a true state was 
a true church. 



Augustine contended that .a secular state was a moral entity and that states could choose to do 
what was rnorally right as well as wliat was morally wrong. The Christians desirous of a secular 
state ought to assunie responsibility for maintenance of civil peace. Tliey have duties towards 
the state and assume public responsibilities inclucling the need to fight a just war. A jlrst war 
had to be fought in order to secure a just state. Since no earthly state was entirely just it was 
not possible to realise a Christian utopia in history. 

Christianity while affirming equality alllong human beings loatl~ed the fe~iiale body and looked 
up011 tlie idea] wolilan as one who is chaste, moclest, silent and obedient. The early Christian 
texts "insisted that all perso~~s-fatl~er-li~~~bn~id, 1~10ther-wife, children, and finally, slaves- 
were to be n~~inta ined in a fixed, hierarchical social order, all subordinated to each otlie~. and, 
finally, all were to be subject in fear to God the Father and Lord (dotninus meaning 'slave 
owner') as his childreu and slaves". (Shaw: 1994:24). Within thc Church, women not only 
occupied separate places from those of liie~i and were also ranked dependi~~g whether they were 
matrons, virgins, widows or young girls. Gradually they were made to wear n veil as a synibol , 

of submission to the 'I~ead' of the housel~old and God tlie Father. All these iiieasures had one 
aim "a pi~rposefully illlposed inconspicuousncss and silence". (Shnw: Ibid:24). Christianity 
placed tremelidous importance on virginity and was'hostilc to remarriage and divorce. It glorified 
widowhood. 

St. Augustine dismissed tlie female as inferior for her weaker body, which slie would bc able 
to transcend in tlie universal community united i n  onc's love for God. In The City c?fGorl, lie 
divided human beings into two communities, one focusing on (wo)ni;~n stlid the otl~er'on God. 
Like Cicero he defined the civitns as a group of ~nen  joined in their agreement about thc 
meaning of izls, right. While Cicero looked to the republic of Ronle as tlie expression of i ~ w ,  
for Augustine a community was unified by love O S G O ~  or civira.~ dei 01. the lovc of self, ch~ilav 
honzinun?. Both tlie civitates were by citizens. 

In tlie City of Men the individuals were concerned with this world. 11 was one of  deceit, 
a~nbition and vice, and one of slavery, hierarchy and repression. In the City of  God the indivicluals 
were concerned wit11 their love for God and they aspired for complete happiness. Tlicrc was no 
need for political institutions for there was no inequality and hierarchy, It was here tliat t l ~ c  
female could become a part of a colnmunity for when oriented towards God slie became an 
equal to the male. When identified with tlie body the female reflected carnality R I I ~  was 
coilsidered as sin. 

Augustine empliasised virginity and chastity in sexual matters. He debarred *.iidows from 
remarrying. In marriage oiie succumbed to the temptations of one's soul and was distracted 
from the love of God. Ideally man-iage ought to he based on continence. In the City of God 
when tlie soul found its spiritual meaning.the fe~liale had no fi~nctions withill the households. 

Augustine's theory helped subsequent ages to develop a doctrine of  the Church as a perfect 
society witli powers necessary to any self-sufficient c o m m ~ ~ ~ i i t y  regarding property and 
governance. Implying in principle that it was ~ i o t  possible to attain salvation outside the chi~rcli 
Augustine roused support for the idea of papal ~ i i o ~ i a r c h ~  during l.he liiedieval times. Althougli 
be did not subscribe to the idea of two distinct demarcated spheres-civil and ecciesiastical, yet 
his theory was used to justify a two-swords theory of world rule, spi r i t~~al  and temporal, pope 
and emperor. He did not suppo11.tlie idea tliat the state ought to be subordinate to the church 
for he viewed the state as a distinct institutio~i. It was not a secular wing of the church though 
the cliurcli could advise it. Theorists of the medieval ages developed these arguments into a 
theory and practice of a tlieocratic state controlling law for spiritr~al ends. Augustine's ideal 
corresporided with Plato's ideal of justice as outlined in the Republic. 



AllgLlstine'r views on war and slavety are also explicated in the colltext of the sinful collditioll 
of Inall Adam's Fall. In the ideal conditions of idyllic innocence and eter~ial peace, war 
would be ~~~tl i inkable,  but in  the present state of strife and illsecurity war becomes a llecessity. 
Eve11 froin tlie moral and religious point of view, the State must wage war to protect the Empire 
and to destroy the heretics. St. Augustine, as agaillst the early Christians, approves of military 
service for the Cl~ristians. He lays the foundation for the theory of "just war" which was 
developed by nledieval thinkers. Like war, enslavement of Inall by Inan is also not strictly in 
accordance with Eternal law. But it is also justified by what Troeltscl~ calls the Augustinian 
doctrine of "relative natural law". It is boll1 a punishment and a corrective for the sinfill act of 
men. St. Augustitle's views on slavery are opposed to Aristotle's; they are Inore akin to Stoicism 
modified in the light of Christian lheology, tliat is, the notion of the Fall of  man. 

Augustine contended that a person's true end was beyond history. Huma~i  history could be 
understood as consisting of good and bad events the ultimate meaning of which was unfathomable 

' to Iluman beings but graphed by God. Beyond tlie outward flux was tlie hidden historical d r a ~ n a  
of sin and redeinption which only time could resolve in due course. No earthly state as a result 
could eterlially guarantee security from inte~nal and external attack. The classical political 
traditions of Greece and Rome were wrong and egotistical in cotitending that human fulfillment 
came witli citizenship in a ratiorlal and just state. This could not be attained. 

Augustine believed that God ordained governnient even tliough human history narrated a list of 
destructive wars. The classical tradition's belief in the ratiotial ity of human beings and in his 
capacity for rational and just government was naive. Because of Adam's sin, the human being 
was forever a victim of  irrational self-love and of lack of self-knowledge and self-co~itrol. 
Governmelit was instituted with divine authorisation for preservatioli of relative world peace 
and not as a means of Iiumatl fulfillment. Governtneiits could exist witl~out justice but tliat 
would mean that they were large-scale bands of thieves seeking peace through arbitrary 
domination and force. A good Christian State ought to be just. 

Augusti~le did not advocate the establisll~nent of a theocracy in the world. Illstead he described , 

the sanctified role of the priests playing a crucial role in good government to retnedy the corrupt 
natnre of l~urnan beings, a corruptio~i belying any hope for rational self-improvement. Augustine 
argued that tlie whole h~lrnan race after Adam's sin could not escape its consequences and were 
incapable of any act of pure good. Although human beings were naturally social they could still 
cltoose wrongly and if they chose well it was because of divine grace and help. Stricl justice 
would condemn most persons to hell. Bclievi~ig in faith and i n  God's mercy Augustine interpreted 
tlie Bible as denoting that God had chosen a small number of souls for salvation through all 
unfathomable decree of psedestiiiation superior to any merit or act historical persons might 
perfor~n. 

Augustine developed his tlieory of grace i n  course of a debate witli tile British ~norik Pelagius. 
He held tliat God knew about Adam's sin. Moral evil in the world was a result of  a conscious , 

, decision to abuse free will. However, hmnan history and society would always contain 
urigovemable ele~iients of conceit and desire that niade governments, even tyrannical gover~iments 
necessary. It was with divine grace tliat governments were instituted in order to  ensure civil 
peace and order. In interpreting Cicero's republicau theory of govern~lrcnt, Augustine co~itended 
that a just commonwealtl~ consisted of a rational ~riultitude unite$ by a cotnmon love of God 
rather than a common love of material wellbei~~g of the sociql o,der. Cicero's Rome brought 
together people for material reasons rather than spiritual ones. For Augustine a true state was 
a true churcl~. 
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~ugus t ine  contended that a secular state was a moral entity and that states could choose to do 
what was morally riglit as  well as what was n~orally wrong. Tlie Christians desiro~~s of a secular 
state ought to assuine responsibility for maintenance of civil peace. They have duties towards 
the state and assunle pilblic responsibilities including the need to fight a just war. A just war 
had to be fought in order to secure a just state. Since no earthly state was entirely just it was 
not possible to realise a Cliristian utopia in histosy. 

Christianity while affir~lling equality among Iiuman beings loathed tlie female body and looked 
upon tlie ideal woman a s  one who is chaste, modest, silent and obedient. The early Christian 
texts "insisted that all persons-father-hi~sband, mother-wife, children, and finally, slaves- 
were to be maintained in a fixed, liierarcliical social order, all subordinated to each otlier and, 
finally, all were to be subject in fear to God the Father and Lord (do~ninus meaning 'slave 
owner') as Iiis. children and slaves". (Sliaw: 1994:24). Within the Church, women not only 
occupied separate places from those of men and were also ranked depending whether they were 
matrons, virgins, widows or young girls. Gradually they were made to wear a veil as a symbol . 
of sub~nission to tlie 'head' of tlie iiousehold and God the Father. All these measures liad one 
aim "a purposefully i~nposed inco~ispic~~o~~siiess and silence". (Sliaw: Ibid:24). Ctiristianity 
placed tremendous i~~iportance on virginity and was'hostile to remarriage and divorce. It glorified 
widowhood. 

St. Augustine disniissed tlie female as inferior for her weaker body, which she would be able 
to transcend i ~ i  the universal community united in one's love for God. In The City of God, lie 
divided human beings into two communities, one focusing on (wo)rna~i and the otlier'on God. 
Like Cicero h e  defined tlie civitns as a group of Inen joined in their agreement about tlie 
meaning of izw, right. While Cicero looked to  the republic of Ronie as the expression of izis, 
for Augustine a community was unified by love of G& or civilas dei or tlie love of self, civitus 
honzinz~nz. Both the civitares were by citizens. 

In tlie City of  Men tlie individuals were concerned witli this world. Lt was one of deceit, 
ambition and vice, and one of slavery, hierarchy and repression. In the City of God the individuals 
were concerned with their love for God and they aspired for complete happiness. There was no 

! need for political inslitutions for there was no inequality and hierarchy. It was here that the 
female could become a pall; of a co~nmunity for when oriented towards God she became an 
equal to tlie male. When identified with tlie body the female reflected carnality arid was 
considcrcd as sin. 

Augi~stine emphasised virginity and chastity i n  sexual matters. He debarred :,(iid~ws from 
ren~arrying. In marriage one succumbed to the te~nptations of one's soul and was distracted 
from tlic love of God. Ideally marriage ought to be based on continence. In the City of God 
when 1,lle soill found its spiritual meaning.tlie female had no f~~~lnctions witliin tlie Iiouseliolds. 

Augustine's theory helped subsequent ages to develop a doctrine of the Church as a perfect 
society witli pawcrs necessary to any self-sufficient cornlnu~lity regarding property and 
governance. Implying in  principle tliat it was not possible to attain salvation outside tlie church 
Aug~atioe rouscd suppol-t for tlic idca of papal monarchy during the ~nedieval times. Altl~ougli 
lie did not subscribe to the idea of two distinct de~uarcated splieres-civil and ecclesiastical, yet 
his theory was used to justitj/ a two-swords theory of world rule, spiritual aud temporal, pope 
and emperor, lie clid n o t  suppo~t.the idea that the state ougl~t to be subordinate to the church 
for viewed t]lc state as n distinct institution. It was not a secular wilig of tlie church though 
tlie church coultl advise it. '2'lleorists of tlie medieval ages developed these arguments into a 
theory and pr;kclicc 01' a llluocralic state controlliog law for spiritual ends. Augustine's ideal 
correspol,ded will1 1)1;1t0'~ idcel of .iustice ilS outli~ied in tlie Rc~vblic.  



4.3 ST. THOMAS AQUlNAS 

4.3.1 St. Thomas Aquinas . . and the Grand Synthesis 

In  the 13thCent11ry tlie works of Aristotle resurfaced in Europe through the contact with the 
Arab sCllolars Averoes. It was a turning point ill western political thought as it greatly 
llelped in fonnuliting an idea of a secular community. Initially the church was opposed to this 
newly discovered treasure of Aristotle's works. The greatest contribution of St. Thomas Aqllinas 
(1224-74) was linking Greek thought to Christianity. Though Aristoteliatlis~n was tlie l ~ ~ a j o r  
elelllent in his thougl~t yet there were other strands of thought like Roman, Patristic, Augustiniall 
and Jewish. These, Ile integrated into 'an organic whole under the broad rubric of Christian 
philosophy and an overarching rnetaphysic of Eternal Law (Lex Aetewla) or Reason of Gocl 
conceived as the eternal, universal and iinnlutable principle pervading the whole of creation, 

The probleln of the relationsllip between Faith and Reason or Divine Illiunination and ratio~lal 
recognition, whicli Aquinas attempted to resolve, was created in particular by tlie onslaught of 
Averroist Aristotelianism. The latter influenced greatly the intellect~~al life of Christendom in 
tlie wake of the spread of Islam and tlie rise o f  Muslim power in Europe. It was an encounter 
that threatened to undermine the faitli in revelation and divine dispensation which had been tlie 
fundatnerital postulate of Christian orthodoxy since the days of Augustine and the Fathers. St. 
Thomas's argument was that faith does not colitsadict reason, but complements it. It is not Ilie 
denial, but reaffirmation and consunilnation of reason. It is 011 this basis that he sought to 
recoticile the conflicting claims of the church and the state. It is also on this basis that he 
resuscitated the Aristotelia~i view that the state is natural and also claimed, in accordance with 
tlie Christian tradition, that though natural and necessary, it is not the highest institution. Ma11 
has a life beyond liis existence because lie is a spiritual being with a divine end. "The City is, 
in fact, the most important thing constituted by i l u ~ ~ l a ~ i  reason3', says St. Thomas in his 
Comlnentary on the Politics of Aristotle. But beyond the life of action in the state there is a 
higher life, that is the life of contemplation and worship of God. Church is 111e syrnbol of the 
higller life. This is how St. Thomas Cliristianised Aristotle, interpreted liis rationalism to bring 
it into line with Augustine's religious pliilosopliy. 

To look at St. Thomas in this way does not mean that he djd not introduce i~nportalit changes 
in  Aug~tstine's theory of the state and society and left it in tact. On tlie contrary, he rejected 
many of the accepted dogmas of Christian theology. One of the 1110st important of tlie~n was 
that the state was the result of sin and also a divine remedy for sin. St. Augustine's views about 
slavery and property were not accepted by St. Thomas. The Augustinian theory of the state, 
property and slavery had to be re-evaluated and considerably revised in order to make the 
synthesis of Aristotle's ideas and Christian thought possible and intelligible. A.J. Carlyle arid 
A.P. D'Entreves have rightly pointed out, St. Thomas did not clearly and categorically co~itradict 
tlie traditional opinions of the early Middle ages regarding the state, property and slavery, but 
reinterpreted them in the light of Aristotle's ideas. "The ideas of sin, and of its consequences 
remained for him", says D'Entreves, "and could not but remain, a fundamental dogma of the 
Christian faitli. But sin itself had not invalidated @so principia naturae. Its consequences, 
tllerefore, 0111~ concern the possibility of man's fulfilling the dictates of the natzrralis ratio, not 
his capacity for attaining to their knowledge; in  other words, they do not shatter the existence 
of a spllere of purely natural ethical values, and it is in this spliare that tlie state finds its raison 
d'etre.. Instead of considering tlie State as aa  institutio~i which lnay well be necessary and 
divillel~ a ~ ~ o i l l l e d ,  but only in view of the actual conditions of corrupted mankind, Thomas 
Aqllinas folkwed Aristotle in deriving the idea of tlie State from the very nature of man." 
(D'Entreves, Aqtrinas, Selected Political W~itillgs). 



About government, St. Thomas says in the De Regimiue Prirzcipum that if man could live alone, 
lie would require no governlnent or 'dominiurn'. But God has made him for society. In tlie 
Szinlmu Theologica lie presellts the same idea witli greater precision. 'Dorninium' he says, is 
of two kinds: (1)  tlie lordship of niali over a slave, and (2) the rule of a free man over'other 
free men. In the first sense, of course tbere could not liave been rulership in the state of primal 
irlnocence before t]ie Fall of man. But in the second sense the rule of one lnan over others 
would be lawf~~l  even in that state. The reason is that man is essentially a social being and social 
life is impossible unless there is some authority to direct it toward common good. Moreover, 
it would have been a lnatter of inconvenience if some one who excelled atliers in knowledge 
and virtue could not be ~ i ~ a d e  use of for the benefit of others. 

As regards property, St. Tholnas was confronted with the thesis of Augustine and the Fathers 
that private property is the outcolne of tlie vicious and greedy nature of man. This was in direct 
opposition to Aristotle's view that property is natural and an essential instrument of good life. 
St. Thomas steered a middle course declaring property contrary to the original nature of man, 
but made necessary and ~lsefill in the present degenerate conditions. It provides better conditions 
and efficient means for the utilisation and management of common resources given to man by 
God. Tl~el-e is a distinction, according to St. Thomas, between the power of acquiring and 
distributing things, and this is lawful for it leads to efficiency, and their use which must be 
made for the common good. He says tliat according to natural law all things are common, 
nothing belongs to individuals alone. But private property is created by positive law which is 
added to natural law by 11~1nian reason. It is an extens'ion of ~latural law i n  the interest of 
efficiency and better administration. 

Though St. Tlioli~as approves of tlie institution of private propelly, he does not regard it as an 
inalienable, idivisible natural right. There is no theory of right in St. Thomas in the modern 
liberal sense. The ultimate ownership of property belongs to tlie community and it lias full 
power to take away individual property if it is needed for the common good. Even an individual, 
if he is i n  genuine need, is fully justified in taking a thing from one to wliotn it legally belongs 
withoi~t his consent or knowledge. A hungry man niay co~n~nit  theft if lie lias tic; other lneans 
for saving himself from starvation. 

As regards slavery, the same spirit of cornprornise and recot~ciliatioli appears in St. Thomas. 
Unlike Aristotle, lie cannot justify slavery outright in view of the accepted doctrine of the 

' Church that in the state of innocence every one was free. In fact, on the question of slavery St. 
Thomas is more alnbivalent and vague than on other questions. Sometimes he s e e m  to say that 
slavery rests on the ground that for some men it is better to be slave than free. At other times 
he says that slavery could not liave existed in tlie liatural and primitive condition of mankind. 
In brief, his position, as sumtnarised by Carlyle, is tliat slavery is not an institution of nature, 
but is rational and in a secondary serise natural in the actual corrupt conditions. 

4.3.2 Law and the State 

The basic postulate and ultimate foundation of St. Thomas's political theory is Eternal Law or 
Divine Reason which manifests itself on four levels of coslnic reality but remains the satlie 
reason througlio~~t. It is eterlial, im~iiutable and inviolable. It is both transcendent and immanent 
ill all manifested existence. It is identical witli the 'Reason of God and is unknowable in its 
entirety; lnan can grasp it only in part. Natural law (lex naturali.~) is "the participation of a 

creature in eternal law." It is that part of Lex Aeterna which man can understand by 
Ilis reason which is also a divine faculty. What is revealed to man by God and also giveti in 
scriptures is called Divine Law. An example of Divine law is the code of conduct which God 



gave to the Jews or revealed to Christ. Divine Law, tl~ougli higher than natural law, does not 
,annul it. It adds to it. Human law is the application ofNatural law to human affairs and political 
authority. This law, though it emanates from Nat~~ral  Law, is relative and contingent, it varies 
wit11 changing conditions and reqirire~nent of society. A competent liuman autl~ority that has the 
care of the community niust tllerefore, promulgate it. St. Thomas defines it as follows: 

"A law is some ordinance of reason for the common good promulgated by him who has the 
care of coml7lunity." 

It is clear that for St. Thomas law is tlie source of all political authority. He is opposed to the 
voiuntarisln theory of law, which regards law as tlie expressio~l of the will of the sovereign 
authority. He draws a distinction between the principunz or esseiltial substance of authority 
which is ordained of God, its modus or constitutional form which is determined by people and 
its exercitiu~lz, or  actual enjoyment that is conferred by people. "But properly a law is first and 
foremost an ordinance for th:: corninon good, and the right to ordain anything for the common 
good belongs either to the whole ~nultitude or to some one who acts in the place of the whole 
multitude; thesefore thc authority to establish law pertains either to the whole tnultitude, or it 
pertains to a public person who has the care of the whole multitude." 

St. Thomas theory of political authority emphasises tlie responsibility of the government to the 
community which is tlie custodian of tlie corninon good. But it should not be taken to imply 
either a doctrine of popular sovereignty or a constitutional system of government in the modern 
sense. The responsibility of tlie prince to the people or to the asselnbly is not enforceable by 
any independent agency of the community. As McIlwain puts it, "the prime responsibility of 
St. Thomas's prince is to God, tlie author of the law on which all his authority rests; and, in 
a general, or even in a loose political sense, he might be said to be responsible to the 'multitude' 
which raised him or his house to  the throne and might conceivably sweep them away for acts 
of tyranny. But i11 the strict legal sense he is "absolute" in the ordinary administration of human 
law ill his realm. Within this sphere I-re is without a superior, and is responsible to no man. Of 
liunian law, in the sense of coercive force, St. Thomas says, he is wholly free, a monarch 
'legibus solutznl-the equivaletlt of Bracton's legal dictum that no writ runs against the King" 
(C.H. Mcllwain, pp. 330-33 I ) .  It is true that St. Thomas was strongly opposed to tyranny. He 
condemned it as vehemently as John of Salisbury, but lie did not go so far as to justify tyranny. 
Lord Acton's famous aphorism that St. Tliomas was the first Whig, might be a rlietorical way 
of highlighting the principle of moral limitation on the power of the government or the state, 
but, strictly speaking its inlplications are not very precise or illuminating. If Acton "had in mind 
a legal. l i~n i t a t io~~  of tlie monarch, St. Tlmomas was no Whig; if only a lnoral one, he was 
certainly not the first"(Mc1lwait1, p.33 1). 

4.3.3 Church and the State 

TIie i~nplication of St. Thomas's tlleory of law and the state for the relations between churcli 
and the state are clear. These institutions represent different interests and concerns of Inan in 
tlie world, and they must work in a spirit of harino~iy and cooperation to fulfill their respective 
ends. Of course, in a truly pl~ilosopliical sense, church is superior t o  the state, as soul is superior 
to body; but both have to work together for the attainment of the ultimate purpose which is 
salvation or the attainment of the beatific vision. Possibility of conflict is inherent in actual life, 
but what is of vital i~nportance is restraint and balance. 



For Aquinas the art of politics was just a Inere technique, which could not be measured solely 
by its acliieve~nents, by standards of efficiency and success. The reason for this is that politics 
would always iniply a moral responsibility, a deliberation, a willingness and a cl~oice. It was 
not part of purely pragmatic science but part of morals. He empliasised 011 tlie importance of 
choosing the right Iiieans and tlie mealis in turn depended on the end, and the end was a moral 
one. The end was the colnmon good, an end which was higher it1 value than that of the 
individual atid that of the family, and whick constitiated the proper end of politics. As far as 
the problem of ends and values was concerned Aquinas did not find any contradiction between 
tlie revealed truths of Christianity with that of llulnan reasoning. Reason and faith, human 
nature and supernatural values were liar~nonious in nature. Human beings were endowed by 
God with the capacity to know the good and, although inclined to do wrong, were capable of 
performing the good. The Fall did not impair individuals' reasoni~lg capacity. Though human 
beings know their good they required the help of God to attain salvation. 

Aquinas also laid down the limits of sovereignty both with regard to internal and interliational 
relations. I-Ie regarded war as an evil but a necessary evil. It could be justified only within 
strictest limits. It had to be a 'just war', and for a war to be,just special conditions were 
required-a legiti~~late authority, a just cause and rightful intention. War was the ultirnate resort 
in the absence of a superior authority. It was connected with the very existence of the particular 
State, a consequence of its sovereignty and the same time the proof that such sovereignty was 
neither absolute nor unlimited. 

Aquinas spoke of secular politics but did argue that temporal spllere was ultimately subject to 
the spiritual. He placed the common interest of the faithful and their spiritual well being within 
the sphere of the cIii1rc11 as educator, promoting a life of virtue and therefore arguing for a 
harmony of tlie two jurisdiction, CHURCH and STATE in the Christian polity. Felicity on the 
eartli would lead to happiness in heaven. 

Aquinas' theory of the state enabled subsequent western political thought to move in the 
direction O F  conceptualising a secular state basecl on rationality and aitto~io~ny. The subsequer~t 
14th Century carried Aquinas' asgunlent to its logical end by developing the ideas of a secular 
liberal order, rudimentary ideas of representation and outlines of  the present day cot~stitutiorlal 
framework il l  the representative writings of Marsilio of Padua aud Willia~n of Ockham. 

4.4 SUMMARY 

St. Augustine was the greatest Christian philosopher of the early ~niddle ages and St. Thomas 
Aquinas of the late ~nedieval period in Europe. St. Augustine reinterpreted and transfornled the 
tradition of Plato, Aristotle, Cicero a~id Plotinus with the idea of dual 11ati11-e of mat1 with a body 
and soill, both of which should be given equal importance. Though he did not regard the state . 
as natul-al, it did not imply that tllere is no moral duty of political obedie~lcc on part of the 
citizens. 

St, Tho~nas Aquinas brought together different strands of tl~ougl~t-Aristotelian, Roman, Patristic, 
Augustinian and Jewish to integrate them into an organic whole under the rubric of Christian 
philosopliy. St. Thomas thought that faith does not co~ltradict reason, but cotnplenients it, It is 
reaffirmation of reason rather than its denial. He agreed with Aristotle that the state is natural 
and claimed that it is not the higl~est institution. He christia~iised Aristotle's theory and brorrght 
it to line with Augustine's religious philosophy. But Ile rejected Illany of the accepted dogmas 
of Christian theology and did not accept Augustine's view on slavery and property. 



1) Explain St. Augustine's concept of the two cities. In what way was it supportive of 
Christianity? 

2) What were St. Thomas Aquinas' views on the relations between faith and reason? 

3) In what ways were St. Augustine's views different from those of St. Thomas Aquinas? 
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5.1 1 Exercises 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

Many fdrces shattered the ideal of a n~onolithic united Christian order. The growth of colnmerce 
made possible by econo~nic development, the growth of cities, the rise of tlie printing press, the 
changeover from a barter economy to money and banking, new scientific and geographical 
discoveries, emergence of centralised states with a distinctive national language, a new respect 
for scicntific explorations, crystallisatio~i of humanistic philosophy, de~nographic changes and 
the rise of a secular order were some of tlie key determining forces. The emergence of universities 
ended the monopoly of the church over education and with increasing literacy and the revival 
of humali spirit during the Renaissance, ilidividualistn and liumanis~n came to the forefront. 
Buckllardt remarked that the core of tlie Renaissance was the liew man, with prime concern of 
glory and fame replacing religious raitl~ and asceticisrii with self-realisation and tlie joy of 
living. 

Laski commenting on this extraordinary cliange asserted that the entire Renaissauce was in the 
writings of Machiavelli who portrayed the new character of the state by comprehending the 
intricacies of statecraft in which decisions reflected the political co~npulsiol~s rather than religious- 
precepts and what ougllt to be. Machiavelli is the father of political realism with tlie primacy 
to the real world of politics. 

MACHIAVELLI: A CHILD OF HIS TIME 

Born in  the year 1469 in Florence (Italy) Machiavelli belonged to an affluent family and was 
well educated for a pllblic career. At a young age he attained one of tlie higher posts in tlie , 

govemnient of Florence. Later he was sent on a diplomatic mission to several foreign countries 
where lie acquired first hand experience of political and diplo~natic matters. However, political 
upheavals in the Florel~titie Republic caused the fall in the career of Machiavelli in 1513, and 
he was even put to a year's imprisonlnent. He was released from prison by the influence ,of 
his political friends on condition that he would retire from political life and refrain from all. 
political activities. It was during this period of forced ~~etireinent that he induced .his most 



memorable literary works out of which the "Prince" and the "Discourses on the First Ten Books 
of Titus L~V~LIS"  stand out most prominently. Their contents spelt out his political thought and 
earned him notoriety such as indifference to tlie use of immorul means to achieve political 
purposes and tlie belief tliat government depended largely onforce and era). His writings are 
mainly influenced by the then prevailing situation which half the time was the battle ground 
of conspirators and ambitious politicians-local as well as foreign. The public leaders were 
activated more by selfish motive than by public interest. Public morality was very low, the 
Papal authority in Ttaly constituted greatly towards political degradation. Popes were opposed 
to the i~nification of Italy, which was divided into five states viz. the Kingdo~n of Naples i n  the 
south, the Duchy of Milan in north-west, the aristocratic Republic of.Venice in tlie north-east, 
and the Republic of Florence and the Papal state in the centre. Tlie Catllolic Church and the 
clergy of Machiavelli's time wanted to maintain a shadow of their spiritual power over whole 
of Italy, which left Italy in a state of arrested development. There was no power which appeared 
great enough to unite the whole of Italian peninsula. Italians suffered all the degradation and 
oppression of the worst type of tyranny and the land became a prey to the French, Spanish and 
the Germarts. And, unlike other European countries none of the rulers of Italian states was able 
to consolidate the wliole of Italy under their sway. The political situation in Italy was 
e~nbarrassingly complex and depressing; and Machiavelli as a patriotic Italian could not help 
being overwheliningly nloved by that. Securing the independence of Italy and restoring prosperity 
of its cities became a inaster passion with him. The unification of the entire country under one 
~iational tnonarch 011 tllc model of France and Spain was the ideal for Macliiavelli which 
pat-ticularly inspired him. If the rotten politics of Italy affected his thought, he was also influenced 
by the growing spirit of Renaissance wliicl~ impelled men to re-examine things from other than 
the clerical point of view. Being the chief expollent of this school of thought, Machiavelli, 
according to Dunning, "stood on the borderline between the Middle Ages and the Modern Ages. 
He ushered in the Modern Age by ridding politics of tlie vassalage of religion." 

5.3 METHODS OF MACHIAVELLI'S STUDY 

As to the spiritual ancestry of Machiavelli tlie great Greek philosopher Aristotle held his 
imagination. MaclliaveIli quietly put aside the Church's scriptures, the teachings of Churcl-r 
fathers and the conflict for suprelliacy between the Cl~urclz and tlie State. He believed that 
human nature, and therefore, human problems were aln~ost the same at all times and places, and 
so the best way of enlightening the present, according to him, was possible with the help of the 
past. Thus, Machiavelli's methods, like that of Aristotle, was historical. But, it was more so 
in appearance than in substance and reality. He was more concerned with the actual working 
of the governmental machinery than the abstract principles of cor~stitution. A realist in politics 
his writings expound a theory of the art of government rather than a theory of State. The actual 
source of his speculation wab the interest he felt in the men and conditions of his own time. I 

I-Ie was an accurate observer and acute analyst of the prevailing circumstances. He, tlterefore, 
adopted a form and method of political pliilosopliy which ignored completely the scholastic and 
j~~r i s t i c  ideals, He adopted the ancient Greek-Roman philosophy because the Romans had 
establisl~ed a well organised empire which tlie Greeks could not which led him to perceive the 
true relation between history and politics and it is front history that he drew his conclusions as 

I 

political truths. His conclusiol~s were reached empirically based on common sense and shrewd 
political foresigl~t. According to Sabine: "[Hle used history exactly as he used his own observation 
to illi;strate or support a co~iclusion that he had reached without reference tw liistory." He was 
a political realist, and like Aristotle he amassed historical facts to ovenvhel~n readers, but his 
political writings belong less to political theory than to the class of diplomatic literature. It was 
Dunning who called his study as "the study of the art of government rather than a theory of 



- the State". Thus, the substance of his thought covers-a much narrower field than Aristotle. But, 
in this narrow field liis treatment of the proble~ns exhibit, i l l  the words of Sabi~ie, "tlie slirewdest 
insigllt into points of weakness and strength in a political situation, the clenrest and coolest 
judgement of the resources and temperament of an opponetit, the most objective estimate of the 
lilnitations of a policy, the soundest cornmon sense in forecasting the logic of events, arid the 
outcome of a course of action". 

Tjlese qualities of Machiavelli made him a favourite with the diplo~nats from his own day to 
tile present, but these q~~ali t ies are also associated with a possibility that the ilnportance of tlic 
end would override tlie means. Tliat is why, his conceptions are expressed in terms like- 
might is right; end justifies the means; necessity knows no law, etc., but liis thoughts carry more 
import by what is understood by these ternis. 

5.4 MACHIAVELLI'S POLITICAL THOUGHT 

Out of his two most important works, the "Prince" is an analysis of the political system of ;I 

strong monarchy while tlie "Discourses on Livius" of a strong republic. In the first one, the 
111aill theme is the successf~~l creatioli of a principality by an individual, in  the other it is the 
creation of an empire of flee citizens. But in both, tlie centre of liis thought is the method of 
those who wield the power of the state rather than the fi~ndamental relationship in wliicll t l~e 
essence of the state exists. Me viewed things from tlie standpoint of the ruler and not the ruled, 
Preservation of the state rather tlia~i the excellence of its constitution were his main consideration. 
He writes of tile .mechanisms of 1:he governments by which tlie state call be made strong arlcl 
the politics that can expalid their powers. I-le points out tlie errors that bring about thcir 
downfall too. In  tlie wosds of Sabine: "The purpose of politics is to preserve and iticrease 
political power itself, and the standard by which he judges it is its success in doing this. He 
often disc~~sses the advantage of itnmorality skillfi~lly used to gain a ruler's ends, and it is this 
which is mainly responsible for his evil repute. But for tlle most part Ire is not so much 
i~nriioral as non-moral." A thing whicli would be imnloral .for an illdividual to do, ~lrigllt, if 
necessary, i r i  intercst of the state, be justifiably done by a ruler or a monarch. His indifference 
towards morality, therefore, can be explained in terms of political expediency. 

Machiavelli based liis thought on two premises. First, on tlie ancient Greek assumption that 
the state is the highest form of human association necessary for tlie protection, welfare and 
perfection of Iiu~iianity and as SLIC~I tlie interests of tlie state are dcfinitcly superior to individual 
or social interests. The second prcmise was that tlie self-interest in olie form or another, 
particularly material self-interest, is the most potent of all factors of political motivatiot~. 
Hence, tlie art of statecrdt consists of the cold calculations of elements of self-interests in ally 
given situation and the intelligent use of the practical inealis to meet the conflicting interests. 
Both tlrese premises are reflected in his two books. 

CONCEPT OF UNIVERSAL EGOISM 

Another cardinal principle besides the principle of 'moral indifference', which forms Machiavelli's 
political philosophy, is tlie principle of "Universal Egoism". He did not believe in the essential 
goodness of  Iluman nature, lie held that all men are wicked arrd essentially selfish. SelFishness 
and egoism are tlie chief n-iotive forces of human conduct. Fear is the one ~i~otivatirig and 
dominating e le~ne~i t  in life, which is mightier than love, and tlie effective motive in llini is 
desire for secilrity because human nature moreover is, aggressive atid acquisitive. Men aim to 
keep what they already have and desire to acquire more and there are no limits to liu~nali 



desires, and all being the salzle there being a natural scarcity of things there is everlasting 
co~npetitio~i and strife. Security is only possible when tlie ruler is strong. A 'Prince', therefore, 
ouglit to personify fear. A Prince who is feared ltnows liow to stand in relation to his subjects 
and ainis at the security of their life and property. Men always commit error of not knowing 
when to limit their hopes, therefore, the o~ily way to remedy this evil is to hold the opposing 
illterests in maintaining an equilibrium between them in order to remain and lnaintain a healthy 
and stable society. These basic elements of Iiuman nature which are responsible to liiake him 
ungrateful, ficlile, deceitful and cowardly alo~ig wit11 their evil effects were most prominent in 
Italy during Machiavelli's time. The corruption in all spheres was the order of tlie day and all 
sol-ts of licence and violence, absence of discipline, great inequalities in wealth and power, the 
destruction of peace atid justice and tlle growth of disorderly ambitions and dishonesty prevailed. 
Tlie o111y way to rectify sucli a situation was tlie establishmetit of absolute monarchy and 
despotic powers, according to Machiavelli. 

5,6 THE "PRINCE" 

The 'Prince' of Macliiavelli is the product of the prevailing conditions of liis time in his country 
Italy, As sucli it is ~iot at1 academic treatise or value oriented polltical pliilo~sophy; it is in real 
sense realpolitik. It is a memorandum on tlie art of government, is pragmatic in character and 
provides technique of tlie fundamental principles of statecraft for a successf~~l ruler-ship. It 
deals with the machinery of the government which the successf~ll ruler could make use of, The 
wl~ole argument of the Prince is based 011 tlie two premises borrowed ~nairily from Aristotle. 
One of these is that the State is the highest form of human association and the most indispensable 
it~strument for the promotion of I~uman welfare, and that by merging hiinself in the state the 
individual finds his fullest development, that is, his best self. 

Consideration of the welfare of the state, therefore, outweighs any consideration of individual 
or group welfare. The second premise is that material self is the most potent motive force in 
individual and public action. Macliiavelli almost identifies tlie state wit11 the tauler. These 
premises led him to tlie conclusion that the Prince is the perfect embodiment of shrewdness and 
self-contlqol wllo rlzakes capital alike of his virtues and vices. This quality of tlie Prince makes 
him worthy of successful seizure of power. According to Machiavelli: "Those tliings were 
vil-tiious in a Prince wliich~excelled in bringing success and power and that v i r t ~ ~ e  lay in 
functional excellence; these were rutlilessness, cunningness, deceitfi~lness, boldness and 
shrewdness alolig with uliflinching will." Undoubtedly, this is an idealised picture of a11 Italian 
tyrant of the 16th Century wlio has influenced Macliiavelli's imaginatioli. 

Cllapter XVIII of the 'P~since' gives Macliiavelli's idea of tlie virtues which a successfi~l ruler 
must possess. Integrity may be tl~eoretically better than collusion, but cunningness and subtlety 
are oftell ~~sefu l .  The two basic means of success for a prince are-the judicious use of law 
and physical force, He must combi~ie in himself rational as \veil as brutal characteristics, a 
combination of 'lio17' and 'fox'. The prince niust play the fox and act liypocrite to disguise his 
real lnotives and inclinations. He niust be free from etizotional disturbances and ready and . 
capable of taking advantage of the emotiol~s of others. He should be a cool and, calculating 
oppo~~unis t  and should oppose evil by evil. In tlie interest of the state he should be prepared 

' to sin boldly. Severity rather than mildness lnust characterise liis attitude it1 public affairs and 
the prince should aim to be feared tllan loved. But, above all, he lnust keep his hands off the 
property and women of his subjects because econonlic nlotives being tlie mainspring of human 
conduct a prince must do all he can to keep his subjects lnaterially contented. A prince might 
execute a conspirator but should not co~~fiscate his property. To Macliiavelli preservatio~i of 



state was raison dJetre of monarchy; therefore, a prince must regard his neighbours as likely 
enemies and keep always on guard. A clever prince will attack the enemy before the latter is 
ready. .He must be of unshakable purpose and dead to every sentiment except love for his state, 
wllicli must be saved even at the cost of his own soul. He  nus st not allow himself to be weighed 
down by ally consicleration of justice or injustice, good or bad, right or wrong, tnercy or cruelty, 
honour or dishonour in lilatters of tlie state. 

According to Maclliavelli state actions were not to be judged by individual ethics. He prescribes 
double standard of cotiduct for statesmen and thc private citizens. This exaggerated notion of 
what a ruler and a state can do is perhaps because of Machiavelli's understanding of the 
problem that confronted a ruler amid the corruption of 16th Century Italy. Thus, accordi~ig to 
liim a sheer political genius a successf~~l ruler liad to create a military power to overcorne the 
disorderly cities and principalities and, tllerefore, the force behind tlie law must be the only 
power that llolds society together; tnoral obligations must in the end be derived from law ant1 
government. . 
The ruler is the cremoi. of l a ~ j  as also of iiiorirlity, for moral obligations must ultimately be 
sustained by law and the ruler, as tlie creator of the state, is not only outside the law, but if the 
law enacts morals, lie is outside morality as well. There is no standard to judge liis acts except 
the success of liis political expedience for enlarging and perpetuating the power of his state. It 
will be the ruin of the state if the ruler's public actious were to be weighed dowli by itidividual 
ethics, especially those which relate to internal and external security. Therefore, public atid 
private standards were diffic~~lt. It was ~Iways wrong for an individual to coni~nit crime, even 
to lie, but so~metimes good slnd necessary for the ruler to do so in the interest OF the state. 
Siinilarly, it is wrong for a private individi~al to kill, but not for the state to execute someone 
by way of pulzisli~nent. The state hangs a murclerer because public safety demands it, Pi~bJic 
conduct, in fact, is neither inlzerently good nor bad. It is good if its results are good. A citizen 
acts for himself and as SLICII is also respo~lsible for liis actiotl, whereas the state acts for all, aud 
tbkrefore, same principles of conduct could not be applied to both. Tlle state has no ethics. It 
is a lion-etl~ical entity. 

The state being the highest form of human association, has supreme claiin over men's obligations. 
This theory of Maclliavelli gives supreme i~nportatice to the law given in society. The ruler, 
in order to prove this claim, must at the same time elnbrace every opportllriity to develop his 
reputation. He must keep people busy with great enterprises, must surrou~~d all his actions with 
an air of gratideur, and IIILIS~ openly participate in the affairs of neiglibouri~zg states. Besides, 
he must also. pose as the patron o.F art, c o ~ n ~ i ~ e r c e  and agriculture and should refrain from 
imposing burdensome taxation. To Macl~iavelli, the justice of state was in the interest of the 
sovereigli and the safety of state was the supreme law. 

One of the most important characteristics of Machiavelli's plzilosopliy in the case of Prince was 
tliat Ile should aim at acquisition and extensio~z of his princely powers and territories. If Ize fails 
to do this, he is bound to perish. For this lie sllould always regard his neighbourilzg states as 
elzemies and remain always prepared to attack tlietn at some weak moments of theirs. For this 
he must liave a well trained citizeris' soldiery. A good army of soldiers are in reality the essetice 
of princely strength. Mercenary soldiers sl~ouid be rid of, as they tnay become the cause of 
lawlessness. Such bands of hired ruffians would be ready to figlrt for the largest pay and could 
not be faitlifitl to anyone. This could shake tlie authority of tlie Prince; therefore, the Prince 
]nust possess a nationalised standing army of soldiers at his disposal. 



CLASSIFICATION OF FORMS 
GOVERNMENT 

MacIiiavelli7$ classificatio~i of the forms of government is rather unsystematic. The treatment 
of government in  liis two major works is significantly different; rather inconsistent and 
contradictony to each other. The 'Prince7 deals with monarchies or absolute governments, while 
the 'Discoi~rses' sl~owed liis admiration for expanded Roman Republic. There was nothing in 
Machiavelli's accoclnt of tlie absolute monarchy corresponding to his obviously sincere enthusiasm 
for the liberty and self-governnient of Roman Republic. In both forms liis elnpliasis is on the 
cardinal principle of the preservatioll of the state as distinct fiorn its foundlings, depends upon 
the excellence of its law, for this is tlie source of all civic virtues of its citizens. Even in a 
monarchy the prime condition o r  stable goverliliie~ll is tliat it should be regulated by law. Thus, 
Maclliavelli insisted upon the need for legal remedies against official abuses in order to prevent 
illegal violence. We pointed out tlie political danger of lawlessness in rulers and folly of 
vexatio~is and harassing policies. 

Both the books show eyilally the q~~ali t ies for which Machiavelli has been specially known, 
such as, indifference to tlie use of im~iioral tneans for political purpose and belief that governn~ents 
depend largely on force and craft. Macliiavelli never erected his belief in the oli~~iipotent law 
giver into a general theory of absolutism. However, what does not appear in the 'Priiice' is his 
genuine entllusiasm f o ~  popula~government of tlie sort exemplified in tlie Ro~iian Republic, but 
which he believed to be impractical in Italy when lie wrote. Both the books present aspects 
of the same sub.ject-tlie cause of the rise and decline of states and the means by which 
statesmen could make tllem pernlanent. This corresponds to twofold classification of states or 
form of g~\~ernment .  The stability and preservation of the state is the prime objective of tile 
ruler. Machiavelli favoured a gentle rule where ever possible and the use of severity o~ily in 
 noder ration. He believed explicitly that government is more stable where it is shared by many. 
He preferred election to heredity as a mode of choosing ri~lers. He also spoke for general 
freedom to propose measures for tlie public good and for liberty of discussion before reaching 
a decision. He, in his 'Discourses' expressed that people must be independent and strong, 
because there is no way lo make tliern suitable without giving them the means of rebellion. He 
had a high opinion both of tlle virtue and the judge~nent of an uncorrupted people as compared 
to those of the prince. These observations o~ily show the conflicting and co~itradictory ideas 
of Machiavelli's philosopliy; on one hand he advocates an absolute rnonarchy and on the other 
shows his adnliration for a republic. As Sabine remarks: "His judgement was swayed by two 
admirations-for tile resourceful despot and for the free, self-governing people-which were 
not consistent. lie patched the two together, rather precariously, as llle theories respectively 
of founding a state and of preservi~ig it after it is founded. In Inore modern terms it might be 
said tliat he had olic theory for revoltrlior~ and allother ,for governtue~~t." Obviously, he 
reco~li~nc~icled despotism ~uainly for reformilig a corrupt state aud preserving its security. 
Idowever, he believed, that state can bc ~iiade permanent only if the pcople are admitted to some 
share in the government arid if tlie prince conducts the ordinary business of the state in accordance 
wit11 law and with a due regard for the property and rights of liis silb.jects. Despotic violence 
is a powerfill political medicine, needed in CO~I- LIP^ states and for special contingencies, but it 
is still a poison which lni~st be uscd with the greatest caution. 

5.8 THE DOCTRINE OF AGGRANDISEMENT 

111 bofli L P r i n ~ e 7  and 'Discourses' Macliiavelli insists on the necessity of extending the territory 
of the state. According to him ~ i f l 7 ~ ~  GI s fofe I ~ I W S ~  expct~~d or perish. His idea of the extension 
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oftlie dominion of statc did not mean the blending of two or more social or political organisatiotis, 
but the subjectiori of a number of stales under the rule of a single prince or commonwealth. 
Extension of dorninion was easier in one's own country, where there was no difficulty of 
lalig~rage'or of an institution to overcome iii,tlie assimilation of conquered people. Roman slate 
and its policy of expansion perhaps set an ideal before Macliiavelli. Force of arrris was 
necessary for both-for political aggrandisement as well as for tlie preservation of tlie state, but 
force must be applied judiciously combined with craft. In a ~nonarchy a prince must pay due 
respect to the establisliecl custo~ns and institutions of tlie land which tlie people liold so~iiethitig 
as dearer thari liberty or life itself. But, to establish ally kind of order a monarcliical government 
is preferable, especially when the people are thoroughly corrupt and the laws become powerless 
for restraint. It becoriies necessary t c  cstablisl~ sotlie superior power which, wit11 a royal 11:itid 
arid with full and absolute powers could put a curb up011 the excessive ambitions and corruption 
of powerfill people. 

Despite tlie cynicism and bias of Macl~iavelli's judgement in favour of tlie prince there is 110 

lnistakitlg the fact of  liis esteem for liberal and lawful government. I-Ie was inclined f~ivourabty 
for popular government where possible and monarchy wkere necessary. In hot11 I'ortns a well- 
twined army of  soldiers was needed because a government ultinlately was bascd nn force. 'I'lie 
ruler must fire tlie imagination of the subjects by grand schernes and enterprises anti sliould 
patronise art arid literature. An ideal priuce tliils, is a11 eriligliteiiecl despot o f a  non-riioral type 
while in rcpublic thc ruler or tlie ruling class have to observe the sl;pielilacy of law, because 
the preservation of tlic state depet~cls ripon the excelletice of law which is ille source of all civic 
virtues of tlie citizens and which deteniiines the national character of its peoplc. Macliiavelli 
liolds both monarcliy arid republican form of goveriiment as ideal, but lie had very low opinion 
of aristocracy and nobility, wliorii he perceived as antagonistic to both the monarchy and t l ~ c  
middle class, and that an orderly government required their suppression or expatriation. Siclc 
by side with 1\?3ailriavelli's dislike of tlie ~iobility statids his hatred of tnerccnary soldiers as they 
tiiay prove the main cause of lawlessness and disorder and ultimate destruction of the stability 
of the state, As tlie art of war is tlic primary concern of a ruler and tlie condition of his success 
in all liis ventures lie m~tst airn i l l  possessing a strong, well equipped and well disciplined fo~.cc 
of his own citizens, attaclied to his interests by ties of loyalty to thc state. Behind Macliiitvelli's 
belief atid his cynicism of  liis political opinion, was national patriotism and a clesirc for tilo 
unification of Italy and her preservation for internal disorder and foreign invaders. He fisnltly 
asserted that duty towar.cls one's owti country overt*ides all other duties and scruples. 

5.9 EVALUATION .. 

Macliiavelli's political tlicories wcre not developed in a systerliatic n i a ~ ~ n e r ,  they were mainly 
in the for111 of remarlts upon particular sitirations. I n  the wards oi' Sabine: "'The cliasacter of 
Macliiavelli and tlie truc meaning of liis pl~ilosopliy llave been one of the enigmas of modern 
history. I-Ie lins beer1 rcl)resented as an utter cynic, and in~passioned patriot, 311 arderit nationalist, 
a political Jesuit, ~1 convinced democrat, and iitlscrup~~lous seeleer after tile favour of clcspots. 
lneacli o f  these views, incompatible as they are, there is probably an e le~ne~i t  of truth. what  
is empliatically not true is tllnt any one of them givcs a con~pletc picture either of  Maclliavelli 
or liis thouglit." 'l'llis is because bellitid his ~~t~i losophy,  or itnplicit it1 his concepts, tliere often 
is a consistent point ol'view wliich ~i~igllt be developed into a political Ilieory, and was in Ihct 
so developed after liis time. Many political tliinlcers drew their inspiration atltl firrtlie~. cle.veloped 
solid and most important political concepts s~tch as  tlie concept of  tlie 'state' and its truc 
meaning fro111 Macliiavelli. [ti the words ol' Sabine: "Maclliavelli tnnre than any other political 
tliinker crcatcd the meaning that lias been attached lo the state in modesri political usage,. . 'T'lic 



state as an organised force, suprerile in its own territory arid pursuing s conscious policy of 
aggrandisement in its relations with other states, becatlie not only the typical modern political 
institution but increasingly the ~iiost powerful iristit~ltio~l in modern society." 

Machiavelli is kliowri as a father of modern political theory. Apart from tlieorising about the 
state lie has also given meaning to the concept of sovereignty. But he never let liis belief in 
the general theory of all o~nnipotent law giver t~1r11 into a general theory of absolutis~n or 
absolute ~iio~iarcliy, wl~ich tlie subsequent writer Thonias Hobbes did. This concept of 
sovereignty-internal as well as external-is inlplicit in his recommendation of despotic power 
of the ruler for making tlie state pennanent atid safe inter~ially and externally. This idea of liis 
was later developed into systematic theory of state sovereignty by French thinker Jean Bodin, 
while Hugo Grotius built upon a theory of legal sovereignty, which was further given a proper 
formulation by tlie English tlleorist John Austin. Earlier, I-lobbes while ji~stifyi~ig his social 
contrslct had also borrowed Machiavelli's conception of human nature on wliich lie built his 
social contract theory and that of absolute sovereignty. 

Machiavelli was the first who gave the idea of secularism. In the words of Allen: "Tlie Macliiavelli 
state is, to begin with, in a complete sense, an entirely secular state." Altl~ougli he attributes 
to religion an i~nporta~it place ill the state, lie at the same time separates the two. He placed 
religion wifhin the state not ubove it and accordilig to him, '"tie observa~ice of tlie ordinances 
of religion is tlie cause of greatness of the co~nrno~~wealtli; as also in their neglect the cause 
of their ruin." 

Machiavelli's belief in the potency of material interests of people rather than tlie spiritual ones 
influenced Hegel and subsequently Marx in propounding ilieir theory of Material Origin of tlie 
State. Macliiavelli was also tlie first exponent of tlie tl~eory of aggrandisement wliich is the 
basis of modern power politics. In day-to-day international politics each state ainis at increasing 
its econolnic and military power over other states. 

Machiavelli was the first pragmatist in tlie history of political tliouglit. His method and approach 
to problel~ls of  politics were guided by cornmorl selise and history. According to Professor 
Maxey: '"is passion for the practical as against the theoretical undoubtedly did niuch to rescue 
political thought from the scl~olastic obscurantism of the Middle Ages." Machiavelli's idea of 
omnipote~~ce of the state alld the business of tlie government was to provide security to person 
and property and has had a long lasting effect. His ideas were revolutionary in nature and 
substance and he brought politics in  line with political practice. In tlie end, it call be said that 
a good deal of odiu~n is attached to Machiavelli for his cynical disregard for morality arid 
religio~i. Macliiavellism lias become a by-word fsr ~~~iscrup~~loi~sness ;  but it must be noted that 
he wrote the 'Prince' and 'Disco~~rses' prirnarily from tlie point of view or  tlie preservation of 
state, every other consideratioil being secondary. Macliiavelli undoubtedly was frank, bold and 
llonest besides being practical in ~tnderstandilig the real politic whicli made him a favourite of 
diplolnats d u r i ~ ~ g  his own time to the present. ''"Once we restore Machiavelli to tIie world in I 

which his ideas were iilitially f o r ~ ~ ~ e d ,  we car1 begill to appreciate the extraordinary originality I 

of his attack on the prevailing moral assulnptiolis of liis age. And once we grasp the implications 
of his owti moral outlook, we can readily see why his name is still so invoked whenever tlie 
issues o f  political power and leadership are discussed" (Skinner 1981: 2). 1 

5.10 SUMMARY 
I 

Machiavelli was a product of the age of prolific cliange and of a period that marked a definite I 

reaction against the authority of tlie Pope and liis preacl~ing of spiritualism. Iie is known for I 



ushering in tlie Model.11 Age by ridding politics .of i.he vassalage of  religion. Machiavelli's 
~izetliods were historical but lie was a political realist, niore concerned with the actual working 
of government than a theory of tlie state. He built his theories on the premise that men are 
essentially wicked and selfish. According to him, state is the highest form o f  human associatioll 
and an indispensable instrumenl for tlie promotion of hunian welfare. A successful ruler or 
'Prince' sliould be a perfect embodiment of slirewdness atid self-cotltrol, making f i~l l  use of liis 
vil-tues and vices. Two basic means of success for a 'Prince' are jtldicious use of law and 
p~iysical force. Tlie ruler is creator of law and of morality. 

' 

Certain contradictions in Macliiavelli's thinking have been pointed out. While he elnpl~asised 
on the preservation of the state dependeiit on the excellence of its law arid civic virtues of its 
citizens, liis choice of tlie form of govern:iient is unclear. He talks botli of  monarchies along 
wit11 showing liis admiration for an expanded Roman Republic. I-Iis theories were not developecl 
syste~natically and are mainly in tlie form of remarlts. Each of Ilis works reflects tlie truth but 
none of them give a complete picture of liis tliouglits. 

- - -- - 

5.1 1 EXERCISES .- " -- . 

1) In what way does Macliiavelli's works reflect his tiliies'? 

2) Enuliierate tlie main fcaealures of IvIachiaveIli's thoughts on politics and fonlls of  government. 

3) Critically alialyse Macliiavelli's poliiical tlieo~.ies. 
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6 INTRODUCTION 

Thomas Hobbes is one of the most colourful, colltroversial and important figures in the I~istory 
of western political thought. In his life-time he was almost unanimously denounced for his 
alleged atheism, blasphelny and impiety and was known as the Monster of Malmesbury. He 
was clespised by the parliamentarians whom he opposed and suspected by the'royalists whom 
he purported to support, because his ideas were quite out of step both with the parliamentarians' .I 

theory of popular representation and the Stuart theory of political legitimation based on the , 
Divine Right of Kings. His status as a great philosopher and political thinker was not fully 
recognised until the 19th Century. The philosophical radicalisin of the English utilitarians and 
the scientific rationalism of the Frcnch Encyclopaedists incorporated in a large measure Hobbes' 
mecllanical materialism, his nominalism, radical individualism and psychological egoism. 
Emphasising his influe~lce on the utilitarian thought, Sir Frederick Pollock picturesquely remarks 
that the for~nula of the greatest good of the greatest number was made as a hook to be put in 
the nostrils of Leviathan so that it could be tamed and harnessed to the chariot of utility. By 
the mid-20th Century Hobbes was acclaimed as "probably the greatest writer on political 
philosophy that tile English speaking people 11~tt: produced (Sabine: 1963, 457). According to 
Michael Oakeshott: "The Leviuthan is the greatest, perhaps the sole, masterpiece of political 
pl-~ilosophy in the English language" (1960, viii). 

Hobbes is now generally regarded as the father of modern political science. It is he who for 
the first time systematically expounded the absolutist theory of sovereignty and originated the 
positivist theory of law which was perfected by the analytical jurists of the 19th and 20th 
centuries. Though he was by no means a liberal, modern.commentators (Oakeshott: 1960, vii, 
Gauthier: 1969, 144) believe that "his political doctrine has greater affinities wit11 the liberalism 
of the 20th Century than his authoritarian theory would initially suggest" (Gauthier). From the 
Marxist point of view (Macpherson : 1962) Hobbes' tlieoly is seen to reflect the political 
ideology of the incipient capitalist market society characterised by the doctrine of "possessive 
individualism" and the ethic of cut-throat colnpetition and self-aggrandisement. Karl Marx 
himself is said to have remarked that "Hobbes was the father of us all." And it is the measure 



of the richness and s~~ggestiveness of Hobbes' system of ideas that it is supposed to imply, or 
assume, one of the most sophisticated modern metliodological tools of mathematical analysis 
for an adequate explanation of social phenomenon. John Rawls thinks that Hobbes' state of 
nature is the classic exa~nple of tlie "prisoner's dilemma" of game-tlieoretic analysis (1971 : 
269) and wrjters like Hampton (1986)' Kavka (1986) and Gauthier (1969) have examined 
Hobbes' theory in the light of tlie above remark, though a full-fledged application of the 
prisoner's dilenilna analysis to Hobbes' theory of the state of nature has hardly been successfillly 
attempted or acliieved, because Hobbes' tlieory is perhaps not amenable to that kind of analytical 
treatment. 

From a broad philosophical perspective tlie importance of Hobbes is perhaps i11 his bold and 
almost systeniatic attempt to assi~nilate tlie science of man and civil society to a thoroughly 
modern, mathematical physical science corresponding to a completely mecl~anistic conception 
of nature. His psyclio1ogical egoism, his ethical relativism and his political absolutisn~ are all 
supposed to follow logically from the assumptions or principles underlying the physical world 
wl~icli primarily consists of inatter and motion, or rather matter in tilotion. Whether a straight 
way progress from geometry to physics and then from physics to politics, psycllology and 
ethics, is possible is another matter. It is, however mainly a deductive syste~n derived from 
materialistic premises that Hobbes understood his pl~ilosopl~ical enterprise and this is Ilow 
generations of Hobbes scliolars have interpreted him ever since. 

Here it is pertinent to make two observations. First, it should not be understood that Hobbes 
is the precursor of the modern empirical science of politics and sociology w11ich regards the 
methods of physical science as the proper model for political in the Mill's sense (Oakeshott; 
1960, XXIII). Hobbes was strongly opposed to Bacon's et~~pirical and experimental method. 

I His own metliod was deductive atid geonietrical througli and througl~. It was the resolutive- 
cornpositive method as developed in the scliool of Padua and followed by Galileo and other 
natural scientists. The second point to note is that in spite of Hobbes' claitn about tlie unity of 
his thought and its foundation in  scientific materialism, modern scholars have neither eildorsed 
the supposed unity of his philosophy nor acdcpted the scientific basis of his ethical and politicnl 
theory. Leo Strauss, taking a cue from Croom Roberts011 (1886) and also relying on 1-Iobbes' 
own observation that a knowledge of natural philosophy is not a necessary precondition for 
understanding his views 011 politics, argued that 1iis political tlieory was pre-scieritific alld was 
based 011 'hurtianist 'premises. According to Michael Oakeshott, the basis of Hobbes' politics 
was not scientific lnaterialistn but p1iilosopliic rationalism, not a specific view of the nature of 
the world, but a paaicular notion of philosophical knowledge. This line of lliought culminated 
in the famous Taylor-Warrender thesis which completely separated Hobbes' mechatiistic 
psychology fro111 his 'deontological' ethics. While Taylor found in Hobbes a proto-Kantian 

. . philosopher of duty for duty's sake (1938), Warrender placecl Nobbes squarely in the Natural 
Law tradition based on theistic metapl~ysics, deriving the obligatory force of law from Divine 
Command (1958), F.C. Hood likewise argued for tlie Divine Politics of Hobbes (1964). There 
is a lot of textual evidence to support the tlleorics of Taylor, Warrender and I-Iood. The point, 
however, is whether it is reasonable to jettison Hobbes' psychological egoism which is an 
important element of his theory, in orcler to make I-Iobbes a consistent deontologist as depicted 
by these writers. Are we justified in making I-IobPes more consistent than Ile really was and in 
this process ignorit~g the historical and contextual basis of his writings? Quentin Skinner has 
forcefully argued that none of I-Iobbes' conteiiiporaries understood Idobbes as grounding 
political obligation on tlie prior obligation to obey the command of God and that this is a 
conclusive proof tliat the Taylor-Warrender-Hood interpretation is erroneous and a misleading 
extrapolatioll. 



A review of existing critical literature and a close textual analysis of Hobbes' writings show 
that it is not possible to reconcile these conflicting interpretations and neatly fit them into a 
coherent pliilosophical system. But logical consistency is not the sole mark of a philosopher's 
greatness. The profound ricliness of the intellectual content of a pliilosophy may be a vibrant 
source of inspiration opening different avenues of thought and it may far outweigh the lack of 
logical rigour and formal consistency. It is a true measure of Hobbes' greatness as a thinker that 
so many important and suggestive ideas and perspectives of thought are adumbrated and found 
interwoven in his comprehensive, though cornplex and multi-faceted system of philosophy. It 
is true that Hobbes' extremely pessimistic and unedifying view of human nature is not only 
highly distorted and exaggerated but incompatible with the very idea of a civil society. But it 
is also a fact that, as one perceptive writer puts it, such a lurid and extreme possible picture 
of the hulnan condition appears to be "a magnificent incarnation of an eternally recurrent for111 . . 
of error . . . that in some time and places looks disconcertingly like the truth" (Anthony 
Quinton; 1982 : 153). 

6.2 LIFE AND TIMES 
~ o b b i s  was prematurely born in 1588 in Westport near tlie small town of Malmesbu~y in 
England at a time when the country was threatened by the impending attack of the Spanish 
Armada. He died in 1679. His long life was full of  nom men to us events and synchroniskd with 
great scientific discoveries'and philosophical systematisation characteristic "of the century of 
genius". Hobbes was a witness to the great political and constitutional t~~rmoil  caused by the 
English Civil War and his life and writings bear clear imprint of it, thougl~ the pl~ilosopl~ical 
import of his work went far beyond the controversies of his time. After his education at Oxford 
where he was rather bored by the teaching of Aristotle and the scl~olastic pl~ilosopl~y, Hobbes 
joined as tutor to the son of William Cavendish, first Earl of Devonshire in 1608. He remained 
closely connected with the Cavendish family for a long period of his life. He accompanied his 
charge to France and Italy in 1610 and came under the influence of Kepler and Galileo. After 
his return from the continent he remained with the Cavendish family for the next eigl~teen years 

I dividing Itis time between London and Chatsworth, the country home of the Cavendish. tIobbesY 
i next visit to France was i n  1929, when lie accepted tutorship to the son of Sir Gervase Clinton 

after the death of his first patron, the seco~ld Earl of Devonshire in 1628. In the year 1628 
Hobbes' translation of Thucydides' history of the Grecian War was published. During his 
second visit to tlte continent Hobbes came under the spell of geon~etrical  neth hod which started 
from self-evident premises and proceeded to derive complicated theorems by way of logical 
deduction. During the third journey to France and Italy (1634-37) which he undertook with the 
third Earl of Devonshire whose service he had rejoined in 163 1, Hobbes [net Descar-tes, Gassendi 
and Galileo. He became convinced t!lat everytlling including man and society, morals and 
politics could be explained on the basis of laws of motion. Kepler's laws of planetary motion 

' and Galileo's laws of falling bodies made a deep impact in  his mind. He returned to England 
and completed in 1640 his first important philosophical work called the Element af Law, which 
was published in 1650 in two parts, Human Nature and De Corpore Politico. In this work 
Hobbes demonstrated the need for undivided savereignty, but tile arguments for this were not 
derived from the theory of Divine Right of Kings. In 1640 Hobbes fled to the Continent in fear 
for his life after the dissolutioli of Parliament in May 1640 and the impeachment of Earl of 
Strafford by the Long Parliament. For tlie next eleven years he remained in Paris in the 
inte~~kctual circle of Mersenne. During this period lie accepted to act as tutor in mathematics 
to the future CI~arles 11. 

The exile in France was the most frui'tful period of Hobbes' intellecti~al life. In 1642 he 
published his De Cive in Latin (later to appear as De Corpore Politico) He also planned to write 
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lais ambitious trilogy on body, Inan arid citizen in which everything in  the world of nature and 
lnan could be explained on the pattern of the science of mechanics. He made a beginning with 
De Corpore. Leviatlian, Hobbes' magniun opus, was writtcl-I during this period and was published 
in 165 1. ,/Clarendon thought that the book was written t o  flatter Cromwr:ll. Hobbes hitnself is 
reported io ]lave said: "I have a 111i1id to retuni I~ome." But the philosopliical sweep of Leviathan 
was much above the ilnniediate political controversies of the day and had far-reaching 
consequences for tlie f ~ ~ t u r e  development of European tl~ougtlt. 

Hobbes returned to Ellgland in 195 1 and was soon embroiled in a controversy with John . 
Bramhall, Bishop of Derry, on the question of free will, and determinism. Another co~itroversy 
was with the mathematician John Wallis about H0bbe.s' attempt to square tlie circle. In 1957 
De Homine, the second part of liis trilogy, was published. The last year's of Hobbes' life were 
devoted to tlie writing of his autobiography in Latin, both in prose and verse, and a verse 
translation of the Iliad and Odyssey. Mobbes died at Chatsworth in 1679 at tlie age of ninety- 
one. 

The Leviatlian is Hobbes' most famous work. It is, however, not the only important soulce for 
a co~nplete understanding of I-lobbes' ideas. Many competent scholars believe that although "as 
literature De Cive does not rival Leviathan which is a masterpiece of  English prose style, it is 
superior to it as pliilosophy (Gel1 1978; 3). A.E. Taylor i n  Ilis interpretation of Hobbes relies 
~nostly 011 De Cive (1938). Tliis is not to say that tliere is E I I ~ Y  R~ndaruental discrepancy between 
Leviathan and otlier works of Hobbes. Tliere is only a difference in emphasis and style of ' 
presentation. The argument is substantially tlie same; different books are devoted to illumi~~atil~g 
the basic tlietne i n  diffcrent ways. 

6.3 THE STATE OF NATURE AND NATURAL RIGHTS 

As we liave already indicated, I-Iobbes' political theory is, i n  11is own perception, derjved from 
his psychology which in  turn is based on his ~nechaliistic conception of ~ ~ a i u r ~ !  This standard, 
text-book reading of Hobbes, as we liave observed above, has of late been strongly challenged 
by conipetent scl~olar*s, and scientific materialism is corisidered either irrelevant to or inconsistent 
wit11 Hobbes' political and ethical theo~y. I-Iobbes himself says tliat one can follow his ideas 
just by observation and intsospection without going tlirougli the elaborate process of ratiocination 
and logical deduction fiom llie basic premises. Be tliat as it Iiiay, let us follow Hobbes ill his 
explication of the concept of the state of nature and natural rights which is tile starting point 
of all social contract theories. 

The concept of the state of nature, tliat is, Iiu~na~i condition prior to the fol.11iation of civil 
society, is derived from the nature of man, his basic psycho-pllysical character, liis sensations, 
emotions, appetites and behavior. Like all otlier things in na.t~tre, man is primarily a body 
governed by law of motion which permeates the entire physical world. There are, Hobbes says, 
two kinds of motion ill animals-vital   no ti oil and voluktary motion. Vital motion is the auton~atic 
movement of the pl~ysiological lnecl~anisln wllicli goes 011 within our orga~~isni from birth to 
deatlt, without our being conscious of it. Circulation of blood; breathing, diges,tion, excretion are 
exarnples of this kind of motiol~. 

Voluiitary motioli is first "fancied in our minds" and is caused by the impact of external stimuli 
on our sense organs wliich produces phantasms in the brain and also initiates internal n~otiorl 
that is carried through the nerves to tlie seat of vital ~liotion that is the heart. Tliis internal 
]notion appears as sel~sation which either aids or retards the vital motion and thus  l~elps or 
Iiillders tlie colitinued existence and vitality of the physiological system. If the transmitted 



motion helps or heightens tlie vital motion, we are attracted to, or there is an 'endeavour' 
toward, its originating cause or object in  tlie external world; if it retards it, we are repelled by 
it. Thus two original motions or. emotions are generated which we call desire and aversion. 
From these basic motions or endeavour, other emotions like hope, diffidence, glory, courage, 
anger, benevolence etc. are derived. Pleasure and pain are related to desire and aversion as their 
necessary co~nplements. Imagination and memory are both sensations, imagination being decaying 
sensation, memory tlie recollection of past sensation. Deliberation is the succession of desires 
and aversion in the mirld and will is the last stage of deliberation that ensues in  action. There 
is no fiee will and no conflict between freedom and necessity. Good is what we desire, and evil 
is that which we s11~1n. 

The predominant passions of desire and aversion are the root cause of conflict in the state of 
nature according to Hobbes. Everybody is inoved by the natural impulse of self-preservation 
to desire and possess the objects or goods that are conducive to his existence. Since the goods 
or objects of desire are lini:+ed and me11 are roughly equal in strength, when physical power of 
some is offset by the niental superiority or cunningness of others, there consequently occurs a 
1.utliless co~~ipetition and conflict of interest alnoiig individuals in whicl~ no one is eventually 
victorious. 

Competition for goods of life becomes a struggle for power, because without power one cannot 
retain what one has acquired. But it is i n  tlie very nature of power that it must be continually 
augmented to save it from dissipation. One cannot retain power without acquiring more power. 
Thus it turns out to be a struggle for power after power which ceaseth only in death. Sense of 
insecurity, fear, vain-glory and pride aggravate this tragic conditioti. Hobbes says that "in the 
state of nature, we find three principle causes of quarrel. First, competition; second, diffidence; 
third, glory. Tlie first, n~aketli men invade for gain; the second for safety; and the third, for 
reputation" (Leviathan, ch. 13). The crux of the matters is concisely put in the following words: 

I put for a general inclinatioii of all mankind, a perpetual and restless desire of 
power after power that ceasetli only in death. And the cause of this, is not always 
that a man hopes for a more intensive delight, that lie has already attained to ; or 
that he cannot be content with a more moderate power : but because he caniot 
assure the power and lneans to live well, wl~ich he Iiath present without the 
acquisition of Inore (Lev. ch. 11). 

In this passage Hobbes presents with great clarity and incisiveness the inexorable dialectics of 
power which later thinkers like Acton, Burckhardt and Simone Weil have fully appreciated and 
expatiated upon. 

Thus there is, in the very essence of power, a fi~ndamental contradiction tlrat 
prevents it from ever existing in tlie true sense of the word ; those who are called 
the masters, ceaselessly compelled to reinforce their power for fear of seeing it 
snatched away from them, are for ever seeking a dominion impossible to attain ; 
beautiful illustration of this search are offered by the 'infernal torments in Greek 
mythology (Weil 1958 : 67). , 

It appears that what is central to Hobbes' psycliology is not hedonism but search for power and 
glory, ricl~es and honour. Power is, of course, the central feature of Hobbes' system of ideas. 
"Man is a complex of power; desire is the desire for power, pride is illusion about power, 
honour opinion about power, life the uilrelnitting exercise of power and death the absolute loss 
of power" (Oakeshott ; 1962 : xxi) 



One might ilnagine that in the conditio1.r of plenty of resources and amplitude of man's power 
over natural phenomena and social behaviour there would be no serious conflic:t and the reign 
of peace and security would prevail. But conflict is itlherent in human psychology according 
to Hobbes; it is i~nplailted in man's inordinate pride, covetousness, sense of fear and insecurity 
etc. Hobbes also nzentions another cause of co~lflict which cannot simply be traced to 
psychological egoism. This relates to the differences among men about what is goodand evil, 
desirable and undesirable. Some scholars have expressed the opinion that Hobbes was principally 
concerned with the clash of beliefs and ideologies. Shortsightedness may be another factor 
respo~isibIe for the state of strife. Though men are rational creatures prone to strive for their 
self-preservations, passions frustrate the nonnal working of reason and blind pursuit of self- 
interest brings them illto conflict wit11 each other. It is to be noted that this is not primarily a 
historical account but a logical construction from the first  premise:^ about human nature. 

The combined effect of the factors enumerated above is that the state of nature is a war of every 
man against every man in which the life of man is "solitary, poor,, nasty, brutish and short". 
In this state there can be no morality, justice, industry, and civilisation. 111 this state, however, 
there is a right: of natiire, natural right of every mati to every thing, even to one another's life. 
It is clear tliat here we are far away from the Aristotelian conception of the state as natural to 
man, the state as logically prior to Inan and, teleologically, 1ii.s natural destination. 

So far we have presented only one part of Hobbes' theory. The other part is concenied with 
the solution of the problem ca~lsed by the nliseries of the state of nature. 

Before we proceed to consider how Hobbes suggests a method of escape fioin this predicament 
of the original, pre-political human condition, we must take note of a few important critical 
points. It is generally believed that the basis of Hobbes' state of nature lies in his theory of 
psychological egoism. This view has been vigorously chalfenged by some writers 011 the grou~ld 
that Hobbes does take into accouilt other-regarding or altruistic motives and virtues like sympathy, 
pity, kindness, charity, benevolence etc. According to Jol;~n Platnenatz: "Psychological egoism, 
which so maiiy of Hobbes' critics have fastened upon, is not really necessary to his political 
theory" (1963; VoI I. 1 18- 1 19). Bernard Gert has argueld that psychological egoism does not 
~lecessarily imply that men act only out of selfish motive. "From the fact that whenever anytl~ing 
benefits my vital motion, this causes me to desire it, it d~oes not follow that I desire it because 
I believe that it will benefit my vital motion. Although Mobbes does maintain that our desiring 
a thing is caused by its benefitting our vital motion, he never claims that whatever we desire 
we desire because we believe it will benefit our vital motion" (1965 : 346). According to 
Kavka, Hobbes is a "rule-egoist". Be that it may, it is not necessary to decide this technical 
point in the present context. 

The other impoi-tant concept tliat Hobbes introduces io his account of the state of nature is 
natural right. "The Right of Nature, "lie says, is "the: liberty each man hatll, to use his own 
power, as lie will hilnself, for the preservation of his own nature; that is to say, of his own life; 
and consequently, of doing anything, in his own judgement, and reason, he sliall conceive to 
be the aptest means thereunto" (Lev. Ch. XIV). 

Tlie concept of natural right is considered to be the: most important contribution of Hobbes to 
nlodern political tlleory. 

It is by this conception of right as the principle of morals and politics that the 
originality of Hobbes' political philosophy (which i~lcludes his moral philosophy) 
is least alnbig~~ously evinced. Far by starting fio~n right and thus denying the 



prirllacy of law (or, what amounts fundamentally to the same, of virtue), Hobbes 
makes a stand against the idealistic tradition. On the other hand, by basing morals 
and politics #on right and not on purely natural incli~lations or appetite, Nobbes 
makes a stand against the naturalistic tradition. That is to say, the principle of right 
stands inidway between strictly lnoral pririciples (such as those of traditional natural 
law) oil the one hand, and purely naturd principles (such as pleasure, appetite or 
even utility) on the other, 'Right' we may say, is a specifically juridical conception 
(Strauss, 1963, VIII-IX). 

The essential point in Strauss' e,rposition of Hobbes is that Hobbes makes a clear-cut distinction 
between right and might without at the same time identifying right with the traditional doctrine 
o f  morality. Strauss does insist that Hobbes' theory is moralistic as against naturalistic or 
utilitarian, but his is a lnorality of a special kind. It is not possible here to examine in depth 
the Straussian view of Hobbes' natural right. But it must be said that on this point Hobbes is 
neither clear nor consistent. Hc: sometimes equates natilral right with power, sometilnes with 
absence of obligations, and sti'll on other occasions, he regards it as liberty to do that which 
right reason prescribes. The wold is also used in a sense in which one ~nan's  right ilnplies other 
men's duty. The paradox o f  nat,uraI right, as Hobbes conceives it, is that in the state of nature 
it remains highly precarioils on acc:ount of the very conditions in which it is claimed and, in 
civil society, it touches the vanis11in;g point, that is, it survives simply as the right to life which 
even the sovereign cannot touch exc:ept in extraordinary conditions. 

LAVVS OF I\iATURE' AND THE COVENANT 

After presenting a horrible picture of the  state of nature, Hobbes proceeds to discuss how men 
can escape it. In addition rto bejllg a slave of passion, mall is also endowed with reason, a faculty 
whicl~ tells hiin about the llleasures that nJay, if folloWed sincerely by all, lead to peace and 
security. Unbridled p ~ ~ r s u i t  of self-interest leads to war, but rational self-preservation would not 
only avoid the fatal risk of war, but would be more effective in securing every man what are 
the necessary means of preservation, At least it would, enable men to avoid the risk of violent 
death. Hobbes has no philosophy of sunznlum bonurn. The final concern of man, according to 
him, is to the avoidance of sw?znz?rrn~ mal'um. 

The Laws of  nature are called the theorems of  peace. Hobbes defines a law of nature as follows: 
"A law of ~ia'tuce (lex naturalis) is a precelpt or general rule, found out by reason, by which a - 
Inan is forbidden to do, that, whicl~ is destructive of his life or taketll away the means of 
preserving the same; and to omit that by which he thinketh it may be best preserved". (Lev. 07, 
14). Further, "lavv, and rights, differ as much, as obligation, and liberty, which in one and the 
same lnattcr are inconsistent." 

Hobbes then lists as many as nineteen laws of nature, three of them being of utmost importance. 
These are: 

1) "that every man, ought to endeavour peac~e, as far as he has hope of obtaining it; and when 
he cannot obtain it, that he may seek, and use, all helps, and advantages of war. The first 
branch of whish rule, containeth the first, and fundamental law of nature; which is to seek 
peace, am~foZ1o~v it. The second, the sum of the right of nature; which is, by all means we 
can, to a'( ,ifend ourselves. 

2) "that a Ir la11 be willing, when others are so too, as far-forth, as for peace, and defence of 1 

himself lle shall think it necessary, to lay down this right to all things; and be contented 



with so rn~~ch  liberty against other men, as he would allow other men Bgainst himself." 
"This is the law of the Gospel;  hatso soever you require that others shozrld do to you, that 
do ye to them. " 

3) "That wen perfornz their coveizants made. " 

There are other laws of nature which are not generally emphasised but they are quite 
important insofar as they show that Hobbes is really not the type of psychological egoist 
or ethical subjectivist that he is usually made out to be. These are justice, propriety, 
complaisance, equity, against pride, against arrogance etc. 

The Laws of Nature play a crucial role in the transformation of the State of Nature into civil 
'society. But they raise highly controversial and difficult questions which have 'been a subject 
of continuing debate. I-Iere we call mention .tliem o11ly briefly. 

First, there is the question of tlie nexus between the state of nature and the Laws of Nature. Are 
these laws operative in the state of nature? If not, i n  what sense are they natural? If tlie 
descriptio~i of the state of nature as tlie war of all against all is to be taken seriously, laws of 
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nature obviously do not play any effective role in the conduct of rnen in that state. How can - 
then p~~rely egoistical and passion-dominated individuals sudde~ily awake to the life of reason 
and decide to abide by tlie norlns of peacef~~l a~id cooperative life by surrendering their natural 
rights to all things? If, on tlie other hand, reason is  an egsential ele~netlt of llunlan ~~ature ,  how 
could individuals be absolutely devoid of it in the state of nature? The paradox arises out of 
the fact that Hobbes analytically separates two parts of human psychology, passion and reason, 
and delineates their working alterliately in order to show, by a sleight of hand as it were, that 
the only alternative to anarchy is absolute rule. 

Hobbes says tllat the ' ~ a w s  of nature oblige injbm interno; that is to say, they bind to a desire 
they shall take place; but i17 foro externo; that is to say, putting illem in act, not always." Even 
if one intends to abide by the law of nature, fear and distrust of others impel him to take 
preemptive action as dominant strategy to ward off possible danger. This situatioli is exemplified. 
in what is now-a-days called Prisoner's Dilemrna. I 

Hobbes' own conteniporary, the Earl of Claret~don posed the question veiy precisely and no 
satisfactory answer has ever been given to it: 

How should it else come to pass, that Mr. Hobbes, whilst he is demolishing the 
whole frame of Nature for want of order to support it, and makes it unavoidably 
necessary for every one to cut his neighbour's throat . . . I say, how comes it to 
pass, that he would in ille same, and t l~e next chapter, set down a Body of Laws 
prescribed by Nature itself, as are iln~nutable and eternal? that there appears, by 
his ow11 shewing ; a ELIII remedy agaitlst all that confusion, for avoiding whereof 
he hat11 devised all that unnatural and i~npossible contract and covenant? "(Quoted 
in Ha~npto~i, p. 63). 

Tlien'we have the problem of obligation. Are Natural Laws merely maxims of prudence or 
objectively valid and i~i~niutable principles of morality? There is ample evidence in Hobbes' 
text to support divergent interpretations. 

Adam Smith's estimate of Hobbes' theory has been widely accep~ed for about two cenluries- 
that "odious" doctrine "offensive to all sound moralists, as it supposed that t1iere.was no natural 



distinction between right and wrong, that those were mutable and changeable and depended on 
the mere arbitrary will of the civil magistrate" (1776: 31 8). 

The exactly opposite view, known as the Taylor thesis, was propounded in the mid-20th Century, 
I 

accorditlg to which Hobbes' ethical theory is a 'strict deontology' of the Kantian Wpe. Another 
versioll of this view expounded by Warrender and Hood regards it as Divine Command theory 
in tlie classical Natural Law tradition, In this interpretation I-Iobbes' psychological egoism is 
disengaged from his ethics and the latter is represented or reconstructed as a consistent system 
of transcendentally yalid ethical norms wllicll are obligatory independently of their beneficial 
consequences. Natural Law is true law of reason, binding upon both the subject and sovereign, 
but its binding force or obligatory character arises out of the will of God. Yet another interpretation 
makes of  Hobbes a virtue ethicist laying emphasis not on Rights but on Good or Virtue 
(Boonin-Vail). In between the two extrelnes come those readings which regard Hobbes' ethics 
as a kirrd of prudential reasoning, justifying natural law on conventional, contractual or utilitarian 
grounds (Gauthier, Peters). According to Kavka, I-Iobbes is a rule egoist, adopting a kind of 
reconciliatory position between moralism and act-utilitarianism. J.W.N. Watkins refuting the 
charge that Hobbes committed the "naturalistic fallacy" of deriving moral prescriptions from 
'fatual prolnises about human psychology, argues that his (Hobbes') laws of nature are not 
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moral prescriptions, but they are more like "doctors's orders of a peculiarly coinpelling kind." 
They are "assertoric hypothetical imperatives.'' According to Plamenatz, the laws of nature are 
"dictates of reason, not as imperatives which follow logically from statement of facts, but as 
rules which only creatures capable of reasoning could think or could want to see observed" 
(Leviathan, Fontana Library, pp. 12-13). In Plamenatz's opinion God is superfluous to Hobbes' 
theory of morality. 

. F As we have said, Hobbes' own words are not quite unequivocal. He says: 

These dictates of reason, men use to call by the name of laws, but improperly: 
for they are but conciusions, or theoreins concerning what conduceth to the 
conservation and defence of themselves; whereas law, properly, is the word of  
l~im, that by right hat11 command over others. But yet if we consider the same 
theorems as delivered in the word of God, that by right commandeth all things; 
then are they properly called laws, (Lev. Ch. 16). 

Si~lce according to Hobbes nothing is definitely known about God except his existence, it is 
argued by the critics that the introduction of God in this exposition is logically redundant and 
is meant only to assuage the feelings of those who were enraged by Hobbes' atheism. "An 
obligation to obey God", says Plamenatz "as Hobbes conceives of it, does not differ in kind 
from what the obligation to obey a human sovereign wo~ild be in a world without God" 
(Fonta~~a, p. 30). David Gauthier observes that "what is important to Hobbes' moral and political 
theory is natural law qua dictate of reason, not qua command of God" (1969: 70). 

Howard Warrender takes a firm stand against treating natural law as rational principles of self- 
preservation devoid of moral implications beyond self-interest. Against Plamenatz he contends: 
"The Laws of nature (seek peace, keep covenants etc.) are a special kind of rules for self- 
preservation and are not strictly rules for personal preservation-the individual may save llimself 
by the 111ost dubious nleans. They are rules for the preservation of man in general. And so, the 
formula required for the state is not 'preserve yourself (though this is always permissible) but 
'act so that ail men can be preserved, except where this is inconsistent with your own 
preservation'. This is, of course, an entirely different matter; and a preservation principle of this 
kind could never be derived from the ordinary self-interest of the individual alone. If Plamenatz 



dispenses with the-role of God and leaves no substitute, such as a self-evident natural law, how 
is such a principle to be supported?" (K. C Brown; 1965 ; 97). Warrender here stakes his claim, 
not so much on God as the basis of nloral obligation as on the self-evident character of natural 
law based on reason. 

Another controversial point in Leviathan that admits of different interpretations relates to in 
foro interno and inforo externo obligation. 

The laws of nature oblige in for0 interno; that is to say, they bind to a desire they 
should take place : but in foro externo ; that is, to tile putting them in act, not 
always. For he that should be modest and tractable, and perform all he promises, 
in such time, and place, where no Inan else should do so, sllould but make 
himself a prey to others, and procure his own certain ruin, contrary to tlie ground 
of all laws of nature, whicll tend to nature's-preservation. And again, he that 
having sufficient security, that others sliall observe tlie same laws towards hirn, 
observes them not himself, seaketh not peace, but war ; aild~consequently the 
destruction of his nature by violence. 

And whatsoever laws bind in for0 interno, may be broken, not only by a fact  
contrary to the law, but also by a fact accordirig to it, in case a man think it 
contrary. For tllough his actions in this case, be according to the law ; yet his 
purpose was against the law; which, where the obligation is in foro inferno, is 
a breach. (Lev. ch. 15) 

The laws of nature, according to the above explanation, are clearly hypothetical imperative. 
~ l i e i  oblige only if certain conditions are fulfilled. But Hobbes also accords them the status of 
categorical imperatives. He says: "The laws of nature are immutable and eternal; for illjustice 
ingratitude, arrogance, pride, inequity, acception of persons, and the rest can never b e  made 
lawful. For it can never-be that war shall preserve life, and peace destroy it." 

Warrender interprets the above exposition to mean that the laws of nature oblige in foro interno, 
that is in conscience, even in the state of nature, but since the validating conditions of their 
obligations do not obtain in that condition, they do not oblige in actual fact, that is 'inforo 
externo'. Warrender's view is that a single and consistent theory of obligation runs through the 
whole of Hobbes' doctrine and obligation in the state of nature does not differ from obligation 
in civil society in principle but only in circumstance. Plamenatz and Oakeshott think that this 
is to go beyond what the text suggests. Michael Oakeshott finds four kinds of obligation in 
Hobbes: "There is tlie moral obligation to obey the authorised will of the sovereign; there is 
the external physical obligation arising from force or power; and there is the internal rational 
obligation of self-interest arising from fear of punisl~ment and desire of peace. Each of these 
pbligations provide a separate motive for observing the order of tlie comn~onwealtli, and each 
is necessary for the preservatio~l of that order." Political obligation is a "mixed obligation 
consisting of pl~ysical, rational and moral obligations, combined to serve one end, but never 
assimilated to one another" (1960 : Lxl). 

There is another problem connected with the hypothetical riat~~x-e of the Laws of Nature which 
has been discussed by recent critics. Tl~is is the Prisoner's Dileln~na matrix of the game theory 
to which we have already made a reference. Under conditions of uncertainty and in the absence 
of a sovereig~~ power to control the behaviour of men, the dominant motive and strategy of a 
rational agent who wants to maximise his pay-off would be to take a preemptive action and 
attack whatever the other party might do. For if the otlier party attacks, one who attacks first 
would be decidedly in a superior position, and if i t  does not attack, the first invader would 



easily be able to steal a march over his rival. But if this analysis is correct there is no possibility 
of men coming to an agreement to relinquish their natural rights unless there is a comnlon 
superior to keep them in awe. But the paradox is that this common superior cannot be created 
except by a covenant. 

T11e situation for Hobbes is, however, ~ ~ o t  so dismal as this analysis suggests. His individuals 
are not utility-maximisers, but disaster-avoiders. On sober thought they would trust each other 
and take initiative in coming to an agreement. Hobbes' famous Reply to the Foole is meant to 
convince that it is always rational to abide by the Laws of Nature if tlie other party has-already 
performed and that justice, "that is to say, keeping covenant, is a rule of reason, by which we 
are forbidden to do anything destructive to our life ; and consequently a law of nature." (Lev, 
Ch. 15) 

6.5 THE COVENANT AND THE CREATION OF THE 
SOVEREIGN 

Having discussed the conditions in the state of nature, Hobbes proceeds to the problem of 
creation of civil society. The sovereign authority is created out of a covenant among individuals. 
The sovereign himself stands outside the covena~it. He is a beneficiary of the contract, but not 
a party to it. Each man makes an agreement with every man in the following manner: 

I authorise and give up my rightVof governing nlyself, to this man, or to this 
assembly of men, on the condition, that thou give up thy right to him, and 
authorise all his actions in like manner. This is tlie generation of that great 
Leviathan or rather (to speak more reverenty) of that Mortal God, to which we 
owe under the immortal God, our peace and defence. (Lev., Ch. 17). 

It is clear that no individual can surrender his right to self-preservation. For this is precisely 
the raisorz dJetre of civil society. 

Hobbes makes a distinction between a contract and a covenant. "The ~nutual transferring of 
right, is that which men call contract." Then, "one of the contractors, may deliver the thing 
cot~tracted for on his part, and leave the other to perform his part at some determinate time 
after, and in the meantime be trusted; and then the contract on his part, is called Pact, or 
Covenant: or both parties may contract now, to perform hereafter; in which cases, he that is to 
perform in time to come, being trusted, his performance is callid keeping ofpromise, or faith; 
and the failing of performance, if it be voluntary, violation of faith" (Lev. ch. 14). Covenant 
is, 011 this view, a special kind of contract which implies trust and promise for future performance. 

Some writers, like Samuel Pufendorf in the 17th Century and commentators like Jean Hampton 
in our own time, have expressed the view that this distitlctio~l is of no great philosophical 
importance. It only emphasises the idea of trust and faithful keeping of pronlises wl~ich Hobbes' 
arguments presuppose. 

In order to secure their escape from the state of nature, individuals renounce their natural rights I 
to all things, and institute, by colnmon consent, a third person, or body of persons, conferring 

I 

all rights on l~itn for enforcing the contract by using force and keeping them all in awe, and, 
I 

authorising all his action as their own. That the sovereign is not a party to tlie covenant renders , 
11i1n free from having any obligation. This is sovereignty by institution. Apart fro111 this, Hobbes 
also talks of sovereignty by acquisition or conquest. In this second form of creation of 

I 



cornn~onwealtll individuals acqiriesce in tlie rule of tlie conqueror in exchange for security and 
the victor, by in~plication, enters into a contract witli the valiq~~ished to provide security in lieu 
of obedience. According to Hobbes fear is no less a basis of obligation than free consent. In 
fact, covenants without tlie sword are Inere words and "of no strength to secure a man at all". 
"The bonds of words are two weak to bridle man's ambition, avarice, anger and other passions, 
without the fear of sotile coercive power." But if it is only the fear of punishment that is the 
~~ltiniate foundation of civiI society, what purpose does the idea of contract serve? It is not a 
contract only in a Pickwickian sense? Some writers have made the concept of 'authorisation', 
rather than of contract, tlie real basis of sovereign power. According to David Gauthier: 
"authorisation, rather than covenant, is the dominant metaphor i11 Hobbes' poIitical thouglit, and 
that authorisation is a much more adequate and illu~ninating ~netaplior for the formulation and 
discussio~i of political relationship" (1 969: 171). Jean Hampton, however, thiriIts that Gauthier's 
interpretation "would seein to make Hobbes into a king of whig" and bring him nearer to 
Locke. Without entering into the details of this controversy, it is sufficient to note tliat a 
con~~nonwealtl~, according Hobbes, is "one person, of whose acts a great multitude, by rnutiral 
covenants one with another, have 111ade the~nselves every one the author, to the end lie [nay use 
tlie strength and means of them all, as he shall think expedient, for their pence and (;otii~non 
defense." This com~~ionwealth is the sovereign, the ilnity of all in one person. 

6.6 RIGHTS AND DUTIES OF THE SOVEREIGN 

Sovereignty, according to Hobbes, is absolute, indivisible, inalienable and perpetual. It is not 
limited either by the riglits of thc subjects or by customasy and statutory law. Sovereign is of 
course obliged to act according to Natural Law, but he alone is the inteiyreter of this law and 
none of his actions can be challenged on the ground that it is violative of reason and justice. 
Justice consists in acting in accordance wit11 promises made, and tlie sovereig~i has made 110 

promise. Hence his actions cannot be called unjust or ilijurious. In  rclation to liis subjects, the 
sovereign is always in the state of nature and enjoys all his natural rights. No onc call coniplain 
tliat sovereign is acting wrongly, because everybody has autliorised him lo act 011 liis belialc 
his actions are the actions of his subjects and nobody can riglltly complain against his own 
action. Sovereign has absolute right to declare war and ~nalce peace, to levy taxes and inzpose 
penalties. He is the ultimate source of all administrative, legislative and judicial authority. Law, 
properly speaking, is the command of the sovereign, that is, "that person wllose precept contailis 
in it the reason of obedience" (De Cive, Ch. 14.1). It is "to every subject, those r~lles which the 
commonwealth has commanded him, by word, writing, 01. other sufficient sign of the will, to 
make use of, for tlie distinction of right and wrong" (Lev, Ch. 26). 

Nati~ral law or custoi~~s and co~lventio~ls attain llie stati~s of Law only when willed and ordaincd 
by the sovereign. Hobbes makes a radical departure from the medieval traclitio~l and the position 
of Sir Edward Coke who pleaded for the supreinacy of comnlon law, as against the authority 
of both Parliament and the King. He brought to completion tlie process of subordinating the 
church to the state which was initiated by Marsilio's demarcation between temporal a ~ ~ d  spiritual 
powers, and swept aside the lilllitatio~is of Divine Law, of Constitutional law mid propel-ty 
rights tliat Bodin had i~nposed on his sovereign. Hobbes' theory was further developed by the 
alialytical jurists of the 19th and 20th centuries. Nor only John Austin and his school, but 
Kelsen, Hart and many otlier positivists were at one with Hobbes in effecting a dean separatio~i 
between law and morals. 

'Libel-ty is the silence of law. 111 other words, a citizen is free to clo or forbear what the sovereign 
has not colnmanded or forbidden. However, the command of the sovereign cannot annul the 



subjects' right to self-preservation. If a sovereign commands some one to kill himself, he is not 
bound to abide by it, for the sole purpose of the establisl~tnent of civil society is the preservation 
of life. It is, of course, LIP to the sovereign to kill or not to kill a person in the interest of peace' 
and security of  tlie coi~i~~~onweal th ,  but this does not imply that the subject himself is obliged 
to end his life, or any others' life when ordered to do so by the sovereign. "When therefore our 
refusal to obey, frustrates the end for which sovereignty was ordained, then tliere is no liberty 
to refuse: otllerwise there is." 

In Hobbes tliere is no general right to disobedience or rebellion. The authority of the sovereign 
is absolute and irrevocable. To resist him is to commit what rnay be called a performative 
contradiction. For the subjects have authorised all his actions as their own and 11obody can go 
against llis own will. Moreover, to resist or disobey the sovereign is to opt for the state of 
nature, where there is no right or wrong. However, it must be always rerneinbered that tlle 
"obligation of the subject to the sovereign, is ullderstood to last as long, and no longer, than 
the power lasteth, by w11icl1 he is able to protect theh." "For the right men have by nature to 
protect themselves, when none else can protect them, call by no covenant be relinquished." 
Hence, if tlie sovereign fails to put down a rebellion and the rebels succeed in establishing their 
own regime and in giving the required security to their subjects, he ipsofacto loses his legitimacy 
and the new regime becomes the real comn~onwealth. It was in this way tliat Hobbes sought 
to justify the rule of Oliver Crotnwell. There can be no legitimate government without effective 
power to back it. As Sabine puts it: "The aspiration for more justice and right seemed to him 
(Hobbes) merely an intellectual confiision. Hatred of tyranny seemed tnere dislike of a particular 
exercise of power, and enthusiasm for liberty seemed either sentimental vaporing or outright 
hypocrisy" (1963 : 471). 

. 6.7 THE CHURCH AND THE STATE . . 

Tlle question of  religious freedom and the relation between the Church and the State figure . 
prominently in tlie political thouglzt of the 17th Century and Hobbes devotes allnost half of the 
Levintha~? to it. He does believe in the fseedom of religious belief and knows full well that in 
matters of coliscience nian cannot be coerced. But he says that the overt expression and practice 
of religion in tlie form of worship and propagation of faith are matters of public concern and 
corne under tlie jurisdiction of tlle political sovereign. The belief in the church as the Kingdom 
of God h e  regarded as a cardinal error, as irrational and pernicious as the metaphysical notion 
of non-material substances wllicli was responsible for mucli of tlie obscurantism and superstition 
in public life. I-Iis non~inalist theory of knowledge made a clean sweep of all abstract notions, 
of ' c e ~ ~ e ~ l ~ e ~ "  and "ghosts" which were mere figments of imagination and which misled nien 
into tlie "Kingdom of  Darkness" and divided them into warring factions and groups. A churcli 
is nothing Inore than a corporatioti governed by commonwealtl~ like any other association tliat 
comes under it. No  professioti of faith is lawful unless it is sanctioned by the sovereign. Hobbes 
was highly critical of Papacy with its claim to exercise control over the subjects of a sovereign 
state in ecclesiastical matters and he ridiculed it as "the gliost of the deceased Rotlian Empire, 

' 

sittirig crowned upon the grave thereof." 

ClVlL LAW AND NATURAL LAW 

After the constitution of civil society, natusal law is for all practical purposes replaced by civil 
law whicli is the creation of the sovereign. For I-lobbes the conflict between common law and 
the statute law, and the constitutional crisis arising out of it, was the real problem to tackle and 
lie was confident that this co~tld be solved only by making the will of the sovereign suprerile 



and the ultinlate point of reference in all legal and.political nlatters. To llitn it is reason, not 
will, that makes law obligatory. In civil society Natural Law does not disappear; it is assimilated 
to civil law. 

"The law of nature, and the civil law, contain each other, and are of equal extent 
.... The law of nature therefore is a part of civil law in all con~tnotiwealths of the 
world. Reciprocally also, tlie civil law is a part of the dictates of nature. For 
justice, that is to say, performance of covenant, and giving to every man his own, 
is a dictate of law of nature ... Civil, and natural law are not different kinds, but 
different parts of law ; whereof one paif being written, is called civil the other 
unwritten, natural. But the light of nature, that is, the natural liberty of man, may 
by tlie civil law be abridged, and restrained : nay, the end of making laws, is no 
other, but such restraint; without tlie which there callnot possibly be any peace. 
And law was brought into the world for nothing else, but to limit the natural 
liberty of particular men, in such manner, as they might not hurt, but assist one 
another, and join together against a colnlnon enemy." (Lev. c11. 26). 

This passage his been interpreted differently according to the degree of importatlce given to 
natural law i n  Hobbes' system. According to Plarnenatz, when I-Iobbes says that natural law and 
civil law contain one another, "he is llot denying that inen may have good grounds for believing 
that civil law is contrary to tlie law of nature; he is saying that they ought always to do what 
they promised, wl~ich was to accept sovereign's interpretation of natural law as alone valid. 
They must never use the law of ncture as an excuse for not obeying civil law" (Fontana: 44- 
45). According to Warrender: "With the advent of sovereign authority and the civil law that it 
provides, the laws of nature are not superseded, though their manner of operatiotl is altered. 
They persist in civil society together with civil law itself, and play, in Hobbes' theory, a part 
in deter~nining the patterns of obligation in civil society no less essential than their functions 
in the State of Nature" (1957 : 146). 

Hobbes' argument for the absol~ite power of the sovereign is by no means a plea for unadulterated 
despotism. He consistently maintained that tlie object of the state was the safety and well-being 
of 1ne11 and for this the sovereigll was accountable to God. He also inaintained that by "safety 
is not meant a bare Preservation, but also all other col~tentments of life, whicll every inan by 
lawful Industry, without danger, or hurt to the common~wealth, shall acquire to himself'. 
Admirers of Hobbes have disceriied in this a distinct element of liberalism. But it would be 
more appropriate to view it as a policy of ''enlightened despotistn." 

1 Two aspects of Hobbes' thought require special attention-his absolutism and his individualism. 
It is often asserted that tlie two are logically correlated. It is on the basis of his radical 
individualis~n that Hobbes builds his theory of political absolutism. And following this line of 
thought, it is also claimed that Hobbes' bo~itica~ theory is quintessentially a theory of liberalism. 
Hobbes' emphasis on natural right, it is said, distinguisl~es Iiim from the classical natural Law 
theorists. 

But here a little caution is necessary, Natural right is the basis of Hobbes' theory; it is not its 
conclusioa. Hobbes starts with natural rights of the i~ldividual but severely restricts the111 to 
found a viable civil society. He explicitly says: "The right of nature, that is, the natural liberty 
of Inan, may by tlie civil law be abridged, and restrained; nay, the end of making laws, is no 
other, but such restraint; without which there cannot possibly be any peace. And law was 



brought into the world for nothing else, but to limit the natural liberty of particular men, in such 
manners, as tliey migllt not liurt, but assist one another, and join together against a comlnon 
enemy (Lev. ch. 26). Natural rights lead to war and natural law brings peace and security. At 
the end of Leviatha~ Hobbes makes an observation which leaves no doubt on this part: "For 
I ground the civil right of sovereigns, and both the duty and liberty of subjects, upon the known 
natural inclinatio~~: , f mankind, and upon the articles of the Law of nature; of wllich no man, 
that pretends b!~t reason enough to govern his private family, ohght to be ignorant." 

Unlike liberal tilinkers like John Stuart Mill and Herbert Speticer in the 19th Century and 
Nozick and Dworkin in the 20th Century. Hobbes does not espouse individual's right to limit 
or resist the authority of the state. According to Dworkin: "Right-based theories treat code of 
conduct as instrume~lted, perhaps necessary to protect the rights of others, but having no 
essential value in themselves. The man at their centre is the man who benefits from others' 
compliance, not the man who leads the life of virtue by complying himself' (1999: 172). This 
is the view that I-Tobbes would most resolutely reject. For Hobbes, a just man has innate 
disposition to perfor111 just action, and the Laws of Nature always oblige in foro interno, though 
tiot always in "for0 externo. 

Right is notl~ing but the liberty of each man to use l ~ i s  "natural faculties according to right 
reason". I-Iobbes' "Reply to the Foole" tliat i t  is not ratiotlal to renege on one's promise is a 
sufficient refutation of the arnoralist individualism of Dworkin and Mackie. IHobbesY theory of 
political obligation, despite its strong non-traditional, utilitarian bias, has a more solid 
philosophical and ethical foundation than tlie so-called right-based morality of modem liberalism. 

Hobbes' philosophy is an elaborate architectonic system comprising different elements of reality; 
physical, human and social, all assi~nilated into a close-knit uniform pattern by the application 
of resolutive-co~~~positive methodology of Galileo and the school of Padua and the geometrical- 
deductive reasoning of Descartes. It is paradigmatic of all those atomistic theories which 
coi~ceive society or tlie state as an artificial creation, or aggregation, of self-subsistent self- 
enclosed, egoistic individuals who by ~ n u t ~ ~ a l  agreement or covenant incorporate tllenlselves 
into a collective unit or body politic for their personal benefit. The ontological and moral 
priority of individual over the state is tlie basic presupposition of this theory and it has been 
a pervasive feature of modern European thought. It stands in sharp contrast to the AI-istotelian 
idea that the state is natural and prior to man. Hobbes7 political theory inarks tlie breakdown 
of traditional institutions and values and denotes tlie decline of metaphysical wisdom, It heralds 
tlie age of instrumental reason, material pursuits, secular norms, power politics and utilitarian 
ethics. Under these conditio~~s what holds man's ambition and avarice is the supreme power of 
the sovereign, not tlie bond of human sylnpatity and natural harmony. It is a kind of society 
which has been described by Ferdinand Tonnies as Gesellschuft as col~tradistinguislied from 
Gfiueinscl7aft that existed in earlier days. It goes to tile credit of Hobbes that he caught the spirit 
of tlie age most clearly and articulated it n~ost brilliantly. But I1e underestitnates the more 
sublilne and nobler aspects of human nature. It is true tliat he has been more sinned against than 
sinning. But the fact remains that the tnain emphasis of his thinking was on the darker side of 
human psychology. He was so much obsessed by his liypothetico-deductive n~ethod that be took 
little interest in the actual complex motives that guide men in society. This is the reason wlly 
his theory, despite its wide scope and rigorous logic, remains philosopl~ically inadequate and 
morally uninspiring. Some of his most suggestive and fruitful ideas like his theary of political 
obligatioll and tlie concept of sovereignty, are Inore or less independent of his mechanistic 
pl~ilosophy and stand on their own merit. 



SUMMARY 

Hobbes is generally regarded as the father of lnodern political science. His theories reflect 
political ideology of the incipient capitalist market society characterised by the doctrine of 
"possessive individualism" and the ethic of cut-throat competition and self-aggrandisement. His 
method was deductive and geometrical rather than empirical and experimental. According to 
Hobbes the root cause of conflict in the state of nature are the passiolls of desire and aversion. 
Since goods are limited, there is ruthless competition and a struggle for power to retain what 
is acquired. Conflict is inherent in human nature in blind pursuit of self interest. Another thing 
that Hobbes points out is that each Inan has liberty to use his own power as he will for 
preservatiotl of his own nature and life. This he calls natural right. But at times he equates 
nat~lral right wit11 power, at times with absence of obligations or with liberty to do that wl~ich 
right reason prescribes. 

To escape this state of nature and to avoid war man is endowed with reason and rational self- 
preservation, These are known as laws of nature which play an itnportant role to transfor111 state 
of nature into a civil society. In orAer to escape the state of nature, individuals renounce their 
natural rights and institute a third person or body of persons conferring all rights on that person 
or body, authorising all its action as their own. This colnlnon superior or sovereign has to be 
created tllrough a covenant with the sovereign outside this covenant. 

Sovereignty is indivisible, inalienable and perpetual. The, Sovereign acts according to natural 
law but he alone is the interpreter of ihis law and his action cannot be challenged. After the 
constitution of civil society, natural law is assimilated into civil law. , 

E-Iobbes starts with natural rights of individuals but restricts them to found a viable civil society. * 

He restricts the natural liberty of men but does not espouse the individual's right to restrict 
authority of the state. 

6.1 1 EXERCISES 

1) What is tnanYs natural state of nature according to Hobbes? 

2) What are the ways in wllicll man niay escape the state of nature as explained by Hobbes? 
Wllat paradoxes arise out of this way of escape? 

3) Do you think Hobbes' stress on a sovereign power was an argu~nent in support of absolutist 
desp~tism? Why? 
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7.1 INTRODUCTION , 

A profound and extensive study of John Locke has been one of the nlost remarkable achievements 
of recent philosophical scholarship. Perhaps no otlier political thinker, excep4 his great senior 
contemporary, Thomas Hobbes, has received greater attention at the hand: of historians of 
thought within the last fifty years or so than the author of the Two Peatises of Government and 
Ai7 Essay Concerning Hztnian Understanding, The discovery of a wealth of new material in 
Lovelace collection and a large ni~rnber of critical conzmelltaries based on it, have vastly added 
to our knowledge about Locke's life and thought. And yet, curiously enough, there is today a 
greater divergence of opinion about the real spirit or the "hidden meaning" of Locke's political 
theory than ever before. A beginner is almost sure to be lost in a maze of motley interpretations- 
from Straussian esotericism claiming for Locke a thoroughgoing Hobbism, a consistently egoistic 
and utilitarian ethics, to a deol~tological view of Locke's ethic put forth by Raymond Polin, 
representing hitn as a classical natural law thinker; from Vaughan's characterisation of Locke 
as a "prince of individualists" to Kendal17s interpretati~~ of llim as a collectivist of Rousseau's 
brand; from "liberal constitutionalisrn" of Locke in Martin Seliger's analysis to Macpherson's 
exposition of it as a theory of "capitalist appropriation" and "the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie". 
Perhaps t'lere is some truth in each of tliese interpretations, but when Locke's philosophy is 
subjected to a Procrustean technique of inter~ .station and is made to conforrn to a particular 
pltilosophical label, it suffers heavy disto tion and lones, not only its richness and catholicity, 
but also its identity. The paradoxical b;ttlat:,~i which thus emerges is best illustrated by coinparing 
Taylor-Warrender's Hobb~s, as a deo~~tological proto-Kantian moralist and a philosopher of 
Natural Law and Divine eo~n~naill theory with Locke as interpreted by Leo Strauss and Richard 
Cox, as a perfect psycl~ological eg~is t  and et11;:al relativist, or covert Hobbist. This has been 
ironically described by J.W.W. Watkins in these wards, "This situation is painful for examination 
candidates, liable to be asked to 'compare and contrast' Hobbes and Locke. So let us all agree 
to the followi~lg compromise: Hobbes was a moralising natural lawyer in Hooker tradition, 
wllile Locke preached a mixture of egoism, fear and authority, and Locke wrote The Second , 
Treatise, while Hobbes wrote Leviathan. 

I 

7.2 LIFE AND WORKS 

Locke's life (1632-1704) coincided with one of the most significant epochs of British history 
that saw the transfornlation of absolute monarchy into parliamelltary democracy. It was a period 



of the Glorious Resolutio~i of 1689 witli which Locke was closely associated along with Lord 
Ashley, tlie first Earl of Sliaftesbury, Loclte's friend and patron, who was charged with conspiracy 
to exclude Cliarles I1 froni acceding to the throne. Locke, suspecting pe~*secution, went into 
voluntary exile in Holland and remained there till the final overthrow of the Stuart despotisn~ 
in 1689. He welco~ned William of Orange, as the 'Great Restorer' and lawful ruler. Locke 
published his Two Treatises of Governntent in 1690. Tlie same year saw the publication of his 
famous philosophical work The Essay Concerning fIzmzan Understanding. Locke's other 
important writings were the Lellers Col7ceruing Tole~arion (1689, 1690 and 1692) and Some 
Thoughts Conceruing Edzlcation (1693). Locke's early essays on the Law's Nature were 
published wit11 an English translation by W. von Leyden in 1959 (Oxford University Press). 

The Two Treatises of  Government consists of two parts-the.first is the refutation of Fil~izer and 
the second, tlne more important of the two, is an inquiry into tlle "True original, Extent and End 
of Civil Government." Tlie work was ostetisibly written to justify the Glorious Revolution, "to 
establisli the tlirone of o~ l r  Great Restorer, Our present King William, to make good his Title, 
in the Consent of the People, wliicli being the only one of all lawful Governments, he lias more 
fully and clearly than any Prince in C1ir.istendoni: And to justifie to the World, the People of 

i England, wliose lovc of tlieir Just and Natural Riglits, with their Resolution to preserve them, 
, saved the Nation wlie~i it was on the very brink of Slavery and Ruirre." This historical linkage . 

i has been challenged by modern scholars. Peter Laslett lias argued tliat the Second Treatise has 
written at least as early as 168 I and tliat it was written first, and Locke later added tlie First 

I to it. The First: Treatise is not generally considered to be of great philosopliical importance. Tlie 
ideas of Filmer vis-a-vis Locke have been another subject of col1troversy. All scholars do not. 
agree with Laslett regarding tlie date and tlie order of co~~~posi t ion of the Two Treatis. Richard 
Ashcraft and John Dunn have discussed these cluestions in detail. We may set aside this 
liistorical controversy for our present purpose and pass on to more theoretical issues. 

7.3 SOME PHILOSOPHICAL PROBLEMS 

The first ancl forelnost controversy about the pliilosophical foundation of Locke's political 
theory relates to the alleged conflict, or flat contradiction between his empiricist theory of 
knowledge as expot~nded in his Essay Concerning Human Understanding and the rationalist 
view of Natural Law adumbrated in tlie Second Treatise of Civil Government as the corner- 
stolie of his political theory. 

Critics like C.E. Vaughan, George H. Sabine and Peter Laslett have argued tliat the notion of 
natural law cannot be reconciled with the overall e~npiricis~n of Locke which shows itself in 
lzis criticism of intiate ideas and his theory of origin of knowledge in sense-experience and 
reflection. But a carefill analysis of Locke's epistenlology leads to the col~clusioll tliat the 
blanket label 'e~npiricist' is tiot properly applicable to Locke and his theory contains important 
rationalist elements. EIe expressly says that his criticism of innate ideas should not be understood 
to irnply the rt$ectioti of natural law. Moreover, only sense expcrie~ice cannot provide us witli 
certain knowledge, that is knowledge,' in the true sense, without the creative participation of 
mind. His tlieory of knowledge, at least ill its broad perspective and aim, closely resembles, the 
critical philosopliy of ]Cant, and it lias to be dearly distinguished from the atomistic sensatiotlalism 
of the British empiricists who followed him. 

Allotlier ele~nent of Locke's theory wlzicl; is supposed t o  impair the coherence and integrity of 
his notion of  Natural law and i t s  intuitionist overtone is his psychological hedonism. To be sure, 
a hedonistic motivation to niorality cannot be denied in Locke. But it  nus st be remembered that 



though he defines good and evil in terms of pleasure and pain, these are to him only consequences 
of a morally right action; they do not constitute its essence. A moral law is eternal and universal 
and it is obligatory independently of its pleasurable consequences. "Utility", says Locke, "is not 
the basis of the law or the ground of obligation, but the consequence of obedience to it." 
Locke's moral theory, therefore, is essentially deontological rather than utilitarian and 
consequentialist. In legal theory similarly he is more of an intellectualist than a voluntarist. 
There is, therefore, no conflict between natural law postulated in the Second Treatise and the 
ethical and epistemological theory of the Essay. Locke is a consistent Natural Law theorist. 

7.4 THE STATE OF NATURE AND NATURAL RlGMTS 

1 

Tliough Locke so~netilnes draws upon historical evidence to support his concept of the state of 
nature, the idea is essentially a ratio~ial construct, a hypothesis to explain the nature and 

We thus see that Natural Law constitutes an integral part of Locke's moral and political theory. 
It is central to his co~~ception of the state of nature as well as of civil society. The state of 
nature, as we know, is the stock-in-trade of all contract theories of the state. It is conceived as 

I 
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a state prior to the establishment of political society. In Locke's version it is pre-political, 
though not pre-social, for men are essentially social by nature. The state of nature, far from 
being a war of all is a state of "peace, goodwill, mutual assista~~ce and self-preservation." It has 
law of nature to govern it. This Law "obliges everyone: and reason, which is that law, teaches 
ail manki~id, who will but consult it, that being all equal and independent, no one ought to harm 
one another i n  his life, health, liberty, or possessions, for Inen being all the workmanship of 
one omnipotent, and infinitely wise maker; a l l  the servants of one sovereign master, sent into 
tlze world by his order, and about his business; they are his property, wl~ose workmanship they 
are, made to last during his, not one anotller's pleasure : and being furnished with like faculties, 
sharing all in one cornrnunity of nature, there cannot be supposed any such subordit~ation 
among us, that may authorise us to destroy one another, as if we were made for one another's 
uses, as the inferior ranks of creatures are for ours." In the state of nature men have natural right 
to life, liberty and property. These rights are inalienable and inviolable for they are derived 
from the Law of Nature which is God's reason. Every one is bound by reason not only to 
preserve oneself but to preserve all mankind, insofar as his ow11 preservation does not come in 
conflict with it. Again, men are free and equal and there is no cominonly acknowledged 
superior whose orders they are obliged to obey. Every body is the judge of his own actions. 
But thougl~ the natural condition is a state of liberty, it is not a state of licence. Nobody has 
a right to destroy liiinself and destroy the life of any otl~er men, "but where some nobler use 
than its bare preservation calls for it." Because there is no common judge to punish the 
violation of natural law in the state of nature, every individual is Iiis own judge and has the 
executive power of punishing the violators of the law of nature. This violation may be against 
him or against mankind in general. But when inen are judges in their own case, they cannot 

1 1  
; be impartial. There are also other inconveniences in the state of nature-there is no established, 
i settled, ki~own law, to be the standard of right and wrong; there is no impartial judge to decide 

cases of dispute; and finally, "in tlle state of nature there often wants power to back and support 
the se~ltence when right, and to give it due executio~~." In other words, there are three lacunas , 

I or cinconveniences' in the state of nature-want of a legislature authority to declare law, of an 
.I impartial judge lo decide cases of violation of law and lacli/of an impersonal executioner of the 
I 
1 law. Thus we find that the state of nature, while it is not a state of war, is also not an idyllic 

condition and, therefore, it has to be superseded sooner or later. Conflicts and uncertainties are 
bound to arise on accowlt of the selfish tendencies in human nature. The state of nature is 
always in danger of 6eing transformed into a state of war. Where every one is the judge in his i 

own case and has the sole authority to punish, peace is bound to be threatened. I 



foundation of political society. A more controversial point that emerges from Locke's account 
of the state of nature is its dual character. Writers like Leo Strauss and Richard Cox have 
argued that basically Locke's theory is a restatement of the Hobbist view of hulnan nature 
disguised and couclied in a inore palatable language (Leo Strauss, 1960). These writers believe 
that the state of nature in Locke which is described as a state of "peace, good will, mutual 
assistance and preservation" turns out on analysis to be a state of war on account of the 

' 

operation of passions, a situation for wl~ich the only retlledy is the creation of civil society. 
They charge Locke not only of inconsistency, but also of hypocrisy and of having "hidden 
meaning". Professor Macpherson has found two conilicting notions of Locke's state of nature, 
one before and the other after the invention of nioney, accusil~g Locke of bourgeois mentality. 
These interpretations, however, are higl~ly selective and too restriclive. They ignore the real 
spirit of Locke and go against his clearly expressed opinions. They have rightly beet1 rejected 
by Aarsleff, Ashcraft and Seliger, scholars who have written on Locke witllout any ideological 
bias or philosopliical presupposition and self-professed esoteric methodology. 

Another important concept in Locke's political pllilosophy is that of natural right to life, liberty 
and property. These natural rights are derived fi-om natural law and are linlited by it. "The 
freedom of man and liberty of acting according to llis will is grounded on l~ is  having reason, 
which is able to instruct him in that law he is to govern liimself by, and make him know how 
far he is left to the freedom of his own will". "The end of law is not to abolish or to restrain, 
but to preserve or enlarge freedom, for in all the states of created beings, where there is no law, 
there is no freed on^." 

Right to property is intinlately connected with right to life and liberty as its necessary 
consequence. Sometimes Locke sut~ls up all natural rights in the right to property. But property 
is not his exclusive concern. Life and liberty are more important. Man creates property by 
mixing his labour with the objccts of nature. In the beginning, all things were held in common, 
But common ownership is not sufficient to provide men with m a n s  of life R I I ~  satisfy their 
needs. Man I I ~ L I S ~  mix his labour with the resources provided by nature to enable him to make 
use of them in a more efficacious and profitable way. Since man owns his own person, his body 
and limbs, the object with which he mixes his labo~~r  becotnes his own property by right. This 
is the origin of the famous labour theory of value common to botln the classical and the Marxian 
economics. Locke does not believe that man has an unlimited right of appropriatioii. There are 
three important li~nitations 011 ownership of property. Tlte first, called "labour-ljn~itation", is 
that one can appropriate only that much of common resources with which he has mixed his 
labour. The second limitation, the "sufficiency limitation" enjoins man to appropriate only as 
much as is required by him and leave "enough and as good for others." The third limitation; 
know11 as a 'spoilage limitation', requires that 1na11 should acquire a thing only if he can make 
good use of it, since nothing was ~nacle by God for lnan to spoil or destroy. If one takes more, 
he "invades his neighbour's share" wllich is prollibited by the law of nature. 

Many critics have foiund these limitations rnostly verbal which are rendered quite otiose in the 
later stage of the state of nature, especially afier the invention of money. About the supposed 
'labour limitation', Macpherson's critique is that it was in fact never seriously entirtained by 
Locke but has been read into his theory by those who have approached it in the modern 
tradition of humanist liberalism. The introduction of wage labour, that is the right to purchase 
the labour of others on pay~nent of wages, makes it possible and rightful for a man to appropriate 
th? product of other men's labour. Then Locke also gives a man the right to bequeath his 
property. This is, according to Macplzerson, "an indication of his (Locke's) departure from the 
medieval view and acceptance of the bourgeois view expressed so tersely by Hobbes." 
Introduction of money which allows men to exchange goods for money, removes the limitatition 
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imposed by the non-spoilage principle. Macpherson concludes that Locke not only justifies the 
right to unequal property but approves of unlimited individual appropriation. Locke is thus 
presented as an ideologue of "possessive individualism", of market econolny and the "dictatorship 
of the bourgeoisie." He is seen as a typical representative of the "spirit of capitalism." 

Plamenatz's criticisin is based more on logical than ideological grounds. He points out three 
rnajor defects in Locke's theory of property: 

"In the first place, the limits he sets on appropriation, the injunction to let nothing spoil or go 
to waste, is either irrelevant or inadequate, for it makes sense only under conditions which are 
in fact rare; secondly, the right to bequest, wliicll Locke tactly includes in the right of property, 
does not derive either from the right to preserve life and liberty, or from the right to set aside 
for your own, exclusive use what you have mixed your labour with; and thirdly, it does not 
foIlow, even if your mixing your labour with something gives you a right to use it to the 

, exclusioll of people who have not nlixed their labour with it, that your being the first to mix 
labour with something gives you tlie right not to share it with anyone who subsequently mixes 
his labour wit11 itV(George Plamenatz, 1963, p.242). 

The ideological i~~terpretatioti of Locke in terms of capitalist economy and the dictatorsliip of 
tlle bourgeoisie have been challenged by Isaiah Berlin, Alan Ryan, Martin Seliger, Richard 
Ashcraft, I-Ians Aarsleff, John Dunn and others. They argue that ~ a c ~ h e r s o i i ' s  view overlooks 
the overriding role of Natural Law and the idea of common good that it itnplies. Locke is too 
much of a medievalist and believer in God to ignore the dictates of Divine Reason and to 
espouse unabashedly tlie cause of the rising capitalist class wlzose ethos is cut-tliroat co~npetition 
for wealth accun~ulation resulting in class conflict and misery for the have-nots. George H. 
Sabine is perhaps mcre to the point when he says: "He left standing tlie old theory of natural 
law with all its emotional connoiation and alnlost religious compulsions, but he completely 
changed, without knowing it, t l~e meaning which the term had in writers like Hooker. Instead 
of law enjoining the comtiio~~ good of society, Locke set up a body of innate, indefeasible, 
individual rigl~ts which limit tlie competence of the community, and stand as bars to prevent 
interference with the liberty and property of private persons" (G.H. Sabine, 1963, p.529). 
"Macpherson paid as little attention as Slrauss did to the fact tliat no one aillong Locke's 
contemporaries read or understood his argument from their postulated standpoints, or to tlie fact 
that Locke personally subscribed to and identified his own position with those religious beliefs 
he was pres~llnably advancing as a sop to lesser minds, or thaf he was writing in defence of 
revolutionasy political action and religious dissent-positions adhered to by a very small minority 
o f  his conte~nporaries-which did not appeal to the established property-owners whose interest 
he was supposed to be looking after (Ashcraft). Equally damaging to Macplierson's case was 
his failure to provide the liistorical and sociological evidence necessary to establisli his claims 
regarding tlie kind of society 17th Century England was, since the more inappropriate the 
'tnodel' or society fortnulated by Macpl~erson is as a descriptive characterisation of Locke's 
envirotlment, the more difficult it becomes to associate that model with Locke's intentional 
purposes in writing the Two Treatises" (Richard Ashcraft, 1987, pp.301-302). 111 a siinilar vein 
Martin Seliger argues that li~nitations on private property ~nentioned by Locke are never rendered 
illusory either by the invention of money or by the admission of landed property in the interest 
of more efficient production. "We'cannot ascribe to Locke the view that due to a contrivance 
for the more effective exercise o f  rights of property, positive law could not contain property 
accu~nulation in accordance wit11 natural law. The right of property is the prototype of all 
natural rights. They are freedoms sanctioned by natural law, and freedom is protected and 
bounded by positive law in all spheres of action"(Marti11 Seliger, 1968, pp. 166-1 67). 



Professor Jolin Dunn in his remarkable work Tlw Political Thozlght of John Locke has offered 
an interpretation of Locke wliich is diametrically opposed to Macplierson's account. According 
to Dunn: "tlie Lockea~i social and political theory is to be seen as the elaboration of Calvinist 
social values, in tlie absence of a terreslrial focus of tlieological authority and in response to 
a series of popular cl~alIenges"(Jolin Dunn, p.259). "Locke saw the rationality of l lu~na~i  existence, 
a rationality which he spent so tiiucll of liis life i l l  altcmpting to vindicate, as dependent upon 
the truths of religion"(Jo11n Dunn, p.263). Elaborating fiu-ther, Dunn (1980, '1983a) observes: 
"In contrast witli tlie alienated modern conception of tlie context of political agency and the 

instrumental view of its character which dominate modern political thinking, 
Locke cotilbi~les a radically individualist conception of both tlie lluman significance and the 
rationality of political agency with a wholly unnlienated conception of its social context. Because 
this conception of political agency depends for its structure and stability on a persotial relation 
between the indiviclual l i~~man  agent and the deity, it can scarcely be adopted as a basis for 
gounding modern political identities". 

In a carefitlly argued and exhaustive sttldy, A. Jolin Simmons comes to the cot~clusio~i that 
Locke "cer~ainly condemns covetousness (contrary to the claiti~s of Strauss, Nuturd Rights, 
247), and there is no inclicatio~~ that he intends to defend a taig1it of uvrliirzited accu~iiulation. But 
neither does lie take the use of money and its creation of subslazitial inequality to be contrary 
to God's will, or to end all legitilllate appropriation i~tider tlie rules of natural propel-ty" (A. 
Jollli Sim~nons, 1994, p.305). Locke, says Simtnons, occi~pies "the middle groui~d, calling 
neither for i~nfettered accumulation of property nor for radical redistribution of lloldings". 

Locke's t1ieol.y of property seems to oscillate between large acculnulation consistent with 
sufficient amount of regulation and detemiination of land ownership by political authority in 
tlie interest of equitable distribution. 'rliougli one cannot attribute to lii~n a doctrine of  differential 
rationality socially and politically Fdvoring the propertied classes, it call hardly be denied that 
tlie whole tenor of his argument goes in favour of those w l ~ o  own large property as compareci 
wit11 ordinary citizens. A neat summaly of Locke's theory can be given as follows in tlie words 
of Peter Laslett: 

"Even tlie minutest control of property by political authority car1 be reconciled with tlie doctrine 
of Two Treatises, a~id  as Professor Vilier has pointed out, Locke no where cornplai~is against 
the co~nplicated regulations of his 'mercantilist' age in ternis of propeity rights. If not colnplete 
com~~iunism, certainly redistributive taxation, perhaps natiotialisation could be justified on the 
principles we have discussed: all that would be necessary is tlie consellt of the majority of tlie 
society, regularly and constitutionally expressed, and such a law would hold even if all the 
property owners were in the minority." Laslett fi~rtlier says that "it: is gratuitous to tunl Loclie's 
doctrine of property into the classic doctrille of the 'spirit of capitalism', whatever that may be" 
(Peter Laslett, p. 104- 1 05). 

"In fact, of course, Locke was neither a 'socialist' nor a 'capitalist' though it is fascinating to 
fitid elements of botli attitudes of ours in liis property doctrine, more, perhaps, in wliat he left 
out or just failed to say than in tlie statetneilt tl~eriiselves. He was ~ i o t  eveti an advocate of land 
and land ownership as tlle basis of political power to be 'represented' in a nation's counsels. 
For all liis enormoirs intellectual mid political influeoce in the 18th Century he was it1 this 
respect a barren field for anyone who wisllecl to justify what once was called Whig obligatory. 
But lie did ilsc his property doctri~le to give.continuily to a political society, to join generation 
to get~erntion"(Pctcr Laslett, p.105). 



"7.5 SOCIAL CONTRACT AND CIVIL SOCIETY 

What drives men into society, according to Locke, is tliat God put them "under strong Obligations 
of Necessity, Convenience, and Inclination." Political power is a "Right of making Laws with 
Penalties of Death, and conseque~ltly all less Penalties, for the Regulating and Preserving of 
Propelty, and of employing tlie force of the Community, in the Execution of such Laws, and 
in tlie defence of the Common-wealth from Foreign Iiijury, and all this only for the Public 
Good". And "men being, as has been said, by Nature, all free, equal and independent, no one 
can be put otit of  this Estate (i.e. state of nature), and subjected to political power of another 
without his own consent." Therefore, tlie problem is to form civil society by common consent 
of all men'and transfer their rigiit of punisliing the violators of Natural Law to an independent 
and i~upartial a~~tliority. For all practical purposes, after the formation of civil society this 
con~ii~on consent becomestlie coilsent of tlie majority; all parties must submit to tlie deter~nination 
of t11e majority which carries tlie force of the community, for that is tlie only way of political 
action. So all men ~~naninzo~~sly agree to incorporate themselves in one body and conduct their 
affairs by the opinion of the majority. After they have set up a political or civil society, tlie next 
step 'is to appoint a government or 'legislative' to declare and execute tlie natural law. This 
Locke calls tlie 'supreme' authority established by the commonwealth or civil society. Here we 
have two separate acts-one by which the civil society is established and tlie otlier which 
creates the government. While tlie first is the product of a contract, the second is "only a 

: fiduciary power to act for certain ends", and,there remains "still in tlie people a supreme power 
to remove or alter tlie legislative, when they find tlie legislative act contrary to the trust reposed 
i11/them." The relationship between society and the government is expressed by tlie idea of trust 
hkcause it obviates niaking the government a party to the contract and giving. it an independent 
Status and authority. Professor Ernest Barker and J.W. Gougl~ have placed great emphasis 011 

A 

the technical implications of tlie trust theory, which rnakes the community both tlie trusted and 
tlie beneficiary, having no duties as regards the trustee, tliat is the government. Laslett (p.115), 

, , 

oil tlie other Iiand, interprets it in a no11-legal sense "intended to make it clear tliat all actions 
of governors are limited to tlie end of government, which is the good of tlie governed, and to 
demonstrate by contrast that there is no contract in it, that is all7'. 

Besides the 'legislative' which is the supreme authority, Locke mentions two other powers of I 

tlie co~nnionwealth, the executive and the federative. The federative power of the gover~iment 
is concer~ied with what we now call foreign affairs. What Montesquieu later on called the 
judicial power is included in tlie executive. The executive power is subordinate to the legislative 
and is responsible to it. I I 

I 

Though the legislative is the supreme power, it is not arbitrary. It exists for coinmoll good 
which is the preservatio~i of freedom and protection of property. "The Law of Nature stands as 
an Eternal Rule to all Men, Legislators as well as others. The Rules that they make for otlier 
Men's Action, must . . . be conformnble to tlie Law of Nature, that is to tlie will of God, of 
which Ihat is a Declaration, atid the 'fundamental law of Nature being the preservation of 
Mankind, 110 Huillan Sanction can be good, or valid against it." Secondly, the Legislative or the 
Supreme Authority cannot sule by extemporary, arbitra~y decrees, but o111y by duly promulgated 
and established laws. Thirdly, the supreme power cannot take from any man any part of his 
property without his consent. And lastly, "the legislative cannot transfer the power of making 
laws to any otlier llands, for it being but a delegated power from the people, they who have it 
cannot pass it over to others" (Second Treatise, see. 141). 

The above restriction o s  the 'supremeb authority of tlie legislative body has tended to obscure 
Loclte's view of sovereignty. C.E. Vaughan has categorically declared that "Locke had no 



tlieory of sovercignty at all, the true sovereign of Civil Govern171el~t is tlie i~ldividi~al" (Vauglian, 
p.185). And accordilig to Ernest Barker: "Loclce had no clear view of tlie nature and residence 
of sovereignty" (Barker, 1958, Introduction). This is u~ifair to Locke. It is to identify the notion 
of sovereignty with only one of its variants, tlie Hobbesean-Austinian version wliicli conceives 
sovereignty in terlns or 1113 will of an absolute power. 'The other view wliicli regards sovereignty 
not as power, but authority and an expression of a transcendent reason, natura! law or Divine 
Order, adniits tlie lin~itations of a Higher Law on the power of tlie state without denying its 
competence and authority in relation to positive law. Tliis is thc tradition on which Locke was 
fed and it is the bed-rock of all constitutional goven.itiient. It harks back to St. Thomas Aquinas 
through Hooker and Bodin and is represented by writers like Eliot, Phillip Hilnton and Sir 
Matliew Hale in Locke's own time. Loclte admits that behilid the authority of the legislature 
there is an ultimate sovereignty of people wliicli later writers termed as popular sovereignty. 
"...And thus the conimunity perpetually retains a supreme power of saving themselves from tlia 
attempt and designs of anybody, even of their legislators, whenever they shall be so foolish or 
so wicked as to lay or carry on designs against tlie liberties and properties of the subject" 
(Second Treatise, sec. 149). But the community exercises tliis power "not as considered it~icler 
any fomi of government, because tliis power of the people call never take place till the government 
be dissolved" (sec. 49), and "in all cases, while tlie government subsists, the legislative is the 
suprenle power" (sec. 150). The doctrine of popular or natiolial sovereignty cannot be propcrly 
ascribed to Loclce. Tlie ulti~iiate source of all authority in his theory is the Law of Nature. But 
sovereigrity in tlie technical selise resides only in  tlic law-making body. 'Tliis legislative is not 
only the supreme power of tlie com~iionwealtl~, but sacred arid ~rnaltcrable in tlie hand where 
tlie commu~iity have once placed it; nor can tlie edict or  any one else, in  whatsoever forrii 
conceived, or by what power soever backed, liave the force allti obligatio~i of a law wliicl~ has 
1101 its sanction li.0111 tlie legislative wliicli the public has chosen and appointed; .... and tlierefore 
all the obedience, wliicli by tlie most solemn lies any otic can be obliged to pay, ultimately 
ter~iiines in tlie supreme power ..." (Second 7i.eatiseLs, see 134). 

In a penetrating criticism of Locke, George I-I. Sabine points out four levels of authority i n  Ttvo 
Treatises, the last three bcing represented as successively derivative frorii tlie first. But Loclte 
seems to attribute "a kind of absoluteness to each of tlie four." First, there is tlie individual and 
his rigllts, the foundation 0.f the whole system. Seconclly, there is the community; the custodian 
of individual right and the authority standing behind tlie government, Tliirdly, there is !:he 
goveriiment or tlie 'legislative' wliicli is constitutio~ially tlie 'supreme power', And finally, we 
have the executive, or the King, wliicli also elljoys solne liind of independent status and 
discretionaty power while I-etiiaining subservient to the 'legislative', or  parliament. Tliis, however, 
Wr fro~n being a criticism, may be take11 as a commendation. Locke was f~rlly conscious of tlie 
colnplexity of political systeni and lie was attempting to present a phenomenology of political' 
institotions without adopting a reductionist methodology wliicli seeks to explain all things in 
terms of a single ~~ltiniate entity, irreducible social ato~lis or abstract entity like the community 
or people. I le was neitlier a pure nominalist nor a perfect realist. Being a conceptualist, he is 
nearer to Aristotle than either to Plato or to tlie Protagoras or  tlie Sophists. I-Iis state is not a 
'fictitious corporation' like that of 1-lobbes, but it is also 110t Hegel's 'concrete universal'. Locke 
wants to ti~aintnin balance and Iiar~nony among different organs of government under the 
supreme majesty of Natural Law. 

7.6 CONSENT RESISTANCE AND TOLERATION 

Goverii~ncnt based on consent: is tlie fi~ndamental principIe of Loclte's theory of political 
obligation. The idea of consent, however, is not properly explained ancl it remains one of tlie 
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most vulnerable features of Locke's theory. John Plamenatz subjects it to a searching critique 
and comes to the conclusion that it serves no usefill purpose. The notion ,of Tacit Consent 
introduced to make the concept applicable to cases wliere express consent is wanting makes it 
all the more questionable and dispensable. As Plamenatz pithily puts it: "If you begin by 
assuming that only a consellt creates a duty of obedience, you are only too ready to conclude 
that whatever creates that duty must be consentm(John Plamenatz, p.22). "We consent to obey 
by obeying. Obedience creates the obligation to obey. But this is absurd." (p.230). John Dunn 
also finds fault with the notions of consent as the basis of freedom in the state. 

"The Two Treatises is an attempt to argue for limitations on the possible scope of political 
obligation. The notion of consent is a key term i n  the expository structure of this argument, but 
it is not a tern1 which exerts any very precise coiitrol over the application of the argllnient to 
particular cases in the world. Its role is as a formal colnponent of the logical structure of the 
argument, not as a practical criterion of its applicabitity in particular cases. Consent is a 
necessary condition for tlie legitimacy of a political society, but the consent which creates such 
legitimacy is not a sufficient condition for the obligatory force of any particular act of authority 
in such a society"(Jo11n Dunn, p. 143). 

It is generally believed that Locke is above all an apologist of the Glorioi~s Revolution, perhaps 
the most conservalive of all revolutions. As such, resistance or a right to rebellion-Locke 
seldoln uses tlie word 'revo1utio11'-is an essential part of his political philosopliy. A ruler who 
usurps power or forfeits the trust of the people and acts accol-ding to his own arbitrary will in 
contravention of the law of nature atld against tlie good of the people has no legitimate authority 
to govern and can be removed, if necessary, by force. Goverlirnent is dissolved also in case of 
conquest by a foreign power, in tlie event of assembly being prevented from meeting and 
deliberating by the prince or on a dislocation of legislative authority. The dissolution of I 

govertiment, however, does not involve dissolutioti of society. As to who has a right of rebellion 
or resistance, Locke does not give a clear answer. Generally, it is only the lna-jority wl~ich has 

I 

, a  right to revolt. Though Loclte was the cllampion of revolutionary action, he was essentially I 

a consesvative by tet~lperament. He was of the view that revolutioli was to be resorted to only 1 
in extreme cases. According to Sabine, in spite of his insistence on right to revol~~tions, Locke 1 
was not a revolutio~iary. Many critics have held the view that Locke gives the right of revolution 
only to the aristocratic class, that is, tlie owners of property. "It seemed natural to Ilim, as it 

I 

seemed nearly to all his contemporaries, that the right to resist rulers who have abused their 
authority should in practice be confined to the educated and propertied classes, to the section , 
ofthe corumunity alone capable of an intelligent and responsible judgement in such a matter"(John I 

Platnenatz, p.250). 1 
I 

Aslicraft does not agree with this view and finds in Loclce a Inore radical revolutionary spirit. 
111 this connection he notes tlie difference between Locke and the Whig oligarchy which was 
behind the Revolution of 1688. "Resistance to tyranny is everyone's business", says Ascliraft 
summing up Locke's views on tlie subject (Ashcraf?, p.228) 

Religious toleration was a topic of great importance in Locke's time, and in consonance with 
his ge~~era l  philosophy and political theory he placed great emphasis on it. Conscience, he held, 
cannot be a subject of external control. A man is free to profess any religion he likes. Tlie state 
should not in any case reso~t  to religious persecution. It should not enforce practices relating 
to faith. However, Locke imposes certain limitations on religious tolerance. "No opi!?:on, contrary 
to human society, or to those moral rules which are necessary for the prescrviztion of civil 
society are to be tolerated by tlie magistrate." Again, atheists sl~ould riot be toltarated because 
' c p r ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ e s ,  covenants, and oaths, which are tlie bonds of human society, can have no hold upon 
an atheist. The taking away of God, though but even in thouglit, dissolves all." 
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THE LOCKEAN 'LEGACY 

John Locke is one of the central figures in   nod ern European politicaI thought. The most characteristic 
term for this thought is liberalism, tl~ougli this term has both conservative and radical implications. 
The concept liberalism has undergone several changes during the coarse of time. There is a classical 
form of liberalism and also one which we call neo-liberalism. Locke's liberalism contains both 
conservative atid radical elements. Its original inspiration is tlie metaphysical idea of Natural Law 
and Divine Reason rooted in tlie classical tradition of philosophy represented by Ro~nan lawyer- 
St.Thon~as Aquinas and Richard Hooker. Its modem version as elnphasised by Locke himself in 
the fom of individual natural rights to life, liberty and property and resistance to arbitrary political 
power became past of general political discourse and practice during the 18th Century and inspired 
diinkers like Tom Paine, Jefferson and Rnusseau. On the more e~npirical and pragmatic side it 
influenced tlie English Utilitarians and also in some way thinkers like Hume and Adam Smith. Wjtli 
the growth of positivist sciences and empiricist methodology the rationalistic aspect of Locke's 
theory, belief in a transcendent deity and Natulzl Law, was relegated to the lirnbo of metapl~ysics, 
but his views about natural rights, especially tlie right of property, were incorporated in the libertarian 
liberalisln of tlie 19th and 20th centt~ries. Writers likc Rawls, Dworkin and Nozick, especially the 
last one, bear clear imprint of Locke's thinking and profess affiliity to him. But ttlis affinity of 
Locke to modern liberal thinkers is established only at the cost of ignoring the religious and 
nzetapliysical aspect of his thougllt. Here it wo~lld be pestinent to refer to tlie sober reflections of 
Professol- Rayl~iond Polin : 

We have tried to show, on the contrary, that freedom for bin1 is tiotliing but the 
means given by God to human creatures capable of intelligence, reason and 
society to incorporate themselves into the order of this world, when they grow 
mature enough to discover and understand its meaning. Freedom as such is 
always to bc understood as correlative with order. The liuman being, Locke 
discovers, as a being capable of freedom and reason, is bound to tlie divine order 
of the world through an obligation, the obligation to make himself actually free 
and reasonable, either in the order of the relations he establishes with other men, 
or in liis relations with tlie reasonable order of Ilie world. For Locke, freedom 
exists and is meaningful only if it is bound to the obligation to achieve a reasonable 
order and a nioral one. This principle lies at'the bottom of any true and efficient 
liberalism. (Raymond Polin in JW Yolton, pp.17-18). 

SUMMARY 

John Locke has been interpreted differently by different people. One controversy relates to the 
alleged conflict between his empiricist theory of knowledge in liis 'An Essay Concerning 
Human Understanding' and the rationalist view of  Natural law in tlle Second Treatise of  Civil 
Governn~ent. It has been argued that the notion of nattlral law cannot be reconcilecl with the 
overall empiricism of Locke which shows in his theory of origin of knowledge in experience 
and reflection. 

The Nattlral Law constitutes an integral part of  Locke's political theory. For him, it is pre- 
political and not pre-social as men are social by nature. The state of nature is a state of peace, 
good will, mutual assistance and self-preservation. It  has the law of nature, which is God's 
reason, to govcrn it. Anotlier important concept of Locke's is tlie natural right to life, liberty 



and property, derived fi-om natural law and limited by it. Man does not have unlimited right 
of appropriation. They are limited by labour limitation, sufficiency limitation and spoilage 
limitation. 

Since men are by nature, free, equal and independent, no one can be subjected to political 
power of another without his own consent. Thus common colisent is required lo form civil 
society after which a government or legislative has to be established to execute natural law. 
This authority or the legislative is the supreme authority. Besides this, there are two other 
powers of t l ~ e  commot~wealth, the executive (includes judicial power) and the federative 
(concerned with foreign affairs). The executive is answerable to the legislative. The legislative 
cannot rule by arbitrary decrees but only through promulgated and established laws. On 
sovereignty, Locke states that behind the authority of the legislature, there is an ultimate 
sovereignty of the people which was later termed as popular sovereignty. 

Locke has been criticised for not explaini~lg the concept of consent even though tile fundamental 
principle of his theory is based on consent. He has also been described as an apologist of the 
Glorious Revolution. Rebellion or resistance is an essential part of his philosophy but he does 
not clearly state wllo has the right to rebel. And critics even say that he gave that right only 
to the la~lded aristoc~.acy, but this has been debated. 

7.9 EXERCISES 

1) Critically exa~nine the limitations on the ownership of property as defined by Locke. 

2) Write a short note on John Locke's ideas on Co~isent, Resistance and Toleratio~i. 

3) What were Locke's views on Sovereignty? 
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INTRODUCTION 

The primary objective of this unit is to rl~lderstantl and critically appreciate the political thought 
of Jean Jacques Rousseau, as well as the influence he Iiad in the historiography of western 
political tl~ought. Rousseau was a ,brilliant pl~ilosopher, provocative, equally controversial and 
highly critical of liis times. A modem Psotnethean, he inspired the French revolution. He lived 
in the age of reason, French Enlightenmelit, and while he attacked the ancie~l regime, he was 
also critical of tile Enlighten~nent. He is best ren~embered for his concept of popular sovereig~>fiy, 
and the theosy of General Will, wllicll provides a philosopliical justification for democratic . 
governance. 

Rousseati seems to be straddling two traditions of political theorising at the same time. While 
his language belo~igs to the will and artifice tradition, tlie import of his writings clearly favours 
organic theory of state. As a result lie has been interpreted in diverse and often cotitradictory 
ways; for he is at once an individualist and a collectivist; an inco~nparable democrat and an 
apotheosis of   nod ern totalitarianism. 

Rousseau wrote lucidly and prolifically. I-Iis writings can be classified i n  two periods. The first 
period saw Discourse on the Sciences and Arts, and Discourse on the Origin of Inequality, 
wherein Rousseau attacks the morally decadelit ancien regime but lends only a cjualified support 
to modernity, lamenting the unnaturalness of reason, the eclipse of sentiments and the corruption 
of h u ~ l ~ a ~ ~ i t y  brouglrt about by advar?ceme~lts in arts and sciences; and appears as a romantic 
rebel, castigating civil society for its injustices. I n  the second phase, that saw the Social 
Contract, Rousseai~ is more sober, in tune wit11 tlie age of reason, no loiiger tearing down 
society but building it up, tlie rationalist way. 

There thus seenls to be a logical discrepancy between the two periods. This is understandable 
as the moods are different, but there is no contradiction as his purpose is clear---lo provide a 
philosophical justification for de~nocratic governance. The first phase is a prelude to second that 
saw the tl~eory of General Will. To understand his purpose and tl~eory we need to begin wit11 
Rousseau, the tnan, and his times. 



LIFE AND TIMES 

Rousseau was born of a poor family i n  Geneva. Rousseau's mother died a few days after giving 
birth to him, and liis father was unable to raise Rousseau in any coberent fashion. From the age 
of twelve he was apprenticed to various masters, but lie failed to establish himself in any trade 
or art. For luost of llis life lie remained in poverty, surviving by dint of his ingenuity and . 
benevolence of wonten. For temporary ~iiaterial advantages he even changed his religion and 
accepted charity frorn people he detested. In 1744 he went to Paris; tried his hand at various . 
schen~es-the theatre, opera, n~usic, poetry, without making mucll success of anything. Yet his 
personality opened for him tlie doors of the best salons in Paris, where he met leading 
encyclopedists as well as influential, charming women, wit11 several of wllorn he maintained 
close liaison. But lle shunned tlie exalted society, never shedding his plebian, piiritanical 
background of a low-middle class family. 

Rousseau lived at a time when tlie absolutist feudal order presided over by Louis XV reigned 
France. Political power, privilege and social prestige was the ~nonopoly of the king, clergy and 
the nobility, who lived extravagantly at the expellse of the masses erlgaged in a grim battle of 
survival. Having been denied even the niinim~tm required of decent living by the corrupt and 
inefficient bureaitcracy of tlie King, discontent was rampant and tlie desire for change had 
created a climate of defiance. Sharing the discontent and the desire for change was a new 
emergent class of the French bourgeoisie, which found the extant order too restrictive for its 
ow11 development and had joined hands with the peasantry. 

In shaping the climate of opinioti and the spirit of dissent against the ancien regime tile French 
~ ; l l i~h tenn-~en t  played a major role. Enlightenment judged everything based on reason and 
experience alone. Inevitably it brought under attack many things that Iiad hithe~to been taken 
for granted, including the church and tlie traditional political institutions of France. Rousseau 
shared some of the enlightennient ideas, but not wliolly. In so far as the philosophes desired 
change, pinned their faith i n  lnatl as a fsee agent, Rousseau was wit11 them, but he did not share 
their idea of progress implied in their modernity and liad greater regard for feeling than respect 
for rationality. Roilsseau believed that the patt of what was wrong with modern man is that he 
had lost touch with liis feelings. Philosophes' insensitivity towards feelings and emptioti led 
him to revolt against 'reason'. 

8.3 REVOLT AGAINST REASON 

Rousseau attacked Enlightenment, i n  a prize-winning essay written in 1749 on tlie question: 
"Has the progress of science and asts contributed to corrupt or purify morality?" Rousseau 
argued that science was not saving but bringing moral ruin upon us. Progress was an illusion. 
Wliat appeared to be advancement was in reality regression. The arts of civilised society served 
only lo 'cast garlands of flowers over the chains Inen boreY.The development of   nod ern 
civilisatioii had not made men either happier or Inore virtuous. Virtue was possible in a simple 
society, where men lived asstere'a~ld frugal lives. I11 the modern sophisticated society man was 
corrupted, and greater tlie sopllistication the greater the corruption. 

As for tlie grand Baconian hope of creating abundance on earth, Rousseau saw more evil tlpn 
good in  it. Abundance to him spelt luxory, and luxury was notorioosly the breeder of corruptioii. , 

Luxury, undermined nations as it undermined men. Athens, the centre of vices, was doomed 
to perish because of its elegance, luxury, wealtll, art and sciences. I-Ie also fo~ulld support in 



Roman history-so long as Rome was poor and simple she was able to command respect and 
conquer an empire; after having developed luxury and engulfed the riches of the Universe 
Rome 'fell prey to peoples who knew not even what riches were,' 

Rousseau argued that 'our minds have bee~i corrupted in propoltion as the arts and sciences 
have improved'. The mucli-vaunted politeness, the glory of civilised refinement, was for 
Rousseau, a 'uniform and perfidious veil' under which he saw 'jealousy, suspicion, fear, wildness, 
reverse, hate and fraud.' 

Against intelligence, the growth of knowledge and the progress of sciences, which tlle 
Enlightenment believed to be the only hope of civilisation, Rousseau set amiable and benevolent 
sentiments, the goodwill and reverence. He privileged sentin~ents and conscience over reason, 

' 

and proposed that all nloral valuations he had done on the basis of sentiments. Intelligence was 
dangerous because it underlnined reverence; science was destructive because it takes away 

. faith; reason was bad because it sets prudence against moral intuition. Without reverence, faith 
and nloral intuition there is neither character nor society. 

I 

8.4 CRlTlQUE OF ClVlL SOCIETY 

The themes introduced in his prize winning essay were developed further in his second essay 
written in 1754 on "what is the origin of inequality among 11ie11, and is it ai~tliorised by natural 
law?" The second Discourse, as this essay is called, is a narrative of the fall of man-how his 
nature got twisted, warped and corrupted with the emergence of civil society, which in turn was 
necessitated by the rise of the institution of private property and the need to defend it by 
institutionalising social inequality through 'law'. Here, Rousseau is extolling the 'natural man' I 

and pouring scorn over the so-called 'civilised men'. The problern evidently was not wit11 man, 
but the nature of society in which he was living. 

Tracing the fall, Rousseaw says that in the state of nature, which is a coridition prior to tlie 
ernergence of society, man was a 'noble savage'; lived in isolatioll and had a few elementary, 
easily appcased needs. It was neither a condition of plenty nor scarcity; neitlier there was 
conflict nor cooperative living. There was no language or knowledge of any science or art. In 
such a situation man was neither happy nor unhappy, had no co~iception of just and unjust, 
virtue and vice. The noble savage was guided not by reason but by two instincts-self love or 
the illstinct of self-preservation, and sympathy or the gregarious instinct. 

The state of nature, which was one of innocence, did not last forever. In course of time, tlie 
noble savage who lived in isolation discovered the utility alld usefuil~ess of labor. Without yet 
having given up their primitive dispersal, men began to collaborate occasionally and created a 
degree of provisional order. Later men began to build shelters for the~nselves and families 
stayed ,together--a stage Iiousseau calls the patriarchal stage. But as lie consolidated his first 
social relations, he gave liimself to labor and to tliought, i.e, to the use of reason and language. 

-% 
Tl~is brought in the first fall for man, wrencliing him from tlie happiness of the 'patriarchal 
stage' even as the discovery of division of labor, enabled inen to pass from a subsistence 
economy to an economy of productive development. The ernergence of rnetall~~rgy and agriculture 

I 

I was indeed a great revolution, But iron and corn, which civilised men, ruined I~umanity. 
i 
I The cultivation of earth led to tlie enclosure of land, and this necessarily gave rise to the idea 

f of property, As Roussea~~ puts it in a famous statement: "The first man who afier fellcing off 
! a piece of land, took it upon himself to say "This belongs to me" and found people simple- 
I minded enough to believe, was the true founder of the civil society". 
I 
1 
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Once men began to claim possessions, the inequality of men's talents and skills led to an 
inequality of fortunes. Wealt:h enabled sotne men to enslave other's; the very idea of possession 
excited men's passions, and provoked competition and conflict. 

Conflict led i l l  turn to a demand for a systenl of law for sake of order and tranquility. The rich 
especially voiced this demand, for while the state of violence threatened everyone's life it was 
'worse for the rich because it threatened their possessions also. Hence the expedient of a 'social 
contract' was thought of by a rich tnan to tlie detriment of the poor. 

The result, says Rousseau, was the origin of civil society and laws, which gave new fetters to 
Ihe poor, and new powers to the rich; which dkstroyed natural liberty for ever, fixed for all the 
law of property and inequality, transformed shrewd usurpation into settled right, and to bellefit 
a few ambitious persons, subjected the whole of human race thenceforth to labor, servitude and 
wretclied~~ess. 

Roi~sseau suggests however, that things need not have turned out as badly as they had. If, with 
the establishment of the government, men, 'ran lleadlorig into cliains', that was because men 
had the sense to see the advantages of political institutions, but not the experience to foresee 
tlie dangers. To this theme Rousseau was to return some years later in the Social Coi~lr.act. 

It lnay however be noted here that Rousseau was not depicting the transition frorn state of 
nature to 'civil society' as a historical fact. Rather tlie above account has to be understood as 
hypothetical reasoning calculated to explain the nature of things, than to ascertain their actual 
origin. 

8.5 SOCIAL CONTRACT 

Tllough Rousseau critiqued 'civil society', he did not suggest lnan to choose the savage 
existence, as some of liis contemporaries mistook Ilim. In fact Voltaire even ridiculed Rousseau 
for wanting us to walk on all four. In tlie Discou~se itself, Rousseau exclai~ns: "What then is 
to be done? Must societies be totally abolished? Must meum and tuum be annihilated, and must 
we return again to the forests to live among bears? This is a deduction in the manner of my 
adversaries, which I would as soot1 anticipate and let them have the shanie of drawing." 

There was thus no going back to the state of nature. For Rousseau society was inevitable, 
without which Inan could not fulfill him or realise liis native potentials. If lie was critiquing 
civil society it was because it was not founded on just principles and had corrupting influence. 
The task therefore was to create a new social order that would help man realise his true nature. 

To such a task Rousseau devoted himself in Social Contract. The key to tlie construction of the 
ideal social-political order was to handle the probleln of political obligation, namely, why 
sliould tnali obey the state througli a proper reconciliatio~l of authority with freedom, as it ought 
to be-a task wlzich, according to Rousseau, was unsatisfactorily and inadequately done by his 
predecessor philosophess. 

Social Confr.uct opens dramatically: "Man is born free, and l ~ e  is everywhere in chains". His 
purpose is lzow to make tlie chains legitilllate in place of the illegitimate chains of the 
contemporary society. With such a purpose, Rousseau's tlieoreticc! problem is: "To find a form 
of associati011 capable of defending and protecting with the total colntnon forae, the person and 
tlie property of each associate, and in which each, while uniting I~imself with all, may still obey 
l~j~nself  alone, and remain as free as before", through a social contract. 



The social contract involves: "the total alienation of each associate, together with all his rights, 
to the whole community." Each man gives himself to all, he gives himself to nobody in 
particular: "As there is no associate over whom he does not acquire the same right as he yields 
over himself, he gains an equivalent for everything he loses, and an increase of force for tlle 
preservation of what he llas." Reduced to its essence, the participants of the social contract 
agree amongst themselves that: "each of us puts his person and all I~is power to the common 
use under the suprenle direction of the General Will; and as a body we receive each member 
as an indivisible part of the whole". 

As a result of the contract, the private person ceases to exist for the contract produces a moral 
and collective Body, which receives from tlle same act its unity, its common identity, its life 
and its will. This public person formed from tlie union of all particular individuals is the State 
when it is passive; the Sovereign when it is active; a Power, when compared with similar 
institutions. 

After the institution of a state, Rousseau visualises a great transformation in the Iiurnan being. 
It substitutes in his conduct a rule of justice for the rule of instinct and gives to his action a 
nloral character which theretofore lie had lacked. Rousseau goes to tlie extent of saying that he 
is transformed from a stupid and limited animal into an intelligent creature and man. 

But such a transforination wettld be fantastic, quite improbable, if the contract is conceived as 
a single, specific occurrence. But for Rousseau, tlie contract is not a single event, but a way 
of thinking. Tllus conceived, contract becomes a process and we can think of alteration of 
Iiuman nature as also being gradual and not instantaneous. Here we have a conception of man 
whose moral sensibilities and intellectual prowess gradually evolves and develops pari pasu 
with the widening and deepening of nian's social relations brougllt about by a continuous 
participation in the General Will. 

8.6 THEORY 'OF GENERAL WILL 

By making the General Will sovereign and individuals as participants in the General Will, 
Roussen~l reconciled autllority with freedom as none before him liad done. In order to understand 
how Rousseau acliicved this end, we need to appreciate the nature of the General Will. 

In  the Di.scoz~r,sc on Polificcri Econor~iy, where lie had first stated the concept of General Will, 
Rousseau says that L'General will tends always to the preservation and welfare of llie wliole atid 
of every part, and is tlie source of the laws, constitutes for all the nletnbers of tlie state, in 
relation to one anotlier and to it, thc rule of what is just and urijust." It aims always at tlie public 
good and is different from the will of all, for while the former aims at the common interest, 
the latter aims only at the private interests and is a sum of particular wills. 

The generality of tlie will is not so ~nucli a niatter of nunibers as of intrinsic quality and 
goodness, It is not an empirical fact so lnlrcll as a moral fact. It is an outcome of the moral 
attitude in the Ilearts of citizens to act justly. It is produced whenever all individual members 
of group, sacrificing their private interests, unite in aiming at some object believed to be good 
for tlie wliole group. The general will comes from all and apply to $11 and embodies the free 
rational will of all. 

Roussea~l however recognises that unanimity amongst penibers on general will inay not be 
possible at times, because while people may be willing the good; they might not always be 
understanding or knowing it correctly, This happens, particularly when factions make it difficult 



for independent citizens to pursue the common good. In such situation Rousseau suggests that 
if we "...take away from the wills the various particular i~zterests which conflict with one 
another, what remains as tlie sum of tlie differences is tlie general will." But there is one 
important condition here-the result will be general will, only if and so far as, all the individuals 
of a group are moved (even in  the pursuit of their private interest) by the thought of themselves 
as ~netnbers of a group, all of whose ~ne~nbers  have interests deserving respect and consideration, 

Such being tlie 11atul.e of general wil I, there is no problem in obeying the general will but if 
some one refuses to obey it, Rousseau says that lie will be co~npelled to do so: "This means 
nothing less than that he will be forced to be free", otherwise the social contract will beco~ne 
an empty formula. Moreover, such compulsion is justified because the individual has given his 
prior conserit for being restrained by the state, knowing well that socially cohesive conduct in 
the long run best pro~iiotes liis own interests, and knowing also that lie will occasionally find 
the attractions of  some more immediate selfish good too strong to resist and therefore lie should 
be restrained wlienever lie yields to sucli temptation. 

In other words, when a niarl is being compelled to obey the general will, by the whole body 
of citizens, it only means that lie is being aslted to follow liis own best interest, which he at 
a particular instance is unfo1tunately unaware of. Obeying the General Will is then, an expression 
of tlie moral freedom of the individuals. T ~ L I S ,  when general will rules over the people, the 
latter should have no grumble about the corrosion of tlieir liberty. Because obedience to the 
sovereig~i is no longer an obedience to any external authority or arbitrary rule by one or few; 
it is actually an obedience to the rational part of tlieir own selves or to a self-government-a 
government that woub' do what one's rational seif would, indeed, want to do. 

8.7 GENERAL WILL AS THE SOVEREIGN 

From the above, it is also clear that R o u s s e a ~ ~ ~ s  conception of sovereignty is different from both 
Hobbes and Locke. In Hobbes, the people set up a sovereign and transfer all powers to him. 
In Locke's social contract the people set LIP a limited goverr~~nent for limited purposes, but 
Locke shuns the conception of sovereignty-popular or monarchical-as a sy~nbol of political 
absolutism. Roi~sseau's sovereign, on the otlier I~and, is the people, constituted as a political 
commi~nity tlzrougli social contract. 

Unlike nearly all other major political tllinkers, Rousseau considers sovereignty of the people 
inalienable and indivisible. The people cannot give away, or transfer, to any person or body 
their ultimate right of  self-governtnent, of deciding tlieir own destiny. Whereas Hobbes sets up 
a ruler as sovereign, Rousseau draws a sharp distinction between sovereignty, which always and 
wholly resides in the people, and government, which'is b ~ ~ t  a temporary agent (as in Locke's 
conception) of the sovereign people. Whereas, in Locke, the people transfer the exercise of tlieir 
sovereign authority, legislative, executive and judicial, to organs of government, Rousseau's 
concept of inalienable and indivisible sovereignty does not permit tlie people to transfer their 
legislative function, tlie supreme authority it1 tlie state. As to the executive and judicial functions, 
Rousseau realises that they have to be exercised by special organs of government, but they are 
colnpletely subordinate to tlie sovereign people, and that there is no hiiit or suggestion of 
separation or balance of powers. 

As Sovereignty of the General Will is inalienable and indivisible, it cannot be represented. 
Second, representative asselnblies tend to develop particular interest of tl~eir own, forgetting 
those of the co~nmunity. Not surprising, Rousseau 's preference was always for direct delnocracies 



of Swiss city-republic tliougli such a preference was anachronistic, when niodern nation-state4 
were emerging. Nor can tlie General Will be delegated in any way whatever. Any attempt to, 
delegate will nieans its end. As he said; "The moment there is a master, there is no )longer a 
sovereign." It is only tlie "voice of people" that is "the voice of God." 

CRITICAL APPRECIATION 

There seetiis to be an obvious divide and fundamental logical discrepancy between liis earlier 
writings in  Discourse on 61equality and the later work Social Contract. As Vaughan says, the 
first pliase of his work is marked witli defiant individualism, while in tlie latter there is an 
equally defiant collectivisln. 

Rousseau himself Iiowever never felt such an opposition. In the Confessio~is he says that every 
strong idea in the Social Contract liad been before published in the Discourse on hzequality. 
Sabille opines that Rousseau is correct in his opinion, though it is also true that incompatible 
ideas abound in his writings. Much that seems defialit individualism persists in Social Contract: 
As for instance, tlie use of the concept of social contract for generation of General will. 

The difference between the earlier works and ihe Social Contract is merely that in the former 
lie is writing himself free from the uncongenial social philosophy and in the latter he was 
expressing a'counter-pliilosopl~y of his own. Tlie social philosophy from which I.te disengaged 
himself was that of  systematic individualism, which believed that man was moral and rational; 
liad sense of ownersliip and inherent rights; tliat man cooperated out of enlightened self- 
interest; that community or social group was created out of i~liiversal selfishness and was 
utilitarian in nature meant for the protection of rights a~id prolnotion of happitless or self- 
satisfaction; and tliat i n  itself it had no value tliougli it protects values. 

Rousseau was critical of this systematic individualism in Locke because, it did not concur witli 
human nature, the way lie i~nderstood it. For Rousseau, the attributes 01' raii~nality, the power 
to calculate, tlie desire for happiness, the idea of ownersliip, the power to coln~nunicate with 
others and enter into agreement for creating a governnient are all attributes acquired by lnan 
tlirougli living in  society and not attributes of a natural man. Besides, Rousseau thought that 
it was absolutely f'alse to think that reason by itself would ever bring rnen together, if they were 
concerned only witli their individual happiness, because even the idea of self-interest arises 
fronz the communities in which men live. Secondly self-interest is not more natural or innate 
than tlie social needs that draw men together in cornmunities. Rousseau considered that over 
and above self-interest, men have an innate revulsion against sufferings in others. The commo/l 
basis of sociability is not reason but feeling. Tlie calculating egoist of tlie theories exists tfbt 
in nature but only ill perverted society. Consequently, their theories were wrong and had sliqdes , 
of tlie 'evil contract' in the Discourses on Inequality. Human nature could best be underflood 
by goitig beyond the stage of socialisation. This neither Hobbes nor Locke do; for them t b  state 
of natiire, is a stage prior to political order. Tliough Hobbes says state of nature is prg-social, 
it is in fact not because the attributes of the Hobbessian man are those of a publip person. 
Natural egoist is a fiction for Rousseau. 

In developibg his counter-philosoplly, Rousseau got immense help from the c1a)sical Greek 
tllougl~t: (I)  that it is in tlie nature of tnatl to associate with others in organic ways,/which means 
that the development of each is dependent tipon the development of all. Withour: such organic 
relations man cannot realise his true nature or attain his fill1 stature as a inm; solitude and, 
separatisln is contrary to his 116ture-Robinson Crusoe is thus a false model.[2) that it is o ~ l y  



in society that man acquires right, freedom and morality-outside the society there might be 
independence, and right as mere force only but no morality; (3) that Inan is what the community 
makes him; if the socialisation is bad, his nature will be twisted and warped; (4) that colnmunity 
is the chief moralising agent and therefore represents the highest moral value; and (5) that 
political subjection is essentially ethical and only secondarily a matter of law and power. 

With insights gleaned from Classical Greek philosophy, Rousseau worked out his own political 
theo~y. It rejected systematic individualism, con~pelling one to think that society was more than 
a heap of individual atoms; that good of all-the 'public good' callnot be produced through 
each individual's pursuit of private interests or universal selfishness. Unless men thought beyond 
their private interests, in terms of public interest or the good of the whole of whicll they are 
integral part, they could not attain their own good. 

Moreover, only wlien individuals are disposed towards thinking in terms of public good, that 
authority, which is required for order and, freedom, which is needed for felicity or self- 
development can be reconciled. Locke and Hobbes both failed ill this reconciliation because 
they had a false theory of man. Locke becolnes fearful of authority while securing liberty; 
-Hobbes for the sake of order and tranquility sacrifices individual at the altar of the sovereign. 

There is 1nucj.1 value in the philosophical insight of theory of General Will and it led to an 
alternative conceptualisation of state, not as a maclline but as an organism; but Rousseau did 
not care to work out the practical implications of his theory. One consequence of this has been 
that whereas Rousseau had set out to provide a philosop1iical justification for democratic 
governance and resolve the tension between autho~ity and freedom found in the mechanistic 
theory of state, quite contrary to his intentions, Rousseau became for many an apotheosis of 
modern totalitarianism. 

I-Iis theory of General Will unfortunately provided a pretext for any arbitrary ruler to coerce 
recalcitrant subjects, pleading that they, much as they are enslaved to their particular wills, do 
not know what the general will is. In this context 'the paradox of freedom' in Rousseau, 
acquired dangerous propensities. Liberty became an 'honorific' word, the name for a sentiment 
with which even attacks on liberty could be baptised. 

But even more dangerous was the implied view that a man whose moral convictiotls are against 

-. those co~nmonly held in his community is merely capricious and ought to be suppressed. As 
Sabine comments this was perhaps not a legitimate inference from the abstract theory of 
General Will, because freedom of conscience really is a social and not merely an individual 
good. But in every concrete situation the general will has to be identified with some body of 
actual opinion, and moral intuitionism usually means that morality is identified with standards, 
which are generally accepted. Forcing a Inan to be free t l ~ ~ l s  becomes a euphemism for making 
him blindly obedient to the mass or the strongest party. 

In a way such abuse happened because the theory of general will was too abstract and there 
was difficulty with regard to its location or identification. That general will is always right is 
merely a truism because it stands for social good, which is itself the standard of right. But how 
does this absolute right stand in relation to many possibly conflicting judgments about it? Who 
is entitled to decide what is right? Sabine writes that Rousseau's attempt to answer these 
questions produced a variety of contradictions and evasions. Similarly Wayper comments that 
unfortunately Rousseau cannot help us here. ''He can never tell how we call be sure of finding 
the General Will. ... So much vagueness about something as important as the finding of tlie 
General will is to be regretted." 



Notwitlistanding such criticisms, the significance of Rousseau cannot be ever diminished. In 
defence of Rousseau i t  m& be said, as Ebenstein has observed, that he was tlie first nlodern 
writer to have attempted, though not always successfully, to synthesise good government with 
self-government in tlie key concept of the general will. The classical doctrine of Plato and 
4ristotle had empliasised good government at tlie expense of self-government. And the more 
modern ideas of Locke and the liberal'school were concerned pri~icipally with self-government; 
it relegated the problem of good government into background. ' 

Secondly, Rousseau also was clearer than the conventional liberal doctrines that the end of 
government is not coilfined to the protection of individual liberty but also includes equality 
because 'liberty cannot exist witl~out it.' In the Social Contract one may not notice the hostility 
tliat he showed to the institution of private property in the Discourse on Inequaliv but he does 
not abandon the ideal of economic equality. No citizen "shall be ever wealthy enough to buy 
another, and none poor enough to be forced to sell himself." Rousseau realises that in practice 
it is very difficult to maintain the ideal of equitable distribution of property, but it is precisely 
because the force of circurnsta~~ces tends continually to destroy equality that the force of 
legislation should always tend to its maintenance. Wherey Locke failed to see property as a 
relation of do~nination of man over man, Rousseau clearly recognised property as a form of 
private domination that had to be kept under control by the general will. 

Third, Rousseau was not socialist in the modern sense of the term, yet indirectly this part of 
Rousseau-the stress 011 equality-has aided the development of the socialist sentiment by 
sharpening the awareness that political 'liberty and crass economic inequality are ultiinately 
inco~npatible if de~nocracy is to survive and expand. And secondly that all rights, including 
those of property, are rights within the com~nuriity and not against it. 

Fourth, Rousseau himself was in no sense a nationalist, though his philosophy contributed to 
nationalism. By reviving the intimacy of feeling and the reverence connoted by citizenship in 
the city-state, he made it available, at least as an emotional coloring, to citizenship in the 
national state. The cosmopolitanis~n implied by natural law, he chose to rcgard as merely a 
pretext for evading the duties of a citizen. 

To our present times, Rousseau's ideas are still very relevant, for, how often we have lamented . 
the ulirepresentative character of the representative, party-democracy and feared the state turning 
against tlie people. And as bulwark against such depredation, have wisl~ed to strengthen the 
civil society for the sake of protecting and retrieving our freedom. No less frequent lzas been 
the lament that the proble~ns of our society caused by the spawning of several primordial ties 
have arisen because of the failure to take the value of citizenship seriously. His theory of 
popular sovereignty is a constant reminder to citizens to guard against thewurpation of pvwer 
by the executive, The record of free government everywhere has proved that there can be no 
reliance on contriva~ices and institutions alone in the eternal struggle for liberty, and-f,hat its 
survival depends, ih the last a~~alysis, on those moral qualities that Rousseau calls Gene;ral will, 
justice, virtue. 111 addition, we an also find presence of Rousseau in Rawlsian theory of'd,istributive 
justice, in the conception of developtnent as-expansion of human capabilities. An4 perliaps it 
would not be WI-ong to suggest tliat Rousseau, as critic of civil society is a precmrisor of Marx 
and ~niicli of the radical thought ever since. 

8.9 SUMMARY - 
Although Inally classify him as an enlightenlnent thinker, because in many ways he did advocate 
Enlightenmellt ideas, Rousseau is also highly critical of the enlightenme.nt and modernity in 



general. Rousseau thinks that civilisatioli corrupts human beings. He equated civilisation with 
vanity and arrogance. Rousseau believed that what was wrong with the modern man was that 
he had lost touch with his feelings. Rousseau's regard f'or rationality is mixed with an equal or 
greater regard for feeling. 

Critiquing the civil society of his contemporary times he pointed out that the social order was 
founded for the protection of private interest and property; that private property was at the root 
of social inequality, injustices and exploitation and that such a civil order was contrary to man's 

. nature. 

Since society was inevitable; man couldn't unlearn himdelf to return to the woods; and the 
realisation of mai.~'s nature depended on the nature of socialisation, the task for him was to 
suggest the just principles upon which to found a social-political order that would be conducive 
to the realisation of human freedom. Rousseau acco~nplishes this task in his Social Contract, 
wherein Rousseau lays dowr t!le blue print of the required political society. This ideal political- 
.society is set up through a social contract, in the image of a con~rnunity, possessing a general- 
will , which is sovereign and which while always aiming at the general good, comes from all 
and applies to all equally. In Rousseau's theory of General Will, freedom and authority 
autolnatically gets reconciled, as there is no tension between the two. The earlier theories, 
which were premised on individual separatism, and the need to preserve and protect private 
interests through setting up an authority, failed to properly reconcile authority with freedom 
because it had a faulty theory of man and society. 

8.1 0 EXERCISES 

1) "Man is born free, and every wllere he is in chains." Explain and examine Rousseau's 
attempt to bring about reconciliation between liberty and authority. 

2) How far is it correct to say that Rousseau's Sovereign is Hobbes' Leviathan with its head 
chopped off? 

3) Evaluate Rousseau as a critic of civil society. 

4) Examine the nature and characteristic of Rousseau's General 'Will. 
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9.1 0 Exercises 

Edmuud Burke (1729-1797) is considered as the n~ost i~nporta~~t  co~~servative political thinker 
that England has produced, Conservatism as an important political ideology began with him in 
the same way as liberalist11 began with John Locke (1632-1704). Though there is near unanimity 
about his brilliance there is no consensus about him in terms of political categorisation. Berlin 
(1969) described him as an ultra conservative while 0' Brien (1968) viewed him as a liberal 
and pluralist opponent of the French Revolution. Laski ( I  920) called him a liberal because of 
his sytnpathetic attitude to the American Revolutiot~ and the Irish Question and his criticisms 
of the British colonial rule in India. Some saw lii~n as a progressive conservative, for "he 
supported political and economic progress within the framework of England's established 
institutions" (Miller 1997: 562).  Kra~nnick (1977) described him as "the gravedigger of the 
Enlightenment" for his virulent anti-clericalism and disembodied rationalism. 

Burke's thought is difficult to categorise. First, he showed no clear preference for he had both 
liberal as well as conservative tendencies which became evident in his support to the American 
Revolution and his opposition to the French Revolution. Second, Burke was a prolific writer 
in his long career as a parliamentarian and therefore most of his writings were situational and 
could not be cansidered as well formulated political theory texts. His most important political 
tract emerged as a reaction to the French Revolution of I789 proving that there exists a clear 
relationship between crisis and significant developments in political theorising. Though his 
fame rests lnostly for his critique of the French Revolution there were other concerns in him 
as well. 

9.1 .I Restraining k y a l  Authority 

In the tradition of Whiggism, Burke was a vocal opponent of arbitrary monarchical power and 



patronage. However, he was also conscious of the importance of the institution of monarchy 
as a natural attraction for obedience and I-everence and that it also strengthened the principle 
of continuity. But these positive aspects were minor, compared to its important role in developing 
a mixed and balanced government, for which it had to be streamlined. In developing this theme 
the influence of Richard Hooker (1554-1600), Locke and Charles-Louis de Secondat Montesquieu 
(1689-1 755) were apparent. Burke was an admirer and defender of the British constitution, as 
he believed that it adequately ensured good government, order and liberty of its people. 

9.1.2 Ireland 

Burke stood with the Irish cause, though expediency and the interests of a successful political 
career con~pelled him to sacrifice tlleoretical consistency. Furthermore, his open and public 
stand was cautious, compared to his private correspondel~ce. But in spite of this limitation, 
which was understandable because of the prevailing nlood and consideration for his political 
survival, he always empliasised tlie desirability of the elnancipation of the Roman Catholics of 
Ireland. He also spoke of the inevitability of tlie Irish emancipation. 

9.1.3 East India Company 

For about a decade, Burke spoke extensively against the oppression, exploitation and ~nisiule 
in India by tlie East India Company. "There is nothing more noble in Burke's career than his 
long attempt to mitigate the evils of company rule in India" (Laski 1920: 35). He criticised 
British rule in India. Being an old civilisation, much older than Britain, its traditions and 
customs were to be respected. Interestingly, Henry Suinner Maine (1 822-88) used these arguments 
to challenge John Austin's (1790-1859) theory of sovereignty. Burke's interest in Indian affairs 
continued with his primary initiative in launching impeachment proceedings against Warren 
Hastings in 1787. He cllallenged Hastings' assertion tliat it was impossible to apply Western 
criteria of authority and legality to oriental societies. The proceedings continued for eight long 
years, tliougll in the end, Hastings was acquitted. 

9.1.4 American Colonies 

Burke championed the cause of American colonies. I11 the midst of emotional and angry debates 
like tlie right of Parliament to tax colonies and the right of resistance to American settlers, he 
lifted the entire controversy to a different and a higher level altogetller. He refused to analyse 
the problem froln the point of view of abstract rights, and raised some very serious and 
fundamental questions, which were reiterated in the course of his critique of the French 
Revolution. Ful-tilermore, he charged that the British policy was inconsistent, and empllasised 
the need for legislative reason. 

9.2 CRITICISM OF THE FRENCH REVOLUTION 

The French Revolution, at least in the initial period had lot of support in England. One 
popular defense was from Ricl~ard Price (1723-91). Burke's masterpiece emerged as a critique 
of Price. His scathing criticis~n si~rprised many, destroying many of his close friendships. 
Eq~tally .shocking for many was the clear difference between the young and the old Burke. 
Burke's earlier criticism of tlie king's control over the parliament, his efforts of more than a 
decade to expose oppression, exploitation and misrule in India by the East India Company, and 



his championing the cause of tlie American colonies was at variance with his total de~~unc ia t io~~  
ofthe French Revolution. Unlike many other contemporaries, he refused to draw any parallels 
between the French eveuts and the Glorious Revolution of 1688. Burke's Reflections was 
written during the revolutionary years. Macpherson (1980) pointed out that one should not 

tlie second part of the title of the book, because it was very significant, i.e. his 
immediate concern was the perceived danger of tlie French revolution's impact on E~lgland 
alld in other parts of Europe. 

In Reflections, Burke ~nacle a detailed criticisln of both the tl~eoretical and practical aspects 
ofthe Revolution. He pointed out the dangers of abstract theorising, but was realistic e~~ougll  
to provide for an alternative [node of social progression. Unlike Josepli $e Maistre (1753- 
1821) and Louis Gabriel de Bonald (1754-1840), who outrightly defended orthodoxy and 
absolutism, Burke provitled a framework for change with continuity. "A state without the 
means of some change is without the means of its conservation. Without such means it migllt 
even risk tlie loss of that part of the constitution which it wished the most religiously to 
preserve" (Burke cited in Curtis 1961: 49). As Burke pointed out, these two principles of 
conservation and correction operatccl in England during the critical periods of the Restoration 
and tlie Revolution, when England did not have a king. B l ~ t  in  both these critical times, a 
totally new one did not replace the entire edifice of the old order. Instead, a corrective 
mechanism was achicved to rectify the deficiencies wit.1iin the existing constitirtional framework. 
As SLICII, it balanced the old ancl the ncw. 

Burke criticised Jacobinism for its wholesale attack on established religion, traditional 
constitutional arrangements and the institution of property, which he saw as the source of 
political wisdom in a country. I-Ie often used the term "prejudice", by which hc nlea~it 
attachment to established practices and institutions. These provided a bulwark against sweeping 
cllanges, particularly those that followed fro111 a rational critique. He did not support eveq~thitlg 
that was ancicnt, only tllose that held society togetlier by providing order and stability. His 
nlai~l audience in the I<q/Irctions was the aristocracy and the upper middle class of English 
society, whicli he perceived to be tlie uplloldcrs of stability and order. He challenged the 
English r~lling class to respond appropriately to the plight of the French Queen, otherwise it 
would reflect the lack of chivalry and demonstrate that the British political order was not 
superior to that of the Continent. 

Burke f~~r thcr  argued that the period of the Mc~,pnu Cnrta to the BilI of Rights was one of slow 
but steady consolid:ltion, reflecting continuity and change. This enabled the British constitution 
to preserve and provide i~nity withill the context of diversity. Inheritance was cherished as a 
political necessity, for without it both conservation and trans~ilission were not possible. While 
there was a process of gradual change in Britain the French made an attempt to achieve a 
complete break with tile past and create afresh with emphasis on equality and participation. 
With this inl~erent belief io natural aristocracy, he debunked the very attempt to create a society 
of equals. Burke enipilasised t l~c  necessity of well-ordered state, to be ruled by a con~bination 
of ability iald property. Such an order would be irlherently based on inequality. He linked the 
perpetuation of family property with stability of a society. There was no place for either 
pr.oportionate equality or democratic equality in his preference for aristocratic rule. Like Adarn 
Smith ( 1  723-90), he stressed the importance of preserving and protecting property. He favoured 
accumulation of wenlth, rights of inheritance and the need. to enfranchise property owners. 
While Burke was socially conservative, be was a liberal in economics, tlle two being fused 
together t~neasily. 



I, 

9.3 CRITIQ:JE OF NATURAL RIGHTS AND SOCIAL 
CONTRACT 

Burke pointed out the intricacies of human nature and the co~nplexities of society, and because 
of such considerations no simple analysis ~f I~urnan nature or power was possible. Rejectitlg 
any claim of either economic or political equality, he provided a theory of rights witllin tllis 
large frameyork of his political philosophy. He emphasised partnership, but denied any 
corresponding equal rights in the enjoyment of econo~nic and political privileges. In understanding 
and perpetuating this philosophy, the British constitutiol~ had stood the test of time. Empllasisi~lg 
tlie utmost neAd for continuity, Burke pointed out that in the areas of morality, principles of 
government and ideas of liberty, there was no need to make a fresh beginni~~g every time. 
Giving the exalrple of the English achievement, he pointed out the inevitability of a continuous 

' process of adap!ability and change within the larger structure. Rejecting atheism and pointing 
out the enormouk importance of religion for a proper functioning of civil society, he characterised 
the individual as a religious anirnal. He saw no conflict between the existence of an establisl~ed 
church, an establi;hed monarchy, an established aristocracy and an established limited democracy. 
The point that Burke made was that in the modern age the coexistence of institutions was o f  
utmost importanc'e for effective functioning and efficiency. He stressed the fact that all authority 
was to be exercised as a trust, arid in this his philosophy was akin to that of Locke, but he 
emphasised that the continuity of society had to be preserved at any cost. The overall structure 
of society could not be just reduced to a mere contract between two or more parties. It was not 
a trade qgreement, involving paper, coffee, calico or tobacco. Such agreements reflected only 
transient interests,;which could be dissolved by the parties involved. The intricacies o r  social 
relationships had to be understood on a very different plane. 

... It is a p&-tnership in all science, a partnership in all art, a partnership in every 
virtue and in all perfection. As the ends of such a partnership cannot be obtained 
in many gmerations, it becomes a partnership not only between those who are 
living, but between those who are living, those who are dead and those who are 
to be born. Each contract of a particular state is but a clause in the great primeval 
Contract of eternal natures, connecting the visible and invisible world, accordillg 
to a fixed compact sanctioned by the inviolable oath which holds all pllysical alld 
all moral natures, each in their appointed place (Burke cited in Curtis: 59). 

Along with the rejection of the contract, Burke rejected the other Lockeian fundanlentals- 
natural law, the rights of the individual and the separation of Church and tlie state. The only 
laws that he recognised were the laws of God and the laws of a civilised society. Burke did ]lot 
reject the argument of human rights, except that he sought to rescue the real rights from the 
imagined ones. He shared with Locke the view that political philosophy was based on theological 
foundations but rejected the derivative of political and juridical equality from tlie argument that 
God.created all hurnan beings as equal. He also rejected the idea of creating order with the help 
of human reason. He charged the doctrine of natural rights with 'metaphysical abstraction', It 
failed to take into account the differences that existed between societies. Followitig Mootesquieu, 
he insisted tliat different countries merited different legal and political systems, keeping in view 
the differences pertaining to climate, geography and history. The universality of natural rights 
doctrine overlooked national, geograpl~ical and cultural distinctions. 

Though his criticism of natural rights seemed similar to that of Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832), 
there were significant differences. Burke's conception of human well being was not hedonistic 
as in tlie case of Bentham. In fact, it was more like Aristotle's (384-22 BC) idea of 'eudaimonia', 



linking moral virtue and duty with that of political moraiity and duty. Furthermore, Burke 
suggested maximisation, but by stressing the moral to the nlathematical he was closer to 
~~is to t le ' s  'phi-onesis'. He also rejected the utilitarian idea of trade-offs. Unlike Bentham, 
Burke was also cautious about endless new schemes. Besides emphasising political virtue, 
Burke also stressed the need for an elite, which enjoyed a privileged positiotl because of its 

to the common good. He placed aristocracy under this category. In parliament, this 
elite could be distinguished from others with reference to ownership of property, for inheritance 
was a sure reason for consel'vation. In this context, the French National Assembly did not 
consist of property owrlers. Instead they were lawyers who were "artful men, talented, aggressive, 
ideologically inclined, impractical and dangerous, if not alienated". The basic problem was that' 
the talent that made a good lawyer was not enough to make a good ruler and be a part of the 
natural aristocracy. The basic shortcoming of a lawyer was that his experience had a very 
narrow base, wllicll meant that both the diversity of hulnat~kind and complexiiies of public 
affairs were beyond his grasp. 

9.4 LIMITS SF REASON 

Burke questioned the very basic argument that a stable political structure could be establislled 
only on the basis of reason. He pointed to the limits of reason and its role in understatlding 
society. 111 fact, Burke questioned the whole style of ratio~lalistic thought, an argument reiterated 
by Michael Oakeshott (1901-90). Quoting Aristotle, he cautioned against Ir priori deductive 
reasoning in moral arguments. The philosophy of the French Revolutionaries was a 'false 
pl~ilosopl~y', because of its insistence that all authority derived its sustenatlce from reason. As 
opposed to reason, Burke emphasised wisdom as something more that1 prejudice. The pllilosophy 
of natural rights based on the new principles of liberty and equality was not conducive to the 
establishment of order. Veneration of authority developed over a period of time, and the 
denunciation of one authority by a different group led to its detiunciation as well. The abstract 
revolwtionary ideology inevitably led. from subversion to anarchy, because it brought a 
conscious~less of rights but not of duties of order, discipline and obedience to authority. Burke 
repeatedly stressed that societies needed awe, superstition, ritual and Ilollour for their stability, 
and to be able to secure tlic loyalty and support of those on whom it depended. He warned that 
a state, which disniissed this entire edifice aside in tlie name of rational enligl~tenment, would 
ultimately be a state based ~nerely on a lust for power. 

Burke emphasised that the dignity of tlle hurnan being came tllrougl~ socialisation. One rendered 
obedience to society not because it bellefitted us, or because we had pronlised to obey it, but 
because we saw o~lrselves as an integral part of it. Though I.te rejected the divine sight of kings, 
he affirmed, like Marcus 'Tirllius Cicero (106-43 BC), that nothing was more pleasing to God 
tllan the existence of Ilu~nan ccivitates'. I-Ie accused the natural rights theorists of not merely 
"imprude~~ce iund intellectt~al arrogance but of blaspllelny and impiety as well" (Waldron 1987: 
95). 

9.5 CITIZENSHIP AND DEMOCRACY 

Burke was also perturbed by tlie denlocratic aspirations of the French revolution, in particular 
by the doctrines of popular sovereignty and gcneral will. He regarded delnocracy as tlie "most 
shatneless thing in the world" (Burke 1969: 190). Me was skeptical of the political ability of 
the ordinary people, He was an elitist, totally unconcerned about the plight of the masses. For 
him, the best form of political practice was one that was played by a few of the enlightened 
and aristocratic elite. Burke believed that electiolls gave an opportunity for the enfranchised 



citizens to choose a wise elite to govern them. In a modified forni, Schumpeter provided a 
similar model of elitist theory of democracy in .  the 1940s. Like Aristotle, Burke favoured 
citizenship limited to a segment of adults who had the leisure for discussion and information, 
and were not mentally dependent. Tlie Whigs in England and America favoured ownership of 
property as a necessary condition for citizenship. In view of the fact that average individuals 
were guided by their baser instincts, government had to keep them apathetic so as to prevent 
their selfishness from undermining co~n~nunal life. 

Burke accepted inequalities as natural and unavoidable in any society, and tl?at some would 
enjoy an enhanced status. In the well-ordered society, this ruling elite was a genuine one, a 
'~iatural aristocracy', for tlie mass of people were incapable of governing themselves. They 
cohd not think or act without guidance and direction. For Burke, government was not based 
on general will, but wisdom. For Burke, political representation "is the representation of 
interests and interest has an objective, impersonal and unattached reality" (Pitkin 1967: 10). For 
Burke, aristocracy of virtue and wisdom should govern for the good of a nation. As in other 
areas, even in representation, there was no clear and well laid out theory of representation. But 
out of Burke's speeches and writings emerged some key ideas. I-Ie regarded the members of 
parliament as an elite group, a group of natural aristocracy. Tlie mass of ordinary people needed 
the guidance and direction from this elite since they could not govern by tllemselves. 
Representatives were genuinely superior to the electorate. The representatives had to possess 
the capacity for rational decision making. They were to be tnen of practical wisdoni. This was 
a negation of Jean Jacques Rousseau's (1 7 12-78) theory of direct democracy. The representatives 
need not consult or be bound by the views of the voters. Fill-thermore, obligation and ethical 
col~siderations, and questions of right and wrong guided governrnental action. Burke championed 
rational parliamentary discussion, wl~ich provided the right answers to political questions. And 
as a participant, the representative need not consult the voters. They would enjoy colnplete 
freedom, for they have no interest other tliatz the nalional interest. With contempt for the 
average voter, Burke advocated restricted suffrage so that the selection process of the natural 
aristocratic group'of parliament would become fool proof. He also distinguished between actual 
representation and virtual representation. Since an area would have one dominant interest, lle 
saw the merit of vist~ial representation against actual representation. Virtual representation was 
based on comnlon interest. By this logic, even people who did not vote were represented. Tlre 
localities, which did not have actual representation by this criterion, would have virtual 
representation. Burke was careful in noting that this logic of virtual representation did not hold 
for the disenfranchised Catholics of Ireland and the people of the American colonies. Pitlcin 
(1967: 169-70) rightly pointed out that Burke's position was I~ighly inconsistent. His view of 
representation endorsed tlie 17th Century 11otion of representation, and had very little relevance 
in conte~nporary times. However, it helps us to understand [he anti-democratic bias prevalent 
during Burke's period. Tlle Burkean theo~y centred on the parliament. Conniff (1977: 33 1-332) 
tried to refute Pitkin's analysis by questiolli~lg the theory of objective interest and a colnlnonly 
held agreement of the parliamentary elite on what constituted the colnlnon good. However, 
Burke's insistence that every recognisable constituency had one dominant interest and that a 
consensus could always emerge out of parliamentary discussion vindicated Pitkin. 

WELIGIQN AND TOLERATION 

B~wke's views on religion exhibited both liberal and conservative perceptions. He defended 
traditional practices of the established cllurch, unless there was an 'intolerable abuse'. He 
equated attack on the establislled Church of England as tantamount to an attack on England's 
constitutional order. He was convinced that the establislled church would foster peace and 



dissuade civil discord. His liberal temperament made him advocate and defend toleration for 
most religious sects, including non-Christians, He was perturbed that the Protestants did not 
support toleration for the Catholics. He did not believe in the truth of any particular religion 
but was concerned about the effect of changes in traditional religious practice on political 
stability. Toleration and religious freed0111 could be refused if it threatened civil peace and 
considered atheism as complementary to political radicalism. He was condescending towards 
Rational Dissenters as being better than atheists, for at least they believed in God, though not 
in the divinity of Christ. However, he castigated all those who corrupted and attacked religion 
as being destructive of all authority, thereby underlnining equity, justice, and order-the 
foundations of human society. 

Burke did not quarrel wit11 the atheists as long as they did nothing to publicly attack or subvert 
religion. While he began to dislike Hume for his open contempt of religio~i, he remained 
friendly with the irreligious S~nith, even thougll the latter blamed Roman Catholicism for 
impeding econo~nic and political progress, but there was 110 denu~lciation or revolt against 
religion. Burke's critique of the French Revolution was also due to the latter's anti-clericalism. 
The famous cry "hang the bishops from the lampposts" during the early days of the Revolution 
was an indication of the "insolent irreligious in opinions and practices". The ~~ationalisation of 
the Churc11's.property by the National Assembly in 1790 was a nlove against traditional religion, 
and represented the larger goal of subverting establishing authority and civil society. The 
revolutionary fervour only fostered hatred, animosity and suspicion, rather than affection and 
trust. It under~nined the traditional civilising ties of the French citizens. Burkeeplaced a great 
deal of emphasis on manners and etiquette that controlled passions and will. 

CRITICISMS OF BURKE 

Thomas Paine ( I  737-1809) criticised Burke's position in his Rights ofMan (1791)- I11 his reply, 
he defended Enlightenment liberalisnl and tried to correct "the flagrant misrepresentations 
which Mr. Burke's pamphlet contains" (Paine 1973: 270). Both agreed that in contemporary 
European society there existed a very large propoi-tiotl of illiterate and unenlightened people. 
Burke, following Aristotle, argued that individuals differed in their capacities, whicl~ is why any 
attempt to level would never succeed. Paine, on the contrary, attributed the very large numbers 
of illiterate people in the 'old' world to bad gover~lments. In total contrast to Burke, he 
chanlpioned the cause of universal suffrage, representative government, the rule of law, and a 
sympathetic attitude to the poor. He denounced the hereditary system, whether in the name of 
monarchy or aristocracy, for a "hereditaiy governor is as ridiculous as an hereditary author" 
(cited in Jackson 19\69: 11 1). Unlike Burke, Paine, following Locke, justified government as an 
outcome of a social contract between the people themselves. I-Ie was critical of the British 
constitution for being ~lnwritten, making it unhelpful as a reference point. Its precedents were 
all arbitrary contrary to reason and conlnlon sense. 

Burke and Paine were representative symbols of the conservative and radical resporlses to the 
French Revolution. It was ~ioteworthy that both of them championed the American cause, but 
were on oppositc sides with regard to the Frencll experiment. Their basic disagreements could 
be tinderstood in light of their support to the American cause. For Burke, "Taxation without 
representation" violated traditional English rights and liberties and that the English were on the 
wrong side of history, because they violated their own well-established practices. For demanding 
redressal, tlie Americans did not base their arguments, like the French did, on a notion of 
natural rights. Paine, on the 01:her hand, found that tlie Britisli action in America was a violation 
of u~iiversal reason and natural rights. He rejected hierarchical authority, and asserted that 
"setting up and putting down kings and governments is the natural right of citizens" (Paine 



1973: 42). He regarded aristocrats as a class of unproductive idlers and parasites, who lived off 
the surplus and the exploitation of the industrioiis classes. As such, in a rational, reconstructed 
society they would not be missed at all. The striking similarity between a radical Paine, a liberal 
John Stuart Mill (1806-73) and a socialist Claude Henri Colnte de Rouvroy Saint Simon (1760- 
1825) is too clear to be missed. 

Early Liberal Feminists like Mary Wollstonecraft (1759-97) and Catherine Macaulay Sawbridge 
Gralla~n (1 73 1-91) criticised Burke and regarded the French Revolution as something new and 
unique, spreading the message of an enlightened spirit. Wollsto~~ecraft echoing many 
contemporaries of her time, in her reply to Burke, pointed out the apparent contradiclions of 
a liberal Burke supporting the American cause, and the conservative Burke opposing Jacobinism. 
His praise of hereditary rights and tradition and his emphatic stress on the conservation of 
existing political relations indicated a lack of reason and a predominance of :sentiment, leading 
to social stagnation, hindering the progressive and dynamic nature of socio-political life. She 
accused Ililn of cl~ampioning the lnaintenance of unequal property, and if necesisary, of despotis111 
and tyranny, for property not only restricted liberty by creating inequalities, but also undermined 
sociability. Among d in equals accordi~lg to Wollstonecraft there could be rio fiiendsl~ip and 
mutual respect. 

Wollstonecraft, unlike Burke saw the Church as fundamentally corrupt, having, secured vast 
property fiom the poor and the ignorant. Wit11 the help of David Hume's (17 1. 1-76) History of 
England (1754-62), she tried to show that English laws were product of contingencies rather 
than the wisdom of the ages. She insisted that only those instilutions, which  could withstand 
the scrutiny of reason and were in accordance with natural rights and God's justice, deserved 
respect and obedience. Furthermore, she assailed Burke for defending a 'gothic affability' more 
appropriate for a feudal age, than the burgeoning commercial age marked for its '\liberal civility'. 
Rejecting Burke's theory of prescriptive rights, Wollstoilecraft colitended that hu,tnan beings by 
birth were ratioizal creatures with certain inherited rigllts, especially equal rights to liberty 
compatible with that of others. She criticised Burke's views on women as a "sylr,\bol of man's 
need for a feminine ideal, not woman for herself'. Wollstonecraft, like Paine, portrayed Burke 
as a brilliant but misguided voice of the past. Though Paine's criticism of Burlte was more 
effective and well-known, as evident fro111 his famous phrase that Burke "pitted the plumage 
but forgot the dying bird", it was Wollstonecraft who advocated a more radical stance than 
Paine for a~neliorating the plight of the poor. Paine did not have any plan for soc:ial levelling 
other than taxing the rich and insisting that the appalling conditions a~f  the poor must be 
improved, but he failed to offer any economic solution to the problem (Di~ckinson 1977: 267). 
On the other hand, Wollstonecraft suggested the adoption of economic means for innproving tlie 
condition of the poor by dividing estates into small farms and endorsed plans for the working 
class, which could lead to their betterment. Wollstonecraft was the first to lay stress on the 
equal rights and status for wolnen by pointing to the incompleteness s f  the natural rights 
doctrine, wtlich understood the individual. to be a Inale and left out the female. 

Another refutation came from James Mackintosh's Vindiciae Gallicae in li1'91. 111 it he insisted 
that Burke had trampled upon the ideals of whiggisin and aligned himself' instead with Tory 
superstition and chivalry. 111 opposition to Paine, Mackintosh involted tht: ideals of 1688 in 
explaining tlle events in France. He supported the Revolution, for it attelnp~ted to make France 
a cornrzlercial society. 

9.8 CONCLUSION 

Burke used the historical perspective to understand politics. His conserv.atism rested on a 
philosophically backed skepticism about the possibilities of discerning tlie b iistorical processes 



by whicll societies developed. It was not concerned, as in other forms of conservatism, to 
discover an ideal in tlie past to wliich one must go back. His reputation was that of a reformer, 
for he held that one must reform in order to preserve, and that a society witllout the mealms of 
reforlnati~n could not have the means of preservation. However, lie emphasised on limiting the 
alnbit of reforms to eradicate tlie present evil, and not aim at realising a blueprint that would 
conforln to rational standards. For Burke, revolutio~~ary cliatige was undesirable not olily for the 
uncontrollable violence it unleashed, but also because it invariably led to seizure of power by 
those who were unable to use it l~ar~noniously. Reforms, on the other hand, could also be 
dangerous if taken to edrcmes, rnaking them obtuse and unacceptable to their participants. 
Change could be enduring and feasible only if it attempted to coliserve. Burlce impressed upoil 
the importance of acting pntdently, improve by preserving and reform by changing, and not by 
embarking upon a complete break w~;h the past and traditions. He respected institutions that 
had worked reasonably well over a period of time, but did not favour the status quo. Idis respect 
for prescription was applied to tested schemes and not to untried ones. Hannali Arendt (1906- 
75),  endorsing Burke demonstrated that for a revolution to succeed in  protecting liberty and 
avoiding terror had lo be linlited in its ambit and political in nature like the American one and 
not social like the French a!ld Russian revolutions (1973). Burke also favoured penal sefonns, 
abolition of slavery, and reduction i l i  t1;~ !:!l**?he~. nf _ ~ o v e r ~ i m ~ n t n l  c;l!ecu:es. 

Burke did not, like Locke, believe that coliveniences were created when human beings n~ixed 
their labour with the eartli and its raw materials. I-le did not see any contradiclio~l in the 
expansion of co~nmerce and the impel-tance of prescription, thougli he admitted tliat it was not 
easy to strike a balance between the roles of the market and the state. The state was necessary 
to ensure political stability. He defended a society not based on coercion and thus was a 
precursor to the liberal J.S. Mill and not the conservative, de Maistre (Bron~wich 1998: 4). . 
Burke inacle politics dignified and efficient. He deliberated judiciously on important issues, and 
"has endured as the permanent manna1 of political wisdolil without which statesmen are as 
sailors on an ~mcharted sea" (Laski cited in Kirk 1960: 23). However he was not free fiom tile 
prejudices of his time and tried to create a natural aristocl-acy in politics, which is a negation 
of equal opportunity on which tile Inass democracies of our time are based. Today we believe 
ill just the opposite that Burke believcd in, nalnely that politics is too serious a business to be 
left to politicians alone. 

SUMMARY 

It was with Edrn~lnd Burke that Conservatism as a political ideology came into being. He is 
known best for his critique of tlie French Revolution which was in coinplete contrast to his 
earlier criticisms of the lnisrule by tlie East India Company and his support for the cause of the 
Alnerican colonies. He criticised Jacobinisln for its wholesale attack 011 established religion, 
traditional constitutional arrangements and the institution of property, which he saw as the 
source of political wisdom in a country. He favoured accumulation of wealth, rights of il~heritance 
and the need to enfranchise property owners. While Bur& was socially conservative, he was 
a liberal in economics. He criticised tlie theory of Natural Rights and Social Contract, He 
emphasised partnership, but denied any corresponding equal rights in the enjoyment of ecotloinic 
and political privileges. He questioned whether a political structure could be estabiished only 
with ratiot~alistic thought and cautioned against deductive reasoning in moral arguments. He 
was elitist and regarded democracy as the "most shameless thing in the world". The best form 
of political practice was one that was played by a few of tlie enlightened and aristocratic elite 
and accepted inequalities as natural. I-Ie advocated restricted suffrage. On religious grounds, 
Burke supported the established Churcli. He was not against atheists, as they did nothing to 
publicly attack or subvert religion. 



9.1 0 EXERCISES 

1 )  Explaiii Burke's criticisms of natural rights and social contract. 

2) Write a short note '011 Burke's views on citizeiiship and democracy. 

3) How are B~~rke ' s  ideals different froin our beliefs of today? 
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10.1 1 Exercises 

10.1 INTRODUCTION 

Imnianuel Kalit was a German pllilosopher of the late 18th Ce~i t i~ry  (1724 - 1804). He was a 
professor of philosophy at the Utiiverslty of Ko~iigsberg in Prussia. He was a contemporary of 
Rousseau, Hume and Adam Smitl~. He was 65 years old at the time of the French Revolution 
of 1789, which he praised .for its republican goals, while criticising it for its use of im~i~ora l  
means. 

Kant believed that n political-legal order could be just, otily if it pays homage to niorality. He  
wrote: 

A true system of politics cannot ... take a single step witliout first paying tribute 
to morality .... For all politics must bend the knee before right, although politics 
may hope in return to arrive, however slowly, at a stage of lasting brilliance. 

Acco'rdingly, in his moral and political philosopliy, Kant's main concern was with tlie necessary, 
universal and critical-rational principles of niorality and justice/rigl~tness (recht) in German, 
(which is not to be conf~ised with tlie notion of individualistic rights). These are to serve as 
normative standards for justifying or criticising and reconstructing the political organisation of 
societies at tlie national and international levels. 

Kant's major contribution was his critique of pure reason and episteliiology but his political 
philosopliy is also substantially rich and novel. His political theory e~nphasised the liecessity 
of treating every single person as an end in itself. His famous saying "treat humanity in your 
person, and in tlie person of everyone else, always as  an end as well as a means, never merely 
as a mean" enabled him to emphasise the rights of man, rule of law, a good legal procedure 
and educational opportunities which would enhance humall reason and enlightenment. 

10.2 REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ENLIGHTENMENT 

We may begin by locatilig Kant in the long history of moral and political ideas by noting that 
while his "critical phitosophy" was a cul~ni~~at ion of the intellectual movement of  tlie European 



Enlightenment, it, at the sanie time, marked a clear departure from its separation of politics 
from ~iiorality. That is, while espousing the Enlightenment's enthronement of hutnan reason 
(over Divine Will or Law of Nature), Kant took the supreliie principle of that very reason to 
be tlie Moral Law (to be tested through wliat he termed as reason's Categorical Imperative) of 
the freedom, autonolily and equality of every human being as a moral person. By taking the 
Moral Law or the Categorical Imperative of moral-practical reason as the supreme principle of 
Iiurnan reason, lie distanced I~imself from his empiricist and rationalist predecessors and 
contemporaries. 

Karit aclcnowledged that lie was an E~iliglitenment thinker. He viewed his mature works to be 
cotitributions to the ongoing process of Enliglitenn~ent. In  an article entitled "What is 
E~iliglitenment?" (1784), he defined it as the bold and cotirageous passage of humanity from 
a condition of intellectual inin~ati~rity and mental laziness to the age of reason. He wrote: 

bnligliten~nent is man's leaving liis self-caused immaturity. Such immaturity 'is not 
caused by the lack of intelligence, but by lack of determination or courage to use 
one's intelligence without being guided by another [say, by a holy book, a priest 
or a despotic ruler]. Sapere Aude! Have tlie courage to use your own intelligence! 
[This] is therefore the motto of the Enlightenment. 

Kant hoped to contribute to making the ordinary people become self-aware of the i~niversal, 
necessary, formal and a priori conditions or structures of reason, which are implicitly present 
as normative ideas in their everyday thinking and acting as finite rational bei gs living in this 
world. For tliis new self-awareness, Kant felt that a "Copernican Revolution in Metaphysics" 
is required. Me viewed liis own ~iiature works to be exercises in  such a pliilosopliical revolution 

7 0.3 KANT'S "COPERNICAN REVOLUTlQN IN 
METAPHYSICS" 

To liis readers, Icant proposed his Coper~iican-like revolution in philosophy in the following 
words: 

Hitherto it Iias been assumed that our knowledge n i ~ ~ s t  conform to objects. But all 
attempts to extend our k~iowledge of objects by establishing something in regard 
to tlie~n a yriuri, by riieans of concepts, have, 011 this assumption, ended in failure. 
We niust therefore make trial wl~ether we rnay not have more success in tlie tasks 
of metaphysics if we suppose that objects must conform to knowledge. 

The i~nderstanding does not derive its laws from, but prescribes them to, nature. 

While the earlier Copernican Revolution i n  astronomy or, rather, coslnology replaced the earth- 
centric view of tlie cos~iios with the heliocentric or sun-centric'view, Kant's Copernican-like 
revolution in pliilosopl~y placed the human being at llte centre of tlie world of knowledge and 
action. For Kant, tlie 11uman being is neither a mere passive recipient of the "impressions" of 
the r~ati~ral world nor a mere passive subject in the inoral world but an active or creative agent 
in them. 

Kant did agree with the rationalist and empiricist thinkers of the E~ilightenment in placing 
, 

L ' J ~ ~ ~ ~ n a ~ i  ~lature" or L C I ~ ~ ~ i i a ~ l  reas011" rather than the authority of the Church, despotic rulers, 1 
custom or tradition at the centre or source of human knowledge and morality. He however felt 1 
that the empiricists (e.g. Locke and Hume) reduced human nature to the level of tlie senses, 1 

I 
I 



illstincts, feelings and preferences, whereas the rationalists (e.g. Descartes and Leibniz) narrowed 
or restricted humaii reason to an egoistic, ~ n o ~ ~ a d i c  or intuitive substance. Kant's transcendental- 
idealist view of human reason and its universal, formal principles ofjustice and morality would 
overcoine tl-rese limitations. e 

10.4 TRANSCENDENTAL-IDEALIST VIEW OF HUMAN 
REASON 

Kant's "transcendental idealism" is "idealistic" in that it is ideas-constituted, ideal-oriented 
(rather than "realist") and critical-reconstructive (rather than traditionalist). These features of 
his thought are reflected in tlie titles of many of his books, e.g., Ideas towards a U~ziversal 
History froin a Cosr?lopolitan Point of View (1 784). By "transcendental" ideas or principles, he 
illeans the necessary, universal, fortnal, apriori conditions or structures of the possibility of any 
knowledge or moral action by rational beings. As finite rational agents, human persons, he says, 
have not only the faculties or capacities of sense and understanding but also the faculty of 
theoretical and moral-practical reason. He writes: 

Man now finds in l~in~self a faculty by means of which he differentiates hi~nself 
from all other things, indeed even from liinlself in so far as he is affected by . 

objects; and that faculty is reason. This, as pure self-activity, is elevated even 
above the understanding ... wit11 respect to ideas, reason shows itself to be such a 
pure spontaneity that it far transcends anything which sensibility can provide it,. . 

Tlie faculty of understanding has its a priori foronnal categories or concepts (e.g., space, time 
and causality), wl~ich it  imposes on our perceptual experiences to make them understandable. 
Similarly, tlie faculty of "praciical reason" or "rational will" has its 'Lsyntl~etic a priori" 
principles or laws of tlie morality and justicelright of our thougl~t and action. He writes: 

In the theory of duties, man can and sllould be represented from the point of view 
of tlE property of his capacity for freedom, which is completely supersensible, and 
so simply from the point of view of his Iiurilanity considered as a personality, 
independently of physical determinations (holtzo nournenon). 

As suggested in this passage, the "transcendental idea" or norm of the freed0111 or autonomy 
(and equality) of the llunlan person as a moral agent is central to Kant's theory of moral duties 
or obligations. Tlles'e ideas, Kant notes, are contained in the Moral Law, which has traditionally 
been known as the Golden Rule. According to that Rule, what we do to others should be what 
we would have them do to us, 

Kant also felt that the ft~ndamental idea of the Moral.Law is contained in Rousseau's concept 
of the General Will as a will representing the true will of each member of the community, In 
fact, Rousseau's idea of the self-governing capacities of human beings had a great influence on 
Kant's key idea of the autolloliiy of the human being as a moral agent. 

Accordiiig to Kant, the basic idea OF the Moral Law is this: what makes a maxim of action 
moral is its universalisability-a universalisability, which implies tlie normative idea of tile 
freedomlautonomy and equality of all human beings as lnoral agents. By autonomy of the 
moral agent, Kant means her or his freedom from both external coercion a~id from being 
determined interilally by passions, appetites, desires, etc. Tlie idea of the autonomy of the 
moral agent implies the idea of her or his a priori moral obligation towards the autonomy of 
other moral agents. This is a distinctive aspect of Kant's ~noral and political philosophy. 



10.5 FORMULATIONS OF THE CATEGORICAL 
IMPERATIVE , 

The apriori, formal, nornlative idea of the freedorn/auto~lo~ny and equality of all moral agents, 
Kant argues, is the "Categorical Imperative" of pure practical reason, which, he maintains, can 
and should be used to assess or test the morality of our maxims of action. He gives several 
formulations of the Categorical Imperative, which, in any of its forn~ulations, is, in his view, 
the supreme principle of pure practical reason or rational will. His three major for~nulations are 
presented below. 

The first formulation (Universal-Law Formulation) is made from the standpoint of the moral 
agent. It states: 

Act only on that maxim, which you can at the same time will that it should become a universal 
. , 

law. 

A variant o f  the first formulation (which can be referred to as the U~iiversal-Law-of-IVat~~re 
Formulation) reads as follows: 

I Act as if the maxim of  your action were to become through your will a universal law of nature. 

The second for~nulation (End-in-Itself Formulation) is made from the standpoint of those who 
1 are affected by (or, in other words, those who are the recipients of) our actions. It reads: 
I 

So act that you always treat humanity, whether in your ow11 person or in the person of any 
other, always at the same time as an end, never merely as a mealp. 

The third for~nulation (Kingdom-of-Ends Formulation) views the agents and their ~ecipients as 
I 

; forlni~ig a moral community of self-legislating moral actors. It states: 

All lilaxi~ns as proceeding from our own making of law ought to harnlonise with a possible 
: kingdo~n of ends as a kingdo~n of nature. 

The Categorical Imperative of practical reason, says Kant, is "categorical" in that it is not 
hypothetical or conditional to the particular wishes or inclinations of this or that moral agent 
or cultural community. For Kant, morality is not what produces good for ourselves o r  for 
otl~ers, but what has to be done as an absolute or c,ategorical duty-a duty arising from the 
presuppositiolls or n priori (inherent or pre-given) structure of our practical reason or rational 
will. To act morally, in other words, is to act out of a sense of duty, i,e., out of respect for the 
Moral Law or the Categorical Imperative, and not out of considerations of self-interest, 
instrumental rationality (as taught by Hobbes) or tlie protection of any natural right to private 
property (as taught by Locke), In this respect, Kant's moral and political philosophy marks a 
niajor departure from that of Hobbes and Locke. 

' 10.6 THE UNIVERSAL LAW OF RIGHT (RECHT) OR 
JUSTICE , 

I 

f As the supreme pri~iciple of moral-practical reason, the Categorical Imperative is, accordiug to ! i 
, I Kant, valid not only for our "inner world" of thoughts, convictio~~s, motivations, etc, but alsc ! 

i 



for our "outer or external world" of inter-relationsl~ips with other human beings. The worfd 
of bur external relations with other human beings is, however, a world of  unavoidable space- 
and-time-constraints on our freedom of action. For instance, we cannot all be at the same place 
or occupy the same piece of land at the same time! Accordingly, the Categorical Imperative of 
moral-practical reason as applicable to our. external realm of action contains a law or principle 
of right (recht) or justice for making my freedom of external action compatible with everyone 
else's freedom of external action. Kant writes: 

Right is ... the totality of conditions, under which the will of one person can be 
unified with the will of another under a universal law of freedom. 

He formulates the Universal Principle of Right (Recht) or Justice as follows: 

Every action is just that in itself or. in its maxim is such that the freedom of the 
will of each can coexist with the freedom of everyone in accordance with universal 
law. 

He also gave a variant of the same law as: 

[Alct externally in such a way that the free use of your will is compatible with 
everyone according to a universal law. 

This universal law of right (recht) or justice is a "juridical law," which, unlike an "ethical Ia'w" I 

(which regulates our "inner world" of thoughts, motivations, etc.), legitimises, in accordance I 
with the Categorical Imperative, the use of coercion for its implementation. He writes: 

1 

2. 
? 

[M]y external and rightful freedom should be defined as  a warrant to obey no 
external laws except those to which I have been able to  give my own consent. I 

Similarly, external and rightful equality within a'state is that relationship among 
citizens whereby no one can put anyone else under a legal obligati~n without 
submiaing sirnultaneously to a law which requires that he can himself be put under , 

the same kind of obligation by the other person. 
I 

Kant goes to the extent of saying that his universal principle of  justice or right (recht) has a 
conjoint principle, which regards as just the resort to "universal reciprocal coercion with the I 

freedom of others." i 
1 

10.7 PROPERTY, SOCIAL CONTRACT AND THE STATE 

As the universal law or principle of external freedom, rightljustice morally enibles and ,regulates , 

(even through just or rightful coercive means) the freedom of human beings in'their external, 
spatial relations with one another. According to Kant, this principle or law yields, or is conjoint 
with, a "permissive law" or "juridical postulate" of practical reason, which gives to everyone 
the right of property in any of the things of the world (in accordance with the universal law 
of rightljustice). 

In Kant's view, all the non-human things of the world are at the dispos;al of humanity as a 
whole, Our freedom to own/use them can be restricted in the light of practical reason's apriori I 

formal, ulliversal law of right/justice, to which all positive, juridical laws must conform. Anyone 
who first occupies or possesses a piece of land, for instance, must be assumed to be doing so 
aspart of humanity's "external freedoin" in accordance with practical reason's a priori.forma1 



law of right. Since tlle first acquisition of land or things of the world affects the freedom of 
action o f  everyone else, its full moral justification cannot rest on a mere unilateral action. 
According to Kant, therefore, the inoral legitimacy of any original appropriation of property 
retnains provisional until it is ratified by a universal agreement of all who are affected by it. 
Only S U C I  a universal agreement of all who are affected by the original appropriations of 
property can fulfil the requirement of the Universal Principle of Rigl~tIJustice! It is towards 
the realisation of this ideal requirement of universal Right or Justice that Kant offers his "social 
contract co~ceptualisation" of the state and of a "pacific union" of states on a global level. 

He speaks of the state as "a union of a multitude of men under laws of Right." Describing the 
social contract as an idea of reason (rather than as an event), i.e. as an analogue of reason's 
Categorical Imperative, Kant writes: 

The act by which people forms itself into a state is the original contract. Properly 
speaking, the originai contract is only the idea of this act, in terms of which alone 
we can think of the legitimacy of a state. In accordance with the original contract, 
everyone within people gives up his external freedom in order to take it up again 
immediately as a rneinber of a commonwealth, that is, of a people considered as 
a state. 

It [The social contact] is in fact merely an idea of reason, which nonetheless has 
undoubted practical reality; for it can oblige every legislator to frame his laws in 
such a way that they could have bee11 produced by the united will of a whole 
nation, and to regard gach subject, in so far as he can claim citizenship, as if he 
had consented with the general will. 

The reason or motivation, which Kant gives for the social contract, is different from the reasons 
given by Hobbes and Locke. The motivations they give is rational self-interest and the fear of 
violent death (Hobbes) or the natural right to self-preservation and the protection of property 
rights (Locke). For Kant, the motivation for the contract is to secure a rational right to property, 
whereby the contractors could, with moral justiJication, exclude others fro111 access to it, to 
which they (i.e. tlie contractors) only had a provisional right in the state of nature. He writes: 

From private right in the natural condition there now arises the postulate of public 
right: In relation to an unavoidable coexistence with others, you should make the 
transition from the state of nature to a juridical state, i.e., one of distributive 
justice, 

Kant, unlike Hobbes or Locke, thinks of the institution of property as inseparable from the civil 
state. He writes: 

But the state of a legislative, universal and truly united will is the civil state. 
Tl~erefore, sornetl~ing external can be originajly acquired only in conformity with 
the idea of a civil state, that is, in reference to it and its realisation, tl~ough before 
its reality (since other wise the acquisition occurs only in the civil state). 

According to Hobbes, property rights are created by the sovereign state, which is assumed to 
be independent from property. For Locke, property rights in the state of nature are absolute. 
They are, so to say, independent from the state, which only has to guarantee and protect those 
"natural rights." For Kant, there can be no absolute natural rights to property, just as there is 
no state that is i~ldepeudent from property. Our right to property, says Kant, can only be 
legitimate or just if it is in accordance with the Universal Principle of  RightJJustice. Our 



property rights can therefore be only provisional until they are ratified both by a civil state and 
by a peaceful confederation of nationdstates of the world. 

10.8 PERPETUAL PEACE 

A distinctive feature of Kant's political philosophy is its cosmopolitanism, globalism or 
internationalism. He does not separate domestic politics from international politics. Paying 
tribute to the cosmopolita~l character of Kant's political pl~ilosophy, Wolfgang Kersting writes: 

Wllile Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau were satisfied with overcoming the 
interpersonal natural condition and allowed the authority of political philosophy to 
end at the border of the state, Kant took political philosophy beyond the borders 
of states and saw its foremost object in the "higl~est political good" ... of a just 
order of world peace. 

Kant believed that for achieving this "highest political good,' namely, perpetual peace among 
the natiouslstates of the world, we have to overcome not only the "natural condition" (or "state 
of nature") anlong individuals within nations or states but also the "natural condition" of 
anarchy or was-proneness alnollg the states. In fact, Ile saw these two levels of natura.1 condition 
to be interrelated. 

He maintained that the ~~niversal principle of rightljustice has to govern not only domestic 
politics but also international politics. Me writes: 

Moral-practical reason within us pronounces the following irresistible veto: There 
shall be no war, either between individual human beings in the state of nature, or 
between separatc states, whicli, altl~ough internally law-governed, still live in a 
lawless conditioil in their external relationsllips with one another. For war is not 
the way in which anyone should pursue his rights ... Tt can indeed be said that this 
task of establislli~lg a universal and lasting peace is not just a part of the theo~y of 
right within the limits of pure reason, but its entire ultitnate purpose. 

Kant disapproved of the reduction of global politics to international diplornatic 
relations of gover~iinents. He called for re-conceptualising international socicty as 
the global society of mankind. 

Kant did admit that there is a distinction between dornestic laws and the Law of Nations in that 
the latter, unlike the former, is concerned both with the relationship of one state to another and 
with "relzltionships of individuals in one state to individuals in another and of an individual 
to another wl~ole state." 

According to Kant, as we saw above, what raises the human being above the ai~iinal world is 
one's capacity for action in accordance with the principles of moral-practical reason. This 
means that man "is not to be valued merely as a means to the ends of other people, or even 
to his own ends, but is to be prized as an end in himself'. Hence, when principles of political 
justice are grounded in tnoral-practical reason, they will help prevent wars, in which there is 
the most blatant use of Iluman beings as lneans to the ends of others. The autonolny principle 
of tnoral-practical reason, says Kant, also calls for a "republican" form of government, under 
which the citizens will n i t  be treated as tlle Inere tools of the sovereigns. 

Kant argues that the enlightened or rational individuals know that tlie hardships of war fall on 
them, rather than 011 their rulers, who, in fact, tend to gain from cotlflicts and wars. He assumes 



that all the citizens of all the countries have a common interest in international peace, while 
the ruling cliq~les or regimes tend to liave an interest in international conflicts and wars. In his 
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view, therefore, the dernocratisation or republicanisation of governments can contribute to 
international peace. Since wars bring more dangers and hardships to the ordinary citizens than 
to their rulers, repnrblican/democratic governments would find it difficult to decide to go to war. 

In his essay, Perpetzral Peace (1795), he wrote that in the interest of perpetual peace, all the 
nation-stat'es should agree to be guided by three "definitive articles" of peace, namely: i ) the 
states should adopt republicall constitutions; ii ) republican states should form a "pacific union" 
or confed~eration for the prevention of wars; iii) the "pacific union" should make and put into 
practice a cosmopolitan law to ensure "universal hospitality" towards foreigners and to 
prevent hreign conquests and plunder. 

10.9 CONCLUDING COMMENTS 

Kant's moral and political philosophy has served as a source of inspiration or point of departure 
for many later thinkers, notably Hegel and such present-day political philosophers as Jurgen 
Habermas and John Rawls. They feel inspired or provoked by his teachings 'about l~urna~l  
reason and, moral personality, the principles of morality and justice, and the typeFof political 
institutions (at both national and international levels), which sustain and ate sustained by those 
principles. Kant's ideas on morality and social corltract have influenced Rawls' theory of 
justice. Habermas' "discourse ethics" is indebted to Kant's idea of the universalisability of the 
norms of nnorality. 

Hegel (who was 34 years old at the time of Kant's death) accepted Kant's transcendental- 
idealist phi losopl~y and radicalised it by correcting its so-called abstract universalisin and e~npty 
formalism. Hegel objects to Kant's construction of moral principles in disregard of human 
feelings, desires, motivations, etc. The Kantian moral agent, Hegel felt, would be unhappy and 
incapable 21s agents or actors in this world. Negel also saw the possible dangers of the abstractly 
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universal rlorms of morality, e.g. the revolutionary terror of the French revolution. In fact, 
Hegel wrote in 1795: " From the Kantian system and its highest completion I expect a'revolution 
in German~y." Hegel's criticism, fails to appreciate the normative-critical nature of Kant's 
moral and political philosophy. His emphasis on the end-in-itself nature of the human being as 
a moral agent cannot be taken to be providing any justification of revolutionary terror. 

Kant's political philosopl~y stands for a distinctive form of liberalism, which stresses a peace- 
oriented, cosrnopolitar~ political morality tliat is centred on the notions of the moral autonomy 
and (universal) nloral obligations of all human beings towards one another both within and 
across the boulldaries of nation-states. This is in contrast to the rights-based, individualistic and 
utilitarian types of liberalism. This stress on moral obligations or duties in Kant's moral and 
political philosophy sllould not be interpreted as any justification of authoritarialrisrn or 
conservatism. Kant was well aware that the well-off sections of a society would generally be 
"happier" with. doctrines of char& and kindness than with any theory that puts then1 under the 

. . I  
obligations of morality and justicelright (recht) towards the poor. 

10.10 SUMMARY 
; 

Ilnmanuel Kant was a German philosopher of the time of Rousseau, Hume and Adam Smith. / 
His maill concern was with the necessary, ulliversal and critical-rational principles of morality 
and justice/rightness. He agreed with the ratiollalist and empiricist thinkers of the Enlighten~nent 
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in placing "human nature" or "liun~an reason" rather than the authority of the Church, despotic 
rulers, custom or tradition at the centre or source of human knowledge and morality. He sought 
to overcolne the limitations of both the empiricists and the rationalists by his transcendental- 
idealist view of human reason and its principles of justice and morality. According to Kant, the 
basic idea of the Moral Law is its i~niversalisability which implies the normative idea of the 
freedom/autonomy and equality of all human beings as moral agents and obligation towards the 
autonomy of other moral agents. To test the morality of our maxims of action, Kant gives 
several formulatioris of what he calls 'Categorical I~nperatives' of pure practical reason which 
is not conditional to any particular moral agent or community. The Categorical Imperative of 
moral-practical reason as applicable to our external realm of action contains a law or principle 
of right or justice (recht) for making my freedom of exterllal action compatible with evelyone 
else's freedom of external action. This law applies even to property. The moral legititnacy of 
any original appropriation of property remains provisional until it is ratified by a ul~iversal 
agreement of all who are affected by it. It is towards the realisation of this ideal requirement 
of universal Right or Justice that Kant offers his "social contract conceptualisation" of the State 
and of a "pacific unibn" of states on a global level. The cosmopolitanism and internationalism 
in Kant's philosophy is very distinctive. He took political philosophy beyond the borders of a 
state and did not separate domesiic politics from international politics though he admitted that 
there is a distinction. In his view democratisation and republicanistn contributes to international 
peace. 

10.1 1 EXERCISES 
-- - - - - - -. - - - - - 

1) "A true system of politics cannot. .. take a single step witllout first paying tribute to tnorality". 
Discuss Imn~anuel Kant's political ideas on morality. 

2) Giving examples explain Kant's idea of 'Categorical Imperative'. . 

3) In what way is Iin~nanuel Kant's political philosophy international in character? 
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11.1 INTRODUCTION . 

Utilitarianism is esse~~tially a British school of political theory. It consisted of a group of 
writers, politicians, administrators and social reformers. The most famous members of the 
group are Jeremy Bentham, James Mill and John Stuart Mill. Their primary theoretical interest 
lay in conceiving a framework of political rules leading to a science of politics. In practice they 
empllasised on the utmost necessity of legal and social reform and evolving efficient political 
institutions. Their impact in general and that of Bentham's own efforts at substantial refornls 
in particular drew substantial popular suppol-t. John Stuart Mill's tribute to Bentham as the 
father of British innovation and as a great critical thinker was justified. 

Bentham not only wanted to reform the social and legal institutions of his day, but was also 
a strong supporter of de~nocratic reform-of universal suffrage, shorter annual Parliaments and 
the secret ballot. He was the founder of a group called the Philosophical Radicals, who, influenced 
by the French revolution, and rejecting Burke's condemnation of it, advocated that social 
institutioi~s should be judged by the principle of the greatest happiness of the greatest number. 
Any social practice, which did not advance this happilless should be reformed. 

11. 2 LIFE AND TIMES 

Bentham was born in 1748 in England in the family of a wealthy and successful attorney. After 
an Oxford education at Queen's College (1760-63), Bentham began attending the London law 
courts in 1763. In those days, the only way for would-be lawyers to learn about law was by 
attending court proceedings; it was Bentham's luck that from some years ago, the University 
of Oxford had begun organising a series of lectures on law by William Blackstone. Bentham 
attended these lectilres in 1763, and when Blackstone published his lectures as the famous 
Colnn~entclries in 1765, Benthain caused quite a stir by writing an extrenlely critical colnruelitary 
on a few paragraphs of this work. Once he began, Bentham nevcr seemed to stop writing, 
allhougl~ most of his writings were fragmentary. 1 t 4 d h i s  friend, Etienne Dumont, a Genevan, 
who organised his early writings into a book form, and published them in translation in French 
as A Theory of Legislation in 1802. This work became available to Bentham's countrymen ol~ly 
when it had been translated back in to English in the 1820s. Among the writings of Bentham 
published originally i n  English are A Fragment on Governllzent (1776), Inrroductiolz to the 
Principles of ~ o r n i s '  andLegislatiun ( 1  789) a~ld tlie Constitutional Code (1 830). The Code was 
supposed to be his inagnuln opus, and he had plan~led it as a three volume work, but he was 
able to publish only the first volutne in his lifetime. 



Bentham was not so much a praiztising lawyer as a legal reformer. Most of his work was written 
with tlie purpose of bringing about legal and political refortii in Britain. He even went to Russia 
as an adviser to Catherine the lGreat in 1785 and spent three years there. Back home, in the 
1790s, he entered into a contrac:t with the British governmelit to undertake prisoli reform-to 
design and build a structure called the Panopticon-an ideal prison. Extremely disappointed 
when this project fell through, he turned to the reform of political institutions. 111 1809 he first 
lnet James Mill, who was to become his lifelong associate and together they set up, in 1824, 
the Westminster Review, 'a jourtl~al devoted to the philosophy of Utilitarianism. Bentham died 
in 1832 wllile the struggle for parlian~enta~-y reforms was on in  England. 

11.3 UTILITARIAN FqRINGIPLES 

Bentlia~n began the first chapter of An Irztrodz~ctiorz to the Prirrciples of Morrrls and Legislation 
thus: "Nature has placed mankin~d under the governance of two sovereign niasters, pain and 
pleasure. It is for them alone to point out what we ought to do, as well as to determine what 
we shall do. 011 tlie one hand the standard of right aud wrong, on the other the chain of causes 
and effects, are fastened to their throne. Tiley goverll us in all we do, in all we say, in ati we 
think: a tnan may pretend to abjure their empire: but in reality he will retnain subject to it all 
the while. The principle of utility recognises this subjection, and assumes it for the folliidatioll 
of that system, the object of whicl~ is to rear the fabric of felicity by the hands of reason and 
of law." (p. 1 1) 

For Bentham, utilitarianism was both a descriptive and norn~ative theory-it not only described 
IIOW human beings act so as to ~na:vimise pleasure and lninin~ise pain, but it also prescribed or 
advocated such action. According tco the principle of utility (or the greatest Ilappiness principle, 
or the felicity principle) the cause o f  all Ilu~nan action, that which motivates Iii~man beings to 
act, is a desire for pleasure. Utility (or happiness is defined i l l  ternls of pleasure: a tliing/action 
is useful if it brings about happiness:, that is, pleasure: "By utility is meant that property in any 
object, whereby it tends to produce b,enefit, advantage, pleasure, good or Ilappiness." A person's 
interest also has the same content-Ithat of pleasure-"so~iietliing is i n  the interest of a person 
when it tends to add to the sum total of his pleasures or diminish the sum total of his pains." 
(P. 12) 

In The  principle.^, Bentlianl listed fou~*teen kinds of simple pleasures that move I~urnan beings- 
including the p1easut.e~ of sense, wealilh, skill, power, benevolence and malevolence. Diminishing 
pain also means more pleasure-there are twelve kinds of pain which individuals seek to 
avoid-for instance, tlie pains of tlie senses, or of an i l l  name. 

Not only do individuals behave in this; manner, but they use the evaluative terms of good and 
bad to name those activities which bring them pleasure or pain. Now this is a positiori as old 
as I-lobbes. Wliat is new with Benthaiin and his claim of utilitarial~is~n being a moral theory is 
t l~e advocacy of such action. What bri~ngs about pleasure is lnorally good, that which leads to 
pain is evil and sltould be avoided. (emphasis added) HLIIII~II welfare can only be Ful-thered if 
individuals maximise pleasure and miinimise pain. As early as 1776, in tlie Preface to the 
Fragment, Bentl~atn had written: "lt is tlie greatest happiness of the greatest number that is the 
nleasure of right and wrong." 

What is so moral about an individual seleking liis pleasure? Bentl~am's answer to tlie charge of 
utilitarianism being, instead of a tlieory of morality, a tlleory actually of selfish psychological 
liedonism is that utilitarianism does nc~t propose that one seek only one's own pleasure. In 



deciding whether to act in a par-ticular manner, one has to be impartial between one's own 
pleasure and that of all those affected by that act. "...if all happiness is either the happiness of 
the agent himself or the happiness of others", (quoted in Parekh, 13. 91), then we can clearly 
show that utilitarianism is ooncemed with tlie happiness of others. Let us take the example of 
punisl~ment-if punishment is to have soine utility, and to have utility is to generate happitless, 
then punishmerit is obviously not going to malce the person who is being pu~iished happy. It 

* will instead make others happy by making it less probable that the crime is committed again. 
I t  is true that for Be~itham the corninunity is a 'fictitious' entity-nothing inore than individual 
inembers constituting it. "The interest of the cotnlnunity tl~en is ... the sum of the interests of 
the several members who compose it." (The Principles, p.12) It re~naitls true, however, that tlte 
interests (liappiness) of others are to count as much as tlie ]Interest of oneself. 

The context of one's action determines the circle of individuhls affected by it. For government 
officials, all the members of their state are affected by their action, so the governn~ent has to 
calculate the balance of pleasure Bnd pain on a country wide; scale. A private individual has to 
consider only the pleasures and pains of those few directly affected by his action. Thus the 
governmetlt is co~icerned about the happiness or welfare of; all its citizens, and the individual 
is to think of the happiness of other persons apart from Iilim'self-that is then, what makes 
utilitarianisln a moral theory. 

Bentliatn identified four general motives for human actlion. The purely social motive of 
benevoletlce moves only a few individuals. Such benevoleht individtrals pursue the happiness 
of others even at the cost of their own happiness, An indiividual acting out of the semi-social 
motive of love of reputatiotl or praise, pursues others' happiness only when it promotes his own 
as well. The majority of humankind act out of the asocial motive of self interest, when one's 
own happiness is pursued, taking care not to cause others pain but not pursuing their happiness 
either. Finally, there are some individuals moved by dissoc;ial motives, who actually experience 
pleasure by hartning otliers. 

Bentham also provided a calculus for determining the balrance between pleasure and pain frotll 
any action. According to this felicific calculus, one must give a numerical value to the intensity, 
duration, certainty or uncertainty, and propinquity or re~n~ote~iess, (The Principles, p.38) of the 
pleasures and pains of tlie persons affected by one's actions, and one rnusl undertake tlie action 
only if the value of the pleasure is higher than tl~k value of the pain. One sl~oi~lcl also [actor 
in the fecundity of the pleasure producing act, as well a13 the purity and extent of the pleasitre 
being produced. In calculating plcasure and pain, one lnust be careful to abstract both fro111 the 
object which is the source of the pleasure/pain,'as well r'ls from the persou whose pleasure/pain 
is being calculated. This means that tlie pleasures every one is to count as one, and the pleasure 
from a worthwhile activity like writing a history of Egypt is !lot by definition of higher value 
than that fi-orn ganlblillg with a deck of cards. 
9' 

Hul~~an beiilgs seek happiness, their own and that of others. They ought to seek happiness, their 
own and of others. To seek, however, is one thing; the: question is, how can they attain what 
they seek. What is required, in general, for human beings to reach tile liappil~ess tllcy are 
searching for? Human happiness, for Bentham, dependg:d on the services men rendered to each 
other. Government can ensure tliese services by creating a system of rights a~rd obligations. 
Political society exists because government is necessary to compel individrlals to render services 
to each other to illcrease their happiness-this then is how Bentham made the transilion from 
his utilitarianism to his political philosopliy. 



BENTHAM'S POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY 

"Government cannot be exercised without coercion; nor coercion without producing unhappiness," 
Bentliam said. (Leading Principles of a Constitutional Code, for any State, 1823, in Parekl~, 
p.195) Now, unhappiness is to be avoided, so tlie ollly justification for government is that 
without it more unhappiness would be produced in  society. The raison d' elre of government 
is to attach sanctions to certain unhappiness produci~lg actions so that individual citizens will 
not be motivated to perform thetn. Or, as we said at the end of the previous section, the coercion 
which is, by definition, part of the nature of government, is essential to create a system of rights 
and obligations to further the welfare of society. 

Did Bentham visualise or construct a pre-political state for mankind? Bentham did contrast 
political society with natural society, defining political society as follows: "When a nurnber of 
persons (whom we may style subjects) are supposed to be it1 the habit of paying obedience to 
a person, or an assemblage of persons, of a known and certain description (whom we rnay call 
gover1ior or governors) such persons altogether (subjects and governors) are said to be in a state 
of political SOCIETY." (Fragment, p. 40) "When a number of persons are supposed to be in 
the habit of conversing with each other, at the same time that they are not in any sucli habit 
as mentioned above, they are said to be in a state of natural SOCIETY," (ibid, p. 40) was what 
Benthain had to say about the state of nature. The state of nature is not an asocial or anti-social 
state. It is an ongoing society, with men in conversation, that is, in interaction with each other. 
For Bentham there was no pure state or nature or political society, but there was a continuum 
between tlie two: "Govbrnments accordingly, in proportion as the habit of obedience is more 
perfect, recede from, in proportion as.it is less perfect, approach to a state of nature ..." (ibid, 
P. 40) 

Tlie general end of government is the greatest happiness of the greatest number. In specific 
terms, tlie ends of government are "subsistence, abundance, security, and equality; each 
tnaxitnised, in so far as it is compatible with the maxilnisation of the rest." (Leading Prirzciples, 
p.196) Belltlia~n defined subsistence as the absence of everything leading to positive physical 
suffering. He advised the government to encourage industrialisation to generate elilploytnent so 
that eacli individual could look after his own subsistence, But if an individual was unable to 
do so, tlle government was to set up a comtnon fund from contributions from the rich, for the 
well being of the poor. 

If subsistence keeps the citizens from being unhappy, abundance is necessary to ~naxilnise their 
happiness. By ensuring prosperity, that is, surplus wealth in the hands of individuals after their 
basic needs are met, the government encourages the citizens to fulfil all their desires. Bentham 
thought that affluence could best be increased by guaranteeing to each man the due reward of 
his work and security of his posskssions. The state should also encourage the invention of new 
tools and gadgets, and offer rewards, for socially useful inventions; it should develop tecllnical 
manpower, and encourage thrift and hard work. "Above all it should fight those aspects of 
religious thought that encourage men to despise cornforts and luxuries." (PareM~, p. 41) 

For Bentham, security had several components-the security of person, of property, of power, 
of reputation, and of condition of life. By the latter, Bentham meant something like social 
status. Every citizen's security, in each of these aspects, was to be provided far by the government; 
security of property, for instance, is provided by seeing to it that valid contracts are kept by 
everyone. 



Bentllam was concerned about four kinds of inequality-moral, intellectual, economic and 
political. He did not propose any measures to reduce moral and intellectual inequalities, but 
inequalities of wealth atid power were to be mitigated. Differences between the rich and the 
poor were to be evened out-"the more remote from equality are the shares possessed by the 
individuals in question, in the Inass of the instrulnellts of felicity, the less is the sum of felicity, 
produced by the siltn of those same shares" (Leading Principles, p. 200)-but not at the cost 
of the security of property. Inequalities of power coilld be "mininzisebby reducing the anlount 
of power attached to public offices to the barest minimum, by declaring every sane adult 
eligible [or them, and by making their incumbents accountable to those subject to their power." 
(Parekh, p. 41) 

The last service to be provided by the government was that of encouraging benevolence in the 
" citizen body so that every member of the body politic voluntarily, and with enjoyment performed 

the 'countless small services' of which the fabric of the felicity of society was built. The 
government could, for example, "fight tlie religious and sectarian prejudices which iilnit men's 
sympathies and incline them to treat outsiders as less than fully hurnan." (Parekh, p. 42) 

SO far, we looked at how the government fulfils its goals in specific ways. What is more 
important, is Bentham's theory of how the government reaches its goals in general. Bentliatn 
believed Inan to be a creature so dependent on others for his well being that human life would 
be miserable and even ilnpossible if men did not render various types of services to one 
another.. .society is ultimately only a system of services men render one another. Government 
makes sure of these services by creating a system of obligations and rights. It does this by 
putting in place a system of offences with their corresponding punishments: it is a punishable 
offence, for example, not to pay one's taxes; it is a punishable offence to steal someone else's 
money. These purlisllable offences ground the services men render each other-the positive 
service, or obligation, of contributing to the fund of common resources, or the negative service, 
or obligation of not interfering with someone's right to property. These services, or obligations, 
in turn, then ground everybody's rights-my right to property, or my right to' subsistence. Each 
right only exists because of a corresponding obligation, and the goverlllnent is to be very 
careful in specifying these obligations. "My rights may or may not be a source of pleasure to 
me, but the corresponding obligations they impose on others are certain sources of pain to them. 
The government therefore should never create rights, 'instruments of felicity' though they are, 
unless it can be absolutely certain that their probable advantages would more tl~an colnpensate 
for their certain disadvantages." (Parekh, p. 35) 

In a political society the sovereign can get the citizens to act as he wants through two ways, 
by influencing their will, which Bellthan1 calls imperation, and by the threat of corporeal 
punishtnetit, which Bentham calls contrectation. Altl~ough the former power is based 01.1 the 
latter, making the latter the basis of the sovereign's sovereignty, Bentharn points out that a 
political society based ola imperation is stabler and longer lasting tl~an a society based on 
contrectation. 

I-Iow is one to ensure that the government will create that system of rights and obligations, 
which will best fi~lfil the greatest happiness of the greatest nutnber. Bentbarn's utilitarianism 
led I~im to believe that the govel-nn~ent that would best serve the people's interests would be 
the democratic fort11 of government. Only in such a government could a fiarmony between the 
interests of the governed and those in  governrneiit be engineered. In a democracy, what would 
maximise the happiness of the rulers is to be returned to office, and they know that the best 
chance of this happetling is if they tnaximise the happiness, or in other words, look after the 
welfare and interests of the ruled. They know that if they go against the interests of the ruled, 



tliey will be voted out of office. From tliis argutiient, Bentlialn logically derived tlie following: 
the right of every adult to'vote, frequent national elections, as  frequent as one every year, 
transparency of government business wliicli meant a free press, r~tlli~nited access to  government 
offices, and tlie sight to attend legislative sessions. "'Once arlnual election, universal fratichise, 
and fullest publicity are established, no government, Benthani thinl<s, would eves 'dream' of 
pursuing its interest at the cost of tliat of the community." (Parekh, y.31) 

1L.5 THE PANOPTICON 

Tlie Panopticon is the name tliat Bentham gave to a lnodel prison tliat lie designed for the 
British government in tlie 1790s. A piece of land was bought by the governnieiit, on which 
Bentliam was to supervise tlie constr~~ction of the new prison. However, ~iiuch to Bentham's 
disappointment, around the year 1802, the project -fell through. 

The design of the  Panopticon was to serve as a model for any disciplinary institution-not just 
a jail house, but any scliool, l~ospital, factory and military barracks co~lld have the same 
structure as well. Tlie idea of the Pzr~n~ticon has become important again tndgy with Foucault 
crediting Benthani with creating a new technology of  power. Tlie Panopticon represents "one 
central moment in the history of repression-the transition from the inflicting of penalties to 
the imposition of surveillance."(M. Fouca~ilt, I 'o~,ve~./K~~o~cllecf~e,  1980, p. 38). This is how 
Fouciult clescsi bes tlie a~.cliitect~.~re of the priso~l building: "A perimeter bit ild ing in the form 
of a ring. At the centre of this, a tawer pierced by large willdows ol2ening on to tlic inner face 
of the ring. Tlie outer building is divided into cells eacli of which traverses tlie wliole tliickness 
of .the building. 'l'liese cells liave twc windows, one opening on to tlle inside, facing tlie 
windows of the central tower, the other, outer one allowing dayliglit to pass through the wliole 
cell. All that is then needed is to put an overseer in tlie towet- and place in ertcli of the cclls 
a I~uiatic, a patient, a convict, a worlter or a school boy. Tlie back lighting enables one to pick 
out from the central tower the little caplive silhouettes in the ring of cells. In short, tlie principle 
of tlie dungeon is reversed; daylight and the overseer's gaze capture tlie inmate more 
effectively ..."( ibid, p. 147). The prisoners, wlio Iiave no contact with each other, feel as if they 
are under tlie constant watch of the guards. "There is no need for arms, physical violence, 
material constraints. Just a gaze. An inspecting gaze which eacli individual under its weight will 
end by interiorising to tlie point that lie is his ow11 overseer, each individuiil thus exercising tliis 
surveillance over, atid against, liimself."(ibid, p.155) 

u 
To liave overthrown the feudal or monarchical for111 of power ancl replaced it with a new model 
of nioderti forms of power, is to have brought about a revolution in  political theory, even if one 
is infamous for doing so. Critics of liberalisn~ liave often claimed tliat the relationship betweeti 
tlie government and the citizens, for liberal theorists, almost ~iiirrors tlie Panopticon. Liberalism 
devalues horizontal links between citizens-what unites a citizen body is each individual's 
separate political obligation to obey tlie governnlent. Although liberalism claims to groi~nd tlie 
government in tlie consent of the governed, tliis consent is, according to critics, (as the Panopticon 
model shows) o~lly a mythical or manufactured consent. 

Fellow liberals, wlio are from tlie riglits based tradition of liberalism, Iiave also criticised some 
ofthe basic tellcts of utilitarianism. I<ymliclta, for example, has pointed out tliat Bentham was 
wrong in tl~inkitig tliat liurnan bei~igs only look for, or should only lookc .for, pleasure. If an 
individual collld hook Iiimself to a machine which constantly generated sensations of pleasure, 
witlldut havirig to do anything else, that would not satisfy that person. Human beings seek to 
undertake certain activities for the sake of tliose activities, not only for the pleasurable sensations 
they get from doing them. 
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Bentham like all the other important political thinkers was a child of his times. It is true that 
the essential basis of his utilitarian ethics was self-interest, egoism and individualism. However 
though the community for him was a fictitious body, yet one important purpose of legislation 
was to enhance the pleasure of others, just not of one self which means convergence of private 
with public interest. Bentliam was opposed to any kind of oppression and brutality and he 
understood that the most important is to begin with reform of the legal system to make it 
efficient, clear, transparent and simple. His humanism is writ large in all his works and the first 
major reform that brought in democracy in Britain was the Reform Act of 1832 which was 
made possible largely due to his untiring efforts. 

41.6 SUMMARY 

Bentham believed in equality. Each adult was the best judge of his or her interests, and one 
person's preferences were to be given an equal weight as another's. The happiness of tlie 
citizens' was to be the goal of any government-the greatest happiness of the greatest number. 
The governmelit could determine the universal interest by beginning with given preferences, 
arriving at the result by computing the pleasures and pains of different individuals on the same 
scale. For Bentham's critics, unfortunately, the problern is that a largely laissez faire economy, 
coupled with new forms of disciplining and power in the social sphere seem to lead, in the 
Benthamite scheme of things, to the greateg l~lappiness of tlie greatest number. 

P 

11.7. EXERCISES 

1)  Is there any difference between ~e' l i t l~am's idea of happiness and the Greek notion of 
eudaernon ia? 

2) Almost every political philosopher-take Plato, Locke or Rousseau has said that the goal 
of  govern~izent should be the 'universal interest' or 'universal good' of society. How is 
Bentham different wherl he asks tlie government to look after the 'happiness of the 
community as a whole'? 

3) Why did Bentham call the theory of natural rights nonsense upon stilts? 

4) Why did Bentham believe that a denlocratic government would best ensure the welfare of 
the citizens? Which kind of democratic checks did he propose? 

5) What do some co~nmentators mean when they clai~n that Bentlzam's Panopticon represents 
a radically new form of power? 

6) For Bentham, the design of the Panopticon was appropriate not only for a prison, but also 
for a school or a factory. Do you think we are myth making when we assert that modern 
sc1zo01s or factories are not priinarily disciplinary institutions? 
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INTRODUCTION 

Sheldon Wolin has pointed out that The Federalist Papers (1 787-88) and Democrncy in America 
(1835) are the two classics in American political theory. While the former represents the 
thinking of the founding fathers of the American Republic, the ltitier "is invoked inore often 
in support of some interpretation of present'day American politics" (Wolin 2001 : 3). The author 
of Del~zocrncy in Anierica, Cllarles-Alexis Henri Clerel de Tocq~leville (1805-59) was one of 
the niost imaginative French political theorists, sociologist and a historian of the 19th Century. 
His writings reflected tlie concerns of a historian, a political scientist atid a sociologist rnalci~lg 
it difficult to categorise .these. Tocqi~eviile was concerl~ed with the future o f  the democratic 
society and was conscious of the ti~multuous social chatlges that his tinles produceJ and the 
impact it had. He understood democracy as an unstoppable inarch towards equality in all its 
di~nensions-legal, political, social and economic. 

Tocqileville along with his friend Gustave de Beaumont (1802-65) visited America in 1831 to 
study its de~iiocratic institutions and draw lessons for France and penned thein down in twb 
volu~nes entitled Denzocracy in Anlerica. He analysed the fecleral constitution, the question of 
people's sovereignty, the role of the constitution atid warned about tlie tyraliny of  the majority, 
a theme, that John Stuart Mill (1 806-73) subseque~itly develoljed. He  could grasp the new and 
universal trend, namely tlie desire for equality and its intricate relationship with individual 
libel-ty and democracy. Iie stressed on the i~nportance of  local self-government, decentralised 
administration, widespread ownersllip of property and voluntary associations for maintenance 

. . 
of political l ibesties, stability of goverlinlent and protection against the tyranny o f  the majority. . . . . 
Like Charles-Louis de Secondat Montesquieu (1 689- 1755) lie adrliired Englisl-1 political 
institutions and tlie English aristocracy. Unlike France, the English aristocracy col~stalltly renewed 
itself and was in a position'to wield its authority 1:hrough proper exercise o f  political experience 
and wisdon~. I-Ie comld perceive the ~nom&ntoi~s cllanges sweeping his time, which was why he 
described it as the elid of an era' and a beginning of a new one. Both Montesquieu and 
Tocqueville dissected the nlerits and demerits of tlie different forms of governments not in an 
abstract titileless sense but in its historical, political and social colitexts. 

Tocqueville, accordi,~~g to J.S. Mill was the first to write about democracy and its actual 
fullctionilig in the belief that it could become a'viable political system. An aristocrat, Tocqueville 
became a liberal while studying and writing about American democracy. He considered freedom 
or liberty as the core political value, which stood threatened by tlie lethal combinatioi~ of 
political democracy and social equality (Wolin 200.1 :8). ~ c m o c r d c ~  in America i s  considered 
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as tlle "best ever written work on democracy and the best book ever written on America" 
(Mansfled and Winthrop 2000: xvii). Tocqueville considered America to be at the forefront of 
a 'great democratic revolution' and that it would bring to Europe 'an almost comilete equality 
of cotldition' like the one that existed in the New World. His aim was to describe the impact 
of de~ilocratic social conditions not only on politics but also 'on civil society, on habits, ideas, 
alld mores'. He did not think it was necessary for Europe to imitate American political institutions 
but stressed tliat tlie study of America would yield instruction fioin which Europe could gain. 

An analysis of the writings of Tocqueville does not allow us to simply conclude that Ile was 
an aristocratic reactionary. Curtis (1961) labelled him as an aristocratic conservative, while 
Kirk (1960) regarded him as a liberal col~servative in the same tradition as Ed~nund Burke 
(1729-97). In Tocqueville's writings one finds both liberal and conservative dimensions. I3is 
passioli for freedom and its protection and the desire to protect property rights represent the 
liberal teiidencies. As a conservative he was the first to caution against the dangers about too 
much of denlocracy. 

- 

12.2 ON DEMOCRACY, REVOLUTION AND THE MODERN 
STATE 

Tocqueville accepted tliat tliere have been healtl~y aristocracies. But the French landed nobility 
was undermined by the policies of the absolutist monarchs wlio had ccntrali~ d the government 
apparatus and excluded the old aristocracy from provincial administration. The aristocracy had 
its privileges b ~ ~ t  without any link between duty and privileges. Tocqueville regarded the link 
of interdependence atid obligation between social groups as of crucial significance. He often 
compared the French nobility with their counterpart in  England and praised tlie latter's modest 
and low key ~>t*ofile which allowecl their continued participation in local administration and 
poliiics tliroughout the 19th Century. Tocqueville was equally critical of the Irish aristocracy, 
gellerally absentee landlords wllo remained unconcerned about thc plight of their tenants. He 
concluded tliat an aristocracy once disloclged could never be restored. 

Though Tocqueville disliked revolutions yet he offered a balanced view. He co~lceded that 
"wliile one great revolution [nay establisli liberty in a country, several revolutions in successioti 
make orderly liberty impossible there for a long time" (Tocqueville 1955: 72). He disliked the 
reign of terror and despotis~n of tlie French Revolution. Our Eco~lolnists had a vast contempt 
for the past. "The nation has been governed" Letronne declared, "on wrong lines altogetlier; one 
has the impression that everything wss left to cliance". Starting out from this premise, they set 
to work and there was no French institution, however venerable and well fot~nded, fox. whose 
immediate suppression they did not clamour if it hampered them to even the slightest extent 
or did not fit in with their neatly ordered scheme of govern~nent. 

When we closely study the French Revolution we find that it was conducted in precisely the 
same spirit as that which gave rise to so many boolts expounding theories of government in the 
abstract. Our revolutionaries had the same fondness for broad generalisations, cut-and-dried 
legislative systems, and a pedantic symmetry; the same contempt for hard facts; the same taste , 
for reshaping institutions on nove,l, ingenious, original lines; the same desire to recolistruct the 
entire systenl instead of trying to rectify its faulty parts (Tocqueville 1955: 159, 147). He did 
not, like Burke criticise the French Revolutio~l in its totality fol; he approved of its commitment , 
to freedom and equality. But what lie disapproved was the subsequent stress on extreme equality 
that undermined liberty and human greatness. 
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Tllougll lie proclaimed himself to be an aristocrat by instinct, one which despised and feared 
the masses he was prepared to accept the defeat of his class as inevitable. He described his age 
as a new one characterised by a desire for equality, a movement that was ardent, insatiable, 
incessant and invincible. America for him sylnbolised this new universal trend. He was worried 
that this passion for equality would lead to uniformity, which would eventually destroy liberty. 
The power of public opinion led to confor~nity rather tllan individuality, mediocrity rather than 
excelle~~ce, materialism rather than spiritualism. 

Tocqueville took note of the widespread respect for the rule of law in America whereas in 
France arbitrary rule had only encouraged contempt for the law. In America and England local 
self-governing institutions were strong whereas in France the sale of municipal offices by the 
Crown had weakened the tradition. In America people naturally formed associations and groups 
whereas in Francs, individualisn~ and reliance on omniscience of central government were 
much stronger. In America there was no fear from an elected chief executive sillce the constitution 
not o111y lin~ited the powers of the government but also Ilad an elaborate meclianism of checks 
and balance to counter any excess. In France, by contrast, the long establislied tradition of 
centralised administrative power and a weak legislat~~re made the elected president at the head 
of the executive a threat to liberty. 

As a sociologist Tocqueville took interest in the ethos of society and pointed to the contractual 
nature of modern relatiotlships witl~out any moral obligations or human affcctions. He understood 
the role of the state as one that would unify all special interests of the vario~is social classes 
into a whole body politic. He could see the need for an adequate and equitable systcm of 
taxation if the state had to last for long. His insights into the economic foundations of the 
modern state enabled Iiim to brilliat~tly analyse the character of the absolutist state. In L ' ancisli 
regime et In Revolution (1856) lie discussed in detail the unfair distributjon of taxes and 
services among the classes with the peasantry bearing d ~ e  brunt. The absolutist state was made 
possible when the king liberated himself from coustitutional institutions such as estatcs or 
parliaments in  order to become free and independent to raise taxes for !!is own military or 
domestic projects. 

Tocqueville was also cautious about the spread of detnocracy. He u~lderstood democracy to 
mean not only increased political participation but also civic and social equality. The abrogation 
of privileges was a means to an inevitable trend to the creation of an egalitarian society. l'lie 
conseq~~ences of this change were momentous. Re~uoval of social barrier led to new innovations. 
It also meant constant change within the social structure, as  in a democratic society, unlike its 
predecessors, there would be absence of natural leaders. Individuals would have to fight for 
political position on the basis of interests rather than privileges. The passioli for equality would 
lead to social levelli~lg croding any differences arnong liu~nan beings. Equality conferred powcr 
over public opi~lion and that meant the rule of the average person in the street. He argued that 
equal social conditions could lead to either 'sovereignty of all' o r  'the absolute power of one 
man'. It is, in fostering free and participatory political institutions that lie saw the ltey to 
resisting the despotic tendencies inherent in the principle of equality. Tocqueville's notion of 
the inevitable progress of equality is sitl~ilar to the contelnporary notion of moder~~isatiom. It is 
a llistoric process that would undermine all traditional or aristocratic political order that did not 
result in democratic selc-government (Fukuyama 2000: 1 1 - 1 7). 

Tocqueville defined liberty as absence of external'political restrictions. He remained sceptical 
and fearf~~l  of the excessive emphasis on equality. We took note of thethreat af 'the tyranny 
of the majority' whicl~ would manifest itself in the form of intolerance of individual deviatioll 
from tlle social norm. But he was realistic enough to accept the inevitable progress toward's 



equality and-attempted to reco~lcile equality witli libelty. His political ideal was freedom under 
the rule of law. He was insistent that people ought to have as far as possible direct control over 
their own affairs, through vibrant local government and free associations, something that was 
different from decentralisation under feudalism. He, like Tho~nas Jefferson (1743-1826) 
considered strong local institutions as a preventive to arbitrary intervention by central authority 
and the revolutionary subversion of the state, an aspect that the neo-cotiservatives in the United 
States revived in the last quarter of the 20th Century. 

By tyranny of the majority in America, Tocq~~eville did not believe like James Madison (1751- 
1836) in a permanent and deep divisioli in the co~i~niunity between rnajority and minority but 
a widespread consensus among citizens who rarely felt that laws enacted by the majority were 
arbitrary or urljustly coercive. Equal political rights and active participation in tlie political 
process gave individuals "an equal love and respect for the laws of which tliey consider 
tliemselves the author" (Tocqueville 1966a: 9). Besides political equality there was social 
equality, which was so widesp;sad that it underpinned the idea of majority rule. He also pointed 
to the issue of uniformity considering it among the undesirable aspects of American life, I-Ie 
observed Jhat unlike Europe there was just one society in America. "It may be either rich or 
poor, humble or brilliant, trading or agriculture; but it is composed everywhere of the same 
elements. The plane of unifonn civilisation has passed over it. The man you left in  New York 
you find again i11 alnlost impeiietrable solitude: same clothes, same attitude, same language, 
same habits, same pleasures" (Tocqueville ibid 151). Tocqueville attributed this striking 
uniformity to the spirit of equality that made possible stable commutlity life. The problem of 
uniformity was not a political one. Govern~neiit and laws were seldom used for oppression and 
coercion as there was no distinct and separate group of citizens to coerce and oppress. Neither 
was rnajority rule a source of dolninatio~i and despotism. Instcad what it e~~sured was that 
fundamental difgrences did not arise within the community. What Tocqueville feared was thc 
'moral power' of the public opinion in America, which'not only regulated people's actions but 
also moulded their very nature as well. He also rzoted with appreciation tlie extent of ~~niformity 
as it seemed to suggest that the majority of spirits were joined fogether in the expression of 
certain general opinions.   ow ever, this uniformity and harmony indicated a voluntary.tymnny. 
Besides uniformity, there existed profound isolation and dependence that tilade possible for 
psychic coercion alld thereby reinforced the unifor~nity inherent in an egalitarian comnzunity. 
He also observed that the old categories of polltical thought were inadequate to deal witli this 
new state of affairs. Unlike traditional fontis of despotism that oppressed through political 
coercion the new form is neither political nor ovel-tly oppressive. It is social in nature. J. S. Mill 
took note of this observatiori and incorporated it in his arglnnents for freedonl of individuality, 
his critique of majority domination and egalitarianisni i n  his treatise On Li6ei.q (1  859). Mill 
believed that if people had the right idea about democracy then the tyranny of the mbjority that , 
Tocqueville warned about could be abated. Unlike Tocqueville, Mill was sanguine that if the 
best minds could ensure their ascendancy by calling for democracy, for democracy accompanied 
by representation, would not threaten to induce debasement of intelligence or cultural deprivation, I 

Representative democracy would ensure a free society without a dominant power. Unlike 
Tocqueville who eulogised the aristocracy Mill regarded it as a menace to the progress of ' 
civilisation. I 

Tocqueville, like Montesquieu considered commerce as tlie inevitable and appropriate 
development of growing social equality and individual freedom. However, he coulrl also perceive '1 
the desti~ctive side of unrestrained ~naterialis~n and the l~azards of excessive eco~lolnic ineqtlality. 
He pointed to tlie twin dangers of the relationship between de~nocracy and equality that would 
result in 'tyranny of tlie majority' and also whether democracy was sufficient to overcome the 
powerful ir.legalita~.ian tel~dency latent in the development of capitalisn~. 



Tocqueville regarded slavery as ~ i o t  only inhuman but also contrary to the enlightened self- 
interest of  the slave owners themselves. He rejected Joseph-Arthur Gobineau's (1816-82) idea 
of racial hierarchy and warned against tlie selective misuse of the thesis, like the anti-abolitionist 
leaders in America who argued that the blacks were different and inferior but suppressed the 
proposition that the Anglo-Saxon race was also on the decline. He considered racial hierarchy 
as another form of aristocracy that was destined to crumble by the onslaught of democracy and 
social equility. 

12.3 RELIGION e 

The 16th Century as exemplified in tlie writings of Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) is 
acknowledged to be the beginning of secular politics in Europe. Machiavelli though anti- 
Church and ailti-clergy considered religioli as necessary for individual's social life and for the 
health and prosperity of the state. Religion along with good laws and a well-disciplined citizen 
militia would produce order, which in turn brings forth peace, fortune and success. As a social 
force, religion played a pivotal rote for through its doctrine of rewards and punishment it 
induced proper bellaviour and good conduct that was necessary for the wellbeing of society. 
While Macllinvelli understood that religion was socially useful he could not compreli~nd its 
intrinsic l ink  with liberty, a theme that Tocqi~eville succinctly developed in oppositio~i to the 
mainstream Enlightenment credo to uphold reasoli and liberty by being allti religion., 

The striking originality of Tocqueville lies in recog~iising the extraordinary importance religion 
played in  strengtheni~ig democracy ill America. Me considered religion as a 'political institution' 
and vital to the preservation of freedom in a democratic society particularly froni tlie despotic 
tendencies that equality of conditia~is unleashed. He observed: "despotisin niay govern without ' 

religion.. . liberty cannot". Democmcy, because of equality of conditions needed moral lies and 
l ie~~ce needed religion. He pointed to the utility of religion rather than the truth of any one 
religion. Tliis extraordinary emphasis on religion was because lie regarded it to be crucial to 
establisliing democracy in France and other Cllristian states of Europe. He cotzcluded that due 
to the variance between "tlie spirit of religion" and "the spirit of  freedotn" democracy failed 
in Europe. The allia~ice between tlie Catholic Church and the French monarchy, altliough 
injurious to religion in itself, was characteristic of a more calamitous alliance between Christianity 
and the moribund aristocracy. The Chi~rch considered de~liocracy to be antitlietical to religion 
a~icl consequently an enemy. In America tlie two were closely linked wl~icli explained the 
success of democracy there. 

America, the nascent Puritan commo~iwealtl~ rcjected Europe's aristocratic heritage and accepted 
the principles of democracy. The Puritans brought to the New World a Christianity tliat was 
democratic, constitutional and republican. Tlzey introduced such princbles as. the participation 
by the people to rule, tlie free voting in matters of taxation, fixirig tlie responsibility of political 
representatives, guarding personal liberty and trial by jury. They instilled a love of freedom 
anchored in reiigious conviction by teaching Americans tliat tlieir freedom is a gift fro111 God. 
and therefore had to be taken seriously and used wisely. Christianity associated itself with the  
prikiples of liberal democracy that it initiated to create, and lience could hope for an autonomous 
space that was both enduring and timeless. 

Historically, for Tocqueville democracy began when Jesus ~lnequivocally proclaimed miiversal 
human equality thereby making the realisation of de~nocracy possible. Fut-thertnore the Cl~ristian 
teaclling that was iniportant for a democratic society was tlie doctrine of the immortality of the 
soul. Religion taught liutnan beings to strive for eternal happiness by resisting "the selfis11 



passiolls of the hour" and t l~us de~liocratic i~idividuals would learn tliat only througli persiste~lce 
and hard work something permanent could be attained i l l  both private and public spheres. They 
acquired the art of matiaging their life. By believing in "s~~persensual and iin~nortal principles" 
they learnt to focus on tlie spiritual rather tha~i tlie base and thus develop an instinctive love 
for liberty. At a first gla~ice it appeared that religion was divorced from American politics. The 
clergy restricted their sovereignty to religious matters and did not criticise tlie fundamental 
principles of the republic. However, in reality they actively promoted them. Tocqueville felt 
that if Cliristianity did not exercise such self-restraint then it ran the risk of not getting 
margitialised. American clergy not only accepted the supreme authority of self-interest but also 
enlisted the selfish passion for the service of religion. They showed in their congregatiolls that 
Christian v i r t ~ ~ e s  were compatible with freedom and prosperity as well as salvation t l ~ l s  bringing 
both the liead and heart to the altar. Furthermore, the dictum~"tlie things that are Caesar's" and 
"the things tliat are not Caesar's" made it mandatory that no political or military authority could 
enjoy co~nplete autliority over hu,man beings. This was the primary reason for the end of 
European feudalism. 

Tocqueville, tliough himself a practicing Catholic, acknowledged, like Max Weber (1 864-1920) 
later, that the Protestant Ethic encouraged individualism and freedom but with proper respect 
for political authority. With greater social equality and the support of the middle class, this 
spirit extended to democracy. The combination of all these factors led to tlie A~iierican success 
with a harlnonious evolution of both Christianity and de~nocracy in America. Interestingly, this 
unique achievement of America has bee11 made possible by realising the principle of separation 
of the CIILISCII and the state. This has prevented tlie co~~solidation of vested religious interests' 
ill partic~~lar political parties and groups as has happened in Europe. In America there was a 
I~ar~nonious coexistence o f  religion and democracy. 111 fact, democracy facilitates tl~e'spread of 
religicn by guaranteeing the right of religious beliefs. All religious faiths gained by political 
liberty and consequently religion also suppol-ts the separation of state and Church. 

Besides religion tlie second important factor conducive for democracy in  America was equality 
of conditions. Interestingly, this attribute by itself did not lead to freedom and was compatible 
with a new kind of despotis~n made possible by the forces of individualism and materialism that 
democracy unleastied. While old aristocracies with its hierarchical class structures allowed 

. people to forge firm and lasting political ties democracies with its doctrine of equality loosened 
those bonds. Large number of human beings became economici?lly independent and as a result 
wrongly assu~n'ed that they had co~nplcte control of their destinies. This false serise of 
independence changed the sentirnetlts of obligation that aristocracy fostered into radical self- 
itlterest. 

Religion emerged as the savior of democracy by checking this degeneration. Tocqueville conceded 
that religion might not be able to contain the entil-e urge of individualism and the pursuit of well 
being, but was tlie only n~echanisn~ of moderation and education. He saw religion sustaining 
moderate individualism with drive for niaterial prosperity, both of which were essential For the 
success df democracy. Instead of seeing religion as an antitl~esis of Iiuman liberation as Karl 
Nein1.ic11 Mars (18 18-83) did, Tocqueville felt a happy blending of democracy and religion was 
possible and desirable. 

Tocqueville was categorical that delnocracy did not rest on either constitutio~ial arrangenzents 
or laws but on mores of society, whicli ellibraced both habits and opinions made possible by 
religion l'or it inculcated moral habits, with respect for all Iii~man beings. This was necessary 
in a free society ill the absence of political control. This was tlie essenqe of tlie success of 
A~nel-ican religion. In contrast in Ellrope the champions of human freedom attaclced religious 



opinions eot realising that without religious faith despotism was inevitable and liberty 
unrealizable. The lack of self-restraint due lo destruction of faith led to the reign of terror after 
the French Revolution. In the absence of religion, atheism and tyranny would be the fate of all 
modern democracies. 

A successf~tl political den~ocsacy has to be grou~ided on moral i~~stitutions, which means religious 
faith. The dynamics oi'the denlocratic process and its interaction with society at large minimises 
theological considerations and the otherworldly attitude that religion fosters. The adaptation to 
democratic life means religion would have to accept the pliilosopl~ies of we1 l being and prosperity. 
11i return religio~i purifies and regulates by emphasising honest means to reach these ends. The 
greatest advantage of religion is moderation and self-control. The fine balance of democracy 
and religion and its uninterrupted succcss in America contrasted with the stark failure of 
irreligious co~iin~~~liisin gives credence to Tocqueville's analysis. 

12.4 WOMEN AND FAMILY 

Like Mary Wol Istonecraft (1 759-97), Tocqilevil le attacked the institution of arranged marriages 
for it encouraged loose sexual morals thereby undermining persotla1 freedom. He is critical of 
the Fr'ench Revolution which might have democratised tlie country's political life but failed to 
create a culture of freedom. He was impressed with the high level of sexual morality in 
America which was seen as a private affair buttressed by religion particularly Christiahity 
rather than political traditions. The sexual code as outlined by the Christian ethics included 
virginity outside of marriage, continence and fidelity within marriage, and strict avoidance of 
all forms of licence. Besides religion other factors like racial makeup, climate, social condition 
and role of statesmanship also played a significant role. Marriages in America were not arranged 
and that enabled women to enjoy perso~ial happiness and sexual relationship based on mutual 
respect and love. Marital freedom guaranteed a high level of chastity. 

For Tocqi~eville Anlet-icaus educated their wolnel1 by giving them freedom rather tlian exerting 
parental authority. Americans valued chastity because it promoted healthy co~nlnercial habits, 
kept families productive and helped in maintaining political stability, tlie key to prosperity 
proving that chastity was not due to religion alone but also llad its secular origins. This was 
not the case with European women. Nevertheless they enjoyed unprecederlted equality with 
their spouses for marriage was a contract between two mature, morally responsible and free 
adults. Tocqueville observed that American women despite their lack of formal political 
power were able to contribute to America's freedom and prosperity because of the dignity and 
freedom in tl~eir personal lives. 

In America there was no adultery or crimes against women. In tho 1830s women could 
fearlessly undertake long journeys alone. Men also adliered to the sexual morals partly due to 
lnarital freedon1 and restraints imposed by an articulate public opinion, and partly dfie to 
their a~nbition to pursue wealth making then1 practical, non-erotic and busy, Tocqueville regarded 
prostitution as a regrettable but wise concession keeping in tnind the lust of the male. 

Tocqueville's central concerns were to understand the forces that created the democratic order 
in Atncrica and find ways and means to prevent revolution in France. His analysis of politics 
was within a sociological framework. He focussed on culture, manners and habits of people. 
He also wrote on social stratilication, race relations, slavkry, 'colonialism, communities, voli~ntaty 



associations, bureaucracy, armies, language, literature, art, religion, prisons and crimes. Using 
the comparative method extensively i n  his arguments he explained the root causes for the 
success of democratic institutions in America, tlie importance of laws over geographical 
circumstances and eventually the irnportance of manners over laws. Initially he compared 
between America and the geographically similar but socially and politically different societies 
of Latin America and French-Canada. Subsequently lie extended the same to the eastern states 
of the Union and the frontier states of the West, where the laws were the same but the manners 
of democracy less entrenched. 

Tocqueville wrote keeping France in mind for the French had already sllown a penchant for 
sacrifiaing tlieir liberty to a longing for equality. He portrayed America as tlle land of pluralism, 
localism, self-help and eagerness for volu~ltary associations. He expressed anxiety about Anierica 
becoming more obsessed with material success and forgetting the political arena held together 
by public opinion and from there linked his fears about the emergence of a 'soft' despotism that 
allows manipulation of one's mind. He also iirlderstood the threat individuality faced under the 
clamour for social equality and democracy, a theme that J. S. Mill succinctly developed 
subsequently. He could perceive the threats that de~nocracy posed to the 'sacred Lhing' called 
liberty. He also emphasised that only "political freedom could remedy the ills to which equality 

, of conditioiis gives rise, he hopefully accepted that equality aild, despite his fears, embraced the 
political freedom that delnocracy promised" (Mansfield and Winthrop 2000:xxxvi). He understood 

I democracy in two senses. In the political sense it implied representative institutions based .on 
extended franchise but more importantly it also meant social democracy or tile acceptance of 
equality at the societal level. Democracy fosters equal social conditions and is different fro111 
both aristocracy and despotism. He also anticipated tile present day pluralist theories of democracy 
popularised by Dalll and his associates. He could perceive that tlfe strength of the American 
political system was derived from the Constitutional .provisions and from the tradition of local 
governments and mediating institutions, which people formed, a theme reiterated by t l ~ e  American 
neo-conservatives. Tocqueville was the pioneer to analyse the social roots of democracy for he 
elnpllasised the importance of sllared beliefs and network of social relations, a theme resurrected 
by tlie communitarian critics of modern liberalism. 

Tocqileville also highlighted two aspects of individualism, the basis of a democratic society. 
These were faith in individual reason as the sole. basis of opinion and belief i n  a self cenlred 
and self-interested pursuit of-one% personal ends. He supported the individual right to rebel 
against intellectual authority as a ilati~ral democratic right. The other aspect of democratic 
i~ldividualisln was the witlidrawal from the public sphere and focus on material welfare of the 
family as the mahi goal. This would lead to greater personal ambition and competitiveness. In 
a society based on equality of opportunity it was possible to pursue this goal without being 
hindered by disadvantages of birth making competition intense and bitter. Those who succeeded 
were resented for that demonstrated inequality of ability. This middle class desire for material 
security was according to Tocqaeville 'natural. At the political level such a pursuit of material 
comforts threatened individual liberty encouraging conforrnisrn and tyranny of majority opi~~ion. 
In a society of equals every individual felt he was equal to the others and thereby feeling 
powerless. None could claim to have a unique right over trutli since the majority harl to be right. 
This ellcoilraged confo~~nisln for a dissenting individual came to believe that his position had 
to be a wrong one. This conformism leads to curtailn~el~t of irzdividual gutonomy and extension 
of state power. One casualty of extension of state power was the eclipse of intermediate 
institutions between the individual and tlie state.'Individuals would increasingly be concerned 
with private benefits and indifferent to public responsibilities leaving politics to'politicians. All 
this w o ~ ~ l d  only result in the atomisation of society with the state being viewed as the main 
social organisation. This would lead to a new kind of despotis~n where the individuals permit 

-- 
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and accept a degree of benevolent intrusion for they are afraid of public opinion. This would 
only weaken individual liberty. As an antidote Tocqueville suggested strengthening political 
democracy through representative institutions, free political parties and free press. It is for these 
reasons tlzat he styled lzinzself as 'liberal of a new kind'. 

Ever since the Pilgrim fathers settled down ill America, the New World attracted the atteition 
of European political tl~inkers. For instance, the libertarian liberalism of Locke \vould have been 
inconceivable without tile discovery of America. Tocqueville's importai~ce lies in lzis penetrating 
analysis of the social factors that are essential for strengtlzening democratic order anywhere in 
the world. It is because of this universalistic paradigm that Delnacracy in America is not merely 
a description of the consolidatioi~ of the first mass deinocracy in the world, but an essential 
primer for understanding the very nature of modern democratic order both in theory and 
practicc. 

12.6'. SUMMARY 

Alexis de Tocqueville has been labeled as an aristocratic conservative or cven a liberal 
conservative. His passion for freedoin and its protection of property rights represented his 
liberal tazde~lcics but he cautioned against dangers about too much democracy. He disliked 
revolutions but offered a balanced view because revolution established liberty. But several 
revolutions in succession make orderly liberty impossible. He disliked the terror and despotism 
of the Frencl~ Revol~~tion but approved of its conmit~nent to freedom and equality. 

He was cautious about the spread of denzocracy, as in a democratic society tl~cre would be an 
absence of natl~ral leaders. I~zdividuals would fight for positions on the basis of interests rather 
than privileges. It is, in fostering free and participatory political institutions that he saw the key 
to resisting tlze despotic tendencies inl~erel~t in the priizciple of  equality. He considered strong 
local institi~tions as a preventive to arbitrary intervention by central authority. According to 
him, rcligion was a "political institu~tion' and vital to the preservation of fleedom in a democratic 
society particularly fioin the despotic tendencies tlzat cquality of conditions unleashed. Democracy, 
because of equality of conditions needed ~noral ties and hence needed religion. 

He attacked the institiition of arranged nzarriages for it encouraged loose sexual morals thereby 
undcnllining personal freedom. According to him, marital freedom as practiced by the Americans 
guaranteed a high level of chastity. Tocqueville's central concerns were to understand tlze 
forces that created the de~z~ocratic order in Anzerica and find ways and means to prevent 
revolution in Frazce. 

12.7 EXERCISES 
1 I 

1) Discuss Tocqueville"~ views on deinocracy, revolution and the modern state. 

t 2) What role did religion play in politics according to ' Tocq~ieville'? 

i 3) Why did Tocqueville attack the institution of arr<anged marriage'? 
1 
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13.1 INTRODUCTION : 

The economic principles of utilitarianism were essentially proyided by Adam Smith's classic 
work The Wealth of Nations published in 1776. The political principles of classical utilitarianism 
mainly emerged out of Bentham's application of rationalistic approach and his deep suspicion 
of "sinister interests" of all those entrenched in power and as a counter check he advocated 
annual elections, secret ballot and recall. But the Bentliamite presumption of a mechanical 
formula of quantifying all pleasures and all pains equally exemplified by his farnous uttering 
'pushpin is as good as poetry" could not satis& his most farnous pupil John Stuart Mill who 
himself admitted that he was "Peter who denied his master". In h'is writings the first great 
criticism of Belithamite Utilitarianism emerged and with considerable impact of Wordsworth 
and other romantic poets he tried to work out a synthesis of rationalism and romanticism. In 
the process he transformed the entire underpinning of Benthamite utilitarianism by claiming 
that pleasures have great differentiation and that all pleasures were not of equal value as a 
dissatisfaction of a Socrates is more valuable than the satisfaction of a fool. 

J. S, Mill's inlportance lies not only in his criticism of i~tilitarianism but also in his rich 
contribution to liberalism by his memorable defense of freedom of speecli and individuality and 
in his defense of a liberal society as a necessary precondition for a liberal state. 

13.2 LIFE AND TIMES 
3' 

John Stuart Mill was barn in London on 20 May 1806. He Iiad eight younger siblings. All his 
learning came from his fatlier James Mill and lie read the books his fatlier tiad been reading 
for writing the book on India, History of British India ( 1  8 18). At the age of eleven he began 
to help his father by reading the proofs of his father's books. l~nmediately after the publicatioii 
of History of British India James Mill was appointed as an Assistant Examiner at the East 
India House, It was an important event in his life as this solved his financial problems 
enabling him to devote his time and attention to write on areas of his prime interest, philosophical 
and political problems. He could also conceive of a liberal profession for his eldest son, John 
Stuart. At the beginning he thought for Iiim a career in  law but when another vacancy arose 
for another Assistant Exanliner in 1823, John Stuart got the post and served the British 
dovernrnent till his retirement. 
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As James Mill decided to teach his son all by himself at hon~e, the fatter was denied the usual 
experience of going to a rcgular school. His education did not include any childretl's book or 
toys for he started to lean1 Greek at the age of four and Latin at eight. By the time he was 

ten he had read many of Plato's dialogues, logic and history. He was familiar with the writings 
of Euripides, Honler, Polybius, Sophocles and Thucydides. He could solve problems in algebra, 
geometry, differential calculus and higher mathematics. So dominant was his father's influence 
that Jolm Stuart could not recollect hiis mother's coiltributiolls to his fornlative years as a 

child. At the age of thirteen he was introduced to serious reading of English Classical Econonzists 
and published an introductory textbook in economics entitled Elements of Polilicnl Econoniy 
(1820) at tlze age of fourteen. From Tllornas Carlyle (1795-1881), Sazzuel Taylor Coleridge 
(1772-1834), Isidore Auguste Conlte (1798-1 857), Goetlle (1749-1 832), and Wordswort11 (1 770- 
1850) he came to value poetry and art. He reviewed Alexis de Tocqueville's (1805-59) 
Democracy in America 111 two parts in 1835 and 1840, a book that left a thorougl~ impact on 
him. 

From the training that Johz Stuart received at ho~ne he was convinced that nurture more than 
nature played a crucial role in the fornlation of character. It also assured him of the importa~zce 
education could play ill transfortning llun~an naturc. In his Azbtobiography, which he wrote in 
the 185Os'he acknowledged his father's contributioll in shaping his mental abilities and physical 
strength to the extent that he never had a nor~~zal boyhood. 

By the age of twenty Mill started to write for newspapers and periodicals. He contributed to 
every aspect of political tlzeory. His Sy,stt'17? ($Logic (1843) whiclz lle beg'm writing in 1820s 
tried to elucidate a colzerent ~)hilosopl~y of politics. The Logrc conzbilled the British empiricist 
tradition of Locke and Hume of nssociational psychology with a colzception of social sciences 
based on the paradigin of Newtonian plzysics. His essays On L~herfy (1859) and The Sz~biection 
of Women (1869) were classic elaborations of liberal thought on importatzt issues like law, 
rights and liberly. His The Con.sidemtions on liepresentntive Government (1 86 I) provided an 

outline of lzis ideal gover~unent based on proportional representation, protection of ~ninorities 
and iiistitutions of self govcnmleizt, His famous pamphlet Utilitarianism (1 863) elldorscd the 
Bentllanlitc principle of the greatest happiness of the greatest nui~lber, yet made a significant 
depa~ture from the Baltl~amite assunlptio~l by arguing that this priizciple could oi~ly be defcnded 
if one dislng~~islzed happiness from pIeasure. His essays on Bellthan1 'and Coleridge written 
between 1838 and 1840 enabled him to critically dissect Benttzamism. 

I11 1826 Mill espericnccd 'mental crisis' when he lost all his capacity for joy in  life. He 
recovered by discovering romantic poetry of Coleridge and ~ o r d s w o r t l ~ .  He also realised the 
incomplctcness of lzis cducntion, lzanlcly thc lack of einotioilal side of life. In his re-exainination 
of Benthal~zitc philosophy he attributed its one-sidedncss to Benthartz's lack of experience, 
imagillatiorl and anotions. He made use of Coleridge's poelns to broaden Benthamism and 
made roonl for en~otional, aesthetic and spiritt~al dimensions. However he never wavered from 
tlze fbtida~~~enmls of Benthamism though the major diffcrellce bet~veen them was tllat Be~ltlzain 
followed a more siizlplistic picturisatiolz of 1zuma11 nature of the Frelzclz utjlitaria~ls ~vhereas Mill 
followed the tnorc sophisticated utilitarianisln of Ht~rnc. 

Mill acklzowledgcd that both On Liberi-y and ?'he Si~hjecfion o f  Wun~en was a joint eildeavour 
witlz Harriet Hardy Taylor whom he met in 1830. T l~o~~glz  Harriet was married Mill fell in love 
witlz her. The two inaintaitled a11 intimate but cilaste frielldsllip for tllc next ilincteen years. 
Harriet's husband Jo1111 Taylor died in 1849. In 185 1 Mill married Harriet and described her tlle 
honour and chief blessillg of lzis existence, a source of a great.inspiration for his attelupts to 
bring ribout human improvement. He was confident tlld bad Harriet lived at a time when 



women had greater opportunities she would have been 'eminent among the rulers of mankind'. 
Mill died in 1873 at Avignon, England. 

13.3 EQUAL RIGHTS FOP WOMEN 
.I 

The Subjection of Women (1869) begins with the revolutionary statement, "the principle which 
regulates the existing social relations between the two sexes-the legal subordination of one sex 
to tlle otller-is wrong in itself, and now one of the chief hindrances to llinma11 in~provemait; 
and.. . it ought to be replaced by a principle of perfect equality," (p. 119) Mill's referent for 
the legal subordination of women was the mid 19th Century English law of the marriage 
contract. By this law, married Englishwonlen could hold no property in their own name, and 
even if their parents gifted the111 any property that too belonged to their l~usbands. Unless a 
wornan was legally separated from her husband, (a difficult and expensive process) even if she 
lived away froi1-1 him, her earnings belonged officially to him. By law, only the father and not 
the mother was the guardian of a couple's children. Mill also cited the absence of laws on 
lllarital rape to prove the inequality suffered by the Englishwomen of that time. 

I 

What Mill foulid paradoxical was that in the modern age, wl~en in other areas the principles of 
liberty and equality were being asserted, they were yet not applied to the condition of women. 
No one believe'd in slavery ally more, yet women were sometimes treated worse than slaves and 
tl~is was accepted as beyond questioning. Mill wanted to explain this resista~lce to women's 
equality in the contest of a general acceptance of the principles of equality and liberty. We did 
so by first presenting and then defeating the arguments for women's subordination, and then 
providing his own arguments for wo1ne11's equality. 

The first argument for women's inequality which Mill refkted was that since llistorically it has 
been a universal practice, therefore therc must be some justification for it. Contra this, Mill 
showed that other so called universal social practices like slavery, for example, had beell 
rejected, so perhaps given tilne womcn's inequality would also becoitze unacceptable. Mill also 
said that from the existence of something, one could argue for the riglltness of that thing, only 
if the alternative 1x1s been tried, and in the case of wonial, living with them on cqual tenns had 
never been done. The reason bvl~y women's inequality had survived slavery and political 
absolutism was not because it, was justifiable, but because whcrcas only slave holders and 
despots had mi interest in holding on to slavery and despotism, all men, Nlill argued, had an 
intcrest in women's subordination. 

A second argunlent for womea's inequality was based on women's naturc-women werc said 
to be naturally inferior to men. Mill's response was that oilc could not inake arguments about 
women's ineq~~ality based 011 natural differences because these differences were a result of 
socialisation. Mill was generally against using human nature as a ground for any claim, since 
he believed that l~uman nature changed according to the social envirolunei-It. At the sstue time, 
Mill also pointed out that in spite of being treated so differently from men, many woinen f 

tl~roughout history had'shown an extraordinary aptitude for political leadership-here Mill cited 
examples of European queens and Hindu princesses. 

The third argunleilt rchted by Mill was that there is nothing wrong wit11 woitzen's subordination i 
i 

because women accept it voluntarily. Mill pointcd out tint this claim was empirically wrong- i 
many won1e11 had written tracts against women's inequality and hundreds of women wcre i 

I .  already demonstrating in the streets of London for women's suffrage. Further, since women had ; 
1-10 choice but to live with their husbands, they were afraid that their cox~~plaints about tlleir , 
position would only lead to worse treatnlent fro111 them. Lastly, Mill also claimed that since all * 



women were brought up from childl~ood to believe-"that their ideal of character is the very 
opposite to that of men; not self-will, and govenlnzeilt by self-control, but submission, and 
yielding to the control of others," (p. 132)-what was not to be remarked was that some women 
accepted this subordination willingly but that so Inany wonlcll resisted it. 

The last ,point against which Mill argued was that for a family to hnction well, one decision 
maker is needed, and the Izusba~d is best suited to be this decision maker. Mill scoffed at this 
argument-the husband and wife being both adults, there was no reason why the ll~lsband 
should take all the decisions. 

Having refiited all of these four arguments for women's inequality, Mill wrote: "Tllere are 
inany persons for wlloin it is not enough that the inequality has no just or legitimate defence; 
they require to be told what express advantage would be obtained by abolisl~ing it." (p. 196) 
The question was, would society benefit if wonleiz were granted equal rights. Answering in the 
affirmative, Mill detailcd four social benefits of woinen's equality. 

The first advantage would be that tlle family would no longer be "a scllool of despotism7'.(p. 
160) According to Mill, tl~c.patriarcl~al family teaches all its me~nbers how to live in lzierarcliical . 
relationships, since all power is conceiltrated in the I~ands of tlze l~usba~~dfatherl~naster wllom 
the wifelchildreidservants have to obey. For Mill such fanzilies are ml anachronism in lnodern 

' 

denlocratic polities based on the principle of equality. Individuals cvllo livc in such fanlilies 
cannot be good democratic citizeizs because they do not know how to treat azotller citizen as 
an equal: "Any sentiizlellt of freedom which can exist in a man wllose nearest and dearest 
intimacies are with those of wliom he is absolute master, is not the geiwille love of frecdom, 
but, what the love of freed0111 generally was in tbe ancients and in the iniddle ages-an inte1.1~~ 
feeling of the dignity and inlportance of his own personality; lncakillg him disdain a yoke for 
l~inzself, ... but wllich he is abunda~ltly ready to inlposc on others for his own interest or 
giorification." (p. 161) In the interests of democratic citizenship then, it was i~ecessary to obtain 
equality for women in the fanlily. 

Another advantage, Mill pointed out, would be the "doubling of the mass of lnental faculties" 
(p. 199) available to society. Not only would society benefit because there would be more 
doctors, engineers, teachers, and scientists (all women); ail additional advantage would be that 
men in the professiolts would perfornl better beciuse of conzlletition from their fenlnle colleagues. 

Third, women enjoying eq~~ality will 11ave a better influence oil mankind, Under relations of 
subordination, women asscrt their wills only in all sorts of perverse ways; wit11 equality, they 
will no longer need to do this. 

>\ 
Finally, by givil$ women equal rights, their happiness would be increased manifold, and this 
would satis%-,Mill argued, the utilitarian principle of tlle greatest hal~piness of the greatest 
number. 

Note soine of Mill's conceph~al moves-for i~lstailllce, the link Ile cstablislzed between the 
private and tlxe public. Unlike other liberals, who not only saw the extant family as the realm 

-of freedoill, but since this freedom was mostly defined as arbitrariness, disassociated the falllily 
as irrelevant to larger public concerns of liberal democracy, Mill argued that witl~oiit the reform 
of the ptriarcl~al family, it would be impossible to fimly ground denlocracy. Note that he was 
not merely saying that witl~out equal rights to women, 'thc democratic project is incon~pletc, but 
that democracy in tlze politicallp~~blic sphere will remain shaky unless we bring up or create 
democratic citizens in egalitarian families. 



What still makes solne feminists i~ncoll~fortnble is that Mill insisted that patriarchal families are 
an anachronisln in modem society: "[tlhe social subordination of women thus stands O L I ~  as a11 
isolated fact in ~tlodern social institutions ... a single relic of an old world of thought and 
practice. .. " (p. 137) Many feminists now talk about capitalist patriarchy-the reinforcing of 
patriarchal institutions by mod en^ capitalism. 

13.4 THE IMPORTANCE OF INDIVIDUAL LIBERTY 

On Liberty (1 859) begins with a parados-civll liberties are under greater threat in denlocratic 
that1 in despotic regimes, wrote Mill. In the absolutist states of earlier times, the nller's interest 
was see11 as  opposed to that of tllc subjects, who were specially vigilant against ally encroachment 
on their existiilg freedoms. 111 modern delnocracies based on tile principle of self govcrn~ne~lt, 
the people fecl lcss undcr threat fronl their own goveniment. Mill bcrated this laxity and said 
that illdividuals needed to be lnorc vigilant about the danger to their liberty not only froill the 
governmellt, but also from social morality and custom. 

'bVliy is it important to protect it~dividual liberty'? Wllen individuals nlake t11cir own choices, 
they usc many of their faculties-"The Ilumail faculties of perception, judgement, discrimil~ative 
fceling, 111altal activity, and eve11 inoraI preferencc, are excicised only in ~naking a choicc.. .The 
mental and moral, like the n~uscular powers, are improved only by being tlscd.. .He 1~110 

cl~ooses his plan for himself, clnploys all his faculties. He n~ust use observation to see, reasoiling 
and judgement to foresee, activity to gather n~aterials for decision, discriminatiotl to decide, and 
when he has decided, firn~ness and self-control to hold to his clelibcrate decision." (p.59) 
Individuals who act in a certain fashion only because they have been told to do so, do not 
develop ally of tllcse faculties. Elnphasisillg that what is important is "not oi~ly what rnen do, 
but also what manner of men they are that do it", (p. 59) Mill said t11at we might be able to 
'guide' individuals in 'some good patJl'.without allowing thcm to make any choices, but the 
'wortlz' of s i~ch human beings would be doubtfill. - 

Mill clarified and detailcd his position on liberty by defendill8 tl~rce specific liberties, tl~e 
liberty of thaught and expression i~lcl~ldillg the liberty of syeakiilg and publishing, the liberty 
of action and that of association. We will follow Mill's argument in each of these cases. 

Libel9 of tllouglzt and expression: "If all lna~llti~ld millus one, wcrc of one opinion, and only 
one person were of the contra~y opinion, mankind would be no lllore justified in silencing that 
one person, than he, if he had the power, would be justified 111 silencing mankind." (p. 20) Mill 
providcd four reasons for this freedolll of cxpressloll. For Mill, since tlle domi~lallt idcas of a. 
socicty usually emanate froin the class iiltercsts of that society's ascendant class, the majority 
opinion may bc quite far from the truLh or fro111 the social interest. It's inorc than iilcely that 
the suppressed nlinority opinion is tme, and those suppressi~lg it will olily prevent or at least 
delay mankind from knowing the tnit11. Huilia~l beings are fallible creaturcs-and their certainty 
t l ld t l ~ e  opinioll they Ilold is true is justified only when their opi~iio~l is consta~~tly opposed to 
contrary opinions. Mill wanted us to give up the assu~llption of ii~fallibility-when our certainty 
about our beliefs rnnkes us c n ~ s h  all contrary points of view so tliat oour opinion is not subject 
to criticism. 

What if the ~ ~ ~ i n o r i t y  opiilioll were false4? Mill gave three reasoils for why it sho~tld still be 
a l l o ~ ~ e d  freed0111 of  expression. It% 011ly by constantly being able to refkte wrong opinions, that 
we hold aur correct opinions as Iiviilg truths. If we accept nil opi i~io~~,  even if correct, on the 



basis of authority alone, that opinion beco~nes a dead dogma. Neither do we understand its 
grounds, and nor does it luould our character or move us to action. Finally Mill argued that 
trutli is a multifaceted thing and usually contrary opinions both contain a part of the truth. 
Suppressing one opinion then, leads to the suppression of one past of  the truth. 

When it comes to tlie liberty of action, Mill asserted a very simple principle: "tlie sole end for 
which mankind are warranted, individi~ally or col1ectively, in interfering with the liberty of 
action of any of their number, is self-protection ... the only purpose for which power can be 
rightfully exercised over any member of a civilised community, against his will, is to prevent 
harm to others. His own good, either pli)lsical or moral, is not a sufficient warrant." (p. 13) Mill 
acknowledged that it was difficult to draw a line between self-regarding and other regarding 
action, and lle provided sollie Ilypothetic~l exaruples as proof of this difficulty. If a man 
destroys his own property, this is a case of other regarding action because otl~ers dependent on 
that man will be affected. Even if this person Iias no dependants, his action can be said to affect 
others, who, influenced by his example, might behave in a similar manner. 

Against this, Mill said that only wlrc:: Q!W has specific obligations to anothcr person, can one 
be said to affect his or her interests; therefore the case of an individual affecting others by his 
example will 1101: stand. On his own ground, Mill cited all lcinds of restrictions on not eating 
pork or beef, or priests being required not to marry, as examples of unnecessary restrictions on 
self-regarding action. Other e s a m p l ~ s  are Sabbatarian legislation which prevents individuals 
from working or even singing and dancing on Suticlays. 

Mill wrote that sometimes even in the case of other regarding action, 110 restrictions can be 
placed on one-for instance, i f  one wills s job through competition, this action can be said to 
affect others' interests by ensuring that they do not get the job, but no restrictions are applicable 
here. Similarly, trade has social consequences, but believing in the principle of free trade, Mill 
argued that lack of. restrictions on trade actually leads to better pricing and better qr~ality of 
products. And when it conies to self-regarding action, as we already showed, the principle of 
liberty requires the absence of all restrictions. 

Mill defended freedom of association on three grounds. First, "wllen the thing to be done is 
likely to be dotie better by individi~als Illan by government. Speaking generally, there is 110 one 
fit to conduct any business, or to determine how or by whom it shall be conducted, as those 
who are personally interested in it." (p. 109) Second, allowing individuals to get together to do 
something, even if they do not do it as well as the governlnent might have done it, is better 
for tlie tneutal education of these individuals. The right of association becotnes, for Mill, a 
"practical part of the political education of a free people, taking them out of the narrow circle 
of personal and fatilily sel.fishness, and accustoming them to the co~nprelrension of joint 
concer~is-habituating them to act from public or semi-public motives, and guide their conduct 
by aims which unite instead of isolating them from one another." (pp. 109-1 10) Fustlier, 
government operations tend to be everywliere alike; with individuals arid voluntary associations, 
on the contrary, there are varied experiments, and endless diversity of experience. Third, if we 
let tlie government do everything, there is the evil of adding unnecessarily to its power. 

Mill's ideal was improvement-he wanted individuals to constalitly better themselves morally, 
mentally and materially. It was to this ideal that lle saw i~ldiviclual liberty as instrumeintal: "'l'ie 
only ilnfailing and permanent source of impl*ovement is liberty, since by it there are as Inally 
possible independent centres of improvement as there are individuals." (p. 70) l~~dividltals 
impro~ing themselves would naturally lead to a better and improved society. 



13.5 R E P R E S E N M M  GOVERNMENT 

Mill began his Representative Government by stating that we can only decide which is the best 
form of govenunent, by examining wl~ich form of governmellt fulfils nlost adequately tl~e 
purposes of government. For Mill, the point of having a gove~mnellt was that it perform two 
main functions: it nlust use the esisting qualities and skills of the citizens to best serve their 
interests, and it must improve the moral, intellectual and active qualities of these citizens. A 
despotic government may be able to fulfil the first purpose, but will fail in the second. Only a representative govenllnent is able to fulfil these two filnctions. It is a representative governlent 
that combines judiciously the two principles of part~cipation and conlpetence which is able to 
fulfil the two functions of protecting and educating the citizens. 

Let us look more carefully at what Mill had to say about the first function of govenmlent. Mill 
began his discussion of this subject by introducing Bentha111's concept of sinister interests. How 
does representative govenlnlent ensure tl~at the com~~on interest of society is being furthered 
instead of the partial and sinister interest of sonle group or class? Even though Mill distillguished 
between short tenn and long tenn interests, he was certain that every individual and every class 
is the best judge of its own interests. He scoffed at the idea that some hunlan beings may not 
be aware of their 'real' interests, retorting that given these persons' current habits and dispositions, 
what they choose are their real interests. It follows then that participation in the political process 
must be as extensive as possible, so that every individual has a say in controllinli, h e  gov~rment 
and thus protecting his interests. It is on this basis that Mill demalded the right to vote for 
women. He advocated the extc~lsion of the suffrage'to cover everyone except those ~ 1 1 0  C O L I ~ ~  

not read and write, did not pay taxes or were on parish relief. 

It was this same impetus for wanting everyone to be represented that made Mill support Hare's 
system of proportional represelltation for electing deputies to Parliament. Under the current 
system, Mill pointed out, minorities went unrepresented, and since they too needed to protect 
their interests, another' elcctoral lnechanislll should tie found to ensure their representation. 

Wllereas his belief in participation led him to advocate a widening of the franchise, his belief , 
in competence led him to recommend plural voting. In fact, lie said that the franchise should 
not be widened without plural voting being introduced. Plural voting meant that with everyoneT 

having at least one vote, sonle individuals would have more than one vote because they were, 
for example, more educated. It assumed 'a graduated scale of educational attainn~ents, awarding 
at the bottom, onc additional vote to a skilled labourer and two to a foreman, and at tlie top, 
as many as five to professional men, writers and artists, public functionaries, university graduates 
and nlenlbers of learned societies3% (see p. 285). Plural voting would ensure that a better calibre 
of deputies would be elected, and so the general interest would not be hanlpered by the poor 
quality of nlenlbers of Parliament. 

Mill sought .to combine his two principles in other institutions of representative dimocracy as 
m7ell. Take the representative assembly, for instance. Mlll said that this body must be 'a conunittee 
of grievances7 and 'a congress of opinions'. Every opinion existing dn the nation should find 
a voice here; that is hotv every group's interests have a better chance of being protected. At 
the same time Mill argued that this body was suited neither for the business of legislation nor 
of adtninistration. Legislation was to be framed by a Codification Conunission madc up of a 
few co~npeteilt legal experts. Adlninistration should be in the 11ands of the bureaucracy, an 
institution characterised by instrunlental cot1lpetence, that is, the ability to find the nlost efficient 
means to fillfil given goals. Mill's argume~lts employed two kinds of cotllpete~~ce-instlullue~ltal 



and moral. lnstru~nental colllpctence is the ability to discover t l ~ e  best ineans to certaili ends and 
tile ability to identify ends that satisfy individuals' interests as they perceive thenl. Moral 
~ompetence is the ability to discem ends that are intrinsically superior for individuals and 
society. Morally competent leaders are able to recognise the general i~lterest and resist the 

interests that dwell not only in the govenune~lt but also in the democratic mqority. The 
purpose of plural voting is to ensure that nlorally conipetent leaders get elected to the legislature. 

what about the other goal of govenlmetlt, that of making the citizens i~ltellectnally a11d morally 
better? Again it is a,representative government that is based on a co~nbi~~ation of parlicipation 
and con~petence wllich is able to iniprove tl~e quality of its citizens in the mental, moral and 
practical aspects. Let us again look a: some of the specific institutiollal changes recolnn~ended 
by Mill. FIe wanted to replace the secrtt ballot wit11 open voting, that is, eveIyone must know 
how one has voted. For Mill, tile franchise was not one's right in tlie sense of, for example, 
tllc right to property, which inlplies that one can dispose of one's propcl-ty in any arbitrary 
rtlanner. The francllise is a. tnlst, or a public duty, and one must cast one's vote for that 
calldidate whose policies seem to best further the con~tnon interest. It is the need to justify one's 
vote to others that makes tlle vote a11 instn~mellt of one's intellectllal and moral growth. 
Othcnvisc one would use one's vote arbiilaliij; -;,-tizg Fnr ~zIc:o:::~, ,CC; ;~iii~;-une because of the 
colour of his eycs. Everyone itlust have t l~e  franchise, but it must be open-this 1s how Mill 
col~lbined thc principle of participation and competence in tlle suffrage, to ensure the inlprovelnent 
of the voting citizens. 

We find here the nlotif of improvemer;t again. Representative government scores over despotisnl 
not because- it better protects the given ifiterests of the citizens, but because it is able to improve 
tllese citizens. The citizeils develop their capabilities by being able to participate in govcn~ment, 
lninirnally by casting their vote, and also by actually taking decisions in local government. At 
the sanle time, this participation is leavened by the principle of competence to ensure that the 
political experience does have an educational effect; 

13.6 BEYOND UTILITARIANISM 

I-Iaving lookcd scpnrntely at tl~ree tests, let us bring out some general tl~en~cs in Mill's ~vritillgs. 
Mill never 'gavc up his self-characterisation as a utilitarian, no matter how far his principles 
seenled to have n~oved away from that creed. When l ~ e  spoke about rigllts, for instance, he 
subsu~ncd rights urlder t l ~ e  conccyt of utility, defining rights as notlling else but sonle extremely 
important utilities. As we all know, Mill's fatllcr, Ja~nes Mill, was the closest associate of 
Jerany Bentham, the founder of utilitarianis~n. J .St Mill grew up ill the shadow of utilitaria~~ism, 
and eve11 afier llis emotional crisis in his early twenties, llc managed to writc a defence of 
utilitarianism. Throughout his work we have sccn hinl applying the standard of utility. Onc 
collsideration for giving eqllality to women was that it ~vould increase their happiness. The 
prillciple of liberty was defended on the grounds of its social utility-social progress depended 
on individLlal freedom. A nlodified liberal den~ocrslcy was clhracterised as the best fonn of 
g'6vemment becwse of  its usefi~lness. 

~tilitm.iani,sm (1 862) is the slim tract which Mill put together to answer all the objections tl~iit 
had been raised against this philosopl~y. T11e work begins by Mill poillting out that there has 
been, ovcr tlle ce~lt~aies,  little agreement on the Giteria of differdating right from wrong. 
Rejectillg the idea of llulllal beings havillg a moral sense like our S ~ I I S ~  of sight or sn~ell, which 
ca11 scnse what is rigllt in concrete cases, Mill put fonvard the criteria of Utility or the Greatest 
Hallpilless principle as basis of morality, Tllat action is moral wllich increases pleasure and' 



diminisl~es pain. I11 defending utilitarianism herc, Mill inade a significant change froill Bentham's 
position. Pleasure is to be counted not only in tenns of quantity but also in tenns of quality. 
A qualitatively higher pleasurc is to count for more than lower pleasures. '71 is quite compatible 
with thc principle of utility to recognisc tl~e fact, that some kinds of pleas~lre are more desirable 
and Inore valuable than others.. . It is better to be Socrates dissatisfied than a pig satisfied." (pp. 
7-9) 

Having responded to tlie criticism that utilitariallisnl assumes an animal like human nature, Mill 
moved to the next serious problem. Why would individuals be interested in the happiness of 
others? Mill answered in tenns of tlie "social feelings of mallkiad; the desire to  be in unity with , 

our fellow creatures: a powerfill principle of human nature." (p. 29) Beca~ise "the social state 
is at once so natural, so necessary, and so habitual to man," Mill believed that our taking an 
interest in other's l~appiness was not questionable at all. 

Finally, tlze only objection that Mill took seriously was that justice instead of utility is the 
foundation of morality. Mill's response was first to link justice with rights-an injustice is done 
when someone's rights are violated-and then to assert that rights are to be defended because 
of their utility. "To have a right, tllen, is, to have something whicll society ought to defend me 
in the possession of. If the objector goes on to ask, why it ought'? I call give him tzo other reason 
than gcileral utility" (p. 50). A society in which iildividuals are certain of enjoying their rights 
is the one, wlzich accordiilg to Mill is able to progress. Tl~tis rights do not replace the conccpt 
of utility; for Mill utility was the justification for rights. 

13.7 SUMMARY 

Mill's liberalisnz provided thc first inajor framework of modern deinocratic equality by extending 
the logic of the defence of liberty to end the subjection of wome~l. As a Member of Parlialne~lt 
he tried to push througli a law allowing wornell to vote, alld was disappointed wlieil that did 
not happen. Hc was the first male philosopher, as Okili points o ~ l t  to writc about women's 
oppression and subjugation. Hc also portrayed the wide diversity in our society and cautioned 
the need to protect the individual from the fear of intmding llis private doinain by a collective 
group or public opinion. The distinction betuleen self-regarding and otller-regarding action 
would determine the individual's private independent sphere and the later, the individual's 
social public sphere. He stressed on the ileed to protect the rights of the minority within a 
dc~nocracy. He uiiderstood the shortconlings of classical utilitarian liberalisnl and advocated 
vigorously for il~lportatlt state actions in providing compulsory state education and social control. 
Realising that his scheme is very different from timt of Bentliam, he also described hin~self as 
a socialist. His revision of liberalis111 provided the iinietu~s to T.H. Green who co~nbining the 
British liberal tradition with the continental one provided a new basis of liberalism wit11 his 
notion of COIIUIIOII good. 

It might bc apposite here to citc his characterisation, ill the Azctobiography, of his later 
developmellt a1iJ;ly froill denlocracy and towards socialisl~l. "I was a democrat, but not least of 
a socialist. We were now kuch less den~ocratic than I had been ... but our ideal of ultimate 
irt~proveineilt went far beyond Denlocracy, and would class us decidedly under the general 
designation of Socialists" (p. 239). "Tile social problenl of the future we considered to be, how 
to unite the greatest individual liberty of action, with a comnon ownerslzip in tlie raw material 
of the globe, and an equal participatioil of all in the benefits of combined labour." If these are 
the requisites of the greatest happiness of the greatest number, the link between capitalism and 
democracy, had become questionable for tllc later Mill. 



13.8 EXERCISES 

1) What did Mill meall by the statement that "the family is a school of despotism"'? Explain 
his claim that children who grow up in such families cannot be good democratic citizens. 

2) One of Mill's arguments for women's equality is that it will make so many woinen happier. 
Is it a good idea to try to-get rid of a11 injustice by making an argument about happiness? 

3) How would you cboose between a natural rights and a utilitarian defence of individual 
liberty? 

4) Does it make sense for Mill to say that after food and clothing, liberty is a 'want' of I~uman 
nature. Does not this claim go against Mill's own historicist position on human nature? 

5) What do you tlzink of some of the specific institutional reforn~s in the liberal democratic 
form of govenxnent advocated by Mill-for instance, open voting, plural voting, Hare's 
system of proportional representation, and the Codification Commission? Are these rcforms 
consistent wit11 each other'? 

6) What do you think of tlie utilitarian idea that a moral persoti is impartial between his own 
happiness or tlie happiness of his loved ones m ~ d  the happiness of strangers? 

7) How does Mill attempt to subsume justice and rights under the concept of utility'? What do, 
yorl think of this attenzpt? 
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Hegel was a product of German Ideali$m, wlzich drew considerable inspiration from Rousseau - 
and Kant and integrated it with contemporary popular desire for German unification leading to 
the rise of the nation states in Europe. Hegel like Fichte echoed the sentiment of idealism. 

His assertion that tlze real will of the individual is not in negation but an affirmation with 
society meant that the rational will of tlie individual was expressed in the totality of the will 
of the state. The co~zsciousness and moral authority of the state subordinated tlze individual will. 
By the dialectical logic of  a spirit, the march of liistory moves from tlie imperfect to the perfect 
stage rationally re~novir~g all tlie obstacles of acquiring tlie distinction between 'is' arid 'ought' 
as real became rational. Thougli the state is the most important institution of this prese~!t ideal, 
tlie otlier two iniportant colnponents were civil society and the family. Freedom played an 
important role in Hegel but Hegelian version of freedom waiassociated with rationality unlike 
the thrust of British liberalism, which associated freedom with liberty and individuality. 

14.2 LIFE AND TIMES 

Born in 1770 in tlie princely state of Wirrtenlberg (Southern Gem~any), Hegel studied theology 
because his father wanted him to become a clergyman. In' 1793 lie got the degree of Doctor of 
Philosophy (P11.D.) from tlze University of Tubingon. Thereafter lie became a tutor at Bern and 
Frankfurt and worked as such for about seven years. In 1801 he got a job as lecturer at the 
University of Jena alid later becallle a Professor. In 181 6 he was appointed Professor of Philosophy 
at the University of Heidelberg and in  181 8 he became Professor ofPhiIosophy at the Berlin 
University. Tliis position was held till then by the renowned German philosopher Fichte. Along 
with this assig~i~netit ~ e g e l  also worked the official advisor of Emperor of Prussia (Germany). 
He held these two positions till his death in I 830. 

' 
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Hegel wrote extelisively on'various aspects of Political Philosophy. It was at Jena that he wrote 
his first major work Pherzomenology ofMilzd, which was published i n  1807. Thi's was followed 
by publicatioii of Science ofLogic in 1811-12. After tlie publication of tllis work Hegel earned 
the recogt~ition as an outstanding philosopher of Germany. His third work, Encyclopedia ofthe 
Philosophical Sciences, which lie wrote during his stay at Heidelberg, made him famous all 
over Europe. It was at Berlin that lie wrote his major work in political theory, Philosophy of 
Right. He also delivered very scholarly atid brilliant lectures, whicli were published by his son 
after his death under, the title, Philosophy ofHistory. His writings and lectures and his marly 
positions as Advisor of the emperor earned him international fame and won 11im many followers. 
He became not only the King of philosophers but also the pliilosoplier of kings. 

SPIRITUAL ANCESTRY 

Hegel's writings sllow that several philosopliers and lllillkers of the past i~ntiiensely influenced 
him. Hegel borrowed his dialectical method from Socrates. So the ancestry of Hegelian doctrine 
of dialectical idealist11 can be traced back to these two great Greek thinkers of tlie past. One 
can also discern some influence of Aristotle's teleology on Hegel. Teleology is a theory of 
knowledge according to which a thing is understood in  terms of its elid or purpose. For 
example, tlie end or purpose of a watcli is to tell time. So telling time is the true natiire or the 
true end or purpose of watcli. The great German rationalist Irnlnanuel Kant's influence is also 
discer~iible in Hegel's writings. The Hegelial~ idea that the state is founded on reason and the 
laws iilade by the state are tlie dictates of pure reason is quite similar to the Kantian positioiz. 
Like Kant, Hegel did not give to the individuals the right to resist or oppose the state or tlie 
laws made by it. There are even traces of Rousseau's influence oil Megel. Like Rousseau's 
General Will, the Hegelian Idea, Spirit or Reason is infallible. Again like Rousseau, Hegel 
gives priniacy to public interest over the private interest. You woilld recall that Rousseau had 
drawn a distinction between the actual will and the real will. To put it it1 Hegeiian terms, 

. 

Rousseau's actual will is that whicli prolnotes the self-interest of tlie i~wiividual while tlie real 
will is tliat.whicli promotes tlie public interest. Because the general will is the condensation or . 
tlie sum total of all tlie real wills (based on reason) it is infallible. 

" .. 
Hegel's philosopliy was historicist in nature. liistoricism is a doctrine, which is varioiisly 
understood by different thinkers. In its lnost general sense it is rooted in the assumption that 
there are litnits to scientific knowledge about human activities and achievements and such 
inadequate scientific knowledge cannot be used as a means for controlling the firture course of 
events. Contrary to this, historicism is linked to atilbitions for subjectiiig all Iiuman happenings 
to ratiotlal control. 

14.3.1 Influence of Historical Events 

In the previous part some of tl;e rnajor influences 011 Hegel have been spelled out; but Hegel 
was not itifluenced only by tlie great thinkers of past. Some lnajor contemporary events also 
influeliced him. Two events which exercised collsiderable influence on Hegel were the French 
Revolution (1 789) atid tlie subjugation of Gerrnaliy by Napoleon in tlie beginning of the 19th 
Century. French Revolution overtl~rew the old oppressive feudal order atid projected the vision 
of a new society wedded to tlie values of liberty, equality and fsaternity. 'The values of liberty 
and fraternity pal-titularly influenced his writings. The subjugation of the German state by 
Napoleon disillusiolied him and he set out to resolve the perenliial political probleins of the 
states. The reconciliation that he advocated in his writings is unique and paradoxical in many 
respects. . 



Before we take up an analysis of Hegel's political pl~ilosopl~y it is necessary for us to bear in 
mind that although-he borrowed many of his ideas from Plato, Socrates, Aristotle, Kant and 
Rousseau, he used them to evolve his own philosophy. He assimilated their ideas in his logical 
system. 111 other words, the Hegelian political philosophy stands apart from each of them. 

14.4 IDEALISM 

In the history of political ideas there are two major schools of tllought about the nature of 
reality-idealism and naturally, rationalism and empiricism. The question about tliat nature of 
reality is ontological; while the question about knowing it is epistemological according to the 
Idealist school, ofwhich Hegel is a major proponent, (the other one being Plato), true knowledge 
of every thing in the world-material and non material-is deduced from idea of the thing. In 
other words, the idea of the thing, is inore important than the thing itself. Therefore, what is 
real and permanent is the ''idea of a thing" not the thing as much. This is so because the 
physical world is constantly in a state of flux and change but the idea is permanent. The 
physical world is only a manifestatioll of tlie idea. For example, the true knowledge of table 
or chair lies in comprehending the idea of table or chair. An actually existing table is a table 
in so far as it has the characteristics of table-hood. A carpenter is able to make a table because 
he has the idea of table in his mind and tlie table that he makes is only a manifestation or 
approxi~nation-~f that idea. The terms hot and cold are understood as idea. The knowledge of 
actually existing things is relative and hence imperfect. When you say that water in this glass 
is hot it is only a relative truth because as compared to boiling water it is cold but as compared 
to water in the refrigerator it is hot. So the real knowledge is to comprehend the idea of hot 
and cold. 

Hegelian idealisn~ is often referred to as Absolute Idealism because it provides us with a set 
of categories (liot and cold, pleasure and plain) i n  terms of which a1 lhuman experiences of the 
past and the present can be understood. There is another dimensioh of Hegelian idealism. This 
may be called Idealist Interpretation of History. According to this theory it is the ideas that 
constitute the true motor of history. What gives momentum to history is the development of 
ideas. All changes in society, economy, polity and culture take place because of development 
of ideas. Hegel's Idealism which is often called Absolute Idealis~n sees a certain relationship 
betweer1 the subject and the object. It is a relationship between the subject and the object. It 
is a relationship between a knowing subject and the objective world, which is known, i.e. 
relationship between the milid and the world. 

14.4.1 Dialectical Method 

Hegel's political pl~ilosopl~ies rest mainly on his dialectical method. As already pointed out 
Hegel borrowed his method from Socrates who is the first exponent of this method. Hegel has 

' himself expressed his debt to Socrates for this s net hod. The dialectic tneans to discuss. Socrates 
believed that one call arrive at the truth only by constant questioning. It was the process of 
exposing contradictions through the method of discussion. Having taken a clue from Socrates 
I-Iegel argued tliat absolute Idea or the Spirit, in search of self-realisation moves from Being 
to non-being to becoming. To put it in simple words, an idea moves from a thesis to antithesis 
until a synthesis of the two is f o ~ ~ ~ n d .  Syntllesis has in it elements of thesis as well as antithesis. 
In due course the synthesjs itself acquires the status of a thesis and gives rise to its own 
antithesis. This process goes on. In practice, Hegel applied his dialectical method to the domain 
of ideas. Therefore, his method may be described as dialectical idealism. It means that every 
idea (tl~esis) gives rise to a counter idea (antithesis) and the original idea and counter idea 
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(merge) to give rise to a new idea (synthesis). This new idea, in due course, itself becomes a 
thesis and gives rise to its antithesis and the process goes on. Hegel argued that through the use 
of his dialectical method he has discovered the greatest fonnula in the history of philosophy. 
He maintained that the march of reason in history was a cornplex dialectical process. It is a 
mechanism by whicli thought propels itself. Dialectical idealism was a logical apparatus for 
interpreting the history in its true perspective. 

14.4.2 Use of Dialectical Method 

Having stated his dialectical method Hegel argued that a phenomenon can be best understood 
according to the law of dialectics, i.e, when contrasted with its opposite. Pleasure is best 
understood in opposition to pain, heat in opposition to cold, goodness in opposition to badness, 
justice in opposition to injustice and so on. Hegel has given several instances of thesis, antithesis 
and synthesis. The following instances given by him are note worthy and you should remember 
them. 

i) Fanlily is the thesis, civil society is its antithesis and state is the synthesis. 

ii) Similarly, despotisilz is thesis, democracy is its antithesis and constitutional ~nonarcl~y 'is 
the synthesis. 

iii) Inorganic world is the thesis, organic world is its antithesis and human beings are the 
syntllesis. 

Hegel believed that the true nature of thing can be known only if its contradictions are also 
known. In this sense, his theory of dialects is rooted in contradiction or negation. He considered 
contradictions as the driving force of the whole process of evolution. This is the fundamental 
law of the COSIIIOS as also of thought. 

14.5 PHlLOSOPHY OF HISTORY 

Hegel's philosophy of history is contained in the lectures tliat he delivered while he was at the 
Berlin University. He does not attach much importance to tile material things. He views them 
merely as the culllulative result of evolution of absolute Idea. Absolute ldea is dynamic and 
ever evolving. It moves forward in search of self-realisation. This is termed by Hegel as 
unfolding of the reason. The whole universe is the result of this process of unfolding of Reason. 
In fact, Hegel's pililosophy of history is somewhat similar to the Christian theology, which sees 
history as a pattern of n~eaningful events which can be understood in terms of cosmic design. 
It is unfolding of reason under God's guidance or as willed by God. The Absolute Idea moves 
forward ill an evolutionary process. In this evolutionary process the absolute Idea or the spirit 
takes many forms, discarding the earlier ones and getting newer ones. The first stage in this 
evolution is the physical or the inorganic world. At this initial stage the Absolute Idea (or 
Spirit) acquires the form of gross matter. The second stage in this process is the organic world: 
animals, plants etc. This stage is an improvement on the earlier stage. The third stage is the 
evolution of human beings. Each stage is more complicated than the previous stage. The 
evolution of human beings marks a qualitatively higher stage because the human beings are 
rational agents capable of distinguishing between good and bad. The fourth stage marks ,the 
evolution of family system, In addition to rational element it involves mutual cooperation and 
acconunodation. The fifth stage marks the evolution of Civil Society. Here economic inter- 
dependence is the main feature in addition to mutual cooperation and accommodation. The last 



and highest stage witnesses the evolution of the state, which represents a perfect moral order. 
Hegel argues that family symbolises unity; civil society symbolises particularity and the state 
syinbolises universality. The ttnity of the family, particularity of the civil society is realised 
with the appearance of the state as the actuality of the universal order. Both the family and civil 
society are to sonle degree rational but only the state is perfectly rational and perfectly ethical. 
In short, the evolutionary process passes tl~rough the following stages and each successive stage 
is a distinct inlprovemeilt on the predecessor stages: 

Inorganic would - organic world - human beings - family - civil society - State 

It should be noted that with the help of the above argument Hegel tried to solve the basic 
problem about the relationship between matter and Spirit. He did so by arguing that matter is 
only a ~nanifestation of Spirit in its crude form. Matter is not only a negation of Spirit but also 
the conscious realisation of Spirit. 

The second important dimension of Hegel's philosol~hy of history is the doctrine of historicisn~. 
It is difficult to explain this doctrine. Broadly speaking, historicisin is a doctrine, which holds 
that the wllole course of history is predetermined course. Thc human intervention or human 
effort can be effective only if it falls in line with the dialectical direction of the world history. 
Like the stoic God history leads the wise mall and drags the fool. 

The third nlajor dimension of Hegel's philosophy of history is the use of Aristotelian teleology. 
According to it every thing in the world is moving towards the realisation of its end, its true 
nature. From the point of view of the human actors, history is a union of irony and tragedy; 
from the point of view of the Whole it is a cyclic. When we look at Hegel's philosopl~y of 
history in its totality we can say that it is an atteinpt to synthesise Kant's lvld Herder's philosophies 
of history. Kant advocated scientific understanding of history, while Herder en~phasised the 
place of feelings and speculation. In tl~is sense Hegel's philosopl~y of history is speculative 
reason. Let us elaborate this point. 

For filler understanding of thrust of Hegel's philosophy of history you must understand that 
there is philosophical as against einpirical history. The historians of latter category insist on 
accurate delineation of the facts which is their paranlotnlt concern. The former .(philosophic 
historians) on the other hand are not satisfied with mere narration of facts and try to provide 
divination of the meaning and look for the exhibition of reason's working in the sphere of 
history. They do not feel satisfied by mere reproductio~l of enlpirical facts and try to incorporate 
their knowledge of the Idea, the articulation of reason. Thus they elevate enlpirical contents to 
the level of necessary truth. 

For Hegel the world history exhibits the developmellt of the consciousiless of freedom on the 
part of Spirit. Hegel actually applies his philosophy of history when he says that in the oriental 
world (China etc) there was despotisnl and slavery and freedom was confined orily to the 
monarcl~. But in Greek and Roman civilisatioi~s altl~ough siavery was there, yet the citizens 
enjoyed freedom. In Europe particulasly in Germany there is emphasis on liberty for all and 
infinite worth of each individual is recognised. The world history thus consists of definite 
stages of progression-Oriental, Greek, Roman and Germanic. In short, Hegel's philosophy of 
history consists of two parts: (i) the general pattern and (ii) various stages in this general 
pattern. Finally, Hegel's philosophy of history talks of doctrine of moving forces in historical 
change. He argues that Reason's great design can be carried out with the help of human 
passions. Certain great men (like Caesar or Alexander) are chosen as instruments of destiny. 
Such men are necessary if the plot of history is to be carried out. This amounts to saying that 
ideas are important but there must be will power to ilnplement thein. 



14.6 THEORY OF STATE 

The most seminal contribution of Hegel to Political Philosophy is his theory of state. Like 
Plato, Hegel is a great system builder. His theory of state is rooted in the axiom: "What is 
rational is real and what is real is ratioiial". It means that whatever exists in the world is 
according to Reason and wliatever is according to reason exists. Hegel's theory of state is based 
on the basic premise about the gradual unfolding of Reason or Spirit or Absolute Idea through 
a dialectical process. Reason gets its perfect realisation in the state. Thus, the state is Reason 
personified. State is rational, state is real; therefore what is rational is real. Here, real does not 
only mean that wllicli is empirical but tliat which is fundamental. In fact, Hegel distinguishes 
between rcal and that which merely exists. That which merely exists is only momentary and 
mere surface manifestation of underlying forces which alone are real. Thus, Hegel sought to 
bridge the gap between the rational and the real. The real is nothing but the objective manifestation 
of spirit. 

This implies that for Hegel all states are rational in so far as they represent the various states 
of unfoldilig of Reason. By doing so he took a consewative'position because it tantalnounts to 
saying that wliatever happens is manifestation of unfolding of Reason. No event ever occurs 
unless ordained by Reason. So every event takes place according to a rational plan. He considered 
tl~e state as "March of God on Earth" or the ultimate embodiment of Reason. 

State, for Hegel, is the liigliest manifestation of Reason because it emerges as a synthesis of 
family (thesis) and civil society (antitliesis). Family fulfills man's biological needs-food, sex 
and love. It is the first manifestation of spirit but it cannot fulfill the higher or more complex 
needs for which we need a civil society. While the basic feature of family is unity based on 
love the civil society is necessary for the fulfilln~ent of his competitive self-interest and for the 
satisfaction of diverse human needs, particularly the economic needs which the family cannot 
fulfill. The civil society is organised on the basis of individual's material needs, which are not 
wholly private and yet are primarily self-regarding. It is less selfisll than the family. It is saved 
from disintegration because men begin to realise that their needs can be met only by recognising 
the claims of others. Civil society educates the individual where he begins to see that he can 
get what he needs only by willing what other individuals need. It is not a complete organic 
unity. Such unity is realised only when the tension involved in the contradiction between family 
and civil society is transcended in the final synthesis of the state. The civil society looks after 
the material needs of llu~nan beings and therefore, Hegel sees it as state in its embryonic form. 
The state looks after the universal interests of the whole community and it acquires an organic 
character. 

By way of summing up this complex Hegelian tlleory of state we may say tliat first it has divine 
origin because the state is diviilely ordained growth of absolute Idea or Reason. There can bl: 
no spiritual evolution beyond the state as there can be no physical evolution beyond man. It is 
the march of God on earth, Secondly, Hegel is statist because the state in his philosophy is not 

l 
a means to an end but an end in itself. Tlie statedoes not exist for the individuals but the - 

j individuals exist for the state. Thirdly, for Hegel the whole (state) is greater than the parts 
(individuals) that constitute it. Their (individuals') importance is only due to the fact that they 

1 are members of the state. Thus, Hegel makes the individuals totally subordinate to the state. 
i Only the state knows what is in individual's interest. State in that sense is infallible. It is also 

I infallible because it is divine. Hegel argued that,, "all the worth which tile human being 
I possesses-all spiritual reality-he possesses only through the State. For his spiritual reality 

consists in this, that liis own essence-Reason-is objectively present to him, that it possesses 

I 
objective immediate existence for him. The State is the*Divine Idea as it exists on earth". 



14.7 THEORY OF FREEDOM OF THE INDIVIDUAL 

Hegel's theory of state leads us to another i~nportarlt conclusion. Because only the state knows 
what is in individuall's interest and because the state is always infallible and because tllc state 
is divine therefore the individuals have no rights outside the state or agaillst the state because 
state itself is the fountain of rights. Freed0111 of the individual lies in the conlpletc obcdicncc 
of the laws of the state. It is only as an obedient citizen with the universal. In other words, state 
is a super-organism in which no one has any individud preferences different from those of the 
larger unit. Thus, one aspect of Hegel's philosophy which is of greatest sig~iificmce is tllc 
exaltation of the state and conlplete negation of the individual's rights and freedoms. Real 
freedom of the individual can be realised only in the state. The only way for tllc individual to 
be free is to willingly obey the laws of the state. 

In a subtle sense, Hegel's position on the question of relatiollship betweal state and individual 
is very close to Rousseau's position. You will recall that Rousseau had argued that cach 
individual has two wills-actual will which is selfish and the real will which is rational. 
Freedom in Rousseau's pl~ilosophy means subordination of actual wills to thc rcal wills (the 
General will). In the same way in Hegel's philosophy the individual is free only if  he ida~tifies 
himself consciously with the laws of the state. Because the state for Hegel is i~ifalliblc arid 
because it can'never be wrong therefore, if there is ever a conflict between inclividual and the 
state, the individual is always wrong and the state is dcvays right. 

It is also interesting to compare Hegel's position with the position of Hobbes on this: (relation 
between the individual and the state). Hegel maintains that iridividt~als havc no right to resist 
the state or disobey tlle commands of the state. To take an analogy-just a s  parts of human 
body cannot revolt against the body in the same way the individuals camlot revolt against tllc 
state. Given this position of Hegel we can say that the Hegeli'm state is Iikc thc Mobbcsian 
Leviathan in new garb. In fact, in Hegel the position of state vis-d-vis t11c individual is izzorc 
exalted than in Hobbes. Hobbes at least grants to the individual the right to rcvolt against tllc 
state if the state fails to protect his life. The individuals in the Hobbesian social contract agreed 
to submit themselves to the state in the hope that it (state) will ensure safctj* of their lifc and 
property. If the state (or the sovereign) is unable to do so then the individuals havc the inlzcrent 
right to refbse to obey the sovereign. However, Hegel does not grant any sucll right to tllc 
individual. This is so because the state for Hegel is the embodiment of reason alld individuals 
are the products of the state. In some sense the relationship between state a d  i~ldivid~ral in 
Hegel is an organic relationship, while in Hobbes it remains a mechanical wfatio~lsbip bas& 
on contract. 

14.8 CONCLUSION 

Hegel is undoubtedly one of the greatest political thinkers of modern times. He is collsidcrcd 
to be a pragmatic thinker because he tries to idealise and rationalise the actual existing Prussim 

1 

State (what is real is rational). With a pronounced Gro-centricism in the backgrouild of the 
Protestant Revolution, he was convinced that Gemmy in particular and Europe in gmoral have 
approached the near final form of historical evolution. The Germm State for him marked t b  

, culmination and final destination of Absolute Idea. He attributed to the state not only a disti~~ct 
personality but also a moral totality. Hegel rejected Kant's notion of perpcttal pence and 
accepting different .forms of regimes, accepted war as a mechanism of settlhg two alten~ativc 
claims of rights. Hegel had no doctrine of just war. 



Hegel's greatest contribI.ltion was a new discipline, the philosophy of history, a method of 
nleasurillg llistorical evolution with a confidence of inevitable progression. 111 this, he not only 
influenced h ' h - ~  but also Saint-Simon, Comte and Toynbee. His overall intellectual influence 
extended from Marxism to Existentialism leading to conflicting claims, criticisms and adulation. 
Karl Pop1)er saw hiln as a precursor of 20th Century fascism. Kaufn~ann reacting to Popper said 
that Hegel' was not a radical individualist but certainly not a totalitarian. Both Avineri and 
Marcuse conc~irred with Kaufinann. Fukuyana, making a comparison between the continued 
influence of Man; and Hegcl proclaimed the triunlpl~ of Hegel, as modem liberalism does not 
end "the desire for recognition" but transforms "into a Inore rational form". 

Tl~e classical tradition ended with Hegel, as MacIl~tyre observed tllat 110 new fundanlental 
ilmovatiolzs have been possible after him. This is reflected by the fact that after Hegel began 
a period of refillenlent in political theory. As last of the titans, Hegel's influence co~~tinues to ' 

be an inlpoi-ta~lt iilgredient in contemnporary political philosophy. 

SUMMARY 

Hegel was ii~flucilced by Socrates (Dialectics), AristotIe (teleology), Rousseau (actual will and 
Rational Will) and 11ni11~1uel Kant (Rationalism). Secotldly, we have noted that I-Iegel's nlethod 
is dialectical, In order to arrive at tnlth a thing must be understood in relation to its opposite. 
This is proccss of thesis, mtill~esis and synthesis. The third importallt aspect of Hegel's political 
is his tllcoly of history. He looks at 11istor-y as the gradual evolution of the Absolute Idea or 
the Spirit. History is progress but it moves in violent spirals. The most significant aspect of his 
Political Philosophy 1s liis theoly of the state which is based on the axiom that what is rational 
is rcal and what is real is rational. It means that for him all that exist (or all that is real) is  
rational bccause it is n pad of i~nfoldiag of Reason. Sinlilarly, all that is ratioi~al n1~1st actually 
exist. He raised the stnte to the highest pedestal cz~d even called it the march of God on earth. 
This is so because state is the highest and the final manifestatlo~l of Reason or Absolute Idea. 
Thc earlier states witllesscd in this evolutionary are the following: Inorganic world-organic 
~vorld-huruan beings-fanlily and civil society. 

By raising tllc stnte to s~lc11 an exalted positioil he denied ally freedom to the individual. He 
trcated tlle statc as an end rather than a nieans. Since state is Reason personified it is infallible. 
Individuals call enjoy tlicir freed0111 only by fully identifying with the state. Tllerefore, in 
Hegel's phi1osoph)r individuals havc; no right against the state. State is a whole and i~idividuals 
are parts that constitute this wliole and this ~vhole is larger than the sulll total of its parts. As 
different orgalls of body call neither exist nor develop in opposition to or outside the body, 
sinlilnrlv individuals llnd no existence apart fiom and outside the state. State in Hegel's philosophy 
is Iikc ~ o b b c s '  Lcviathnn. In fact, Hegel goes beyond Hobbes in so far as Hobbes implicitly 
granted the rigfit to the individual to resist the state but Hegel does not allow any such .right 
to the individual. 

Hegel's political philosophy has exercised great influence during t l ~ e  last two centuries. The rise 
of fascism in Italy and totalitnriai~isnl in Soviet Uniotl is attributed to his philosopl~y. ~ 1 i e  
general swillg to the right i s  said to have drawl! inspiration from his philosophy. He glorified 
wax bccatlSc, in l~is  view, it brings out t11e noblest qualities of man, He viewed war as an 
illstnllllellt in tlzc hands of world spirits to facilitate the development of world according to the 
dialectic of history. 



14.1 0 EXERCISES 

1) What were the major influences on Hegel? 

2) What did Hegel III~UI by 'real is rational''? 

3) What is Hegel's Philosopliy of History'? 

4) Explain the 'statement 'the State is the March of God on Earth'. 

5) What are Hegel's views about freedom of the individual'? 
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15.1 INTRODUCTION * 

In the entire l~istory of political thought, both in influence and in criticism, few political 
theorists can match Karl Heinrich Marx. Reflecting on the contelnporaiy world froin the 
background of Victoria11 opti~nis~n in England, Marx was confident of hulnan liberation by 
transcending the realni of necessity to a real111 of freedom. Along with Friedrich Engels (1 820- 
95), wit11 whom he shared an utlparalleled partnership, Marx dissected 19th Century capitalism 
as 'scientific socialis~n' mainly to distance tlle~nselves from the early socialism of Owen, 

' Fourier and Saint-Simon whom they dubbed as 'utopian socialists'. 

Like Hegel, for Marx, the study of history was of crucial significance. Rejecting Hegelian 
dialectical idealism, Marx offered dialectical materialism einpllasisi~~g that the primacy of the 
mode of production of the material n~eans of life essentially conditions tlle overall existence of 
human beings as manifested in  human relationships. Understanding reality in terms of base that 
included mode and relationsliips of production and the superstructure that included political, 

i cultural and i~ltellecti~al dimensions, Malx obsei-ved that individual consciousiiess was determined 
f 

i 
by societal process. Einphasising all history as the history of class 'struggle, Marx's stages of 
social evolution had five different stages: (a) primitive co~iimunistii, (b) slavery, (c) feudalism, 

I (d) capitalism and (e) communisn~. Narx's major concentration- was on analysing contemporary 
capitalistn as in the first three he had little interest and desisted froin making a blueprint for 
the future communist society except providing a sketchy outline. He anaiysed capitalism 
dialectically praising its role in revolutionisi~?g the means of production while condemning it 
for its inequities, wastage and exploitation. However he was mistakenly confide~lt that the days 
of capitalism would be over soon. Many comtnerrtators believe that the best way to understand 

' Marx is to see him as a critic of 19th Century capitalism. 



15.2 LIFE AND TIMES 

*Mar* was born at Trier in Rhineland (Prussia) in a Jewish family. He embraced Christianity 
during his childl~ood. He studied History, Law and Philosophy at Bonn, Berlin and Jena. He 
received his doctorate (P1l.D. Degree) in Pliilosophy from the Univers i~ of Jena. It was dt~ring 
his student days that he was attracted to socialism-a doctrine, which was considered quite 
dangerous by the rulers of those times. Because of his socialistic convictions and his radical 
anti-state views he was expelled from Prussia and was forced to take shelter in France and 
Belgium. While he was in France be continued organising the German workers working in that 
country. Consequently the French Government under the pressure of the Prussian Govern~neiit 
expelled him from FI-ance. In 1849 he migrated to England and stayed there till his death in 
1883. 

15.2.1 Beginning of an Intellectual Journey 

Marx h,as written so extensively on various issues of Philosophy, Economics, Politics and 
Society that it is difficult to discuss all his complex ideas in a few pages. Because o f  a wide 
range of issues on which he wrote it is equally difficult to put hitn in a straight jacket of any 
one discipline. During his student days Marx was attracted to Hegelian Idealisrll but he soon 
shifted his interest to Humanism and ultimately to Scientific Socialism. He was also influenced 
by some of the major movements of his times. During his formative years the idea of evolution, 
in one forin or the other, was very much in the air. While one version of  evolutio~l was 
articulated by Hegel (Evolutiolz ofAbsolzrte Idea or Spirit), the other versiou was propounded 
by Darwin (in 11is Origin ofspecies). Althougl~ Marx accepted a few of the conternpora~y 
themes, he rejected some others. His most seminal contribution lies in  offering an alternative 
theory of historical evolution-the theory of Dialectical Historical Materialism. Through this 
theory he rejected the Hegelian and Darwinian theories and propounded his own theory to 
explain the course of human history. Marx also entered in pole~nical argument wit11 ltlariy of 
his contemporaries, particularly Proudl~on and Bakunin and various socialist groups of Europe, 

15.3 THEORY OF ALIENATION 

One of the most original contributions of Marx is his Theory of Alienation. This is contained 
in his early work-Econon.zic and Plzilosophical Manuscripts-which were written in 1843 but 
were discovered nearly fifly years after his death. These Manuscripts show that 'early Marx' 
was mainly interested in the problem of aiienation, 

In order to understand Marxian Theory of Alienation it is important to i~nderstand Wegel's 
views on alienation. This is so because Marx borrowed his idea of alienation from I'iegel, And 
Feuerbach's, particularly from Hegel. He did so while dealing with the Hegelian notion of 
Phenomenology. For Hegel, alienation is the state of consciousness as it acquaints itself? with 
the external world in which objects appear to man external or alien. Nature i s  a self-alienated 
form of Spirit/Absolute mind. Man is self-alienated SpiriUGod in the process of de-alienating 
itself. Feuerbach's position is just the opposite, i.e. that man is not self-alienated God; ratlxer 
God is self-alienated man. According to Hegel, consciousness ematlcipates itself from this 
alienation by recognising that the objects that appear to consciousness to exist outside it are 
only a phenomenal expression of consciousness. In other words, it is recognitiorl hy consciousness 
that objects are merely alienated or reified consciousness. Marx vehemently attacks Hegel for 
identifying the existence of objects with alienation, wliicl~ makes the objective world a Inere 
phantasm. Marx does so by distinguishing between objectijcation and alicyration, Objectification 



is based on the premise of material existence of the objects; while alienation is a state of 
consciousness resulting from specific type of relationship between Inen and objects. Such 
relationships cannot be a fantasy because objects are real. 

Since Marx recognises the autonomous existence of objects, alienation can be got over only by 
'object-creating praxis', i.e. by changing the very conditions in which the objects are created. 
In short, whereas for Hegel alienation is a state of conscioustless subject to elimination by 
another state of consciousness, for Marx alienation is related to the real existing objects and can 
be overcome in the real sphere of object-related activity. 

In Marx's view one consequence ~f Hegelian positiorl is that the whole llistory is reduced to 
an act of tllinking because Hegel sees all concrete events only as manifestation of Idea or Spirit. 
Since in Elegel the abolition of alienation is merely at the level of consciousness it becolnes 
'impossible to abolish real alienation. I-Ience, lnen are forced to legitinlise their chains. Secondly, 
for Marx alienation is rooted in the historical situation and its consequences. In the capitalist 
society the creation of objects (production) does 110t help man to realise himself, i.e, to realise 
liis potential. This inability of man to realise his potelltial while being engaged in the creation 
of objects causes alienation. HSIICE, a!ienation will be overcolne whe!~ thc production of 
objects will lead to unfolding of the human potentialities. 

I11 capitalism production takes place in alienating circumstances and this makes objectification 
(creation of objects) into dehuinanisation. The object produced by the labourer by his labour, 
its product, now stands opposed to him as an alien being as a power independent of hirn. In 
essence, labour itself becomes an object. What is embodied i n  the product of his labour does 
not belong to the labourer, it is no longcr his own. It belongs to some one else: the capitalist. 
The greater this product is, tlie Inore he is diminished and de-humanised. Thus, you call say 
that, for Marx, labour becolnes a del~uma~~ising act when it is not a voluntary but a coercive 
activity. But what nmkes the labour coercive is not the nature of labour (nature of labourer's 
work)per se but the llistorical conditions in which this labour is performed. Hence, the society 
that will abolish alienation will not abolish labour, it will only abolish the alienating conditions 
in whicll labour is performed. In other words, labour will exist even in a socialist and a 
com~nunist society but it will not be a coercive activity. The crucial question is whether the 
work serves 'as a n?entzs for existence for the labourer or becoriles tlie very content of his. l$e. 
This amounts to saying tliat objectification (producing objects by one's labour) will continue 
even under communism but alienation will not. 

From the above account you must have noticed that alienation as it exists in a capitalist society 
has many dimensions. However, three dimensions are fundahental: i) Man's alienation fiom 
nature; ii) alienation from huinanity or fellow workers; and iii) alienation fro111 himself. Alie~lation 
from nature implies that the labourer is alienated from his faculty and capacity of'shaping tlie 
world because the world appears to him as liis master. Secondly, alienation occurs because of 
the worker's inability to kwn' the product of his work, which belongs to someone else, Not 
only this, even 11is labour is not his own because he has sold it to another. Moreover, what is 
embodied in the product of his labour is no longer his own. Hence, he gets alienated from the 
object of his labour. This object which Ile has produced assu~nes an external existence. It exists 
independently outside him and appears alien to l ~ i ~ n .  It stands opposed to him as an autonomous 
power, as a hostile force. Thirdly, alienation occurs because work for the labourer is not 
voluntary but it is imposed on hiin. It is forced labour that he has to perform. It is not for 
the satisfactioa of his needs but for the satisfaction of others' needs. Hence, work for him 
becolnes drudgery, a monotonous and boring activity. For twelve hours the worker weaves, 
spins, drills, turns, builds,*sI~ovels, breaks stones, carries loads without ktlowing why he is 



doing all this. Another aspect of alienation is tlie domination of dead, objectified labour 
(machinery) over the living labour (the worker). In this process tlie worker becomes an 
appendage of the machine. His product and his machines become his real masters. Me feels 
alienated from himself. It is because of this that man feels himself to be freely active only in 
ani~nal fi~nctions--eating, drinking and procreating-wl~ile in his human fi~nctions he is reduced 
to an animal. The animal in him becomes human and the human in him becomes animal, Marx 
furtlier explains it by saying that: 

the less you eat, drink, buy boolcs, go to theatre or to ball or to tlie public house, 
and the less you think, love, tlieorise, sing, paint, fence etc, the more you will be 
able to save and the greater will become your treasure which neither mot11 nor rust 
will corrupt-yoyour capital. The less you are, the less you express your life, the 
more you liave, the greater in your alienated life and tlie greater is the saving of 
your alienated being. 

The above quotati011 sliows that property for Marx is not tlie realisation or fulfilltnent of 
personality but its negation. Hence, it is not only the property-less (the workers) who are 
alienated, but so are those wlio have property (the capitalists). The possession of property by 
one person necessarily entails its non-possession by another. However, in  Marx's view the 
problem of alie~iatiop cannot be solved by assuring property to all (which is in any case 
impossible) but by abolislling all property relations. Hence, the abolition of capitalism is a 
necessaiy pre-requisite for the abolition of alienation. Capitalism, by definition F itails alienation. 

Communism for Marx is not only tlie positive abolition of private property but also the abolition 
of human self-alienation. Therefore, it is the reti~rn of Inan to himself as a social, i.e. really 
human being. Secondly, Marx argued in  his The Gern~an Ideology that the main cause of 
alienation is fi~ation of activity due to which wliat we ourselves produce becomes objective 
power .above US, going out of our control, tliwa~.ting our expectations, bringing to naught our 
calculations. Man will be redeemed from alienation i n  the co~nmunist society because nobody 
will have any exclusive spliere of activity and each one can become accomplished in any branch 
he wishes. There it will be possible for me to do one thing today and another tomorrow, to 
I~unt in the morning, fish i n  the afternoon, rear cattle in  the evenitlg, criticise after dinner, doing 
just that which gives me pleasure without ever becoming a hunter, fisherman, shepherd or 
critic. This will be the real state of freedom for man from alienation and exploitation. 

. Marx borrowed his dialectical method fro111 Hegel but nlodified it in a fundamental way. While 
Hegel I~ad applied liis dialectical ~netl~od in the domain of ideas, Marx applied the Dialectics 
to explain the material conditions of life. In the process of doing so Ile denounced the Hegelian 
philosoplly of dialectical idealism, on the one hand, and tlie tlieory of ~nechanistic materialism, 
on the other. Hence, tlie Marxian tlieory of society and history may be called Dialectical 
Materialis~i~. (In fact, Engels in his Anti-Dz~rhing applied the dialectics even to physical nature. 
T11is has becolne a subject of intense debate among post-Marx Marxists). Marxian dialectical 
material ism, developed by Engels has three dimensions: 

i )  The law of tratlsfor~nation of quantity into quality. It means that quantitative changes lead 
to qualitative revolutionary situation. 

ii) The law of unity of opposiies (contradiction), and 

iii) The law of negation of negatioli (thesis-antithesis and synthesis). 



Marx 11olds that the muterial and the ideal are not or~ly different but opposite and constitute a 
unity in which the material is primary and the mind (idea) secondaty. This is so because matter 
can exist without mind but mind cannot exist without matter because historically it (mind) has 
developed out of matter: In this way Marx completely inverted the Hegelian position. You 
would recall that for Hegel mind was primary and matter secondary. Marx pointed out that 
wit11 Hegel "dialectics is standing on its head. It must be turned right side up." This he did 
by making matter yrinzary and mind secondary. 

15.5 THEORY OF HISTORICAL MATERIALISM 

The most seminal cot~tribution of Marx is his theory of historical materialism. In his Sociulism: 
Utopian and Sciel7tzfic Engels defined iiistorical Inaterialism as a theory which I~olds that the 
ultimate cause which determines tl~e whole course of human I-ristory is the econo~nic development 
of society. The whole course of hu~nan history is explaitled in terins of changes occurring in 
the modes of productior~ and exchange. Starting with primitive conzmunism the mode of 
production has passed through three stages: slavery, feudalism and capitalism and tile consequent 
division of society into distinct slasses (slave-master, serf-baron and proletariat-capitalist) and 
the struggle of these classes against one another. The most profourld statement of Marx which 
explains his theory of historical tnaterialism is contained in his Preface ro a Contribution to the 
Critique of Political .Econon~y. In this work Marx contends that: 

j the economic striicture of society, constituted by its relations ofproduction is the 
real foundation of socieiy. 11 is the busis on which rises a legal and political 
super-structure and to which cori*espond definite forms of social consciousness. 
Along with it, tlie society's relutions of production tl~emselves correspond to a 

a definite stage of developmetlt of its material productive forces. Thus, the mode of 
production of material life determines the social, political and intellectual life 
process in general. 

T11~ general relations as well as forms of state are to be grasped neitller froin tlie~nselves nor 
fro* tlie so-called general developlnent of human n ~ i n d ,  but rather they have their roots in the 
material conditions of life. As the society's productive forces develop (animate energy getting 
replaced by inanimate energy-for exalr~ple oxen ploughing getting replaced by ploughing with 
tractor) they clasli wit11 the existing relations of production wl~icli become a fetter on their 
further growth. Thus, begins the epocli of social revolution. This contradictiotl betweenforces . 
ofproduction and relations of production divides the society into classes. As people become 
conscious of this conflict they fight it out. The conflict is resolved in favour of the productive 
forces and new, higher relations of productioli, whose material conditions have matured in the 
womb of the old society emerge. The bourgeois Inode of production not only represents the 
most recent of several progressive epochs, but it is the last antagonistic form of production. 

Marx's niaterialist interpretatioii of history thus explains the general course of h~unan history 
in terms of growth of productive forces. The productive forces, as already pointed out, consist 
of ineans of production (tnachines, tools and factories) .and labour power. The relations of 
productioi~ correspond to society's productive level. In addition to ancient, feudal and bourgeois 
inodes of production Marx also talked of the Asiatic /??ode ofproduction. On the one hand, 
Marx distinguished between forces of production and relations of production on the other lie 
distinguisl~ed between the base and the super-structure. For Marx, the productive forces are not 
objective ecor~omic forces which do not require the mediation of human cotlsciousness for their 
emergence or existence, Likewise, the distinction between the material base and the ideologicat 
super-structure is not the distil~ctior~ between matter and spirit but between conscious human 
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activity aimed at the creation and preservation of conditions of human life, and human 
consciousness wllich provide rationalisation and legitimisatioli of specific form tliat human 
activity takes. 

Like his dialectics, Marx constructed his lnaterialist collception of history out of the Hegelian 
system itself which had sought to bridge tile gap between the rational and the actual. Marx, 
in fact, borrowed such concepts as civil society and property from the Hegelian syste~n and set 
them in a revolutionary relatio~lship to the concept of the state. Hegel confronts civil society 
as a sphere of nzaterialism and co~ulter-poses it to the state as sphere of idealism. In sharp 
contrast to this, Marx Iiolds that relations as well as forms of state are to be grasped neither 
from themselves, nor from the so-called general development of hulnan mind but rather they 
have their roots in tlie material conditiolls of life. You must also understand tlle way in which 
Marx differentiates between his materialist conception of history and Ilegelian idealist conception 
clf Izistory. To Hegel, it is tlie life process of the Iiunian mind, i.e. the process of thinking wliich 
under tlie name of tlie idea gives momentum to history. Thus, for I-Iegel, the real world is only 
the external, phenomenal form of the idea, while for Marx the ideal is nothing else than the 
material world reflected by human mind and tra~~slated into forms of thought. To put it 
differently, wliile41 the Hegelian scheme co~zscio~aness determines existence; in the Marxian 
scheme it is tlie solid being (conditions of existence) that deternline their eonsciozaness. Thus, 
the relationship between econolnic and tlie political in Marx is such thBt the political structure 
reflects the socio-economic conditions. It is the econoniic fact of life, which produce or 
determine the nature of ideas. Thus, Marx reduced all thought and actic r to the material 
conditions of  life. Cotlsciousiless is nothing but the reflection of material conditions of  men's 
existence. However, this relationship between material conditions and ideas is not necessarily 
direct and automatic. It is rather complex. Masx expressed his position in a very technical 
language. He argued that the doctrine that men are products of circun~stances and up-bringing 
and that, therefore, changed men are products of other circumstances and changed up-bringing 
forgets that it is inell tliat change circumstances and that educator himself needs education. 

The above statement of Marx will help you to understand that in  Marx epistemology ceases lo 
be merely a reflective theory of cognition but becomes a vehicle for shaping and molding 
reality. Thirs, Marx's episte~nology occupies a middle position between classical (mechanical) 
tnaterialisln and classical idealism. Since, it syntliesises the two traditions, it transcends the 
classical dichotolny between subject and object. In shott, Marx denies the validity of traditional 
~nechanistic materialist modes of consciousness. To Marx, reality is always hunia11 reality, not 
in the sense that man sllapes nature because this act of shaping natyr&also sllapes nian and his 
relation to other human beings. It is a total process, implying a constant interaction between 
subject and object "My relatioliship to my surroundings is my conscioustiess". 

In a subtle sense, the Marxian pliilosophy of liistorical lnaterialistn is different not only from 
Hegelian philosopliy; it is also different fro111 that of Feuerbacll. While Feuerbach saw the unity 
of man and nature expressed by man's being a part of nature, Marx sees man as shaping nature 
and llis being, in turn, shaped by it. To put it in simple words, whereas Feuerbach naturalises 
man, Marx hunzanises nature. Marx argued that man not only satisfies his needs through his 
contact wit11 nature but also creates new needs as well as possibilities of their satisfaction. 
Thus, accosding to Marx, tnau7s needs are historical not naturalistic. -The never-ending dialectical 
pursuit of their creation and satisfaction constitutes tlie main course Iiistorical development. 
Here again, the Marxist position is different from pragmatists. Wliile pragmatisln starts with 
the prerliise that Inan adopts himself to a given pre-existing environment, Marx views man not 
adopting himself to the environment but shaping his world. To put it differently, reality is 
viewed by classical materialism and pragmatism as if it were merely a passive object of 



perception; wl~ile, for Marx, reality is not only shaped by man but it also reacts on man himself 
and shapes him. Thus, it is a two-way interaction: man shaping nature and getting shaped by 
nature. 

f 5.6 THEORY OF CLASS WAR 

The understa~iding of the concept of "class" is central to tlie understanding of Marxian philosophy. 
The sole criterion on tlie basis of wliicl~ the class of a person is determined is his ownership 
(or control) of means of productio~i (land, capital, machines & teclinology). Tliose wl~o own ' 
or control the means of production constitute the bourgeoisie (exploiters), and. those who own 
only labour power co~istitute the proletariat (exploited). Thus, classes are defined by Marx on 
the basis of twin criteria of a person's place in tlle mode of production and his consequent 
positio~~ in terrns of relations of production. The lack of ownersliip (or control) of means of 
production and lack of property and the immediate need to get work i.e. the class of concrete 
labour are some of the characteristic features of the proletariat class. Since class is based on 
ownership (or control) of means of production and ownershi'p of property; the disappearance 
of class difference depends on the disappearance of property as the determining factor of status. 

In Co~~nzunist Mavrifesto Marx- Engels said: "The history of all hitherto existing society is the 
history of class struggles". They argued tliat class conflict is the real driving force of human 
history. In the capitalist societies class differentiation is'nlost clear, class co~~sciousness is more 
developed and class conflict is most acute. Tlius, capitalism is t11e culminating point in the 
l~istorical evolution of classes and class conflict. The distinctive feature of bourgeois epoch is 
that society as a wl~ole is more and Inore splitting up into two great hostile camps, into two 
great classes directly facing each other-bourgeoisie and proletariat. 

Marx also made a distinction between the objective fact of existence of a class and its subjective 
awareness about its being a class-class consciousness. Division of labour is the main source 
of historical emergence of classes and class antagonisms. Eacli new class v!lich puts itself in 

I place of the one ruling before it, is con~pelled, merely in order to carry through its aims, to 
represent its interest as the colnlnon interest of all the members of society.. Tlle class making 

i - a revolution appears from the very beginning not as a class but as the representative' of the 
whole society. 

Through a detailed historical analysis Marx showed that no major a~itagonis~n disappears unless 
there emerges a new antagonis~ii. Tlius, general antagonism between the rich and the poor has 
always bee11 there but in capitalism it has bee11 sharply polarised into antagonism between the 
capitalist and the proletariat. Tlius, in capitalism the emergence of proletariat has a special 
significance. It is not just a historical plienomenon because its suffering, its exploitation and 
its dehumanisation is a paradigm' for the human condition at large. This is so because in 
proletariat class Marx sees the contelnporaly and the filial realisation of universality. He endows 
this class with a historical significance and mission. It can redeem itself only by a total 
redemption of Iiunianity. Wl~eri the proletariat announces the dissolutio~i of the existing class- 
based social order it only declares tlie secret of its own existence, because it is the effective 
dissolution of this order that will lead not o~ily to the emancipation of the proletariat but to the 
emancipation of Iiu~nanity. For sucli emancipatio~~ of humanity it is essential to abolish tlie 
institution of private property. Private property as private property, as wealth is compelled to 
niaintain itself, and thereby its opposite-the proletariat, in existence. The proletariat is compelled 
as proletariat to abolish itself and tliereby its opposite, the co~idition for its existence, what 
makes it proletariat, i.e. private property. Emancipation of society from private property, from 



servitude takes the political form of emancipation of humanity as a whole. All human servitude 
is involved in the relation of the worker to production and all types of servitude are only 
modification or consequence of this relation. Hence, the proletariat can abolish all classes and 
all class antagonis~ns by abolishing itself as a separate class. In final analysis Marx visualised 
the emergence of a classless society. Such class-less society will also be a stateless society 
because with t l e  disappearance of classes the very rationale for the existence of state will 
disappear. According to him the rationale for the existence of state is to defend the interest of 
the bourgeoisie. 

15.7 THEORY OF SURPLUS VALUE 

Another key feature of class relations in capitalism, according to Marx, is the expropriation of 
surplus value by the bourgeoisie from the labour of  the proletariat. The theory of surplus value 
is discussed by Marx in grcat detail in his Capital. The theory of surplus value is rooted in 
the labour theory of.value propounded by Ricardo and classical economists. The labour theory 
of value holds that labour spent by the labourer in the production of a commodity is the sole 
criterion for determining its value. Of course, it will also depend on the "use-value" of that 
cotnmodity. Marx admits that human labour cannot create value by itself alone. It uses 
ilistrnments of production which are owned by the capitalist. The capitalist buys the "labour 
power" of the labourer and applies it to the raw material to produce commodities which have 
an exchange value. The difference between the exchange value of the commodity and the 
wages paid to the worker by the capitalist in producing that commodity is surplus value. 

In fact, Marx explains the whole process of exploitation wit11 the help of his theory of surplus 
value. It is a distinct feature of capitalist mode of production. To put it in simple words, 
slirplus value gccrues because the commodity produced by the worker is sold by the capitalist 
for more than what he (the worker) receives as wages. In his Capital Marx elaborated it in a 
very technical language. He argued that the worker.produces a commodity which belongs to 
the capitalist and whose value is reaIised by the capitalist in the form of price. The value of 
the commodity depends on the capital involved in its production. T11is capital has two parts- 
constant capital and variable capital. Consta~lt capita! relates to means of production like raw 
material, machinery, tools etc used for commodity production. The variable capital refers to 
the wages paid to the worker. It is the value of what the labourer sells (his labour power). 
Surplus value is the difference between the value produced by the worker and what he gets in 
exchange for this value of his labour,. This is called variable capital' because it varies from 
beginning to the end. It begins as value of the labour power and ends as the valu'e produced 
by that labour power in the form of a commodity. Labour power has thus a unique quality of 
its ability to create value. 

4 

Marx argued that the capitalist appropriates part of the labour of the worker for which he (the 
worker) does not get paid, Thus, surplus value is unpaid labours of the labourer. It call be 
variously measured in terrns of time as well as in terms of money. Suppose a worker works 
for ten hours in produci~ig a commodity. He may get paid for only what is equivalent to his 
eight 11ours labour. Thus, his two hours labour has been appropriated by the capitalist: Marx 
also arghed that gradually the proportion of surplus value becomes more and more. In the 
example cited above the worker was not paid for his two hours labour out of ten hours that he 
had spent in producing a commodity because he was paid only for his eight hours labour. By 
and by, the proportion of unpaid labour will increase from two to three, four or five hours. 
Finally, a stage comes when the worker gets paid only the minimum that is necessary for his 
survival. (His survival does not mean only his personal survival but also the survival of his 
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family so that when this worker is not able to work (due to old age or death or illness) his 
children may take his place). As pointed out above, the working class consists of those who 
own nothing but their own labour power which they are forced to sell in order to live. According 
to Marx, the history of capitalist production is a history of struggles by the capitalist to increase 
his surplus value and resistance by the workers against this increase. 

There is a difference in the way in which surplus value was created in the slave society and 
under feudalisln and the way it is created in the capitalist society. In the former the slave or 
the serf who created surplus value was tied to llis master or the feudal lord but in capitalism 
there is a 'free contract' into which the worker 'voluntarily' enters with the capitalist. Of 
course, this freedom is a myth because the worker has no option but to sell his labour power. 
He must enter into contract with some capitalist. The only option that he has is to choose the 
capitalist to whom he wants to sell his labour power. Thus this freedom is freedom to choose 
his exploiter. The slave and the serf did not have this freedom. 

15.8 THEORY OF REVOLUTION 

The basic cause of revolution, according to Marx, is the disjunction that arises between relations 
of production and the means of production. As means of productioll (technology etc.) grow 
with growth of scientific knowledge, they go out of step with the existing relatiorls of production. 
A stage is reached where the relations of production become a fetter on the production process 
itself. This gives rise to immanent demand for a transition to a new mode of production. The 
capitalist mode of production emerged fro111 the womb of feudal order in the same way as 
feudal mode of production emerged from tlie womb of the slave society. Likewise, socialis~n 
will emerge from the womb of bourgeois society itself. This is so because capitalis111 constantly 
revoliitio~lises its own means of production atid thus undermines its own conditions of existence. 
In fact, the bourgeoisie produces, above all, its own grave diggers. Marx asserted that the 
bourgeois relations of production are the last antagonistic form of socia! process of production- 
antagonistic not in the sense of individual.antagonis~n'but class antagonism arising from the 
social conditions of life of the individuals. Thus, the productive forces developing it1 the womb 
of bourgeois society create material conditions for the resolution of that antagonisln. 

Marx's asse~tiotl that the bourgeois relations bf production ,are tlie last antagonistic form of 
social process of production is rooted in the assumption that all the previous historical move~nents 
(revolutions) were lnovements of minorities in the interest of minorities. The proletarian revolution 
will be different from them. The proletariat, the lowest stratum of capitalist society cannot stir, 
cannot raise itself to the position of ruling class witiiout the whole superincumbent strata of 
officials being sprung into the air. Along with it, Marx also spelled out the method, which will 
be followed by the proletariat class to achieve its objective. In  the Communist Manifesto Marx 
and Engels declared that colnmunists scorn to hide their views and aims. They openly declare 
that their purpose (revolution) can only be achieved by the forcible overthrow of the whole 
capitalist order. Thus, the emancipation of the proletariat is predicated by Marx on the 
emancipation of humanity. 

Here it is important For you to bear in mind that in tl~e,history of revolutiolls there is a debate 
: about the role of subjective (human) and objective (material) factors in inakitlg a revolution. 

Whether it is tlie mere existence of a proletariat class which will bring about the revolutionary 
overthrow of capitalism or is it the co~~sciousness of- this proletariat which is necessary for 
doing so? Marx's position in this regard is very sigtlificant.. He sees a dialectical relationship 
between philosophy's comprehension of the world and its ability to cl1tinge it. Theory must 



evolve a proper i~~terpretation of the world before it is able to change it. The ~ ~ l t i ~ n a t t  task of 
philosophy is not rnerely to comprehend reality but also to change it. Praxis revolutionises the 
existing reality through human action. Revolutionary praxis has, therefore, a dialectical aspect. 
Objectively, it is the organisation of the conditions leading to ultimate human etnancipation and 
subjectively, it is the self-change that proletariat achieves by its self discovery through 
organisation. 

Tl~us, the dilemma of determinism vs, volunta~ism is transcended by Marx through the dialectical 
nature of revolutionary col~sciousness. Objective conditions themselves will not bring about the 
revolution ~rntil and unless tile proletariat grasps the fact that by shaping its own view of the 
world it also changes it. If revolutionary consciousness exists then revolution is bound to occur. 

l> 
When the worker compreliends that under capitalist production lie is degraded to the status of 

' 
a mere object, a commodity; lie ceases to be a commodity, an object and becomes a subject 
(active agent). This is revolutionary consciousness. The understanding of the existing reality 
by the proletariat is, therefore, - ltecessary condition for the possibility of revolutionising it. In 

\ I  I other words, it is only an understanding of the internal dynalnics of capitalism by the proletariat 
that will enable it to make revolution which will signal the transition from capitalisrn to 

I socialism. 

15.9 DICTATORSHIP OF PROLETARIAT 

Dictatorship of the proletariat is another important concept in Marx's writings. Marx did not 
write very clearly and systematically about the dictatorship of the proletariat and about the 
exact nature and form of post-revolutionary co~nn~unist society. At best his treatment is 
sketchy. In a letter to Wedemeyer (Marc11 5, 1852) Marx said that lie had not discovered the 
concept a f  classes and class struggles. 

What I did that was new was to prove: (a) that the existence of classes is.only bound up with 
particular phases in tile development of production; (b), that the class struggle necessarily 
leads to the dictatorship of the proletariat; ($that this dictaforship (of the proletariat) itself 

I only constitutes the transition to the abolitio~i of all classes leading to the establishment of a 
classless society. 

Thus, the dictatorship of the proletariat is a necessary intermediate point or a transitional phase 
on the path. from capitalis~n to socialis~n and communism. In the Critique of the Gotha 
Programme he further clarified that between capitalism and communist society lies a period of 
revolutionary transforlnatio~l from one (i.e. capitalism) to the other (i.e. socialism). 111 political 
sphere this transforinatiori will take the form of dictatorship of the proletariat. It is the first step 
it1 the revolutio~l of the working class which will raise the proletariat to the position of a ruling 
 lass. In Marx's view during the dictatorship of the proletariat there wit1 be a regime in which 
the proletariat will control the state power. Such a transitional phase of dictatorship of  the 
proletariat is necessary because the destruction of whole capitalist social and political order 
cannot be fiilly achieved without captiiring the state power and without using it as an instrument 

' to create conditions for the ushering in of a comlnunist social order. 

15.10 VISION OF A COMMUN!ST SOCIETY 
0 

Communism is explained by Marx as a form of society which the proletariat will bring into 
existence through its t-evolutionary struggle. In Communist Manifesto Marx and Engels argued 
that the communists have no interests separate and apart froin the interests of the proletariat as 
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a wliole. In his Econor~~ic arzd Philosophical Manuscrkts M a ~ x  defined communism as the 
positive abolition of private property. It also entailed tlie abolition of classes and abolition of 
division of labour. In economic terms tlie communist society will be a "society of associated 
producers". 117 political terms communism will be the first state in the history of mankind to 
use political power for universal interests instead of partisan interests. Thus, it will be different 
from the state in capitalism which is no more than the Managing Committee of the Bourgeoisie. 
For Marx the state in capitalism is serving the Long-term interests of the bourgeoisie as a whole. 
It promotes and legitimises the exploitation of the proletariat by the bourgeoisie. 

'In C~eitique of the Gotha Programme Marx talked of two stages of co~n~nunis t  society. In the 
first state co~nmul~ism will bring about the socialisation of nieans of production. It 'means that 
the means of production will not be in the hands of any one class but in the hands of society 
as a whole. At this state wage labour will continue to exist and the organising principle of the 
economy will be: 'from each according to his capacity to eacll according to his work'. I t  means 
that every one will work according to one's ability and get according to the a~nount of work 
done. At the second atid the final stage tlie comlnunist society will ensure the end of man's 
domination by the objective forces. As already stated cornmunis~n for Marx is not o111y the 
positive abolition .of private property but also the abolition of state and abolition of human self- 
alienation. It will be a class less and stateless society in which government of men will be 
replaced by administration of things. It will be return of man to himself as a social, i.e, really 
human being. Communism is viewed by Marx as the true final solution of the conflict between 
existence and essence; objectification and self affirmation; freedom and necessity; individual 
and the species. 

Marx also claimed tliat co~~lini~~iisln is the final solution to the riddle of history and knows itself 
to be this solution. Man in communism will become conscious of himself as the prime mover 
of history as well as its product. As stated earlier, since commu~lis~n will ensure the disappearance 
of social division of labour; it will become possible for man to do one thing to day, another 
tomorrow "to hunt in the morning, fish in the afternoon, rear cattle in the evening and criticise 
after dinner without ever becornilig a hunter, a fisherman, a shepherd or a critic' (Gerinaiz 
~deologj/). Moreover, it will be a state of plenty where eve* one will work according to 
capacity (ability) and get according to need. The creation o f  new needs will also ensure the 
creation of lileans for their satisfaction. History will not come to an end; it will continue' in 
terms of creation of new needs and creation of methods of their fulfillment. 

It should be noted tliat under com~nunisn~ alienation will come to an end but l a b o ~ ~ r  will 
continue to remain a vital need. The sphere of material production will remain' in the realm 
of necessity. The resllln of freedom will begin only in the leisure time. Thus, work will 
continue to be an obligatio~i even in a co~n~nunist society. 

GENERAL ASSESSMENT 

Marx is undoubtedly one of tlie most influential pl~ilosopliers of modern times. His ideas have 
acquired the status of a powerful ideology. His ideas on Alienation, I-Iistorical Materialism, 
Class War, Surplus Value and his vision of a Proletariali Revolution, Dictatorsfiip of the 
Proletariat, Socialisln and Colnlnu~iisrn have been extensively discussed, debated, modified and 
soinetimes even rejected by his followers and adversaries. His writings are so  voluminous and 
his thernes are so wide-ranging that Marx has come to mean different things to diFferent people. 
For example, there are studies which seek to distinguish between 'early' and 'later' Marx. 
While 'early' Marx is projected as a humaliist philosopher interested in redemption of mankind 



froin alienation; the 'later' Marx is viewed as an econo~nist and a revolutionary interested in 
abolishing exploitation. 'Early' Marx is Marx of the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts; 
while the 'later' Marx is Marx of the C~nznlunist Manfesto, A Contribution to the Critique of 
Political Econonty and Capital. There are also studies which see an underlying unity between 

. the 'early' and the 'later' Marx. Some studies have even tried to assess the influence that 
Engels exercised on Marx and influence that Marx exercised on Engels. Such studies have a 
valid point to make because initially Marx was basically a philosopher, while Engels was 
basically an economist. Due to influence that they exercised on one another Marx lnoved from 
Philosophy to Economics; while Engels inoved from Economics to Philosophy. So much so 
that it is almost impossible to give a universally acceptable and a non-partisan assessment of 

. Marx. 

Marx's vision of a new social order in which there will be neither alienation nor exploitation, 
no classes, no class antagonism, no authority, no state is highly fascinating and because of this - 
attraction, Sabine called Marxism a utopia but a generous and a humane one. However, though 
he admitted that historical developments arelalways open to several possibilities yet he did not 
agree that such possibilities were open to his own theory. However though, not putting his own 
theory to the possibility of dialectical critique as Avineri said, was a grave mistake. Berlin 
commenting on his tremendous popularity for generations found that to be a negation of Marx's 
rigid framework of  determinism. Plamenatz distinguished between a German Marxism and 
Russian Communism. Harrington portrayed the contemporary radical view of Marx as being an 
excellent critic of capitalism but unable to provide a detailed alternative to it. This failure of 
Marx is n~ainly because of the fact that he was writing at a time when democracy was only one 
of the possibilities and not a universal reality as it is today. Because of this lacuna he could 

. not grasp tlie dynamics of democracy and the importance of civil and political liberties for any 
civilised society. 

Karl Marx is known for his radical socialist convictions and anti-state views. He borrowed the 
concept of alienation and the dialectical method from Hegel but modified them in a filndamental 
way. He attacked Hegel for identi@ing existence of objects with alienation which makes the 
objective world a mere fantasy. Marx eve11 applied Dialectics used by Hegel in the domain of 
ideas to explain the material conditions of life. Marx holds that the material and the ideal are 
not only different but opposite and constitute a unity in which the material is primary and the 
mind (idea) secondary. Thus according to him, the ultimate cause which determines the whole 
course of human I~istory is the economic development of society. This was explained by the 
theory of historical rnaterialism. Starting witllprii~fitive conzmunism the mode of production has 
passed through three stages: slavery, feudalism and capitalism and the consequent division of  
society into distinct classes (slave-master, serf-baron and proletariat-capitalist) and the struggle 
of these classes against one another. The general relations as well as forms of state are to be 
grasped neither from tbe~nselves n'or from the so-called general development of human mind, 

I 
but they have their roots in the material conditions of life. Classes are defined by Marx on the 
basis of twin criteria of a person's place in the mode of productipn. Class is based on ownersllip 

I (or control) of means of production and ownership of property, Surplus value accrues to the 
capitalist, because the comtnodity produced by the worker is sold by the capitalist for inore than 
what he (the worker) receives as wages and this is the distinct feature of the capitalist mode 
of production. The disappearance of class difference and the disappearance of property is the 
determining factor of status. In final analysis Marx visualised the emergence of a classless 
society and this can be achieved according to him, through revolution and dictatorship of B e  



proletariat. This will lead to the establishment of a Communist society and this is the final : 
solutioil to the riddle of history. 

15.13 EXERCISES 

1) What is Marxian theory of alienation? 

2) Is there a difference between the Young and the Old Mwx? 
I .  

3)  "The history of the I~itherto existing society isthe history of class struggle". Explain and , 

discuss. 

I 
4) Critically examine Marx's theory of surplus value. 

5) Discuss Marx's theory of historical materialism. 

6) What are Marx's views on Proletaria11 Revolution and his vision of post-revolutionar!. 
society? 
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