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INTRODUCTION

Every single individual, at one point or another, in his or her life, has thought about
the kind of society they would like to live in. Those who become seriously interested
in the field have looked towards the theories of political philosophers through the
ages to give coherence to their own ideas on society. Thus, it would not be an
exaggeration to state that from Aristotle to Marx, the thoughts of great political
thinkers on subjects as varied as liberty, justice, state, law and property have
provided the foundation for the shaping and the development of human society.

The political environment around the world has been moulded by the thinking
and visions of famous thinkers like, Plato, Aristotle, Kautilya, Karl Marx and Gandhi.
All their theories were based on philosophies, which covered subjects like, freedom,
law, justice, rights, authority and property. These theories have set a base for
triggering revolutions and global changes. The majority of political ideologies of
the world owe their guidance to these thinkers. Every person, who is studying
political science, has to have a clear understanding of the political theories of thinkers
of different schools and ages including ancient Indian, western, modern, communist
and Indian political thinkers. This understanding is critical for analysing any situation
in the current scenario of global politics.

This book, Representative Political Thinkers, is divided into five units
that follow the self-instruction mode with each unit beginning with an Introduction
to the unit, followed by an outline of the Objectives. The detailed content is then
presented in a simple but structured manner interspersed with Check Your Progress
Questions to test the student’s understanding of the topic. A Summary along with
a list of Key Terms and a set of Self-Assessment Questions and Exercises is also
provided at the end of each unit for recapitulation.
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UNIT 1 SALIENT FEATURES OF
ANCIENT INDIAN POLITICAL
THOUGHTS

Structure
1.0 Introduction
1.1 Objectives
1.2 Bases of Ancient Indian Political Thought

1.2.1 Salient Features of Ancient Indian Political Thought
1.3 Manu

1.3.1 Manusmriti/Manusanhita
1.4 Kautilya
1.5 Answers to ‘Check Your Progress’
1.6 Summary
1.7 Key Terms
1.8 Self-Assessment Questions and Exercises
1.9 Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Manu and Kautilya, the ancient Indian thinkers, have provided their rich political
and administrative ideas and policies related to ancient Indian political thought.
Manusmriti or Manava Dharmasastra is the oldest and the most renowned smriti.
It is a storehouse of information on the social, judicial and political life of ancient
India. It comprises of social obligation and dutie of various castes of individuals in
different stages of life. Kautilya’s Arthasastra is another eminent work on ancient
political thought. Kautilya was the chief advisor and prime minister of Chandragupta
Maurya. Primarily, Arthasastra is a work on the art of governance. According to
him, the king had to be up to date in the four Vedas and four sciences of governance
for smooth running of administration and for the welfare of the people.

The unit introduces the students to the interpretations, sources and salient
features of ancient Indian political thought. It will give the students the conceptual
analysis of the major issues as well as teach the students the basic theoretical
perspectives to the study this theme. After reading this unit, the students will become
skilled at interpretations of the history, the sources and major relevant features of
ancient Indian political thought, and the political and administrative policies of Manu
and Kautilya.

1.1 OBJECTIVES

After going through this unit, you will be able to:
• Understand the various interpretations of ancient political thought
• Discuss the different relevant sources of ancient political ideas
• Describe the salient features of ancient political thought
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1.2 BASES OF ANCIENT INDIAN POLITICAL
THOUGHT

The interpretations of ancient Indian political thoughts are the stories of great minds
which helped in the emergence of the political institutions and guided the Hindu
society for nearly 5000 years. It deals with the glorious civilizations of the past
which saw the rise and fall of many kingdoms and empires. Because of their practical
utility and service to the community, the ancient Indian political institutions were
carefully fostered and maintained for the last thousands of years. It is said that no
one deserves to be called an educated man unless he knows something about the
history of his country that is about his intellectual and spiritual ancestry.

Some of the Western scholars were of the opinion that the ancient Hindus
made no contribution to the science of politics. Late American historian, William A
Dunning once said, ‘The Oriental Aryans never freed their politics from the
theological and metaphysical environment in which it is embedded today.’ Therefore
he was compelled to limit his study to the philosophy of European people. German
Philologist Max Muller observed, ‘The only sphere where the Indian mind found
itself at liberty to act, to create and to worship was the sphere of religion and
philosophy.’ According to him, ‘Nowhere have religious and metaphysical ideas
struck root so deep in the mind of a nation as in India. The Hindus were a nation
of philosophers, taken as a whole, history supplies no second instance where the
inward life of some has so completely absorbed all the practical faculties of a
whole people, and, in fact, almost destroyed those qualities by which a nation
gains its place in history.’ Similarly Bloomfield, another noted American scholar,
was of the view that, from the beginning of India’s history, religious instructions
controlled the character and the development of its people to an extent unknown
elsewhere.

However, some of the eastern as well as western scholars differed from the
above views. By refuting the above view, D.R. Bhankarkar, a celebrated scholar
on ancient Hindu politics, contended that it is wrong to say that the Hindu mind did
not conduce to the development of political theories especially after the monumental
work of Kautilya’s Arthasastra has come to light. According to him, ‘it is not
correct to affirm that the Indians never freed their politics from theological and
metaphysical environments and never set up its science or art, as an independent
branch of knowledge.’ He said, ‘in the time of Kautilya the Hindu mind showed
equable regard to the sciences making for material progress and those conducing
the spiritual culture. There was absolutely no encroachment of either philosophy
or theology upon the domain of policy or economics. On the contrary; we have
every reason to suspect that there was an encroachment of policy upon theology
or philosophy.’

Beni Prasad, U.N. Ghosal and some other modern Indian scholars refuted
the idea that the Indians had subordinated the study of science of politics to that
of theology and philosophy and had never developed it as an independent branch
of knowledge.
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Even before Kautilya, a mass of literature on Dandaniti was produced.
Kautilya himself had acknowledged it; author U.N. Ghosal asserted that ‘The
Hindus belong to the category of people who has left their impression upon the
pages of history as the founders of original systems of political thought. The
foundation of the Hindu ideas of the State was laid at a time and in a region which
ensured their indigenous origin. In the long and varied history of their subsequent
development and decline even at the point of closest contact with extraneous
systems of thought, there is no reasonable room for doubt regarding either the
native source of their inspiration or else their national stamp.’

According to N.D. Palmer, Ancient Indian political thought deals with many
subjects which have bulked large in political theory of the Western World. Among
these are the nature and origin of the state, types of states, the relation of the state
and society, the forms of government, the origin of Kingships, the duties of kings,
royal authority and its limitations, power politics, diplomacy and administration.
state of nature, the social contract sovereignty, possibly even international law,
conflicting theories of international relations can be found in ancient Indian as well
as in the modern world. The doctrine of the Mandala group of states was a kind
of Hindu theory of balance of power and the doctrine of Sarvahpauma suggest
modern theories of World Federation or a World State. D. Mackenzie Brown,
another noted Western scholar, in his book, The White Umbrella paid tribute to
the ancient Indian thinkers for their rich contribution to the realm of political thought
began from the East and not from the West and political science began from India
and not from Greece. Before we learn about the salient characteristics, let’s learn
about the sources of ancient Indian political thought.

Sources

The main themes of Indian political thought are not available in any single work
and lie scattered in various social, religious and other fields. The main sources of
ancient Indian political ideas are as follows:

1. Vedas: The Vedas, though essentially works of religion and philosophy give
valuable information about the political institutions. They make frequent
references about the duties of the king towards the subjects as monarchy
was the prevailing form of government and the political institutions worked
for the moral uplift of the people in ancient India.

2. Mahabharata: Mahabharata, specially the Shanti Parva, provides
information about ancient polity. It contains discussion about the various
theories regarding the origin of the state and kingship and the duties of the
king and responsibilities of the ministers.

3. Arthasastra: Arthasastra by Kautilya is the most important document on
the ancient Indian political thought. It is one of the most exhaustive treatise
of government, containing useful information about the duties and
responsibilities of the king, the principles of the foreign policy, the types of
armies, spy system, the kind of taxes levied by the states and the method of
their collection, etc.
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4. Smritis: Some Smritis (sacred tradition) which were written long after
Kautilya’s Arthasastra and repeat what had already been said earlier, are
also a useful source of information. They supply additional information about
the various political institutions and the changing position of the king. In
some Samhitas the ethical basis of the state is well described.
Thus most of the Hindu writers tried to connect their work with school and

system, instead of making these the expressions of their own mind. As a result the
personality of the individual writer got merged in the common tradition and collective
unity of the school. As U. N. Ghoshal has rightly put it, ‘In the field of political
thought, it is the Vedic theological schools and the schools of the sacred tradition
(Smriti) as well as those of the Buddhist cannon and the secular Arthasastra, that
have been the nurseries of the most copious and the original ideas. On the other
hand, individual authors as such have made a relatively small contribution to the
common stock of the thought, these writers are in most cases so enveloped in a
mist of obscurity that they are no better than names.’

One can trace the development of the ancient Indian political ideas in
Rigveda Samhita, the earliest literary monuments of Indo-Aryans. It gave a picture
of the tribal society in its time and said that the government of each tribal unit was
normally vested in the monarch (Rajan). However, the tribal assemblies (sabha
and samiti) at that time exercised a check on the authority of the king. About the
society the latest hymns of Rigveda referred to four classes of Hindu society. The
Rigveda also attributed divinity to the king.

Another important concept which was originated in the Vedic literature was
the concept of law (Dharma), which was equated with truth. One of the hymns
stated ‘if a man declares what is true, they say he declares what is true.’ The law
is derived from the will of the creator and is synonymous with morality and truth.

Manusmriti, Parasarasamhita, etc., give us ideas about the Dandaniti
and Dharmaniti and other ethical values. However, it was with Kautilya that the
ancient political thought and institutions began to be studied in a more systematic
manner. He also tried to combine the theory with practice.

1.2.1 Salient Features of Ancient Indian
Political Thought

The ancient Indian political ideas were much influenced by the general conditions
prevailing in the country at the time. Multiplicity of states and existence of despotic
monarchy and republican systems in different states, offered a wide and rich field
for investigation into different institutions, laws and customs prevalent in various
parts of the country. All these factors sowed the seeds of political speculation in
the ancient Indian political thoughts and institutions which had certain distinct
features. Some of the prominent features are as follows:

Continuity

An important feature of Indian political thought is its continuity. Some scholars
have contended that the later political thinkers merely reproduced the treatises of
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the earlier thinkers. It is not acceptable as late Indian historian B.A. Saletore said
that it would be ‘incorrect to maintain that the ancient theorists merely echoed one
another; on the other hand they carefully maintained what their predecessors had
said in regard to political thought, recorded wherever necessary divergent opinions
and thereby added to the totality and continuity of the subject. Their conservatism
was by itself one of the factors which enable our subject to possess a continuity of
its own.’

Religion and Ethics

The ancient thought was intimately linked with religion and ethics and development
of the moral standard of the people. Though the offices of the king and priest were
kept separate, yet religion occupied a position of prominence. The king and the
priests never worked at cross, purposes and their relations were based on mutual
help and co-operation. As noted Indian Professor Beni Prasad said, ‘The conflict
between the secular and religious powers which raged in medieval Europe and
gave rise to a good deal of political theory, had no counterpart in ancient India.’
He asserted that the relations between the king and the priest were generally very
smooth and cordial.

Realistic and Practical Character
Despite the religious and moral undertone, the political thought of ancient India
was intensely realistic and practical character. The political ideas of the Hindus
were practical and they laid down policies which were founded upon the accumulated
wisdom of past masters, which the rulers were expected to follow.

Monarchial States

The political ideas were, to a large extent, influenced by the monarchial states
which were predominant mostly in northern India.

Conservative Attitude

The Hindu political thought was often conservative. It justified caste system and
inferior rank to the Shudras. The ancient political thinkers were conservative and
not prepared to accept any dynamic change.

Hindu Habit of Synthesis

In ancient India, politics was intimately linked with other subjects and was not
treated as an isolated subject of study. It was intimately linked with other branches
of human activities. This was in keeping with the Hindu habit of synthesis and all-
embracing idea of the state.

Dominant Position in the Society

A notable feature of the ancient political thought is that the priestly and ruling
classes occupied a dominant position in the society. However, the priestly class
was not given this important status later and in the Arthasastra, Kautilya excluded
them from the list of component factors (angas) of government (rajayam).
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Didactive and Destructive

Ancient thought is largely didactic or instructive, ideological and practical. The
writings of the ancient thinkers were mostly treatise on ethics and state administration.

Thus one finds that ancient Indian political thought had some distinct features
of its own and it would be wrong to say that political thought did not make any
significant progress during the ancient times.

One can trace the development of ancient Indian political ideas in Rigveda
Samhita, the earliest literary Monument of the Indo-Aryans and the famous epic
Mahabharata. In the Mahabharata, Sri Krishna and Bhisma are described as
great political philosophers and sages of all time. In fact, Sri Krishna is considered
to be an Avatar (an incarnation of god) and his message is well described in the
famous Bhagvat Gita. Krishna Dvaipayan Vyasa is the author of the Mahabharata
and hence it is pertinent to study his writings in order to know ancient Hindu
political philosophy. The Mahabharata is a legend, but it vividly described the
nature of ancient Indian polity.

Political Philosophy as enshrined in Bhagvat Gita, Mahabharata,
Ramayana and Vedanta

The tradition of political thinking starts with the Vedas and Upanishads. Different
theories of the nature of the state were formed and different forms of states have
been experimented with over time. The historical development of political ideas
find that the concept of Swaraj or self-government, constantly inspired the mind.
From the Vedas and Upanishads, through the writings of Jnaneshwara and Shivaji,
to the political ideas of Tilak, Aurobindo, and Gandhi, Swaraj has been constantly
discussed.

Ancient Indian political thought has been significantly represented by the
Vedas, the Upanishadas, and the Bhagvat Gita. The political thought found in the
great epics, the Mahabharata and the Ramayana is more complex and
comprehensive. The Manusmriti, along with other smritis, dealt with every political
institutions and the entire panorama of human life vertically and horizontally. The
vertical perspective led to the concept of the state. The horizontal perspective led
to the concept of Dharma. Both these concepts were supported equally by
philosophy and science. Therefore; it is no wonder that the contemporary Indian
political thinkers have unanimously appreciated Raj Dharma as the sound basis
of polity.

Check Your Progress

1. What are the interpretations of ancient Indian political thought characterized
by?

2. Mention the sources of Indian political thought.
3. List the salient features of ancient political ideas.
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1.3 MANU

Ancient political thought in India can best be understood in the terms of the religious
beliefs maintained at that time. The political order was considered similar to the
order of the universe. Vedic liturgy tried to imitate this order to maintain the balance
of the society. The philosophical movement of India mainly started with the texts
such as Upanishads. However, it gained primacy in the form of the social thought.
Due to accelerated social changes from the 7th to 3rd Century B.C., the old
norms, modes of integration, and such were rendered impractical. Thus, new ideas,
theories, and concepts began to be formulated. In this section, the philosophies
and ideas of ancient India are discussed in detail.

Dharmashastra Tradition: Manusmriti with Special Reference to
Rajniti Kanda and Vyvahara kanda

Manu is regarded as the father of ancient Indian political thought. He is regarded
as the first law-giver of mankind. It seems wrong to regard his name as a historical
person. The word ‘Manu’ is derived from the root of man (mankind). Its literal
meaning signifies a cerebral being, a demi-god. Mythologically, Manu was
considered to be the father of the human race and the first lawgiver. And he was
thereafter the reviver and promulgator of the laws. He is also described as the first
and greatest of ancient Indian kings, the offspring of the Sun. Finally, Manu is said
to be not a person at all, but a title given to great lawgivers. The actual author or
authors of the Manusmriti (also called the Manusamhita) used the name of Manu
to give authority to its rules. The ‘Vedas’ and ancient ‘Puranas’ mentioned about
more than one Manu. To Sri Aurobindo, it is more a symbol than anything else. It
is possible that the person who propounded the Dharmasastra ascribed it to
Manu to give it authority, sanctity, and validity. The chronological evidence of
Manu’s existence is a matter of conjecture. Manu is more a symbol for an office
than a person. In Rigveda, he is described as the father of human race and in the
Puranas as the teacher of mankind. To the whole world, the code of Manu or
Manusamhita is the best known work of its own kind.

Traditions and beliefs place the work at the dawn of human civilization. On
the other hand, some historians have attempted to ascribe it to a Brahmin pundit in
the Shunga dynasty of the 2nd century BC, designed to support Brahmin rule
after the collapse of the Kshatriya authority of the Maurya dynasty. The estimates
of date vary all the way from the 6th century BC to the early Christian era. Sir
William Jones refers Manu to 1200 BC and R.G. Bhanarkar referred him to
sometimes during 2nd and 5th century AD. According to BA Saletore the probable
date of Manu is 1900 to 1800 BC.

Whatever be the conjecture about the life and time of Manu, the fact remains
that he was one of the most fascinating law-givers of antiquity. He was the foremost
lawgiver and the first political thinker who laid the foundations of social, economic,
legal and political institutions in India. No other ancient  Indian thinker covered so
thoroughly the entire arena of social, legal and political life with as great
comprehension and insight as Manu did. Scholars like Nietzsche, Swami
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Vivekanand, Swami Dayananda and Sri Aurobindo have recognised him as the
greatest law giver of the ancient world. Even Nietzsche went to the extent of
advising the Christians to close the Bible and open the codes of Manu for reference.

1.3.1 Manusmriti/Manusanhita
Of all the Smritis, that of Manu is admittedly the best and authoritative. According
to U.N. Ghosal, Manusmriti occupies an exceptional place in our ancient literature
and it is considered as first among all the Smriti texts of ancient Hindu literature.
The Manusmriti enjoys a predominant position in our ancient literature after the
Vedas. It is a comprehensive treatise which tells us about the Hindu way of life in
ancient time.

Manu’s greatness lies in the fact that he has embodied the essence of the
Vedas in his treatise. The political ideas of Manu are expressed in his work. His
importance in Indian political thought lies in the fact that it was he who gave the
stamp of sanctity and permanence to the socio-political institutions of the land,
and left to the Indian world the first code of civil and criminal law. His greatness in
the history of the world can be gauged by the analogy and contrast which he offers
to the other lawgivers of antiquity.

This is more than a law book. It may unquestionably be compared with the
great poem of Lucretius, beside which it ranks as the expression of a philosophy
of life.’ The breadth of subject matter indicates how all-embracing the
Manusamhita was in laying the foundations for the functioning of the ancient
Hindu society. Most of the basic political concepts are discussed in this work.

The Manusamhita or the code of Manu contains 12 chapters in which
Manu has beautifully depicted the creation of mankind, religion and polity, etc.
These chapters are:

1. Chapter-I deals with the origin of the world, creation of the supreme
soul, four classes of men and the differences in their respective Dharma,
origin of Yugsas (ages), etc.

2. Chapter-II describes the householders’ life, eight kinds of marriages,
conjugal life and the role of the householders in society, happy married
life, qualities of teachers and disciples, etc.

3. Chapter-III deals with the sources and the grounds of dharma,
persons for whom dharma holds good and Dharmashastras, will
and intention, way of attainting hell or heaven, moksha, way of becoming
a twice-born, destruction of demerits by proper study of Vedas and
recitation of vedic hymns, various samskaras and celibacy.

4. Chapter-IV contains the descriptions of the householder’s life relating
to Dharma, ways of earning a livelihood, rules of four Vedas and
Grahastha Ashram, etc.

5. Chapter-V discusses about duties of husband and wife, causes of
death, prohibition of flesh-eating and edible and non-edible foods.

6. Chapter-VI analyses about the time and rules of Vanaprastha and
Sanyasa Ashrams, charity, dress and residence.



Salient Features of Ancient
Indian Political Thoughts

NOTES

Self-Learning
Material 11

7. Chapter-VII deals with the King, his duties, qualities, procedure of
appointment of ministers, payment of taxes, punishment to corrupt
officials, etc.

8. Chapter-VIII deals with law, its administration, justice, witnesses,
different types and degrees of punishment, loans and interests, trade
and business, duties of the state towards fallen women, etc.

9. Chapter-IX deals with women, and their dharma, duties expected of
them and their importance in family and society, six kinds of wife’s
property (Stridhan), evils of unlawful sex, etc.

10. Chapter-X elaborates about the relations, rules and patterns of
behaviour among the Varnas, importance of Brahmins and the
difference among the high and low classes.

11. Chapter-XI deals with the rules of giving alms to students, rules of
performing sacrifices, various vices and penitence, also penitence for
animal slaughter, debauchery and destruction of vegetation and various
prayaschita (atonement), etc.

12. Chapter-XII has two sections, one dealing with the theory of Karma,
(action and its consequence) including rebirth of the soul. The other
section deals with those Dharmas which help to seek the spiritual
perfection through self-knowledge, attainment of the everlasting good,
five elements of human body, etc.

Manu’s ideas or philosophical foundation of his thought may be analysed
under various headings or sub-sections. Amongst the Smriti literature, Manusmriti
occupies a predominant place.

Social Organisation or Social Order

In the Manusmriti there is a reference to social structure. Here Manu states that
in the beginning, god fashioned a social structure for the smooth functioning of his
creation and created four classes of people—the ‘Brahmins’, the ‘Kshatriyas’
from his arms, the ‘Vaishyas’, the ‘Sudras’. Manu calls it Varnashrama Dharma
or laws of different professions.

The social structure, according to Manu, is based on the principle of
Varnashrama Dharma or division of the society into four varnas with their respective
duties (dharma) for smooth running of the society. The four varnas such as the
Brahmins, the Kshatriyas, the Vaishyas and the Sudras were created by Lord
Brahma from his mouth, arms, thighs, and feet respectively, representing the
dominance of one of the three elements (gunas) such as Sattava (knowledge),
Rajas (Power and action) and Tamas (desire for material pleasure). The Brahmins
representing sattava are devoted to study and gathering knowledge. The
Kshyatriya representing Rajas are endowed with power and strength and are in
charge of defending the king, the state and the people. The Vaishyas and Sudras
representing Tamas are devoted to material gains and hard work.

According to Manu, there are four ends of life, such as Dharma (virtue),
Artha (wealth), Kama (desire or pleasure) and Moksha (salvation). A life-span
of one hundred years has been carved out for every individual which has been
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divided into four stages or Ashramas, each consisting of twenty-five years. The
respective stages are Brahmacharya, Garhastha, Vanaprastha and Sanyasa.
In the first stage of life, that is, during the early period of Brahmacharya, a man
maintains complete celibacy and gains education. After Brahmacharyas, he gets
married and enters into worldly life as a Grahastha. In the Vanaprastha stage he
gives up worldly life, leave home for forest for mediation and in the final stage of
life Sanyasa, he leads a life of an ascetic, conquering his desires of wordly gains
and attaining purity of body and mind. Manu mentioned about four ages (yugas)
and their respective characteristics, Satya, Treta, Dwapaa and Kaliyugas which
move in cyclical order. Austerities, knowledge, sacrifices, and gifts respectively
are the dominant traits of these four ages.

Manu forbids a man of low caste from accepting the occupation of a higher
one in order to earn his livelihood. According to him, it is better to perform one’s
duty imperfectly than to try to perform the duty of another caste. Many not only
acknowledged the Vedic doctrine of divine creation of the social classes in graded
sequence as well as that of performance of their distinctive functions by the divine
will, but in the process also admitted the supremacy of the Brahmins over the
persons of other castes in the society. He prescribes works for the people of all
castes and asks them to attend to their respective occupations. Manu gave superior
status to Brahmins in society. The Brahmin is known as dvija (twice-born) on
account of a second birth (upanayana) by undergoing a spiritual transformation
and the purification of the body. According to Manu, a Brahmin has to play ‘a
multi-dimensional role of a spiritual guide, a teacher, a judge, a sacrificer, all rolled
into one.’

Contrary to this, Manu gave a very low position to the Sudras. A Sudra has
no personality and no social status. He cannot realize the goal of his life and is
always swayed by the impulse of the moment. He can develop his human virtues
and his personality by coming in contact with the other three classes. The Sudra,
the lowest class in the social strata, had been created to serve the superior three
classes in society.

U.N. Ghosal observes that Manu adds an important principle, namely, that
of integration of the social units towards the divine purpose of universal welfare,
which probably marks a closer approach to the idea of organic unity of society
that was thought of the ancient political philosophers.

In the 5th century BC, Plato, the Greek political philosopher, while explaining
the nature of justice, divided the society into three classes representing three elements
in the human soul, i.e., class of philosopher-rulers or guardians representing spirit,
the producing class or mass representing appetite and the auxiliaries or the soldiers
responsible for defending the sociably. Aristotle, the famous Greek political
philosopher and his disciple of Plato, justified slavery as a natural institution.
Aristotle’s theory of slavery is the manifestation of the general rule of nature of the
subordination of the inferior to the superior or of the body to the soul or of appetite
to reason. Considering from this angle, Manu’s division of society into four classes
is not irrelevant or unjustified. No doubt, Manu’s Varnashrama Dharma creates
a class system in society. But according to Manu this system may not be strictly on
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hereditary line. To him Varna depends upon quality and character and not on
birth.

Status of Women
Manu views the family as the most significant of all social groups. The family consists
of husband, wife and children. Marriage, according to him, is a sacred thing. A
man receives his wife from god and is linked with her from the past and he should
protect her. Manu does not allow any kind of divorce or separation between the
husband and the wife and views that a marriage is indissoluble during one’s lifetime.
But a husband can remarry under some exceptional situations. Manu is against
leading an independent and unprotected life by women. According to him, a woman
should always be taken care of by someone: by her father in her childhood, by her
husband in her youth and by her son in the old age. It implies that a woman is not
fit for freedom. But elsewhere Manu admired women and praised their role in
family or in the household. He has entrusted the wife the responsibility of managing
financial and material resources of the house. He equates the housewife with the
goddess of fortune because both ‘bestow illumination’. Elsewhere, Manu advises
that all members in the house shall honour women and keep them happy. He
writes, ‘where women are respected, there the gods delight; and where they are
not, there all works and efforts come to nought.’ Procreation takes place with the
proper consummation of marriage and adultery has been strongly condemned by
him. All religious rites can be performed with the help of the wife. According to
Manu, a girl better remain a spinster than be given in marriage to a worthless man;
in case her father fails to give her in marriage to a suitable man within three years of
her attaining the age of marriage, she shall choose her own husband, which act
shall not be treated as illegal. These ideas of Manu show that Manu did not fail to
give proper place to women in society.

Divine Origin Theory

Manu says that God creates the institution of king. Its creation was necessitated
because the people disappointed by the prevailing disharmony, mutual differences,
conflicts and distrust approached Lord Brahma, the Creator, to help and protect
them. Brahma thereupon decided to give them a king with the duty to maintain law
and order and punish the law-breakers. Manu writes, ‘For when these creatures
being without a king dispersed in all directions, the Lord created a king for the
protection of this whole (creation), taking (for that purpose) eternal particles of
Indra, of the wind, of Yama, of the Sun, of Fire, of Varuna, of the Moon and of the
Lord of wealth (Kubera).’ Thus Manu thought that the king was created out of the
particles of eight gods of the world and possessed super-human virtues. Manu
said, ‘Because a king has been founded by particles of those parts of the gods, he
therefore surpasses all created being in luster, and like the Sun he burns eyes and
hearts; nor can anybody on earth even gaze on him. Through his (supernatural)
power, he is Fire and Wind, the Sun and Moon, the Lord of Justice (Yama), the
Kubera, the Varuna, the great Indra.’ Thus Manu held that the king was ordained
by god to rule over his subjects. In other words, he regarded the king as a divine
creation. According to D.R. Bhandarkar, ‘For the first time, therefore, we find a
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trace of the real divine origin of the kingship similar to that propounded by the
western thinkers afterwards. Thus the divine theory of the Origin of the State and
the king first originated in the East and not in the west.’

Position of the King

A logical corollary of the divine theory of the king was complete submission and
obedience of subjects to his authority. Manu says, ‘Even an infant king must not
be despised that he is a (mere) mortal; for he is a great deity in human form. Fire
burns man, if he carelessly approaches it; the fire of the king’s (anger) consumes
the (whole) family, together with its culture and its board of property.’ He again
writes, ‘The man who in his exceeding folly hates him, will doubtlessly perish; for
the king quickly makes up his mind to destroy him. Let no man therefore, transgress
that law which the king decrees with respect to his favourites, nor which inflict
pain on those in disfavour.’ Manu claims that people have no right to hate or
disobey the authority of the king because the latter acts on the instructions of God.
It is held by modern writers that Manu puts emphasis on the divine qualities of an
ideal ruler, and not on divine origin. It is nothing more than an emphasis on the
noble qualities a king should possess which are not usually found in the ordinary
human beings Manu’s theory of divine origin, in the strict sense of the term, is not
in consistent with the fact that Manu with his fundamental faith that the king is
subject to Dharma (law), has made the king liable to be fined. Manu wrote,
‘where the common man is fined one karshapana (paisa), the king shall be fined
one thousand that is the settled law.’

Qualities of the King

Manu’s emphasis was more on the qualities of the king than the divinity of the
king. If a king is not righteous, learned and just, and if he does not observe the
dharma, the king would not be regarded as divine. Manu, therefore, advised the
kings to acquire the knowledge of the Vedas and posses all noble qualities.

The king should be able to satisfy his people by his actions so that they may
feel that they are being ruled with their consent. He should command respect from
people by pleasing manners. Manu also emphasized the importance of training,
self-discipline and self-control of the king and highlighted their importance of the
success of the government. Manu said that the king and the royal officers should
worship and respect the learned Brahmins, should cultivate modesty, and should
conquer the senses. He put special emphasis on the conquest of senses by the
king and declared that a person who has conquered his own sense is alone able to
keep his subjects under control.

Duties of A King

Manu does not merely emphasise the duties of the subjects towards the king but
also put emphasis on the duties of the king. One of the major duties of the king is
to protect the country and his subjects. Manu said, ‘A king who protects his
subjects receives from each and all praise and the right to collect taxes. A king
who does not afford protection will soon sink into hell.’ As regards the actual
duties of the king, Manu insisted that the king should regulate both the political and
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social life of the subjects, protect them from all possible aggressions and keep
them fully safe; maintain law and order in the state by keeping the state free from
thieves and robbers; ensure protection of private property; ensure protection of
class system because its violation is bound to lead to social disharmony; bestow
favours on the deserving persons control the price of commodities; provide security
to the traders coming into the country and encourage trade and agriculture of the
country. On duties and position of the king in the Manusmriti a scholar says that
‘it will be seen that the promotion of public welfare and happiness is possible
when the ruler is a philosopher, considers himself subject to higher law, applies
himself diligently to his duties, acknowledges the sovereignty of the people, bows
to their wishes and guards the welfare. He is not above law, and their relations
between him and his subjects have to be reciprocal. He holds his high office so
that he may protect the people; help everyone in his own self-knowledge and in
the discharge of his own duties.’

What is essential for the proper and efficient discharge of the royal duties,
the king must combine in himself the qualities of a Kshatriya and a Brahmin. It is
the duty of the Kshatriya to punish the wicked and the evil-doer and the Brahmin
to be religious and pious. Beside the above-mentioned duties of the king with
respect to social, economic and political spheres, Manu has mentioned a long list
of duties as enumerated in the Manusmriti under the following eight heads:
Executive, Judicial, Legislative, Administrative, Ecclesiastical, Revenue, Military
and Enlightened. The king has to perform his duties in these eight fields with elan.

Manu, thus, ascribed to the king all the high qualities for which the king is
worshipped as God by the people. The king is worshipped not simply because he
is the king but because he is learned, righteous, modest and free from vices springing
from pleasure and wealth. Manu, therefore, put emphasis on the presence of the
qualities in the king which make him fit for the difficult and responsible functions of
exercising power and authority over the people in almost all spheres of life.

Structure of state administration

Manu’s State had a divine origin. Manu gave the Saptanga theory regarding the
element of the state. He believed that the State or the political organisation known
as Rajya has seven prakritis or parts or elements. They are: 1. Swamin (the
sovereign ruler), 2. Amatya (the officials), 3. Pura (the capital), 4. Rashtra (the
kingdom), 5. Kosha (revenue), 6. Bala (the standing army) and 7. Mitra (the
foreign ally). Manu discusses the seven parts and calls them the seven limbs of the
state, no particular one can be said to excel over the others since each of them has
a particular function to perform. This involves the essential parity of the factors of
the state structure in spite of there being inequality in some respects. It also
substantiates the organic theory of the state of Manu, which was afterwards
developed by the Western thinkers. Manu admits the impossibility of oneman rule
in view of the difficulty and complexity of governmental functions. Regarding the
king’s officials, Manu has discussed in detail the part played by the king’s ministers
and other officers in the administration of the state. It is very difficult to govern a
kingdom yielding much revenue, especially if one has no assistants. Here Manu
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discusses the qualifications of different classes of the king’s officials, such as his
minister and other officers, his ambassador, his domestic servants, superintendents
of the administrative departments, tax collectors, local officers, etc. The ministers
should come from royal families and they should be intelligent, loyal, hard-working
and free from temptations. The king should also appoint ambassadors and diplomats
to conduct foreign affairs. They must be good orators, intelligent, fearless, learned,
skilful. The king should punish heavily the defaulter officials or those who indulge
in corruption. Even the king should go to the extent of confiscating their property
and driving them out of his kingdom. Important departments like the Revenue and
the Army should be kept under the direct control and supervision of the king and
the king should keep constant watch on them.

Manu has given an elaborate scheme of local government. In his scheme,
the ultimate unit is the village. Every village must have a headman. The local
government may be formed by groups of ten, twenty, a hundred or a thousand
villages. Every town should have ‘a superintendent of all affairs’ with an army of
spies to help him in ‘exploring’ the behaviour of the people. Local government, as
a whole, should remain in charge of a minister at the headquarters. A company of
soldiers should be stationed ‘in the midst of two, three, five, or hundred villages
for the protection of the kingdom.’

Lastly, we come to Manu’s policies of government, which may be
conveniently considered under two heads, namely, those relating to public security
and to matters relating to foreign policy. With regard to the policy of public security,
the king, according to Manu, will detect with the help of spies two classes of
thieves who are otherwise called the ‘the open thieves’ and ‘the secret thieves’,
consisting of those who took bribes and other types of cheats, rogue, gamblers,
fortune-tellers, high officers and physicians guilty of improper conduct, burglars,
and so forth. Manu mentions punishment of both these classes of culprits.
Punishments are prescribed by Manu for various acts of injury to the public, such
as breaking down dams, tanks, disrupting the water-supply, breaking public
property, destroying bridges, adulterating commodities, dishonest dealing with
customers, dishonest behaviour, as well as theft. Punishment is also prescribed for
royal officers who remain inactive during attacks by robbers and for the public
failing to give help according to their capacity when a village is being plundered or
a highway robbery is being committed.

Foreign Policy

Regarding the policy of inter-state relations, Manu suggested the principle of
application of the six types of foreign policy. First, the king makes peace when he
is sure of his own gain and superiority in the future and of his inferiority at present;
secondly, he should wage war when he thinks that he is strong enough to defeat
the enemy; thirdly, he should march against the enemy when his army is well disposed
towards him and is comparatively superior; fourthly, he should be neutral if he is
weak in troops; fifthly he should build his forces if he finds that his enemy is stronger
in every respect; and lastly, he should take refuge with a rich and powerful king
when he is very easily assailable by the enemy’s forces. The king, while determining
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his war policy, should consider the future and the immediate present as well as the
good and bad aspects of all past events.

Manu gave emphasis on the full security of the state which should be the
ultimate goal of the foreign policy. He was not in favour of territorial annexation.
The king should use force as the last alternative. Manu recommended four political
expedients of conciliation, bribery, dissension and force as the policy of inter-state
relations. He thinks that while all the four expedients may be directed towards
achieving success, force should be used as the last resort. However, he suggests
that the application of conciliation and force in the wise manner in the interest of
the prosperity of the State.

Theory of Punishment or (Dandaniti)

The theory of Danda or punishment as propounded by Manu is an important idea
around which his whole political philosophy revolves. Manu’s idea of the supreme
authority of the king is justified by the sanction of danda in ensuring individual
security in respect of person and property as well as stability of the social order.
Manu justifies his view of danda with a reference to an old principle of human
psychology that the fear of danda is the only ground for the fulfillment of individual
obligations. The king’s mode of application of danda is the key to the welfare of
the individual and the community. Manu enumerates the good qualities qualifying
the ruler for the exercise of danda as well as the bad qualities disqualifying him for
the exercise. Finally, he lays down the principle of the king’s unlimited jurisdiction
over offenders.

Putting emphasis on coercive power, Manu said that, danda is the king,
danda rules all peoples; danda alone protects them. Danda is awake when others
are asleep and the wise declare danda to be idential with law (dharma). It is
through the fear of danda, that all creatures, movable and immovable, are made
conscious of their duties and responsibilities. The whole world is kept in order by
danda. As good men are rare, it is through the fear of danda, that bad men are
controlled.

The king is a just inflictor of danda, and he acts after due consideration as
he is wise and he is also conversant with virtue. The king who is vulnerable, bad
and deceitful, on the other hand, is destroyed by the same danda which he inflicts;
when the king swerves from his duty (dharma), danda strikes him down. Manu
made the king responsible to the people. The king derives his authority from the
people. Hence the king, who oppresses the people, forfeits his kingdom and even
his life. Thus, Manu’s king was always a benevolent king, who lives for his subjects.
This idea gives indirect support to a certain extent to the theory of political
sovereignty of the people.

Criticism of Manu’s philosophy

Manu was a political philosopher and his ideas have been subjected to criticism
on the following grounds:

1. Manu was a supporter of the divinity of the king and the superiority of the
priestly class. It is not consistent with democratic principles.
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2. Manu’s concept of a kingdom was nothing more than the emergence of a
tribal organization into some faint beginning of a territorial state. In other
words, an imperial power had not yet emerged and Manu did not think of
a well developed and multipurpose political structure of the modern times.

3. Another objection leveled against Manu is that he has laid undue emphasis
of the scheme of four-fold Varnas which subsequently led to many other
social complications and conflicts.

4. Some of the ideas of Manu, especially his views on authority, administration
and local government are indistinct, irrelevant and one-sided. In spite of
these criticisms, Manu is considered as the father of Indian polity for his
immense contributions to the Indian society, polity and religion.

1.4 KAUTILYA

Kautilya had a powerful pen. He wrote as many as 6000 slokas or hymns. But
Arthasastra is the greatest contribution to the Indian polity. It is a treasure trove
in political thought. It covers almost every aspect of the theory and practice of
government, which have even profound relevance today. It is a unique work and
it contains various fundamental ideas. This manuscript is a curious mixture of
sociology, economics, ethics and statecraft. By ‘Artha’ we simply mean money
or finance. Kautilya took an altogether different meaning. In a broader sense he
referred to it as the land or state where the people of various professions lived.
Thus Arthasastra meant the book containing the principles of acquisition,
preservation and maintenance of the state. It is probably the most important source
about the ancient Indian political thought and institutions. We get useful information
about the duties and responsibilities of the king; the principle of foreign policy; the
type of army; spy system, the kind of taxes collected by the state and the methods
of their collection. However, it would be wrong to describe Kautilya’s work as a
treatise on political theory. Professor Keith said, ‘Arthasastra of Kautilya did not
represent the fine flower of Indian political thought.’ According to Prof. Atlekar,
‘The Arthasastra is more a manual for the administrator and fundamental principles
of administration or of the political science.’ Despite this, the importance of
Kautilya’s Arthasastra for the study of ancient Indian political thought and
institutions cannot be rule out. Prof. Atlekar said that ‘the position of Arthasastra
in the realm of literature on politics is analogous to that of Panini’s Astradhyay in
the field of grammar.’

However, Kautilya was not the first man to write Arthasastra. There were
already three Arthasastra written in Sanskrit by earlier writers. However, Kautilya’s
Arthasastra constitutes a complete work of its kind. He prepared his book after
summarizing the earlier three Arthasastras. Though originally written as a guide
for Chandragupta, these work became a manual on statecraft for the whole country
and for all time. It was definitely more than a mere summary of the earlier writings.
It is considered to be the universal and best manual on statecraft.
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Lost for centuries Arthasastra was discovered in the year 1909. It is believed
to have been composed in 300 BC. It comprises of 15 chapters in shape of 15
books or Adhikaranas consisting of 6000 slokas. Book-I deals with ideas about
the life and duties of a king, recruitment of ministers, councilors, priests, institutions
of spies, and envoys, conduct of princes. Book-II narrates the formation of villages,
collection of revenue, conduct and duties of officials, etc. Book-III deals with law
and judicial administration. Book-IV titled as Removal of Thorns, deals with the
protection of citizens and from various crimes. Book-V discusses the conduct of
courtiers, rules of treasury, salary of government servants and consolidation of
kingdom. Sovereignty of states is discussed in detail in Book-VII, which deals
with policies like treaty, asylum, war and aggression. Book-VIII notes down
calamities and their remedies. While Book-IX deals with invasion, Book-X contains
techniques of war. The next four books narrate wartime treacherous mechanism.
Book-XV contains the plan of the treatise, i.e., the paragraphical division of the
Arthasastra. Kautilya wrote, ‘Artha is the condition of men, i.e., the inhabited
part of the earth, and the sastra (normative science) which aids the acquisition
and protection of such (inhabited) country is the Artha sastra.’

Thus, this is a practical manual of state administration. According to Beni
Prasad, ‘As a scheme of administrative organization, the Arthasastra is unsurpassed
in Hindu literature.’ It is complete in its prospective, detailed in its regulations and
thorough in its treatment. It makes provision for all contingencies for all imaginable
possibilities. As a statement of Hindu administration theory, it leaves hardly anything
to be desired.

Statecraft of Kautilya

According to Kautilya, the state though an imaginary institution, gets life like an
organism by nature and functions of government. He like his predecessors, believed
in seven elements of the state. Those elements were swamin (the lord or sovereign),
amatya (minister), janapad (both territory and population), durga (fort), kosa
(treasury), bala (army) and mitra (ally). These seven elements may be explained
as follows:

1. Swamin may be one or a group of persons. Being the sovereign, he owes
allegiance to none. He is the supreme authority in the state organization.

2. Amatya means minister or high official. Kautilya said that the amatya must
be native of the country and possess steadfast devotion towards the swami.

3. Janapada refers both to territory and population. About Janapada there
is description in the second Adhikaran of Arthasastra. Here subjects like
organizations and functions of villages and towns are described.

4. Kautilya considers durgas as a vital part of the empire and attached great
importance to them for the defense of the empire. He wrote that ‘whoever
of the two kings builds an impregnable fort on a spot inaccessible by nature,
with less labour and expenditure, overreaches the other.’ He referred to
four kinds of forts such as waterfort, desert fort, hill fort and a forest fort.
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5. Kosa means treasury. Treasury has a great role to play for the development
of a welfare state. A good state should be rich in gold and silver. The growth
of treasury can be achieved by the developed of agriculture, commerce,
collection of taxes and efficient functioning of various departments run by
the state. Treasury helps people during natural calamities. It also plays an
important part in the maintenance of internal and external independence of
a state. The treasury has a great role to play in the financial management of
the state.

6. The sixth element of the state is Bala or army. Both for calming down
internal disturbances and for protecting the state from external aggression,
the help of the army is needed. Thus, the army maintains the sovereignty of
a nation. Kautilya has mentioned about six types belonging to an enemy
and soldiers of wild tribes. He has preferred the hereditary forces to any
other types. Kautilya also has a mention of four whigs of army; elephants,
cavalry, chariots and infantry. It is the duty of the king to make sure that the
army remains loyal to him.

7. The last component of the state is Mitra or ally. A state cannot exist without
friends. For good administration and increase in power, the king must make
friendship with people. This is good both for the ruler and the ruled. Kautilya
talks about two types of mitras: Sahaja and Krutrima. Sahaja mitra
consists of persons whose friendship was derived from the time of father
and grandfather and were situated close to the territory of the immediately
neighbouring enemy. The Krutrima mitra on the other hand is an acquired
ally whose friendship is needed for the protection of the wealth and life of a
state. However, Kautilya preferred the former to the later. In his Arthasastra,
he had dealt with the minute details of statecraft.
Kautilya observed that when those seven elements behave cohesively like

the limbs of the body, they become an asset to the king. A king having self-mastery
can do a lot to improve the weak elements. But a weak king will destroy even the
strong elements.

Theory of Government

Like the other political thinkers, who preceded him, Kautilya puts emphasis on
the monarch. The body politic grows and declines with him. So the king is the
primary focus of attention in Kautilya’s theory of government. The king is the final
embodiment of authority within the state.

The King

Kautilya explained the supreme importance of the king’s function. He compared
the king with the soul and other six elements of the state constituted the body. He
prescribes hereditary monarchy based on the principle of high birth. A new king is
always less preferable to a diseased king. Physical strength cannot be equated
with high birth. So a strong but low-born king is worse than a weak but high-born
one. Dual rule of father and son or of two brothers is better than the rule by the
conqueror. Kautilya is strongly in favour of dynastic rule. The dynastic principle in
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relation to kingship produces equal security and welfare of the subjects and it is
controlled by the officials who are loyal to the hereditary king. Kautilya has protested
against the anti-monarchic and the anti-dynastic tendencies of earlier writers.
According to him, hereditary kingship ensures better administration and greater
loyalty.

The Monarch or the king has the function of appointing his officials. He also
assigns various functions to them, directs them in their work, replaces bad officers
with good ones, honours the honest and punishes the wicked. Thus, solely upon
him depends the administrative efficiency. During calamities also, the king provides
necessary help thereby retaining the strength of the state. The king functions as a
key factor in the whole administrative system. The king has eight types of duties,
namely executive, legislative, administrative, judicial, revenue, ecclesiastical,
military and enlightened.

Though Kautilya accorded a preeminent position to the ruler, he was not
willing to concede absolute powers to him. Rather he described the king as the
servant of the people, receiving taxes for the service done for the people. King is
thus made a benevolent rather than a tyrant or an oppressor. He has no divine
sanctions behind him, but only a clear manifestation of strength and ability.

Like his predecessors, Kautilya urged for his prince a thorough course of
intellectual training and moral discipline. The intellectual training was to involve the
study of the four traditional sciences under the guidance of specialized teachers.
Kautilya wrote that the prince shall learn writing and arithmetic after the tonsure
ceremony (chuda karma). After his installation in office, he shall learn the sacred
canon (trayi), and philosophy (anvasiki) from cultured persons, economics (varta)
from heads of administrative departments and politics (dandaniti) from those who
are experienced enough in it. This whole scheme of education will go upto the
sixteenth years after which he will undergo the ceremony of having his head and
marriage. Kautilya makes a twofold division of the day for the prince. The first
part of the day is for military training and the second part for learning the traditional
history (itihasa). This traditional history has a number of sciences grouped together
under its name. Along with his intellectual training, the prince is expected to learn
discipline (vinaya). Kautilya divides it into two types, natural and acquired and
has preferred the latter. The princes shall learn from his teachers. The moral discipline
is to be inculcated by controlling the six enemies. The prince shall first practice
non-attachment towards his sense-organs and subsequently, observe the
instructions of sciences, in order to acquire self-control. The prince who fails to do
this perishes, even if he is a very powerful ruler of the earth.

Kautilya notes a very important point while dealing with the importance of
discipline. He says that the king should never select an indisciplined prince as the
crown-prince, even if he is the only son. The king should see that the prince does
not indulge in sensual pleasures. Because prince if not controlled can prove very
dangerous. By indulging in pleasures, he will develop no attraction for the throne.
The kingdom will suffer in the hands of a king who received little education and
enjoyed more sensual pleasures in his princehood. Thus, the prince, on reaching
proper age, shall be trained by competent teachers. Kautilya also deals with the
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situation of a king’s untimely death and how a minister should act diplomatically to
install the prince on the throne. Kautilya, thus, formulates for the first time an
integrated scheme of education for the simultaneous development of the prince’s
intellect and character.

After this Kautilya enlists the king’s qualifications under four heads. These
are: the qualities of an inviting nature, qualities of intellect, qualities of the
will and the king’s distinctive qualities. The king should always be active in
promoting the interests of the ruled and should always be accessible to them. ‘The
happiness of the subjects is the happiness of the king, their welfare, his own pleasure
is not his good, but the pleasure of his subjects is that.’ A king should even be
prepared to give up his dear wife, if required to do so by his subjects. He is a
constitutional slave and more importantly, a moral master. He has no divine rights,
no autocratic power and if he misgoverns, his people have every right to remove
him and put another in his place.

The Officials (Amatyas)

The officials constitute the second important element of Kautilya’s state. They are
known by different names: Amatyas, Sachivas, Mantrins (the council of ministers)
although sometimes there may be little difference between them. Let us discuss
them.

Whatever the qualities and qualifications the king may have, the Hindu king
should never be regarded as a personal or dictatorial ruler. It is a law and principle
of the Hindu tradition that the king cannot act without the approval and co-operation
of the council of ministers. Manu called a king foolish who would attempt to carry
on the administration by himself. He regarded such a king as unfit. He laid down
that the king must take help of the officials. Yajnevalka is of the same opinion and
so are the other law-givers. Kautilya adheres to that tradition. He notes that ‘rajatva
is not possible without assistance. A single wheel cannot move.’ He said that matters
of the state should be discussed by the council of ministers and whatever the
majority decides, the king should carry out. The council of ministers is generally
presided over by the king. The council may consist of as many members as it is
desirable. It is remarkable that the king is not given even the power of veto. Two
separate bodies like mantri-parishad and body of mantrins are there. The
Arthasastra says, ‘When there is an extraordinary matter, the mantrins and the
mantra-parishad should be called together and informed. In the meeting whatever
the majority decide, should be followed by the king.’

To get assistance, the king should appoint ministers (sachivas) and abide
by their advice. The king’s numerous acts have to be performed simultaneously.
These acts are to be performed at different places and hence the king has to get
his acts performed by the amatyas. Thus, amatya’s office is justified by the
impossibility of the one man rule and by the wide distribution of governmental
functions. Secondly, Kautilya goes on to discuss the various functions of the
amatyas and derives their importance from their work. All administrative acts
relating to the Janapada such as ensuring its security and welfare against its internal
and external enemies, remedying its calamities, colonization and improvement of
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its waste land, and collection of taxes and fines, are performed by the amatya.
Thus, for the development of rural area and its security, amatya is an important
device. By saying this Kautilya criticized the earlier view which did not attach
importance to the amatyas.

Kautilya also discusses the procedure of recruitment and selection of the
officials. He suggests the qualities which an official should have. He insists that the
official should be ‘native, born of high family, influential, well-trained in arts,
possessed of foresight, wise, of strong aim, bold, eloquent, intelligent, possessed
of enthusiasm, dignity and endurance, pure in character, firm in loyal devotion,
endowed with excellent conduct, strength, health and bravery, free from
procrastination and fickle mindedness, affectionate and free from such qualities as
excite hatred and enmity.’

Kautilya said that a person’s capacity is tested by his fitness for performing
a work. So the king must take a person’s qualifications and conditions of time and
place and nature of work into consideration before appointing him to the post of
an amatya. Kautilya urges the king to discover a person’s qualifications by the
process of direct and indirect observation as well as inference. It should be
remembered that the king has to get his work done by the amatyas appointed at
various places. The earlier writers gave supreme importance to abstract virtues of
courage, loyalty and so forth. Kautilya, in addition to all these, required the amatyas
to possess technical qualifications. And during recruitment this qualification must
be tested.

Like his predecessors, Kautilya describes the fourfold test of virtue, wealth,
desire and fear while selecting officials. Then he modifies this aspect by adding an
important point. Neither the king nor the queen should test the officials. Rather the
king should select third person for this purpose. It is opposed to the traditional
practice. Kautilya produces an excellent argument for this. He argues that the king
should not corrupt an innocent mind which act will be like putting poison in water.
When a good man’s mind is corrupted by the four-fold tests, it does not turn back
without reaching the farthest limit of evil. It passes beyond cure. This shows
Kautilya’s knowledge of human psychology. It also conveys a much-needed warning
to the king against the danger involved in the traditional scheme.

As regard to the technique of the king’s consultation with his ministers,
Kautilya begins by explaining the fundamental importance of counseling in the
administrative set up. According to him, counseling is the preliminary of all
administrative acts. Kautilya gave adequate importance to secrecy of discussions.
He says that if the king consults one minister, he will fail to arrive at a decision in
difficult situations and the single minister will act at his own will. If he consults two
ministers then, they may overpower him when they are united and destroy when
they are in conflict. So he should atleast consult three or four ministers. In view of
the urgency, Kautilya permits the king to consult one or two ministers or even
deliberate by himself if the time and place and nature of the work demand the
same. While Manu, Brihaspati and Vyasa fixed the number of council of ministers
at twelve, sixteen and twenty respectively, Kautilya observes that the number should
be as many as necessary. He says that counseling has five constituent elements
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which comprise the planning, procurement of the necessary human materials,
decision of time and place and removal of obstacles.

Kautilya made provision for salary to all state servants. He earmarked one
fourth of total revenue of the state for this purpose. He stood for a liberal payment
for the ministers. The king was to pay them such emoluments as could infuse in
them the spirit of enthusiasm to work. The highest salary was paid to the ministers.

Mechanism of Administration

The king receiving the royal authority from the people’s hands at the time of
coronation has to take an oath of service to the people. ‘May I’ he has to affirm,
‘be deprived of heaven of life and of offspring if I oppress you.’ Thus, his entire
life is devoted towards establishing a good administration. Kautilya deals with  this
third element of state in detail. His entire idea of administration may be discussed
under the following heads: (a) civil, (b) financial, (c) judicial, (d) military, (e)
preservation of dominion, (f) foreign policy, (g) acquisition of dominion.

While the first five heads comes under the broad group of internal
administration, the last two constitute the external administration of a king. These
may be discussed briefly.

Civil Administration

According to Kautilya, the king’s civil administration involves a number of important
principles. The king should keep revenue under his control. This is based upon
Kautilya’s apprehension of the grave danger which might be posed by the innermost
circle of the king’s ministers. In addition to this, Kautilya said that, the departmental
heads (adhyakshas) should be selected on the basis of merits and should be
constantly supervised when in office. This is an highly important point as men are
naturally fickle-minded and power breeds corruption. Kautilya writes, when the
king is alert, his servants likewise become alert. But when he is careless, they
become equally careless, and they destroy his work and he is overpowered by his
enemies. Constant supervision by the king will lead to success. The king should
completely identify his interests with the interests of his subjects.

Kautilya’s Book-II of the Arthasastra is known as the Adhyaksha-pracars.
It gives a detailed analysis of town planning, fortification and financial administration
along with duties of thirty two adhyakshas. This idea of departmental heads was
a remarkable introduction to the field of ancient bureaucracy by Kautilya. Kautilya’s
bureaucrat was a person who was always busy over the study, regulation and
control of the whole field of the nation’s social and economic activities.

During providential calamities the king is expected to show favour like a
father to his people. He should take care of infants, the aged, the diseased, the
distressed persons, helpless as well as barren women and the sons of women who
are without guardians. He should enforce the duties of slaves towards their masters.
Village elders are expected to respect the property of the temple and the minors.
No one can go for asceticism without providing for the livelihood of his wife and
son. Anyone who has passed the age of reproduction can enter the monastic life
after obtaining permission from the judges. All these show both the humanitarian
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as well as authoritarian rule of the king. For all these the king can take recourse to
fine and imprisonment. Kautilya says, ‘The punishment and fines inflicted by the
king relieve the subject of their sins and lead to their security.’

Financial Administration
In Arthasastra there is an elaborate discussion of the economic foundation of the
kingdom. Kautilya observes that when the people were overpowered by anarchy
(matsyanyaya), they accepted Manu, the son of the Sun, as their king. They paid
as his due one-sixth of the crops, one-tenth of the merchandise in cash. The king
after getting his shares, confer security and welfare on their subjects. The king’s
taxes, to Kautilya, are necessary in people’s own interests.

Kautilya regards the treasury as the most essential elements of the state. ‘In
the absence of finance, the army may go to the enemy or murder the king himself
and bring about all kinds of troubles. But finance is the chief means of observing
virtues acts and enjoying desires. Since all activities are dependent on finance,
financial and troubles are more serious.’ For this the Arthasastra advises the king
to keep the treasury full. Taxes should be levied on people in due consideration of
their difficulties but no leniency should be grown in collection of taxes. Kautilya
advises the king to keep proper accounts of taxes received in the treasury and
spend the money wisely.

Linked with the financial administration is the state control over commerce
and industry. Kautilya’s state exercise control over mines, gold, forest products
and also ensures that the genuine goods are available to the people. Directors of
shops are appointed for checking weights and they fix prices of commodities.
Directors of trade see that foreign trade is regulated and smuggling is checked.
Tariff duties prove to be an important source of state exchequer.

Judicial administration

There was a considerable progress in the concept of law and justice during the
time of Manu. But Kautilya opens a new chapter in this respect. He practically
shatters the ancient concept of law as it was understood in the vedic period. He
distinguishes the law courts from the ministerial office and there gives a separate
status to the judiciary. He also opens a new chapter by classifying in into four
limbs—namely, sacred law, evidence, history and edicts of the king (dharma
nyaya).

Kautilya recognizes the importance of law and justice as the protector of
the state and protector of the people. He said that justice delayed means justice
denied. Thus, he arranges mobile courts. Judicial system is based on rule of law.
Nobody is above the law. Even the priestly class is subjected to heavy fines and
punishment. Evidence and witness play an important role in the judicial system of
Kautilya. Kautilya also paves way for a decentralized judiciary.

Kautilya also deals with the possible consequences of various kinds of
punishments and strongly opposed severe punishments under all conditions.

He said, ‘He who inflicts severe punishments become oppressive to all
creatures, he who inflicts mild punishments is overpowered; he who inflicts just
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punishments is respected.’ We notice a development of the theory of danda
(coercive authority) in Kautilya. He feels that danda is the means of ensuring
security and prosperity of three sciences, namely, the sacred canon, a philosophy
and economics. In fact, danda is their root and basis. The application of danda is
justified on the ground that it is the safeguard of man’s earthly existence and security.
Kautilya rightly said, ‘Punishment when directed with consideration unites the people
with virtue, wealth and desire, but when it is misapplied under the influence of
great and anger through ignorance, it irritates even the hermits and ascetics, not to
speak of house-holders.’

Kautilya ask the king to restore the stolen property to its owner or else
compensate him out of own treasury. If the king by chance, punishes an innocent
man, he should give thirty-fold of the fine to the Brahmins after offering to the
Varuna. The Vedic sources say that Varuna is the punisher of wrong doers.

Military Administration

According to Kautilya, the king’s military administration involves some important
principles. The king should keep the army under his control. This is based upon
Kautilya’s apprehension of the danger which might be posed by the king’s own
ministers. Kautilya also asks the king to place the four wings of the army, i.e., the
elephants, the cavalry, the chariots and the infantry-under different mukhyas
(officers). If they are placed under one officer the enemy may capture the kingdom
by controlling him. But in case of four different officers, they do not fall prey to
enemy’s plans due to fear of one another. Each exercise is a check on the other
three.

Kautilya refers to the methods of encouraging troops in the battlefield. He
said that the king, after assembling his troops, should address them as, ‘I am your
equal, a wage earner (tulya vetana), this kingdom (idam rajyam) is to be enjoyed
by me along with you; you shall slay the enemy pointed out by me.’ Such an
address is expected to life the commitment of the soldiers to a much higher level.

Kautilya’s art of warfare involves many treacherous designs. His main aim
was to win a war and for this any type of means can be adopted. In case of defeat,
Kautilya also narrated loss to the minimum. These will be discussed in detail in the
later part.

Preservation of Dominion

One of the most important policies taken up by Kautilya is his policy of preservation
of dominion. The rules relating to this policy may be studied under four heads,
namely, the policy of security of the king and the community, colonization of rural
and urban areas, financial policy during an emergency and the policy of inter-state
relations. Let us discuss them in detail.

Security of King and Community

King’s personal security was the key to the security of the state. Kautilya wrote,
‘The king, whose safety is ensured from those far and near, is capable of protecting
the kingdom.’ The king, according to him, should take great care while visiting his
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queen, taking his meals, witnessing shows, attending to his other bodily needs,
visiting gardens, hunting, granting interviews, and joining in fairs and festivals.
Secondly, Kautilya applied a neat and elaborate system of espionage to keep a
watch over the behaviour of his own officials as well those of his enemies. Kautilya
enumerates nine different classes of spies, five of whom are stationary and other
mobile. These spies are to be used for watching eighteen classes of the king’s
officials as well as over the foreign kings and their corresponding set of officials.
Thirdly, Kautilya mentions about the king’s measures for guarding his own loyal
and disloyal subjects against the enemy’s machinations and persuasions. He classifies
the disaffected groups under four heads according to the passions that make them
disloyal namely, anger, fear, greed and price. With the help of practical examples,
he pointed out how these groups among the enemy’s subjects are to be won over
by spies appealing to their passion. Fourthly, Kautilya said that the king should
take great care to keep his children disciplined. Lack of discipline may bring grave
danger upon him. Policy has also been laid down for the guidance of the minister
in the political crisis caused by the king’s fatal illness or death. This aspect has
been discussed earlier. Lastly, Kautilya described in detail the methods of detection
and arrest of thieves and adulterous persons as well as those of discovering stolen
property and examining cases of suspected murder. He also narrates methods of
punishing various types of offenders including official guilty of abuse of authority.

Colonisation of rural and urban areas

Under this head, Kautilya explained the scheme of state planned colonization of
the rural areas, which involved the application of geo-political ideas. The villages
were to be grouped into circles of 800, 400, 200 and 10 units with a central large
town (sthaniya), small town (dronomukha), smaller town (kharvatika), and large
village (sangrahana) respectively in their midst. Listing the programme of the all
round development of the rural areas, Kautilya remarks that the king shall save his
territory from affliction by the enemy’s troops as well as from pestilence and famine.
He will prevent people from indulging in expensive amusement, protect agriculture
from the burdens of fines, compulsory labour and taxes. He will also protect the
cattle, the trade-routes, forests, irrigation works and mines. The uncultivable fields
are also to be made use of.

Kautilya laid down principles of town planning under the auspices of the
state. Forts of four different types are to be constructed along the frontier in all the
four directions. He elaborately noted the planning of the capital city. All these
included objectives like the defence of the frontier and the provision of convenient
administrative, military and commercial centres in the kingdom.

Financial Policy during an emergency

Kautilya devotes one full chapter to the king’s policy of replenishing his treasury,
when he is without revenue and is faced with financial difficulties. The king may
ask for help to different classes of his subjects and may collect taxes at an increased
rate from the cultivators, traders and persons having domestic animals. The king
should reward rich subscribes with gifts and honours. As an alternative, the king
may take help of force and fraud to fill up the royal treasury. Spies and government
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officials will help in this matter. The only limitation on this is to avoid public discontent.
Wicked persons when deprived of their money, do nothing. But the wealth of the
righteous persons if taken may cause disaffection.

Inter-State Relations or Diplomacy

Kautilya writing on inter-state relations contains the most complete as well as the
most important contribution on the subject made by our ancient thinkers. Kautilya
was sure that both providential and human factors govern man’s affairs. He notes
that the constituent elements of the state-system, are as follows—the classes of
aliens and enemies, the three powers (saktis) and three successes (siddhis). The
three powers consist of the elements called the power of the King’s material
resources (prabhusakti) and that of the king’s energy (utsahasakti). Thus, all
these pave way for a king’s success in the fields of strength of knowledge, revenue
and army. On this, Kautilya bases his first principle of foreign policy. The objective
of foreign policy, according to Kautilya, is the king’s all-out achievement of power
and success, or at least, the denial of the same of the enemy.

There always exist options in foreign policy decisions. The selection of the
type of foreign policy is to be made in accordance with the principle of expediency
based upon an intelligent estimate of the relative strength of the other side. An
attacking king should make peace, when he finds himself to be weaker than the
enemy; he should fight when he finds himself stronger; he should adopt neutrality,
when he feels that neither he nor his enemy can overcome the other, he should
march forth for attack when he has excess strength; he should take refuge when
he is weak; and he should adopt dual policy in a matter needing another’s help.
Kautilya defines dual policy like this. It is a policy that brings progress to a king at
the cost of his enemy. The king should seek progress through the dual policy,
when he feels that he can develop his own works by making a treaty with one king
and ruin others works by making war with him.

Kautilya preferred peace to war, if both of these guarantee equal progress.
War involves expenditure in men and money and residence in a foreign land and
even suffering at the enemy’s heads. Again neutrality is to be preferred to attack
when progress can be equally achieved through both. When the progress can be
equally achieved through the dual policy and the policy of taking refuge, the former
is to be preferred to the later. Because in the dual policy, a king serves his own
interest. But in the policy of taking refuge, the enemy is benefited.

The foreign policy also involves the determination of the vital policies of
peace and war. The king should make peace with a strong enemy to avoid
destruction. However, in case of failure he should submit. But more importantly,
he should use intrigue and treachery. He should exert sufficient pressure on the
other party to accept peace. Ordinarily, he should wage a war against a weak
enemy, but peace should be made in the event of latter’s complete submission so
as to avoid driving him to despair. The weak king on his part should ordinarily
submit to making peace with a strong enemy, but he may wage war in the event of
superiority of his position.
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War can be won and it may also be lost. Among the various factors that
influence the outcome of a war, place and time are of prominence. Kautilya has
divided both time and place into three grades—good, intermediate and bad. They
are good when the condition is favourable for the development of the king’s own
troops and unfavourable for the enemies. They are bad when conditions are just
the opposite; they are intermediate when the conditions are the same for both.
Along with time and place, power is equally important. According to Kautilya,
power consists of intellectual, volitional and material elements. Kautilya gave the
first place to intellectual element and lowest to the volitional element.

Now let us deal with Kautilya’s discussion of inter-state relations arising from
the subjects’ attitude towards their ruler. He said that there are three types of vulnerable
kings: (1) a just ruler in grave danger, (2) an unjust ruler in a minor danger and lastly,
(3) a ruler who has lost the faith of his subjects. Out of these three, the last ruler
remains more prone to attack. Whereas the first king gets the cooperation of his
subjects, they remain indifferent to the second king. But subjects cooperate with the
enemy in case of an attack on the third type of king. So a king should take every step
to have the faith of the people. He should never ill-treat them even if it is for his
security’s sake. Poverty, greed and disaffection in the people may bring danger upon
the king. So the latter must eradicate these shortcomings.

While discussing the policy of a weak king towards his powerful aggressor,
Kautilya asks the weak king to take refuge with a still more powerful ruler, or else
seek shelter in an impregnable fort. The weak ruler is asked never to abide by the
clause of the peace treaty. He should present the conqueror with such elephants
and horses as are disabled or as though able have been treated with poison or
with such troops who will destroy or harm him. In case he demands money, very
costly or very ordinary articles, he should be given. For the costly things he would
find no purchaser and the ordinary articles won’t help him in any way. He is to be
given such land as can be easily recovered or is open to enemy’s attack. The
second line of policy includes methods of reducing the enemy’s chief civil and
military officers, assassinating the enemy king and his officers, instigating the
neighboring king against him and destroying his stores, the agency of spies being
employed for all the above purpose. The third line of policy comprises the king’s
use of force, sword and poison against the enemy’s kingdom through his secret
agents.

In the light of the above analysis, one can easily understand the goal of
inter-state relations of Kautilya. He conceives the idea of a world leader
(chakravarti). It was definitely a dynamic conception of the goal of inter-state
relations. The objective of foreign policy, thus, is a progressive advance from a
condition of decline to that of equilibrium and then to that of progress.

Foreign Policy

There is nothing more to add after discussing in detail Kautilya’s policy of inter-
state relations. So let us conclude this by mentioning briefly the role of the
ambassador (duta). Kautilya mentioned about this in the 16th chapter of the first
Adhikaran. He has given a major role to the Duta in the organisation and
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management of the state. In the maintenance of external relationship with foreign
states, the ambassador plays the role as the spokesman of the king. In war,
settlement of peace and organisation of treaty, the duta functions more importantly.
According to Kautilya, the king in conquering enemies, should adopt the principle
of conciliation by creating dissension through the duta.

Acquisition of Dominion

Lastly, let us deal with Kautilya’s discussion on acquisition of dominion. A
chakravarti king should not only preserve his own kingdom but also should adopt
policy which will lead to the acquisition of new dominions. Kautilya points out that
there are three kings of acquired territory, such as, territory: (i) which is newly
acquired by a king from his enemy, (ii) which belonged to him formerly but has
since been lost to the enemy and then recovered from him and (iii) which he
inherited from his father but has similarly lost and recovered.

This policy of acquisition has been dealt with by Kautilya in section XIII of
his work bearing the title, ‘The means of capturing of forests.’ Kautilya describes
in detail the five methods of achieving this result. The five methods are as follows.
Firstly, creation of disaffection in the enemy side. King’s agents were to carry on
intrigue among the enemy’s army, officials as well as population so that they develop
disinterest towards their king. Secondly, getting rid of the enemy through secret
tactics. Spies in the guise of horse traders, holy men, etc., are engaged to kill the
enemy king while he is off his guard. Kautilya has advised even to exploit a king’s
weakness for women to kill him. The third method is setting spies against the
enemy’s kingdom. Kautilya advise the king to pretend to banish his sons so that
they may take refuge in the enemy’s kingdom and win his confidence. Eventually
they will destroy the enemy king. The fourth and fifth methods include siege and
assault. In this process, the enemy is to be weakened by stopping his sources of
supply, stopping water to his fort, destroying his crops and assassinating his subjects.
After this, large-scale use of inflammable materials will bring his downfall.

Further Kautilya discusses another four methods of a king’s world conquest.
Firstly, the king after occupying his enemy’s dominion should mater the neutral
and then the most powerful king. Secondly, the king shall overcome the enemy by
his exhibition of superior qualities and then he shall overcome more distant kings.
In the third type, the king shall overcome the enemy by a double attack, namely,
that of the enemy’s ally through his own ally. In the fourth and final type, the king
shall overcome a vulnerable vassal (samanta) and after, thus doubling his strength
shall overcome another samanta, and then with a three-fold strength shall overcome
a third samanta. Thus these four types include acquisitions right from a king’s
mastery over a state system to his lordship over vassals. However, all these methods
include similar elements of treachery and violence.

Then Kautilya goes on describing the policy to pacify the people of a
conquered territory. The king should show generosity towards his new subjects.
He should display his own good qualities and this will automatically highlight the
earlier ruler’s bad qualities. By doubling his good qualities, he would diminish the
earlier ruler’s good qualities. He should grant revenue concessions, give gifts and
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honour people. He should show favour to the poor, the helpless and the diseased.
He should never show disrespect for local custom and tradition. Rather, he should
show interest for attending local fairs and festivals. He should reward his partisans
belonging to the enemy’s kingdom according to his promise. A king who fails to
keep his promise as well as one who acts contrary to his subjects’ interests becomes
an object of distrust to his own people as well as outsiders. This is in all Kautilya’s
statecraft. There is hardly any aspect of it that he did not touch.

Relationship between Ethics and Politics
Ethics is the science of morality, whereas politics is the art and science of state and
government. Relationship between politics and ethics involves the question of means
and end in administration and inter-state relations. While studying anything of the
ancient era, we tend to think that everything was judged in the parameters of
religion and morality. And by thinking this way we are not very far from truth. Such
was indeed the state where the sanctity of means was given supreme importance.
A good result can be achieved by taking help of moral or ethical means. Manu and
Parasara talked much about it. However, Kautila belonged to the group of ancient
Indian thinkers who separated ethics from politics. For him end justified the means
in public life. No sacredness or morality is to be attached to the means, if the end
is noble. Ruthlessness, rigidity or aim, expediency, trickery, all sorts of nefarious
means marked his political thought. Though some arrangements he prescribed
duly portrayed a mixture of religion with politics, but much of his thought indicated
the sacrifice of morality at the altar of the end of the state. Let us discuss his
attitude towards religion and morality.

Kautilya was influenced by two opposite schools of thought, namely
theological or the Vedic pattern and political or the Arthasastra pattern. While
we study his Arthasastra, we see that by the Vedic tradition he asks the king to
appoint a domestic priest and to follow his directions. He again shows how the
priest’s services are to be utilized by the king for recruiting his officials and
encouraging troops in the battle field. This royal priest is to be given a first rank
along with the crown prince, queen mother, chief queen, and the chief minister.
Secondly, Kautilya deals with the privileges for the Brahmins. They are to be given
tax-free lands. Forest-retreats are to be created for Vedic study. Brahmins are to
be given various sacrifices. Kautilya is in favour of the legal privileges of Brahmin
is to get lesser punishment than a Sudra, a heretic or a person from the depressed
class.

Kautilya takes a full one hundred and eighty degree turn while dealing with
administrative policies. Without hesitation he propagates the exploitation for political
ends.

(i) His nine classes of spies include the false hermit, the false ascetic and
the false beggars. They are asked to adopt deceptive means for
exploiting popular superstitions in the king’s interest.

(ii) Kautilya recommends using of these spies as well as others in the
guise of sages (sidhas) in the interest of the king’s internal administration
and inter-state policy.
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(iii) During the king’s financial emergency, the superintendents of temples
are asked to exploit the popular superstitions for filling up the royal
treasury. The looting of temples is also allowed.

(iv) The secret tactics adopted by a weak king against his strong enemy
include assassination of the latter by the former’s spies on the occasion
of his making religious gifts or participating in religious processions.
The same tactics are to be employed by a king seeking conquest of
the enemy’s villages or town.

All this portrays the clear picture of the sacrifice of theology at the altar of
politics. Similar, has been his approach towards morality. In the first place, he
holds it aloof and finally he cares very little for it. He writes, ‘when a king is sure to
achieve his desired ends by making peace with one and waging wars with another,
he should, though superior, adopt the double policy.’

Kautilya deals with various aspects like behaviour of a saintly king, a prince’s
training, a king’s expenditure on his civil list, etc. His higher moral standard has
inspired him very much. While dealing with the policy of the king’s security against
his sons, Kautilya rejects Bhardawaja’s advice of tempting them to sensual pleasure.
He condemns Bharadwaja’s advice to a minister to occupy the thrown by treachery
and violence after his master’s death. This is unrighteous.

We see an altogether different approach to morality by Kautilya, when we
study the following points in his internal administration and inter-state relations.

(a) Kautilya gives emphasis on the policy of ensuring the king’s security.
Those officials who are found out by the spies to be disaffected for
some just reasons, are to be pacified with wealth and honour. But
those disaffected for no reason may be secretly put to death.

(b) Kautilya describes king’s measures for guarding his subjects against
the enemy’s intrigues. Loyal subjects are to be very much honoured
and the disloyal should he humiliated and put to death. Kautilya gives
a very interesting account. He says those persons can also be employed
in revenue collection or in punishing people so that they can invite the
hatred people. A disloyal person may be made to work in mines after
keeping his wife and children as hostage.

(c) Dealing with the king’s policy of security against his sons, he asks him
to imprison or to send out of the country a prince without affection for
his father.

(d) Kautilya deals with the king’s policy towards 13 specified oppressors
of people and recommends a number of characteristic measures for
their suppression. Spies acting as ‘agent-provocators’ will induce them
for committing crimes and those people may be punished by banishment
or by fine in lieu thereof.

(e) Kautilya mentions the methods of secret diplomacy to be employed
by the king to wipe out courtiers and chief officers who are injuring
the interests of the kingdom. Spies in the guise of physicians or cooks
may kill them. Their own brothers may be asked to kill them. They
may be put to death on the charge of attempted murder of the king or
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adultery with his queen. The offender may be sent on a military
expedition with insufficient forces and killed by his spies.

(f) He shows how the ministers in the crisis caused by his master’s fatal
illness and death should cope with the disloyal and dangerous elements
threatening the newly installed king. They shall be promised of the
throne and then put to death.

(g) Lastly, during financial emergency the author suggests various means
of filling up the royal treasury by force and fraud. He also advocates
confiscation of the properties of enemies of the state as well as sinner
by the shameless use of unscrupulous means. In the king’s policy
towards the sangha-organisations, Kautilya advocates the use of poison
and sharp weapons against the executive officers of the hostiles.

Kautilya’s inter-state policies execute the same hostility towards morality. Firstly,
he says that when the king has strong force and has directed his conspiracies against
the enemy, when he is sure of the favourable time for attack, he may resort to honourable
fighting, but otherwise he should fight treacherously. Secondly, he explains the policy
of a weak king towards his powerful enemy. Recommending a three-fold action he
says that peace should be followed by treachery and violence; the battle of intrigue
and treacherous fighting. Thirdly, Kautilya’s policy of capturing a fortress involves
the same degree of treachery and violence. Fourthly and lastly, Kautilya gives a long
list of use of secret weapons. These are to be used both for defensive and offensive
purposes. These mechanisms seem to us the product of a mind that recognised no
ethics, no morality, no fear of religion, while attaining the end of a state.

By examining these points one can say that Kautilya sacrificed ethics at the
altar of politics. His initial attempt was definitely to bring close relations between
ethics and politics, very unlike of his radical predecessors. But his attempt to
bridge this gulf ended quite early. From there he went on to widen this separation.
His statecraft was of limited and selfish type. It ensured the security and stability of
the king inside the kingdom. The objective behind it was to dominate the universe.
He checked the power of sanghas and sang the glory of the king. This is highly
undemocratic. However, boldness is a gifted quality. And we look at Kautilya with
admiring eyes for making such a daring presentation which few people would
have thought of.

Check Your Progress

4. How is ‘Manu’ described in the Rigveda?
5. What does chapter II of Manusamhita discuss?
6. List all the prakritis or parts of the state or Rajya.
7. Define Janapada, according to Kautilya.
8. What kind of education should a prince get after becoming a king, according

to Kautilya?
9. What are the three types of territories belonging to a king, according to

Kautilya?
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1.5 ANSWERS TO ‘CHECK YOUR PROGRESS’

1. The interpretations of ancient Indian political thoughts are characterized
with the stories and lores of great minds which helped in the appearance of
political institutions and guided the ancient Hindu society.

2. The Vedas, Mahabharata, Arthasastra and Smritis are the major sources of
Indian political thought.

3. Continuity, religion and ethics, monarchical states, conservative attitude of
the Hindus and Hindu habit of synthesis, dominant position in the society,
etc., are the salient features of ancient political ideas.

4. ‘Manu’ is described as the father of the human race in Rigveda.
5. The chapter II of Manusamhita discusses the householders’ lives, eight

kinds of marriages, conjugal life, the role of the householders in society,
happy married life, qualities of teachers and disciples, etc.

6. The Rajya has been divided into seven prakritis or parts namely: Swamin
(the sovereign ruler); Amatya (the officials); Pura (the capital); Rashtra
(the kingdom); Kosha (revenue); Bala (the standing army); and Mitra
(theforeign ally).

7. Janapada, according to Kautilya, refers both to territory and population; it
includes subjects like organisations and functions of villages and towns.

8. According to Kautilya, after the prince has become a king, he should learn
the sacred canon (trayi) and philosophy (anvasiki) from cultured persons;
economics (varta) from heads of administrative departments; and politics
(dandaniti) from those who are experienced in it.

9. The three types of territories belonging to a king, according to Kautilya are:
(a) The one, which is newly acquired by a king from his enemy,
(b) The one, which belonged to him formerly but has since been lost to

the enemy and then recovered from him
(c) The one, which he inherited from his father but has similarly lost and

recovered.

1.6 SUMMARY

• The interpretations of ancient Indian political thoughts deals with the glorious
civilizations of the past which saw the rise and fall of many kingdoms and
empires.

• According to D.R. Bhankarkar, a celebrated scholar on ancient Hindu
politics, contended that it is wrong to say that the Hindu mind did not conduce
to the development of political theories especially after the monumental
work of Kautilya’s Arthasastra has come to light.
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• According to N.D. Palmer, Ancient Indian political thought deals with many
subjects which have bulked large in political theory of the Western World.
Among these are the nature and origin of the state, types of states, the
relation of the state and society, the forms of government, the origin of
Kingships, the duties of kings, royal authority and its limitations, power
politics, diplomacy and administration.

• The main sources of ancient Indian political ideas are Vedas, Mahabharata,
Arthasastra, Smritis.

• The ancient Indian political ideas were much influenced by the general
conditions prevailing in the country. Multiplicity of states and existence of
despotic monarchy and republican systems in different states, offered a
wide and rich field for investigation into different institutions, laws and customs
prevalent in various parts of the country.

• Some of the prominent features of ancient Indian political ideas are continuity,
religion and ethics, realistic and practical character, monarchical states,
conservative attitude, Hindu habit of synthesis, dominant position in society,
didactive and destructive.

• One can trace the development of ancient Indian political ideas in Rigveda
Samhita, the earliest literary Monument of the Indo-Aryans and the famous
epic Mahabharata.

• Ancient Indian political thought has been significantly represented by the
Vedas, the Upanishadas, and the Bhagvat Gita.

• The contemporary Indian political thinkers have unanimously appreciated
Raj Dharma as the sound basis of polity.

• The political thought in India can best be understood in the terms of the
religious beliefs maintained at that time.

• Manu is regarded as the father of ancient Indian political thought and the
first law-giver of mankind.

• The Manusmriti enjoys a predominant position in our ancient literature after
the Vedas as it is a comprehensive treatise, which informs us about the
Hindu way of life in the ancient times.

• A logical corollary of the divine theory of the king, according to Manu,
was the complete submission and obedience of subjects to the king’s
authority.

• Manu put emphasis on the presence of the qualities in the king, which make
him fit for the difficult and responsible functions of exercising power and
authority over the people in almost all spheres of life.

• Arthasastra is the greatest contribution to the Indian polity as it covers
almost every aspect of the theory and practice of government, which has
profound relevance even today.
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• According to Kautilya, a king is a constitutional slave and a moral master,
who has no divine rights or autocratic power and if he misgoverns, his
people have every right to remove and replace him.

• Kautilya conceives the idea of a world leader (chakravarti), which was a
dynamic conception of the goal of inter-state relations.

• The objective of foreign policy, according to Kautilya, is a progressive
advance from a condition of decline to that of equilibrium and then to that of
progress.

1.7 KEY TERMS

• Political thought: It is the study of questions concerning power, justice,
rights, law, and other issues pertaining to governance.

• Smriti: It refers to the specific Hindu religious scriptures
• Dandaniti: It refers the policy that helps to lead people by the power of

punishment
• Manusmriti: It refers to an ancient legal text among the many

Dharmaúâstras of Hinduism.
• Liturgy: It refers to the customary public worship performed by a religious

group.
• Shunga Dynasty: It refers to a Brahmin dynasty, which was established in

185 BCE, about 50 years after the death of Ashoka.
• Samskaras: It refers to is a purification ceremony marking a major event

in a person’s life.

1.8 SELF-ASSESSMENT QUESTIONS AND
EXERCISES

Short-Answer Questions
1. Who were known as ‘Dvija’ and why?
2. What are the different used for officials in Kautilya’s state?
3. Write a short note on the military administrative techniques as propounded

by Kautilya.
4. Briefly mention the relationship between ethics and politics.

Long-Answer Questions

1. Analyse the mechanism of administration as described by Kautilya.
2. ‘Manu is the father of ancient Indian political thought’. Examine.
3. Discuss the position and duties of a king as viewed by Kautilya.
4. Examine the salient features of ancient Indian political thought.
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2.0 INTRODUCTION

The Western political thought is a very vast system of political theorizing which has
spanned across a great time period. The following are some of the salient features
of the same:

It can be divided into different phases or period, the Greek (which is the
subject of this unit), Hellenistic, Christian and Modern periods. The Greek
philosophy lays emphasis on the intellectualism and rationalism over scientific
thought. It is based on the ancient Greek thought process that reason is the essence
of man and his soul. This phase of Western Political thought is popularly known
for the contributions of Plato and Aristotle. Alexander’s conquests brought in a
sense of self-centeredness to the Greek philosophy which was highly unusual.
This was followed by the entry of the Jewish or Hellenistic thought in the Western
philosophy. This was characterised by the sole faith in Yahweh (God), and the
resultant emphasis on discipline, ethics and the belief that not following God’s
commands would result in his wrath.  Alexandra could be pointed as the region
where the Neo-Platonist theory grew. It was a combination of the Greek and
Jewish philosophy. As per Philo, the Jewish philosopher, God and his commands
were above reason. His focus was on attaining spiritual inwardness through moral
action. The Christian reasoning grew during the medieval time. It was a combination
of Plato and Aristotle’s philosophies, morals and histories from the Jewish thought
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and theories and rites from the Cults. One of the popular philosophers of the time
was St. Thomas. Later on, the Galileo’s assertion came regarding the positions of
the sun and earth. There were doubts about man’s self-centeredness but also a
new wave of individualism. This was followed by the modern philosophy and the
revival of confidence in reason and rationality. This will be discussed in the next
unit. In this unit, out focus will be on the ancient Greek political thought.

In Greek tradition, political philosophy as a thought is mainly accredited to
Plato and later to Aristotle, The ancient greek political philosophy consists of
theories about the origin of political institutions, justice, equality, the aims of ethics,
the nature of politics, and the relative merits of different constitutional regimes. No
civilisation had such an influence on future traditions as the Greeks and Romans
did. This unit discusses some of the principal tenets of philosophers and thinkers,
which shaped the Greek political tradition. It will examine the ideas of Aristotle
and Plato in detail.

2.1 OBJECTIVES

After going through this unit, you will be able to:
• Analyse the basic concepts of ancient greek tradition
• Discuss the primary concepts of Sophists, Plato, and Aristotle
• Understand the influence of these philosophies on the society

2.2 SOPHISTS

The term ‘Sophists’ has been derived from a Greek word, Sophia, which means
wisdom. The Greek terms had been used widely from the times of Homer. The
term Sophia was used to describe cleverness, which was used even before the
sophistic movement in the society. For instance, in the 6th century B.C, Theognis
advised Cyrnos to provide his discourse to his different friends as this type of
cleverness is even superior to the great excellence. In the 15th century B.C., the
term ‘Sophistes’ was used to describe wise men instead of cleverness. The poets
like Hesiod and Homer used this term to describe wisdom in their poetry. In the
second half of the 15th century, this term was used narrowly for people who were
teachers by profession. But there was not any restrictions on the use of this term
and could also be used different persons of the society like teachers, philosophers,
sophists, etc. This is clear from the play, The Clouds, written by Aristophanes, in
which he described Socrates as a sophist and for wisdom, discusses Prodicus.

To understand the attitude of Athens towards the sophists, the play of
Aristophanes is a good beginning. The play, The Clouds, is a story of an elder
Athenian citizen, is Strepsiades who is in the significant debts. He decides to clear
his debts by finding the best way to defeat his creditor in the court. For this, he
joins an institute of higher education and attends The Thinkery (a school), which
was run by the Sophist, Socrates. But there, he fails to learn the art of speaking.
Then, Strepsiades bring his son, Pheidippides, to help him by accompanying him
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in the assisting. There are two associates of Socrates; one is weaker while the
other is stronger in arguments. One represents the life of justice and discipline, and
the other represents the life of self-indulgence and injustice.

Due to popularity, the one with the stronger argument, emerges victorious.
Thus, Pheidippides is called in the Thinkery to educate the weaker on how to defeat
the one with the stronger argument. Strepsiades visits the Thinkery again and finds
that Socrates has turned his son into a useless intellectual and a pale person. After
completing his graduation, Pheidippides prevails over the creditors of Strepsiades
and beats his father. He offers a persuasive rhetorical justification for the act. But
when Strepsiades gets angry, at Pheidippides’ readiness to beat his own mother, it
motivates Pheidippides to urge a violent mob attack on the Thinkery. In the play,
three aspects of Sophists are revealed. The first is that there is no difference between
the Socrates and his Sophistic counterparts. But, it is also true that Socrates did not
charge any fees and acknowledged that he was unaware about most of the matters.
His association with the term, Sophists, tells us about the indeterminacy of the term,
Sophist and simultaneously, it also tells us about the difficulty of the Athenian citizens
to distinguish his methods from theirs.

The second aspect revealed is the sophistic education, which reflects decline
of heroic Athens of the earlier generation. The third is that Plato and Aristotle were
the Sophists, who were divided into intellectual deviousness and moral deviousness.
The Athenian demos decide to condemn Socrates to death for impiety. The main
factor for this was his hostility towards sophists. At Socrates’ trial, Anytus, who
was one of his accusers was not concerned with any of the details like Socrates
not teaching arête and never charging any fees for that. Plato describes that Sophists
are the main reason for ruin of all those who came into their contact and their
expulsion from the city. Their attitude towards the sophists can be revealed from
an incident discussed between Socrates and Hippocrates, who was a rich young
Athenian and was interested in becoming a pupil of Protagoras. He was so eager
to meet him that he goes to Socrates, who was sleeping at that time. He wakes
him up in the early morning. But later on he gave statement that it is a matter of
great shame that he is known as a sophist.

According to Plato, Protagoras was fully aware of the hostility and
resentment, professionally. One must not get surprised by the suspicion of
Protagoras towards the foreigners. According to Protagoras, the foreigners who
seem to be wise and convince the rich young people belonging to powerful cities
to forsake their friends and family and consort with them, must be suspected. This
is true that Protagoras believe that sophistic art is an ancient art and old sophists
like Homer, Simonides, prophets, etc. did not make use of this term only due to
fear of persecution. Protagoras openly confessed to be a sophist and adopted
precautionary steps like remaining associated with Athenian general Pericles, for
the sake of their safety and security. They used different strategies so that they
won’t be persecuted, being the sophists.

The low standing of the sophists in Athenian public opinion, was not taken
from the single source, rather many sources say the same. One of the factors, no
doubt, was the suspicion of intellectuals. The threat to the conservative Athenian
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aristocratic establishment was also constituted by the democratic decision-making
and new money, which was directly attributed to the sophists. In the above given
summary, the attitude towards the concept of virtue or excellence reflects the
social change, which is quite threatening. But if we read the epics written by Homer,
they generally show the courage and strength of a real man. In the second half of
the 15th century B.C., it was associated with success in public affairs and became
popular with time through rhetorical persuasion.

In the late fifth century B.C., there was great importance put upon rhetoric
or the persuasive speech in Athenian political life. The mastery of spoken word
was important for the development of democracy to achieve political success, and
in case of the self-defence in the event if one was subject to a lawsuit. According
to the needs of the society, the young and the ambitious people were in a great
demand to be sophists. An ambitious student of Gorgias, whose name was Meno,
gave the statement that the main function of a man is to rule over people and
manage them in terms of their public affairs to benefit his friends and harm his
enemies. Although, this is a long standing thought yet, it was best realised by Athens
in democracy through rhetoric. Although, most of the sophists taught a broad
range of subjects yet, rhetoric was the core subject of the sophistic education.

The departure of the sophists from the aristocratic model of education explains
the suspicion towards the sophists. Since, Homeric Greece, paideia had been the
preoccupation of the ruling nobles. It was based on the set of percept, which was
moral and befit an aristocratic warrior class. It was presupposed by the business
model of the sophists that arête could be taught to all free citizens. This was a claim,
which was made by Protagoras in defence of his speech on the origins of justice. In
other words, we can say that the Sophists made promises of paying fee and providing
power to young and ambitious persons, so that they can prevail in the public life.
These promises seemed to be a threat to the status quo. The society started thinking
that sophists were the paid teachers of arête, who were represented as the persons
who had the capacity to attain the political power through the persuasive speech.

The achievements of the sophists were intellectual in nature, with unique
methodology and unique outlook. This was a unifying characteristic of the Sophists,
which differentiates them from the philosophers. In the 19th century, scholarship
separated Socrates from the sophists. According to Henry Sidgwick, Socrates
made use of question-answer method to search for the truth, whereas the sophists
used to make long speeches for persuasion. But there is no clear differentiation
between the methods adopted by both of them. Gorgias and Protagoras claimed
that Socrates used to give long speeches in many mythical forms or in platonic
dialogues and sophists were not concerned with the truth, because they were of
the opinion that to assert the relativity of truth is itself, the claim of truth. According
to Kerferd, the sophists made use of anti-logical and eristic methods of arguments
whereas Socrates was of the opinion that the anti-logical method of argument is a
necessary step towards dialectic although it is an incomplete step.

The Philosophy of Socrates

The Greek philosopher Socrates is credited as being one of the founders of Western
philosophy. Despite numerous studies on classical Greek philosophy, he remains
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an enigma for scholars. Socrates did not write anything; all the knowledge we
have of him is through second hand sources such a Plato and the playwright
Aristophanes, both of whom present very different versions of the man.
Nevertheless, Socrates’ trial and death at the hands of the Athenian democracy is
the founding myth of the academic discipline of Western philosophy, and his
influence has been felt far beyond philosophy itself. Socrates is best known for his
association with the Socratic Method of question and answer. It is also known
as elenchus. The Socratic Method is a form of cooperative argumentative dialogue
between individuals, based on asking and answering questions to stimulate critical
thinking and to draw out ideas and underlying presuppositions. Socrates applied
this method to talk about his ideas of Good and Justice. The method was first
described by Plato in his work Socratic Dialogues. In the work, questions were
posed by Socrates to prominent Athenian interlocutors. These problems included
the nature or definition of ethical concepts such as justice or virtue. Socrates arrived
at the answer to these problems by breaking down the problem into a series of
questions, whose answers would gradually distil the answer to the problem being
discussed. Another important concept related to Socrates’ philosophy is Socratic
irony. It is basically a method of dissimulation of ignorance practised by Socrates
as a means of confuting an adversary. In Plato’s works, Socrates would pretend
to be ignorant of the topic under discussion, to draw out the inherent nonsense in
the arguments of his interlocutors.

Socrates’ Influence on Plato

Socrates had influenced Plato to a far extent, so was the influence of the great
dialogues as a character in the content. Hence, a great deal of Plato’s earlier
works appeared to be borrowings or adaptations from Socrates himself.
However, it is questionable as to how much of the content, discussions,
argument of any given dialogue is actually Socrates’ point of view and how
much of it is Plato’s. Socrates himself did not seem to write down any of his
teachings. Surely enough, he dictated the writings and teachings to the great
people around, and those who followed as great followers. Needless to add,
in due course of time, he got a large number of followers to understand his
teachings and discussions on a variety of issues that directly suit them and that
of the contemporary society.

His writings were not merely confined to the limited areas, rather, he
touched upon areas confronting in those times. His ideas particularly dealt with
debates concerning the best possible form of government featuring adherents of
monarchy, democracy, and all other issues. The focus of all these important
writings was the fight between convention and nature and the role of heredity
and the environment on human intelligence and personality. The debate continued
unabated even after the death of Plato and his disciples and followers made
their presence felt to carry out the legacy further. In the wake of Socrates’ death,
Plato founded a school in Athens in a grove sacred to the demigod Academus.
It was called the Academy (this is the place from which we have the word
‘academics’).
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Check Your Progress

1. What was the term, Sophia, used to describe?
2. What was considered important in the Athenian political life of the late 5th

century B.C.?

2.3 PLATO

Plato was the first political philosopher in the Western world who lived through
the period of the Peloponnesian War. This war almost changed the face of the
existing empire and that of the succeeding others. Plato lived in that wonderful
period of Greek history when arts, such as politics, art and philosophy, were at
their peak. He laid the foundations of Western philosophy and science along with
his teacher, Socrates and disciple, Aristotle.

Plato did not follow a political path and tradition; rather, he tried to move on
the path of education and educating people. Plato’s Republic contains a treatise
on education. Plato’s political theory was intended to change the existing conditions,
rather than merely creating an exercise in abstract thinking. Plato’s division of
labour means more specifically functional specialization. According to Plato, ‘The
virtue of temperance is the virtue of self-restraint, and self-restraint in this context
means keeping one’s place in the division of labour.’ Plato’s communism opened
the practicality regarding human nature and the ruling governance virtues. According
to him, virtue and principle should be affected while running the government. Plato’s
thought and understanding is very relevant. Still, in the modern nation–state, there
is a need for class division and functional specialization, so that society can function
properly.

2.3.1 Plato’s Concept of Justice
Plato’s Republic is one of the greatest works of philosophy. It talks vividly about
justice and human perception. These are desirable virtues for the citizens and the
state alike. Because it deals with an ideal, The Republic has often been described
as a utopian work of political philosophy. But Plato’s utopianism cannot be equated
with modern utopian thinking. The Republic is not an early form of science fiction
or an ancient version of contemporary futurist writing. Rather, it is a work that
attempts to establish an ideal standard or a normative measuring rod to judge the
existing political practices. As such, The Republic is about the ideal state of perfect
justice. Plato’s later works discuss the best possible states of less than perfect
justice. The ancients were realists who understood that the ideal cannot as a general
rule be attained in the ‘real world’. But they also understood that without an ideal
standard, they could say nothing about the real. How can we say that an existing
political system or political practice is unjust if we do not know the ideal of justice?
It would be as if we were to attempt to measure something without a ruler.

There is a hint in the very opening page of The Republic. These hints are
contained in a dialogue that begins at the house of a respected man named Cephalus
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whom Socrates and others visit. In the course of the conversation, a question
arises as to what is right conduct or justice. Cephalus answers that justice is simply
telling the truth and paying back one’s debts. But Socrates argues that the definition
is not inclusive enough and therefore does not always apply. Socrates further points
out that if ‘a friend who had lent us a weapon were to go mad and then ask for it
back, surely ... we ought not to return it.’

Plato begins his discussion of justice in the state by arguing that the state is
natural because no one is self-sufficient. Human beings need each other. The
question that arises is what makes a society self-sufficient? Plato argues that it
entails maintaining an appropriate division of labour. Every state, he argues, will
require artisans first of all. Plato includes in this group all those who produce
goods and perform socially necessary services such as craftsmen, farmers, traders,
and the like. Theirs is an economic function. Secondly, every state will require a
class of warriors whom Plato calls the guardians. Theirs, of course, is a military
function. Finally, every state will require rulers whose function is involved in making
decisions, formulating policy, and so on. Plato proposes that this third class of
rulers be drawn from the guardians. Thus, the guardians really should form two
classes according to Plato: those who are selected to rule and those who are
charged merely with the execution of the rulers’ decisions. Plato calls the latter
element of the guardian class as the auxiliaries to distinguish it from the higher
guardians who will be trained specifically to rule.

Plato’s discussion of justice in the state is not that disputed. We might argue
that Plato’s threefold division of labour is too simple, that a truly self-sufficient
state would require a much more complex and extensive division of labour. It must
be remembered, however, that the polis was a small and a relatively self-contained
community. It did not require the complex division of labour characteristic of modern
industrial societies. What is important in any case is the underlying principle involved
in Plato’s scheme, not its technical viability.

In addition to this, Plato’s Republic must begin to deal with some very
practical issues. Assuming we can make philosophers rulers, how can we assure
that they will continue to rule? The danger is not only that those unfit to rule may
attempt a coup d’etat; the philosophers themselves may come to promote their
self-interest rather than the public interest. They may become so trained by desire
that the just state will not continue to exist. This, at least, is Plato’s fear. Plato
proposes to resolve this problem in a variety of ways almost all of which involve
the rulers. To begin with, he proposes an elaborate system of ruler selection. We
need not discuss that system in any detail here except to note that any child,
regardless of sex or class position, may become a ruler if he or she indicates a
capacity to learn philosophical truths. The selection process, in other words, is not
to be based upon artificial class or sex biases. Plato is not advocating a hereditary
male-dominated ruling class. Such a proposal would utterly contradict the whole
premise of The Republic that knowledge is the only criterion for rulership. Clearly,
Plato argues that the class into which one is born or one’s sex is not irrelevant
consideration.
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Selecting the best candidates for rulership is important. However, it is not
sufficient. In addition, says Plato, the objects of desire must be removed from the
society of rulers. To this end, he proposes that the society must be based upon
communist principles. The auxiliaries and rulers will not be allowed to own property,
nor will they have families of their own. They would be carefully regulated to
ensure a pool of future rulers; rather the decision to choose the future rulers should
take place outside of the family structure. Children will be held in common, and
they will not know who their real fathers and mothers are. They will come to
identify the state as their family. In this way, Plato believes that the familial objects
of desire can be removed from the ruling class, and the children who will later be
selected for training as rulers will come to identify their interests with those of the
larger community.

2.3.2 Plato’s Theory of an Ideal State
Most Athenians considered their polis, Athens, perfect in cultural and military
accomplishments. Plato, however, disagreed with this view. Socrates and Plato
considered Athens to be a decadent society which viewed its thinkers disdainfully.
Plato saw plainly Athens’ destitution, its arrogant character and its political and
military blunders. Athenian society’s inherent disrespect for learned men proved
to Plato that the state required changes. Thus, it could be stated that the socio-
political conditions in Athens helped Plato pen his theory of an ideal state.

In his book, The Republic, Plato compared a state with three parts of the
human body. The head was represented by the philosopher king, the spirit
corresponded to the brave protectors or ‘guardians’ of the state and the abdomen
was represented by the working class. Plato maintained that these three classes
were essential for eradicating all corruption, sloth, antipathy and jealousy from
society. According to Plato, the first way to bring changes in society would be
through the initiation of a learned king on the throne of the city-state. The second
would be through the formation of an elite warrior class consisting of learned men
and women, known as ‘guardians’. The guardians would be lead by the
philosopher-king. This king would respect knowledge and would ideally be a
philosopher himself. The admiration that Plato had for a knowledgeable king can
clearly be deduced from the disrespect Athens gave to learned men. For Plato, if
the king and the elite were knowledgeable, society would be influenced positively
to accept learning as a matter of pride. The common man would not isolate
philosophical thinkers, but eagerly accept their guidance in the path of life.

Plato considered women as being an integral part of the guardians. This
was an extremely radical position as women played no role in Athenian politics
during his time. It can be said that Plato visualized the inclusion of women in
politics, something that was only realized hundreds of years later. Plato went on to
say that when guardians live a simple life without any property or wealth, people
are bound to be influenced by them and thus leave their lives of luxury. This would
provide Athenians an excellent example of simple living and high thinking. The
jealousy that the common man had for royalty would disappear with time when
they observed guardians leading a frugal life.
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According to Plato, a state comes into being ‘when a group of people who
have various requirements gather and settle in one place’. This explanation of
what a society ought to be, and in effect is, is seen as the foundation of all of
Plato’s ideas concerning his ideal state. Each person in a society has different
wants and needs, and the most efficient way to realize these dissimilar necessities
is to mutually exchange things of daily need. The most important requirements for
a society are food, shelter and clothing and the society can take care of these
needs if it is stratified according to people’s occupations. A farmer can only
concentrate on farming, while a weaver can weave clothes for himself as well as
others. A farmer need not weave clothes for himself, but procure clothes he requires
from the weaver after paying him a part of his produce. Thus, the weaver’s need
for food grains and the farmer’s requirements of clothes are satisfied.
In The Republic, Plato discusses his concepts of an ideal state through the character
of Socrates. Plato illustrates the life for common men in an ideal state as:

…they and their children will feast, drinking of the wine which they have made,
wearing garlands on their heads, and having the praises of the gods on their lips,
living in sweat society, and having a care that their families do not exceed their
means; for they will have an eye to poverty or war… . Of course they will have a
relish – salt, and olives, and cheese, and onion, and cabbages or other country
herbs, which are fit for boiling; and we shall give them a dessert of figs, and
pulse, and beans, and myrtle-berries, and beech nuts, which they will roast at the
fire, drinking in moderation. And with such a diet they may be expected to live in
peace to good old age, and bequeath a similar life to their children after them.

Criticism of Plato’s Ideal State

There is an inherent flaw in the premise of Plato’s ideal state. Plato does not
mention anything about laws and rules that the philosopher king would need to
implement. Perhaps he believed that people would have no reason to commit
crimes, since all their needs would be fulfilled by the state. They would just lead an
idyllic, happy life. The book also does not mention the position of slaves in the
ideal state, although slavery was prevalent in Greek city-states. Thus, it is evident
that Plato, like other Athenians, believed that slaves should not have social and
political rights whatsoever in society. This has made modern philosophers debate
Plato’s place as a complete visionary. Another criticism of Plato’s ideal state is that
the concept of mere knowledge of goodness making a person good is questionable.
Thus, the contention of an ideal state as propounded by Plato is theoretically
perfect; however, when it is evaluated for practical implementation, it seems
superfluous. For example, supposing an Athenian citizen thinks that his actions are
‘good’, if this good is not for the common good of the city-state, he would not be
considered a good man. Thus, even the definition of the word ‘good’ varies with
varied situation.

…a difficulty is presented in the first book of the Republic (332–3). If good living
is a skill or art, what is it the skill to do? There seems no way of specifying the
skill as ‘the skill to do x’ without making it also the skill to do the opposite of x.
Another difficulty is this: if one has skill in or knowledge of wrestling, then one
is a good wrestler. But is knowledge of goodness (that which Plato though,
would enable one to teach it) sufficient to make one a good man? As it has been
put, is knowledge sufficient for virtue?



Salient Features of
Western Political
Thoughts

NOTES

Self-Learning
48 Material

Plato also propounded a strict social classification, where people from one
class could not aspire to move to the other. Karl Marx, a philosopher who gave
the theory of communism in the modern world, felt that such a strict stratification
would definitely stagnate society. Marx maintained that ‘the nature of individuals
depends on the material conditions determining their production’. Since there would
be no conflict between individuals over material conditions of production, residents
of an ideal state would never grow. Thus, modern philosophers have opined that
Plato’s contempt for the social order clouded his judgement and flawed his theories.

2.3.3 Philosopher King
You have already been introduced to the concept of philosopher king earlier.
According to Plato, a person who is capable of ruling a just society must have a
passion for truth and must achieve the supreme wisdom or awareness of good.
Plato coined the term ‘philosopher or the ideal man’ for such a person.

In Book VI of The Republic, Plato describes a philosopher as a person
who loves wisdom. Further, Plato differentiates between the one who loves exact
knowledge and the one who loves simple sights or education by stating that a
philosopher is the only individual who has access to Forms–the representative
entities that subsist at the back of all representations of the form (for example,
‘Beauty’ itself as opposed to any one particular example of beauty). Moreover,
in order to support the idea that philosophers are the most excellent rulers, Plato
creates ‘the ship of state’ metaphor. According to Plato, ‘A true pilot must of
necessity pay attention to the seasons, the heavens, the stars, the winds, and
everything proper to the craft if he is really to rule a ship’.

2.3.4 Plato’s Communism
Plato’s theory of communism was certainly a corollary of his conception of justice.
He believed that without communism there would be clash of ideas and interests
between reason and appetite. Plato’s communism is based on the premise that
property, family instincts and private interests would distract man’s attention from
his obligations to the community. In The Republic, Plato dealt with the practical
issue of making sure that philosophers who become rulers continue to rule for
common benefit and not for self-interest. The resolution to this problem is the
concept of Plato’s Communism.

The selection and training of rulers is central to Plato’s Communism. Plato
felt that anyone, regardless of class or gender could become a ruler if he or she
had the capacity to learn philosophical truths. Plato also claimed that the just state
cannot exist unless desire is eliminated from the ruling stratum. Thus, Plato states
that after rulers are selected, the objects of desire must be removed from the
society of rulers. To this end, rulers and their servants cannot be allowed to own
property, nor have family of their own. Moreover, procreation among the rulers
must be regulated to ensure the selection of future rulers. The children of rulers
cannot know who their parents are and must be held in common; doing this will
ensure that these children identify the state as their family, and thus, identify their
interests with the interests of the community.
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Plato’s communism opened the practicality regarding human nature and the
ruling governance virtues. Virtue and principle should be affected while running the
government. No doubt, it sounds bizarre, but this is true, in all accounts. Precisely
on that assumption, it is essential that communism should have a better place and
not be allowed to mix with the common understanding with the common citizens.
Running the administration requires great skill and wisdom. General copulating
might not produce the desired generation to rule the country, hence communism.

Nevertheless, Plato claims, the just state is one ruled by philosophers. It
clearly cannot exist unless desire is eliminated in the ruling stratum. He, therefore,
called for two kinds of communism within one frame of a communal life for the
guardians.

According to Plato’s version of communism, the guardians would live in
communes. They will not marry. Instead, they will mix freely with women. Their
children will not know their father as the guardians will not know their children.
Children will be taken care of in the commune by the state. This will stop the
guardians from favouring their kin. Similarly, they will not have private property.
They will be free from all worldly temptations.

It must be remembered that Plato’s communism applies only to the ruling
elite, not to the vast majority of the population. The artisans will be allowed to own
private property and to have families. Moreover, there is no relationship between
Plato’s communism and its contemporary meaning. Plato was not an ancient Karl
Marx. Plato proposes an ascetic communism, the purpose of which is to remove
objects of desire, not to distribute them more equitably.

Plato’s Theory of Education

Plato expresses his thoughts and ideas regarding education in two of his dialogues in
the name of Socrates, his teacher, namely The Republic and The Laws. In The
Republic, Plato, with the idea of a perfect state in mind, offers two accounts of
education. His first educational theory is expressed with the formation of guards, the
role of whose is to defend the city, in mind and has two arts which were valued highly
by the Greeks, namely music, including poetry, and gymnastics, at its root. And his
second educational account is regarding the education of the philosopher king.

First Account of Education

It is Plato’s educational system, however, that is most important in maintaining the
rule of philosophers. It is through education, Plato claims, that the future rulers will
come to recognize that the desire for power and pleasure is not the basis of political
or individual happiness and fulfilment. Since Plato’s educational philosophy
illuminates the whole of his political theory, we must analyse it in some depth.

Plato argues that education should begin at a young age with the learning of
basic skills such as reading, writing, recitation, and so on. His proposed programme
of studies is not markedly different from what actually existed. Plato does advocate
one major reform— censorship of poetry, and particularly that of the great epic
poet Homer. His reason is that people took from the poets what they thought to
be sound ethical knowledge when, in fact, says Plato, the poets are not different
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from the Sophists. They teach people opinions of what is true, not genuine
knowledge. Besides, he complains, they present unacceptable models of human
behaviour. Both heroes and gods frequently act unjustly, if not downright basically,
in the epic poems. It would be inappropriate, Plato argues, for potential rulers to
be influenced by such models at a young and impressionable age. How, he asks
are they to become just rulers if their literature exposes them to acts of injustice?

In addition, Plato points out that poetry appeals to the emotions. Unless it is
carefully censored it will lead the young guardians astray. Instead of learning to
control their lives rationally, they will become subject to their passions. Plato is a
classicist; he believes that art should reflect order and harmony so that the same
order and harmony will begin to be reflected in the lives of those exposed to it. He
is opposed to romanticism, to art that simply appeals to feeling and emotion and
that he believes thereby disorders the soul. For this reason, Plato concludes that
we must not only compel our poets to make their poetry and express image of
noble character, we must also supervise craftsmen of every kind and forbid them
to leave the stamp of baseness, meanness and unseemliness, on painting and
sculpture, or building, or any other work of their hands. Anyone who cannot obey
shall not practise his art in the commonwealth.

Socrates proposes in the first account that the aim of education should be to
control the guards and curb their tendency to rule and convert them into what he
calls ‘noble puppies’, who can fight fiercely with the enemies, and behave gently
with those who are familiar to them. He suggests that the character of guards must
be shaped with education in two arts which the Greeks valued very highly, namely
music and gymnastics. Education in music for the enrichment of their soul, and learning
in gymnastics for the development of their bodies. The kind of education that Socrates
has in mind for the guards, i.e. the military class of his ideal state is indeed moral in
nature. And, therefore, the emphasis of the education here is not on the development
of logical and critical faculty but on the shaping their mind to follow and accept.

According to Socrates, the nature of those who are chosen for the education
for being guardians must be ‘philosophic, spirited, swift, and strong’. He suggests
that the guardians must be able to distinguish between familiar and foreign by the
use of ‘knowledge and ignorance’. Which means that they approve only what is
familiar to them, and consider everything new as their enemy.

Education of the guards in music (which also includes speeches and poetry)
begins at the very young age, for it is in these years that people are most susceptible
to being influenced. The tragic and epic poetry must be heavily censured, for it
contains themes such as revenge, which Socrates considers unworthy. Such poetry
can be fatal for the moral development of the military class of the state. The tales
that are told at the very young age must also be censored, for young children can
absorb everything that they are exposed to: ‘A young thing can’t judge what is
hidden sense and what is not; but what he takes into his opinions at that age has a
tendency to become hard to eradicate and unchangeable’. Through the narration
carefully composed, fit for the education of young children, mothers and nurses
will be able to shape and nourish the souls of these children.
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The tales should be composed and carefully constructed to impart virtue and
knowledge of certain theology. Socrates does not offer examples of what kinds of
tales should be appropriate for children, but also attacks poets like Homer and
Hesiod and deems the tales of these poets as inappropriate and bad lies. Gods must
always be unbiased and fair in the tales, or the children will think it proper to do
injustice. They should not be told tales which include fighting amongst the Gods or
people between themselves. This will teach them the importance of unity.

Socrates considers those tales as good which are capable of fostering courage,
moderation, and justice. Education of the children should be such that they should
grow up fearing slavery and not death. What is interesting is that though Socrates
mentions courage, moderation and justice as important values that the children
should learn, he does not mention wisdom. Absence of wisdom in education of
the military class whose sole responsibility is to defend the state suggests that
Plato does not want their rational and critical faculty to develop, after all they are
supposed to be like ‘noble puppies’, fierce and yet be able to follow what they are
ordered and not question it.

Another important education that is important for those who are to become
the defenders of the state is the education of gymnastics. Instead of recommending
a complicated gymnastic routine, Socrates recommends moderate eating and
drinking, along with a simple routine of physical exercise, which according to him
will ensure a healthy and fit body. Socrates emphasises that proper education in
gymnastic will not only prevent illness but will also reduce the use of medicine in
the city, which according to him should not be used for keeping those alive who
are useless.

The moral education that Socrates prescribes for the military class, the
defender of the state, is supposed to develop their ability to distinguish between
good and bad, without ever being exposed to what is bad.

There is no doubt that music is the most significant in the education of the
defender guards, but for their moral development it is important to maintain equilibrium
between music and gymnastics, for a completely gymnastics education can potentially
transform the guards into savages, and a complete musical education will make them
soft, that is why it is important to balance the education of the two arts.

Second Account of Education
After expounding the details of his ideal state, Socrates acknowledges that the
ruler of his state should be philosopher kings. He also admits that the account of
education that he gave earlier in the dialogue regarding the education of the military
guard was not adequate for the philosopher-kings. The quick and fiery natures of
music are not stable for developing courage during the situation of war, and the
brave nature that can be trusted during the war are not reliable intellectually and
critically, and therefore, it is important that the philosopher-kings should receive a
special kind of education which will refine and develop their philosophical nature.
But this does not mean that the philosopher kings should not receive education in
gymnastics: ‘It must also be given gymnastics in many studies to see whether it will
be able to bear the greatest studies, or whether it will turn out to be a coward.’
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Thus, it appears that the education, as illustrated in the first account, serves to be
a test for the philosophising nature of the students, and once identified as a suitable
candidates, the education of the philosopher-kings will develop and strengthen
their philosophizing natures. Unlike the education of the guards, the education of
the philosopher-kings would teach the students the true love of learning and will
make them philosophers instead to transforming them into ‘noble puppies’.

The aim of philosopher kings’ education is not the attainment of four virtues,
but the knowledge of good, which is considered as the ultimate virtue by Socrates.
The importance of this knowledge can be understood by the fact that without it,
the attainment of the other four virtues is impossible. The idea of good is the
supreme of all. Socrates distinguishes between having opinions about good, and
having its knowledge. The former is not sufficient and therefore, the latter is needed:
‘When it comes to good things, no one is satisfied with what is opined to be so but
each seeks the things that are.’ This puts the education of the philosopher kings in
sharp contrast with the education of the guards, who were trained and educated
to have correct opinions. Unlike the first account of education, this education is
more philosophical in the sense that it aims directly for true knowledge.

Socrates uses his famous sun analogy to explain something that is similar to
good. As sun makes it possible for our eyes to see things, the good makes it possible
for the intellect of the person to know. Thus, it is good that makes the knowledge
possible. It is the idea of good that ‘provides the truth to the thing known and gives
the power to the one who knows’. The idea of good is not only responsible for the
human faculty of reason, but also for one’s very ‘existence and being’.

Socrates uses his famous cave analogy to explain how education can be
used to possess the knowledge of good. Socrates evokes an image of a cave in
which some prisoners are chained in such a way that they can only see the wall
they are facing and nothing else. Behind the prisoner there is a puppeteer who
casts the shadows of figurines on the wall. The prisoners can only see the shadows
and for them these shadows are the only reality, but what they perceive is not the
complete reality, only a small segment of it. It is clear that this new education is
mean to free the prisoners and make them aware of the reality beyond their
perceived reality of the cave. In order to show why philosophical education is not
readily accepted and the way in which such education is enlightening, Socrates
develops his analogy further.

What happens when one of the prisoners is able to escape the cave and go
outside? At first, the foreign sights will hurt his eyes, and he would resist the thought
that what he used to consider reality was only a fragment of it. His eyes, which are
accustomed to the darkness of the cave, will be blinded by the light of the sun. He
would, of course, want to go back to his familiar environment. But if somehow
someone is able to take him ‘away from there by force along the rough, steep,
upward way, and didn’t let him go before he had dragged him out into the light of
the sun’, his eyes would eventually adjust to his new surroundings, and slowly he
would begin to perceive the new reality. Once he is fully aware of the new reality,
he would never want to go back to the darkness of the cave. But, somehow if he
tries to go back to the cave only to help the other prisoners, they will call his
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disillusioned, for they are still limited to the perceived reality of the cave. Through
this powerful allegory Socrates explains that the good is beyond the reality of
perception, but once its knowledge is acquired, it becomes the ‘cause of all that is
right and fair in everything’, and therefore, the ruler of the ideal state must possess
its knowledge and understanding.

For the philosopher kings, Socrates envisions an education that would teach
them to utilize their capacity of knowledge, for it is always within a man’s soul:
‘Education is not what the professions of certain men assert it to be. They
presumably assert that they put into the soul knowledge that isn’t in it, as though
they were putting sight into blind eyes…but the present argument, on the other
hand…indicates that this power is in the soul of each and that the instrument with
which each learns—just as an eye is not able to turn toward the light from the dark
without the whole body—must be turned around from that which is coming into
being together with the whole soul until it is able to endure looking at that
which is and the brightest part of that which is.’

Socrates asserts that the ruler of his ideal state cannot be the prisoners of
the cave. They cannot also be the philosophers who choose to never again go
back to the cave once enlightened. The rulers must be those who escape the cave
and receive the education of the good and then return to the cave to help the other
prisoners.

Here Socrates acknowledges the limitations of his first account of education,
for they are only helpful in teaching habits through examples. He includes the study
of numbers, geometry, and cubes in his second account of education. The study of
mathematics is both practically useful and intellectually stimulating. He also includes
the study of complex concepts and the study of dialectic. The former would help
the students to know and understand what is permanent, and the latter, through
the use of questioning and answering, would help them to understand one’s self
and the depth of one’s own knowledge, which would help them in identifying the
good in both the world and oneself.

Like the education of the guards, the education of the philosopher kings
also begins in the childhood. But unlike the former the latter is not compulsory, but
is voluntary play: ‘Don’t use force in training the children in the studies, but rather
play. In that way you can better discern what each is naturally directed towards.’

Education of gymnastic will be ceased at the age twenty. At the age of thirty,
those students will be tested in dialectics, who will excel in their studies, and duties.
The idea of the test will be to determine ‘who is able to release himself from the
eyes and the rest of sense and go to what which is in itself and accompanies truth.’
Socrates realizes the danger of allowing the young students a free reign with
dialectics, and cautions that it might tempt the students to rebel against the laws of
the state and indulge in a baser pursuits. But if the art of dialectic is used by the
educated older men, they will ‘discuss and consider the truth rather than the one
who plays and contradicts for the sake of the game’. At the age of thirty-five,
those who have excelled in the art study of dialectics, will hold offices in the cave,
and the same process will continue. And finally when they have reached the age of
fifty, those who have performed best in everything will know the good and will
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govern the city. ‘And, lifting up the brilliant beams of their souls, they must be
compelled to look toward that which provides light for everything. Once they see
the good itself, they must be compelled, each in his turn, to use it as a pattern for
ordering city, private men, and themselves for the rest of their lives. For the most
part, each one spends his time in philosophy, but when his turn comes, he drudges
in politics and rules for the city’s sake, not as though he were doing a thing that is
fine, but one that is necessary. And thus, always educating other like men and
leaving them behind in their place as guardians of the city, they go off to the Isles of
the Blessed and dwell’

Education in The Laws
The Laws is perhaps the last dialogue written by Plato. In this dialogue the ideal state
is called the city of Magnetes or Magnesia. In Magnesia the written laws are most
important, unlike the ideal city of the The Republic where the words of the philosopher-
king is the best representation of the law, because of the educational value of content.
Respect towards the law should be there not because of the fear but because of the
realization of the citizen’s role in social development. Plato, in this dialogue considers
God as the transcendental foundation of every law: God is the ‘norm of the norms, the
measure of the measures’. What was the idea of good in The Republic is God’s mind
in The Laws. Plato asserts that like a good fountain always gives out good water, the
God always does what is fair. He is the one who maintains the pedagogical relationship
with men, and therefore, is ‘universal pedagogue’.

In The Laws, Plato is not concerned with who will be fit to rule and govern
the state after receiving education, but is concerned with the number of people
that education will transform as patriots. And for this very reason the argument of
the dialogue is for the public character of the education, which is only possible
when it is imparted in the public building designed especially for that purposes.
There should not be any discrimination in education based on the gender of the
student, and the process of education must begin quite early in the life of the
student. Plato argued for education in dancing, wrestling, riding and archery for
both boys and girls. Children should play games which can help them channel their
energy and resources towards the activities which they might engage with in their
future adult lives. Plato considered the games of the children as something very
important: ‘No one in the state has rally grasped that children’s games affect
legislation so crucially as to determine whether the laws that are passed will survive
or not.’ He considered change as something immensely dangerous, even in games
of the children, without one exception, evil.

Because education is an important factor in the formation of citizens, there
should be someone to supervise it. Plato suggests an education minister, who
should not be more than fifty years old and should be well qualified. This minister
should be elected through secrete voting, but the thus elected candidate cannot be
the member of Nocturnal Council, which is above the various levels of servers the
responsibility of which is to carry out administration of the state. The primary
responsibilities of the council are:

• To promote and develop the philosophical studies so that the citizens
develop a proper understanding of laws of the state.
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• To develop and improve the laws of the state through the exchange with
the philosophers of the other cities.

• To ensure the awareness of the philosophical and legal principles among
the citizen of the state.

Many scholars and commentators think that in spite of being surprising in
some of its aspects, the educational theories presented in The Laws are not very
different from the educational account of The Republic, which to an extent is true.

Check Your Progress

3. State the inherent flaw in Plato’s ideal state.
4. What is the aim of education according to Socrates‘s first account of it?

2.4 ARISTOTLE

Aristotle’s works are divided into logic, physical works, psychological works,
philosophical works and works on natural history. The Peripatetic school of
philosophy groups Aristotle’s writings on ‘logic’ under the title ‘Organon’, which
means instrument because they considered logic to be the chief instrument for
scientific investigation. However, Aristotle considered ‘logic’ to be the same as
verbal reasoning. He believed that to gain knowledge of an object, people ask
certain questions, and he classified words into substance, quantity, quality, relation,
place, time, situation, condition, action and passion, arranged in the order in which
the questions are asked. Obviously, ‘substance’ is considered most important
including individual objects and the species to which these objects belong.

In his works on philosophy Aristotle first traces the history of philosophy.
He believed that philosophy grew as a result of wonder and curiosity which
were not fully satisfied by religious myths. At first there were only philosophers
of nature such as Thales and Anaximenes who were succeeded by Pythagoreans
with mathematical abstractions. Pure thought was partly a contribution of Eleatic
philosophers such as Parmenides and Anaxagoras. However, the complete
level of pure thought was reached in the works of Socrates. Socrates was
able to express general concepts in the form of definitions. Aristotle was of
the opinion that metaphysics dealt with the early principles of scientific
knowledge and the final conditions of all existence. It was concerned with
existence in its basic state. In contrast, mathematics dealt with existence in the
form of lines, angles, etc.

In his works on psychology, Aristotle defined the soul as the expression or
realization of a natural body. He accepted the existence of a relationship between
psychological states and physiological processes. He regarded the soul or mind as
the truth of the body and not as the outcome of its physiological conditions.

The activities of the soul are manifested in specific faculties or parts
corresponding with the stages of biological development: nutritional faculties
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(characteristic of plants); movement-related faculties (characteristic of animals)
and faculties of reason (characteristic of humans).

Aristotle viewed ethics as an attempt to find out the highest good or the final
purpose or end. Most ends of life merely help us to achieve other ends, there is
always some final goal or pursuit that we aspire for or desire. Such an end is
usually happiness, which must be based on human nature, and must originate from
personal experience. Thus, happiness must be something practical and human,
and should exist in the work and life which is unique to humans. It lies in the active
life of a rational human being or in a perfect realization and outworking of the true
soul and self, throughout a lifetime.

2.4.1 Aristotle on Constitutions
According to Aristotle, the moral ideal in political administration is merely a different
aspect of what is applicable to individual happiness.

Humans are social beings, and the ability to speak rationally results in social
union. The state develops from the family through the village community, which is
just a branch of the family. Although originally formed to satisfy natural desires, the
state exists for moral ends and also to promote higher life. The state is a genuine
moral organization that advances the development of humans.

Aristotle defines a Constitution as an arrangement of magistracies, that is,
the way power is exercised in the government by official and legislators. He also
calls a limited government the constitution. It only shows his preference for limited
government.

Philosophical Method

Aristotle divides knowledge into practical, theoretical and productive knowledge. While
theoretical knowledge is aimed at action, productive knowledge addresses daily needs.
Practical knowledge deals with knowledge related to how to live and how to act. It is
possible to lead a good life by making use of practical knowledge. Both ethics and
politics are considered practical sciences and are concerned with human beings as
moral agents. While ethics deals with how human beings act as individuals, politics
deals with how human beings act in communities. However, Aristotle felt that both
ethics and politics influence each other. According to him, abstract knowledge of ethics
and politics is useless because practical knowledge is useful only if we act on it. Both
should be practiced to attain goodness or to become good.

In his works, Aristotle mentions that it is not for a young man to study
politics because he lacks experience. Also, he rightly states that youngsters act
according to emotions instead of reason. Without reason it is impossible to act on
practical knowledge; therefore, young students are not equipped to study politics.
Very few possessed the practical experiences of life and the mental discipline to
gain from a study of politics, which is why a very low percentage of the population
in Athens was given the benefits of citizenship or political participation. Political
and moral knowledge cannot possess the same level of precision or certainty as
mathematics. For example, there cannot really be a fixed and accurate definition
of ‘justice’. However, many things in geometry or mathematics such as a point or
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an angle can be defined precisely. These definitions will not change either. This is
probably why Aristotle refrains from listing set rules to be followed for making
ethical and political decisions. Instead, he expects readers of his works to become
people who know what is the correct thing to do or the appropriate way to act in
a situation when faced with it.

Ethics and politics are interlinked because of the ultimate purpose they serve.
Human beings also have a purpose which they need to fulfil. This ultimate aim
Aristotle feels is ‘happiness’. However, happiness cannot be achieved without
leading a life of virtue. A person who chooses to do a particular thing because he
feels it is the right thing to do will lead a prosperous life. An individual can be
happy and also possess a high degree of moral values only if he is placed in a
political community that is well-constructed. A well-constructed political community
will encourage and promote the right actions and ban the wrong ones and educate
people about what is right and what is wrong. This is where the link between
ethics and politics becomes clear.
Constitutions and Citizenship
Aristotle gives his general theory of citizenship in Politics III. He distinguishes
citizens from other inhabitants, such as resident aliens, slaves, even children, seniors
and ordinary workers. According to him a citizen is a person possessing the right
to participate in ‘deliberative or judicial office’. Citizens were those who had the
right to be part of juries, the assembly, the council and other bodies as was the
case in Athens, where the citizens were directly involved in governance. However,
full citizenship was not given to women, slaves, foreigners, etc. The city-state
according to Aristotle comprised several such citizens. He considered the
constitution as a tool for organizing the various offices of the city-state. The
governing body is defined by the constitution (comprising either the people in a
democratic set-up or a chosen handful in an oligarchy).

 The benefit that is common to all in forming a city-state is the attainment of
noble life. Aristotle also states that an individual can rule over another in many
ways depending on his own nature and the nature of the subject. The master-slave
relationship represents despotic rule wherein the slaves cannot function without a
natural master to instruct or direct them. It is a form of rule which exists primarily
for the master and is only incidental for the slaves who are born without the skill of
self-governance.

The second form of rule, paternal or marital, asserts that the male possesses
more leadership qualities than the female. Similarly, children lack the ability to
rationalize and cannot do without the supervision of adults. Aristotle firmly believed
that paternal or marital rule was necessary for the sake of the women and children,
a thought that was criticized by many modern thinkers. However, Aristotle was
somewhat right in believing that the rule that benefitted both the ruler and the
subject were just whereas the rule that was advantageous only to the ruler was
unjust and inappropriate for the community consisting of free individuals. Going by
this logic, the case of a single ruler is just if it is a kingship and unjust if it is a
tyranny. Similarly, in case of a few rulers, aristocracy is just whereas oligarchy is
certainly unjust. In case of several rulers, polity is correct while democracy was
considered deviant by Aristotle.
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The different kinds of constitutions as described by Aristotle have been
shown in Figure 2.1.

The true constitutions: aim for the common good

Constitutional
GovernmentRoyalty Aristocracy

When
perverted

becomes a

When
perverted

becomes a

When
perverted

becomes a

Tyranny (A) Oligrachy (B) Democracy (C)

The perverted constitutions: aim for the well being of a part of the city
(the tyrant, the wealthy or the indigent)

Two Types
Constitutions and laws examined by Aristotle and his philosophical school

1. Theoretical 
       Constitutions

Republic
of Plato

The Laws
of Plato

Phaleas
of Chalcedon

Hippodamus
of Miletus

2. Real consitutions
    reputed good

Spartan
(Lycergus) Cretan Carthaginlan Athenian

(Solon) Other Legislators

The different constitutions sorted according to the number of those who participate to the magistracies
Government of one Government of a few Government of many
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Government
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Fig. 2.1 Different Kinds of Constitutions as Described by Aristotle
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According to Aristotle, the city-state is not a business enterprise concerned
with wealth maximization. It is not an association promoting equality and liberty
either. The city-state, in fact, attempts to achieve good life. Therefore, aristocracy,
he felt, was the best option wherein political rights could be assigned to those who
could make good use of it in the interest of the community. His ideal constitution
comprised fully virtuous citizens.

2.4.2 Law and Justice
Usually rule of law is considered to be a specific form of government by scholars
and statesmen alike. But in his Politics, Aristotle does not talk about rule of law as
a type of regime or a form of political rule, instead he assumes it to be something
common to every good regime or political rule. Which means that Aristotle does
not take rule of law to be synonymous with a particular form of government but
rather something which is shaped by the political rule. In Aristotle’s political theory
laws are the expression of what a political society considers to be justice. They
are also the expression of the right to live and the way to shape the entire community
for good.

In a political community or society then law is its authoritative voice of what
is just and right. Which means that the relationship that justice shares with law is
quite similar to the relationship that nature shares with convention, and also that
truth shares with opinion. Aristotle holds that the justice is what law aims at, but
law in itself is similar to opinion or doxa rather than to truth that nature holds to be
the just.

The idea that justice is something natural, something that is found in the
nature, follows quite naturally from the above argument. What does Aristotle mean
by nature? The nature simple means the nature of things, especially that of man.
Thus, it can be concluded that justice is not something that is to be imposed from
the outside, instead it is something that is already there within the nature of thing,
nature of man. Now, one can understand the Aristotle’s idea of law from the
perspective of justice by taking law as an opinion of the just which is considered to
be true by a given political society or city. Thus a political city assumes or thinks
that what it considers to be law includes what nature considers to be true of justice.
Having said that, it should be noted that law is not mere opinion, it is much more
powerful than that, for it encompasses all beliefs and understanding that a political
community holds to be true. These beliefs include the justification of the community
of the particular way of existence and also its claim regarding its rule being the best
type of rule for the people that are its subjects. Thus, we can conclude that for
Aristotle law of a political society is its authoritative opinion concerning what the
community holds to just and unjust, and also what the society or, at least, the ruling
class of the society considers to be true about the political society or community.

Aristotle does not consider law as trans-political but as sub-political. It is
true that laws can be found and is common to all regimes. But it also true that the
laws of all regimes are not same, and the difference between the laws of different
regimes depends on the difference between the regimes themselves, i.e. the
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difference depends on the type of regime to which the laws belong. Thus, the law
is relative to the type of regime that it belongs to. In other words, the type of
regime determines the type of law, for instance, the laws shaped by oligarchy will
be different from the laws shaped by democracy. It is also true that laws of different
democratic regimes will differ from each other, but it should be kept in mind that
the laws of different democratic regimes will have much more in common that to
the laws of tyranny or oligarchy or any other type of regime for that matter.

The argument that the nature of law depends on the type of regime it belongs
to reminds one of the similar argument that Aristotle makes in the first book of
Politics regarding households. He claims that nature of households in a political
community will differ based on the type of regime of that specific community. Thus
we see a relationship between laws and households as they both are relative to the
type of regime they belong to.

Now it is possible for some to argue that the character and shape of a
political community is determined by the laws and household and not the other
way round. This argument is based on the fact that changes in laws and structures
of households leads to the change in the type of regime. But this certainly does not
mean that the laws are more authoritative than the regime, for it is the nature of
regime that primarily dictates the nature of law. Moreover, change in the type of
regime because of the change in the law simply suggests that those who are
responsible for the change in the law hold a different view of justice than the view
presented by the regime which the wish to change. Thus, it is the principle and the
nature of new regime that they wish to achieve which leads them to change the
laws and household structure to change the existing regime.

The next important point in Aristotle’s idea of law is the rule of law and its
relation to the rule of best man. In third book of Politics, Aristotle contemplates on
the question- who should rule: law or best man? He begins the debate by presenting
the question: “is it more advantageous to be ruled by best man or by the best
laws?” Presenting the side of the rule of best man, Aristotle writes that laws only
talk about what is universal and do not consider the specificity of situations and
therefore using written laws to rule is similar to use a written set of instruction to
treat person who is ill, while disregarding the specific situation and circumstances
of the ill person. Moreover, laws are incapable of addressing the problems which
arise from their implementation. Now, arguing from the side of the rule of law, he
writes that “what is unaccompanied by the passionate element generally is superior
to that in which it is innate.” What he means by this is that the thing that has passion
in it is usually inferior to the thing that lacks passion, and laws do not have passion,
but all humans do, and therefore the rule of law is superior to the rule of man.

A counter is made from the perspective of the rule of best man. The problem
just stated is countered by the fact that the best man will be much more sophisticated
in dealing with particulars of the situations. Aristotle mentions that the ‘law must
exist but they must not be authoritative’, for the circumstances are not static, they
change and the variation of the circumstances causes the variation in the judgement.
From the side of the rule of best man it is argued that laws should be their but they
should be subordinate to the best man, for he is best suited to deliberate and
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contemplate on the specificity of the circumstances. Laws and unable to change
themselves, and change in required for the difference between right and wrong is
determined by the circumstances, and if the law is not capable of altering itself,
then there is a possibility that law might be in contradiction with what is right. In
this sense the law supports what is unjust, and it is this unjustness that calls for the
rule of best man.

From the perspective of the rule of law, Aristotle questions whether one
person be asked to rule or all, given the limitation of the law. Thus he reveals that
the perspective of the rule of law is also the perspective of the rule of all. Irrespective
of the character of the best man, agues Aristotle the judgement of many is always
superior to the judgement of one. One single person may be inferior to the best
man, but a state is made up of many, and ‘a crowd judges many matter better than
a single person’. He further argues that one man is easily corruptible, while it is
difficult to corrupt many at the same time. When one man is dominated by anger
or some other powerful passion, his judgement is compromised, but it is difficult
for many to become angry at the same time, and therefore the possibility of
compromised judgement is far less in the case of many. He then goes on to draw
a comparison between law and many, and states that both are difficult to corrupt
than one man. Though it is not impossible for many to be corrupted, it is certainly
difficult. He further argues, that the experiences tell us that the corrupt many are
more dangerous than one single tyrant. And therefore, Aristotle limits the many by
introducing law. He says that they (many) “must be free people acting in no way
against the law, except in those cases where [the law] necessarily falls short.”
Arguing thus he properly replies to the objections made from the perspective of
the rule of the best man. Normally many will rule as per the law, which means that
rule of law will prevail, but in the situations where the law falls short, for instance in
considering particularities of the situation, many will step in, and as already has
been stated the judgement of many is better than the judgement of one. Aristotle’s
idea of the rule or many or the rule of law has three important points:

(i) They (many) should be free
(ii) They should be obedient to the law
(iii) They should change the law only when it falls short

To counter the corruptibility of one man, the idea of faction is introduced
which many are more susceptible to than one man. Aristotle does not directly deal
with the problem of faction and instead argues very convincingly that to be ruled
by many will be better than to be ruled by a single man. The side of rule of best
man agrees, but argue that the rule of many can avoid forming factions only when
they all are truly good. And since it is more probable for one man to be truly good
than many men, therefore rule of one man is desirable.

But if somehow there be a possibility of existing a group of good men, then
it would set the ground for the formation of aristocracy. Thus it is suggested that
the aristocracy (defined as the rule of many good men) is much more desirable
than the choice of kingship, but the conditions of its formation is highly improbable.



Salient Features of
Western Political
Thoughts

NOTES

Self-Learning
62 Material

Aristotle argues that the unwritten laws, i.e. customs, are more authoritative
and superior to both rule of men and rule of law, for they are the combination of
the deliberation of the rule of many over a long period of time. He further argues,
that both customs and laws are the result of the judgement of many, and therefore,
should be the guide for the rulers, who should be many in number. Aristotle admits
that laws cannot possibly determine everything, but adds that everything that the
law is capable of determining is commonly considered to be fairly done. He also
admits that law cannot replace human deliberation, but then adds that such
deliberations should not be done by one man, but many. He writes: “[e]very ruler
judges if he has been educated by the law; and it would perhaps be held to be odd
if someone should see better with two eyes, judge better with two ears, and act
better with two feet and hands than many persons with many.” Aristotle thus
establishes that the rule of law in hands of many is better than the rule of kingship
or best man.

Justice
Aristotle’s gives the most detailed account of justice in the fifth book of
Nicomachean Ethics. He starts the discussion of justice by talking about the way
in which it relates to the nature of virtue:

We should look at justice and injustice: what kinds of actions are they concerned
with, in what way is justice a mean, and what are the extremes between which it
is a mean? Our method will be the same as that adopted in our previous inquiries;
we should look at everyone who is willing to use the term ‘justice’ to describe
the disposition whereby people act in this way. From what do their just actions
spring – what makes them the kind of people who live justly and promote justice?
We then proceed in the same way about injustice – its origins and how it motivates
people to want what is unjust.

Aristotle distinguishes two kinds of justice—universal or general justice and
particular justice. He defines the former as the whole of virtue, while the latter as
a particular type of virtue of a character, which coordinate with virtues like liberality,
courage, and so on. Also, all particular justice, like every virtue, is a part of universal
justice.

The distinction between these two types of justices refers to the linguistic
ambiguity of the term. Aristotle mentions that in Greek the adjective unjust means
both one who breaks the law and one who is motivated by greed. Similarly, just
could mean one who follows the law and one who is not greedy. And same is true
for justice and injustice. He equates universal justice with lawfulness and particular
justice with fairness or equality. Universal justice, as mentioned earlier, is of same
state as virtue, for it is widely known that those who are virtuous follow law. But
this equation presupposes that all laws are based on virtue. He maintains that law
aims to achieve the happiness of the people, and being virtuous is to be happy.
Thus the when taken together the idea of universal justice, lawfulness, and virtue,
the two important themes of Aristotle’s moral and political philosophy comes to
fore: the moral idea that one who acts virtuously is happy, and political idea that
the aim of a political community is to promote the happiness of its people.
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Particular justice relates to individual virtue of character. Aristotle defines
particular injustice as taking more or less than what rightfully one’s, and particular
justice as the mean of the two. There are two kinds of particular justice - distributive
justice and corrective of remedial justice. Aristotle defines the former as the justice
which deals with the idea of fair distribution of things which can be distributed
amongst the member of society, such as public office, material goods, money,
honours, and so on. He defines the latter, i.e. corrective or redial justice, as one
playing a rectifying part in the transactions that takes place between two men.
These transactions are divided in two parts: voluntary and involuntary. Transactions
such as sale, purchase comes under voluntary, for both the parties in the transaction
are voluntarily involved. Things like criminal acts, such as theft, adultery, homicide,
and so on are involuntary transaction for the involvement one party is involuntary.

Commenting on distributive justice, Aristotle explains that the aim of this
justice is to distribute things in such a way that there should be no change in the
relative position of the men after distribution, i.e. the things to distributed should
always be distributed as per the merits of the individuals, while keeping in mind
that in different types of states the standards of the merit of the individuals are
different, and that it is quite possible to distribute things amongst those who are
unequal.

2.4.3 State
Book VII of Aristotle’s Politics is the counterpart to Plato’s Republic, a description
of what it would be best to do if we had to find a new state.

In inquiry about the best form of state it is necessary to decide first which is
the most eligible (choice-worthy, preferable) life for individuals. Aristotle summarizes
parts of his ‘discussions outside the school’ (dialogues, presumably, now lost)
‘concerning the best life’. A happy man must have external goods, goods of the
body (e.g. health), and goods of the soul (virtue). ‘Some think that a very moderate
amount of virtue is enough, but set no limit to their desires of wealth, property,
power, reputation and the like’ i.e. of external goods. But experience shows that
‘happiness... is more often found with those who are most highly cultivated in their
mind and in their character, and have only a moderate share of external goods,
than among those who possess external goods to a useless extent but are deficient
in higher qualities’. ‘Let us acknowledge then that each one has just so much of
happiness as he has of virtue and wisdom, and of virtuous and wise action’. ‘The
best life, both for individuals and states, is the life of virtue, when virtue has external
goods enough for the performance of good actions’.

‘Now it is evident that the form of government is best in which every man,
whoever he is, can act best and live happily’. It is irrational to design a city for
military power, to rule tyrannically over its neighbours. ‘Warlike pursuits... are not
the supreme end of all things, but only means. And the good lawgiver should
inquire how states and races of men and communities may participate in a good
life, and in the happiness which is attainable by them’. The happy life is one of
virtuous activity.



Salient Features of
Western Political
Thoughts

NOTES

Self-Learning
64 Material

‘Activity’ is not to be construed too narrowly: thinking is activity. ‘Not that
a life of action must necessarily have relation to others, as some persons think, nor
are those ideas only to be regarded as practical which are pursued for the sake of
practical results, but much more the thoughts and contemplations which are
independent and complete in themselves’, i.e. philosophy and science. ‘Virtuous
activity, and therefore a certain kind of action, is an end, and even in the case of
external actions the directing mind is most truly said to act’.

The good state will therefore be one which makes it possible for its citizens
to engage in intelligent and virtuous activity, including scientific and philosophical
thinking. For some of this activity leisure is needed; see VII.15. Aristotle probably
assumes that citizens will be active in the dramatic performances, gymnasia, games
and religious functions customary in Athens.

Details of the ideal city

Aristotle then goes on to discuss the appropriate population, site, etc. for the ideal
city. He comes then to the allocation of functions to various sections of the
population. ‘The citizens must not live the life of mechanics [artisans] or tradesmen,
for such a life is ignoble and inimical to virtue’. Since ‘those who carry arms can
always determine the fate of the constitution’  the deliberative assembly should
consist of the warriors, or older men of the warrior class. This ‘is just, and is
founded upon a principle of conformity to merit. Besides, the ruling class should
be the owners of property, for they are citizens, and the citizens of a state should
be in good circumstances; whereas mechanics or any other class which is not a
producer of virtue have no share in the state... The husbandmen will of necessity
be slaves or barbarian Perioeci’ (Perioeci are resident non-citizens.) ‘It is expedient
that liberty should be always held out to them as the reward of their services’.
Thus citizens live the life of virtuous activity, and farmers and artisans, who cannot
live such a life, are excluded from citizenship.

Chapters 13–15 look like another version of the first chapters of the book.
They are followed by a discussion of marriage, upbringing of children and education,
which continues to the end of book VIII, the end of The Politics.

2.4.4 Causes of Revolution
Book V of Aristotle’s Politics states that revolutions arise from inequalities,
numerical or qualitative, from a numerical mass claiming an equality denied to
them, or from a minority claiming a superiority denied to them. A revolution may
result either in a complete change of polity, or only in a modification of the existing
one. An oligarchy is less permanent than a democracy, owing to factions within the
oligarchical body.

In all revolutions, the conditions which leads up to them is the desire of the
many for equality, and the desire of the minority for effective superiority. The
purposes with which they are set on foot are profit, honour, or avoidance of loss
or dishonour. The inciting occasions are many; jealousy of those who have wealth
and honour, official arrogance, fear of the law or of its abuse, personal rivalries,
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failure of the middle class to maintain a balance, race antagonisms, antagonism of
localities, and others.

In democracies, revolutions are mainly due to demagogic attacks on wealth,
leading the wealthy of combine, and they result in the establishment of an oligarchy
or of a tyranny, a ‘popular’ military chief seizing the power for himself; or sometimes
in replacing a moderate by an extreme democracy.

In oligarchies, they spring from the oppressive conduct of the oligarchy, or
from dissensions among the oligarchical body—e.g. exclusion of those who think
themselves entitled to membership; attraction of the role of demagogue for individual
members of the oligarchy; employment of mercenary troops, whose captain seizes
power.

In aristocracies, they arise from the jealousy of those excluded from power,
personal ambitions, great inequality of wealth. In these, and in constitutional
governments—the most stable of all—the main cause is the incomplete fusion of
the three criteria, wealth, numbers and merit. The comparative stability of
constitutions comes from the greater relative weight of numbers. They are, however,
more liable to be revolutionised by external pressure. Equality in proportion to
merit and security of rights are the true conditions of permanence.

For the preservation of polities, minor illegalities must be particularly guarded
against: in oligarchies, personal rivalries, abuse of power by individuals (making
short tenures of office advisable), insolence of privilege, tricks to deceive the masses;
in oligarchies and constitutional states, excessive concentration of power in
individuals or classes; oppression of the wealthy minority in democracies, and of
the poor majority in oligarchies.

Of monarchy, the two types are the regal and the tyrannic. The king is the
protector of the wealthy against spoliation, of the poor against arrogance. His own
or his family’s virtues or services have given him the kingship; his aim is excellence,
and his authority is maintained by a citizen bodyguard. The tyrant is not a protector;
his aim is his personal gratification.

Under monarchies, injustice and arrogance are the causes of insurrection,
or fear, or contempt for incompetence, coupled with ambition. Tyrannies are
overthrown by collision with external forces, or by private intrigues in the tyrant’s
entourage, and generally in the same sort of way as extreme oligarchies or extreme
democracies. Kingships are endangered by intrigues in the royal family, by the
King’s personal incompetence, or by his developing tyrannical attributes. Hereditary
monarchies are in particular danger from incompetents succeeding. But in a complex
society, kingship proper is all but impossible.

A kingship is maintained by the royal self-restraint. The tyrant relies on the
material and moral degradation, incapacity and lack of mutual confidence among
his subjects, which he fosters by espionage, executions, taxation and the
encouragement of licence. Occasionally, the tyrant will seek to secure his position
by playing the part and assuming the attributes of a king proper. The shrewd tyrant
sees to it that he has the favour of the rich or of the poor. Neither tyrannies nor
oligarchies have proved long-lived.
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Slavery

Aristotle describes a natural slave in his book Politics as ‘anyone who, while being
human, is by nature not his own but of someone else…’ Aristotle also states ‘he is of
someone else when, while being human, he is a piece of property; and a piece of
property is a tool for action separate from its owner.’ Based on this, Aristotle defines
natural slavery in two phases. The first part is the natural slave’s existence and
characteristics. The second part is the natural slaves in society and how they interact
with his or her master. According to Aristotle, natural slaves’ main features include
being pieces of property, tools for actions, and belonging to others.

Aristotle also states that an individual can rule over another in many ways
depending on his own nature and the nature of the subject. The master-slave
relationship represents despotic rule wherein the slaves cannot function without a
natural master to instruct or direct them. It is a form of rule which exists primarily
for the master and is only incidental for the slaves who are born without the skill of
self-governance.

Check Your Progress

5. Under which categories are Aristotle’s works labelled?
6. What is the basic difference between practical, theoretical, and productive

knowledge?
7. What is a citizen, according to Aristotle?

2.5 ANSWERS TO ‘CHECK YOUR PROGRESS’

1. The term, Sophia, is used to describe the wisdom or the cleverness.
2. Rhetoric or the persuasive speech was considered important in the Athenian

political life of the late 5th century B.C.
3. There is an inherent flaw in the premise of Plato’s ideal state. Plato does not

mention anything about laws and rules that the philosopher king would need
to implement.

4. The aim of education according to Socrates‘s first account is to control the
guards and curb their tendency to rule and convert them into what he calls
‘noble puppies’, who can fight fiercely with the enemies, and behave gently
with those who are familiar to them.

5. Aristotle’s works are labelled under the categories of logic, physical works,
psychological works, philosophical works, and works on natural history

6. The basic difference between practical, theoretical, and productive
knowledge is theoretical knowledge is aimed at action, productive
knowledge addresses daily needs while the practical knowledge deals with
knowledge related to how to live and how to act.

7. A citizen is a person possessing the right to participate in ‘deliberative or
judicial office’. They had the right to be part of juries, the assembly, the
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council and other bodies as was the case in Athens, where the citizens were
directly involved in governance.

2.6 SUMMARY

• In Greek tradition, political philosophy as a thought is mainly accredited to
Plato and later to Aristotle, who said to have reinvented it.

• The term, Sophia, from which the word, Sophists, is constructed, was used
to describe cleverness, which was used even before the sophistic movement
in the society.

• The achievements of the sophists were intellectual in nature, with unique
methodology and unique outlook, which was a unifying characteristic,
differentiating them from the philosophers.

• Plato did not follow a political path and tradition, rather, he tried to move
onto the path of education and educating people.

• Plato’s political theory was intended to change the existing conditions, rather
than merely creating an exercise in abstract thinking.

• According to Aristotle, the moral ideal in political administration is merely a
different aspect of what is applicable to individual happiness.

2.7 KEY TERMS

• Paideia: It means the rearing and education of the ideal member of the
polis in the ancient Greece.

• Arête: It means excellence of any kind or the moral virtue.
• Peloponnesian War: It was an ancient Greek war fought by the Delian

League led by Athens against the Peloponnesian League led by Sparta.
• Epistemology: It is the branch of philosophy concerned with the theory of

knowledge.
• Archetype: It is a primitive mental image inherited from the earliest human

ancestors, and supposed to be present in the collective unconscious.
• Peripatetic School: It refers to the school of philosophy following the

teachings of its founder, Aristotle (384–322 BC).

2.8 SELF-ASSESSMENT QUESTIONS AND
EXERCISES

Short-Answer Questions

1. Write a short note on Plato’s philosopher king.
2. How would you describe Aristotle’s philosophical method?
3. Write a short note on the play, The Clouds, by Aristophane.
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Long-Answer Questions

1. Discuss the attitude towards the Sophists in ancient Greece.
2. Explicate on Plato’s second account of education.
3. Describe Aristotle’s ideas on law and justice.

2.9 FURTHER READING
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UNIT 3 MODERN POLITICAL THINKERS

Structure
3.0 Introduction
3.1 Objectives
3.2 Machiavelli

3.2.1 Machiavelli’s Conception of Human Nature
3.2.2 Separation of Politics from Ethics and Religion
3.2.3 Machiavelli’s Erastianism
3.2.4 Classification of Government
3.2.5 Doctrine of Aggrandizement
3.2.6 Machiavelli’s Modernism

3.3 Thomas Hill Green
3.3.1 Social Contract Theory, State and Rights
3.3.2 Punishment
3.3.3 Political Obligation
3.3.4 Green’s View on Freedom

3.4 Jeremy Bentham
3.4.1 Political Philosophy
3.4.2 The Panopticon

3.5 John S. Mill
3.5.1 Equal Rights for Women
3.5.2 Individual Liberty
3.5.3 Representative Government

3.6 Answers to ‘Check Your Progress’
3.7 Summary
3.8 Key Terms
3.9 Self-Assessment Questions and Exercises

3.10 Further Reading

3.0 INTRODUCTION

The origins of political thought in the West may be traced as far back as Homer, but
Plato and Aristotle holds the credit of laying its foundation. You have learnt about
their philosophies in Unit 2. This unit is all about the thoughts, philosophies and
beliefs of idealists, utilitarians and modern political thinkers. An idealist person envisages
an ideal world rather than the real one. Idealists are, generally, considered to be
naive, impractical, and out of touch with reality. Idealists strongly believe that attempting
for perfection makes the world a better place. Utilitarianism is an ethical philosophy
which deals with the happiness of the greatest number of people in the society.
Utilitarians believe that an action is morally right if its consequences lead to happiness
and it is wrong if it ends in unhappiness.

The unit begins with the discussion of Niccolò Machiavelli who was a
diplomat, a political philosopher, a musician, a poet and a playwright, but the most
important role that he played was that of a civil servant of the Florentine Republic.
Machiavelli’s ideas serve as the foundation of modern political science. Besides
Machiavelli, you will study about Thomas Hill Green, who was a leading British
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philosopher and political figure and founder of the school of British Idealism. In
addition to this, the unit will also describe various aspects of Bentham’s utilitarian
philosophy, underlining and explaining Bentham’s idea of the nature of government
and how it is essential to create a system of right and obligation. The unit will also
deals with John Stuart Mill, the most influential English philosopher of the 19th
century, who actively contributed to social theory, political economy and political
theory.

3.1 OBJECTIVES

After going through this unit, you will be able to:
• Explain the chief political theories of Niccolò Machiavelli
• Discuss Machiavelli’s separation of politics from ethics
• Explain Green’s views on the theory of social contract and punishment
• Understand Jeremy Bentham’s theory of utilitarianism
• Describe Bentham’s principle of utility
• Describe J.S. Mill’s views on the rights for women
• Elucidate Mill’s conception individual liberty
• Outline Mill’s analysis on representative government

3.2 MACHIAVELLI

Niccolò Machiavelli was born on 3 May 1969 in Florence (Italy). He has authored
the well-known book, The Prince. He worked as the Secretary to the Second
Chancery, the Government of Florence. During this job, he got the opportunity
to gain first-hand knowledge of national and international politics. It was while
working as an envoy that he went to Paris, Rome and to the court of Cesare
Borgia. Machiavelli’s long experience gave him enough expertise of statecraft.
In this capacity, he was at the centre of the political life of Florence. Machiavelli
was the first exponent of power-politics. His concern was not only the internal
life of the city but since its very existence depended on maintaining a balance in
the ever-shifting relationships between the city states of Italy and the great powers
beyond the Alps. He also contributed greatly in the direction of foreign affairs.
In 1512, the republic came to an end and with it ended Machiavelli’s political
career.

First Modern Political Theorist

Machiavelli was the first ‘modern’ thinker and the father of realism. During his
time, he considered rulers barbaric, wanting only money & power. Machiavelli
also observed human nature in which he came to learn that human nature is self-
centred. He believed human nature doesn’t change. Thus, his treatise the Prince
was written in purpose to how a prince should obtain and hold onto power.
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Effect of the Political Environment on Machiavelli

Machiavelli had a keen observation and a sensitive disposition. The political and
intellectual tendencies of the medieval age greatly influenced him. He exhibited
these influences through his political philosophy. At the beginning of the 16th century,
the Councilor Movement was stopped by the monarchist reaction. This movement
propagated and supported democratic beliefs and a government that was based
on an established set of principles of governance, both in the church and in the
state. The Pope re-established his supreme position over Church Councils. On
the secular front, absolute monarchies reasserted themselves in all the important
states and deterred the feudal assemblies and feudal aristocracy for the time being.
However, this monarchic reconsolidation did not have much influence in Italy at
the time. No ruler of the Italian states, namely, Venice, Naples, Milan, Florence
and Papal State, could affect a consolidation of the whole Italian empire. The
Italian politics during this period was influenced by constant intriguing by ambitious
potentates, local as well as foreign. In this way, political turmoil became common
in Italy, and so did internecine wars. The political leaders of Italy seemed to be
more inclined to achieve their motives rather than care for public interests. Statecraft
and the law of public morality became the main source of defence. Machiavelli
was not able to keep himself aloof from the political situation in Italy, which had
become alarmingly complicated and depressing. His main wish was to secure
independence for Italy and restore prosperity to its cities. It was Machiavelli’s firm
belief that the basis of contemporary politics was selfish political seizure and violence
and not good Christian ethics. Though Papacy was successful in maintaining some
law and order, the Holy Roman Empire continued to disintegrate, and international
relations continued to become chaotic.

Spirit of Renaissance

In addition to feeling deeply pained about the chaotic politics of Italy, the growing
spirit of the Renaissance in Italy and the wave of unrestrained intellectual freedom
from the hold of scholastic dogmas and ancient beliefs strongly influenced
Machiavelli. This comprised of a pre-Christian attitude towards religion and
morality. During the Middle Ages, the functions of the church and the state were
closely linked, and the church dominated the state and influenced its political
philosophy to a great extent. With the advent of the Renaissance, people began to
challenge the point of view of the clerics, and to formulate political theories of a
secular bent. Machiavelli became the chief exponent of this new thinking.

School of thought
Machiavelli’s period was the transition stage between the middle and the modern
ages. Spirituality, salvation and God dominated the dogmatic Christian theology, and
the idea of social morality being governed by free thoughts was incomprehensible to
most. The Renaissance influenced man, and sharpened his dignity and individualism.
There was less focus on God and religion which were the chief entities and subjects
of study earlier. The Renaissance guided the era of the rationalists who viewed God,
man and nature from the standpoint of reason and not faith. International conflicts
propelled the development of nationalism and nation-state which stood in opposition
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to medieval universalism of church and state. Self-assertion, individualism and
disregard of conventional morality were promoted by these new conditions.
Machiavelli genuinely represented his times. A strong reflection of his representation
was seen in his mental processes, in the core of his research, in his aims and ideals,
in his realistic viewpoint, in his hedonistic morality, in his empiricism and in his
nationalism. Machiavelli’s imagination, like the medieval scholars and thinkers, was
influenced by the great Greek philosopher, Aristotle. He criticized the rigid version
of the Christian scriptures, the church’s version of these scriptures, the rampant
corruption in the church and the way the church and the state wrestled for power
and dominion with each other. According to Machiavelli, human problems were
deeply linked to the basics of human nature. Human nature was essentially the same
everywhere every time, and Machiavelli manifested this phenomenon by understanding
the present with the help of the past.

Machiavelli’s Methods: Child of Renaissance

As a child of Renaissance, Machiavelli was not concerned with medieval problems
and had no use for medieval postulates, Christian principles of justice and morality
and deductive methods of study employed by medieval thinkers. Medieval appeal
to authority and scriptures and a priori reasoning did not suit him. He got his
inspiration from Aristotle. Like Aristotle, he preferred to generalize from particulars.
He followed the empirical method of observation that was reinforced by historical
method. He conducted a deep study and analysis of contemporary politics, came
upon conclusions and made his conclusions more effective with the support of
historical evidence. Ancient Roman history offered him the most convenient parallels
and political truths. He relied on history because he believed that one, who desires
to foresee what is going to take place, should consider what has already taken
place. Machiavelli provides modern examples in The Prince and cites several
examples from ancient history in The Discourses.

Machiavelli specifically believed in the historical method, because he
preferred practical rather than speculative politics. As a realist in politics, he did
not care much for the philosophy of politics. Machiavelli’s works set forth a theory
of the government and the actual working of its machinery rather than the state
and the abstract principles of constitution. Machiavelli looked at things from the
viewpoint of a ruler rather than from that of the ruled. For Machiavelli, a deed
which may be immoral for an individual could be moral for a ruler if it is in the
interest of the state. It was his belief that public morality and private morality were
different and based on circumstances. In his writings, Machiavelli rejected the
doctrine of natural law. His view was that a man’s virtue is a collective measure of
his power, fame and intellect. Hence, for ‘virtue’ it is inappropriate to impose any
restraints by general principles which natural law implies. He revolted against
medievalism and the doctrine of natural law by refusing to accept the coexistence
of the clerics and the secularists.

3.2.1 Machiavelli’s Conception of Human Nature
Machiavelli was similar to John Calvin and Thomas Hobbes as he did not subscribe
to the school of thought that believed in the essential goodness of human beings
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and human nature. He held that man was an uncomfortable blend of bravery, folly
and weakness and was easy to hoodwink and lord over.

It is not difficult to understand why some thinkers choose to give so less
credit to human nature. Men are not generally rational and their emotions often
dictate their actions. His belief that men were wicked and essentially selfish was
similar to that of Hobbes. Human conduct is governed by motives such as selfishness
and egoism. Men are ‘ungrateful, fickle, deceitful, cowardly and avaricious’. Being
good is more of a necessity than a choice. Men have no general inclination towards
goodness and are more easily corrupted than reformed. They are good by necessity
and are compelled to form societies in order to live in security provided by the
laws of society. The element of fear dominates life more than love. Fear should
therefore be personified by a prince. A prince who is feared knows his true position
among his subjects. He should be able to create fear in their minds, without the
presence of hatred or contempt.

‘Love of wealth and ambition and enemy are powerful motives of human action.
Men always commit the error of not knowing when to limit their hopes. Man is
acquisitive and wants to add to what he already enjoys. He wants secularity. He
also desires liberty that is independence of others and feels that the best way of
ensuring liberty for him is by establishing dominion over others. Men are
constantly ambitious and discontented with their lot. This leads to strife between
men and societies. Machiavelli does not give a systematic exposition of human
psychology as was done by Hobbes who drew largely on Machiavelli for his
conception of human nature.’

Machiavelli’s concept of human nature has, inevitably, coloured his theory
of the state, the ends of the state and his views regarding the methods of achieving
those ends. It leads to divorce between Ethics and Politics. His concept goes
against the Aristotelian view of the essential sociability of man and leads to the
conclusion that the state is not a natural organism, but a contrivance against the evil
nature of man. It must be pointed out that his concept of human nature is empiric.
It is not based on any scientific or rational analysis.

There are similarities between Machiavelli’s theory of human nature and
John Calvin’s doctrine of Original Sin. Machiavelli does not subscribe to the idea
of man’s moral evolution. According to him, man’s moral and ethical conduct is
not mutable. In a similar vein as Hobbes, Machiavelli did not present human nature
in a very positive light. His political ideas are based on his analysis of human
nature.

Before Machiavelli, political thought centred around one problem, i.e., the
end of the state. Political power of the state was only a means in the service of a
higher end, i.e., securing of good life. Machiavelli’s thought is based on the concept
that power is an end in itself. Machiavelli, therefore, addresses himself to the
discovery of means to ‘acquire, retain and expand power’. Machiavelli was the
first thinker to use the word ‘state’ in its modern connotation.

The Prince

The Prince by Machiavelli has twenty-six chapters. These chapters are divided
into three divisions. The first division comprises of a general introduction that dwells
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upon the different types of absolute governance. The second division criticizes the
prevailing system of mercenary troops and furthers the cause of the establishment
of a national army. The third division of the book is the most essential part as it
carries the substance of Machiavelli’s philosophy. This part elaborates on the ways
through which a prince can learn statecraft and the rules of state governance.
Machiavelli is specifically addressing the ‘new prince’, i.e., one who was a usurper
of power or a leader of men who had seized a state with force or craft.

The Prince is based on two important premises that have been chiefly
derived from Aristotle. The most essential of these premises is that affiliation to the
state is the highest form of social human condition, and the state should work
towards the promotion of human welfare. Machiavelli maintains that all individuals
who constitute a state should merge themselves in the state so that an individual is
able to attain his best self. Therefore, it is essential that state welfare should take
precedence over individual or group welfare. Another premise is that individual
and public actions are governed by material forces. Thus, when it comes to
governing a state, the ruler or the prince must pursue self-interests. There is
essentially no need to consider the ethical dimension of these interests. Machiavelli
ends up identifying the state with the ruler.

For Machiavelli, similar to ancient Greeks, virtue lay in functional excellence.
These characteristics (cunning, deceit, and ruthlessness, energy, boldness,
shrewdness and unflinching will) were virtuous for a prince who was adept in
yielding success and power.

In The Prince, a handbook on government, Machiavelli lays down certain
guiding principles for the ruler. The ruler must not only be strong, but must exhibit
his strength when necessity arises. ‘A Prince must not mind incurring the charge of
cruelty for the purposes of keeping his subjects united and faithful.’ He ought to
try to be both feared and loved. He must, however, see to it that neither cruelty
not fear is used for its own sake. A ruler must keep a watchful eye on the dissidents
and the disaffected. He must not be weighed down by conventional moral standards.
‘It is necessary for a Prince who wishes to maintain himself to learn how not to be
good’. A prince must always retain the initiative and power of decision with himself
and in everything.

According to Machiavelli, the following things are important for princes to
rule effectively:

• Being Feared: According to Machiavelli, it is much safer for a person to
be feared than loved because people who feared their leaders were much
less likely to revolt.

• Support of the Governed: Machiavelli states that the second important
quality for a leader is the support of the people because without the people
supporting your decisions no actions can be made.

• Virtue: The third important trait to have or pretend to have is virtue because
with virtues, it is easier to gain the people’s support.

• Using One’s Own Arms: The fourth trait necessary to be a successful is
to use your own arms in battle as opposed to auxiliary or mercenary units.
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• Intelligence: The fifth and possibly the most important of the traits of a
Machiavellian leader is intelligence. Without intelligence a prince or king
could not gain the support of his people, be able to find the perfect balance
of fear or love, or know to use your own arms in battle.
One of the most effective means through which a prince maintains his power

is by clearly using the sentiments of the people, particularly the religious sentiments.
Men are generally tradition bound. A prince, while introducing reforms, must keep
the people’s love of tradition in mind. He must keep up appearances of old
institutions while changing them.

Chapter XVIII of The Prince expresses Machiavelli’s notion of the qualities
that were to be inherent in a successful prince. ‘Virtue’ in the 16th century did not
have the moral import, which is attached to it nowadays; it only meant ‘qualities’
of a man. In theory, integrity may be preferred and valued over deceit and
connivance, but in the practical world, craftiness and ingenuity prove to be more
helpful. Law and force are two essentials that the state can depend on for its
success. A prince should be both rational and brutal, the latter in turn representing
a judicious combination of the lion and the fox. A ruler needs the qualities of a lion
in organizing and undertaking military expeditions and stirring men to action. He
needs fox-like qualities in diplomatic and administrative affairs. By fox-like qualities,
he can create and maintain a lion-like image of himself. A prince who is prudent is
not required to keep his words and promises when they conflict with his own
interests and ‘when the reasons which make him bind himself no longer exist’.
Hypocrisy is a positive quality for a prince, and he must be as clever as a fox. He
should have the dexterity to hide his real motives and inclinations from his subjects.
To Machiavelli, it was raison d’etre to preserve the state of monarchy. For a
prince all his neighbours are potentially his enemies, and so, he should always be
cautious. A clever prince will attack his enemy without being prepared. He will
consolidate and be aware of the internal unity of his state, not by surrendering his
powers to the people but by establishing thorough despotism. Since the human
conduct is fundamentally associated with economic motives, a prince should be
focussed on all that is required to keep his subjects from experiencing economic
problems. A prince might execute a conspirator, but he should never confiscate his
property. Confiscation would be considered more of a serious issue by the affected
family rather than execution.

A prince must avoid being condemned or hated. He will be condemned if
he builds a reputation of being variable, inconsistent, effeminate, cowardly or
irresolute. He should show in his actions grandeur, courage, gravity and
determination. A prince should be a good dissembler and should seem to be merciful,
faithful, human, religious and upright. Machiavelli believed that a prince should not
be emotionally disturbed, and should have the capability of using other people’s
emotions. A prince must be a cool and calculating opportunist. He should have the
ability of opposing evil with evil. If the interest of the state demands, he should be
prepared to commit any sin without hesitation. His purpose should not be deterred
by any other trace of emotion except love for his state, for which he should be
prepared to sacrifice his soul too. As far as state is concerned, a prince need not
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feel burdened by any childish consideration of justice or injustice, good or bad,
right or wrong, mercy or cruelty and honour or dishonour. He advises the prince
to use subtlety to deal with the affairs of the public. He believed that dishonesty is
the best of polity. It is a fact that Machiavelli considered himself a physician of the
state. The ethics of his patient’s public actions were not his concern. He was only
concerned with offering ways in which the state could be maintained at all costs,
but he did not consider why it was necessary.

3.2.2 Separation of Politics from Ethics and Religion
Machiavelli broke away from the tradition upheld by Plato, Aristotle and medieval
thinkers which looked at the state in terms of its ethical purpose of making men
happy and good. Machiavelli did not pay much attention to ethics in his political
theory about the state. The state is manifested as an entity that has its own interests.
State-power was an end in itself and not a means to a higher moral end of promoting
special welfare. Machiavelli justified the actions of the state by focusing on its
interests. According to him, laws were to be created by the state and individual
ethics did not apply to the actions of the state. Machiavelli prescribed double
standards of conduct for the ruler and for individual citizens. These double standards
were based on the theory that it is the duty of the ruler to form laws as well as
determine the moral obligations of the subjects. The law must sustain these moral
obligations in the best possible ways. As such a rule is above both. The state will
be ruined if the prince allows his individual morals to interfere in public affairs upon
which the external and internal security of the state depends. There was a difference
in the public and private standards of conduct. In the case of an individual, it was
always wrong to lie. However, it was often important and favourable for a ruler to
do so in the interest of the state. The state is a non-ethical entity. Machiavelli’s
belief was the same as that of Thrasymachus, who stated that the sovereign would
do well in establishing justice in the state. After all, the safety of the state held
supreme importance.

It was Machiavelli’s belief that the state was the highest form of human
association, and that man was primarily obligated to the state. His belief also stated
that the state should be considered more important than any ethical considerations.
Public interests held the highest degree of potential than any other motive for political
action. The standards of action for the public were not the same as private
standards. It was not right for a subject of the state to kill another, but the state is
justified in killing an individual in the form of punishment for his crime. A murderer
is hanged by the state to ensure public safety as public interests should be protected
first and foremost over private interests which are more important than the private
interests of the criminal. Private interests of ethics are not related in any way to
public conduct and neither to that of the criminal. Private interests of ethics are not
related to public action. Public conduct cannot be called inherently good and
neither can it be termed as bad. It is good if its results are good. It is possible for
a good citizen to be a bad man in the form of one who values nationalism and
patriotism. A citizen acts only for his own self, whereas the state acts for everyone
and hence the same principles of conduct are not applicable to both. The state is
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neither moral nor immoral. It is not a moral entity like the individual and, therefore,
individual ethics do not apply to it.

This scheme of thought suggests that Machiavelli did not give much
importance to ethics, or for that matter religion in his system of political philosophy.
This was the main factor which differentiated him from the medieval writers. Though
Aristotle was one of the early scholars to distinguish ethics from politics, still he
had not separated the two concepts, whereas Machiavelli completely separated
the two entities. He valued moral virtues, but these found no resonance in his
political philosophy. Machiavelli agrees that qualities like liberalism, mercy, fidelity,
courage, chastity and sincerity make a good man and adds, ‘I know that everyone
will confess that it would be most praiseworthy for a prince to posses all the
above mentioned qualities which are held to be good.’ Again, ‘one cannot call it a
virtue to murder one’s fellow citizens, to betray one’s friends, to be without faith,
without mercy, without religion.’ Here the word virtue is used by Machiavelli in the
conventional sense. Morality was not denied but was treated as secondary to
politics, and hence, Machiavelli ‘was not immoral but unmoral in his politics’. To
Machiavelli, there is no absolute good or evil. That which serves the interest of the
individuals and of the community and which brings security is good. Machiavelli,
like the Jesuits, has the same definition for means as those that justify the end.
Machiavelli may be called the ‘founder of utilitarian ethics’.

3.2.3 Machiavelli’s Erastianism
Erastianism is a doctrine that states that the state should have supremacy over the
church in all ecclesiastical matters. Machiavelli did not believe in a supernatural
end. Men value things like material prosperity, power and fame and disbelieves in
a supernatural end. Machiavelli has no use for the divine law. He not only separated
morality from politics but also relegated religion to a very subordinate position in
his political system and it is because of this that we think that the modern study of
politics begins with Machiavelli. For centuries, politics and religion had been
intertwined. Politics was, in fact, the handmaid of religion. Some of the best medieval
thinkers subordinated the state to the church. As a political realist, Machiavelli
realized that passive Christian virtues, like gentleness and meekness, had little
bearing on the sordid Italian politics of the day where success followed only the
pagan virtues of courage, audacity, cunning and duplicity. Italy had no place for
Christianity for, as represented by papacy, it was deliberately impeding the
realization of Italian unity. Once again, Machiavelli was not irreligious, but non-
religious. He was more attracted to the propagandist utility than to the doctrinal
virtue of Christianity. Machiavelli knew the public utility of the binding force of
religion without which the state could not exist. He looked upon devotion to religion
as a useful weapon in the hands of statesman to be skillfully used in furtherance of
the ends of the state. He took a pagan rather than the medieval ecclesiastical view
of religion. To Machiavelli, the church was a department of the state and not
independent of it. The church had a place within the state but not above or beside
it. Properly used, it could reinforce a citizen’s sense of duty to the state. Machiavelli
must be reckoned as the last of the great line of medieval secularists who urged the
subordination of the church to the state.
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A good deal of criticism attaches to Machiavelli for his cynical disregard of
morality and religion. Machiavellianism has become a byword for unscrupulousness.
Machiavelli wrote The Prince and The Discourses primarily from the point of
view of the preservation of the state, every other consideration being secondary.
The growing success of men like Caesar Borgia and the active contact of Machiavelli
with him reacted strongly on the mind of the philosopher in favour of the ‘strong
man’, capable of other’s emulation. In The Prince, Machiavelli tries to idealize
Borgia. On the other hand, Machiavelli had been very unfavourably impressed by
the collapse in Florence of Savanorla’s regime which was based on the shaky
principle of moral excellence, unsuited as it was to the Italy of his day. Morality
and religion had very little touch with the actual Italian politics in the days of
Machiavelli, who in this respect was a mere creature of his time. Machiavelli,
when he discarded morality and religion from his political philosophy, acted like a
realistic painter, for he had more of the Aristotelian than the Platonist about him.
The onrushing wave of Pagan Renaissances had greatly weakened the hold of
Christianity and Christian morality on the minds of the people. It appeared then
that Christianity had ceased to function and that new standards of conduct based
on self-interest were necessary, and therefore, justifiable. It was not surprising
then that morality or religion has no place in Machiavelli’s political theory. Ethics
and religion were social forces, working within the state, not above it.

3.2.4 Classification of Government
For a thinker of his capability, Machiavelli classified the forms of government in a
rather disorganized way. He accepted the way Aristotle classified the government
as monarchy, aristocracy and constitutional democracy, with tyranny, oligarchy
and democracy being their perversions respectively. He also endorsed the ideas
of Polybius and Cicero who called for a mixed type of constitution with proper
checks and balances as the best and the most suitable constitution for a state. But
his definition of the balance was economic or social but not political. Machiavelli
held his belief in economic determinism, and he connected wealth with political
power. An economic interest existed behind this struggle for political liberty.
Machiavelli was inclined to be a republican more than a monarchist. According to
him, a republican form of governance was most suitable for a political community
where there was a general economic equality. A republic is capable of maintaining
its traditions and reconcile to new changes in a better way than a sentimental
prince. In order to ensure more streamlined and universal material prosperity, a
republican system of government is preferred, as a republic government can provide
equal opportunities to all the subjects. A republican system has a higher level of
endurance and is more liberal than most monarchies. In a group, people exhibit
more prudence and judgment qualities and are able to choose officers of a better
type, than a prince who is influenced by the court.

An aristocracy, specifically a landed aristocracy, could often lead to
unnecessary feuds and chaos, and would oppose the formation of a state.
Machiavelli neither endorsed a republic nor a monarchy. He had no preconceived
preference for majority or minority rule. His prime concern was an efficient state.
To achieve this motive, he suggested the need for an extra-legal sovereign. He
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knew that a state needed to have different kinds of governments at different points
of time. Machiavelli was of the opinion that in the Italy of his day, an elective
monarchy would be more suitable than a republican form of state. The most
important requirement of Italy then, was deliverance from the foreigners (German,
French and Spanish) and a wise and strong elective prince suited this requirement
better than a republic. Machiavelli held his belief in the cyclical character of the
forms of government.

In The Prince, Machiavelli makes a strong plea for monarchical absolution
whereas in The Discourses, he pleads for democracy or popular share in
government. The fact is that he admired both monarchical despotism and popular
government as suiting different conditions and situations. Despotism was more
suited than democracy in his founding of a new state by revolution or in the reforming
of a corrupt state. But once the state has been founded, it can become stable only
if there is popular support to it arising from popular participation in the government.
A monarchical state becomes stable only if the ruler rules in accordance with law
and respects the property and other rights of the people. Thus, despotism is good
when there is the need to find a new state by force or cleanse a corrupt one by
revolution, while democracy is good in settled states.

Machiavelli’s administration for despotism and democracy were not
consistent and can only be explained on the basis that he had ‘one theory for
revolutions and another for government’. Despotism is suitable for revolutionary
times and popular government is suited to peaceful and well-settled states.

Law-giver and law

Machiavelli assigns an important position to law-giver and law in his scheme of
things. Force, fraud and fear are no solid foundations for the society and the state,
and their use by the ruler needs to be reinforced by some force which has a greater
appeal to man and which is law. Law is indispensable for the society and the state. It
moulds the national character of the people. It inculcates moral and civic virtues in
individuals. These virtues are good for all states but are indispensable for republics.

‘In view of the selfish nature of man, law is the most effective means of holding
the society and the state together because it compels the egoistic individual to
honour his moral obligations. For this reason a wise law-giver is of supreme
importance. He is the architect not only of the state but of society as well, with
all its moral, religious and economic institutions.’

A realist in politics

Machiavelli, with his sensitive mind and clear insight, saw clearly the direction of
political evolution in Europe towards an absolute monarchy, supreme within the
state and independent of control by any external universal authority. He realized
that medieval institutions had become defective and that nationalism was becoming
a vital force. He saw clearly the moral and political corruption all around him. He
wrote on the basis of the realities of his own day.

Machiavelli mainly studied practical and not speculative politics. Being a
realist in politics, he did not care much for political philosophy. He concentrated
on the preservation and strengthening of the state and was not bothered about the
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excellence of its constitution. He writes about almost nothing except about practical
politics, statecraft and the art of war. He divorces them almost wholly from religious,
social and ethical considerations. He writes about the means by which the state
could become strong, about politics by which they could expand their territories
and power and about factors which cause political decay and destruction. He
judges state and ruler, not by the ethics of their public action but by the degree of
success of failure attending these actions.

The political realism of Machiavelli is apparent from his classic, The Prince.
It is not an academic treatise or a book on political science or political philosophy
as such. It is one on practical politics. It is a treatise on the art of government
suggesting the means that might enable a ruler to achieve political success and
stabilize power for him. As a realist in politics, Machiavelli recommends to the
ruler those virtues which bring success such as cunning, deceit and ruthlessness.
Like a practical realist, he points out that ‘Men always commit the error of not
knowing where to limit their hopes’. The political realism of Machiavelli is apparent
from the fact that the means, which he suggests for the preservation and strength
of monarchical states, are not the same as those for republican state.

Machiavelli writes as a realist painter, mirroring the conditions and trends of
his own day when there was almost a constant struggle for power between Italian
rulers. His realism is well brought out by his doctrine of aggrandizement, which he
advocates both in The Prince and The Discourses. Machiavelli insists that
everything can be justified by interests of the state. The safety of the state was
supreme law. By his political realism, Machiavelli brought political theory in line
with political practice.

3.2.5 Doctrine of Aggrandizement
In The Prince and The Discourses, Machiavelli insisted on the necessity of
expanding the realms of the state. Both monarchies and republics exhibit an
overwhelming inclination to expand. His theory of extending the dominion of a
state did not mean ‘the blending of two or more social or political organisms, but
as consisting in the subjection of a number of states to the rule of a single prince or
commonwealth’. According to Machiavelli, a state must either grow or eliminate
and it was easier to extend the dominion in one’s own country because common
language will only help the subjects of the conquered state to assimilate with the
subjects of the prince’s land. Machiavelli held his belief on the Roman state and its
policy of expansion in the form of an idea. The use of force was essential for
political aggrandizement and for the perpetuation of state. However, force should
have a judicious combination of statecraft. The doctrine of aggrandizement is a
highlight of Machiavelli’s political philosophies and emphasizes the hints of moral
apathy that most of his theories can be said to contain. It must be realized that a
rational thinker like Montesquieu supports Machiavelli when he writes, ‘The right
of natural defence sometimes involves the necessity to attack, if one nation notices
that a longer lasting peace would put another one in the position to destroy her.’

Both The Prince and The Discourses are expressions of Machiavelli’s
theories pertaining to the perpetuation of the state. When a prince wants to
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perpetuate monarchy, he must try to uphold the traditions and customs of the
people because these are dearer to his subjects than even liberty and life. When
the use of force and fear has been made for the establishment of the government,
a prince should have a well-trained army of his own subjects. He should draw on
the spoils of war more than on the regular public treasury. He must be enterprising
and promise his subjects that he will build a grand empire. The imposition of heavy
taxes is strictly prohibited. It is also important for the prince to be a patron of art
and literature. For Machiavelli, an ideal prince is an enlightened despot who is
without morals. In a republic, it is very important for the constitution to be flexible.
The law of the land should change in keeping with other changing aspects of the
republic. Machiavelli justified occasional dictatorship and party strife in a republic.

3.2.6 Machiavelli’s Modernism
Machiavelli was hardly a political theorist. His writings are directed more towards
how to govern a state rather than offering a philosophy of the state. Niccolò
Machiavelli is often termed as the father of modern political theory. There are
several modern theorists whose theories are based upon Machiavelli’s theories.
He had used the term ‘state’ in a different context as compared to the context in
which it is used now. Its use now is something that has a defined territory, population,
government and sovereignty of its own. Bodin and Grotious’ theory of legal
sovereignty was built on Machiavelli’s concept of a sovereign and territorial secular
state. This was formulated properly by John Austin and Thomas Hobbes, who
borrowed the concept of human nature from Machiavelli. Hobbes believed that
man is a brute with a huge ego and his actions are motivated by fear. Machiavelli
can rightly be placed among the first modern, totalitarian thinkers.

Machiavelli reinforced the precedence of material interests over spiritual
ones. He defied the state and supported the theory that individuals should be
completely absorbed by the state. Machiavelli’s ideas were similar to the ideas of
Hegel, who established a parallel between the state and God on earth. Machiavelli’s
theory of aggrandizement resembles the modern theory of power-politics on which
thinkers like Nietzsche, Treitschke, Bernhardi and others have written a lot. Modern
thought is based on the inapplicability of medieval concepts to modern society,
transformed by the Renaissance and the Reformation. Due to the Universalism of
the Papacy and the Empire, there was no concept of territorial sovereignty in the
Middle Ages. Sovereignty is the authority of a state to govern itself. The first need
of the modern period after the papacy and the Empire had been discredited was
to evolve a concept of sovereignty which could withstand the tendencies of
feudalism to divide the state into smaller units and the weak pretensions of papacy
and empire. This was done by Machiavelli and after him by Bodin, Grotius and
others. Machiavelli is responsible to a great extent for the way we perceive state in
the modern times. Machiavelli rejects the notion of universal authority. For him,
the ‘state is the nation’. He has freed the state from the medieval bondage of
religion.

The problems of Machiavelli’s Prince are of everlasting interest because
they are the problems of efficient government. Even the ethics of Machiavelli is not
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out of debate in the modern world which relies on material forces rather than
moral ones. Machiavelli is the father of real politik. He refuses to idealize anything.
He writes about men and affairs as they are and not as they should be.

It has been said that Machiavelli’s theories are aimed at preserving states,
rather than being mere theories that only theorize. So, his theories have a specific
purpose, i.e., the preservation of states and state power. Machiavelli was a political
realist rather than a political philosopher. His thoughts are related to the conditions
and needs of the Italy of his day. Machiavelli was not interested in political philosophy
or political ideals as such. Italy, of his day, was torn among petty states, almost
constantly at war with each other and with constantly changing frontiers. Machiavelli
called upon to suggest ways and means of preserving the state from internal
revolutions and foreign attacks which were the order of the day.

Neither in The Prince, nor in The Discourses, does Machiavelli expound
his views about the state as such and its various attributes. He does not directly
deal with concepts such as sovereignty, separation of powers, etc. He is interested
in political maxims rather than political ideals. Often, he takes his principles or
maxims for granted instead of giving a systematic exposition of them. He was a
pragmatist, and the theory of the state as such did not interest him.

The influence of Machiavelli on modern political science and practice has
been tremendous. Princes like Frederick the Great were essentially Machiavellian
though Frederick had the boldness to repudiate Machiavellianism in his Refutation
Prince de Machiavelli. Machiavelli contributed in bringing political theory on the
same plane as political practice. It must be noted that in the Middle Ages, the two
were, on the whole, out of harmony with each other. Machiavelli can rightly be
termed as a political scientist who gave more importance to the ends, and not the
means. At the same time, his theories were inherently non-idealistic. Machiavelli
employed an empirical approach to most issues. He combined political theory and
political practice in his approach. Pragmatism was inherent in all his political
philosophies. This realism of Machiavelli is well illustrated by the doctrine of
aggrandizement. Aggrandizement was the order of the day in Machiavelli’s Italy.
Absorption of other states or by other states was the order of the day. This doctrine
of aggrandizement must have carried weight later on with government and with
princes like Frederic the Great and Henry VIII of England, etc. Jesuits in the
century stood for Machiavellianism in the realms of Ethics and Politics.

Sabine characterizes the political thought of Machiavelli as narrowly local
and narrowly dated. There is a certain measure of truth in this observation, which,
however, is too categorical to be completely correct. Machiavelli’s thought is local
because it reflects and was provoked by the conditions and needs of Italy of his
day. Machiavelli wrote as an impassioned Italian patriot, practically ignoring the
world outside Italy. His thought was local also in the sense that it was not in
consonance with contemporary European thought outside Italy. It was, however,
not narrowly local in the sense that it reflected only conditions and needs of Italy.
The conditions in other European countries, particularly Germany, were not very
different from those obtaining in Italy. The same observation may be made regarding
Machiavelli’s thought being ‘narrowly’ dated. Writing before the Reformation and
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Counter-Reformation movements, Machiavelli wrote on the basis of separation of
politics and religion. He could treat religion with contempt in Italy of his own times
when papacy had reached its lowest depth of degradation. His thought, based on
divorce between politics and religion, became inapplicable during the next two
centuries. It must be pointed out, however, that his thought was not ‘narrowly’
dated because from the middle of the 17th century, political thought readopted
Machiavelli and became secular. A good deal of Hobbe’s thoughts is based on
Machiavelli’s thinking. Modern thought, based on a secular, sovereign, national
and territorial state, borrows from Machiavelli. In this sense, Machiavelli is a modern
thinker, and it will not do to characterize his thought as ‘narrowly’ dated.

Check Your Progress

1. Which age’s political and intellectual tendencies influenced Machiavelli?
2. From whom did Machiavelli get his inspiration?
3. With what did Machiavelli’s theory of human nature resemble closely?
4. What kind of politics did Machiavelli mainly study?

3.3 THOMAS HILL GREEN

Even though as per historical timeline, Bentham comes before Thomas Hill Green,
we will be discussing Green first as per our syllabus. This is also because of easy
understanding of ideas which run pretty similar between Bentham and Mill.

Thomas Hill Green, English philosopher, political radical and temperance
reformer, and a member of British idealism movement, was born in Yorkshire,
England in 1836. Like all the British idealists, Green was influenced by the
metaphysical historicism of Hegel.

Green was one of the thinkers behind the philosophy of social liberalism.
He was the son of a clergyman in the Church of England. On the paternal side, he
was a descendent of Oliver Cromwell. He entered Balliol College, Oxford in
1855 where he was destined to spend the remainder of his life. At Balliol, Green
came under the influence of the renowned theologian and Oxford tutor Benjamin
Jowett and by this inspiring contact was fired to more definite and purposeful
intellectual endeavours. Green was elected a fellow of Balliol in 1860 and continued
in this capacity right up to 1878. In 1878, he was chosen as Whyte Professor of
Moral Philosophy. He married Miss Charlotte Symonds, a sister of John Addington
Symonds in 1871. John Addington Symonds was a noted critic and poet of his
days. Green’s teaching at the University of Oxford covered a wide range of subjects
including history, ethics, logic, metaphysics, education and the history of philosophy.
Green was not merely a clustered pedagogue. He took an active part in public
affairs and was a member of the Oxford town council for many years. Green was
a frequent campaign speaker for the liberal party, served as member in several
committees and commissions and was a prominent worker in the temperance
movement. He was stricken with blood poisoning in 1882 and died at the age of
forty–six.
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In his political philosophy Green was highly influenced by his studies of the
Greek classics. According to the English political scientist Ernest Barker, ‘The
influence of Plato and Aristotle has been peculiarly deep in England’. The curriculum
of the oldest and most important branch of studies in Oxford finds in the Republic
of Plato and the Ethics of Aristotle in its central texts; and truths drawn from
Greek thought have been taught in Oxford and enforced in the world, not only by
the thinkers, but also by the man of action who have been trained in this curriculum.
Green himself was a product of the University of Oxford and there he had also
served as a Professor of moral philosophy. The ultimate basis of his philosophy is
to be found in the writings of Plato and Aristotle. Another and more important
influence on the political ideas of Green was that of German philosophy. Green
drew his inspiration from the writings of Kant and Hegel. Among the philosophers
of the European continent who exercised a tremendous influence on the writings
of Green was the author of the Social Contract, i.e., Rousseau. What Green
found permanently valuable in Rousseau was the conception of the state or sovereign
as representing a General Will, and as authorized or entitled to obedience on that
account.

Green was involved in local politics for many years, through the University,
temperance societies and the local Oxford Liberal association. During the passage
of the Second Reform Act, he campaigned for the franchise to be extended to all
men living in boroughs, even if they did not own real property. In this sense, Green’s
position was more radical than that of most other British Liberals, including William
Ewart Gladstone. It was in the context of his Liberal party activities that in 1881
Green gave what became one of his most famous statements of his liberal political
philosophy, the Lecture on Liberal Legislation and Freedom of Contract. At this
time, he was also lecturing on religion, epistemology, ethics and political philosophy.

Green was most influential during his lifetime as a teacher and it was not
until after his death that his most important works were published. His Lectures
on the Principles of Political Obligation were first delivered during his tenure
of the chair of moral philosophy at Oxford in the winter of 1879–80 and first
published in 1882. Likewise, his Prolegomena to Ethics was also published
after his death.

3.3.1 Social Contract Theory, State and Rights
Green did not approve the social contract theory of the origin of government. He
considered it a confused way of stating truth. Green’s rejection of the social contract
theory was based on the reason that it makes the state a voluntary association. He
also rejected the force theory of the origin of the state because it makes the force
as the very basis of the state. The basis of the state is not consent, neither force,
but it is will. This conception of his becomes clearer when he analyses the British
jurist John Austin’s definition of sovereignty.

It is not the existence of supreme coercive power that makes a state but
‘supreme coercive power exercised in certain ways and for certain ends viz.
exercised according to law written or customary, and for the maintenance of rights.’
The state maintains through a system of law, the possibility of freedom that otherwise
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would not exist. Green himself says that the state is justified in using force to repeal
a force which is opposed to freedom. Hence, it can be said that apart from the
state the individual can have no existence as a person. Green regards the state as
natural and necessary. He considered it as an ethical institution essential to the
moral development of man. Its primary purpose is to enforce rights, even by
compulsion if necessary. Although natural and necessary but the authority of the
state is neither absolute nor omnipotent. It is limited both from within and without.
It is limited from within because the law of the state can deal only with the externality
of an action and intentions. It cannot deal with motives. The state cannot promote
morality directly. It can simply remove obstacles to good life. It is limited again by
the fact that in exceptional circumstances particularly when the laws of the state
are tyrannical and the state fails to promote the common good, the individual has
the right of resistance. According to Green, resistance under these circumstances
is not merely a right but it becomes a duty.

Green further recognized that the various permanent groups with society
have their own inner system of rights and that the right of the state over them is one
of adjustment. According to Barker, the state adjust each group its system of
rights internally and it adjusts each system of rights to the state externally. Since the
power of the state is that of adjustment, it therefore, had ultimate authority. Green
mentioned that the existence of groups in society contains the germs of the theory
of pluralism. But Green has not taken up the pluralistic position at all.

The authority of the state is limited from without in the sense that it has to
show its respect to the existence of international law. Like Kant and unlike Hegel,
Green is a believer in international law and international organizations. The right of
every man as man to free life involves the conception of a common humanity and
of a common social organism. According to Green, the function of the state is
negative. Good life for the most part is self-earned. The state cannot promote it
directly. Its business was simply removing obstacles to freedom. The three greatest
obstacles to freedom, as he saw it, were ignorance, drunkenness and poverty. It is
the function of the state to remove such obstacles. Classical liberalism, he thinks
went wrong in regarding freedom simply in negative forms; freedom is positive.
Thus, Green led the intellectual foundations for the modern social welfare state,
for old age pensions, unemployment and insurance, health insurance, and all the
other legislative schemes designed to promote ‘self-security’.

Commenting upon Green’s theory of state actions Professor Sabine says,
‘Green’s general principle that a liberal government ought to legislate in any case
where the law can remove an obstacle to the highest moral development of its
citizens, provided at least the framework for a wholly different conception of
government form that held by the older liberalism’. In place of laissez-faire and
freedom of contract it opened the way, in the name of positive freedom, for any
degree of social legislation that could be justified as particularly effective in improving
the standard of living. What Green added to liberal theory was his conception of
collective well-being as a pre-condition of individual freedom and responsibility.
Thus, in principle, Green’s revision of liberalism closed up the gap which laissez-
faire has placed between politics and economics and put on government the duty
of regulating the economic system.
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The state, Green insists, is the only source of actual rights. He says rights
may be conceived which are not in the state; only when they are in it do they
become rights. Green’s state like Hegel’s, is a community of communities, but
again like Hegel’s, there is no question that it is supreme over all the communities.
The members of the state derive the rights which they have as members of other
associations from the state and have no rights against it.

For all his belief that the state was the embodiment of the Divine Spirit,
Green never regarded the state as an end in itself. It was a means to an end, and
that end was the full moral development of the individuals who composed of it. He
believed in the existence of the ‘General Will’. He was convinced that this ‘General
Will’ is the real basis of the state. Legal sovereignty, he agreed with Austin, must
reside in the supreme authority within the state, in that body which recognizes no
power above itself. But behind this legal sovereign is the General Will, and this
General Will, not force or fear is what really determines the habitual obedience of
people. Men habitually obey only those institutions which, perhaps unconsciously,
they feel represent the General Will. This is true irrespective of the form of
government the state may possess, since even an absolute monarchy must inspire
loyalty and voluntary submission in its subject. According to Green, ‘General Will’
is the true sovereign of the community.

Green believed that the state should foster and protect the social, political
and economic environments in which people will be able to get their chance to
act according to their conscience. It is the responsibility of the state to decide
which liberties to curtail and in which way. Over-enthusiastic or clumsy state
intervention could reduce or close the opportunities for conscientious action.
This will eventually stifle the moral development of the people. The state should
intervene only when it is sure that a particular liberty is enslaving a person. Even
under such a situation, Green was of the opinion that the community should
react to such a situation instead of the state as local councils and municipal
authorities tended to produce measures that were more imaginative and better
suited to the daily reality of a social problem. Hence, Green favoured the ‘local
option’ where local people decided the issuing of liquor licenses in their area
through their town councils. He stressed the need for specific solutions tailored
to solve specific problems. Green also thought that there are no inevitable
solutions or timeless division of responsibilities between national and local
governmental units. The distribution of responsibilities should be based on the
participation of as many individuals as possible to exercise their conscientious
will in particular circumstances. This would help to foster individual self- realization
in the long-run. If the local and municipal departments are unable to control the
harmful influences of some social evils then the national state should take
responsibility for the public policy of this area. Green argued that the ultimate
power to decide on the allocation of such tasks should rest with the national
state. The national state according to Green upholds a system of rights and
obligations that is likely to help in individual self-realization. Even after all this,
the most appropriate structure of this system cannot be determined by purely
political calculation nor by philosophical speculation.
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3.3.2 Punishment
T.H. Green’s views on punishment are essentially related to his theory of state
action. In order to maintain conditions and remove obstacles, the state must
positively interfere with everything tending to violate conditions or impose obstacles.
It must use force to repeal a force which is opposed to freedom. According to
Barker, punishment is not inflicted with any direct reference to the moral guilt of
the offender in the past; or to his moral reformation in the future. If it were imposed
with reference to moral guilt, it would have to be graded according to the degree
of moral guilt, and here we are at once made by the insuperable difficulty that
moral guilt cannot be measured by degrees because we cannot enter into the
recesses of the will to discover its intensity or quality. If again punishments were
imposed with reference to moral reformation in the future, it would not only lose
its power as a deterrent, but it would deprive the criminal of the possibility, let us
rather say, the fundamental duty of regenerating his own will.

The criminals who are anti-social, constitute a force opposed to freedom.
Punishment in such a case is a force directed against that force. Punishment is not
inflicted with any direct reference to the moral guilt of the offender in the past or to
his moral reformation in the future. If it were imposed with reference to moral guilt,
the difficulty would arise that moral guilt cannot be measured by degrees. If again
punishment were imposed with reference to moral reformation in the future, it
would not only lose its power as a deterrent, but it would deprive the criminal of
the possibility of regenerating his own will. Actually punishment is adjusted to
maintaining the external conditions necessary for the free action of will; it is not
adjusted to the inner will itself. It is in fact directed to secure the external conditions
necessary for moral action. Punishment therefore, like all state action, has a moral
purpose. It is moral in the sense that its ultimate aim is to secure freedom of action
for the moral will of every member of the community.

According to Green, the primary objective of punishment is not to cause
pain to the criminal for the sake of causing it nor chiefly for the sack of preventing
him from committing the crime again, but to associate terror with the contemplation
of the crime in the minds of others who might be tempted to commit it. The future
prevention of crime is the chief aim of punishment. Green said that the state looks
not to virtue and vice but to rights and wrongs. It looks back to the wrong done in
the crime which it punishes; not however, in order to avenge it, but in consideration
of the sort of terror which needs to be associated with such wrong-doing in order
to ensure the future maintenance of rights. Actually punishment is adjusted to maintain
the external conditions necessary for the free action of will; it is not adjusted to the
inner will itself. Its ultimate aim is to secure freedom of action for the moral will of
every member of the community. It implies that punishment should be given
according to the importance of the right violated.

For Green, punishment has both direct and indirect defects. Directly, it is a
force preventive of a force opposed to rights. Indirectly, punishment is, and in
order to be effectively preventive must be a reformation of the will, or rather a
shock which makes criminal reformations possible. Even in this aspect, punishment
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is a removal of obstacle; for the obstacle which the criminal opposes is not only a
force, but a will. Green states that ‘it is commonly asked whether punishment
according to its proper nature is retributive or preventive or reformatory. The true
answer is that it is and should be all three’. The Italian jurist Cesare Beccaria had
previously attempted to do the same with a theory of deterrence and an aspect of
retributivism, but he failed to keep his theory consistent.

Before we take a look at T.H. Green’s views on crime and punishment, let
us try and understand the two theories of retributivism and deterrence, which
Green tries to connect through his arguments.

Immanuel Kant advanced the theory of Retributivism, and derived its right
to punish from the theory of social contract. For this, Kant created a framework
labelled the ‘categorical imperative’. Kant stated that this framework meant one
should ‘act only according to that maxim whereby you can at the same time will
that it should become a universal law’. Kant believes that the notion of punishment
restores the injustice that is done when moral laws are infringed upon. He says that
the individual responsible for infringing moral law has brought the punishment upon
himself. Kant asserts that the punishment the individual has to receive must match
the gravity of the crime committed. For example, for killing a fellow human being,
a grave moral crime, the punishment is execution. Thus, for Kant, for each crime
that is committed, there is an equal physical punishment and there can be no question
of using discretion in the matter. In this theory, punishment of the crime is the core
principle. Deterrence or reformation may occur, however, they are merely by
products. A person who has reformed still has to be punished. Thus, it can be said
that Kant’s theory of retributivism focuses on personal responsibility of the individual
committing the crime rather than the greater good of society. There are many
failings with this theory, the most apparent one is that not every crime has an equal
physical punishment. Moreover, this theory can also be criticized since it lacks
compassion.

On the other hand, deterrence theory is the polar opposite of Kant’s theory
of retributivism. Deterrence theory evolved from utilitarianism, which as you know,
believed in the ‘the greatest good for the greatest number’. Bentham was a great
proponent of the deterrence theory. In this theory, the notion of individual
responsibility for the crime is largely absent. Only happiness matters. Anything
that is an obstacle to the utilitarian maxim of the greatest good for the greatest
number must be avoided. Punishment can be seen as something that causes
unhappiness, until it can be proven that the act of punishing an individual causes
more happiness than harm.

In Bentham’s theory then, deterring harm is the central objective. Thus,
unlike the Kantian notion of punishment, there is no need for punishment to correlate
to the crime that is committed. The only thing that matters is deterring the individual
and others from committing the similar crimes. A major flaw with this theory is that
it can be argued that according to utilitarian notion, an innocent person may be
punished for a crime he has not committed, as long as it deters others from
committing similar acts.
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Green attempted to unite both these opposite theories. As you can see,
both the theory of deterrence and retribution have justifications for punishment.
On the other hand, Green’s theory of punishment is derived from rights. Green
stated, ‘The right.......of free life in every man rest on the assumed capacity in
every man of free action contributory to social good’. Green goes on to assert that
individuals cannot possess natural rights in the state of nature. Rights can only be
obtained if there is a society that regulates these rights for the common good.
‘Natural rights’, for Green, ‘so far as there are such things, are themselves relative
to the moral end to which perfect law is relative’. A law, therefore is not good
because it puts into effect ‘natural rights’ but because it adds to the achievement of
a certain result. Human beings can only understand what rights can be considered
natural when they consider what powers must be secured to a man in order to
achieve this result. These powers a perfect law to secure its full extent.

Green believes that this framework of the common good creates the basis
of human society’s existence as well as the morality of a person. Green agreed
with Kant on the notion of the ‘categorical imperative’ and accepted that individual
morality derived from it. He went on to extend the Kantian notion of the categorical
imperative by arguing that possession of these natural rights encompass that no
other individual of a society interferes with an individual’s rights and that an individual
recognizes that other people have the same natural rights. What this means is that
an individual should accept the moral agency of other individuals as long as these
actions do not prove to be an obstacle to the common good of society. Green
goes on to argue that ‘associated men’ have the right to obstruct and even avert
actions as interference contributory to social good. This is Green’s theory of the
right of punishment, which is ‘the right to use force...as may be necessary to save
others from this interference.’

Thus, Green’s idea of punishment is not to reprimand moral wickedness. Its
aim is the ‘protection of rights, and the association of terror with their violations’.
What this suggests is that the framework of rights need a framework of enforcement
of these rights, that is, punishment. Thus, it is the duty of the state to do what is
necessary to uphold these rights and the common good that comes with it. Green,
however, states that a punishment would be unjust if the action is not an impingement
of a known right. This is Green’s framework of punishment. However, to ensure
that punishment that is meted out is just, Green believes certain important aspects
need to be incorporated.

According to Green, the punishment of crime aims to prevent a crime;
however, it is not ‘preventive of any or every evil or by any and every means, but
. . . justly preventive of injustice; preventive of interference with those powers of
action and acquisition which it is for the general well-being that individuals should
possess, and according to laws which allow those powers equally to all men’.
However, to ensure that it attains its goal of prevention, and to do so in a just
manner, it must also be reformatory.

To comprehend what Green is trying to suggest, it is critical to examine each
aspect of his theory. According to Green, although punishment needs to be just as
well as retributive, it is not vengeance. Only the state has the right to inflict this



Modern Political Thinkers

NOTES

Self-Learning
90 Material

punishment on an individual who has committed a crime. Nobody else has the
right to inflict this punishment. The state only has this right to prevent others from
committing similar acts and if that fails, to punish the offender. The quantum of
punishment to the offender must be equal to what is necessary to ensure protection
in the future. It should not be excessive or based on vengeance. According to
Green, ‘Crime should be punished according to the importance of the right which
it violates, and to the degree of terror which in a well-organized society needs to
be associated with crime in order to protection of the right’.

However, it should be noted that although Green argues that the theory of
punishment is deterrence, he does not ignore that punishment also needs to be
both retributive and reformatory. Echoing Kant, Green asserts that punishment is
in its own right an act returning on himself, in the sense that it is the essential result
of an offenders act in a society governed by the notion of rights, a notion which the
offender recognizes and to which he does involuntary reverence.

Green agrees with Kant that the infringement of a right necessitates retribution
and that the offender should ‘have his due, and….should be punished justly.’
However, he then goes on to differ with the Kantian notion. For Green, a just
punishment is not the same as ‘equal’ punishment. This is so because the suffering
that a crime causes cannot be measured. Then how can equal punishment be
inflicted while trying to punish an offender? To argue his point, Green provides an
example of hard labour. Green asks how can the punishment of hard labour be the
equal of robbery? Green asserts that retribution is an element of punishment. The
already complicated aim of trying to assess the penalty of a crime must not be
complicated further by adding to it the goal of trying to make the strictness of the
penalty proportional to the moral evil committed by the offender. However, law
must establish categories for each crime and fix penalties for crimes. This is because
the punishment should not be completely out of proportion with the right that is
violated. Green asserts that more central the right the more severe the punishment.
Thus, for Green, the severity of the punishment increases with the seriousness of
the crime. As Green says, ‘It amounts to this, that the crime which requires most
terror to be associated with it in order to its prevention should have most terror
thus associated with it.’

Green believes that a just punishment is one that is preventative in nature.
This does not mean that retribution is completely ignored. An offender is still being
punishment according to the seriousness of his crime. Green asserts that punishment
should not be ‘preventive of any or every evil or by any and every means,
but.......justly preventive of injustice’. What this means is that the state has the
right to punish an individual for the crime that is committed and no other thing. The
punishment for the crime will be fixed based on crime as well as the consideration
of the type of ‘terror’ that needs to be associated with such crimes to prevent
them in the future and to maintain future rights of individuals.

Green asserts that no punishment can be justified if a right has not been
violated. What this suggests that no innocent person can be punished for a crime
even if the nature of punishment acted as deterrent for future crimes. Only when a
right has been infringed upon the individual intentionally can one claim just
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punishment. So far, Green’s conception of punishment seems to be more of a
theory of deterrence rather than one of retribution. Green himself asserts that the
first purpose of punishment is deterrence of future crime. However, despite using
deterrence as his main argument, he does provide certain examples that contradict
the principle. Green states that to execute a man for stealing sheep is not just
punishment, even if the stealing of sheep becomes an extremely common problem.
Under the concept of Utilitarianism, the execution of thieves or robbers can be
justified. For Green, however, ‘a society where there was any decent reconciliation
of rights no such terror as is caused by the punishment would be required for the
punishment of death.’ Thus for Green, the punishment needs to be corresponding
to the severity of the crime that is committed.

The quantum of punishment that is inflicted on the offender is a core
component of whether a punishment can be considered just or unjust. As you
have learned, Kant’s view of punishment has a major drawback that it is not
possible to determine the quantum of punishment equal to every crime that is
committed. As Green says, ‘The amount of pain which in any kind of punishment
causes to a particular person depends on his temperament and the circumstances,
which neither a state nor its agent the judge, can ascertain’. For Green, a just
punishment is one that has the aspects of deterrence, retribution as well as reform.

For Green, the duty of the state to punish offender also has to do with
deterring others from committing similar crimes. Thus, the quantum of punishment
should be prospective rather than retrospective. In case of a crime that has been
committed a right has been violated. Therefore, no amount of punishment can
change what harm has been done or ease the suffering of the individual who rights
have been violated. Punishment can only help in decreasing the occurrence of
such crimes in the future. Thus, the purpose of punishment is not to punish a
particular person for committing a crime, although that is an aspect of it, rather the
purpose is to create fear and ensure that such acts are not committed in the future.

In terms of reform, Green asserts that punishment in order to be effective
and just must also be reformatory. A punishment must not only deter others from
committing a crime but must also deter the offender from committing the crime in
the future too. For Green, reform of the criminal is an important and significant by-
product of preventative punishment. As an offender loses some rights due to his
actions, Green believes it is desirable that the offender should be able to reform
and regain the right that he has lost. By dealing with the offender in this manner,
Green believes will make the offender realise the nature of his anti-social acts.

Thus, it can be said that Green’s theory is one of deterrence. Green himself
suggests this numerous times in the text. However, Green also asserts that
punishment must also be just and by exploiting the drawbacks of Kant’s theories
and building upon them, Green makes a case for uniting both theories. Green’s
theory remains one of deterrence and though he adds elements of retribution, it
cannot be said that Green followed the tradition of Immanuel Kant in his theory of
punishment. This does not mean that Green did not improve Kant’s theories by
ironing out its major drawbacks as well as the problems with deterrence theory.
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3.3.3 Political Obligation
The problem of political obligation is one of the most important issues of political
philosophy. Green belongs to the idealist school of political obligation. It was his
idealism coming to the fore when Green declared that government cannot claim an
unconditional obedience of its citizens. He argued that individuals owe their allegiance
to society, not to the state or government. Accordingly, the organized power of
society should be recognized as political authority for the purpose of determining
political obligation. Green’s concept of political obligation is based on his concept
of the ‘common good’.

Green writes, ‘To ask why I am to submit to the power of the state, is to ask
why I am to allow my life to be regulated by that complex of institutions without
which I literally should not have a life to call my own, nor should be able to ask for
a justification of what I am called on to do. For that I may have a life which I can
call my own, I must not only be conscious of myself and of ends which I present to
myself as mine; I must be able to reckon on a certain freedom of action and
acquisition for the attainment of those ends, and this can only be secured through
common recognition of this freedom on the part of each other by members of a
society, as being for a common good.’

The law of our being involves in its turn civic or political duties. Moral
goodness cannot be limited or constituted by the cultivation of self-regarding virtues.
It consists of the attempt to realize that moral ideal to us as our ideal. From this
arises the fact of political obligation as the institutions of political or civic life are the
embodiment of moral ideas in terms of our day and generation. We have a criterion
by which to test these institutions since society exists only for the proper
development of people. It is obvious that the final moral ideal is not realized in any
civic institutions but the same analysis that demonstrates this points out the direction
in which true development will take place. Due to this rights and duties should be
formulated and be maintained by law, as opposed to those actually maintained. As
stated before, the state represents a ‘General Will’ that is a desire for a common
good. Its basis is not a coercive authority that has been imposed on the citizens
from without, but consists in the spiritual recognition on part of the citizens of that
which constitutes their true nature.

Green pointed out that it is society, not the state, which is the pivot of the
common good. He is quite different from utilitarian view so far as the notion of
human nature is concerned. Whereas utilitarian’s treat human beings as a pleasure-
seeking animal, Green holds that human beings do not seek pleasure as such. In
his opinion, the rational basis of human activity is will or reason, not desire or
passion. As self-conscious beings, men and women wish to realize the good which
they grasp along with other members of the community. He further says that human
beings do not identify their self-interest as distinctly as they identify the common
good. Common good not only comprehends the good of all members of the
community, but their conceptions of the common good are also identical. In his
Lectures on the Principles of Political Obligations Green argued that the state
itself is obliged to promote the common good as conceived by its citizens, and that
individuals are obliged to obey only those laws which promote the common good.
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If individuals think that they will serve the cause of the common good by defying
any command of the state, their political obligation does not prevent them from
such defiance.

In Green’s view, it is the consciousness of the common good which prompts
human beings to accept their duties. They tend to sacrifice their self-interest for
the sake of the common good for they realize that they can attain self-realization
only as members of the community, not as separate individuals. The question of
priority between the individual and the community is irrelevant because individuals
have no existence outside the community, and no community can exist without its
constituent individuals. The true basis of the community lies in each individual
treating every other individual as an end in itself, because each member of the
community is recognized as capable of pursuing ideal object. The true goal of
politics as well as of morality is to improve the moral character of individuals. This
should be the criterion of evaluation of any institutional law. In other words, each
institutional law should enable the citizens to exercise their good will and reason in
the conduct of their affairs. It is the moral nature of human being which postulates
his freedom. Freedom requires all members of the community to have equal
opportunity of self- development. It is the duty of the state to create such conditions
that are conducive to human freedom. Green points out that law can force the
individual to perform certain acts, but this would be external acts only. No law can
make them moral because morality is dependent on something freely willed. Will,
not force, is the very basis of the state, Green writes.

Green thus, emphasizes the moral nature and capacity of human beings.
The principal function of the state is to secure the common good as conceived and
defined by its citizens. By recognizing the organized power of the community rather
than the state as the object of political obligation, Green rules out the claim of any
government to demand unconditional obedience from its citizens.

3.3.4 Green’s View on Freedom
According to Green, freedom is power ‘necessary to the fulfillment of man’s
vocation as a moral being’. This moral freedom links rights with the moral
development of man and looks at rights essentially from the moral point of view.

The theory of moral freedom has been criticized as being vague and
ambiguous. The conditions supposed to be aiming at the moral perfection of the
individuals cannot be assessed. Extreme idealists do great harm to freedom of the
individual by asking them to obey the state, implicitly without giving them the right
to criticize the state or to resist laws, which are bad and harmful to them. The
rights of the individual are made subordinate to the society. Green’s vision on
freedom greatly reflected the influence of political thinkers like Hegel and Kant.
Green believed that freedom was the greatest of all the blessings and a fundamental
condition for the moral development of the individual. It may be stated that for
Green, the goal of human life was not the search of external ends like pleasure or
happiness, but the moral development of life. He would like the individual to be
left free to follow this end and did not favour any state interference in this regard.
However, he was in favour of the state removing all those obstacles which stood in
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the way of the individual’s moral development. But he was clearly against extreme
state interference or a paternal government.

For Green, man’s condition will be deplorable, if he does not have moral,
liberty or freedom. Moral liberty consists in acting in accordance with one’s rational
or real self. It is related with the self-realisation of the individual. It means freedom
to do things according to the dictates of one’s conscience. Political liberty and civil
liberty do not have much significance without moral liberty. Green paid much
attention to it. Thus, moral liberty has a meaning only in the context of the common
good, and it includes the good of each member and postulates free scope for the
development of his personality.

Green also agreed with Hegel’s view that freedom was something global
and positive and could be realized only through contribution in the state. However,
he did not agree with Hegel that the state is the realization of freedom. Green by
keeping away from the two extreme views of Kant and Hegel steered through the
middle path and asserted that man free when he is in that ‘state in which he shall
have realized of himself, shall be at one with the law, which he be familiar with as
the which he ought to obey, shall have become all that he has it in him be, and so
fulfil the law of his being’. However, he asserted that freedom was not inevitable.
It was depended upon to the realization of self-consciousness. As he stated, ‘any
direct enforcement of outward conduct, which ought to flow from social interests,
by means threatened penalties and a law requiring such conduct essential implies
penalties for disobedience to it is interference with the spontaneous action of those
interests and consequently checks the growth of the capacity which is the condition
of the beneficial exercise rights’.

Since Green could not recognize either Hegel or Kant’s view of freedom in
its entirely, he had to find a justifiable basis for positive liberty which would shun
the extremes. Somehow he had to bring together what he considered sound in the
stark individualism of Bentham’s philosophy and the insight of the idealists. Green
solved this dilemma by developing the concept of positive freedom. By positive
freedom Green means ‘a positive power or capacity of doing or enjoying something
worth doing or enjoying and that too; something than we do or enjoy in common
with other’.

In short we can say that to Green freedom is amazingly positive. It is the
power of enjoying something worth doing or enjoying something in common with
others. Secondly, it is determinate and does not include freedom ‘to do anything
and everything’. It includes the pursuit of only those goals which make our lives
better. This point is fully borne by the following observation of Green. Green
states that, ‘Social institutions render it possible for a man to be freely determined
by the idea of a possible satisfaction of himself, instead of being driven this way
and that by external forces, and thus they give reality to the ability called will and
they enable him to realize his reason, i.e. his idea of self- perfection by acting as a
member of a social organization, in which each contributes to the well-being of all
the rest’.

In justifying moral freedom, Green believed that the freedom of self- realization
could be possible only through institution of certain universal and impartial rights
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which could be enforced through the state. Therefore, he implies by right ‘the
claim on an individual to will his own ideal objects and developing his capacities of
reason and will’. According to Green, the basis of rights was not legal recognition
but common moral consciousness. In other words, he emphasized that right are
more relative to morality than law and were the essential condition for the fulfillment
of man’s moral end.

Green highlighted the social side of rights. To quote Green, ‘The capacity,
then, on the part of the individual of conceiving a good is the same for himself and
others, and of being determined to action by that conception, is the foundation of
rights; and rights are the conditions of that capacity being realized. No right is
justifiable or should be right except on the ground that directly or indirectly it
serves this purpose. Conversely every power should be a right, i.e., society should
secure to individual every power that is necessary for realizing this capacity.’ Thus
no one could have right except as a member of the society.

Green also rejected the concept of natural rights in so far as it implied the
existence of certain rights in the pre-social state. He asserted that there could be
no rights without recognition. However, in a different context he considers the
rights as natural. Thus, Green considered rights as natural for the realisation of the
moral capacities of man. Viewed in this context his natural rights were both broader
and deeper than the actual rights granted to the citizens by the states.

Check Your Progress

5. Why did T.H. Green reject the social contract theory of the state?
6. According to Green, what is the idea or purpose of punishment?
7. What is the principal function of the state, as stated by Green?

3.4 JEREMY BENTHAM

Jeremy Bentham, widely known as the founder of utilitarianism, also played the
multiple roles of a philosopher, a jurist, a social reformer and an activist. A leading
theorist in Anglo-American philosophy of law, Bentham is seen as a political radical
whose ideas paved the way for the development of welfarism. He is popularly
associated with the concept of utilitarianism, and the panopticon. His position entailed
arguments in favour of individual and economic freedom, usury, the separation of
church and state, freedom of expression, equal rights for women, the right to divorce,
and the decriminalizing of homosexual acts. He also fought for the abolition of slavery
and the death penalty and for the elimination of physical punishment, including that of
children. Even though he was on the side of extension of individual legal rights, he
was against the idea of natural law and natural rights, referring to them as ‘nonsense
upon stilts.’ He can be seen as one of the most influential utilitarian and his ideas were
brought to the fore through his works and that of his students. Here we have his
secretary and collaborator on the utilitarian school of philosophy, James Mill; James
Mill’s son J. S. Mill; John Austin, legal philosopher; and several political leaders,
including Robert Owe, a founder of modern socialism.
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Bentham is often seen in relation with the foundation of the University of
London specifically University College of London (UCL), even though when UCL
opened in 1826, he was 78 years old and played no active part in its foundation.
The probable explanation is that UCL may not have been possible without his
inspiration. Among Bentham’s strong beliefs was that education should be more
widely available, specifically to those who were not wealthy or who did not belong
to the established church – two requirements that had to be fulfilled by both the
students by Oxford and Cambridge. UCL, being the first English university to
open its doors to all irrespective of race, creed or political belief, can be seen,
thus, to be largely in consonance with Bentham’s vision. He is credited with
overseeing the appointment of one of his pupils, John Austin, as the first professor
of Jurisprudence in 1829.

Born on 15 February 1748, in London in a prosperous middle class family,
Bentham’s mother died when he was ten. His father was very strict and demanding
and arranged a thorough education for Bentham. Such an upbringing rendered
Bentham’s childhood monotonous and gloomy. Even as a child, Bentham could
be seen as deriving his primary source of enjoyment from reading books with no
inclination to play, reflecting his serious outlook.

An incident from Bentham’s childhood suggests that he was nothing short of
a child prodigy: Once, as a toddler, he was found sitting at his father’s desk perusing
a multi-volume book on history of England. Bentham had close relations with
Samuel Bentham, his one surviving sibling. He had training as a lawyer and, was
called to the bar in 1769 despite the fact that he never even practiced. When the
American colonies published their Declaration of Independence in July 1776, the
British government instead of issuing an official response covertly commissioned
London lawyer and pamphleteer John Lind to publish a rebuttal. His 130-page
tract was sent for distribution in the colonies and included an essay titled ‘Short
Review of the Declaration’, penned by Bentham, a friend of Lind’s, which
condemned and satirized America’s political philosophy.

Bentham began learning Latin at the age of three and proceeded to Queens
College, Oxford, at the young age of twelve. It is on being stationed there, that he
began developing his critical stance towards ancient or traditional ideas and
institutions. He espoused the view that the entire system of law needs an overhauling.
He had a keen interest in science, particularly in Chemistry and Botany. He was
inspired and influenced by the French Philosopher Claude Adrien Helvetius and
Cesare Bonesana, Marquis of Beccaria. He also drew inspiration from Feneton’s
Les Adventures de Telemaque (The Adventures of Telemaque). From Helvetius,
he took the lesson which proclaimed legislation as the most significant of all worldly
pursuits. It is from the early 1770s, that we may trace the study of legislations
becoming an important concern with Bentham. Though, he refrained from practicing
law, he nonetheless concentrated on charting out what the lord should be, rather
than delving in what it was. The period from the early 1770s to the mid 1780s can
be seen as marking an important phase of development of Bentham’s ideas. During
this time, he concentrated on trying to comprehend the rational basis of law, in
England as well as in other countries. During the mid-1770s, at the age of 28, he
wrote a lengthy piece criticizing William Blackstones - Commentaries on the
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Laws of England. A portion of this piece appeared in 1776 as A Fragment on
Government. This work had a profound influence on the Earl of Shelbourne, a
Whig aristocrat, who henceforth became his close friend. During his close
association with Earl of Shelbourne, Bentham got attracted to lady Shelbourne’s
niece Caroline Fox. This was his second love, the first being Marry Dunkley.
However, neither of the relationships led anywhere, and he remained a bachelor.

Bentham began to give his time and commitment to practical areas like
public administration, economic, social policy, in addition to working on developing
a theory on law and legislation. He laid down details for the construction of a
prison or factory or work house which is referred to as the Panopticon or the
inspection house. The panopticon was viewed as the pivotal hinge of utilitarianism,
for it would aid in scientifically meting out philosophic calculus by measuring pain
justly. Though he welcomed the French Revolution and sent forth his reform
proposals, none were accepted. Yet, he was made an honorary citizen of France
in 1792 for his Draught of a New Plan for the Organisation of the Judicial
Establishment of France (1790). The early 1800s were witness to an increase
in his popularity and reputation, which began to garner attention even in far off
places like Russia and countries in Latin America. In 1809, a close relationship
between Bentham and James Mill (1773–1836) started taking root, with Mill
being convinced of the urgent need for reforms. It is under Mill’s influence, that
Bentham can be seen as having become more radical. In 1817, he published Plan
of Parliamentary Reform in the form of catechism, and 1819 saw the completion
of the draft proposals of the Radical Reform Bill. An attack on the establishment
church can be witnessed in the Church of England in 1818. The codification of
law occupied a high priority for Bentham from the 1780s to the 1830s. He continued
with his lifelong devotion to legal reform, looking upon it as a game. Other
developments ascribed to Bentham include inventing devises like primitive
telephones, suggesting reforms for the London police, the London sewage and
drainage systems, devising a central heating system, running a law school from his
home, labouring on a scheme for lowering the national debt, securing low interest
loans for the poor, planning a national public education system, a national health
service, and a national census, etc.

Even though leading an ascetic life himself, given that saints were idlers, he
is to be seen as having regarded ascetism with contempt. He looked down upon
spiritualism and claimed that spiritualism glorified unhappiness and distrusted
pleasure. Spiritualism is, then, to be seen as being in opposition to Bentham’s
unwavering belief in happiness as the goal of all individuals. He helped in providing
funds to the University of London. He also composed humorous songs and was
fond of rituals. It is with progression in age that he is seen to have become light-
hearted and causal. He began, and financed, the Westminister Review in 1824
with the aim of furthering his utilitarian principles.

The list of books penned by him include - An Introduction to the Principles
of Morals and Legislation (1789), Anarchical Fallacies (1791), Discourse on
Civils and Penal Legislation (1802), The Limits of Jurisprudence (1802),
Indirect Legislation (1802), A Theory of punishments and Rewards (1811), A
treaties on Judicial Evidence (1813), Papers Upon Codification and Public
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Instruction (1817), The Book of Fallacies (1824). He also wrote Rational of
Evidence (1827), which was edited by J. S. Mill. He also had several
correspondences with the Indian thinker Ram Mohan Roy, who was his friend.
Ram Mohan supported Bentham’s negation of the natural right theory and the
distinction between law and morals. He was also appreciative of the principle of
utilitarianism. Bentham lived till the age of 84 and died on 6 June, 1832. Bentham
left manuscripts which account for some 5,000,000 words. Since 1968, University
College London has been working on an edition of his collected works. The Project
is now attempting to bring about a digitization of the Bentham papers and outsource
their transcription. So far, 25 volumes have come up; and there may be many
more waiting in the wings to come out before the project is completed. While
most of his work was never published in his lifetime; much of that which was
published was readied for publication by others. Several of his works first came in
French translation, prepared for the press by Etienne Dumont, while some made
their first appearance in English in the 1820s drawing from back-translation from
Dumont’s 1802 collection of Bentham’s writing on civil and penal legislation. The
works which were published in Bentham’s lifetime include:

(i) Short Review of the Declaration (1776) was an attack on America’s
Declaration of Independence;

(ii) A Fragment on Government (1776) served as a scathing critique of some
introductory passages relating to political theory in William Blackstone’s
Commentaries on the Laws of England. The book, published
anonymously, got a good acceptance, and was ascribed to some of the
greatest minds of the time. Bentham disagreed with several of the ideas
propounded by Blackstone, such as his defense of judge-made law and
legal fictions, his theological formulation of the doctrine of mixed government,
his appeal to a social contract and his use of the vocabulary of natural law.
Bentham’s ‘Fragment’ was only a small part of a ‘Commentary on the
Commentaries’, which remained unpublished until the twentieth century.

(iii) Introduction to Principles of Morals and Legislation (printed for
publication 1780, published 1789).

(iv) Defence of Usury (1787). Jeremy Bentham wrote a series of thirteen
‘Letters’ addressed to Adam Smith, published in 1787 as Defence of
Usury. Bentham’s main argument against the restriction was premised on
the view that ‘projectors’ generate positive externalities. Gilbert K.
Chesterton identified Bentham’s essay on usury as marking the very advent
of the ‘modern world.’ Bentham’s arguments had a far reaching influence.
Many eminent writers tried to put an end to the restriction, and a repeal
was strived for in stages and fully achieved in England in 1854. There is
little evidence corroborating Smith’s reaction. He did not revise the offending
passages in The Wealth of Nations, but Smith made little or no substantial
revisions after the third edition of 1784.

(v) Panopticon (1787, 1791) (vi) Emancipate your Colonies (1793)
(vii) Traité de Législation Civile et Penale (1802, edited by Étienne Dumont.

3 vols)
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(viii) Punishments and Rewards (1811)
(ix) A Table of the Springs of Action (1815)
(x) Parliamentary Reform Catechism (1817) (xi) Church-of-Englandism

(printed 1817, published 1818)
(xii) Elements of the Art of Packing (1821)
(xiii) The Influence of Natural Religion upon the Temporal Happiness of

Mankind (1822, written with George Grote and published under the
pseudonym Philip Beauchamp)

(xiv) Not Paul But Jesus (1823, published under the pseudonym Gamaliel Smith)
(xv) Book of Fallacies (1824)

(xvi) A Treatise on Judicial Evidence (1825).
John Bowring, a British politician who had been Bentham’s trusted friend,

was appointed his literary executor and given the task of bringing forth a collected
edition of his works. This appeared in 11 volumes in 1838–1843. Instead of
basing his edition on Bentham’s own manuscripts, Bowring based his edition on
previously published editions (including those of Dumont), and he did not bring
out any reprint of Bentham’s works on religion. Even though Bowring’s work
includes significant writings, such as the one on international relations as Bentham’s
A Plan for the Universal and Perpetual Peace, written 1786–89, which forms
part IV of the Principal of International Law, it has received criticism.

In 1952–54, Werner Stark published a three-volume set, Jeremy Bentham’s
Economic Writings, in which he tried collating all of Bentham’s writings on economic
matters, including both published and unpublished material. Not trusting Bowring’s
edition, he undertook great labour in reviewing thousands of Bentham’s original
manuscripts and notes; a task rendered much more difficult because of the way in
which they had been left by Bentham and organized by Bowring.

The Utilitarian Principles
The school of thought called Utilitarianism dominated English political thinking
from the middle of the 18th century to the middle of the 19th century. Some of the
early utilitarians were Francis Hutcheson, Hume, Helvetius, Priestly, William Paley
and Beccaria. However, it was Bentham who established the theory of Utilitarianism
and rendered it popular on the basis of his endless proposals for reform. As Russell
has rightly pointed out, Bentham’s significant contribution is to be located not so
much in the doctrine but to various practical problems. It was through his friendship
with James Mill, the father of John Stuart Mill, that Bentham get acquainted with
the two greatest economists of his time — Malthus and David Ricardo - and was
able to learn classical economics from them. This group of thinkers referred to
themselves as philosophic radicals and aimed to bring about a revolutionary
transformation of England into a modern, liberal, democratic, constitutional, secular
state based on market economics. Utilitarianism was used interchangeably with
philosophic radicalism, individualism, laissez faire, and administrative nihilism.

The seminal assumptions of utilitarianism postulated that human beings,
naturally so, sought happiness, that pleasure alone was good, and that the only
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right action was that which produced the greatest happiness of the greatest number.
In espousing such assumptions, the utilitarian thinkers can be seen reiterating the
ideas of the Greek thinker - Epicures. Bentham lent a scientific colour to this
pleasure – pain theory and brought it in application in the context of the policies of
the state, welfare measures, and the administrative, penal and legislative reforms.
He brought to the fore a psychological perspective on human nature. He conceived
human beings as creatures of pleasure. In his analytical inquiry, he used the
benchmark of utility. His book, Introduction to the principles of Moral and
Legislation, provides an explanation of his theory of utility. The central principle
undergirding his theory states that the state is useful only so long as it caters to the
‘Greatest Happiness of the Greatest Number’. The ‘Greatest Happiness Theory’,
in turn, is based on a psychological and hedonistic theory of pleasure and pain.

Bentham’s ambition in life was to create a ‘Pannomion’ - a complete utilitarian
code of law. Bentham not only brought to the fore many legal and social reforms,
but also elaborated on an underlying moral principle on which they should be
based. The argument being put forward here stated that the right act or policy was
one which would lead to ‘the greatest good for the greatest number of people,
also known as ‘the greatest happiness principle’ or the ‘principle of utility’.

Bentham also brought to the fore a procedure which would aid in gauging
the moral status of any action, which he referred to as the Hedonistic or felicific
calculus. Utilitarianism was revised and expanded by Bentham’s student John Stuart
Mill, and it is due to Mill’s that, ‘Benthamism’ became a primary component which
was deployed in the liberal conception of state policy objectives.

Bentham proposed a classification of 12 pains and 14 pleasures and ‘felicific
calculus’ by which we might test the ‘happiness factor’ of any action. Nonetheless,
it should not be forgotten that Bentham’s ‘hedonistic’ theory unlike Mill’s, is often
said to be devoid of the principle of fairness, which is entrenched in a conception
of Justice. In ‘Bentham and the Common Law Tradition’, Gerald J. Postema states:
‘No moral concept suffers more at Bentham’s hand than the concept of justice.
There is no sustained, mature analysis of the notion . . .’ In the light of this, we have
some critics objecting to Bentham’s proposition in that it seems to suggest that it
would be acceptable to torture one person if this would produce an amount of
happiness in other people outweighing the unhappiness of the tortured individual.
However, as argued forcefully by P. J. Kelly in his book, Utilitarianism and
Distributive Justice: Jeremy Bentham and the Civil Law, Bentham had a theory
of justice that aimed at prevention and circumvention of such consequences.
According to Kelly, for Bentham the law ‘provides the basic framework of social
interaction by delimiting spheres of personal inviolability within which individuals
can form and pursue their own conceptions of well-being.’ It gives security, which
serves as a necessary precondition for the formation of expectations. As is
witnessed in the hedonic calculus, which shows ‘expectation utility’ to be much
higher than natural ones, we can see that Bentham does not favour the sacrifice of
a few for the benefit of many.

Bentham’s Principles of Legislation highlights the principle of utility and
explains the way this view of morality feeds into legislative practices. His principle
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of utility hails ‘good’ as that which aids the production of the greatest amount of
pleasure and the minimum amount of pain, while ‘evil’ is conceived as that which
produces the most pain without the pleasure. This concept of pleasure and pain is
defined by Bentham as being of both a physical as well as spiritual nature. Bentham
delineates this principle as it manifests itself within the legislation of a society. He
lays bare a set of criteria for gauging the extent of pain or pleasure that a certain
decision will create.

Deploying these measurements, Bentham takes a review of the concept of
punishment and tries to fathom when it should be used, and whether a punishment
will end up creating more pleasure or more pain for a society. He tells legislators
to determine whether punishment can lead to an even more evil offense. Instead of
bringing down evil acts, Bentham is arguing that certain unnecessary laws and
punishments could ultimately lead to new and more dangerous vices than those
being punished to begin with. These statements are followed by propositions
explaining how antiquity, religion, reproach of innovation, metaphor, fiction, fancy,
antipathy and sympathy, and imaginary law are not a sufficient justification for the
creation of legislature. Rather, Bentham is calling upon legislators to measure the
pleasures and pains associated with any legislation and to bring forth laws in order
to enable the greatest good for the greatest number. He argues that the conception
whereby the individual pursues his or her own happiness cannot be necessarily
declared ‘right’, since often these individual pursuits can lead to greater pain and
less pleasure for the society as a whole. Hence, the legislation of a society is
integral to maintaining a society with optimum pleasure and the minimum degree of
pain for the greatest amount of people.

Pleasure and pain theory, which is quite abstruse, is brought to the fore by
Bentham in a simple and accessible manner. He points out that human beings are
creatures of feeling and sensibility, while reason is only a feeling or passion. All
experiences are either to be seen as pleasurable or painful. That action is deemed
good which increases pleasure and decreases pain, whereas, that action is deemed
bad which decreases pleasure and increases pain. The benchmark for judging the
goodness or badness of every individual’s actions is the pleasure-pain theory.
Bentham advocated that ‘nature has placed mankind under the governance of
two sovereign masters - pain and pleasure. It is incumbent on them alone to point
out what we ought to do, as well as to determine what we shall do. So, we have
on one hand, the standard of right and wrong, and on the other, the chain of causes
and effects. Achievement of pleasure and avoidance of pain are, however, not to
be seen as the sole motivating forces of human behavior; they also set the standards
of values in life’. According to him, what applies to the individual’s morals, applies
with equal force statecraft. He further pointed out that the action of the state is to
be adjudged good, if it increases pleasure and decreases pain. All actions must
then be judged by significant yardstick. Sabine in his book History of Political
Theory points out that this principle was held by the utilitarians to be the only
rational factor, guiding both private morals and public policy. The seminal function
of jurisprudence is sensorial, while criticism of the legal system is carried out keeping
in mind its improvement. For such criticism to function, a standard of value is
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required, and that can be gathered only from the principle of utility. He pointed out
that it is the greatest happiness of the greatest number on the basis of which we
may ascertain the issue of right and wrong. All actions of the state should be
geared towards providing the greatest good of the greatest number. Hence,
utilitarianism is to be seen as implying both individualism and democracy.

In Bentham’s framework, pleasure and pain can be quantitatively and
arithmetically calculated and measured, and a comparison can be drawn between
the two qualities. In order to gauge pleasure and pain, he advocated the doctrine of
felicific calculus. The sum of the interests of the several members composing it is the
interest of the community. The calculation here would entail that the happiness of
each person is to count for one and none is to account for more than one. He
delineated a list of some factors which would be used to measure pleasure and pain:

• Intensity
• Duration
• Certainty or uncertainty
• Nearness or remoteness
• Purity
• Extent
• Fecundity
While the first four factors are clear, the fifth factor purity means that pleasure

is one which is not likely to be followed by pain. The sixth factor extent refers to
the number of persons who might be affected by this particular pleasure or pain.
The seventh factor fecundity refers to productivity. Bentham’s formula of calculation
entails that we should make an addition of the values of all the pleasures on one
side, and those of all the pains on the other. The balance or surplus of any of the
sides will be an indication if it is to be deemed good or bad. Based on his felicific
calculus, he has tried to render ethics and politics as exact sciences like physics
and mathematics. In the words of Wayper, ‘The doctrine of utility is a doctrine of
quantitatively conceived hedonism - it can recognize no distinction between
pleasures except a quantitative one. He contended that human beings by nature
were marked by hedonism. Each of their actions drew from a desire to seek
pleasure and avoid pain. Every human action could be traced to embody a cause
and a motive. He saw hedonism not only as a principle of motivation, but also as
a principle of action. He listed 14 simple pleasures and 12 simple pains, which
were then classified into self-regarding and other regarding groups. Only two,
benevolence and malevolence, were put under other-regarding action. Under self-
regarding motives, he listed physical desire, pecuniary interest, love of power and
self-preservation. Self-preservation would include fear of pain, love of life, and
love of ease. He described four sanctions which would serve as sources of pain or
pleasure, such as physical sanction, political and legal sanction, moral or popular
sanction and religious sanction. He postulated that an adult individual is to be
hailed as the best judge of his own happiness, and to be seen worthy of pursuing
it without harming the happiness of others. He traced an essential connection
between the happiness of an individual and that of the community, and offered the
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principle of utility as a standard which would aid in framing laws to obtain overall
happiness and welfare of the community. ‘I’ was constantly emphasized by him,
that a person’s actions and policies had to be judged against his intention geared
towards furthering the happiness of the community. The end and the goal of
legislation were to follow the rule: ‘each is to count for one and no one for more
than one’. His defense of the principles of utility led him to plead a case for
democracy, manhood, and, later on, universal suffrage, including female
enfranchisement. As Bentham postulated, suffrage and democracy were to be
seen as integral for the realization of the greatest happiness principle.

Bentham’s views regarding monetary economics are to be seen as being at
great variance from those of David Ricardo; however, they both exhibited certain
affinities with Thornton. He focused on monetary expansion as a means of helping
to create full employment. Bentham also underlined the relevance of forced saving,
propensity to consume, the saving-investment relationship, and other matters that
underlie the content of modern income and employment analysis. His monetary
view can be seen as having a close affinity with the fundamental concepts deployed
in his model of utilitarian decision-making. His work is to be seen as occupying the
centre stage of modern welfare economics.

Bentham stated that pleasures and pains can be graded according to their
value or ‘dimension’ such as intensity, duration, certainty of a pleasure or a pain.
He was occupied with thinking out the maxima and minima of pleasures and pains;
and this engagement triggered the trajectory which would see a future employment
of the maximization principle in the economics of the consumer, the firm, and the
search for an optimum in welfare economics.

3.4.1 Political Philosophy
More popular of Bentham’s works are Fragments on Government and
Introduction to the Principles of Moral and Legislation, in which he has laid
out his political philosophies which can be discussed under following heads.

Utilitarian Principle

Though, the principle of utility has been discussed in detail, we can retrace here a
brief outline since it is one of the most significant political ideas propounded by
Bentham. As said earlier, he was not the originator of this idea. He borrowed it
from Priestley and Hutcheson. However, Bentham reworked the idea, and owing
to his attributing to it great significance, this idea became an integral part of his
philosophical system and also a watch-word of the political movement of the later
18th and early 19th century. The keynote of this principle postulates that the state
is useful only so long as it caters to the ‘greatest happiness of the greatest number’.
The ‘greatest happiness’ theory in turn is based on a psychological and hedonistic
theory of ‘pleasure and pain’. Bentham highlighted that, action is good which
increases pleasure and decreases pain. The yardstick of judging the goodness or
badness of every individual’s action is the pleasure-pain theory. According to him,
what applies to the individual morals, applies with equal force to statecraft. The
seminal idea which needs to be grasped here is that pleasure and pain can be
quantitatively and arithmetically calculated and measured.
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Views on Political Society

With respect to the origin of the political society, Bentham blatantly rejected the
contract theory as absorbed. He rejected the view which saw children as being
bound by the oral or written words of their forefathers. He brought to the fore a
harsh criticism of the theory of natural rights. According to him, the state is founded
on the selfish interest of the individuals. People obey the demands of the state as it
furthers their selfish interest, their life, and property. In his view, the political society
has existed and will continue to exist because it is believed to promote the happiness
of the individual who compose it. Hence, succinctly put, the origin of the state is in
the interest, welfare, and happiness of individuals which comprise it. It is the principle
of utility which is to be credited with binding individuals together. The utilitarian
concept conceives the state as a group of persons organized for the promotion
and maintenance of the greatest happiness of the greatest number of individuals
comprising it. Bentham’s view of the state entails that ‘any corporate body, such
as state all society is evidently fictitious. Whatever is done in its name is done by
someone, and it’s good, as he said, is the sum of the interests of the several members
who compose it.’

Views on State, Law and Liberty

According to Bentham, the modern state is to be viewed as an ideal, and an
aspiration which examines the technique of state building and the method that
would promote modernization. He regarded diversity and fragility within political
order as inevitable. He saw the state as a legal entity with individualism as its
ethical basis. He saw modernization as entailing two things: on the one hand, it
required a broad based and diversified legal system which would take stock of
desires of individuals and on the other hand, it comprised of institutions that would
extend support to the legal system, aiding in namely the Bureaucratization of public
service and legislation as a continual process, accommodating both change and
diversity. He kept secure the individualist notion of moral autonomy with due priority
given to individual interest. According to Hume, ‘Bentham’s theory brought together
in a particular way the two great themes of modern political thought: individualism
and the modern sovereign state.’

Bentham came up with ideas and devises geared to guarantee governmental
protection of individual interest, ensuring that public happiness should be seen as
the object of public policy. Government is to be seen as a trust with legislation as
the primary function and uniformity, clarity, order and consistency were to be seen
as crucial for both law and order. He was equally conscious of the need for
institutional safeguards which would see to it that the government pursued public
interest. He championed universal adult franchise and recommended it to all those
who could read the list of voters. Further, he conceived of the state as comprising
a number of persons who are supposed to be in the habit of paying obedience to
a person, or an assemblage of persons, of a known and certain description. Such
a group of persons taken together is to seen comprising a political society. In his
Constitutional Code, Bentham reserved for the people the power to select and
dismiss their leader, and to ensure that the interest of the rulers were closely linked
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with those of the people. For furthering this, he recommended the abolition of
monarchy and the House of Lords, checks on legislative authority, unicameralism,
secret ballot annual elections, equal electoral districts, annual parliaments and
election of the prime minister by the parliament. He saw representative government
as providing a solution to the problem. He considered constitutional representative
democracy as an overall political arrangement which was seen secured by measures
like widespread suffrage, an elected assembly, frequent elections, freedom of the
press, and of associations providing a guarantee against misrule. He regarded
constitutional democracy as being of great significance to all nations and all
governments who were in possession of liberal opinions.

Bentham postulated that the state was the only source of law. The main
purpose of the state is to frame laws which attend to the greatest happiness of the
greatest number. According to him, law is to be seen as comprising the command
of the sovereign, and binding on the subjects. But the individuals obey the law of
the state only because it furthers their interest. In the words of Wayper, ‘because
law is a command, it must be the command of a supreme authority.’ Indeed it is
only in the case where such an authority is regularly obeyed, that Bentham is
prepared to admit the existence of civil society. His state, thus, is to be seen as a
sovereign state. It is the sign of a sovereign state that nothing it does can be illegal.
Law is the sole source of all rights of the individuals. There is no such thing as
natural rights, and all rights are civil rights. The individuals can never plead natural
law against the state. According to Bentham, natural rights are not to be ascribed
any significance. The basis of the political obligation comprises partly habitual
obedience of the laws of the state by the individuals and partly the calculated self-
interest of the individuals. Even though Bentham strongly believed that rights cannot
be maintained against the state, yet he justified opposition to the state if that
opposition will end up producing less pain than continued obedience. According
to him, liberty is not to be perceived as an end in itself. Happiness is the only final
criterion and liberty must bow to that criterion. The end of the state is maximum
happiness and not maximum liberty. This concept of a state can only be a
democracy and that too a representative democracy. In such a state all men should
have equal rights. However, the concept of equality of rights is not premised on
any abstract notion of natural law, but rather rests on the concrete idea that every
individual seeks to pursue his interest to the best of his mind. All individuals are
invested with equal rights including right of property in the eyes of law, despite the
fact that by nature they may not be equal. Protection of property is one of the
ways to ensure a furtherance of one’s happiness. However, Bentham also believed
that law should strive for facilitating an equal distribution of property and removal
of gross inequalities. In opposition to natural rights and natural law, Bentham
recognized legal laws and rights that were enacted and enforced by a duly
constituted political authority or the state. He defined law as comprising the command
of the sovereign, and postulated that the power of sovereign be seen as indivisible,
unlimited, inalienable, and permanent.

Bentham defined liberty as signifying an absence of restraints and coercion.
Crucial to his concept of liberty was the idea of security, which brought together
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his idea of civil and political liberty. For him, the principle of utility provided the
objective moral standard, which was seen as being considerably at variance from
other theories that supplied purely subjective criteria.

Even though Bentham downplayed the sanctity of natural rights formulations,
he acknowledged the importance of right as being essential for the security of the
individual. He rejected not just the idea of natural and inviolable right to property,
but also the idea of absolute right to property since the government had the right to
interfere with property to usher in security. He backed the need for adequate
compensation in case of a violation of the individual’s right to property. Property,
for Bentham, was neither natural, nor absolute, and nor inviolable.

Views on Jurisprudence and Punishment

One of the most significant aspects of Bentham’s political philosophy is located in
the sphere of jurisprudence and reforms in criminal law and prison. There was no
limitation imposed on the legislative power of the state, not even in the customs
and conventions. While the state may take help from customs and established
institutions, there were no checks on the legislative competence of the state. Bentham
brought to the fore his popular distinction between ‘descriptive’ and ‘sensorial’
jurisprudence; namely what the law ought to be or whether a particular law was
bad or good, to establish the validity of moral propositions about legal rights.
Bentham’s greatest achievement comprises his attempt to apply the principle of
greatest happiness of the greatest number to all the branches of law - civil and
criminal, procedural law as well as to the organization of the judicial system. For
furthering this end, he suggested several reforms in civil and criminal laws and
procedures. He was entirely for simplification of English law and international law.
As a jurist and legal reformer, he brought to the fore liberal reforms in antiquated
British law and procedure. The whole of the 19th Century legislation of England
can be seen as resulting from his laborious endeavours. Bentham suggested diverse
ways and means by which justice could be administered cheaply and expeditiously.
He postulated that justice delayed is justice denied. He suggested that acts of the
parliament should be framed in simple and easily accessible language to ensure
that the lawyers do not cheat the public at large. The highly technical, rigid, obscure,
capricious and dilatory legal procedures existing during his time were nothing short
of a conspiracy on the part of the legal profession to misguide the public. Bentham
suggested that there should be single-judge courts, since the multi-judge courts
led to a shirking of responsibility. He also furthered the suggestion that judges and
other officers of the court should be paid regular salaries instead of ad hoc fees.
Further, he also attacked the jury system.

In the context of punishment, he maintained that penalty is an evil but a
necessary one. It is an evil since it engenders pain, but it can be justified if it is seen
as either preventing a greater future evil or repairing an evil already committed.
Bentham strongly believed that punishment should be in consonance with the crime
committed, and that under no circumstance should it exceed the damage done.
He was not for death penalty, except in very rare cases. He was also in favour of
doing away with other savage penalties from the British legal system, and suggested
diverse reforms in the treatment being doled out to the prisoners. Here, the state
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was required to tailor the punishment with regard to the offence in such a manner
which would restrain the offender from committing a crime, or at least from repeating
it. To aid in the furtherance of these reforms, Bentham has given a detailed account
of various punishments to be given in particular circumstances.

3.4.2 The Panopticon
The starting point of Bentham’s political theory was his strong belief that there was
need for extensive reforms in British society and particularly in English law and
judicial procedure. He critiqued the existing laws and the machinery, as well as the
methods of executing them and proposed detail scheme of his own. Most of the
law reforms since Bentham’s day can be traced to his influence. Sir Henry Maine
once said ‘I do not know a single law reform affected since Bentham’s day which
cannot be traced to his influence’. As earlier stated, Bentham postulated a theory
of punishment. In this context, he envisaged the construction of a prison which
came to be known as the Panopticon. This model prison was designed by him for
the British Government in the 1790s. While he envisaged that the British
Government would buy a piece of land to construct the prison, to his disappointment
the project could not be concretized.

Bentham conceived of the Panopticon to be the hallmark of utilitarianism.
His concept of the felicific calculus was to be deployed in this institution. However,
it would be significant to keep in mind that the Panopticon envisioned by Bentham
was more than a mere prison. It was to serve as a model for any disciplinary
institution. Besides being a jail house, it could as easily be a school, hospital,
factory, military barracks, etc. According to Michel Foucault, the Panopticon
represents a pivotal moment in the history of repression — the transition from the
inflicting of penalties to the imposition of surveillance. In his book Power/
Knowledge, Foucault has extensively dealt with the details which went in the
building of prisons: ‘the prison was a perimeter building in the form of a ring. At the
centre of this, there is a tower pierced by large windows opening on to the inner
face of the ring. The outer building is divided into cells, each of which traverses the
whole thickness of the building. These cells have two windows, one opening on to
the inside, facing the windows of the central tower, the other, the outer one, allowing
day light to pass through the whole cell. All that is then needed is to put an overseer
in the lower end place and in each of the cells a lunatic, a patient, a convict, a
worker or a school boy. The back lighting enables one to pick out from the central
tower the little captive silhouettes in the ring of cells. In short, the principle of the
dungeon is reversed; day light and the overseer’s gaze capture the inmate more
effectively. The prisoners, who have no contact with each other, feel as if they are
under the constant watch of the guards. There is no need for arms, physical violence,
material constraints, but just a gaze. An inspecting gaze which each individual will
end up interiorizing to the point that he becomes his own overseer; each individual
thus exercising this surveillance over, and against, himself.’ Bentham suggested an
incorporation of ‘Big Brother’ supervision, coupled with fourteen hours a day,
long hours on the tread wheel accompanied by Martial music, while completely
rejecting solitary confinement as abhorrent and irrelevant. In his utilitarian mission
to prevent crime, he advocated punishments like castration for rape. Subsequently
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he applied the principle of the Panopticon to poultry, devising the first battery firm.
Among his diverse proposals for legal and social reform was a design for a

prison building he called the Panopticon. Although it was never built, the idea had
an important influence upon several subsequent generations of thinkers. Twentieth-
century French philosopher Michel Foucault argued that the Panopticon was
paradigmatic of a whole range of 19th century ‘disciplinary’ institutions. It is said
that the Mexican prison ‘Lecumberri’ was designed on the basis of this idea.

Having written a dissertation on punishment, in which he developed and
systematized Baccaria’s ideas, Benjamin was convinced that pain could be
scientifically administered by experts. He devoted most of his time in dividing the
scheme, and making meticulous plans which went so far as the governor’s urinal.
He hoped to be appointed the first governor of the Panopticon and was confident
that it would give him £37,000. Like his brother, he had an unwavering belief in
contraptions of all kinds. In 1791, Bentham send his plans to the English Prime
Minister Pitt, but the panopticon, as earlier stated, never really materialized, forcing
him to admit defeat 20 years later. A jail was built, but not on the design
recommended by him. He was awarded compensation for his sincerity and effort.

The Benthamite idea of the panopticon has been severely criticized by Michel
Foucault. Foucault saw the panopticon as the quintessential disciplinary apparatus
of the bourgeois state, epitomizing a repressive nationality.

Check Your Progress

8. What is Bentham most popularly associated with?
9. Which university was inspired by Bentham’s ideas?

10. Name some of the early utilitarians.
11. What does the principle of utility involve?

3.5 JOHN S. MILL

John Stuart Mill, a great essayist, economist, reformer and one of the greatest
political thinkers of modern times was born in London on 20 May, 1806. His
father James Mill was also a political philosopher and contemporary of Jeremy
Bentham. Mill had eight younger siblings. James Mill had come from Scotland to
London with the desire to become a writer. He tried journalism and then
concentrated on writing History of British India (1818) which had a great influence
on young Mill. India influenced the life of the young Mill and subsequently determined
his career. After the publication 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 problem, enabling him to devote his time
and attention to right on areas of his prime interest: philosophical and political
problems. He could also conceive of a liberal profession for his eldest son, John
Stuart Mill. In the beginning, he thought of a career in law for him but when another
vacancy arose for another assistant examiner in 1823, John Stuart got the post
and served the British government till his retirement.



Modern Political Thinkers

NOTES

Self-Learning
Material 109

J. S. Mill was a British Philosopher and civil servant. An influential contributor
to social theory, political theory, and political economy, his conception of liberty
justified the freedom of the individual in opposition to unlimited state control. He
was a proponent of utilitarianism, an ethical theory developed by Jeremy Bentham,
although his conception of it was very different from Bentham’s. Hoping to remedy
the problems found in an inductive approach to science, such as confirmation bias,
he clearly set forth the premises of falsification as the key component in the scientific
method.

Mill was also a Member of Parliament and an important figure in liberal
political philosophy. He started his educational career at the delicate age of
three years. He began his studies of Greek at the age of three under the strict
supervision of his father whom J.S. Mill describes as the ‘most impatient of
man’. At the age of eight, he began the study of Latin, algebra and geometry and
was also reading philosophy, including Plato, Herodotus, Socrates, Diogenes
and Xenophon. In English, he read the ideas of Gibbon and Hume. At the age of
twelve, Mill began the study of logic and read Aristotle’s Treaties On Logic in
original Greek. He also read some books on experimental science. At the age of
thirteen, Mill’s primary study was political economy, particularly Adam Smith
and David Ricardo, the letter being a close friend of Mill’s father. Next year he
was sent to France with Samuel Bentham, brother of Jeremy Bentham where he
learned the French language and studied higher mathematics, chemistry and
botany. After returning to England at the age of fifteen, Mill took up the study of
psychology and attended a series of lectures delivered on jurisprudence by John
Austin. He decided to be a lawyer and began to study for bar. He lost his
interest in this, and at the age of seventeen, he joined the staff of the East India
Company as a clerk. He became the head of his department in 1856. After two
years, he retired from his position. Most of his great literary output was produced
when he held a full time and absorbing job. In 1865, he was requested by a
body of voters in Westminister to stand for the membership of the House of
Commons. Contrary to his expectations, he nevertheless, won with a small
majority. Mill served three years in Parliament, making unpopular speeches on
unpopular subjects and generally devoting himself to things he thought needed
doing but no one else would do. In the election of 1868, he was defeated but he
confessesed in his auto biography that he was less surprised by his defeat then
by his having been elected the first time.

Mill was a notably precocious child. He describes his education in his
autobiography. At the age of three he was taught Greek. By the age of eight he had
read Aesop’s Fables, Xenophon’s Anabasis, the entire works of Herodotus and
was acquainted with Lucian, Diogenes Laertius, Isocrates and six dialogues of
Plato. He had also read a great deal of history in English and had been taught
arithmetic. At the age of eight he began learning Latin, Euclid, and Algebra, and
was appointed schoolmaster to the younger children of the family. His main reading
was still history, but he went through all the commonly taught Latin and Greek
authors and by the age of ten could read Plato and Demosthenes with ease. His
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father also thought that it was important for Mill to study and compose poetry.
One of Mill’s earliest poetry compositions was a continuation of the Iliad. In his
spare time, he also enjoyed reading about Natural sciences and popular novels,
such as Don Quixote and Robinson Crusoe.

His father’s work, The History of British India was published in 1818;
immediately thereafter, about the age of twelve, Mill began a thorough study of the
scholastic logic, at the same time reading Aristotle’s logical treatises in the original
language. In the following year he was introduced to political economy and studied
Adam Smith and David Ricardo with his father, ultimately completing their classical
economic view of factors of production. Mill’s comptes rendus of his daily economy
lessons helped his father in writing Elements of Political Economy in 1821, as
textbook to promote the ideas of Ricardian economics; however the book lacked
popular support. Ricardo, who was a close friend of his father, used to invite the
young Mill to his house for a walk in order to talk about political economy.

At age of fourteen, Mill stayed a year in France with the family of Sir Samuel
Bentham, broth er of Jeremy Bentham. The mountain scenery he saw led to a
lifelong taste for mountain landscapes. The lively and friendly way of life of the
French also left a deep impression on him. In Montpellier, he attended the winter
courses on chemistry, zoology, logic of the Faculté des Sciences, as well as taking
a course of the higher mathematics. While coming and going from France, he
stayed in Paris for a few days in the house of the renowned economist Jean Baptiste
Say, a friend of Mill’s father. There he met many leaders of the Liberal party, as
well as other notable Parisians, including Henri Saint-Simon. This intensive study
however had injurious effects on Mill’s mental health, and state of mind. At the age
of twenty he suffered a nervous breakdown. In chapter V of his Autobiography,
he claims that this was caused by the great physical and mental arduousness of his
studies which had suppressed any feelings he might have developed normally in
childhood. Nevertheless, this depression eventually began to dissipate, as he began
to find solace in the Mémoires of Jean-Francois Marmontel and the poetry of
William Wordsworth.

Mill had been engaged in a pen-friendship with Auguste Comte, the founder
of positivism and sociology, since the two were both young men in the early 1820s.
Comte’s sociologie was more an early philosophy of science than we perhaps
know it today, and the positive philosophy aided in Mill’s broad rejection of
Benthianism. Mill refused to study at the University of Oxford or the University of
Cambridge, because he refused to take Anglican orders. Instead he followed his
father to work for the East India Company until 1858.

Between the years 1865–1868 Mill served as Lord Rector of the University
of St. Andrews. During the same period, 1865–68, he was a Member of Parliament
for City and Westminister, and was often associated with the Liberty Party. During
his time as an MP, Mill advocated easing the burdens on Ireland, and in 1866
became the first person in Parliament to call for women to be given the right to
vote. Mill became a strong advocate of women’s rights and such social reforms as
labour unions and farm cooperatives. In Considerations on Representative
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Government, J.S. Mill called for various reforms of Parliament and voting,
especially proportional representation, the Single Transferable Vote, and the
extension of suffrage. He was godfather to Bertrand Russell. In 1873, at the age
of 67, he breathed his last.

By the end of his life, he was the acknowledged philosopher leader of English
liberalism and in Lord Morley’s words, one of the greatest teachers of his age. In
his thinking, he was greatly influenced by the dialogues and dialectics of Plato and
the cross questioning of Socrates. The poetry of Wordsworth and the philosophical
lubrications of Coleridge had played their own part. An indelible effect on his mind
was left by Treaties on Legislation written by Dumont which contains Bentham’s
ethical and political speculation. His studies of Roman Law by John Austin, Wealth
of Nation by Adam Smith and Principles by Ricardo had, in large measure,
affected his reasoning. He had imbibed Bentham’s principle from his father and
from Bentham himself, and he found the principle of utility and key stone of his
beliefs. He outlined in his own words ‘I now had a creed, a doctrine, a philosophy,
a religion, the inculcation and diffusion of which would be made the principal out
ward purpose of my life’.

Harriet Taylor, a wife of a pharmacist and mother of three, strongly supported
equal rights for women and other social reforms. These issues, however, did not
interest her husband, who provided little intellectual stimulation for her. In 1830,
Harriet Taylor first met John Stuart Mill at a dinner party in her home. Both in their
mid-20s, they quickly recognized their mutual interests and ‘affection’ for each
other. From this point on, she worked constantly with Mill, helping him write and
edit his articles and books. Harriet’s husband demanded that she end her close
relationship with Mill, but she refused. Instead, she devised an odd compromise
to share herself with both men. She divided her time between living with her family
at home and staying with Mill at a country cottage. This arrangement went on for
more than 20 years.

After he met Harriet, Mill began to make an impact on Britain’s intellectual
world. In 1831, he wrote ‘The Spirit of the Age,’ an essay that used history to
show how Britain was going through a transition from feudalism to a new age. He
hoped to foster an alliance of the middle and working classes to get rid of Britain’s
old feudal aristocracy. When his father died in 1836, Mill experienced a personal
liberation from the man who had dominated his life. Now 30, he took over his
father’s job at India House. With Harriet’s steady support, Mill published books
on logic and economics that made him a more important philosopher than his
father. In his economics book, Mill criticized the selfish pursuit of money. Mill
argued that wealth should only be a means to achieve the higher goal of individual
self-development, what he called individuality. Mill wanted as many as possible to
participate as business owners in a free-market economy. This was possible, he
wrote, if workers pooled their money to buy out private businesses and operate
them as cooperative enterprises. Workers would elect their managers and collect
their wages from the profits of the enterprise, which would have to compete with
other privately owned businesses. Mill opposed Government central planning,
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which most European socialists advocated. His vision was every man and woman
a business owner. He saw this as a way to help them achieve their self-development
and happiness. Today, historians often classify Mill as a Utopian Socialist. Mill
finally married Harriet Taylor in 1851 after the death of her husband. Both of
them, however, soon suffered from tuberculosis. Believing he would die before
long, Mill spent more time writing his Autobiography. But Harriet’s case was more
severe, and she died in 1858 while they were on a trip in France. Mill buried her
there and erected a monument with a long inscription, praising her.

Mill’s wife Mrs. Taylor had also deep impact on his life and thinking. He
used to call her a perfect embodiment of wisdom, intellect and character. She was
remarkable woman who touched the emotional depth of his nature and provided
the sympathy he needed. His exaggerated tributes to her can only be regarded as
his cry of anguish after her death in 1858. Her influence on his work appeared to
have been smaller then his thought. She humanised his political economy, and
suggested the chapter on The Probable Futurity of the Laboring Classes. She
helped him in writing On Liberty, published in 1859, the year after her death, and
she certainly inspired the later book on The Subjection of Women. The other
great influence on the minds of Mill proceeded from the discussions and
deliberations of the Utilitarian Society and Speculative Debating Society founded
by him. The Political Economy Club was also equally important which functioned
under his fostering care. It was here that he began his public speaking. It was in
these societies and clubs that topics pertaining to utility, logic, political economy,
and psychology were discussed with a view to have clear knowledge about this
subjects. He was a prolific writer and he wrote on different branches of knowledge
with equal mastery. His famous works are: (i) System of Logic (1843) (ii)
Principles of Political Economy (1848) (iii) Essay on Some Unsettled Questions
in Political Economy (iv) On Liberty (1859) (v) Considerations on
Representative Government (1861) (vi) Utilitarianism (1865) (vii)
Examination of Sir William Hamilton’s Philosophy (1863) (viii) Subjection of
Women (1869). The intellectual prodigy who started his education at the tender
age of three enriched the philosophical treasures by his clear understanding and
deep insight into things. He had a reverence for his intellectual age but with a
difference projecting his own personality and ideas in the prevailing theories reduced
into writings by different pains. He died in 1873 in Evignon, England.

3.5.1 Equal Rights for Women
J.S.Mill applied the principles of liberalism to the question of women. He was as
much interested in social reform as in political speculation. His sense of justice
was early stirred by the social and logical disabilities of women. In the mid-Victorian
period, the condition of the women in the British society was appalling. Mill argued
that women’s submissive nature was the result of centuries of subjection and lack
of opportunities. This inequality he regarded as highly unjust. He regarded birth as
no basis of excluding women from the rights that they deserve. No person is
deliberately created by nature for a particular calling or profession. If women,
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however, differ from man on ground of sex this distinction should not be made as
a basis of distinction every where. He was eager to emancipate women and was
the first to plead their cause in parliament. He believed that if women were given
equal opportunities with man the result would be beneficial to women, since freedom
alone gives happiness and valuable to the community in general, since society
would benefit from the contributions made by the mental capacities, characteristic
of women. The higher education of women the increased opportunities open to
their talents, and the extension to them of the franchise and of eligibility to public
office were largely added by his arguments and his efforts.

For Mill, improving women’s position by giving them suffrage, education
and employment opportunities was a stepping stone to progress and civility. Mill
rightly regarded improvement in the position of women as a concern not restricted
to women alone but of entire human kind. The Subjection of Women therefore
made a strong claim for equal status in three key areas: women’s right to vote,
right to equal opportunities in education, and employment. Liberty and self
determinations were two themes that figured prominently in Marx writing. He
believed that freedom was the most spacious and crucial issue for a humans well
being. In this context, women were the subjugated sex denied excess to their own
potential, and subjugated to their unquestioned prejudices and biases of society.
Mill’s main concern was equality as a legal right between the sexes. He refered to
women as both the subject and the enslaved class for their position was worse
then that of slaves. Unlike slaves, they were in chronic state of bribery and
intimidation combined. He pointed out that women’s capacity was spend seeking
happiness not in their own lives but exclusively for the favour and affection of the
other sex, which was only given them on the condition of their dependence. A
woman was not free within marriage, nor was she free to remain unmarried. He
explained how unmarried women in the 19th century were deprived of avenues for
living a good and independent life. He deployed the lack of freedom of choice for
women and contended that equality should be the ordering principle of societal
and personal relationships. He pointed out that opposition to sexual equality was
not based on reason. To dismiss equality of sexes as a mere theoretical opposition
did not lend credibility to the argument that women were weaker and hence
subordinate. He agreed that majority opinion favoured inequality but this he
contended went against reason.

According to Mill, the rule of men over women was not entirely and all
together based on force. Women also accepted it voluntarily without complaint
and became consenting parties to their subordination. Men, on their part, expected
not only obedience but even affection from women. This was ensured through
education, training and the socialization process. Women from childhood were
taught to be submissive, yielding and accommodating, rather than independent
with self-will and self-control. They were taught to live for others, their husband
and children. Selfless devotion was considered to be the best feminine trade, the
glory of womanhood. In case of a pre-contractual social arrangement, birth
determines ones position and privileges, while modern society was characterized
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by the principle of equality. Every individual enjoyed greater freedom of choice to
pursue his own life and improve his faculties. However, women continued to be
denied this opportunity, for they were still borne to a particular place and were not
free to do what they chose to. It seemed paradoxical that the modern world
accepted the general social practice of women equality, but not gender equality.
Mill emphatically said that denying women an equal position only demeaned a
man. Like Wollstone Craft, he believed that women could earn their liberation
with the support of man. Both presented a reasonable critic of male domination
with in marriage. He extended it by pleading for a relationship based on mutual
friendship and respect. He subscribed to the view that by and large human nature
and character were saved by the circumstances and in which individuals were
found, and was sanguine and unless and until women were granted freedom, they
could not express themselves. The process itself could take longer, but that could
not be the basis for denying women the freedom and opportunities for their fullest
development. He believed that women were as bright and gifted as man, and once
granted the same ‘eagerness for fame’, women would achieve the same success.
A judgment regarding capacities and talent in women could be made only after
generations of women benefited from equal opportunities form education and
employment. He rejected the idea that it was natural for a women to be a mother
and wife, and felt that it was the women who should be able to decode weather to
marry and manage a house or to pursue a career. He lamented that it was society,
however, that had decided marriage to be the ultimate aim of women. He articulated
and defended the right of women to be considered as free rational being capable
of choosing the life they would like to do for themselves, rather then being dictated
by what society thought they should be or do. He was of the opinion that women,
even if granted freedom and opportunities, would not fail to perform their traditional
functions. When he was a member of English parliament, he supported a married
women’s property bill.

In Mill’s own words, the position of the wife under the common law of
England was worse than that of slaves in the laws of many countries; by the
Roman law, for example, a slave might have his peculiar status which to a certain
extent. The law guaranteed to him for his exclusive use. He further pointed out
that marriage did not give the women the dignity and equal status that she ought
to get. Once married, she was totally under the control of her husband. She was
denied by law, right to her children and property. Hence, they must have the
rights to property, inheritance and custody. He pleaded for equality of these
sexes before the law, for that was crucial to ensuring a just arrangement. This,
he felt would be beneficial to all. He was of the opinion that a marriage contract
based on equality of married persons before law was not only a sufficient but a
necessary condition for full and just equality between the sexes. For Mill, equality
was a genuine moral sentiment that ought to govern all relationships including
the marital one. He also acknowledged the family as the real school of learning.
The virtue of freedom and liberation, yet it was here that sentiments of injustice,
inequality and despotism were taught. He desired a transformation of the family
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to suit the temperament and spirit of the modern age, namely the spirit of equality
and justice, and in the process bring about a moral regeneration of human kind.
The relationship between a man and women a marriage should be based on
mutual respect and mutual love giving due regard to one another’s rights. This
would make them self reliant and self sufficient. Mill said, unless the equal and
just worth of every human being was recognized, he could not enjoy equal rights
not realize his full potential. A life of rational freedom devoted to the release of
their full creative potential was as much a requirement for man as for women. In
spite of his insistence on the need to restructure family relationships based on
equity and fairness, he continued to pursue the family as one where a man are
the family income and a women would take care of domestic affairs. He was
convinced that if suitable domestic help was made possible, then a woman, and
in particular the talented and exceptional ones, could take up a profession or a
vocation like Wollstonecraft and Fuller, he argued that ‘the dignity of a woman
was guaranteed if she had the power of earning her own living’. A married woman
would have full right in her property and earning. She would have the right to
enter a profession or take up a career. According to him women were fully
capable of becoming business partners, philosophers, politicians and scientists.

Mill said both law and custom prohibited women from seeking any means
of livelihood, other than being a mother and wife. Besides equal opportunity for
women in education and property he also pleaded for political rights to vote and
to participate in government as administrators and as rulers. In his book, The
Representative Government he commented that difference of sex could not be
the basis of political rights. He desired that subjection of women be ended not
merely by law alone, but by education, opinion, habits and finally a change in
family life it self. In his book Principles he observed the need to open industrial
occupations freely to both sexes.

Mill saw women’s issues as important and began to write in favour of greater
rights for women. With this, Mill can be considered one of the earliest feminists. In
his article, ‘The Subjection of Women’ which was published in 1869, he talks
about the role of women in marriage and how he felt it needed to be changed.
There, Mill comments on three major facets of women’s lives that he felt are
hindering them: society and gender construction, education, and marriage. Mill is
also famous for being one of the earliest and strongest supporters of ever greater
rights for women. In his above mentioned book he is the one who wrote on this
subject and also by a male author. He felt that the ‘oppression’ of women was one
of the few remaining relics from ancient times, a set of prejudices that severely
impeded the progress of humanity. Mill’s ideas were opposed by Ernest Belfort
Bax in his treatise, ‘The Legal Subjugation of Men’.

After publishing ‘On Liberty’ in 1859, Mill turned to political reform. He
advocated expanding the right to vote to all adults, including women. He devised,
however, a controversial voting system, which gave more voting power to those
with an education. Mill supported government subsidies to parents who could not
afford schooling for their children. But he opposed a public school system because
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he believed it would enforce social conformity. An opponent of slavery (which
Britain had abolished in 1833), Mill supported the North during the American
Civil War. He wrote that if the South won this ‘would be a victory of the powers
of evil, which would give courage to the enemies of progress.’ In 1865, Mill won
a Liberal Party seat in Parliament. He ran on the condition that he would only vote
his conscience, even if this went against the wishes of the voters he represented.
Mill saw his seat in Parliament as a platform to voice his views on political and
social reforms, especially the right of women to vote. In 1867, he helped organize
Britain’s first women’s suffrage (right to vote) society. His speeches and votes in
Parliament were often far ahead of his time. Consequently, he was defeated for
re-election in 1868 after serving only one term.

The year after he left Parliament, Mill published ‘The Subjection of Women.’
This pamphlet summarized his longstanding arguments for the equality of women
in Britain’s male-dominated society. He stressed that women should have the same
rights as men to develop their individuality. This included the right to own property,
earn a college education, choose any occupation, and participate fully in politics.
Mill disagreed sharply with his father on women’s suffrage. James Mill always
held that a husband represented his wife when he voted, so she had no reason to
exercise this right. John, however, argued that a wife’s interests were often different
from those of her husband, and thus she should have an equal right to vote for
them. Despite Mill’s efforts, British women did not secure even a limited right to
vote until 1918, long after he died.

3.5.2 Individual Liberty
Mill’s ‘On Liberty’ is one of the finest discourses on the definition of freedom in
general and freedom of thought and expression in particular. He was an ardent
champion of liberty. According to him, free discussion alone can nourish fruitful
ideas. He pointed out that not even the whole of mankind can coerce even a single
dissentient into accepting the majorities view pint as no body knows that majority
views may be incorrect. He said truth will certainly come out of free discussion but
if somebody views are suppressed not only that talk will never come out that
particular individuals development will be retarded. There cannot be any self
realization or self development of individuals with out liberty. He passionately
advocates the right of the individual to freedom. In its negative sense, it meant that
society had no right to coerce an unwilling individual, except for self-defense. In
his words ‘It is being left to one self: all restraints qua restrains are an evil’. In its
positive sense, it meant the grand of the largest and the greatest amount of freedom
for the pursuit of the individual’s creative impulses and energies and for self-
development. If there was clash between the opinion of the individual and that of
the community, it was the individual who was the ultimate Judge, unless the
community could convince without resorting to threat and coercion. Mill’s ideas
on liberty had a direct relationship with his theories of utility or happiness. He
regarded liberty as a necessary means for the development of individuality which
was to become the ultimate source of happiness. There was only one road for him



Modern Political Thinkers

NOTES

Self-Learning
Material 117

to take and that was the road of higher utility. He has done a distinction between
higher and lower utility which may better be understood respectively as conducting
to the good of society and the good of individuals. He is keen to promote the good
of the society and as well as of the individuals. But the ultimate basis on which he
eracts his grand edifice if liberty is his consideration of social good, conceding of
course, that individual has also not been lost sight of. Happiness, for Mill, was the
ability of the individual to discover his innate powers and developed these while
exercising his human abilities of autonomous thought and action. Happiness meant
liberty and individuality. Liberty was regarded as a fundamental pre requisite for
leading a good, worthy and dignified life. J. Gray says ‘The contention of the ‘On
Liberty’ is that happiness so conceived is best achieved in a free society governed
by the principle of liberty’.

Mill insisted on liberty of thought and expression as well as liberty of conduct.
He defended liberty of thought and expression on two important grounds. In the
first place, he argued that it is useful to society. He asserts that rational knowledge
is the basis of social welfare, and the only way of confirming an extending two
knowledge is to submit all ideas, old and new, to the test of free discussion and
debate. In the second place, he advocated liberty of thought and expression on
the ground of human dignity. On the liberty of conduct he takes another line of
argument. He draws a distinction between two types of actions of man: ‘self-
regarding actions’ and ‘other-regarding actions’. He advocated complete freedom
of conduct for the individual in all maters not affecting the community, i.e. in the
case of ‘self-regarding actions’. However, in the case of ‘other-regarding actions’,
i.e. in matters which do effect the community Mill conceded the right of the
community to coerce the individual if his conduct is pre judicial to its welfare. In
this way, he defended complete freedom of conduct for the individual unless it
adverse the community. But the state could also interfere in the self-regarding
action if it was thought to be very injurious to individual himself. He wrote in his
essay ‘On Liberty’, ‘the only purpose for which power can be right fully exercised
over any member of a civilized community, against his will, is to prevent harm to
others’. He also admited that as a natural development of this position, that it is
legitimate to applies a man to bear his share in maintaining society-conscription is
not to be regarded as an unwarranted infringement of his liberty.

Mill defended the right of individuality, which meant the right of choice. He
explained that as far as self-regarding actions were concerned, coercion would be
detrimental to self-development. First, the evils of coercion far outweighed the
good achieved. Second, individuals were so diverse in the needs and capacities
for happiness that coercion would be futile. Since the person was the best judge of
his own interest, therefore he had the information and the incentives to achieve
them. Third, since diversity was in itself good. Other things being equal, it should
be encouraged. Last, freedom was the must important requirement in the life of a
rational person. He contended that positive liberty, i.e. autonomy and self-mastery,
were inherently desirable and it was possible if individuals were allowed to develop
their own talents and invent their own life styles, i.e. a great deal of negative liberty.
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Hence, he made a strong case for negative liberty, and the liberal state and liberal
society was essential pre requisites.

Mill had no doubt of the utility of absolute liberty of thought and expression.
He does not recognize any limitation of any kind what so ever on the right of free
discussion of individuals. According to him no society in which these liberties are
not on the whole respected, is free, what ever may be its form of government; and
known is completely free in which they do not exist absolute and unqualified. He
was not merely concerned with the advocacy of thought and discussion but also
with the development of individuality of man and women in the community. The
freedom of thought and discussion is not only theme of his liberty. He wanted to
promote the development of individual man and women because he was convinced
that all wise and noble things come and must come from individuals. In his opinion
there can be no self development with out liberty. It is this connection between
liberty and self- development which interested him, and even though he went on to
argue that liberty is also necessary for the happiness of society.

Mill justified restricted interference not because that he is a great democrat
but because of his in bread distrust of authority, and especially of democratically
controlled authority. His contention was that individual in democracy was swamped
in general. Democracy prevented him from developing individuality. From the
arguments of Mill and his definitions of liberty, it became very clear that he was a
reluctant democrat and all the more a prophet of empty liberty. Defining liberty at
one place Mill pointed out ‘liberty consists in what one desires. You would be
justified in preventing a man crossing a bridge that you know to be unsafe. Liberty
consists in doing what one desires, and he does not desire to fall into the river’. He
had gone far towards admitting the extreme idealist contention that one can be
forced to be free. C.L. Wayper in his book Political Thought elaborates that
Bentham must have gyrated in his grave far faster then ever he did from room to
room at the thought that his favourite follower could ever contemplate such a non-
utilitarian position. Another writer Davidson commenting on Mills freedom of action
writes that his freedom of action or conduct is admirable and his working out of
the theme is skill fully done. But there are certain points which lead themselves to
criticism. Firstly, in his argument he identified individual energy with ‘genius’ or
originality. But he forgot that this energy may be mere eccentricity rather then
encouraged. Secondly, he did not sufficiently recognized that where as man’s desires
and impulses are indispensable to the development of his nature, they are not sure
guide to the proper out let for his activity.

Mill regarded liberty of conscience, liberty to express and publish one’s
opinion, liberty to live as one pleased and freedom of association as essential for
a meaningful life and for the pursuit of one’s own good. His defense of freedom of
thought and expression was one of the most powerful and eloquent expositions in
the western intellectual tradition. In his words ‘ if all mankind minus one were of
one opinion, mankind would be no more justified in silencing that one person then
he, if he had the power, would be justified in silencing mankind’.



Modern Political Thinkers

NOTES

Self-Learning
Material 119

The early liberals defended liberty for the sake of efficient government
whereas for Mill, liberty was good in itself, for it helped in the development of a
humane, civilized moral person. It was beneficial both to society that permits them
and to the individual that enjoy that. He accepted the observation of Tocquville
that the modern industrial societies were becoming more egalitarian and socially
conformist, there by threatening individuality and creativity. He was fearful, ‘Lest
the inevitable growth of social equality and of the government of public opinion
should impose on mankind and oppressive yoke of uniformity in opinion and
practice’.

According to Mill the singular threat to individual’s liberty was from the
tyranny of the majority in its quest for extreme egalitarianism and social conformity.
This made him realize the inadequacy of early liberalism. He pointed out that in the
area of thought and discussion the active and inquiring mind had become morally
timid, for it concealed the true opinion when discussed in public. He further said
‘Our merely social intolerance kills no one, roots out no public, but induces men to
disguise them, or to extent from any active effort for their diffusion’.

For Mill individuality meant the power or capacity for critical inquiry and
responsible thought. It meant self-development and the expression of free will. He
stressed absolute liberty of conscience, belief and expression for they were crucial
to human progress. He offered two arguments for liberty of expression in the
liberty of truth: (i) the dissenting opinion could be true and its suppression would
rub human kind of useful knowledge; (ii) even if the opinion was false it would
strengthen the correct view by challenging it.

Mill applied the principle of liberty to mature individuals and excluded
children, invalids, the mentally handicapped and barbarian societies in which race
itself was considered ‘nonage’. Liberty could be with held where individuals were
not educated. He considered liberty as belonging to higher and advanced
civilizations, and prescribed despotism or paternalism with severe restrictions in
case of lower ones. He also cautioned against sacrifice or infringement of liberty
for the sake of making a state strong.

Issaiah Berlin is of the opinion that it is generally believed that Mill’s
essay ‘On Liberty’ was essentially written with the purpose of defending the
idea of negative liberty. It is true that Mill advanced a notion of positive liberty
but, he valued choice and individuality as ends in themselves, and not because
they promoted general happiness. He did not propose a single over arching
principle or values which normally accompanied theories of positive liberty.
The theme on liberty was not the absence of restraints but the denial of individual
autonomy by the coercion exercised by moral majority and/or an intrusive
public opinion. It is criticized that Mills linkage between individuality and liberty
made him conclude that only a minority was in a position to enjoy freedom.
The majority of the people remained enslaved in customs, and hence unfree.
However, in spite of his elitism, he remained an uncompromising liberal for he
ruled out paternalism, the idea that law and society could intervene in order to
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do good to the individual. He explicitly ruled out interference in self- regarding
actions. Mill stated that the right of liberty could be sacrificed only for some
‘other right’, a point that has been reiterated by Rawls. However, he fled to
analyse and establish a relationship between freedom and responsibility. It is
also argued that Mill failed to specify the proper limits of legislation, and was
unclear when it came to actual cases. For instance, he supported compulsory
education, regulations of business and industry in the interest of public welfare
and good, but regarded prohibition as an intrusion on liberty. Barker has
criticized Mill as the ‘prophet of an empty liberty and an abstract individual’.
This observation flowed from the interpretation that the absolutist statements
on liberty like the rights of one individual against the rest was not substantiated
when one accessed Mill’s writings in their totality.

There is no definite line of demarcation between the self- regarding and
other- regarding actions. At various items and various stages the disputes may
arise as to what is a self–regarding and what is another-regarding action. Macallum
points out that Mill takes a little account of the more mysterious springs of human
thought, intuition, illumination and revelation. Though Mill’s exposition of liberty is
one of the best in the history of political thought he was unable to reconcile the
claims of individual freedom with the claims of order and social peace satisfactorily.

Mill explains, ‘The sole end for which mankind are warranted, individually
or collectively, in interfering with the liberty of action of any of their number, is self-
protection. That the only purpose for which power can be rightfully exercised
over any member of a civilized community, against his will, is to prevent harm to
others. His own good, either physical or moral, is not sufficient warrant. He cannot
rightfully be compelled to do or forbear because it will be better for him to do so,
because it will make him happier, because, in the opinion of others, to do so
would be wise, or even right . . .The only part of the conduct of anyone, for which
he is amenable to society, is that which concerns others. In the part which merely
concerns him, his independence is, of right, absolute. Over himself, over his own
body and mind, the individual is sovereign.’

Mill argues that despotism is an acceptable form of Government for those
societies that are ‘backward’, as long as the despot has the best interests of the
people at heart, because of the barriers to spontaneous progress. Though this
principle seems clear, there are a number of complications. For example, Mill
explicitly states that ‘harms’ may include acts of omission as well as acts of
commission. Thus, failing to rescue a drowning child counts as a harmful act, as
does failing to pay taxes, or failing to appear as a witness in court. All such harmful
omissions may be regulated, according to Mill. By contrast, it does not count as
harming someone if - without force or fraud - the affected individual consents to
assume the risk: thus one may permissibly offer unsafe employment to others,
provided there is no deception involved. In these and other cases, it is important
to keep in mind that the arguments in ‘On Liberty’ are grounded on the principle
of Utility, and not on appeals to natural rights.
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‘On Liberty’ involves an impassioned defense of free speech. Mill argues
that free discourse is a necessary condition for intellectual and social progress. We
can never be sure, he contends, that a silenced opinion does not contain some
element of the truth. He also argues that allowing people to air false opinions is
productive for two reasons. First, individuals are more likely to abandon erroneous
beliefs if they are engaged in an open exchange of ideas. Second, by forcing other
individuals to re-examine and re-affirm their beliefs in the process of debate, these
beliefs are kept from declining into mere dogma. It is not enough for Mill that one
simply has an unexamined belief that happens to be true; one must understand
why the belief in question is the true one.

Social Liberty for Mill was to put limits on the ruler’s power so that he
would not be able to use his power on his own wishes and make every kind of
decision which could harm society; in other words, people should have the right to
have a say in the government’s decisions. He said that Social Liberty was ‘the
nature and limits of the power which can be legitimately exercised by society over
the individual’. It was attempted in two ways: first, by obtaining recognition of
certain immunities, called political liberties or rights; second, by establishment of a
system of ‘constitutional checks’.

However, limiting the power of government is not enough. ‘Society can and
does execute its own mandates: and if it issues wrong mandates instead of right, or
any mandates at all in things with which it ought not to meddle, it practices a social
tyranny more formidable than many kinds of political oppression, since, though
not usually upheld by such extreme penalties, it leaves fewer means of escape,
penetrating much more deeply into the details of life, and enslaving the soul itself.’

Mill and Harriet spent much time writing and rewriting ‘On Liberty.’ They
were almost ready to publish it when she died. He published this pamphlet-length
work without further revision the following year, dedicating it to her. At the beginning
of ‘On Liberty,’ Mill stated that democracies like the United States were going to
replace the absolute monarchies and tyrannies of the past. With the people in
control of their governments, however, a new problem arose. Based on his careful
reading of Democracy in America by Alexis de Tocqueville, Mill feared that the
‘will of the people’ would more often be the ‘will of the majority.’ This could
threaten liberty and individual self-development if the majority acted to oppress
minority viewpoints and lifestyles. A democracy, Mill argued, could easily become
a ‘tyranny of the majority.’ To overcome this threat, Mill proposed what philosophers
today call his ‘harm principle.’ Mill wrote that ‘the only purpose for which power
can be rightfully exercised over any member of a civilized community, against his
will, is to prevent harm to others.’ Mill’s’ ‘harm principle’ would block democratic
majorities from interfering with the liberty of any adult unless that person threatened
harm to others. Mill then identified the specific liberties he had in mind:
(i) Liberty of conscience’ (ii) ‘liberty of thought and feeling’ (iii) absolute freedom
of opinion’ (iv) liberty of expressing and publishing opinions’ (freedom of speech
and press) (v) freedom to unite, for any purpose’ (freedom of assembly) (vi) ‘liberty
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. . . of forming the plan of our life to suit our own character, of doing what we like’
even if this appeared to be ‘foolish, perverse, or wrong’.

Any society without these liberties, Mill declared, was not free. ‘The only
freedom which deserves the name,’ he wrote, ‘is that of pursuing our own good in
our own way, so long as we do not attempt to deprive others of theirs, or impede
their efforts to obtain it.’ Mill further argued that truth is found through the ‘collision
of adverse opinions.’ He wrote, ‘He who knows only his side of the case, knows
little of that.’ When people listen only to one viewpoint, he explained, ‘errors
harden into prejudices, and truth itself ceases to have the effect of truth, by being
exaggerated into falsehood.’ Mill recognized that individual liberty needed limits
or else harm to others may result. He gave the example of an ‘excited mob’ outside
the house of a grain dealer, shouting that he was starving the poor. In such
circumstances, Mill agreed, the police were justified in arresting those whose angry
words might easily inflame violence. He also said that the government had no
business censoring those same words published in a newspaper article. Mill argued
that ‘an atmosphere of freedom’ was necessary to assure all people the opportunity
to develop their individuality. He condemned British society of his day for its
suffocating conformity. He applauded original thinkers, oddballs, geniuses, and
nonconformists who experimented with different lifestyles, thus preventing human
life from becoming a ‘stagnant pool.’ Mill stated that government should be limited
to providing the conditions necessary for people to achieve their individuality. He
cited examples of when government was wrong in trying to stamp out certain
human behavior and lifestyles. One example was prohibiting gambling. Another
was persecuting the Mormon religion. On the other hand, he argued that government
was right to prohibit people from getting married if they could not support their
children. To have a child, he wrote, ‘without a fair prospect of being able, not only
to provide food for its body, but instruction for its mind, is a moral crime, both
against the unfortunate offspring and against society.’ Mill’s ‘On Liberty’ drew
criticism. Some accused him of encouraging anarchy, immorality, and godlessness.
Other critics doubted that he had adequately defined ‘harm’ and questioned his
assumption that people actually wanted to pursue self-development. Mill himself
remarked that ‘On Liberty’ was ‘likely to survive longer than anything else that I
have written.’ He was right. It is his most famous work and has never gone out of
print.

3.5.3 Representative Government
While in his essays ‘On Liberty’, Mills main concern was his passion for freedom
of thought and expression, in his Representative Government, he is mainly
concerned with institutional reforms in the government so as to make it more
representative and more responsible. He regarded representative democracy as
necessary for progress, as it permit citizens to use and develop their faculties fully.
It promoted virtue, intelligence and excellence. Interaction between individual in a
democracy ensured the possibility of the emergence of the wisest and recognition
of the best leaders. It encouraged free discussion which was necessary for the
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emergence of the truth. He judged representative democracy on the basis of how
far it, ‘promotes the good management of the affairs of the society by means of the
existing faculties, moral intellectual and active, of its various members and by
improving those faculties’. Unlike Bentham, Mill has assigned some positive reaction
of the state. He wants the state to have a positive role in the sphere of education,
factory law, economic life etc. In order to perform its duties well and exercise its
power within limits every state must have a constitution. Of course, in those countries
which have no written constitution, the convention or customs prescribe the limits
of the powers of the government. However, Mill argued there will always be a
single repository of ultimate power, whether by constitutional prescription or by
unwritten custom.

According to Andrew Hacker, Mill tried to reconcile the principle of political
equality with individual freedom. He accepted that all citizens regardless of their
status were equal and that only popular sovereignty could give legitimacy to the
government. Democracy was good because it made people happier and better.
Mill had identified several conditions for representative government. First, such a
government could only function with citizens who were of an active self-acting
character. They must be willing to accept it. The passive citizens in backward
civilizations would hardly be able to run a representative democracy. Second,
they must be willing and able to do what is necessary to keep it standing. Third,
the citizens must be able and willing to do what it requires of to them to enable it to
fulfill its purpose.

Mill advocated liberal democracy which specified and limited the powers
of legally elected majorities by cataloging and protecting individual’s right against
the majority. He pleaded for balancing the numerical majority in a democracy by
adjusting franchise. He advocated universal adult franchise in 1859. However, he
wrote in 1861 that ‘I regard it as wholly in admissible that any person should
participate in the suffrage without being able to read, write, and I will add, perform
the operations of arithmetic’s’.

Mill also prescribed some conditions in regard to voting rights. He advocated
for registration tests for checking performances, universal education for all children
and plurality of votes to the better educated in order to balance the lack of voting
rights to the uneducated. He also recommended the disqualification of three other
categories of dependence. First, those who were unable to pay local taxes. Second,
those who were dependent on public welfare would be excluded for five years
from the last day of receipt. Third, those who were of legal bankrupts and moral
deviants like habitual drunkards. However, he prescribed equal voting rights for
all irrespective of their sex or colour. He further advocated equal voting rights,
universal suffrage, democracy and liberty are conditionally good. They had to be
conferred only on those who had the character of self control, and the ability and
interest in using them for the public good. Mill also advocated for open ballot for
voting. He considered voting was a public trust which should be performed under
the eye and the criticism of the public. He believed that citizens developed intellectual
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qualities of reason and judgment only through political participation. People had
to be free to be able to participate in the government of their country, the
management of their work place and to act as bulwarks against the autocracy of
modern day bureaucracy. This feeling of belonging to a community could only
come about if all were granted the right to vote. He was worried about the
consequences about the absolute utility that universal adult franchise entailed, namely
the trampling of wise and educated minorities by the mass of people. He prescribed
compulsory elementary education for that would make individual citizens wise,
competent and independent judges. Mill always emphasized that representative
democracy was only possible in a state that was small and homogenous.

According to Mill through the rights of citizenship an individual becomes a
social person. He requested both political freedom and responsibility. It was this
concern with the public real that made Mill defend civil and political rights. Mill
discussed about the best form of government. According to him the best form of
government is the representative government. Despotic government, however,
benevolent can never be a good government as its subjects suffer in their intellectual,
moral and political capacities. There is no such thing as a good despotism. The
idea representative government must safeguard the aggregate interest of the society
as a whole. The representative government must be supported by any active and
critical body of citizens. The government should not be the representative of a
minority but the entire aggregate of the community. The representative body should
represent all classes. According to Mill the first element of the good government
was the virtue and intelligence of the human beings composing the community. On
the same analogy, the foremost duty of the state is to foster these elements in the
members of the community. He argues that the sovereign power of the state should
reside in the organ o the government which is representative of the people. He
was in favour of representative government but it did not mean that representative
government could be uniformly applied to all peoples. This government should be
adopted by a people who are sufficiently advanced and trained in self-government.

According to J.S. Mill people may be unwilling or unable to fulfill the duties
which a particular form of government requires of them. A rude people, though in
some degree alive to the benefits of civilised society, may be unable to practise the
forbearance which it demands: their passions may be too violent, or their personal
pride too exacting, to forego private conflict, and leave to the laws the avenging of
their real or supposed wrongs. In such a case, a civilised government, to be really
advantageous to them, will require to be in a considerable degree despotic: to be
one over which they do not themselves exercise control, and which imposes a
great amount of forcible restraint upon their actions. Again, a people must be
considered unfit for more than a limited and qualified freedom, who will not co-
operate actively with the law and the public authorities in the repression of evil-
doers. A people who are more disposed to shelter a criminal than to apprehend
him; who, like the Hindoos, will perjure themselves to screen the man who has
robbed them, rather than take trouble or expose themselves to vindictiveness by
giving evidence against him; who, like some nations of Europe down to a recent
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date, if a man poniards another in the public street, pass by on the other side,
because it is the business of the police to look to the matter, and it is safer not to
interfere in what does not concern them; a people who are revolted by an execution,
but not shocked at an assassination- require that the public authorities should be
armed with much sterner powers of repression than elsewhere, since the first
indispensable requisites of civilised life have nothing else to rest on. These deplorable
states of feeling, in any people who have emerged from savage life, are, no doubt,
usually the consequence of previous bad government, which has taught them to
regard the law as made for other ends than their good, and its administrators as
worse enemies than those who openly violate it. But however little blame may be
due to those in whom these mental habits have grown up, and however the habits
may be ultimately conquerable by better government, yet while they exist a people
so disposed cannot be governed with as little power exercised over them as a
people whose sympathies are on the side of the law, and who are willing to give
active assistance in its enforcement. Again, representative institutions are of little
value, and may be a mere instrument of tyranny or intrigue, when the generality of
electors are not sufficiently interested in their own government to give their vote,
or, if they vote at all, do not bestow their suffrages on public grounds, but sell them
for money, or vote at the beck of some one who has control over them, or whom
for private reasons they desire to propitiate. Popular election thus practised, instead
of a security against misgovernment, is but an additional wheel in its machinery.

Besides these moral hindrances, mechanical difficulties are often an
insuperable impediment to forms of government. In the ancient world, though there
might be, and often was, great individual or local independence, there could be
nothing like a regulated popular government beyond the bounds of a single city-
community; because there did not exist the physical conditions for the formation
and propagation of a public opinion, except among those who could be brought
together to discuss public matters in the same agora. This obstacle is generally
thought to have ceased by the adoption of the representative system. But to
surmount it completely, required the press, and even the newspaper press, the real
equivalent, though not in all respects an adequate one, of the Pnyx and the Forum.

The three fundamental conditions, for the adaptation of forms of government
to the people who are to be governed by them. If the supporters of what may be
termed the naturalistic theory of politics, mean but to insist on the necessity of
these three conditions; if they only mean that no government can permanently exist
which does not fulfill the first and second conditions, and, in some considerable
measure, the third; their doctrine, thus limited, is incontestable. Whatever, they
mean more than this appears to me untenable. All that we are told about the
necessity of an historical basis for institutions, of their being in harmony with the
national usages and character, and the like, means either this, or nothing to the
purpose. There is a great quantity of mere sentimentality connected with these and
similar phrases, over and above the amount of rational meaning contained in them.
But, considered practically, these alleged requisites of political institutions are merely
so many facilities for realising the three conditions. When an institution, or a set of
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institutions, has the way prepared for it by the opinions, tastes, and habits of the
people, they are not only more easily induced to accept it, but will more easily
learn, and will be, from the beginning, better disposed, to do what is required of
them both for the preservation of the institutions, and for bringing them into such
action as enables them to produce their best results. It would be a great mistake in
any legislator not to shape his measures so as to take advantage of such pre-
existing habits and feelings when available. On the other hand, it is an exaggeration
to elevate these mere aids and facilities into necessary conditions. People are
more easily induced to do, and do more easily, what they are already used to; but
people also learn to do things new to them. Familiarity is a great help; but much
dwelling on an idea will make it familiar, even when strange at first. There are
abundant instances in which a whole people have been eager for untried things.
The amount of capacity which a people possess for doing new things, and adapting
themselves to new circumstances; is itself one of the elements of the question.

It is a quality in which different nations, and different stages of civilisation,
differ much from one another. The capability of any given people for fulfilling the
conditions of a given form of government cannot be pronounced on by any
sweeping rule. Knowledge of the particular people, and general practical
judgment and sagacity, must be the guides. There is also another consideration
not to be lost sight of. A people may be unprepared for good institutions; but to
kindle a desire for them is a necessary part of the preparation. To recommend
and advocate a particular institution or form of government, and set its advantages
in the strongest light, is one of the modes, often the only mode within reach, of
educating the mind of the nation not only for accepting or claiming, but also for
working, the institution.

The form of government for any given country being amenable to choice, it
is now to be considered by what test the choice should be directed; what are the
distinctive characteristics of the form of government best fitted to promote the
interests of any given society. Before entering into this inquiry, it may seem necessary
to decide the proper functions of government; for, government altogether being
only a means, the eligibility of the means must depend on their adaptation to the
end. But this mode of stating the problem gives less aid to its investigation than
might be supposed, and does not even bring the whole of the question into view.
For, in the first place, the proper functions of a government are not a fixed thing,
but different in different states of society; much more extensive in a backward than
in an advanced state. And, secondly, the character of a government or set of
political institutions cannot be sufficiently estimated while we confine our attention
to the legitimate sphere of governmental functions. For though the goodness of a
government is necessarily circumscribed within that sphere, its badness unhappily
is not. Every kind and degree of evil of which mankind are susceptible may be
inflicted on them by their government; and none of the good which social existence
is capable of can be any further realised than as the constitution of the government
is compatible with, and allows scope for, its attainment.
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A government is said to preserve order if it succeeds in getting itself obeyed.
But there are different degrees of obedience, and it is not every degree that is
commendable. Only an unmitigated despotism demands that the individual citizen
shall obey unconditionally every mandate of persons in authority. We must at least
limit the definition to such mandates as are general and issued in the deliberate
form of laws. Order, thus understood, expresses, doubtless, an indispensable
attribute of government. Those who are unable to make their ordinances obeyed,
cannot be said to govern. But though a necessary condition, this is not the object
of government. That it should make itself obeyed is requisite, in order that it may
accomplish some other purpose.

The first element of good government, therefore, being the virtue and
intelligence of the human beings composing the community, the most important
point of excellence which any form of government can possess is to promote the
virtue and intelligence of the people themselves. The first question in respect to
any political institutions is, how far they tend to foster in the members of the community
the various desirable qualities, moral and intellectual; or rather moral, intellectual,
and active. The government which does this the best has every likelihood of being
the best in all other respects, since it is on these qualities, so far as they exist in the
people, that all possibility of goodness in the practical operations of the government
depends. The goodness of a government is that, the degree in which it tends to
increase the sum of good qualities in the governed, collectively and individually;
since, besides that their well-being is the sole object of government, their good
qualities supply the moving force which works the machinery. The study on Mill’s
ideas on representative government reveals that he was a democrat alright but
with some reservations. He is regarded as a reluctant or distrustful democrat. He
accepted democracy with a pinch of salt.

Check Your Progress

12. What was Mill’s purpose in writing ‘The Spirit of the Age’?
13. According to Mill, what was the reason for women’s submissive nature?
14. According to Mill, what is the best form of government?

3.6 ANSWERS TO ‘CHECK YOUR PROGRESS’

1. The political and intellectual tendencies of the medieval age greatly influenced
Machiavelli.

2. Machiavelli got his inspiration from Aristotle.
3. Machiavelli’s theory of human nature has a close resemblance with the

Calvinistic doctrine of Original Sin.
4. Machiavelli mainly studied practical and non-speculative politics.
5. Green’s rejection of the social contract theory was based on the reason that

it makes the state a voluntary association.
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6. According to T. H. Green, the purpose of punishment is not to punish moral
wickedness; rather its purpose is the ‘protection of rights, and the association
of terror with their violations’.

7. The principle function of the state, according to Green’s philosophy, is to
secure the common good as conceived and defined by the citizens of the
respective state.

8. Bentham is most popularly associated with utilitarianism and the panoptican.
9. The University College of London (UCL) was inspired by Benthamite ideas.

10. Among some of the early utilitarians were Francis Hutcheson, Helvetius,
and Priestley.

11. Bentham’s principle of utility hails ‘good’ as that which aids the production
of the greatest amount of pleasure and the minimum amount of pain, while
‘evil’ is conceived as that which produces the most pain without the pleasure.

12. In 1831, J.S. Mill wrote The Spirit of the Age, an essay that used history
to show how Britain was going through a transition from feudalism to a new
age.

13. As per Mill’s opinion, women’s submissive nature was the result of centuries
of subjugation and lack of opportunities.

14. Mill opines that the best form of government is the representative government.

3.7 SUMMARY

• Niccolò Machiavelli was known as the father of modern political theory.
• Machiavelli was a Florentine, and therefore, he was geographically at the

core of the the larger Renaissance movement.
• In addition to The Prince, all that Niccolò Machiavelli wrote was fairly

orthodox and fitted into the conventional mould of the Renaissance.
• In The Prince, Machiavelli presents a view about how drastically different

is the governance of a state from that of humanists of his time.
• To Machiavelli, a successful ruler was one who could make people happy,

irrespective of what he really was inside. He said that ‘it is sometimes better
to seem good than to be good’.

• In The Prince and The Discourses, Machiavelli insisted on the necessity
of expanding the realms of the state. The Prince reflects Machiavelli’s
concept of real monarchy and The Discourses, that of a republic.

• Machiavelli’s writings were directed more towards the art of governance
rather than on the philosophy of state.

• Thomas Hill Green was an English philosopher, political radical and
temperance reformer, and a member of British idealism movement that was
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born in Yorkshire, England in 1836. He propagated the theory that ethics
apply to peculiar conditions of the social life.

• Most of Green’s major works were published posthumously, including his
lay sermons on Faith and The Witness of God, the essay On the Different
Senses of ‘Freedom’ as Applied to Will and the Moral Progress of Man,
Prolegomena to Ethics, Lectures on the Principles of Political
Obligation, and the Lecture on Liberal Legislation and Freedom of
Contract.

• Green believed that the state should foster and protect the social, political
and economic environments in which individuals will have the best chance
of acting according to their consciences.

• Thomas Green’s view on punishment are essentially related to his theory of
state action. He believed that the primary object of punishment is not to
cause pain to criminal for the sake of causing it nor chiefly for the sack of
preventing him, but to associate terror with the contemplation of the crime
in the minds of others who might be tempted to commit it.

• Jeremy Bentham, widely known as the founder of utilitarianism, can be
seen as having played the multiple roles of a philosopher, a jurist, a social
reformer and an activist.

• Bentham can be seen as one of the most influential utilitarians, and his ideas
were brought to the fore through his works and that of his students.

• The period from the early 1770s to the mid 1780s can be seen as marking
an important phase of development of Bentham’s ideas. During this time, he
concentrated on trying to comprehend the rational basis of law, in England
as well as in and other countries.

• Bentham’s Principles of Legislation highlights the principle of utility and
explains the way this view of morality feeds into legislative practices. His
principle of utility hails ‘good’ as that which aids the production of the greatest
amount of pleasure and the minimum amount of pain, while ‘evil’ is conceived
as that which produces the most pain without the pleasure.

• According to Bentham, the modern state is to be viewed as an ideal, and an
aspiration which examines the technique of state building and the method
that would promote modernization.

• J. S. Mill is one of the greatest liberals and individualist in the history of
political thought. The state, for him exits for the individual not the individual
for the state.

• Mill’s essay ‘On Liberty’ is one of the greatest treaties on the vindication of
the freedom of thought and expression, not only in English but also in all
political literature.

• Mill is one of the greatest and most enlightened champions of individualism
and individual liberty, and ranks with Milton, Voltaire, Rousseau, Paine and
Jefferson.
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• John Stuart Mill is the Britain’s greatest philosopher of the 19th century. He
was also one of the last major world thinkers to write on nearly every
philosophical topic, ranging from logic to religion. His farsighted views on
democracy, individual liberty, and equality for women make him as relevant
today as in his own day.

3.8 KEY TERMS

• Renaissance: The humanistic revival of classical art, architecture, literature,
and learning that originated in Italy in the 14th century and later spread
throughout Europe

• Dogma: An authoritative principle, belief, or statement of ideas or opinion,
especially one considered to be absolutely true

• Rationalist: Someone who emphasizes observable facts and excludes
metaphysical speculation about origins or ultimate causes

• Universalism: The theological doctrine that all men will finally be saved or
brought back to holiness and God

• Postulate: Something assumed without proof as being self-evident or
generally accepted, especially when used as a basis for an argument

• Doctrine: A principle or body of principles presented for acceptance or
belief, as by a religious, political, scientific, or philosophic group; dogma

• Medievalism: The spirit or the body of beliefs, customs, or practices of
the Middle Ages

• Liberalism: A political theory founded on the natural goodness of humans
and the autonomy of the individual and favoring civil and political liberties,
government by law with the consent of the governed, and protection from
arbitrary authority

• Feudalism: A political and economic system of Europe from the 9th to
about the 15th century, based on the holding of all land in fief or fee and the
resulting relation of lord to vassal and characterized by homage, legal and
military service of tenants, and forfeiture

• Machiavellianism: The political doctrine of Machiavelli, which denies the
relevance of morality in political affairs and holds that craft and deceit are
justified in pursuing and maintaining political power.

• Utilitarianism: An ethical theory which states that the right course of action
is the one that maximizes the overall ‘good’ consequences of the action; it
thus promotes that the moral worth of an action is determined by its resulting
outcome.

• Principle of utility: This regards ‘good’ as that which produces the greatest
amount of pleasure and the minimum amount of pain, and ‘evil’ as that
which produces the most pain without the pleasure.
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• Panopticon: It refers toa circular prison with cells arranged around a central
well, from which prisoners could be observed at all times.

• Felicific Calculus: It refers to an algorithm formulated by utilitarian
philosopher Jeremy Bentham for calculating the degree or amount of pleasure
that a specific action is likely to cause.

3.9 SELF-ASSESSMENT QUESTIONS AND
EXERCISES

Short-Answer Questions

1. When did Machiavelli write The Prince?
2. Why did Machiavelli believe in the historical method of politics?
3. Why is it thought that modern study began with Machiavelli?
4. How did Machiavelli break away from the tradition upheld by Plato, Aristotle

and other medieval thinkers?
5. Define Machiavelli’s Erastianism.
6. What was Green’s concept of political obligation and moral freedom?
7. Write a short note on Jeremy Bentham.
8. List some of Bentham’s better known works.
9. What was Bentham’s view on liberty?

10. Write in your own words the brief life sketch of J.S. Mill.
11. What were the two grounds on which Mill defended liberty of thought and

expression?
12. What was the panopticon?
13. What does the study on Mill’s ideas on representative government reveal?

Long-Answer Questions

1. Discuss Machiavelli’s background and his reaction to medieval thought.
2. Write a note on the spirit of the Renaissance.
3. Explain Machiavelli’s concept of the human nature.
4. How did Machiavelli separate politics from ethics and religion?
5. How did Machiavelli differentiate between the law and the law-giver?
6. Explain how Green interpreted the purpose of punishment.
7. Critically evaluate Bentham’s idea of the Panopticon.
8. Explain in your own words Bentham’s contribution to political philosophy.
9. Discuss Mill’s contributions towards the emancipation of women.

10. Give an estimate of J.S. Mill as a political thinker.
11. Discuss Mill’s contributions towards the emancipation of women.
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UNIT 4 COMMUNIST THINKERS

Structure
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4.2.3 The State and Revolution
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4.3.3 Theory of Revolution
4.3.4 Neo Marxism: Non-industrial Countries
4.3.5 Scientific Socialism

4.4  M.N. Roy
4.4.1 M.N. Roy and Marxism
4.4.2 Radical Humanism
4.4.3 M.N. Roy’s Concept of Organised Democracy
4.4.4 M.N. Roy and Mahatma Gandhi
4.4.5 M.N. Roy’s Contribution to Indian Political Thought

4.5 Answers to ‘Check Your Progress’
4.6 Summary
4.7 Key Terms
4.8 Self-Assessment Questions and Exercises
4.9 Further Reading

4.0 INTRODUCTION

For over 150 years the world has been challenged by a system of thought known
as Marxism. Marxism has questioned the basis of class society in general and
capitalist society in particular, and it was the foundation of a new kind of state,
namely, a socialist state. Two of the most outstanding proponents of this system of
thought were Karl Marx of Germany and V. Lenin of Russia. Marx, the proponent
of Marxism, discovered the law of class contradiction and declared that, without
a revolution of the proletariat, there cannot be an end of exploitation of the working
people. Lenin gave an organizational shape to this doctrine by setting up a
revolutionary party that captured power in Czarist Russia and transformed it into
a socialist state. In this unit, you will learn about the basic thoughts and viewpoints
of Marx and Lenin. The final section of the unit discuses M.N. Roy’s criticism of
Marxism, radical humanism of Marxism, Roy’s concept of organised democracy,
comparative analysis with Mahatama Gandhi. This unit will also give the students
the political ideas as well as other political contributions to the study of radical
humanism of Roy.
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4.1 OBJECTIVES

After going through this unit, you will be able to:
• Comprehend the life and times of Karl Marx
• Define and analyse the theory of alienation
• Understand the basic tenets of Marx’s ideas of dialects
• Explain the Marx’s views on the concept of the state and revolution
• Discuss Lenin’s contribution to Marxism
• Interpret Lenin’s view about the party
• Understand M.N. Roy’s criticism of Marxism
• Compare M.N. Roy’s and Gandhi’s concepts on nationalism
• Estimate Roy’s contribution to Indian political thought

4.2 KARL MARX

Karl Marx was a German philosopher, sociologist, historian, political economist,
political theorist and revolutionary socialist, who developed the socio-political
theory of Marxism. His ideas play a significant role in both the development of
modern social sciences and also in the socialist political movement. He published
various books during his lifetime, with the most notable being The Communist
Manifesto (1848) and Capital (1867–1894), many of which were co-written
with his friend, the fellow German revolutionary socialist Friedrich Engels.

The father of scientific socialism, Karl Heinrich Marx was born on 5th March
1818, in the predominantly Catholic city of Trier in the Rhineland province of
Prussia in a Jewish family. His father was a moderately well-to-do lawyer. His
parents were descendent of a long line of Jewish rabbis. His father Heinrich, a son
of Marx Levi, was a rabbi in Trier. His ancestry was Jewish, with his paternal line
having supplied the rabbis of Trier since 1723, a role that had been taken up by his
own grandfather, Merier Halevi Marx; his son and Karl’s father would be the first
in the line to receive secular education. His maternal line was also Jewish; his
maternal grandfather was a Dutch rabbi. Karl’s father, Hirschel Marx, was middle-
class and relatively prosperous, owning several Moselle vineyards, but was
economically and legally disadvantaged by being Jewish. For this reason he
converted from Judaism to the Protestant Christian denomination of Lutheranism
taking on the German forename of Heinrich over Hirschel. In 1815, he began
working as an attorney, and in 1819 moved his family from a five-room rented
apartment into a ten-room property near the Porta Nigra. A man of the
Enlightenment, Heinrich Marx was interested in the ideas of the philosophers
Immanuel Kant and Voltaire, and took part in agitations for a constitution and
reforms in Prussia, which was then governed by an absolute monarchy. Karl’s
mother, born Henrietta Pressburg, was a Dutch Jew who, unlike her husband,
was only semi-literate. She claimed to suffer from ‘excessive mother love’, devoting
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much time to her family, and insisting on cleanliness within her home. His father
became protestant Christian when Marx was six years old and his children were
also baptized in that faith. This was a nominal conversion for his parents but for
Marx it became ultimately a deep intellectual and emotional rebirth. Marx not only
ceased to be a Jew; he became bitterly anti- semitic and charged Judaism with
many of the inequities cited against by the Jew-baiting Nazis of the Third Reich.
Indeed, one of the sore trials of Marx’s life was the fact that the cast of his
countenance was so characteristically Hebraic that he could never be mistaken by
anything but a Jew! Perhaps it was the consciousness of his Jewish background
that heightened his awareness about ‘his sense of marginality, his ambivalence
towards society, and eventually of his conflicting qualities – thinker and prophet,
scientists and moralist’.

When Marx was seventeen years of age, in 1835 he began the study of law
at the University of Boon. But he soon abandoned the study of law in favour of
philosophy, the study of which he pursued at the University of Berlin and Jena in
1836. He changed his course to philosophy under the influence of the young
Hegelians. He became an active member of ‘young Hegelian’ while he was a
student 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 form or the other, was very
much in the air. One of the versions of it was articulated by Hegel (Evolution of
Absolute Idea or Spirit) while other version was propounded by Charles Darwin
in his famous book Origin of Species. Marx, though accepted some of the themes
propounded by these writers, he also rejected many. He offered an alternative
theory of historical evolution which is called the theory of dialectical, historical
materialism. He also had polemical argument with many of his contemporaries
which include Proudhon and Bakunin and various socialist groups.

Following the completion of his studies, he became a journalist in Cologne,
writing for a radical newspaper, the Rheinische Zeitung, where he began to use
Hegelian concepts of dialectical materialism to influence his ideas on socialism.
Moving to Paris, France in 1843, he began writing for other radical newspapers,
the Deutsch-Französische Jahrbücher and Vorwärts!, as well as writing a series
of books, several of which were co-written with Engels. Exiled to Brussels in
Belgium in 1845, he became a leading figure of the Communist League, before
moving back to Cologne, where he founded his own newspaper, the Neue
Rheinische Zeitung. Exiled once more, in 1849 he travelled to London, England
where, living in poverty, he proceeded to continue writing and formulating his
theories about the nature of society and how he believed it could be improved, as
well as campaigning for socialism and becoming a significant figure in the International
Workingmen’s Association.

Marx found a hobby in writing, both non-fiction and fiction, penning, in
1837, a short novel, Scorpion and Felix, a drama, Oulanem, and some poems,
all of which remained unpublished. He soon gave up attempting to write fiction,
and focused on other pursuits, including learning English and Italian. He was also
engaged in the writing of his doctoral thesis, The Difference Between the
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Democritean and Epicurean Philosophy of Nature, which he finished in 1841.
The essay has been described as ‘a daring and original piece of work in which he
set out to show that theology must yield to the superior wisdom of philosophy’,
and as such was controversial, particularly to the conservative professors at the
University of Berlin. Due to this, Marx decided to instead submit it to the more
liberal University of Jena, who awarded him his Ph.D on the basis of it.

Initially interested in an academic career, Marx instead turned to journalism.
He moved to the city of Cologne in 1842, where he began writing for the radical
newspaper Rheinische Zeitung, displaying his increasingly socialist views on
politics. In this paper, he not only criticised the governments of Europe and their
policies, but also liberals and other members of the socialist movement whose
ideas he thought were ineffective or outright anti-socialist. The paper eventually
attracted the attention of the Prussian government censors, who checked every
issue for potentially seditious material before it could be printed, leading Marx to
remark that ‘Our newspaper has to be presented to the police to be sniffed at,
and if the police nose smells anything unChristian or unPrussian, the newspaper is
not allowed to appear.’ After publishing an article heavily criticising the absolute
monarchy in Russia, the Russian Tsar Nicholas I, who was an ally of the Prussian
monarchy, requested that the Rheinische Zeitung be banned, and they obliged,
shutting down the paper in 1843. Marx had also written an article for the Young
Hegelian journal, the Deutsche Jahrbücher, in which he criticised the censorship
instructions issued by Prussian King Friedrich William IV, but this itself was
censored, and this newspaper too was closed down by the authorities shortly
after. In 1843, Marx published On the Jewish Question, in which he distinguished
between political and human emancipation, and made an early examination of the
role that religion played in society. That same year he published Contribution to
Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, in which he dealt even more substantially
with religion, and which contains his famous remark that ‘religion is the opiate of
the people’. Both of those works were written shortly before he left Cologne.

Marx completed his doctorate in philosophy in 1841. The accession of
Wilhelm IV in 1840 sealed Marx prospects for an academic career. He fell in love
with his childhood sweetheart, Jenny, a daughter of Baron Ludwig von Westphalen,
his spiritual guide since his adolescence. In 1836, Marx became engaged to Jenny,
a princess of the Prussian ruling class who broke off her engagement with a young
aristocratic second lieutenant in order to be with him. Their marriage would be
controversial for breaking two social taboos of the period; it would be a marriage
between an upper and a middle class individual, and between a man who was
younger than the woman. However, it was made easier by the friendship between
Marx and Jenny’s father, Baron Ludwig von Westphalen, a liberal thinking aristocrat,
to whom Marx would devote his doctoral thesis. Their actual marriage would only
take place seven years later, on 19 June 1843, at the Pauluskirche in Bad
Kreuznach. He married Jenny in 1843 who was six year older then Marx and
Marx married her after seven year of courtship. Marx was unable to secure a
university appointment as a teacher. So he joined the staff of the Rheinnische
Zietung, the a democratic newspaper in Cologne. The following year the paper



Communist Thinkers

NOTES

Self-Learning
Material 137

was suppressed by the Prussian Government, and Marx went to Paris, then the
European Headquarter of radical movements. In Parish Marx met Proudhan, the
leading French socialist thinker, Bakunin, the Russian anarchist, and Fredrich Engels,
a Rhinerlander like Marx, and soon to become his lifelong companion and close
collaborator. Engels was the first to draw the attention of Marx to England as a
laboratory in which industrial capitalism could be must accurately observed.

Following the government-imposed shutdown of the Rheinische Zeitung,
Marx got involved with a new radical newspaper, the Deutsch-Französische
Jahrbücher (German-French Annals), which was then being set up by Arnold
Ruge, another German socialist revolutionary. The paper was based not in Germany,
but in the city of Paris in neighbouring France, and it was here that both Marx and
his wife moved in October 1843. They initially lived with Ruge and his wife
communally at 23 Rue Vaneau, but finding these living conditions difficult, the
Marxes moved out following the birth of their daughter Jenny in 1844. Although it
was intended to attract writers from both France and the German states, the
Deutsch-Französische Jahrbücher was dominated by the latter, with the only
non-German writer being the exiled Russian anarcho-communist Michael Bakunin.
Only one issue was ever published, but it was relatively successful, largely due to
the inclusion of Heinrich Heine’s satirical odes on King Ludwig of Bavaria, which
led to those copies sent to Germany being confiscated by the state’s police force.

In 1844 while Marx was in Paris, he became interested in the working-
class movement and political economy. At that period Marx and Engels began
working on the German Ideology (1847).

In 1844 Marx wrote The Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts, a
work which covered numerous topics, and went into detail to explain Marx’s
concept of alienated labour. A year later Marx would write Theses on Feuerbach,
best known for the statement that ‘the philosophers have only interpreted the
world, the point is to change it’. This work contains Marx’s criticism of materialism
(for being contemplative), idealism (for reducing practice to theory) and overall,
criticising philosophy for putting abstract reality above the physical world. It thus
introduced the first glimpse at Marx’s historical materialism, an argument that the
world is changed not by ideas but by actual, physical, material activity and practice.

After the collapse of the Deutsch-Französische Jahrbücher, Marx, still
living on the Rue Vaneau, began writing for what was then the only uncensored
German-language radical newspaper in Europe, Vorwärts!. Based in Paris, the
paper had been established and was run by many activists connected to the
revolutionary socialist League of the Just, which would come to be better known
as the Communist League within a few years. In Vorwärts!, Marx continued to
refine his views on socialism based upon the Hegelian and Feurbachian ideas of
dialectical materialism, whilst at the same time criticising various liberals and other
socialists operating in Europe at the time. However in 1845, after receiving a
request from the Prussian king, the French government agreed to shut down
Vorwärts!, and furthermore, Marx himself was expelled from France by the interior
minister François Guizot.
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Marx was expelled from France in 1845 through the intervention of the
Prussian Government and after that he went to Brussels. It was in that place where
Karl Marx with the aid of his friend Frederich Engels composed the most influential
of all his writings The Communist Manifesto. In the revolutions of 1848, in France
and Germany he actively participated and as early as 1849 he was expelled again
by the Prussian Government. In the later summer of 1849 he went to London
where he became the permanent resident for the rest of his life. He was soon
followed by his friend Frederich Engels.

It was here that he founded the new headquarters of the Communist League,
and got heavily involved with the socialist German Workers’ Educational Society,
who held their meetings in Great Windmill Street, Soho, an area of central London.
Marx devoted himself to two activities: revolutionary organizing, and an attempt
to understand political economy and capitalism. For the first few years he and his
family lived in extreme poverty. His main source of income was his colleague,
Engels, who derived much of his income from his family’s business. Marx also
briefly worked as correspondent for the New York Tribune in 1851. From
December 1851 to March 1852 Marx wrote The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis
Napoleon, a work on the French Revolution of 1848, in which he expanded upon
his concepts of historical materialism, class struggle and the dictatorship of the
proletariat, advancing the argument that victorious proletariat has to smash the
bourgeois state.

The period of 1850s and 1860s also marks the line between what some
scholars see as idealistic, Hegelian young Marx from the more scientifically-minded
mature Marx writings of the later period. This distinction is usually associated with
the structural Marxism school. Nor do all scholars agree that it indeed exists.

In 1864 Marx became involved in the International Workingmen’s
Association (also known as First International). He became a leader of its General
Council, to whose General Council he was elected at its inception in 1864. In that
organization Marx was involved in the struggle against the anarchist wing centered
around Mikhail Bakunin (1814–1876). Although Marx won this contest, the transfer
of the seat of the General Council from London to New York in 1872, which
Marx supported, led to the decline of the International. The most important political
event during the existence of the International was the Paris Commune of 1871
when the citizens of Paris rebelled against their government and held the city for
two months. On the bloody suppression of this rebellion, Marx wrote one of his
most famous pamphlets, The Civil War in France, a defense of the Commune.

Given the repeated failures and frustrations of workers’ revolutions and
movements, Marx also sought to understand capitalism, and spent a great deal of
time in the reading room of the British Museum studying and reflecting on the
works of political economists and on economic data. By 1857 he had accumulated
over 800 pages of notes and short essays on capital, landed property, wage labour,
the state, foreign trade and the world market; this work did not appear in print
until 1941, under the title Grundrisse. In 1859, Marx published Contribution to
the Critique of Political Economy, his first serious economic work. In the early
1860s he worked on composing three large volumes, the Theories of Surplus
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Value, which discussed the theoreticians of political economy, particularly Adam
Smith and David Ricardo. This work is often seen as the fourth book of Capital,
and constitutes one of the first comprehensive treatises on the history of economic
thought. In 1867 the first volume of Capital was published, a work which analyzed
the capitalist process of production. Here, Marx elaborated his labour theory of
value and his conception of surplus value and exploitation which he argued would
ultimately lead to a falling rate of profit and the collapse of industrial capitalism.
Volumes II and III remained mere manuscripts upon which Marx continued to
work for the rest of his life and were published posthumously by Engels.

In 1848, Marx and Engels helped in founding of the Communist League,
which existed till 1950. He worked and studied in the British museum from 1850–
1860. In September 1864, Marx was active in the formation in London of the
International Working Men’s Association. The organization has since been called
the first international and it continued in existence with annual meetings until about
1862, when its headquarters were transferred from London to New York where
it soon died. Then Marx devoted himself exclusively to research and writing. Shortly
after, he moved to London, where he began contributing articles on the German
situation to the New York Herald Tribune. He was helped financially by Engels.
He lived a life of poverty. Three of his six children died of want. His own health did
not remain well. Jenny died in 1881. She played an extremely helpful role by
editing Marx’s many scripts and preparing them for publication. Marx died on
March 14, 1883.

Some of the major works of Marx are The Holy Family, The Communist
Manifesto (in collaboration with his friend Engels), Poverty of Philosophy (1847),
Critique of Political Economy (1859) and Das Capital, the first volume of
which appeared in 1867.

While Marx remained a relatively obscure figure in his own lifetime, his
ideas and the ideology of Marxism began to exert a major influence on socialist
movements shortly after his death. Revolutionary socialist governments following
Marxist concepts took power in a variety of countries in the 20th century, leading
to the formation of such socialist states as the Soviet Union in 1922 and the People’s
Republic of China in 1949, whilst various theoretical variants, such as Leninism,
Trotskyism and Maoism, were developed. Marx is typically cited, with Émile
Durkheim and Max Weber, as one of the three principal architects of modern
social science. In a 1999 BBC poll Marx was voted the ‘thinker of the millennium’
by people from around the world.

During the last decade of his life, Marx’s health declined and he became
incapable of the sustained effort that had characterized his previous work. He did
manage to comment substantially on contemporary politics, particularly in Germany
and Russia. His Critique of the Gotha Programme opposed the tendency of his
followers Wilhelm Liebknecht and August Bebel to compromise with the state
socialism of Ferdinand Lassalle in the interests of a united socialist party. This
work is also notable for another famous Marx’s quote: ‘From each according to
his ability, to each according to his need.’
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In a letter to Vera Zasulich dated 8 March 1881, Marx even contemplated
the possibility of Russia’s bypassing the capitalist stage of development and building
communism on the basis of the common ownership of land characteristic of the
village mir. While admitting that Russia’s rural ‘commune is the fulcrum of social
regeneration in Russia’, Marx also warned that in order for the mir to operate as
a means for moving straight to the socialist stage without a preceding capitalist
stage, it ‘would first be necessary to eliminate the deleterious influences which are
assailing it from all sides’. Given the elimination of these pernicious influences,
Marx allowed, that ‘normal conditions of spontaneous development’ of the rural
commune could exist. However, in the same letter to Vera Zaulich, Marx points
out that ‘at the core of the capitalist system . . . lies the complete separation of the
producer from the means of production’.

Following the death of his wife Jenny in December 1881, Marx developed
a catarrh that kept him in ill health for the last 15 months of his life. It eventually
brought on the bronchitis and pleurisy that killed him in London on 14 March
1883. He died a stateless person; family and friends in London buried his body in
Highgate Cemetery, London, on 17 March 1883. There were between nine to
eleven mourners at his funeral.

Several of his closest friends spoke at his funeral, including Wilhelm
Liebknecht and Friedrich Engels. Engels’s speech included the passage:

On the 14th of March, at a quarter to three in the afternoon, the
greatest living thinker ceased to think. He had been left alone for
scarcely two minutes, and when we came back we found him in his
armchair, peacefully gone to sleep - but forever.

Marx’s daughter Eleanor and Charles Longuet and Paul Lafargue, Marx’s
two French socialist sons-in-law, were also in attendance. Liebknecht, a founder
and leader of the German Social-Democratic Party, gave a speech in German,
and Longuet, a prominent figure in the French working-class movement, made a
short statement in French. Two telegrams from workers’ parties in France and
Spain were also read out. Together with Engels’s speech, this constituted the
entire programme of the funeral. Non-relatives attending the funeral included three
communist associates of Marx: Friedrich Lessner, imprisoned for three years after
the Cologne communist trial of 1852; G. Lochner, whom Engels described as ‘an
old member of the Communist League’ and Carl Schorlemmer, a professor of
chemistry in Manchester, a member of the Royal Society, and a communist activist
involved in the 1848 Baden revolution. Another attendee of the funeral was Ray
Lankester, a British zoologist who would later become a prominent academic.

Marx's theories about society, economics and politics, which are collectively
known as Marxism, hold that all society progresses through class struggle. He
was heavily critical of the current form of society, capitalism, which he called the
'dictatorship of the bourgeoisie', believing it to be run by the wealthy middle and
upper classes purely for their own benefit, and predicted that, like previous
socioeconomic systems, it would inevitably produce internal tensions which would
lead to its self-destruction and replacement by a new system, socialism.  Under
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socialism, he argued that society would be governed by the working class in what
he called the 'dictatorship of the proletariat', the 'workers state' or 'workers'
democracy'. He believed that socialism would, in its turn, eventually be replaced
by a stateless, classless society called pure communism. Along with believing in
the inevitability of socialism and communism, Marx actively fought for the former's
implementation, arguing that both social theorists and underprivileged people should
carry out organised revolutionary action to topple capitalism and bring about socio-
economic change.

Marx's tombstone bears the carved messages: 'WORKERS OF ALL
LANDS UNITE', the final line of The Communist Manifesto, and from the 11th
Thesis on Feuerbach: ‘The philosophers have only interpreted the world in various
ways the point however is to change it'. The Communist Party of Great Britain had
the monumental tombstone built in 1954 with a portrait bust by Laurence Bradshaw;
Marx's original tomb had had only humble adornment. In 1970 there was an
unsuccessful attempt to destroy the monument using a homemade bomb.

4.2.1 Theory of Alienation
Marx’s theory of alienation, refers to the separation of things that naturally belong
together, or to put antagonism between things that are properly in harmony. In the
concept’s most important use, it refers to the social alienation of people from
aspects of their ‘human nature’. He believed that alienation is a systematic result of
capitalism.

The theory of alienation is one of the most original contributions of Marx to
the political philosophy. It is the work of Young Marx which remained unpublished
during his lifetime. It was discovered from the archives of German Social Democrats
as late as 1927, and later published as Economic and Philosophic manuscripts of
1844. It is distinguished from Marx’s later work which is characterized by scientific
rigour. Marx early work contains his humanist thought of communism, and focuses
on the concepts of alienation and freedom. It exposes the dehumanizing effect of
capitalism.

Marx’s theory of alienation is founded upon his observation that, within the
Capitalist Mode of Production, workers invariably lose determination of their lives
and destinies by being deprived of the right to conceive of themselves as the director
of their actions, to determine the character of their actions, to define their relationship
to other actors, to use or own the value of what is produced by their actions.
Workers never become autonomous, self-realized human beings, but are directed
and diverted into goals and activities dictated by the bourgeoisie, who own the
means of production in order to extract from workers the maximal amount of
surplus value possible within the current state of competition between industrialists.
By working, each contributes to the common wealth. Alienation in Capitalist
societies occurs because the worker can only express this fundamentally social
aspect of individuality through a production system that is not collectively, but
privately owned, a privatized asset for which each individual functions not as a
social being, but as an instrument:
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‘Let us suppose that we had carried out production as human beings. Each
of us would have in two ways affirmed himself and the other person. 1) In my
production I would have objectified my individuality, its specific character, and
therefore enjoyed not only an individual manifestation of my life during the activity,
but also when looking at the object I would have the individual pleasure of knowing
my personality to be objective, visible to the senses and hence a power beyond all
doubt. 2) In your enjoyment or use of my product I would have the direct
enjoyment both of being conscious of having satisfied a human need by my work,
that is, of having objectified man’s essential nature, and of having thus created an
object corresponding to the need of another man’s essential nature . . . . Our
products would be so many mirrors in which we saw reflected our essential nature.’’
(Comment on James Mill)

Marx theory of alienation was derived directly from Hegel, though its roots
go much earlier. Alienation, for Hegel, consisted in man’s failure to realize that the
world was not external to spirit. When man saw this, they would become free and
this freedom has been realized in history. Marx’s main criticism of Hegel was that
man’s alienation would not end with the hypothetical abolition of the external world.
The external world was, in fact part of man’s nature and only the establishment of
right relationship between man and his environment could put an end to the condition
of alienation. Marx thus rejected the idealist notion of spirit and substituted its
supposed antithesis to the external world by the real antithesis between man engaged
in alienated labour and his social self-eager to achieve fulfillment through creative
work under conditions of freedom.

In his early writings Marx discussed several forms of alienation starting, like
other young Hegelians, from religious alienation to philosophical, political and
economic categories of alienation. As labour was man’s most significant activity,
economic aspects of alienation were regarded by Marx as more important than its
ideological and political aspects. Religion serves the dual purpose of a compensation
for suffering and a projection of man’s hopes and desires. Marx believed that the
abolition of religion as the elusory happiness is the demand for their true happiness.
Philosophy too could constitute a form of alienation. Speculative philosophy reduced
history and man to a mental process, and replacing God by the Absolute was no
better than a secularized theology. Marx analyzed the form of political alienation in
a similar manner. The state, he said, contained a true description of human nature
but at the same time it deprived man of the opportunity of achieving it. Political life
in the modern state is thus scholasticism of the people’s life. Monarchy is the
preferred expression of this alienation. Republicanism is its negative insight its own
sphere. In Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, Marx analyzed the economic
aspects of alienation. Starting from the concept of alienated labour, Marx highlighted
four related aspects of human alienation under capitalism. The economic form of
alienation has been dealt in detail in the following pages. The members of the
proletariat were obviously the most alienated section of capitalist society. Marx,
however, applied the concept of alienation to all social cases including capitalist.

Marx defined human freedom as absence of man’s alienated condition. For
him alienation and freedom were historical negations. Man expresses his humanity
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through productive labour which can be of economic, social, artistic, literary or
scientific nature. Man as a subject transforms the material objects around him to
express his creative capacities. In capitalist society, man’s productive activity is
deformed in such a way as to cause his alienation and estrangement. In Economic
and Philosophic Manuscripts, Marx mentioned four aspects of estrangement:
alienation from the product of work, from the work itself, from one’s fellow- beings
and from human species – life. Estrangement or alienation is a radical loss of
freedom because it is the negation of free genuinely human creative activity.

According to Marx, in the first place, the worker in the capitalist mode of
production does not own and control the products of his own labour. The proletarian
does not use the wealth which he creates. Thus, he is alienated from his own
product. The life which he has given to the object sets itself against him as an alien
force. The labourer himself becomes a commodity whose value is equal to the
bare means of his subsistence. The capitalist on the other hand who purchases the
labour power of the proletarian is the real owner of the wealth which he creates.
Secondly, Marx affirms that the alien relationship of the worker to the products of
his labour is only a manifestation of the alienated nature of the productive activity
itself. The labourer who sales his labour-power for a wage, produces commodities
under orders from the capitalist. His work is, therefore neither free nor voluntary
because he does not satisfy any creative urge of his own by working in a factory
own and managed by his bourgeois employer. The bourgeois institutions of private
property reduce him to the status of a wage-slave. Human beings lost the ability to
see their own products for what they were, and were willing to be enslaved by
them. This was what Marx meant by commodity fetishism. Thirdly, alienated labour
results in the estrangement of the proletarian from his fellow-being. It results in the
hostility between the employed and unemployed workers who look upon each
other as alien force. The workers similarly see in the manager and the proprietor
alien forces profiting from his alienated work. The basis of genuine social relation
is thus totally destroyed in capitalism. Fourthly, the above three aspects of man’s
alienation produce his engagement from his species-life. The egoistic, self-centered
existence of the estranged proletarian alienates him form man’s entire cultural
heritage. As Marx point out, the oppressed members of the working-class are
scarcely aware of the artistic, scientific, literary and other cultural achievement of
the human race. They lack the capacity to understand and enjoy these beautiful
and valuable gifts of human creativity. Man is thus cut off from the life history of his
own species. By dehumanizing his existence, man becomes a slave to his own
alienated activity. What is true of the worker is equally applicable to those who
live parasitically on appropriations the product of estranged labour. The capitalist,
who rides on the backs of the proletariat, also leads an alienated life because he is
also not personally engaged in any creative work and is a victim of the fetishzation
of the commodities. In a society being deprived of liberty, the slave and his enslaver
are equally unfree.

Thus, it is the division of labour with all its effects, private ownership of the
means of production and the products of labour, fetishism of commodities, the
power of money, state, church and other institutions confronting the individual as
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alien forces, which produce the condition Marx described as alienation. Man,
with the exception of a few individuals engaged in creative activity, cannot recognize
themselves in their own works. In a world dominated by private property, alienation
is generalized. Not only the worker who sells his labour but also the capitalist who
appropriates the product of his work and the merchant who sells the commodity
in the market, the ‘haves’ and ‘have-nots’, the rulers and the ruled, are in such a
system, alienated from their work, from themselves, from others and from nature.
In a society of alienation the relationship of a man with other men is not that of a
human being to his fellow human beings but that of a servant to his master, of a
subordinate to his boss, and so forth. The workers alienation is the most extreme
form of alienation because it is the very nature of his activity. For the non-workers,
the master, the owner, the idler, the priest, the philosopher, the general or the ruler,
alienation is not activity but a condition.

All this criticism rested in the implicit utopian premise, the individuals were
fully human only when they developed and expressed their potential through
satisfying labour. Linked with this premise was the second remarkable assumption
that the modern industrial system afforded opportunities for all to engage in a
rewarding labour. In the socialist utopia, division of labour would be abolished
ending alienation and monotony.

Alienation is a foundational claim in Marxist theory. Hegel described a
succession of historic stages in the human Geist (Spirit), by which that Spirit
progresses towards perfect self-understanding, and away from ignorance. In Marx’s
reaction to Hegel, these two, idealist poles are replaced with materialist categories:
spiritual ignorance becomes alienation, and the transcendent end of history becomes
man’s realisation of his species-being; triumph over alienation and establishment
of an objectively better society.

This teleological reading of Marx, particularly supported by Alexandre
Kojève before World War II, is criticized by Louis Althusser in his writings about
‘random materialism’. Althusser claimed that said reading made the proletariat the
subject of history, was tainted with Hegelian idealism, the ‘philosophy of the subject’
that had been in force for five centuries, which was criticized as the ‘bourgeois
ideology of philosophy’.

In The German Ideology Marx writes that ‘things have now come to such
a pass that the individuals must appropriate the existing totality of productive forces,
not only to achieve self-activity, but, also, merely to safeguard their very existence’.
In other words, Marx seems to think that, while humans do have a need for self-
activity, this will be of secondary historical relevance. This is because he thinks
that capitalism will increase the economic impoverishment of the proletariat so
rapidly that they will be forced to make the social revolution just to stay alive they
probably wouldn’t even get to the point of worrying that much about self-activity.
This doesn’t mean, though, that tendencies against alienation only manifest
themselves once other needs are amply met, only that they are of reduced
importance. The work of Raya Dunayevskaya and others in the tradition of Marxist
humanism drew attention to manifestations of the desire for self-activity even among
workers struggling for more basic goals.
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In this passage, from The Holy Family, Marx says that capitalists and
proletarians are equally alienated, but experience their alienation in different ways:

The propertied class and the class of the proletariat present the same
human self-estrangement. But the former class feels at ease and
strengthened in this self-estrangement, it recognizes estrangement as
its own power and has in it the semblance of a human existence. The
class of the proletariat feels annihilated, this means that they cease to
exist in estrangement; it sees in it its own powerlessness and the
reality of an inhuman existence. It is, to use an expression of Hegel, in
its abasement the indignation at that abasement, an indignation to which
it is necessarily driven by the contradiction between its human nature
and its condition of life, which is the outright, resolute and
comprehensive negation of that nature. Within this antithesis the private
property-owner is therefore the conservative side, the proletarian the
destructive side. From the former arises the action of preserving the
antithesis, from the latter the action of annihilating it.

In feudal society humans had not yet developed the means to control the
natural world, or to produce enough to be free from famine, or to cure diseases.
All social relationships were ‘conditioned by a low stage of development of the
productive powers of labour and correspondingly limited relations between men
within the process of creating and reproducing their material life, hence also limited
relations between man and nature’. Land was the source of production, and it so
dominated the feudal-manorial system that men saw themselves not as individuals
but in relation to the land. Marx described this in the Economic and Philosophical
Manuscripts of 1844:

In feudal landownership we already find the domination of the earth
as of an alien power over men. The serf is an appurtenance of the
land. Similarly the heir through primogeniture, the first born son,
belongs to the land. It inherits him. The rule of private property begins
with property in land which is its basis.

Ownership of land was dependent on inheritance and blood lines: your
‘birth’ determined your destiny. In an early work Marx described how ‘the
aristocracy’s pride in their blood, their descent, in short the genealogy of the body
. . . has its appropriate science in heraldry. The secret of the aristocracy is zoology’.
It was this zoology which determined your life and your relationships with others.
On the one hand, the low level of the productive forces meant constant labour for
the peasants, while on the other, the feudal lords and the church officials took what
they wanted from the peasants by force.

Thus alienation arose from the low level of the productive forces, from
human subordination to the land and from the domination of the feudal ruling class.
However, there were limits to these forms of alienation. The peasants worked
their own land and produced most of the things they needed in their own independent
family units. ‘If a person was tied to the land, then the land was also tied to the
people . . . The peasant, and even the serf of the middle ages, remained in possession
of at least 50 percent, sometimes 60 and 70 percent, of the output of their labour’.
The social relationships in feudal society were relationships of domination and
subordination, but they were obviously social relationships between individuals. In
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Capital, Marx described how ‘the social relations between individuals in the
performance of their labour appear at all events as their own mutual personal
relations, and are not disguised under the shape of social relations between the
products of labour’.

However, the constraints of feudalism were very different from the dynamic
of capitalism. The bourgeoisie wanted a society in which everything could be
bought and sold for money: ‘Selling is the practice of alienation’. The creation of
such a society depended on the brutal enclosures of the common land. This meant
that, for the first time, the majority in society were denied direct access to the
means of production and subsistence, thus creating a class of landless labourers
who had to submit to a new form of exploitation, wage labour, in order to survive.
Capitalism involved ‘a fundamental change in the relations between men, instruments
of production and the materials of production’. These fundamental changes meant
that every aspect of life was transformed. Even the concept of time was radically
altered so that watches, which were toys in the 17th century, became a measure
of labour time or a means of quantifying idleness, because of the ‘importance of an
abstract measure of minutes and hours to the work ethic and to the habit of
punctuality required by industrial discipline’.

Men no longer enjoyed the right to dispose of what they produced how
they chose: they became separated from the product of their labour. Peter Linebaugh
in his history of 18th century London, The London Hanged, explained that workers
considered themselves masters of what they produced. It took great repression, a
‘judicial onslaught’, in the late 18th century to convince them that what they produced
belonged exclusively to the capitalists who owned the factories. During the 18th
century most workers were not paid exclusively in money. ‘This was true of Russian
serf labour, American slave labour, Irish agricultural labour and the metropolitan
labour in London trades’.By the 19th century, however, wage labour had replaced
all other forms of payment. This meant labour was now a commodity, sold on the
market. Capitalists and workers were formally independent of each other, but in
reality inextricably connected. Production no longer took place in the home, but in
factories where new systems of discipline operated. The mechanisation of labour
in the factories transformed people’s relationship with machines, ‘those remarkable
products of human ingenuity, became a source of tyranny against the worker’. In
Capital, Marx compared the work of craftsmen and artisans to that of the factory
worker:

In handicrafts and manufacture, the workman makes use of a tool, in
the factory, the machine makes use of him. There the movements of
the instrument of labour proceed from him, here it is the movements
of the machines that he must follow. In manufacture the workmen
are parts of a living mechanism. In the factory we have a lifeless
mechanism independent of the workman, who becomes a mere living
appendage.

One of the most important, and devastating, features of factory production
was the division of labour. Prior to capitalism there had been a social division of
labour, with different people involved in different branches of production or crafts.
With capitalism there arose the detailed division of labour within each branch of
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production. This division of labour meant that workers had to specialise in particular
tasks, a series of atomised activities, which realised only one or two aspects of
their human powers at the expense of all the others. Harry Braverman pointed out
the consequences of this division: ‘While the social division of labour subdivides
society, the detailed division of labour subdivides humans, and while the subdivision
of society may enhance the individual and the species, the subdivision of the
individual, when carried on without regard to human capabilities and needs, is a
crime against the person and humanity’. John Ruskin, the 19th century critic of
industrialisation, made a similar point when he wrote that the division of labour is a
false term because it is the men who are divided.

In this system workers become increasingly dependent on the capitalists
who own the means of production. Just as the worker ‘is depressed, therefore,
both intellectually and physically, to the level of a machine, and from being a man
becomes an abstract activity and a stomach, so he also becomes more and
dependent on every fluctuation in the market price, in the investment of capital and
on the whims of the wealthy’. It became impossible for workers to live
independently of capitalism: to work meant to be reduced to a human machine; to
be deprived of work meant living death. Without work, if capital ceases to exist
for him, Marx argued the worker might as well bury himself alive: ‘The existence
of capital is his existence, his life, for it determines the content of his life in a manner
indifferent to him’. There is no choice involved - work is a matter of survival.
Therefore labour became forced labour; you could not choose not to work, you
could not choose what you made, and you could not choose how you made it.
Marx noted:

The fact that labour is external to the worker, does not belong to his
essential being; that he therefore does not confirm himself in his work,
but denies himself, feels miserable and not happy, does not develop
free mental and physical energy, but mortifies his flesh and ruins his
mind. Hence the worker feels himself only when he is not working;
when he is working he does not feel himself. He is at home when he
is not working, and not at home when he is working. His labour is
therefore not voluntary but forced, it is forced labour. It is therefore
not the satisfaction of a need, but a mere means to satisfy need outside
itself. Its alien character is clearly demonstrated by the fact that as
soon as no physical or other compulsion exists it is shunned like the
plague.

There was another side to the fragmentation of labour in the factory system.
The creation of the ‘detail labourer who performed fractional work in the workshop
meant that the value-producing class became collective, since no worker produced
a whole commodity’. This collectivity expressed itself in constant struggle against
capitalist forms of production and frequent attempts by workers to assert their
right to control machines rather than be controlled by them, most famously in the
Luddite Rebellion of the early 19th century, a revolt so widespread that more
troops were deployed to crush it than were sent to fight with Wellington at Waterloo.

No matter how deeply alienation affects them, the ruling class will always
be driven to defend the system that creates their alienation with all the power and
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brutality at their disposal because of their material position within it. In addition to
this, Lukács argued that the ruling class can never rise above the commodity
fetishism of capitalism. The bourgeoisie can never recognise the real nature of
capitalism without confronting their own role as exploiters and upholders of the
system. Therefore the capitalists do not want to recognise the real social
relationships which underlie the institutions of capitalist society. They prefer to
continue believing that the relations of production are natural and inevitable. In
contrast, Lukács argued that workers, though also shaped by commodity fetishism,
were not permanently blinded to the reality of capitalism. Rather he argued that
the working class is in a unique position to be able to tear the veil of reification
from capitalism because its struggle against capitalism reveals its real own role in
producing the wealth of society. Class struggle means that workers no longer see
themselves as isolated individuals. It means that they can become conscious of the
social character of labour. Lukács suggests that when workers glimpse the reality
behind commodity fetishism it can help them to realise the need for a revolutionary
transformation of society: ‘This enables us to understand why it is only in the
proletariat that the process by which a man’s achievement is split off from his total
personality and becomes a commodity leads to a revolutionary consciousness’.

The early liberals were confident that economic inequality could be prevented
with constant growth, which would percolate downwards and raise the standard
of living. However, Marx pointed out that the gulf between rich and poor forever
widened. Capitalism encouraged inequality and consumerism. Commodities
assumed personalities of their own. To Marx, exploitation and alienation made
possible the revolutionary transformation of capitalism. It was the individual as a
producer who rebelled against society to free himself from exploitation and
oppression. The basis of change was therefore moral. Unless private property
was abolished the worker could not be truly free. But once this was achieved,
human nature would undergo a transformation, for a true communist society was
one of socialized humanity. Capitalism divided society into two hostile camps. The
proletariat grew larger and larger, with their miseries and pauperization attenuated,
while the bourgeoisie would become numerically small, prosperous and well up.
With wages pushed low, small entrepreneurs were forced to join the working
class or merge with giant monopolies. The ever-increasing appetite of the capitalist
class led to an ever increasing demand for markets, raw materials and profits
representing a crisis within capitalism. Marx argued that the increase in productivity
did not benefit the worker, who only received exchange, and not use value. The
surplus value was appropriated by the capitalist. With polarization of society, class
struggles became sharper, making a revolution on a world scale inevitable. He
conceived of a world wide transformation, for capitalism was truly international
and global in impact. He asserted that capitalism contain within itself seeds of its
own destruction. He rallied the working class under the call ‘workers of all countries
unite’.

Thus, Marx believed that the conditions of man alienation can be overcome
under communism which abolishes commodity production. In communism, there
will be no private property and, therefore, no alienated labour. Economic planning
will reverse the existing domination of the product over the worker and distribution
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according to need will remove the workers existing concern for his physical survival.
The division of labour existing under capitalism will be replaced by a new system
of assigning work through which an individual can engage himself in several types
of productive and creative activity according to his own aptitude and choice. In
capitalist society, the working-class cannot hope to achieve its freedom because it
cannot put an end to the phenomenon to the alienation without abolishing the
capitalist method of production itself.

Contemporary Marxist thought better known as neo-Marxism has developed
in two directions: humanist and scientific. The humanist strain of neo-Marxism
draws particularly on the work of the young Marx and constitutes the main stream
of critical theory. Its dominant themes are the problems of alienation and wage to
human emancipation. Herbert Marcuss has brilliantly portrait the conditions of
alienation in bourgeois societies which have reduced the human being to ‘one-
dimensional man’. He has stated that capitalism has cunningly anaesthetized the
discontent of the oppressed by manipulating the means of communication so as to
stimulate trivial material desires which are easily satisfied. Marcus has argued that
human beings should first be made aware of their condition of on freedom. Where
after they will easily find their way to freedom. On the other hand, the scientific
strain of neo-Marxism is primarily concerned with its scientific and explanatory
character. It was particularly interested in structures as well as relative importance
of cultural, ideological and social factors. Thus, Louis Althusser, a French communist
and philosopher, challenged the humanist themes of Marxist thinking in the early
1960s and asserted the importance of analysing the deep structure of human
societies-—especially their mode of production.

Alienation is a theme in Marx’s writing that runs right throughout his work,
from the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844, to Capital -
especially the unpublished sections entitled Results of the Immediate Process of
Production. An online archive of almost everything written by Marx can be found
at the Marxists Internet Archive at which you can search for ‘alienation’. Another
good way to approach Marx’s original writing is through a good collection - Karl
Marx: selected writings (second edition), edited by David Mclellan clearly indicates
sections on alienation in its contents. Key works on alienation include the Comment
on James Mill and The German Ideology. An example of characterisation of
alienation in Marx’s later work can be found in the Grundrisse. Marx’s work can
sometimes be daunting - many people would recommend reading a short
introduction to the concept first.

The concept of alienation is a central but controversial aspect of Marxism.
When Marx’s key work on alienation, The Economic and Philosophical
Manuscripts of 1844, was eventually published in 1932, it had a dramatic impact
on the tradition known as ‘Western Marxism’, which included writers like Herbert
Marcuse and John Paul Sartre. However, in the hands of the Western Marxists,
the theory of alienation became intermingled with idealist theories, which explained
alienation in terms of psychology rather than the organisation of society. The New
Left which emerged in the late 1950s reacted against the theory and practice of
Stalinism, but some of the writers associated with the New Left threw the Marxist
baby out with the Stalinist bathwater. They abandoned some central aspects of
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Marxism, such as the central role of the economic structure in shaping the rest of
society and the objective class antagonisms at the heart of capitalism. As Perry
Anderson wrote, ‘The most striking single trait of Western Marxism as a common
tradition is thus perhaps the constant presence and influence on it of successive
types of European idealism’. Alienation was seized upon to explain the miseries of
modern life, and the ‘lonely crowd’, ‘those aggregations of atomised city dwellers
who feel crushed and benumbed by the weight of a social system in which they
have neither significant purpose nor decision-making power’. Alienation came to
refer predominately to a state of mind, rather than an understanding of how social
organisation affected human beings.

Typical of the confused ideas about alienation fashionable in some quarters
at this time is a book edited by Eric and Mary Josephson, Man Alone: Alienation
in Modern Society, first published in 1962 and reprinted eight times before 1968.
For the Josephsons, alienation describes ‘the untold lives of quiet desperation that
mark our age’, and the long list of those suffering from alienation includes such
diverse group as women, immigrants, sexual deviants, drug addicts, young people
and artists. But the editors understand alienation exclusively as a psychological
state, ‘referring to an extraordinary variety of psycho-social disorders, including
loss of field, anxiety states, anomie, despair, depersonalisation, rootlessness, apathy,
social disorganisation, loneliness, atomisation, powerlessness, meaninglessness,
isolation, pessimism, and the loss of beliefs and values’. If alienation is only a
specific psychological problem, then it follows that the solution to alienation must
be sought exclusively in the individual consciousness. If alienation is predominantly
a state of mind, there is an implication that it can be cured without fundamentally
changing the organisation of society. As Eric Fromm suggested, forms of alienation
were ‘chains of illusion’ which can be broken within the context of capitalist society,
because they arise from ‘stereotyped alternatives of thinking’.

However, Marx’s writings on alienation, from the Manuscripts to the
Grundrisse and Capital, demonstrate that for him alienation was not merely a
state of mind. The roots of the individual psyche were to be located in how society
as a whole is organised. As one Marxist described it, ‘The life activity of the
alienated individual is qualitatively of a kind. His actions in religion, family affairs,
politics and so on, are as distorted and brutalised as his productive activity . . .
There is no sphere of human activity that lies outside these prison walls’.

Marx’s theory offers us an indispensable method of understanding how the
production process shapes the whole of society. There are two areas of activity
which are particularly controversial in relation to alienation. This first is the place
of intellectual, or mental labour, and creativity in alienated production.

The division of labour described in this article leads to a sharp division
between work and creativity. Work is regimented, broken down into separate
tasks. The creative elements in each process are dispersed into a million fragments.
Labour itself is a commodity and its value is determined by the labour time which
went into its creation, for example, the amount spent on training or educating a
worker. A highly skilled technician or engineer will therefore be paid more than an
unskilled labourer. As Braverman wrote, ‘In this way, a structure is given to all
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labour process that at its extremes polarises those whose time is infinitely valuable
and those whose time is worth almost nothing’. However, this does not mean that
the intellectual whose time is valuable escapes from the general pattern of alienation.
On the contrary, one of the features of modern capitalism is the commercialisation
of knowledge. The design of a microchip or computer software is just as much the
property of the capitalist as a tin of beans or a car. Capitalists enrich themselves
through the appropriation of mental labour in the same way as they do through
material labour.

The social division of labour undermines the potential of intellectuals to
discover new truths about society. As Franz Jakubowski wrote, ‘The social division
of labour creates a series of sub-spheres, not only in the economy but in the whole
of social life and thought. These develop their own autonomous sets of laws. As a
result of specialisation, each individual sphere develops according to the logic of
its own specific object’.

Intellectual activity takes place within these limitations, in isolation from
society as a whole. In the end, the individual sciences ‘cannot understand either
the method of the principle of even their own concrete substratum of reality’. All
the potential we have to develop new techniques and methods is subordinated to
competition. The very structure of capitalist society condemns our intellectual
developments to the chase of facts in blind isolation from the real movements of
society. This does not mean that nothing useful can be developed, rather that
research takes place within a framework which constrains and limits its
development.

The same processes are at work in the production and consumption of art in
capitalist society. As Eugene Lunn explained in his excellent book Marxism and
Modernism, bourgeois society offers artistic freedom on one hand and snatches it
back with the other: ‘Bourgeois society - with all its progressive advance over ‘feudal’
constrictions - is also inimical to many forms of art, for example because of division
of labour, the mechanisation of many forms of human activity, and the predominance
of quantitative over qualitative concerns’. Marx argued that artists, like scientists and
intellectuals, could not escape from the general conversion of all human creativity
into commodities. Firstly this is because artists, like all other workers, are dependent
on their ability to make money: ‘The bourgeoisie has stripped of its halo every
occupation hitherto honoured and looked up to with reverent awe. It has converted
the physician, the lawyers, the priest, the poet, the man of science, into its paid wage
labourers’. Secondly, Lunn points out how commodity production shapes art. The
fact that works of art are sold on the market shapes every level of their conception
and production. Marx gave one example of this in his critique of the novels of Eugene
Sue, in which he ‘stresses the influence upon the author of the ethical and political
assumptions of its intended bourgeois public’. Neither can art escape commodity
fetishism: ‘If one form of spiritualising mystification has been eroded by expansion of
commerce - the romantic apotheosis of the arts as soaring above material reality - a
new fetishism has replaced it: the fetishism of commodities’. This also points to how
new, challenging cultural developments are rapidly incorporated into the system as
mere commodities.
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This does not mean that works of art can be reduced to exactly the same
status as a tin of beans. Art stimulates our imagination and emotions. It enriches our
understanding of society and can reveal something of the contradictions behind reified
appearances: ‘It can pierce through the ideological clouds which enshroud social
realities.’ Some artists devote their energies to attempting to reach beyond capitalism,
while others choose to celebrate the system as it exists, but even then the art they
produce can penetrate the reified appearance of capitalism. As Lunn wrote:

We cannot reduce art to exchange rates reflecting the pervasive
alienation. Even with its halo removed, art was capable of diagnosing,
and pointing beyond alienating social and economic conditions . . . All
art has the capacity to create a need for aesthetic enjoyment and
education which capitalism cannot satisfy. Although coming
increasingly under the influence of the marketplace, art is produced
and consumed in relative autonomy and is not identical to factory
work or to a pure commodity.

The second controversial application of Marx’s theory of alienation is in the
formulation of an analysis of other activities outside the sphere of work, which we
undertake through choice rather than necessity. The more the world of work
confronts us as hostile, exhausting and miserable, the more people pour their
energies into their l ives outside work. As the system develops new markets are
constantly being carved out of our needs and wishes. For example, consider the
multimillion pound industries which have developed around commodities which
are said to make us look thin or young, our desire to play games, to experience
nature or enjoy art. The very fact that we have the ‘leisure industry’ and the
‘entertainment industry’ points to the fact that the separation of work from leisure
has left a void in our free hours: ‘Thus filling time away from the job also becomes
dependent upon the market, which develops to an enormous degree those passive
amusements, entertainments, and spectacles that suit the restricted circumstances
of the city and are offered as substitutes for life itself’.

The retreat into the privatised world of the individual and the family is a
pronounced feature of life in the 1990s. Adopting particular lifestyles seems to
offer the only real chance of personal fulfilment. Hence the increasing fascination
for TV programmes and magazines about fashion, cooking, holidays and gardening
and the boom in the Do-It-Yourself market. The family and the home have become
leisure activities in and of themselves; they have also become subject to the priorities
of the market. All the commodities which could increase our free time simply
reinforce the family as a unit of consumption not an emotional haven: ‘As the
advances of modern household and service industries lighten the family labour,
they increase the futility of family life; as they remove the burden of personal
relations, they strip away its affections; as they create an intricate social life, they
rob it of every vestige of community and leave in its place the cash nexus’.

In addition, Meszaros describes how the retreat into private life simply
increases the power of capitalism over us: ‘The cult of privacy and of individual
autonomy thus fulfils the dual function of objectively protecting the established
order against challenge by the rabble, and subjectively providing a spurious fulfilment
in an escapist withdrawal to the isolated and powerless individual who is mystified
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by the mechanisms of capitalist society which manipulate him’. Meszaros also
makes the point that alienation has deprived us of our ability to have genuinely
human relationships. We are forced to seek compensation for the loss of our
humanity in the limited area of our privatised personal lives, yet this merely reinforces
our alienation from each other: ‘To seek the remedy in autonomy is to be on the
wrong track. Our troubles are not due to a lack of autonomy but, on the contrary,
to a social structure - a mode of production - that forces on men a cult of it,
isolating them from each other’.

Our attempts to express the creativity of which capitalism has deprived us
cannot negate the totality of alienation. The eradication of alienation depends on
the transformation of society as a whole. However we organise our personal lives
and leisure time, we cannot individually fulfil our collective ability to shape the
natural world we live in. Lifestyles and leisure activities cannot liberate us from
alienation, or even create little islands of freedom in an ocean of alienation. As
alienation is rooted in capitalist society, only the collective struggle against that
society carries the potential to eradicate alienation, to bring our vast, developing
powers under our conscious control and reinstitute work as the central aspect of
life. As Marx wrote in Capital, ‘The veil is not removed from the countenance of
the social life process, ie the process of material production, until it becomes
production by freely associated men and stands under their conscious and planned
control’.

4.2.2 The Dialectics
In the Theses on Feuerbach, written in 1845 but first published as an appendix to
the 1888 edition of Engels’ Ludwig Feurbach, Marx led the foundation for what
he called dialectical materialism. According to Engels, dialectic is nothing more
then the science of the general laws of motion and development of nature, human
society and thought. Though it was a natural process, acting upon and being acted
upon by the natural environment in which it take place. It is impossible to transcend
the natural process – there are, ‘the general laws of motion and development’ and
that was all.

Marx borrowed his dialectical method from German philosopher, G. W. H.
Hegel and sought to combine it with his materialism. Hegel has postulated that
‘idea’ or ‘consciousness’ was the essence of universe, and that all social institutions
were the manifestation of changing forms of idea. Idea evolved into new forms
because of its inherent tension, exemplified in the clash between thesis (partial
truth) and anti-thesis (opposite of thesis – again a partial truth) resulting in synthesis
(which is nearer the truth) as long as synthesis itself contains partial truth, it takes
the role of thesis and undergoes the same process until this process reaches absolute
truth, exemplified in ‘absolute idea’ or ‘absolute consciousness’. In Hegelian
philosophy, dialectics applied to the process, evolutions and development of history.
He viewed history as the progressive manifestation of human reason, and the
development of a historical spirit. History recorded increasing awareness and greater
rationality as exhibited in human affairs. Human consciousness and freedom
expanded as a result of conflicting intellectual forces, which were constantly under
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tension. Hegel believed in a movement from a rudimentary state of affairs to a
perfect form. The process of history, for Hegel was marked by two kinds of
causation: (i) the individual spirit which desired happiness and provided energy
and (ii) the world spirit which strived for higher freedom that came with the
knowledge of the self.

However, though Marx agreed with Hegel that there was a constant
movement in the dialectical process he believed that ‘matter’ and not the ‘idea’ as
the essence of universe, and the social institutions were the manifestation of changing
material conditions. Matter underwent the dialectical process because of its inherent
tensions, until perfect material conditions, exemplified by a ‘rational mode of
production’ come into existence. Marx emphasized the real rather than the ideal,
the social rather than the intellectual, matter rather than mind. For Marx, the key
idea was not the history of philosophy, but the history of economic production and
the social relation that accompanied it. Marx acknowledged Hegel’s great
contributions, which was to recognize world history as a process, as constant
motion, change, transformation, and development, and to understand the internal
connection between the movement and its development. From Hegel, he also
learned that various angels of the developmental process could not be studied in
isolation, but in their relations with one another and with the process as a whole.
Hegel applied dialectics to the realm ideas. However, Marx as a materialist believed
that consciousness was determined by life, and not the other way around. Unlike
the latent conservatism and idealism of Hegelian philosophy, Marxism rejected
the status quo – capitalism – as intolerable. Social circumstances changed, with
no social system lasting forever. Capitalism arose under certain historical
circumstances, which would disappear in due course time. Thus, Marx, like Hegel,
continued to believe that dialectics was a powerful tool. It offered a law of social
development; in that sense Marx’s social philosophy was a philosophy of history
like Hegel’s.

Engels in his book Anti-Duhring which was published in 1878 postulated
three laws of material dialectics or dialectical materialism: (i) the transformation of
quantity into quality and vice versa; (ii) the interpretation of opposites; and (iii) the
negation of negations. These principles signify the process of resolving
contradictions of material conditions of human life which paves the way for social
progress. Class conflict is also a manifestation of this process.

Karl Marx does not systematically explain anywhere in his works his theory
of dialectical materialism. But he makes it clear that his materialism is dialectical
not mechanical. In mechanical materialism evolution is the path taken by material
things under the pressure of their environment. In dialectical materialism evolution
is the development of matter from with in, environment helping or hindering, but
neither originating the evolutionary process, nor capable of preventing it from
reaching its inevitable goal. Motion, to the dialectical materialism, is the mode of
existence of matter. The ultimate reality in matter is motion. Moreover, this is a
dialectical process, the reconciliation of opposing movements in an endless effort
to achieve a more perfect harmony. Matter to the dialectical materialist is active
not passive and moves by an inner necessity of its nature. It contains within itself
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the energy necessary to transform it. Matter is self-moving or self-determining.
The universe is self sufficient, self-creating, self- perpetuating. Hegel explained the
dialectical process as the activity of god in the world; Marx borrowed the ‘energy’
from Hegel’s immanent god in the world, dissociates it from god and locates it in
matter itself. The dialectical materialism is more interested in motion than in matter,
in a vital energy within matter inveritably deriving it towards perfect society just as
Hegel’s demi-urge drove forward to the perfect realization of spirit. As Engel said,
‘the dialectical method grasps things and their images, ideas, essentially in their
sequence, their movement, their birth and death’.

Historical materialism
While dialectical materialism represents the philosophical bases of Marxism,
historical materialism represent its scientific basis. It implies that in any given epoch
the economic relations of society – the means where by man and women undertake
production, distribution and exchange of material goods for the satisfaction of
their needs – play important role, in shaping their social, political, intellectual and
ethical relationships.

Marx applied dialectics to the material or social world consisting of economic
production and exchange. A study of the productive process explained all other
historical phenomena. Marx noted that each generation inherited a mass of
productive forces, an accumulation of capital, and a set of social relations which
reflected these productive forces. The new generation modified these forces, but
at the same time these forces prescribed certain forms of life, and shaped human
character and thought in distinct ways. The mode of production and exchange
was the final cause of all social changes and political revolutions. Marx considered
matter as being active, capable of changing from within. It was not passive, needing
an external stimulus for change, a conception found in Hobbes.

The theory begins with the ‘simple truth, which is the clue to the meaning of
history that man must it to live’. His very survival depends upon the success with
which he can produce what he wants from nature. Production is, therefore, the
most important of all human activities. Men in association produce more then men
in isolation and society is thus the result of an attempt to secure the necessities of
life. But society has never accomplished that to the satisfaction of all its members,
and has in consequence, always been subject to internal stresses and strains.

The Marxian interpretation of human history is economic. Marx saw
evolutionary changes in the ethical, religious, social, economic, and political ideas
and institutions of mankind. According to him, institutions and ideas, and therefore,
action are subject to endless change. The chief motive force which brings about
this change in human beings is not the Hegelian idea but the material conditions of
life. Human history, therefore, has a material basis.

Marxist perspective postulates that the structure of society may be
understood in terms of its base (the foundation) and superstructure (the external
build-up). Base consists of the mode of production while superstructure is
represented by its legal and political structure, religion, morals, social practices,
literature, art and culture etc. Mode of production has two components: forces of
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production and relations of production. Forces of production cannot remain static;
they have an inherent tendency of development in the direction of achieving the
perfect society. Forces of production have two components: means of production
(tools and equipments) and labour power (human knowledge and skills). Men
and women constantly endeavor to devise better ways of production. Improvement
in the means of production is manifested in the development of technology. This is
matched by development of human knowledge and skills as required to operate
the new technology. Hence there is the corresponding development of labour
power. On the other hand, relations of production in any given epoch are given by
the pattern of ownership of means of social production. These gives rise to two
containing classes – haves and have nots. Marx talked about four stages of human
history, such as ancient times, medieval times, modern times and future society
based on communism. In earlier stages of historical development, development of
the forces of production fails to make any dent in the pattern of ownership. In
other words, changes in the mode of production bring about changes in the nature
of contending classes but they do not bring about an end of the class conflict.
Change in the nature of contending classes is itself brought about by a social
revolution. When material productive forces of society come in conflict with the
existing relations of production, these relations turn into their fetters. The new
social class which comes to own new means of production, feels constrained by
these fetters and overthrows the old dominant class in a revolution. As a result of
social revolution, an old social formation is replaced by a new social formation. In
this process world contending classes are replaced by new contending classes but
class conflict continues on a new plan. This has been the case till the rise of
caplitalism, which will be overthrown by a socialist revolution leading to the eventual
emergence of classless society.

Marx, in his analysis of history mentioned the important role of ideology in
perpetuating false consciousness among people, and demarcated the stages which
were necessary for reaching the goal of communism. In that sense both the
bourgeoisie and the proletariat were performing their historically destined roles. In
spite of the deterministic interpretation of history, the individual had to play a very
important role with in the historical limits of his time, and actively hasten the process.

Marx had a very powerful moral content in his analysis, and asserted that
the progress was not merely inevitable, but would usher in a perfect society free of
alienation, exploitation and deprivation. His materialistic conception of history
emphasis the practical side of human activity, rather than speculative thought as
the moving force of history. In the famous funeral oration speech, Engels claimed
that Marx made two major discoveries – the law of development of human history
and the law of capitalist development.

4.2.3 The State and Revolution
Marx critically dissected the Hegelian theory of the modern state and its institutions
in his Critque of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right (1843). According to Marx, Hegel’s
separation of civil society and the state was only relevant in his perception of a
particular historical context. The state was not eternal. It would eventually disappear.
Marx contended that the state was not a march of god on Earth as Hegel described,
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but an instrument of the dominant economic class exploiting and oppressing the
other sections of society. Marx rejected the dichotomy between civil society and
the state in Hegelian philosophy, and concluded that the state and bureaucracy did
not represent universal interests.

Marxism advocates a class perspective of the state. It is different from the
mechanistic theory as well as from the organic theory of the state. It treats the state
neither as a ‘natural institution’ nor as an ‘ethical institution’ as the organic theory
has held. It, of course, treats the state as an artificial device but unlike the mechanistic
theory, it treats the state neither as a manifestation of the will of the people, nor as
an instrument of reconciliation of conflicting interests. According to the class theory,
the state comes into existence when society is divided into two antagonistic classes,
one owning the means of social production and the other being constraint to live
on its labour. In other words, it is the emergence of ‘private property’ that divides
society into two conflicting classes. Those owning the means of production acquire
the power to dominate the other class not only in the economic sphere but in all
spheres of life. In an antagonistic class society the state is a political instrument, ‘a
machine for maintaining the rule of one class over another’. The class dominating
economically, i.e., possessing the means of production, acquires in the state a
powerful instrument for the subjection of the oppressed and exploited. The state
has a clearly defined class character. Being the principal component of the super-
structure founded on the economic basis of society, the state takes every measure
to strengthen and protect this basis.

With the emergence of ‘private property’, society is divided into ‘dominant’
and ‘dependent’ classes. The dominant class, in order to maintain its stronghold
on economic power, invents a new form of power – political power. The state is
the embodiment of political power. It is therefore, essentially subservient to
economic power. Thus, according to the class theory, the state neither originates
in the will of the people, nor does it stand for the benefit of all society, but is an
instrument devised by a dominant class for its own benefit. It is imposed on society
from above to serve the interest of a particular class. The state has not existed
from eternity. It came into existence at a particular stage of historical development.
It is a product of the conscious effort of the dominant class which first acquired the
means of production and there after political power. The state is therefore, by no
means a natural institution as the organic theory has maintained.

According to Marxism, unlike the organic theory, the class theory makes a
clear distinction between state and society. Society and the state do not come into
existence together. The class theory treats society as a natural institution, and the
state as an artificial device. In other words, man is by nature ‘social animal’, but
not a ‘political animal’ as Aristotle had assumed. Society is a natural institution
because it is an essential condition for the production of material goods which are
indispensable for the survival of man. Production is the most important of all human
activity. Since men in association produce more then men in isolation, society is a
natural means of securing the necessities of life. The form of production at any
given stage of social development determines the pattern of social relations. Under
‘primitive communism’, when the state has not yet made its appearance, the means
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of production are meager and communally owned. At this earlier stage, there is no
private property; hence, society is not divided into antagonistic classes.

Marx further observes that at a later stage, when the means of production
are somewhat developed, that is, when the hunting, fishing and food-gathering
economy is replaced by an economy based on animal husbandry, domestic
agriculture and small industry. There is ‘surplus production’ which is cornered by
a class owning the means of production. As a result, ‘dominant’ and ‘dependent’
classes came into existence. The structure of society is always determined by the
prevalent form of production. The hand- mill gives you society with the feudal
lord; the steam-mill gives you society with the industrial capitalist. The attitudes
and outlook of society–the legal, political and intellectual relations as well as the
religious and social systems are also determined by the material conditions of life.
Whatever the form of the state, it is invariably an instrument of the dominant class.

Bourgeois ideologists had pictured the state as some kind of super natural
force given to man by providence since time immemorial. It supposedly had no
class character and was merely an innocuous instrument of other, and arbiter called
upon to resolve disputes which arose between people regardless of their class
affiliation. Such a ‘theory’ of the state solved to justify the privileges of the bourgeois
and the existence of exploitation and capitalism. In contrast to bourgeois ideologist,
Marx has demonstrated that the state is not something introduced into society
from outside, but is a product of society’s internal development. The state was
brought into being by changes in material production. The succession of one mode
of production by another caused a change in the state system. According to Marx,
the state has not always existed. Primitive society which had no private property
and no classes had no state either. Naturally there were certain social functions,
but they were performed by men chosen by all of society which had the right to
dismiss these people at any time and to appoint others. In those distant times
relations between people were regulated by public opinion. However, the further
development of productive force, led to the disintegration of primitive society.
Private property appeared, accompanied by classes – slaves and slave-owners.
It became necessary to protect private property, the role and security of its owners,
and this brought the state into being. The birth of the state and its further development
were accompanied by a fierce class struggle. It is, thus, evident that the state is a
product of class society. It arose with the appearance of classes and it will vanish
with the disappearance of classes. But this will happen only under communism.
The alternative that Marx envisaged was a classless, stateless society of true
democracy and full of communism, in which the political state disappeared.

The dominant class uses the machinery of the state to serve its own interests
which involve the exploitation of the dependent class. The state is, therefore, an
instrument of oppression and exploitation, an embodiment of injustice. It does not
rest on moral foundations as the organic theory believes. It is not even an instrument
of harmonizing the interest of various individuals or groups as the mechanistic
theory claims. Instead of being a means of conflict-resolution, the state, according
to the class theory, is a device for the suppression of class conflict. It maintains
order in society not because it is able to secure the willing obedience of its subjects,
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but because it uses its coercive power to secure compliance from the ‘consent’ of
the governed as also to offer moral justification for its existence.

The pioneers of the class theory of the state – Marx, Engels and Lenin –
have made it ample clear that the state is but an instrument of class rule and
exploitation. Marx and Engels, in their famous Communist Manifesto (1848),
observed: ‘Political power, properly to called is, merely the organized power of
one class for oppressing other’, Engels, in his Socialism – Utopian and Scientific
(1880), confirmed: ‘The state is an organization of the particular class which was
pro-tempore the exploiting class’. Again, in his The Origin of the Family Private
Property and the State (1884), Engels illustrated: ‘The state of antiquity was
above all the state of the slave-owners for the purpose of holding down the slaves
as the feudal state was the organ of the nobility for holding down the peasant serfs
and bondsmen, and the modern representative state is an instrument of exploitation
of wage labour by capital’. In The State and Revolution, Lenin elaborated that
according to Marx the state is an organ of class rule and organ for the oppression
of one class by another, it is the creation of ‘order’, which legalises and perpetuates
this oppression by moderating the conflict between the classes.

According to Marxist view, the main feature of the state is the existence of
public authority representing the interest of the class which dominates economically
and not of the entire population. This authority rests on armed force – the army
and the police. In primitive society, all the people were armed. But in a society
divided into hostile classes, the armed forces are in the hands of the ruling class
and are used to suppress the people, to subordinate theme to a handful of exploiters.
Representative bodies (parliaments), the huge bureaucratic machine with a whole
army of official, intelligence agency, the courts, procurators offices and prisons –
all are used for the same purpose. All of them combined, make the political authority
of the exploiting state.

As class contradictions deepen and the class struggle intensifies, the state
machine expands. The process is particularly intensive in contemporary capitalist
society where the state machine and the armed forces have grown to an
unprecedented size. The maintenance of these colossal state machine and the armed
forces is a heavy burden for the people, especially today. When imperialist circles
are engaged in the armed race the state of any exploiting society is designed to
protect the interests of the ruling class both within the country, in relation with
other classes, and outside, in relation with other states. The state, therefore, with
such a character ‘an executive committee’ serving the interest of the capitalist
class will have no reason for existence in a classless society. A classless society
based upon the doctrine ‘from everyone according to his ability and to everyone
according to his needs would come into existence’.

According to Marx the state, regardless of the forms of government is an
evil, because it was a product of a society saddled with irreconcilable class struggles.
It belonged to the realm of the super-structure, as it was conditioned and determined
by its economic base. In the course of history, each mode of production would
give rise to its specific political organization, which would further the interest of the
economically dominant class. In Communist Manifesto Marx defined the state in
a capitalist society, as the ‘executive committee of the bourgeoisie’.
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For Marx and Engel, the state expressed human alienation. It was an
instrument of class exploitation and class oppression, for the economically
dominated class exploited and oppressed the economically weaker class. The
state apparatus served the ruling class, but acquired independence and became
autonomous when the adversary classes were in a state of temporary equilibrium.
This phenomenon was described as Bonapartism. In such a situation, the dictator
with the support of the state apparatus became its guardian.

In his book Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte (1852), Marx
denounced the bureaucratic and all powerful state advising the proletariat to destroy
it. His views on the state were determined largely by his perception and analyses
of the French state, the Revolution of 1848 and the coup d’etat of Napoleon III.
As a result, Marx advocated a violent revolutionary seizure of power and the
establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat. However, in countries with
democratic institutions, the transition from capitalism to socialism could be peaceful.

Marx and Engels provided a blue print of a future state which will be based
on communism. They elaborated that communist society will eliminate all forms of
alienation for the human individual from nature, from society and from humanity. It
does not merely mean consumer satisfaction, but the abolition of all forms of
estrangement, the liberation of human forces and enhancement of personal creativity.
The institution of private property and division of labour identified as the source of
alienation would be destroyed as a pre requisite for the new and truly human
phase in history. They viewed that proletariat as an agent and not as a tool in
history, and with the liberation of the proletariat come the liberation of society.

The transitional phase, the phase between the destruction of the bourgeois
state and the inauguration of a communist state or society, symbolized by the
dictatorship of the proletariat, generated a great deal of controversy in Marxist political
theory. Interestingly, one of the well- known utopias was the least delineated. Marx’s
cautious productions were imposed by his own epistemological premises. The concept
of the dictatorship of the proletariat held the key to the understanding of Marx’s
theory on the nature of communist society and the role of proletarian state. Marx
and Engels spoke about the political rule of the proletariat, advising the workers to
capture the state, destroy all privileges of the old class, and prepare for the eventual
disappearance of the state. Marx and Engels were convinced that existing state
whether as instruments of class domination and oppression, or ruled by bureaucratic
parasites on the whole of society, would grow inherently strong and remain minority
states representing the interests of the small, dominant and powerful possessing class.
It was only when the proletarian majority ceased the states structure that the state
became truly democratic and majoritarian. Whatever might be the form the state
assumed, it was powerful machinery which the proletariat had to contend with while
making its revolution. In the mater part if his life, Marx was convinced of the imperative
need to destroy the state and establish the dictatorship of the proletariat. In the initial
stage, bearing in mind the example of the French revolution of 1789, he anticipated
a seizure of the existing state machine by the revolutionary proletariat, for he believed
that political centralization would assists the revolutionary process. Marx observed
that the destruction of the state had only one implication for the communists namely
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the cessation of an organized power of one class for the suppression of another
class.

Marx and Engels in the Communist Manifesto described the nature of
communist society as one in which the classes and its antagonism would have
disappeared. Ultimately, Marx observes the State will wither away. The bourgeois
society would be reflected by ‘an association in which the free development of
each is the condition for the free development of all’.

In the German Ideology and the Paris Manuscripts, Marx projected an
image of future state/society from the internal tension of existing capitalist state/
society, implying that, at the outset, communist society would be perfect,
universalizing those elements of bourgeois society that could be universalized.

Revolution

On the basis of scientific analysis of the system of capitalism, Marx had declared
that a social revolution was inevitable. Revolution was certain to come, because
the forces of discontent would eventually accumulate and break through all
obstacles. Revolution would come. Marx had no doubt about it. But how would it
come and what would follow? For these questions Marx had definite answers.
The proletariat must organize for political action and make revolution. Communist
Manifesto declared that all the presiding classes that got the upper hand sought to
fortify there already acquired status by subjecting society at large to their conditions
of appropriation. The proletarians cannot become masters of the productive forces
of society, except by abolishing their previous mode of appropriation. They have
nothing of their own to secure and fortify; their mission is to destroy all previous
securities for, an instances of individual property. All previous historical movements
were movements of minorities or in the interest of minorities. The proletarian
movement is the self-conscious, independent movement of the immense majority.
The proletariat, the lowest stratum of our present society, cannot stir, cannot rise
itself without the whole super-incumbent strata of official society being sprung into
the air.  Therefore the first step in the revolution by the working class is to raise the
proletariat to the position of ruling class, to win the battle of democracy.

According to Marx social progress would have to come about through a
violent struggle between classes. By progress Marx meant the expansion of the
productive capacity of both society and individual human beings. This would
ultimately lead to greater freedom and equalities and to the realization of man’s
capacity. Marx observes the dramatic conflict of classes intensified during a period
of social upheaval reached its climax in a political revolution. The fundamental
cause of any revolution was the desire and endeavour of a subject class to capture
the state power from the ruling class by force and to reorganize the state apparatus
to suit its own specific needs. The final struggle takes place in the political realm by
the social and economic objective which divide the warring class formation are
really the true cause of revolution. A successful revolution will remove those social,
economic and political institutions which obstruct the development of the class for
whose benefit the revolution has been carried out. Marx has developed this general
prognosis of class conflict and general and specific causes of revolution in such
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works as The German Ideology, The Communist Manifesto and A Contribution
to the Critique of Political Economy. When Marx discussed specific revolution,
he enriched his general theory with a wealth and empirical facts. In his Eighteenth
Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, Marx produced a masterpiece of contemporary
French revolutionary history taking account of the complexities of the revolutionary
events, where-in a multitude of classes interacted changing continuously their
alignments. Moreover, Marx clearly recognized the crucial role played by
individuals in promoting or thwarting the course of revolution.

The Marxist theory of Revolution is the consequence and the concentrated
expression of Marx’s view of historical development, which is to say of the sequence
of social formation in history. He saw the driving force of social development in the
historical tendency towards establishing property relations which corresponded to
the level of development and character of the technique used of production at particular
period. Marx found the key to understand the sequence of the various modes of
production in the law of motion, which was activated by social classes whose interest
coincided with the developing tendency. For Marx, social revolution is an ongoing
process in which causes and effect are dialectically related. The old social order
includes in its womb certain elements which contradicts its dominant features.

Marx said, ‘in the social production of their life, men enter into definite
relation that are indispensable and independent of their will, relations of production
which correspond to a definite stage of development of their material productive
forces . . . . At a certain stage of their development the material productive forces
of society come into conflict with the existing relations of production, or what is
but a legal expression for the same thing – with the property relation within which
they have been at work hitherto. From forms of development of the productive
forces relations turn into their fetters. Then begins an epoch of social revolution’.

When in past history, the fetters of the relations of production were broken
by the developing forces of production, the resulting revolutions were partial in
nature. The transition from feudal relation of production to bourgeois relations of
production accompanied by social and political constitution adapted to it
represented a partial revolution only. Marx observed, ‘what is the basis of a
partial, purely political revolution? It is that a part of civil society emancipates itself
and attains to universal domination, that a particular class undertakes the general
emancipation of the society from its particular situations. This class frees the whole
of society but only under the pre-supposition that the whole of society is in the
same situation as this class, that it possesses, or can equally acquire for example,
money and education’.

Contradictions between the principles of the state and the real economic
life of the citizens was what, for Marx characterized a merely a political revolution.
All previous historical movements were movements of minorities, or in the interest
of minorities. The proletariat movement is the self conscious, independent movement
of the immense majority in the interests of the immense majority. The proletariat,
the lowest stratum of our present society, can not stir; can not raise itself of without
the whole superincumbent strata of official society being exploded into the air.
Thus the radicalism of the revolution depended on the class that was instrumental
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in causing it. The proletariat alone could represent the interests of the society as
whole, a society in which class struggle was so intensified and polarized as to
promise its abolition through a social revolution. For Marx, The Paris Commune
was the ‘political form of human emancipation’.

It is necessary to remember that Marx emphasised the human causes of
revolution. He was at pains to point out that he conceives of revolution as a
mechanical result of the conflict of economic forces; it was something that has had
also to be accomplished by human beings. He said ‘of all the instrument of
production, the greatest productive force is the revolutionary class itself. The
organization of the revolutionary elements as a class presupposes the existence of
all the productive forces that could be endangered in the womb of old society’.
But the proletariat had to undergo a massive transformation through its own
education in the school of class struggle before it could become a fit agent of
revolution. In making the revolution, the proletariat will acquire the capacity of
undertaking the task of socialist reconstruction.

The name that Marx gave to this activity was ‘revolutionary praxis’. It
embodies through a dialectical unity of theory and practices the subjective and
objective causes of revolution. He summed this up in the following words, ‘in
revolutionary activity the changing of oneself coincides with the changing of
circumstances’. It implied that the proletariat must become a class ‘for itself’ by
developing class consciousness which is necessary cause and precondition of a
successful revolution.

Marx did not believe in revolutionary prophecy. He did not go into detail
concerning the exact nature strategy and tactics of the socialist revolution he thought
to be imminent. Concerning the possibility of a successful revolution, Marx adopted
his view according to the historical situation in which he found himself. He was
very optimistic during the European revolution in 1848 but his hopes faded gradually
thereafter except for a brief revival during the Paris Commune of 1871.

By 1851 Marx had become convinced of the primacy of economic factors
in determining the possibilities of revolution. His considered view about revolution
now was that only a severe economic crisis caused by a falling rate of capitalist
profits in a slump could precipitate it. The effective cause of revolution has to be
located in economic situation and nowhere else and new revolution is possible
only as a consequence of a worsening trade cycle leading to increasing misery of
the proletariat. It is just as certain as this crisis. Marx became so convinced of
economic determinism of the revolutionary process at this stage that he was prepared
to dissolve to Communist League when it appeared to be falling under the control
of leaders who believed in attempting a revolution irrespective of the economic
situation. During the next decade, he expected the capitalist crisis to breakout that
would provoke a socialist revolution.

Marx’s materialist view of history would indicate that it was most likely to
breakout in the most advanced industrial countries like Britain, France or the United
States. In a letter to Engels in 1859, Marx mentioned that ‘revolution is imminent
on the continent and will immediately assume a socialist character. Can it avoid
being crushed in the small corner, because the moment of bourgeois society is in
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the ascendant over much larger areas of the earth?’ But Marx also believed that in
some underdeveloped countries such as Germany a bourgeois revolution could
spark of a subsequent socialist revolution. Later in his life, he came to believe that
backward Russia might prove the starting point of a new European revolution,
initially bourgeois but ultimately proletarian in character. Lenin implemented this
Marx’s theory of two-stage revolution in his own way in the Russian revolution in
1917 and Mao did the same in his own characteristic way in bringing about the
Chinese revolution. While Marx generally regarded force as the midwife of the
revolution, he conceded that socialism could come about as a culmination of a
peaceful mass movement in some of the capitalist democracies.

Marx was opposed to the use of revolutionary terror as it weakened the
cause of revolution. He strongly criticizes the use of terror by the Jacobins in the
French revolution. Physical force, however, as opposed to terror, was to Marx a
perfectly acceptable revolutionary weapon provided the economic, social and
political conditions were such as to make its use successful. It was also Marx’s
view that a successful revolution in one country could not be stabilized if it remained
confined to the borders of a single country.

Criticism

The Marx views on state and revolution has been criticized on the following grounds:
• Critics argued that there is no rigid class division in society. They pointed

out that classes are not fixed and rigidly maintained blocks within society as
Marx assumes. Liberal thinkers have pointed to the constant forces of social
mobility – changing status of men and women by their efforts and other
social circumstances.

• The supporter of capitalism argued that twentieth century capitalism was
different from 19th century capitalism when Marxism emerged. These
thinkers claimed that capitalism transferred itself by adopting the model of
‘welfare state’, and had itself became an instrument of social justice. Thus,
the present day capitalism is the capitalism with a human face.

• Critics argue that there is no science of classless society in the socialist
countries as Marx had assumed. In the former USSR and the Peoples
Republic of China, where socialist revolutions along Marxist line had taken
place, there were no indications of emergence of a classless and stateless
society. On the contrary the state-apparatus in socialist countries proved to
be much more repressive than that in liberal democracies, and their social
set-off was characterized by a pyramid of power, instead of moving towards
classlessness.
In fact, the class theory of the state and revolution is now being revised by

its champions. It is now being increasingly realized that instead of looking for a
rigid class division in the present-day society, it would be more fruitful to look for
the different ‘structures of domination’ and ‘forms of domination’ and launch a
systematic attack on such structure and forms in order to restore freedom, equality
and justice in society.
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4.2.4 Theory of Surplus Value
Marx published the first volume of Capital in 1867, in which he explained in detail
his labour theory of value. He also talked about his ideas of surplus value and
exploitation, which according to him would finally lead to the collapse of capitalism.

According to Marx’s theory of surplus value, all raw material is the subject
of labour, but not every subject of labour is raw material; it only becomes so after
it has undergone some change by the means of labour. The instruments of labour
are used for directly transferring labour to its subject, and which therefore, in one
way or another, serve as conductors of activity. The labour process exhibits two
characteristic phenomena. First, the labourer works under the control of the
capitalist owner to whom his labour belongs. Secondly, the product is the property
of the capitalist and not that the labourer its immediate producer.

In the labour process, two conditions must nevertheless be fulfilled. First,
value is independent of the particular use-value by which it is borne. Secondly, the
time occupied in the labour of production must not exceed the time necessary
under the given social conditions of the case. The surplus value generates each
and every stage of the production process like the production of cotton, spindle,
yarn, spinning and making cloth and owned by the owners of each and every
stage.

Thus, Marx argues the owners own the means of production, and use the
workers to get the maximum surplus value possible within existing state of market
competition. Thus, the surplus value is appropriated by the capitalist. As a result,
‘dominant’ and ‘dependent’ classes come into existence who are in constant conflict.

Check Your Progress

1. Who is known as the father of scientific socialism?
2. What is Karl Marx’s dialectical materialism?
3. List some of the major works of Marx.
4. Briefly mention Marx’s theory of alienation.

4.3 VLADIMIR LENIN

Vladimir Lenin was the architect of the first communist state in the world, i.e., the
Soviet Union. Along with Marx, he also became a philosopher and a guide for
communists and revolutionaries all over the world. According to the author and
scholar Professor C. C. Maxey, ‘Lenin, now the beatified saint of Bolshevism was
not only a revolutionary leader of great sagacity and practical ability, but was also
a writer and thinker of exceptional penetration and power.’ Long before the Russian
Revolution, Lenin had a positive and coherent political philosophy, and this
philosophy after he became head of the Russian state, governed all his public
decisions and acts. It became and has remained to a very large degree of the
political road map of Russian communism. Lenin updated and adapted Marx’s
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philosophy to unique Russian conditions. Let us now discuss Lenin’s contribution
to Marxist thought at length.

4.3.1 Lenin’s Theory of Imperialism
Lenin wrote about his ‘theory of imperialism’ in the essay ‘Imperialism, the Highest
State of Capitalism’. Lenin regards imperialism as the highest form of capitalism.
He argues that as capitalism develops, industries unite and become bigger and
then begin collaborating and acting like cartels to create what is known as monopoly
capitalism. In the financial world a similar process takes place. When banks combine
and become the master of capital, they assist industrialists with the capital, thus
encouraging the transformation of monopoly capitalism into finance capitalism.
Monopoly and finance capitalism have a great tendency of expanding very rapidly
and aggressively. The primary export of finance capitalism is money or capital,
and the consequences of its enforcement are the exploitation of colonial people,
whom it oppresses and subjects to the law of the capitalist society, thus increasing
misery amongst the people and destroying their liberty and freedom. As Lenin
stated, ‘If it were necessary to give the briefest possible definition of imperialism
we should have to say that imperialism is the monopoly stage of capitalism.’

According to Lenin, ‘Imperialism is capitalism in that stage of development
in which the domination of monopoly and finance capital has taken shape, in which
the export of capital has acquired pronounced importance in which the division of
the world by international trusts has begun, and in which the portion of all the
territory of the earth by the great capitalist countries has been completed.’

Lenin identified five distinct features of imperialism, which can be stated as
follows:

• The concentration of production and capital develops to such a high
stage that it creates monopolies which play a decisive role in economic
life.

• The merging of bank capital with industrial capital, and the creation, on
the basis of this finance capital, of a financial oligarchy.

• The export of capital as distinguished from the export of commodities
acquires exceptional importance.

• The formation of international monopolist capitalist combines which share
the world among themselves.

• The territorial division of the whole world among the biggest capitalist
powers is completed.

Lenin claimed that imperialism in spite of being the highest stage of capitalism
also contains various contradictions within itself, which shall destroy capitalism
and bring in socialism. The first contradiction is that of the antagonism between the
labour and capital. The labour is exploited by the capital, thus feelings of revolution
would be ignited in exploited workers. If it will be materialized, the spirit of socialism
will start. He also identified another feature of imperialism- the decay of capitalism.
Lenin asserted that imperialism is not only the period of monopoly capitalism, but
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it is also the period of decaying capitalism- the decay resulting from its monopolistic
character. As he stated, ‘the tendency to stagnation and decay, which is the feature
of monopoly, continues, and in certain branches of industry, in certain countries,
for certain periods of time, it becomes prominent’.

4.3.2 State and Dictatorship of Party
The greatest contribution of Lenin to socialism is his theory of the party. While
Marx laid too much emphasis on the development of class consciousness among
the workers, Lenin laid emphasis on the party organization. According to him,
‘The proletariat has no other weapon in the struggle for power except organization.’

Constantly pushed out of depths of complete poverty, the proletariat can
and will inevitably become the unconquerable. The party is needed not only before
the revolution to arouse the revolutionary spirit in the proletariat but also after the
revolution to annihilate the capitalist state so that the dictatorship of proletariat can
be established.

According to Lenin, workers do not become socialists automatically. They
become trade unionists. Socialism has to be brought to them from outside and this
is done by the party which is in reality the ‘vanguard of the proletariat’. It must be
able to lead the proletariat to elevate them to the level where they can understand
their class interests and purpose with great vigour and determination. The party
must act as the General Staff of the Proletariat. Lenin wrote thus, ‘The Communist
Party is a part of the working class, the most advanced most class conscious and
hence the communist party has no other interests other than the interests of the
working class as a whole. The Communist Party is differentiated from the working
class in its totality. The Communist Party is the organizational and political lever
which the most advanced sections of the working class use to direct the entire
mass of the proletariat and the semi-proletariat along the right road.’

Dictatorship of the Proletariat

Lenin described the proletariat dictatorship as the stage which would come during
the transitional period of the state, i.e. when the state would transform into socialism
from capitalism. Lenin accepted Marx’s doctrine of proletariat dictatorship in full
but he succeeded in converting it to the dictatorships of the communist of socialist
ideological party. With the destruction of capitalism, class struggle comes to an
end. Hence, a classless society ought to exist. But before a classless society is
established, an interim period follows. During this period Marx envisages a
‘dictatorship of the proletariat’. In this period the state machinery is monopolized
by proletariats who establish a mere dictatorship for a temporary period. The
state as an instrument of coercion continues. But it becomes an instrument in the
hands of the proletariat for crushing the bourgeois elements in society. At this
stage, the system of payment to the labourers according to work continues. The
principle followed is ‘from each according to his capacity and to each according
to his work’. This is the early stage of communism. It is a transitional stage which
ultimately results in perfect socialism.
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Withering away of the State

When all remnants of bourgeois society are crushed, there is no need for the state.
‘The state withers away’. The stateless and classless society comes to prevail.
This is the final stage of communism. Under perfect communism, the state as a
machinery of coercion is no longer necessary. It is a free society of voluntary
associations. There are no policemen and no military people. This is the climax of
the scientific socialism of Marx and this is the ultimate stage of communism.

According to Marx, the state is used as a tool in the hands of the bourgeois
for exploitation. It is commanded by the rich class in order to exploit the poor. If
men are good and perfect equality prevails, there is no necessity of the state. The
state is necessary in the transitional stage in order to achieve the goal of perfect
socialism: It becomes an institution for promoting the cause of the proletariat. In a
perfect communist society, the principle is ‘from each according to his ability, to
each according to his needs.’ Communism aims at classless society and perfect
economic equality. It also abolishes exploitation. If communism stands for these
objectives and when these objectives are realized, there is no necessity of the
State at all. Thus, Marx’s idea of withering away of the State. However, idealistic
it may be has its own sense of justification.

4.3.3 Theory of Revolution
Communism is a revolutionary creed. It believes in violence and force to solve the
complicated social problems. In the words of Marx, ‘Force is the midwife of the
modern State.’ Hence, Marx advocated revolution as the only way to get rid of
mankind from inhumanity and exploitation caused by capitalism. He gave a clarion
call to ‘the workers of the world to unite and revolt as they have nothing to lose
but their chains.’

Tactics of Revolution

According to Sabine, ‘No principle of Marxian strategy was better settled than
the rule that it’s impossible to make a revolution by force of conspiracy before the
time is ripe, that is, before the contradictions in a society have produced a
revolutionary situation.’ It was this principle which distinguished Marx’s scientific
socialism from Utopianism or mere adventurism. This view led to the emergence
of two views in Russia, one held by the Mensheviks and the other by the Bolsheviks,
regarding the tactics of socialist revolution and the slow growth of the proletariat
into a majority. The other group was led by Lenin, Trotsky and Stalin. According
to Trotsky, it is easier for the proletariat to take over the ruling class in an
economically backward country then in a country where capitalism has reached
the advanced stage. 

Lenin thought in terms of tactics. According to him, insurrection is an art
which can be taught. His tactics came to have certain maxims such as:

(i) Never play at uprising but once it is begun remember firmly that you
have to go to the very end

(ii) One must strive to take the enemy by surprise to take advantage of a
moment when his troops are scattered’.



Communist Thinkers

NOTES

Self-Learning
Material 169

Lenin was opposed to a large diffused party and he wanted the party to
consist of professional revolutionaries and must be organized as secretly as possible.
According to Lenin, a revolution becomes possible only when the lower classes
do not want the old way and the upper classes cannot continue with the old way.

4.3.4 Neo Marxism: Non-industrial Countries
For Lenin, with the concept of the vanguard party and of imperialist capitalism, the
theory of communism as a logical structure was complete, yet it lacked what proved
to be its main driving force as a political system. This was the ‘concept of socialism
in one country’ developed by Joseph Stalin, which was his sole venture into theory.
In a sense this was a normal capstone to Leninism—at least to the concept of
Leninism developed in this way. For Lenin’s achievement as it has been described
here, was to produce a version of Marxism applicable to an industrially
underdeveloped society with an agrarian peasant economy. Socialism in one
country, therefore, completed the divergence between Lenin’s Marxism and the
Marxism of Western Europe, which had been conceived by Marx and Marxists
as a theory to transform a highly industrial economy from a capitalist to a socialist
society.

Lenin held this opinion, but this was not the obstacle, from the standpoint of
Marxism, for completing socialism in Russia. Marxists had supposed that socialism
required an economy with a high level of production and hence, an industrial society,
which Russia was not. Stalin did not meet this argument but argued instead that
socialism could be built in a country of great extent with large natural resources. In
effect, he neglected the economic argument normal to Marxism and substituted a
political argument. Stalin assumed that, given adequate resources, an adequate
labour force, and a government with unlimited power, a socialist economy could
be constructed as a political policy. This of course is what socialism in one country
became, and in theory it is quite different from the supposed dependence of politics
on the economy which had been a principle of Marxism. On the other hand, Stalin’s
assumption fitted rather easily with some elements of Leninism.

Lenin’s Contribution to Neo-Marxism

Unlike Marx, Lenin was a practical revolutionary, who applied the Marxist theory
to Russia. He was the leader of Bolshevik Party in Russia and was the man behind
the Russian Revolution. When he came to power in Russia after the Proletarian
Revolution, several problems confronted him. One of them was the task of making
neo-Marxism up-to-date. Some of the predictions of Karl Marx went wrong and
people began to question the very basis of Karl Marx’s theory.

According to Stalin, ‘Leninism is Marxism in the epoch of imperialism and
the proletarian revolution.’ Lenin’s ideas on communism are embodied in his book
titled the State and Revolution, and essays such as ‘Imperialism, The Highest
Stage of Capitalism’ and ‘What is to be Done’.

Lenin said that the neo-Marxist theory about the destruction of capitalism
has not gone wrong in reality. The destruction has been further delayed due to the
rise of imperialism, which was not visualized by Marx. Imperialism is the highest
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stage of capitalism. Under this system. The proletariat and the capitalist of industrial
countries jointly exploit colonial people. This will ultimately lead to war among
imperial states, resulting in the inevitable destruction of capitalism.

Hence, Marx could not foresee the rise of imperialism. With some
modifications, Lenin wanted to justify neo-Marxism. According to him, World
War-I was such an imperialistic war and it was indirectly responsible for the growth
of the communistic ideology.

On the basis of neo- Marxist analysis of exploitation of the poor, Lenin
developed his theory of imperialism. The rich countries used to grow raw materials
from the poor countries at a cheaper rate and export both capital and industrial
products. While exporting goods and commodities, they try to exploit the poor
countries. This form of exploitation will end only under communism.

Contrary to the Marxian prediction, revolution took place in an agricultural
country like Russia and not in an industrial country like England. Lenin wanted to
justify it. He said that it has been possible to do so through the Communist Party.
The Communist Party is the vanguard of the proletariat. It directed revolution
keeping in view the interests of the proletariat. It created class-consciousness
among the proletariat by providing a revolutionary ideology. Thus it is the Communist
Party which makes the proletariat truly revolutionary. This is the role of the Party
in the Proletariat Revolution. It was to consist of the professional revolutionaries.
Hence, Lenin’s major contribution to communism is the addition of the concept of
‘professional revolutionary’ organized under the banner of the Communist Party.

Lenin also believed in, the ultimate goal of classless and stateless society. It
was the climax point of socialism. He also treated the dictatorship of the proletariat
as a transitional period between the destruction of capitalism and the establishment
of scientific socialism. But the period was not to be a short one. Dictatorship of
the proletariat was to continue indefinitely till time is ripe for the establishment of
perfect economic and social justice. Thus, Lenin departed from the original Marxian
conception of the term and placed emphasis on the role of the dictatorship of the
proletariat.

4.3.5 Scientific Socialism
Let’s briefly revise Marx’s concept of scientific socialism before learning about
Lenin’s views on it.

Karl Marx (1818-1883) is said to be the father of communism or scientific
socialism. The phrase ‘scientific socialism’ was used by him in order to distinguish
his idea from that of the Utopian Socialism. C. E. M. Joad rightly said, ‘Karl
Marx, is in a very real sense, the father of socialism.’

Communism is known as scientific socialism. It is an eloquent protest against
the system of capitalism. Communism as a systematic and consistent political
doctrine is as old as Karl Marx. In the pre-Marxian period, there were traces of
communistic thought in the writings of Plato, Thomas More, St. Simon,’ Robert
Owen and Charles Fourier. But Marx had dismissed their ideas as ‘utopian
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socialism’ and claimed to have established the first scientific doctrine of socialism.
Hence our study of communism should begin with Marx. We shall, however, give
an introductory note on pre-Marxian socialist thought or otherwise known as
socialism. While discussing socialism, the pre-Marxian socialist thought has been
well explained. Saint Simon, Robert Owen, Charles Fourier, Proudhon, Lousis
Blanc, and John Gray are the leading socialist thinkers in the pre-Marxian period.
They are known as the ‘utopian socialists’. They are criticized on the ground that
they were more theoretical in their approach. Karl Marx made socialism scientific
and pragmatic or practical. Socialism before Marx was merely a protest and
aspiration but Marx made it practical and militant. Marx, therefore, is considered
to be’ the greatest socialist of the world. His scientific socialism is otherwise known
as Marxism.

The theory of Marxism has been influenced by three major ideas, namely
the German idealism, the English economic doctrine and the French revolutionary
and socialist thought. Marx derived the idea of dialectic from Hegel, the famous
idealist thinker of Germany. The idea that ‘labour is the most important factor of
production’ and the labour is always paid less, has been derived from the British
economists of the 18th and 19th centuries. That society can be changed  through
revolution and force is required to bring about the desired changes is the product
of the French revolutionary and socialistic thought.

The theory of Marxism is a curious mixture of above three philosophies. It is
true that Marx collected stones from various places but he used them to build a
house which was very much according to his own design. Lenin made few changes
over Marxism. The present philosophy of communism is the result of what is known
as ‘Marxism-Leninism’.

Dynamics of Social Change

Communism believes in the dynamics of social change. It is a progressive
philosophy. It opposes various forces including religion which hinders the human
progress. Marx was convinced that religion retards the progress. Hence he said
that ‘religion is the opium of the people. ‘Marx is a great humanitarian and a
philanthropist. He has advocated rapid progress for the poor and downtrodden in
the society.

Lenin’s significant Contribution to Scientific Socialism of Marx

Lenin (1870-1924) who was the main architect of the Russian Revolution of 1917,
was also a great thinker. He was an ardent Marxist, but in some respects he
departed from some tenets of Marxism. It is said that he made some changes in
Marxism to make it ‘up-to- date.’

Marx had predicted that revolutions would first come to industrially advanced
countries of Europe and their coming would be guided by the dialectical movement
of productive forces. The economic situation of these European countries improved
due to colonization. The bourgeoisie of these countries prospered by exploiting
the poor mass of their colonies. There also took place some improvement in the
economic status of the workers of these European countries. As a result, the
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expected aggravation of the contradictions between the bourgeoisie and the
proletariat of the industrialized countries of Europe did not take place in the late
19th century and the early 20th century. Against this background Lenin and his
Bolshevik comrades tried to launch a revolution in Russia, a backward feudal
country, with a predominantly agriculture-based economy. They could not have
thought of this had they strictly stuck to the Marxian analysis of revolution. They
would have to wait a long time before the situation in Russia was ‘ripe’ for revolution.
Lenin, in his effort to cut -short the process, formulated his theory of revolution
which was simultaneously a departure from and extension of Marxism. Lenin said
that imperialism was the highest stage of capitalism.

Colonization, no doubt, proved helpful to the European capitalists by
providing them with cheap raw materials and markets, but it would also prove to
be its grave-yard. Capitalism, being expansionist in nature, would indulge in suicidal
activities. The intense desire of the bourgeoisie to have monopoly in finance and
business would lead to the emergence of ‘monopoly-finance-capitalism.’ But in
the process the contradictions of capitalism would be intensified. First, the scramble
for markets and raw materials would engage the capitalists in war against one
another. Secondly, the exploited people of colonies would revolt against the colonial
powers. Thirdly, the proletariat, the exploited class, would launch revolution against
the bourgeoisie. As these contradictions sharpen and explode, the doom of
capitalism will be certain. Thus, according to Lenin imperialism is the last stage of
capitalism after which it will perish.

Marx had hinted at the utility of the party in revolution. But he had not
discussed it in detail. In Lenin’s theory, the party occupies an important place. He
distinguishes between ‘revolutionary consciousness’ and ‘trade-union
consciousness.’ According to him, the workers, in general, have the latter. But that
alone would not help them in going for a revolution against their class enemy, the
bourgeoisie. What they require for this purpose is the former, that is, revolutionary
consciousness or class consciousness. They cannot have this on their own. It is
the communist party which can help them in attaining class consciousness. Lenin
seemed to assign this important function to the middle class intellectuals of the
party. ‘We said that there could not yet be social-democratic consciousness among
the workers (in the Russian strikes in the 1890’s). This consciousness could only
be brought to them from without. According to Lenin, the party should comprise
a group of ‘professional revolutionaries’, skilled in militantly organising the workers
for revolution. There ensued a serious debate between Lenin and Kautsky on the
question of the objective of revolution.

Kautsky argued that the Marxist revolution should aim only at transferring
political power from one class to other - from the bourgeoisie to the proletariat
while retaining the state executive agencies of the military and the bureaucracy.
Lenin sharply differed from his point of view. He argued that these organs of the
state were oppression of the proletariat and, therefore, the purpose of revolution
would be defeated if these organs were retained after a successful proletarian
revolution. For him, the socialist revolution, aiming at passage from a narrow,
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restricted democracy to full democracy, should entail the destruction of the bourgeois
state.

Lenin elaborated Marx’s concept of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
According to Lenin, it is a transitional phase, paving the way for the withering
away of the state. One of its functions is to annihilate the remnants of capitalism
and complete the process of the destruction of the old society. Lenin says the
dictatorship of the proletariat is a persistent struggle — bloody and bloodless,
violent and peaceful, military and economic educational and administrative against
the forces and traditions of the old society.

Lenin was stronger in action than in theory. He was a great revolutionary
and proved to be one of the best strategists in designing revolutionary programmes
and operations. He was not a pure Marxist, though he ardently swore by Marxism.
He sought to reinterpret Marxism to make it look still relevant despite some
developments which were not in conformity with the predictions of Marx. He was
certainly not a democrat even though he claimed that the proletarian state was ‘the
most complete democracy.’ It is perhaps too strong to describe Lenin as a ‘bastard
Marxist. He occupies a unique place in history as a Marxist thinker and
revolutionary.

Check Your Progress

5. What is the highest form of capitalism, according to Lenin?
6. According to Lenin, what are the features of imperialism?
7. What is the role of the state in Lenin’s view?

4.4  M.N. ROY

Manvendranath Roy (M.N. Roy) was a unique personality in the history of modern
India. He was one of the extremists in India’s struggle for independence. He actively
participated in the armed struggles that took place in India in the early part of the
20th century. He had also actively engaged in the revolutionary struggles that took
place in Mexico and China during that time. He had the rare distinction of having
worked with the world revolutionary leaders like Lenin, Trotsky and Stalin. In the
beginning, he was a great champion of the philosophy of Marxism. But later on he
changed his ideology. He lost faith in Marxism and expounded his theory of Radical
Humanism or New Humanism. He criticised the Marxian concept of the dialectical
materialism and the theory of surplus value. He was also a critic of parliamentary
democracy. Like Jay Prakash Narayan, he had faith in the concept of party-less
democracy or organized democracy without parties.

M.N. Roy was born on 6th February, 1886 in 24 Parganas district of Bengal.
In his earlier days, he was known as Narendranath Bhattacharya. In Calcutta, he
got his early education. He was deeply influenced by the philosophy and works of
Swami Vivekananda, Bankim Chandra and Dayananda Saraswati. After the partition
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of Bengal in 1905, he started his revolutionary activities. He got his political training
in the course of the swadeshi movement of Bengal. He had close contact with
Jatin Mukherjee and worked with the leaders of the Yugantara group which was
known for its revolutionary activities in Bengal. M.N. Roy was also deeply
influenced by the political ideas of Bipin Chandra Pal, Aurobindo Ghosh and S.N.
Bannerjee of Bengal.

In 1910, M.N. Roy was arrested in connection with the Howrah conspiracy
case. During the World War I, M.N. Roy took an active role in the revolutionary
activities. He remained in charge of smuggle of arms ammunitions from Germany
to India. In 1915 he went to Java to get arms and ammunitions. After his return, he
was arrested in a case in Calcutta. After his release from jail, M.N. Roy fled to
Dutch Indies. He also went to Japan, China, U.S.A., Mexico, Germany and Russia.
In December 1915, he reached San Francisco. He worked for some time with
the Indian revolutionaries who were preparing for a national struggle in India. At
this moment, he changed his name from Narendra Nath Bhattacharya to
Manavendra Nath Roy.

From there M.N. Roy went to Mexico. Here he wrote several articles
about India’s poverty and the methods in which the Britishers were exploiting the
Indian resources. In Mexico, he founded the first communist party outside Russia
and became its Secretary-General. In 1920 he was invited by Lenin to visit Russia.
He became an advisor of the Bolshevik party on colonial question. Lenin described
him as the ‘symbol of revolution in the East.’ M.N. Roy attended the Second
Congress of the Communist International. Roy worked with the colonial commission
of the Communist International. Lenin presented a thesis on the national and colonial
questions to the commission. But Roy criticized this draft of Lenin. He was asked
by Lenin to prepare an alternative draft. Roy in this thesis suggested that the
revolution in the colonies would not be communist revolution. The communists
had to cooperate with the national bourgeois democrats in the struggle against
imperialism but they should not surrender to the bourgeoisie. Lenin while preparing
the final draft on the subject incorporated the views of M.N. Roy.

In Russia, Roy took the charge of training and organisation of the Asiatic
Communists in the Eastern University of Moscow. He prepared a report on the
conditions in India and at Lenin’s suggestion converted the report into a book in
1922 titled, India in Transition. In 1927 Roy went to China as an adviser to the
Communist Party of China. But he failed in his mission and just one year after, he
was expelled from the Communist Party. He came back to India in 1930. In
March 1931, he attended the Karachi session of the Indian National Congress.
He was arrested in 1931 and was imprisoned for six year with the Kanpur
Conspiracy case. After his release from jail in 1936, M.N. Roy joined the Indian
National Congress and became member of the A.I.C.C. However, he was very
critical of the ideas of Mahatma Gandhi. He opposed the non-violent policy of
Gandhiji in 1939; he organized the League of Radical Congressman. Next year he
formed a new party called the ‘Radical Democratic Party.’
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When World War II broke out, Roy considered that it was an international
civil war in which the forces of democracy and Fascism fought against each other.
He strongly opposed the rise of Fascism and Nazism in Europe. Hence, he gave
full support to the British government in the fight against the Fascist. This view of
Roy was diametrically opposite to that of the Congress policy. In 1942, the Quit
India Movement was started by the Congress Party. Roy opposed this movement.
He failed to realize that by opposing the Quit India Movement, he had completely
alienated himself from the mainstream of the nationalist movement of the time.
Despite popular opposition to these policies, he continued to criticize the Congress
and regarded its leaders as ‘the representatives of nascent Indian Fascism.’ Because
of this extreme view, Roy lost his prestige and influence. After the independence of
India, he dissolved his ‘Radical Party’ in 1948. M.N. Roy died on 25th January
1954.

M.N. Roy propounded a different school of thought. From a nationalist, he
became a Marxist and later he was changed to a radical humanist. He was a
prolific writer. In 1922, he wrote India in Transition, where he called the Indian
National Struggle as a bourgeois movement. In his book India’s problem and its
Solution, Roy criticized the Congress policy. In 1926 Roy wrote The Future of
Indian Politics, where he advocated that the philosophy of Marx was a continuation
of the past philosophies. Some other important books written by M.N. Roy are –
New Humanism, The Problem of Indian Freedom, New Orientation,
Revolution and Counter Revolution in China, etc. He also contributed many
articles to various journals and papers.

4.4.1 M.N. Roy and Marxism
M.N. Roy is regarded as the first Indian Marxist. He is described as the most
colourful of all non-communists in the era of Lenin and Stalin. He was a great
revolutionary who became a communist out of necessity. In his initial stage, he was
a nationalist. In Mexico, he came in contact with Michael Borodin who converted
him to Marxism. Roy tried to link nationalism with Marxism. The anti-imperialistic
dimension of communism attracted him. He found a source of solace and inspiration
in Marxism. He adopted this as the philosophy of his life for 24 years. In the
1940s, he discarded Marxism and emerged as a radical humanist.

In 1920 Roy went to Russia to attend the Second Congress of Communist
International. He had gone to Mexico as a nationalist and left Mexico as a
confirmed Marxist. As Roy wrote in his memories, ‘I left the land of my rebirth
(Mexico) as an intellectually free man, though with a new faith. I no longer believed
in political freedom without the content of economic liberation and social justice.’
In Russia, M.N. Roy came in close contact with Lenin. He became the member
of the Colonial Commission of the Communist International and presented a
thesis to it for discussion. For sometime, he became the advisor of the communist
party in Russia.



Communist Thinkers

NOTES

Self-Learning
176 Material

M.N. Roy was deeply impressed by the philosophy of Karl Marx. He
considered Marx as a merciless critic of social injustice in the traditions of the
great Jewish Prophets. Roy considered Marx as a humanist and a lover of freedom.
Socialism of Marx was founded on this ‘Kingdom of Freedom’. He had profound
faith in the creativity of man. He regarded Marxism as more than a mere political
and economic approach or a mere technique of revolution. As he observed, ‘As a
philosophy, Marxism is the outcome of the development of thought from the dawn
of history. Therefore, it is the heritage of humanity; it is the ideological equipment
belonging to everybody for a better world.’

Roy accepted, even in his humanist phase, some of the principles of Marxism
thought. First, he was a staunch materialist and a thorough-going Marxist. Like
Karl Marx, he regarded matter as fundamental, real and independent. According
to him even mind was the product of matter at a high stage growth. Materialist
philosophy, according to him, was corroborated by the latest scientific knowledge.
Secondly, like Karl Marx, he regarded the capitalist system of economy too much
unjust, rotten and outdated. He was of the opinion that industry should be controlled
by the people themselves. Like Marx, he worked on the fundamental principle
that there should no exploitation of the poor by the rich. Thirdly, Roy supported
the idea of Marx that any action, to be successful must be in consonance with a
clear thought and plan. But any plan or actions, to be effective should also be
based on the existing structure of things. Fourthly, like Marx, Roy believed that
knowledge has its roots in the physical universe. To quote him, ‘To seek the
knowledge of the phenomena of nature in a hypothetical supernatural sense, is
logically absurd and philosophically inadmissible.’ He regarded sensation, actions
and perceptions as the source of knowledge.

Roy’s Criticism of Marxism

In the later years, Roy had serious differences of views with Stalin. He became a
great critic of Marxism and came to the conclusion that communism provided no
solution to worldly problems. In his book, Reason, Romanticism and Revolution,
he observed, ‘The abolition of private property, state ownership of the means of
production and planned economy, do not by themselves end exploitation of labour
nor lead to an equal distribution of wealth.’

The following are the main criticism of Marxism as put forth by M.N. Roy:
• M.N. Roy argued that the idea of materialism of Marxism was dogmatic

and unscientific. He interpreted the term materialism in a different way.
As he wrote, ‘our approach to the problems of political theory and
practice is claimed to be free from any dogmatic pre-supposition.
Otherwise, we could not pretend to be advocates of scientific thought.
Those who regard Marxism as a closed system of thought cannot also
pretend to subscribe to the econolastic principles of radicalism which
knows no dogma and respects no authority.’
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• Roy criticized the Marxism interpretation of history. According to him, it
provides insignificant role to mental activity in the social process. The
Marxism philosophy confines history to materialistic objectivism. But
the intelligence of human beings and their cumulative actions are very
powerful social force. Hence M.N. Roy put emphasis on non-materialistic
aspect of history.

• M.N. Roy was also critical of the Marxism concept of economic
determinism. As he observed, ‘Economic determinism cannot be the
social philosophy which is required to lead civilized mankind out of the
present crisis.’ He was of the view that the new social order should
combine planning with freedom and should be led by the ideal of collective
welfare and progress. Roy further said that ‘the materialist conception
of history fails when it dismisses ideal system (ideologies) as mere
superstructures of economic relations, and tries to relate them directly
with the material condition of life.’

• According to M.N. Roy, the principal defect of Marxism is its denial of
individual freedom. In his opinion as there was complete regimentation
in Marxism, no place for individual freedom of and individual was a
slave in the name of freedom. To quote him, ‘History is made by the
operation of the productive forces; there is little man can do about it, he
must recognize necessity and then he is free. Once you realize that you
cannot be free, that you are bound hand and foot to some mysterious
forces of production, then you are free.’ Marx did not pay adequate
attention to the worth and significance of the individual.

• Roy was very much critical of Marxism theory of dialectical materialism.
To quote him, ‘the dialectic process does not leave any room for the
greatest revolutionaries, armed with the philosophy of Marxism, to change
the world. The irreconcilable contradiction between dialectic materialism
and the programme of a revolutionary reconstruction of society is the
basic fallacy of Marxism.’ He did not agree with the historical interpretation
as given by Marx. Roy had doubts on the theory of class-struggle. There
have been so many different social classes in society. Besides due to the
forces of social tensions and struggles there had been operative of a
social bond. Further, the failure of contemporary society to get divided
into antisectors as prophesised by Marx adds additional material for
doubts upon the Marxist theory.

• M.N. Roy argued that Marx’s view regarding the disappearance of the
middle classes has been proved to be a false one. Instead the middle
class emerged as a powerful and forceful factor that influenced in moulding
national policies and programmes. The expansion of the economic
process leads to the increase in the numbers of middle class.

• Roy was also highly critical of Marx’s rejection of the liberal concept of
individualism. Marx was against individualism due to the influence of
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Hegel’s theory of moral positivism. Roy argued that moral positivism
resulted in the minimization of the role of the individual. In this context
M.N. Roy observed, ‘The Marxist conception of freedom means slavery
for the individual and a society composed of voluntary slaves can never
be free.’ He was of the view that by rejecting the liberal and utilitarian
concept of individual Marx betrayed his earlier humanism.

• Roy felt that the ethical foundations of Marxism were weak because of
their relativistic and dogmatic character. Marx expounded the radical
behaviouristic concept that in the process of struggles with nature,
individual changes his own nature. There is nothing constant in human
nature. According to Roy, the psychological foundation of Marxism
philosophy was also weak. In opposition to Marx, Roy accepted that
there is something constant and permanent in human nature which is the
basis of our duties and rights. According to him, the subordination of
individual to the dominance of the forces of production was a
neutralization of his autonomy and creativity. Morality was not the product
of materialistic forces. In opposition to the Marxian ethics, Roy presented
humanist ethics, which exalts the sovereignty of the individual and believes
in liberty and justice. To Roy, there was something constant and
permanent in the ethical values.

• M.N. Roy also opposed the Marxism concept of violent revolution. He
was for a non-violent cultural revolution in order to bring socio-economic
and political changes in the society.

4.4.2 Radical Humanism
In the last phase of his life, M.N. Roy became an exponent of ‘New Humanism’.
In the initial years M.N. Roy championed the cause of Marxism. But later he
became a great critic of Marxism and came to the conclusion that communism
provided no solution to worldly problems. Hence he advocated for a new
philosophy called. ‘New Humanism’ or ‘Radical Humanism’. It is found in his
later works like Reason, Romanticism and Revolution, New Humanism, The
Problems of Freedom, etc.

Just after the end of World War II, M.N. Roy was deeply thoughtful about
the contemporary problems of the world. He re-examined the communist and
democratic doctrines and theories. He found that communism in Russia had
established a regime of tyranny and slavery. In the communist system, according
to Roy, the individual had been reduced to the position of a helpless pawn in the
hands of blind economic force. Roy also saw the defects of parliamentary
democracy in Europe. Hence he thought of organized democracy and cooperative
economy as the solution to the crisis of the post-World War II period. The radical
humanism provided the philosophical foundation to both organized democracy
and cooperative economy.
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The concept of radical humanism is the greatest contribution of M.N. Roy
to modern Indian political thought. He termed his humanism as rational, radical
or new with a view to distinguishing it from the humanist versions of other thinkers.
The term ‘humanism’ can be traced in the writings of Protagoras, Erasmus, More,
Herder, Jacques Maritain, etc. Roy himself admitted that humanism ‘is an old and
venerable tradition in the history of human thought’. He argued that his new
humanism is different from the German or French School of humanism of the 19th

century. The 19th century humanists attached great importance to man and freedom
but Roy believed that they could get away from the fallacy of subordinating man to
some super-human and super-natural agencies. To Roy, man is the centre of that
humanism which banishes every type of supernatural agency from the human world.
The Indian humanist thinkers like Raja Ram Mohan Roy, Rabindranath Tagore,
Sri Aurobindo, Gandhi and Nehru also attached the greatest importance to man
and individual liberty. But according to M.N. Roy explained ‘radical humanism’ as
a ‘philosophy of freedom based on modern scientific knowledge.’

M.N. Roy was of the view that New Humanism or Radical Humanism was
the perfect answer to the crisis faced by the humanity. To him the major problem
is to guarantee individual freedom against the encroachments of the totalitarianism
of the great Leviathan. Hence he advocated that this new humanism would revive
faith in man concerning his various potentialities. He regarded it as the only remedy
not only to communism but to all forms of institutionalism. As he observed,
‘Democracy can be established only by reassertion of the humanist tradition. Man
is the true measure of his world. Being inherently rational, he can always learn
from experience. He develops his intellectual faculties and moral values in his efforts
to secure a better life for himself.’

M.N. Roy argued that man is a part of physical nature on account of his
biological descent and there is nothing extra-natural in man. Man is the product
of biological evolution and everything in man which deals with biological evolution
is thus traceable. Soul or atma which is beyond body and mind cannot be traced.
Thus to a radical humanist, there is no soul or atma. The theory of soul and God
has no place in radical humanism. Another consequence is that, man himself
must be law-governed like physical nature and he is an integral part of the physical
universe which is a moral order governed by laws inherent in it. M.N. Roy
named these laws as natural laws and these are derived from experience. The
rational nature of man discovers these laws by establishing casual relations in
nature.’

He was of the view that reason or brain has grown as a result of man’s link
with physical universe and the stimulus provided by it after the growth of nervous
system in man. Hence, reason results ‘from the consciousness of man’s being an
integral part of law-governed physical nature.’ Man is rational by instinct, therefore,
to a radical humanist, all super-human, religious and super-natural powers have
no values. There is no room for supernatural things and factors whose existence
cannot be scientifically proved. A radical humanist is interested only in those things
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which can be shown to human life. A person who believes that god has created the
world and that the destiny of an individual is determinated by his fate or will of god
can never be a humanist. Hence a radical humanist has no faith in any transcendental
entity called god or the Absolute. In this Roy observed, ‘The radical humanism
had taken over tradition of the founders of modern civilization, the tradition of the
revolt of man against the tyranny of God and his agents on this earth.’

Freedom is the basic value in radical humanism. Between individual and
society, the radical humanists gave importance to the individual. According to
M.N. Roy the individual was an end in itself and society was simply a means to an
end. He subordinated everything to individual freedom. In this context he observed,
‘The function of life is to live. The basic incentive or organic becoming is the
struggle for survival. It goes on throughout the long process of biological evolution,
until in man it becomes the conscious urge for freedom – the supreme human
value. The beginning of man’s endless struggle for freedom lies in the animal struggle
for survival … The urge for freedom is the only eternal things in the human world.
This urge enables man to acquire knowledge; he conquers his environment by
knowing.’ Thus, in Roy’s philosophy freedom is the supreme value from which all
human values are derived.

M.N. Roy was of the view that the slogan of individual liberty was hallow in
the 19th century liberalism. He thought to receive the liberty of the individual. He
used the word ‘radical’ before humanism and hence his humanism included
radicalism. To him, the greater the rationalism of the individuals composing a society,
the larger would be the measure of liberty enjoyed by them. The aim of radical
humanists was to organize society in a national manner. The more rationality, the
greater would be the liberty. According to Roy, the individual will not be fully free
unless and until the society is organized on national basis. In his views the state and
the society have been established to preserve and protect individual liberty. But
unfortunately some mechanism and devices are trying to dominate over man and
are suppressing his freedom. Religion or morality is also destroying individual
freedom imposing on human mind the chains of superstitions and supernatural
beliefs. Roy is this context observed, ‘radical’ had taken over the tradition of
modern civilization, the tradition of the revolt of man against the tyranny of god
and his agents on this earth.’ Roy viewed marriage, family and class as the
hindrances to human development and freedom. He also viewed society and class
as the greatest obstacles to individual freedom. He felt that society should be
understood as means to an end and not end in itself.

Materialism is another fundamental principle of M.N. Roy’s philosophy of
radical humanism. Though he was a strong supporter of Marxism, yet he differed
from Karl Marx in many respects. He remained a materialist but believed that the
Marxism doctrine of materialism was dogmatic and unscientific. He took the
scientific method of Marx in his philosophy of radical humanism. Roy regarded
matter as real and independent. Mind is the outcome to matter. In his view there
was no difference between the organic and inorganic matter. All living bodies
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were created out of certain chemical matters. Roy believed that mind was the
product of matters at a higher stage of development.

On the basis of matter, M.N. Roy explained the origin of life and mind.
Biological evolution takes place from physical universe. He was of the opinion that
all living bodies were formed out of certain chemical matters and their combination
resulted in the creation of other matter. To him mind was a characteristic of matter
at a higher stage of development. He argued that there was a constant inter-
penetration and interdependence between man and matter. He thus tried to establish
a close relationship between an individual’s mind and matter.

Roy called this radical humanism as ‘new humanism’. It aimed at a secular,
rational morality for opening a new perspective before the world. In this new
humanism, the human dignity, personality, sovereignty and creativeness of man
could acquire meaning. Roy argued that this new or radical humanism aimed to
emancipate man from the belief that there is a transcendent source of his humanness.
It allowed man to think freely. This spiritual liberation would restore confidence in
man and would encourage him to take part in the collective human effort to build
a free society.

The new humanism of Roy was cosmopolitan in its outlook. It replaced
the spirit of nationalism by the spirit of world brotherhood. Like Rabindranath
Tagore, Mahatma Gandhi and Sri Aurobindo, M.N. Roy also believed that a
confraternity of morally and spiritually liberated individuals is the fundamental
requirement for the realization of a better and healthier society. The new humanism
aims at a common-wealth and fraternity of free men. Thus, M.N. Roy was a
strong advocate for a world federation. As he observed, ‘New humanism is
cosmopolitan. A cosmopolitan commonwealth of spiritually free men will not be
limited by the boundaries of national states—capitalist, fascist, socialist,
communist, or of any other kind—which will gradually disappear under the impact
of the twentieth century renaissance of man.’ Roy made a distinction between
cosmopolitanism and internationalism. He openly advocated for a spiritual
community. He believed that a true world government could only be built open
the neutralization of nation states. Hence this view of Roy is regarded as a
philosophy of cosmopolitan humanism.

Radical Humanism: Criticism

M.N. Roy’s philosophy of radical humanism has been criticised on the following
grounds:

• Though Roy criticised Marx and Lenin, he failed to remain away from the
influence of Marxism. He failed to give logical and adequate reasons as to
how the matter was capable of producing life. Hence without giving any
satisfactory alternative concept of materialism, he rejected the Marxism
theory of dialectical materialism.

• Roy builds his theory on the presumption that man is essentially a rational
being. Everything is to be decided by reason. But Roy has failed to explain
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clearly the term reason. Further, he has not taken into account the irrational
aspect of human nature.

• M.N. Roy has also condemned religion as a hindrance in the development
of freedom. However, this view of religion is not correct. From the beginning
of human civilisation religion has played a very significant role in the cultural
and intellectual development of mankind.

• Another presumption of Roy is that physical and social beings are governed
by the same laws. But this analogy is not correct.
In spite of the above shortcomings of M.N. Roy’s philosophy of radical

humanism, his interest in individual liberty is significant. Nobody can deny Roy’s
contention that the main objective of social organisation is a free individual in a
free society. His definition of freedom is very appropriate. As a scholar rightly
observes, ‘By defining freedom is what he calls a biological way he has certainly
made it more concrete but not more possible. His views on materialism are the
most significant. His conception of a seculars rational ethics and emphasis on
morals is a positive contribution to materialist thought…His insight into communist
theory and practice and his observations there upon are of great historical
importance.’

4.4.3 M.N. Roy’s Concept of Organised Democracy
M.N. Roy’s was a critic of democratic institutions. Like Jaya prakash Narayan,
he was against the concept of the western model of parliamentary democracy. He
argued that parliamentary institutions were not doing any useful work for the well
being of the people. Political power was concentrated in the hands of a few people.
It had destroyed the individual freedom. Hence Roy was opposed to the
centralization of power. He openly advocated for decentralization of power and
authority.

Roy’s concept of democracy revolves round the central theme of individual
freedom and welfare. His democracy was both political and economic. It was
radical, organized, party-less and participatory. As a democrat, he was strongly
opposed to Fascism and Nazism. He also supported the freedom for of all including
women.

Before discussing Roy’s views on democracy, it is essential to know his
criticism of the western democracy. According to him there was no individual
freedom in the western model of democracy. These democratic states accept the
ideal of individual freedom only in theory. In actual practice, the individual is
suppressed under collective control in the name of collective welfare. Here the
people lose their sovereign power to the representatives once the election is over
and remain powerless till the next election comes. Roy was of the opinion that in
the past the political power was concentrated in the hands of a few persons. The
people never have any control over the affairs of the State. To Roy these democratic
institutions have destroyed the initiative of the people. As he observed,
‘parliamentary democracy by its bureaucratic method of political administration
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and by its support to private monopolies in finance, industry and land, had sapped
the very source of democratic initiative among the people.’

In order to correct this defect of parliamentary democracy, M.N. Roy
advocated for radical or organized democracy. It would be based on decentralization
of power and organisation of powerful and autonomous local people’s committees.
In this system, there would be no democratic centralism and democracy would be
organized from below instead of being imposed from above.

M.N. Roy strongly opposed the role of political parties in democracy.
According to him the emergence of political parties in the working of democracy
has brought in its wake all the evils of party politics. He wrote ‘With the rise of
party system, the idea of popular sovereignty became a constitutional fiction. The
political parties encourage hollowness and insincerity, lead to spoils system and
debase moral standards. In the modern democratic States, there is rule by a party
which constitutes only a small fraction of the people, in fact, a rule by minority over
majority.’ According to Roy the system of party-politics leads to division, bribery
and corruption. The main aim of political parties is to capture political power by all
means. They do not hesitate to capture power with the unscrupulous and corrupt
means. Money power plays a very important role in politics. In the struggle for
power, political parties ignore the principles of morality and public interests and
welfare. Roy was of the opinion that the people above corruption stay out of the
scramble for power. He held the view that in the name of welfare state and public
well-being, the party in power restricts freedom of the people. He therefore,
suggested the system of organised democracy for securing the real freedom of the
individual.

M.N. Roy’s concept of organised democracy was based on ideas of
dentralisation and party-less democracy. In his scheme of organized democracy,
there was no place for any political parties. The people themselves enjoyed the
powers. It was ‘direct democracy with small cooperative commonwealth.’ This
system would be based on local democracies.

M.N. Roy put forward certain condition for the success of organized
democracy. The most important condition was that the people would have high
cultural standard. The power should be vested in those persons who have high
moral character. Since people have not attained high moral and intellectual
standards, Roy argues that in the initial stages there would be both elective and
selective democracy. Rousseau’s theory of direct democracy was in a sense,
accepted by Roy because the latter’s ideal was to ensure the direct participation
of the entire adult population through the people’s committees. The realization of
this scheme, in fact, depends on the efforts of the morally and intellectually advanced
sections of the population of the State.

M.N. Roy had drafted a model constitution for free India based on the
basis of his concept of organized democracy. The first part of the constitution
contains the rights and fundamental principles. As per Roy’s constitution the supreme
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sovereignty is vested in the people who have absolute right to change or modify
any political unit. The people would exercise their sovereign power through people’s
committees in villages, towns and cities.

Roy advocated for the system of direct democracy where the power flows
from the people. He suggested for people’s committees in order to purify politics
and go eliminate the party system. As he himself observed, ‘Political ends can be
achieved without capturing power. Politics can be practiced without a party
organisation. There will be a people’s committee in each village, city or town,
elected annually on the basis of adult suffrage.’ Roy was of the opinion that these
people’s committees would be centre of organised democracy which would bridge
the gap between the State and Society. These would simultaneously be the units
of State and central social institutions of the local people. With the participation of
more and more people in the affairs of the State, the danger of the State becoming
powerful at the expense of individual liberty would be reduced. According to Roy,
these local committees would nominate candidates for seeking election to Provincial
Council and to the Federal Assembly. Again in Roy’s view these people’s
committees would have power to initiate legislation and to demand a referendum
on any legislative or executive measure.

According to Roy, each province shall have a provisional people’s council
consisting of the Governor and deputies of the people. The Governor shall be
elected directly by the people of the province for a term of five years. The deputies
of the people will also be elected directly by the people. The Governor shall be
elected directly by the people of the province for a term of five years. The deputies
of the people will also be elected directly by the people of the province for a
period of four years. According to Roy, it will legislate on all matters except those
reserved for the Federal Assembly. Roy also suggested Federal Union for free
India which would include both the British India and the Indian provinces. He was
of the view that all provinces in India would be formed on the basis of linguistic
and cultural homogeneity. Roy also argued for the creation of a Federal Assembly
which would consist of elected representatives of the Federal Union.

Criticism

M.N. Roy’s concept of organised democracy has been criticized on the following
grounds:

• Roy’s idea of the party-less and powerless democracy is neither useful nor
original. Critics argued that M.N. Roy’s concept of organised democracy
had no mass appeal.

• M.N. Roy and afterwards Jaya Prakash Narayan also advocated for a
party-less democracy. But political parties are inevitable in a democracy.
The democratic institutions cannot function without the existence of political
parties. Even Roy’s concept of organized democracy is not possible without
political parties.
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• Roy could not properly understand the relation between the individual and
society. He puts too much stress on the importance of individual liberty. In
the process, he failed to understand the importance of society.

• Roy laid much stress on the role of people’s committees. It needs a high
degree of character and public spirit among the people.
Hence M.N. Roy’s concept of organized democracy is impracticable. It

may work successfully only in small countries where the people are very intelligent
and have high moral character and integrity.

4.4.4 M.N. Roy and Mahatma Gandhi
In the initial stage, M.N. Roy had paid glowing tributes to Mahatma Gandhi. But
in the later years, he became a critic of Gandhi. In his work, One year of Non-
Cooperation published in 1923, Roy had praised Gandhi and compared him with
St. Thomas Aquinas and Savonarola. He praised the following contributions of
Gandhiji—the use of mass action for political purpose, consolidation of Indian
National Congress, the liberation of the national forces from governmental repression
by the slogan of non-violence and the adoption of the techniques of non-
cooperation, non-payment of taxes and civil disobedience. Roy was of the view
that through the non-cooperation movement the agrarian movement, the proletarian
movement and the nationalist movement we are moving towards national
independence.

Radical humanism brought Roy nearer to Gandhi. Both accepted the
individual as the central point of all social thought and action. Both stood for
decentralization of political and economic power. Both also suggested party-less
democracy for purifying politics.

However, there were some fundamental differences between Roy and
Gandhi. Roy was a materialist and rationalist while Gandhi was a moralist and
relied more on his inner voice. In later years, M.N. Roy became a critic of Gandhi.
He called Gandhism as a ‘mass of platitudes and self-contradiction.’ He regarded
Gandhian philosophy as status quoits in nature. Roy had also criticized Mahatma
Gandhi’s concept of non-violence. He argued that the concept of non-violent had
induced the people to remain in a state of inactivity. Roy regarded the Gandhian
concept of non-violence as a mask for holding social exploitation. He viewed the
Gandhian ideas of non-violence as a ‘subtle intellectual device to cover up the
capitalist exploitation of the country.’ In his book, India’s Problem and its Solution,
he criticized Gandhi’s ideology. He showed his dissatisfaction with the constructive
programme of the Congress adopted at Bardoli in February 1922. In its place be
pleaded for the creation of a revolutionary mass party which would organize mass
strikes and resistance.

According to Roy, Gandhi had not included any economic programme for
enlisting mass support. He criticized the Gandhian economics as reactionary. As
he observed, ‘Gandhism was not revolutionism but weak and watery reformism.’
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Similarly he called the Indian National Congress as the ‘Spinner’s association’. In
this context M.N. Roy wrote, ‘The social basis of Gandhism is cultural
backwardness, its intellectual mainstay superstition. The Gandhian Utopia is a
static society, a state of absolute social stagnation.’ While Gandhi advocated for
small and cottage industries, Roy was for modern industrial progress. Further
according to him, Gandhism did not have any plan for organizing the proletarial
against the landlord and capitalists. He described the Quit India Movement ‘as
the mischief of whipping up forces which undermined the Indian home front.’ He
was not prepared to accept the ethical or spiritual basis of the Gandhian programme.

4.4.5 M.N. Roy’s Contribution to Indian Political Thought
M.N. Roy is one of the most learned of modern Indian writers on politics and
philosophy. His book, Reason, Romanticism and Revolution is a major
contribution to the history of political thought by an Indian writer.

A critical study of his ideas shows that Roy was an ethical revisionist. Unlike
the medieval Indian saints and the contemporary social reformers and political
leaders, Roy developed the humanist philosophy with flesh, blood and brain.
Democracy became the base of this philosophy and rationalism its centre. As an
Indian scholar rightly observed, ‘Roy remains unparalleled to the realm of human
affairs as an exponent at a time particularly the East and some countries of the
West were passing through feverish turmoil for self-determination and
emancipation.’

Before analysing the achievements of Roy’s work, it is pertinent to look at
the shortcomings of his philosophy. Roy started as a Marxist, but later he became
a radical humanist. His radical humanism is not an original theory. Dr V.P. Verma
compares M.N. Roy with Edward B. Brownstone, a German revisionist, who
supplemented the Marxian theory with Kantian ethics. Similarly Roy also tried to
supplement materialism with humanist ethics.

Roy failed to provide any original sociological interpretation of Indian culture.
He strongly criticized the medievalism, primitivism and spiritualism of Indian culture.
One of the critics described him as a ‘rootless critic of everything Indian and
Hindu.’ M.N. Roy rejected the concept of morality in politics. As he said, ‘politics
cannot be spiritual and moral politics is often the refuge for cheats and humbugs.’
Roy remained mostly in the background as his political philosophy had no mass
appeal. His political philosophy was largely ideal and utopian than practical and
real.

Roy’s analysis of Indian nationalism was totally incorrect. He was wrong in
calling nationalism as an antiquated cult. His criticism of the Congress party as a
‘Fascist party’ and as ‘spinner’s association’ reflect his poor understanding of the
Congress Party and the national movement.

Hence M.N. Roy is regarded more as a critic than an original and constructive
thinker. Among all his ideas radical humanism has the most lasting effects on the
succeeding political philosophy. It proclaims the sovereignty of man. It maintains
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that a rational and moral society is possible because man by nature is rational and
moral, new humanism is cosmopolitan. In later years, Jayaprakash Narayan was
influenced by the concept of the party-less democracy of M.N. Roy. Even the
philosophy of radical humanism has a tremendous influence on the democratic
socialist movement in India. John Gunther in his book, Inside Asia, described
M.N. Roy as ‘a figure in three revolutions.’ Russian, Chinese and Indian paying a
glowing tribute to Roy, a renowned Indian scholar observed ‘Roy started his political
career as a revolutionary and ended as a liberal humanist. He made a vain attempt
to bring heaven on the earth. However, he soon realized that if heaven cannot be
achieved, the earth can at least be repaired. He died as a disillusioned man but
possibly not a wholly disappointed man.’

M.N. Roy could not remain in any political organisation for a long time. He
was a great champion of individual liberty. He also had a great faith in democracy.
He criticized the Western model of democracy and suggested to reform the
democratic institutions on the basis of decentralisation of authority. Even today the
Indian political leaders are following Roy’s ideas on decentralisation and Panchayati
Raj. He also put toward the idea of the creation of a planning authority to plan the
national economy. Thus, Roy has some lasting contribution to Indian political
thinking.

Roy’s patriotism was beyond any dispute. At the age of fifteen, he went out
of India in search of arms to overthrow the British government. He stayed in
Europe for a long time to find out ways and means of liberation of India. As a
communist, he also suggested that the communist party should fight for India’s
freedom. His ideas on radical humanism, scientific politics and cosmopolitanism
have far reaching influence in the realm of the 20th century political thoughts.

Check Your Progress

8. What were the major influences of M.N. Roy to the study of political
thought?

9. Name the new philosophy given by Roy which provided philosophical
foundation to both organised democracy and cooperative economy.

10. How did the philosophy of radical humanism bring Roy closer to Gandhi’s
ideas?

11. Mention some of Roy’s ideas which had far reaching influcence in the realm
of 20th century political thoughts.

4.5 ANSWERS TO ‘CHECK YOUR PROGRESS’

1. Karl Heinrich Marx was known as the father of scientific socialism.
2. Marx borrowed his dialectical method from German philosopher, G. W. H.

Hegel and sought to combine it with his materialism. Marx emphasized the
real rather than the ideal, the social rather than the intellectual, matter rather
than mind. For Marx, the key idea was not the history of philosophy, but
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the history of economic production and the social relation that accompanied
it. Marx acknowledged Hegel’s great contributions, which was to recognize
world history as a process, as constant motion, change, transformation,
and development, and to understand the internal connection between the
movement and its development.

3. Some of the major works of Marx are The Holy Family, The Communist
Manifesto (in collaboration with his friend Engels), Poverty of Philosophy
(1847), Critique of Political Economy (1859) and Das Capital, the first
volume of which appeared in 1867.

4. Marx’s theory of alienation, refers to the separation of things that naturally
belong together, or to put antagonism between things that are properly in
harmony. In the concept’s most important use, it refers to the social alienation
of people from aspects of their ‘human nature’. He believed that alienation
is a systematic result of capitalism.

5. Lenin regards imperialism to be the highest form of capitalism.
6. Lenin identified five distinct features of imperialism, which are as follows:

• The concentration of production and capital develops to such a high
stage that it creates monopolies which play a decisive role in economic
life.

• The merging of bank capital with industrial capital, and the creation, on
the basis of this finance capital, of a financial oligarchy.

• The export of capital as distinguished from the export of commodities
acquires exceptional importance.

• The formation of international monopolist capitalist combines which share
the world among themselves.

• The territorial division of the whole world among the biggest capitalist
powers is completed.

7. According to Lenin, who agreed to Marx’s view, the state had no role in a
classless society. Lenin and Marx saw the state as a tool in the hands of the
bourgeois for exploitation.

8. M.N. Roy was a unique personality in the history of modern India and he
was deeply influenced by the philosophy and works of Swami Vivekananda,
Bankim Chandra and Dayananda Saraswati. He is treated as one of the
extremists in India’s struggle for independence.

9. Roy advocated for a new philosophy called new humanism or radical
humanism. It is found in his later works like Reason, Romanticism and
Revolution, New Humanism, The Problems of Freedom and the radical
humanism provided the philosophical foundation to both organised
democracy and cooperative economy.

10. Radical humanism brought Roy nearer to Gandhi. Both accepted the
individual as the central point of all social thought and action. Both stood
for decentralization of political and economic power.
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11. Roy’s ideas on radical humanism, scientific politics and cosmopolitanism
have far reaching influence in the realm of the 20th century political thoughts.

4.6 SUMMARY

• Karl Marx was a German philosopher, sociologist, historian, political
economist, political theorist and revolutionary socialist, who developed the
socio-political theory of Marxism.

• The father of scientific socialism, Karl Heinrich Marx was born on 5th March
1818, in the predominantly Catholic city of Trier in the Rhineland province
of Prussia in a Jewish family.

• Marx had become immortal by his eternal evolutionary and revolutionary
thought. He is undoubtedly one of the greatest and influential philosophers
of the modern times.

• The entire studies of Marx can be classified into two i.e. early Marx and
later Marx. Early Marx projected a humanist philosopher interested in
redemption of mankind from alienation while the later Marx is viewed as an
economist and a revolutionary interested in abolishing exploitation.

• The views of early Marx can be traced back to the Economic and
Philosophic Manuscript while the later Marx to the Communist
Manifesto, A Contribution to the Critic of Political Economy and
Capital.

• Marx borrowed the concept of alienation and the dialectical method from
Hegel but modified them in his own way. Marx even applied dialectics used
by Hegel in the domain of ideas to explain the material conditions of life.
Marx observed that the material and the idea are not only different but
opposed it and constituted a unity in which the material is primary and the
mind (idea) secondary.

• Marx’s vision of a new social order in which there will be no alienation or
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.

• The chief contribution of Marxist theory of state and the revolution lies in
discovering and demonstrating the role of economic forces in shaping history.

• The Marxist theory of the state was a very powerful attack on the
complacency of social thinkers who held that the state existed for the benefit
of all social groups, and that the different conditions of the rich and the poor
were of their own making.

• The class theory of Marx has demonstrated that the poverty of the masses
is the outcome of their operation and exploitation by property-owners. It
has also shown how the conditions of this injustice would be terminated by
a proletarian revolution which would pave the way for the emergence of a
classless and stateless society.
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• Vladimir Lenin was the architect of the first communist state in the world,
i.e., the Soviet Union.

• Lenin wrote about his ‘theory of imperialism’ in the essay ‘Imperialism, the
Highest State of Capitalism’.

• Lenin asserted that imperialism is not only the period of monopoly capitalism,
but it is also the period of decaying capitalism- the decay resulting from its
monopolistic character.

• According to Lenin, workers do not become socialists automatically. They
become trade unionists.

• When all remnants of bourgeois society are crushed, there is no need for
the state.

• With some modifications, Lenin wanted to justify neo-Marxism. According
to him, World War-I was such an imperialistic war and it was indirectly
responsible for the growth of the communistic ideology.

• Lenin also believed in, the ultimate goal of classless and stateless society.
• Communism is known as scientific socialism. It is an eloquent protest against

the system of capitalism.
• A critical study of M.N. Roy’s ideas shows that Roy was an ethical revisionist.

Unlike the medieval Indian saints and the contemporary social reformers
and political leaders, Roy developed the humanist philosophy with flesh,
blood and brain.

• Democracy became the base of this philosophy and rationalism its centre.
As an Indian scholar rightly observed, ‘Roy remains unparalleled to the
realm of human affairs as an exponent at a time particularly the East and
some countries of the West were passing through feverish turmoil for self-
determination and emancipation’.

• M.N. Roy is one of the most learned of modern Indian writers on politics
and philosophy. His book, Reason, Romanticism and Revolution is a
major contribution to the history of political thought by an Indian writer.

4.7 KEY TERMS

• Scientific socialism: It refers to a method for understanding and predicting
social, economic and material phenomena by examining their historical trends
through the use of the scientific method in order to derive probable outcomes
and probable future developments.

• Theory of Alienation: Marx’s theory of alienation refers to the separation
of things that naturally belong together, or to put antagonism between things
that are properly in harmony; it refers to the social alienation of people from
aspects of their ‘human nature’ which was systematic result of capitalism.

• Commodity: It refers to a basic good used in commerce that is
interchangeable with other commodities of the same type.
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• Dialectical materialism: Marx’s dialectical materialism stated that evolution
is the development of matter from within, environment helping or hindering,
but neither originating the evolutionary process, nor capable of preventing it
from reaching its inevitable goal.

• Historical materialism: A methodological approach to the study of society,
economics, and history, maintained as ‘the materialist conception of history’;
historical materialism looks for the causes of developments and changes in
human society in the means by which humans collectively produce the
necessities of life.

• Radical humanism: Humanism propounded by Roy, accepting man as
the centre of that humanism which banishes every type of supernatural agency
from the human world.

• Organised Democracy: It refers to the centralisation of power in the centre.

4.8 SELF-ASSESSMENT QUESTIONS AND
EXERCISES

Short-Answer Questions

1. Write in your own words the brief life sketch of Karl Marx.
2. Briefly mention Marx’s views on state.
3. What are Marx views on proletariat revolution and his vision of a post-

revolutionary society?
4. What is Lenin’s opinion about the state?
5. What did Lenin mean by a classless society?
6. What do you understand by scientific socialism?
7. With which great world leaders did M.N. Roy work?
8. Write a short note comparing Roy’s and Gandhi’s plitical philosophies.
9. Why did Roy become critical of Marxism?

Long-Answer Questions

1. Write a critical Essay on Marx theory of Alienation.
2. State and examine the Marx views on historical materialism.
3. Explain Lenin’s view on dictatorship of the proletariat.
4. Discuss the role of the state in a classless society in detail.
5. Describe M.N. Roy’s views on democracy.
6. Analyse Roy’s concept of radical humanism.
7. Discuss M.N. Roy’s criticism organised democracy.
8. ‘Roy was critical of Marxist theory of dialectical materialism’. Discuss.



Communist Thinkers

NOTES

Self-Learning
192 Material

4.9 FURTHER READING

Dhariwal, Umesh. 2008. Western Political Thought. Delhi: Arise Publishers &
Distributors.

Jha, Shefali. 2010. Western Political Thought: From Plato to Marx. New
Delhi: Pearson.

Avineri, Shlomo. 2019. Karl Marx: Philosophy and Revolution. New Haven:
Yale University Press.

Harding, Neil. 2009. Lenin’s Political Thought: Theory and Practice in the
Democratic and Socialist Revolutions. Chicago: Haymarket Books.

Roy, M.N. 2004. A Radical Humanist: Selected Writings. New York: Promethes
Books.



Thoughts of Indian Thinkers

NOTES

Self-Learning
Material 193

UNIT 5 THOUGHTS OF INDIAN
THINKERS

Structure
5.0 Introduction
5.1 Objectives
5.2 Mahatma Gandhi

5.2.1 Hind Swaraj or Self-Rule
5.2.2 Gandhian Movements and their Impact
5.2.3 Thoughts of Mahatma Gandhi
5.2.4 Non-Violence
5.2.5 Satyagraha

5.3 Dr. Bhim Rao Ambedkar
5.3.1 Social Ideas

5.4 Ram Manohar Lohiya
5.5 Pt. Deendayal Upadhyaya
5.6 Answers to ‘Check Your Progress’
5.7 Summary
5.8 Key Terms
5.9 Self-Assessment Questions and Exercises

5.10 Further Reading

5.0 INTRODUCTION

In the previous unit, you were introduced to MN Roy and in a sense, communist
ideology in India. In this unit, you would get an opportunity to understand the
varied ideological streams that contributed to the mighty river of political thought
and political nationalism during India’s struggle for independence. The unit discusses
about the thoughts of M. K. Gandhi, Dr Bhim Rao Ambedkar, Ram Manohar
Lohiya and Pandit Deendayal Upadhyay. Gandhi was the greatest leader of the
Indian freedom struggle. Propounding the philosophy of ‘ahimsa’ and ‘satyagraha’,
Gandhi not only led India to freedom from British colonial rule, but his ideas and
ethics also inspired freedom struggles and civil rights movements in other nations.
Also, the unit focuses on the political and social ideas and thoughts of B.R.
Ambedkar. It will include around Ambedkar’s social ideas, problem of Hindus
order, the original Three-Varna system and the origin of the Shudras, status of the
Shudras, the untouchables, evils of the caste system, question of reservation, Hindu
Code, conversion to Buddhism, political ideas, citizens’ rights and freedoms,
reservation for the backward sections of the society. The unit also introduces you
to a comprehensive analysis on the contribution of R.M Lohia and Pandit Deendayal
Upadhyay to the Indian political thought.
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5.1 OBJECTIVES

After going through this unit, you will be able to:
• Discuss the role of Gandhi, Ambedkar, Lohia and Pt. Deendayal Upadhyay

in emancipatory politics in India
• Describe the various stages of Gandhi’s involvement in Satyagraha
• Explain the rise of Gandhi in Indian politics
• Understand the role of Gandhian movements in Indian politics
• Understand the three-varna system propounded by Ambedkar
• Learn Ambedkar’s thoughts on untouchability and caste system
• Analyse Ambedkar’s opinion on India’s partition and views on religion and

politics
• Discuss the thoughts of R.M. Lohia and Pt. Deendayal Upadhyaya
• Describe the concept of integral humanism as given by Deendayal Upadhyaya

5.2 MAHATMA GANDHI

The rise of Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi (1869–1948) or the Mahatma, as he
was popularly known, in Indian politics, had a prelude. The colonial rule unleashed
the most extreme form of suppression and repression upon the Indians by 1919.
The year 1919 was a watershed in the modern history of India. By its end the
Montagu–Chelmsford reforms were enacted, the repressive Rowlatt bills were
introduced and the catastrophe of the Jallianwala Bagh massacre happenend in
Amritsar. The Government of India Act of 1919 (Montagu-Chemsford Reforms)
provided for a bicameral legislature at the centre, the council of state and the
legislative assembly. The latter would have an elected majority, but no control
over the ministers. The viceroy would have a veto in the form of the ‘certificate’
procedure for pushing the rejected bills. Communal representation and reservations
were not only retained, but also considerably extended. In addition to the Muslims,
Sikhs were granted separate electorate too, while seats were reserved for the
non-Brahmans in Madras and the ‘depressed classes’ were offered nominated
seats in the legislatures at all levels. For many, if not most, Indians the reforms had
become a poisoned chalice. They chose instead a novel course of political action,
that of ‘non-violent non-cooperation’, and a new leader, Mohandas K. Gandhi.

Satyagraha in South Africa

Gandhi was born on 2nd October, 1869 in Porbandar, a small town in Kathiawad
(Saurashtra), a princely state in western Gujarat, in a family of the Modh Bania
caste that had a long tradition of service to the rulers of Kathiawad. A middle-
class and middle-caste family of Banias, it had intimate ties with local politics.
Gandhi’s grandfather Uttamchand and father Karamchand served as diwans (prime
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ministers and advisors) to the rulers of Porbandar, and both, particularly his father,
got into trouble on account of their independent spirit. Kathiawad was a state
ruled by Muslim princes and their Hindu advisors, who were united culturally by a
common language, Gujarati, ‘a strange mingling of Arabic, Persian, and Hindi
words’. David Arnold argues that Gandhi’s attitude towards the Raj was shaped
by this childhood experience of syncretism and composite culture. This combined
in intricate ways with his Bania origins, to which he owed a lot of his social and
cultural ideas. Gandhi went to the Kathiawad High School and got married to
Kasturba as a teenager in 1882.

In September 1888, Gandhi went to London to study law and stayed there
till June 1891. In the view of some scholars, these two and a half years were vital
in shaping his career. Towards the end of his second year in London, Gandhi was
drawn into the circle of theosophists, a middle-class group interested in the esoteric
religions of the Orient, namely Hinduism and Buddhism, under the influence of
Madam Blavatsky’s Theosophical Society in the United States. Gandhi joined the
Blavatsky Lodge of the Society in 1891, but did not participate actively. In 1891
Gandhi came back to India but could not have a flourishing career in law either in
Bombay or Rajkot. He had to face insults for his shy character and withdrawing
personality. A frustrated and dejected Gandhi got an invitation from a Porbandar-
based firm of Dada Abdullah and Co. to represent it in a legal dispute in Durban,
Natal in South Africa. In 1893 he left for South Africa to begin an illustrious career
in law and politics.

Gandhi stayed in South Africa for 21 years, from 1893 to 1914, formed a
decisive phase in his life and fundamentally shaped his career. In South Africa,
Gandhi was a diasporic leader whose reach and influence was restricted to the
hundred thousand or so Indians who lived there. Cape Town had been an important
port for ships sailing between Europe and India since the beginning of the colonial
rule. However, it was around 1860 that the extensive system of indentured labour
to the sugar plantations in South Africa flourished. Indian labourers arrived there in
large numbers. Indians were sent to Mauritius, Guyana and Fiji as well as to the
British colony of Natal in south-eastern Africa. By 1891, there were 41,000 Indians
in Natal as compared to 45,000 Europeans and 4, 56,000 Africans. By 1904, the
number of Indians had crossed 1, 00,000. By the time Gandhi arrived, the Indian
labourers already entered a clash with their rival communities.

Gandhi gradually got to realize the violent nature of white racism and had
personal experiences of it on several occasions. In September 1893, Gandhi sent
his first outraged response to an editorial in the Natal Advertiser that called the
Indian traders ‘semi-barbarous’ and undesirable elements. He expressed his
surprise that the Christians blamed the traders for their simplicity, austerity, frugality
and total abstinence from liquor. On his return to Durban from India with his wife
and children in January 1897, Gandhi faced a white demonstration against a so-
called ‘Asiatic invasion’ as well as against the arrival of ships carrying plague and
immigrant labourers. The Indians were attacked for the poor condition of their
sanitary system and the shabby lifestyle forced by their extreme poverty.
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Historians ascribe a lot of importance to the years Gandhi spent in South
Africa. Susanne Rudolph and Judith Brown had a positive view to his movements.
They praised him for his relentless campaign for 20 years ‘to stem the tide of racial
discrimination which threatened to engulf the Indian community’ and argue that
this campaign organized ‘the previously quiescent Indian community’. Maureen
Swan offers a different picture. According to Swan, for almost an entire decade of
his stay in South Africa, Gandhi remained a representative of the Gujarati merchant
elite who cared very little about the hardships suffered by the ‘coolies’. However,
Gandhi established the Natal Indian Congress in 1894. In 1903 he founded the
newspaper Indian Opinion primarily to spread his views and those of the Natal
Indian Congress. But the circulation of it was not very widespread. With its English,
Gujarati, Tamil and Hindi sections, the Indian Opinion could not enlist more than
900 subscribers by 1904.

A spate of unfair ordinances and regulations starting from 1906 helped forge
a community of Indians in South Africa. The Transvaal Ordinance of 1906 made
registration and passes compulsory for all Indians. Gandhi resorted to ‘passive
resistance’ from 1907, ‘when constitutional action failed him’. Gandhi gave up
law practice in 1911, and between 1907 and 1914 he gave leadership to three
successive campaigns of passive resistance. Gandhi in time abandoned ‘passive
resistance’ as a description of his strategy in favour of the more active Satyagraha,
or truth-force. For Gandhi, the pursuit of Satyagraha involved a range of
behaviours that together would create an India, both of individuals and as a nation,
capable of self-rule. Above all, it involved settling disputes by seeking truths shared
with an opponent whom one must always respect, even love. Gandhi’s search for
truth by its very nature involved a disciplining of the passions and an avoidance of
violence. Gandhi’s notion of self-rule came to be based, not on territory but on the
individual and truth. Indian Opinion, moreover, was addressed to audiences in
Africa, Britain and India, and explored ideas of India that were ‘not territorially
based’, but existed among ‘the individual sovereignties of its readers and the
pathways of circulation that linked them’. The methods and techniques of struggle
were worked out in South Africa between 1906 and 1913.

Gandhi’s Return to India

Gandhi returned to India in 1914 and within four years of his return he had become
the most famous—as well as most controversial— person in a subcontinent. In
1917 and 1918 he led localized protests against specific grievances of peasants
and workers; in 1919 he organized Satyagrahas in the major cities of British
India against a restrictive new legislation known as the Rowlatt Act. Gandhi liked
to refer to Gopal Krishna Gokhale as his ‘guru’. He had certainly been influenced
by the Poona reformer, whose programmes of Hindu-Muslim unity and the uplift
of the depressed castes he also made his own. Gandhi embarked on campaigns of
social justice that involved the ‘masses’. He launched three satyagrahas between
1917 and 1918—two of them were in rural areas and one in the town of
Ahmedabad. The Satyagraha in Champaran, Bihar, was in support of indigo
producers; the one in Kheda, Gujarat, upheld the cause of smallholding farmers
who often lost their lands on account of debt; the urban one championed the
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cause of mill-hands in Ahmedabad. Gandhi’s Satyagrahas demonstrate a common
pattern; in all the three instances, Gandhi was asked to give leadership to a ‘popular’
mobilization that had taken shape under local initiative. In all three, Gandhi
advocated compromise, caution and negotiation.

On 26 December, 1920, Gandhi presented a resolution advocating non-
cooperation before the delegates of the Indian National Congress in Nagpur, and
‘won a sweeping victory over the prima donnas of the political stage in India’. The
satyagrahi had successfully emerged as the leader. There have been different
analyses of Gandhi’s ‘rise to power’. Judith Brown’s thesis of the early 1970s
held that Gandhi’s success was due to the links he established and the support he
commanded from ‘vernacular’ leaders of regions that were not in the forefront of
the nationalist struggle till then. Gandhi’s insistence on the use of Hindi and the
vernacular of the region in making his speeches, and the language of his political
vocabulary, distinct from that of the English-educated leaders, drew the rich and
middle peasants and merchants of regions such as Gujarat and Bihar to him. Brown
called these supporters Gandhi’s ‘subcontractors’.

Richard Gordon and Francis Robinson treat Gandhi’s rise as a skillful political
game played at the top level of Indian politics. As a result, they fail to adequately
explain Gandhi’s tremendous success among the peasants, who made him into the
‘Mahatma’ by ascribing meaning and significance to his message. The sphere of
the formal political, argued subaltern studies, depended on vertical mobilization
and often attempted to co-opt the informal sphere, while in the informal zone,
mobilization was largely horizontal and related to ties of caste, community and
kinship. Gandhi’s leadership provided a brilliant opportunity for the two domains,
formal and informal, to interact and come together. For Ravinder Kumar, Gandhi’s
success lay in his ‘perceptive view of the structure of society in India’ along with a
deep insight ‘into the social loyalties of the individual and how they could be invoked
for political action’. Gandhi’s success lay in the spectacular way he reached and
drew in the masses as the Mahatma.

5.2.1 Hind Swaraj or Self-Rule
In Hind Swaraj (1909), a text which is often privileged as an authentic statement
of his ideology, Gandhi offered a civilizational concept of the Indian nation. The
Indians constituted a nation or praja, he asserts, since the pre-Islamic days. The
ancient Indian civilization, unquestionably the best ‘was the fountainhead of Indian
nationality, as it had an immense assimilative power of absorbing foreigners of
different creed who made this country their own.’ Industrial capitalism, which was
the essence of this modern civilization, was held responsible for all conflicts of
interests, for it divorced economic activities from moral concerns and thus provided
imperatives for imperial aggression. Indians themselves were responsible for their
enslavement, as they embraced capitalism and its associated legal and political
structures. The railways, lawyers and doctors, Gandhi believed, were impoverishing
the country.

Gandhi’s remedy for this national infliction was moral and utopian. True
independence, as he envisioned it in Hind Swaraj, was not a simple matter of
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Indians replacing Britons in the seat of government. It involved a wholesale
transformation of society from the bottom up. Parliamentary democracy, the
foundational principle of Western liberal political system and therefore another
essential aspect of modern civilization, did not reflect in Gandhi’s view the general
will of the people, but of the political parties, which represented specific interests
and constricted the moral autonomy of parliamentarians in the name of party
discipline. The ideal form of the state, for Gandhi, would be a loosely linked grouping
of nearly self-sufficient village republics. Harkening back to the ancient past, Gandhi
described his ideal society by evoking the mythic kingdom of Lord Ram.

In my opinion swaraj and Ramarajya are one and the same thing . . .
We call a state Ramarajya when both the ruler and his subjects are
straightforward, when both are pure in heart, when both are inclined
towards self-sacrifice, when both exercise restraint and self-control
while enjoying worldly pleasures, and, when the relationship between
the two is as good as that between a father and son.

Uday Singh Mehta offers a suggestive analysis of Hind Swaraj and of
Gandhi’s philosophy. The need for patience, of not being rushed, writes Mehta,
runs through Hind Swaraj and Gandhi’s several other writings with remarkable
consistency. Gandhi was hesitant about answering what swaraj is. Instead of
making declarative statements, he pointed to the difficulties in attaining swaraj,
difficulties that required patience and a certain lapse of time in order to be properly
dealt with. Ajay Skaria points out the contradiction in the text itself. Gandhi sets
up in Hind Swaraj between the reader’s understanding of swaraj as home rule
and the editor’s (Gandhi’s) understanding of it, where swaraj often remains
untranslated. The title of the book, Hind Swaraj or Indian Home Rule conserves
this ‘recalcitrance’ to translation.

The editor’s idea of swaraj has intimate links with ahimsa (non-violence)
and Satyagraha (truth force). The desire and insistence (agraha) for truth (satya)
that is constitutive of being ‘foregrounds the active nature of non-violence’. While
Gandhi as the leader of the Indian National Congress advocated ‘political swaraj’,
he also insisted that the other swaraj could be attained only through Satyagraha.
This swaraj was not just different, it was opposed to ‘political swaraj’. Political
swaraj only provided the pretext or the point of departure for the other swaraj.
Satyagraha was conceived as dharma, religion, faith and morality. Such religion
invoked absolute freedom and equality. In Gandhi’s writings, dharma strove an
equality that is premised on love, humility and mutual respect, an equality arrived
at by means of a faithful surrender of the self. Satyagrahis, therefore, do not need
to take up arms; by enacting ‘surrender without subordination’ they relinquish the
freedom inherent in the everyday exercise of sovereignty and that relinquishment
opens onto another freedom. For Judith Brown, the ideology behind ‘Gandhian
passive resistance’ was ‘a blend of the Hindu Vaishnava tradition of ahimsa, non-
violence, and a belief in suffering rather than fighting to overcome an opponent’.

Gandhi sought a moral, not simply a political, transformation of human society.
The transformative love that Gandhi held out as the basis of a new India must
encompass not only all Indians, from the wealthy zamindar to the despised
untouchable, but the British as well. No one, whether Muslim, Hindu, or Christian,
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was inherently unworthy. Gandhi further advocated brahmacharya, or sexual
abstinence, even within marriage. The disciplining of the acquisitive passions was
to be accomplished by simplicity of dress and the promotion of hand-spun fabrics
(khadi). Every nationalist was expected to spend a certain number of hours each
day at the spinning wheel. The appealing figure of the loin-cloth-clad ‘mahatma’
became the symbol of Indian nationalism for several decades, and the image survived
through many ups and downs of post-independence Indian politics.

However, Gandhi never advocated a wholesale repudiation of the Hindu
caste system, nor of the patriarchal family structure. Much as he sought to ease
caste rigidities and improve the status of untouchables, for instance, he spoke
always with the patronizing assurance of the upper-caste Hindu. Gandhi never
claimed to speak for Hinduism, and he did not seek an avowedly Hindu India.
Indeed the non-violence that he preached has never been a core value of the
Hindu tradition. Unlike latter-day Hindu nationalists, Gandhi sought an India built
on a coalition of religious communities, not one of Hindu dominance. Nevertheless,
Gandhi’s entire manner, dress, and vocabulary were suffused with Hinduism. Even
as he reached out to other communities, the image of the ‘mahatma’ inevitably
embodied a deeply Hindu sensibility. In a largely pre-literate society much of his
appeal lay in the visual symbolism he projected, travelling the country like the
ordinary peasant, in third-class railway carriages, wearing the loin cloth of the
Hindu holy man (sannyasin).

5.2.2 Gandhian Movements and their Impact
The Congress session in Amritsar in December 1919 was presided over by Motilal
Nehru, a well-known lawyer from the United Provinces and an early member of
the Congress. It adopted a moderate, conciliatory stance towards the British.
Gandhi and Jinnah joined in applauding the constitutional reforms that had been
announced. The Khilafat movement, which had featured in the agenda of the Muslim
League since 1916, gained momentum in India in 1919–20. The Khilafat movement
was so called, because one of its principal aims was to retain the power of the
Khalifa, the Turkish sultan, who was also the spiritual head of Islam. Consequently,
many Muslims felt that the Khalifa should wield enough temporal power to ‘defend
the faith and the faithful’. The demands were presented by Mohammed Ali before
diplomats in Paris in 1920. The Ali brothers also supported the ulema of the
Firangi Mahal in Lucknow who pressed for ‘country-wide hartals’ and proposed
a Non-Cooperation movement at an All-India Khilafat Conference in Delhi on
22–23 November, a month before the Congress session.

Gandhi, the only Hindu leader present at the All-India Khilafat conference,
was thanked for his sympathy for the Khilafat cause. The All-India Conference
passed resolutions to boycott the celebrations to mark the end of the War, and
eventually to boycott British goods. Gandhi decided to support the radical group
of Khilafatists. The Central Khilafat Committee met at Allahabad on 19–20 June
1920. The meeting was attended by several other Hindu leaders, and a four-stage
programme of non-cooperation was announced— boycott of civil services, police
and army, and non-payment of taxes. Termed ‘Asahayog’, the non-cooperation
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programme involved ‘a boycott of the commodities and institutions through which
England was able to rule India with the help of Indians’. In Gandhi’s programme,
the first stage of the campaign consisted of withdrawal from government schools,
surrender of government titles, boycott of courts, and reformed legislative councils.
This was to be complemented by the boycott of British cloth and the founding of
national educational institutions, arbitration courts and the popularization of khadi,
home-spun cloth.

In spite of opposing visions, the Non-violent and Non-cooperation
Movement created huge uproar across the country. It appealed to almost all
communities of India, across caste, class and religious lines. The spinning wheel or
charkha and khadi almost became the national symbol of India’s freedom struggle.
Jawaharlal Nehru acknowledged Gandhi as ‘a man of commanding personality
who inspired devotion in India’s millions’. Historians agree that the ‘Mahatma’
embodied the ‘authentic’ spirit of a resurgent India. In Bihar and UP the cry of
‘Mahatma Gandhi ki jai’ radiated outwards to the foothills of the Himalayas and
down to the oppressed tenantry of the region’s great landlords. From the very
beginning of Gandhi’s leadership of the national movement, as Shahid Amin has
forcefully argued, the peasantry made of this ‘great-souled mahatma’ the possessor
of occult powers, a man able magically to right wrongs and to transform the
exploitative power relationships of rural society. His boons even took the form of
the regeneration of trees and wells.

Eventually, in February 1922, in an incident which caused a horror-stricken
Gandhi to call off the entire non-cooperation movement, a peasant mob in Chauri
Chaura, Gorakhpur district of the United Provinces, locked twenty-two Indian
policemen in the local police station and then set fire to the building, killing everyone
inside. Gandhi was widely criticized within the Congress for calling off the movement
when the excitement was at such a peak. But Gandhi stuck to his ideal of non-
violence and Satyagraha. The Congress split into parts and politics took different
turns around the country until the second Gandhian upsurge, the Civil Disobedience
Movement.

The second Gandhian movement, launched in March 1930 and known as
the Civil Disobedience, began with a 240-mile march from his Sabarmati ashram
at Ahmedabad to the sea, followed an illicit manufacture of salt by boiling sea
water. The movement was initially a protest against the salt tax imposed by the
government. Gandhi faced oppositions from within his circles. As the salt tax was
not a major source of government revenue, many within the Congress looked on
in dismay, while the British, puzzled, stood by watching. But the salt march was a
stroke of genius. The famous salt march spread Gandhi’s repute around the world.
Even in the United States where intense Black movements were going on, he was
brought to the public notice. The Civil Disobedience movement drew many social
groups who never joined the nationalist movement till date.

Women, for the first time, came out on to the streets; protests against forest
regulations took place in central India; on the North-West Frontier, despite the
region’s reputation for violence, a movement among Muslim Pathans led by Abdul
Ghaffer Khan, who became known as the ‘Frontier Gandhi’, allied itself with



Thoughts of Indian Thinkers

NOTES

Self-Learning
Material 201

Gandhi. Apart from the Frontier, however, in contrast to 1920, Muslim participation
was ominously limited. But Gandhi for the first time gained large popularity in
south India. During the 1920s south India had remained aloof from nationalism.
But by 1930, pushing aside the inept Justice Party, the Congress had become the
dominant political organization. Nevertheless, Dravidian sentiment remained
powerful. During these years it took the form of the militant ‘Self-Respect’
movement under the leadership of E. V. Ramaswamy Naicker (1880–1974).
Confronted with its growing popular appeal, the British began to fear an ebbing
away of their authority into the hands of the Congress. As a result, the Gandhi–
Irwin pact was agreed upon in 1931 which brought a temporary halt to civil
disobedience and enabled Gandhi himself to attend the second round table
conference held in London. But the Pact collapsed in 1932. Gandhi came back to
India empty-handed. A major colonial crackdown on the nationalist movement
followed. Some 40,000 Indians were arrested within three months, and many,
including Gandhi himself, languished in jail for up to two years.

The third movement, though a spontaneous outcome of mass resentment
against the British, that Gandhi led was the famous Quit India Movement of 1942,
at the last stage of the British rule in India. In the meanwhile Indian politics went
through many twists and turns. Many old allegiances broke and new ones built up.
A number of missions visited India from Britain though none could offer a final
solution to the political standstill that India reached for several times. Talks of self-
rule, dominion status and purna swaraj or full independence were in the air. But
no government policies or regulations could show any hope. The Second World
War broke out in 1939. Large number of Indian soldiers was deported to various
battlefields in Europe. The needs for military rationing almost exhausted the local
granaries. Mass famine broke out in various corners of India, the most horrifying
being the Bengal Famine of 1942 in which lakhs of people succumbed to starvation.

At this crucial juncture Gandhi, the astute politician, understood the
belligerence of the people. The summer of 1942 found him in ‘a strange and uniquely
militant mood’. He repeatedly urged the British to leave India to god or to anarchy,
stating that he was willing to risk ‘complete lawlessness’ in place of the ‘orderly
disciplined anarchy’ of the British. He felt that the only way the people of India
could be made to shed all fear and fight the aggressor was to make them feel that
they were their own masters and that the defence of the country was their duty and
responsibility. He therefore decided to launch a movement calling for ‘an orderly
withdrawal’ of the British from India after they had handed over power to Indians.
The Congress Working Committee at its meeting in Wardha on 14 July passed the
historic ‘Quit India’ resolution and formulated a ‘national demand’—that the British
transfer power immediately to Indians and quit India. The term ‘Quit India’, writes
Paul Greenough, was coined by an American journalist to suit the purpose of
compact news headlines.

The resolution was endorsed by the All India Congress Committee on 8
August, 1942 in Bombay. It sanctioned the starting of a mass struggle on the
widest possible scale. The struggle had to be ‘inevitably’ under the leadership of
Mahatma Gandhi. In a passionate ‘Do or Die’ speech delivered on the occasion,
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Gandhi stated that since this was going to be the final battle—a ‘fight to the finish’—
‘mere jail going’ was not enough. ‘We shall either free India or die in the attempt;
we shall not leave to see the perpetuation of our slavery’. He went to the extent of
stating that he was not going to flinch even if a general strike became a dire necessity.
In large parts of the country—Bombay, Gujarat, United Provinces, Central
Provinces, Delhi, Bihar, Orissa, Bengal, Madras and Punjab—public life almost
came to a standstill and businesses were suspended. Cities and towns all over the
country observed hartals, and processions and demonstrations pervaded the
streets. National songs were accompanied by slogans demanding the release of
the leaders. The large crowds remained overwhelmingly peaceful; but their massive
size made the government nervous.

By the end of 1943, around 91,836 people were arrested, with the maximum
number coming from Bombay Presidency (21,416), followed by UP (16,796)
and Bihar (16,202); 218 police outposts, 332 railway stations and 943 post offices
were wrecked or damaged, and 664 bomb explosions had taken place. The Home
Political files state that 1,060 people had died in police and army firing, 63 policemen
in trying to control the upsurge and 216 policemen had ‘defected’ to the rebels’
side. After the Quit India Movement the political scenario of the globe was fast
taking major turns. The Second World War ended in 1945. Meanwhile Netaji
Subhas Chandra Bose led the Azad Hind Fauz in South East Asia for the cause of
India’s independence. The era of decolonization began worldwide. One after
another colony was gaining independence. It was obvious that the British too
would have to quit India.

After a series of negotiations and compromises, Independence finally came
on 15th of August, 1947 but it left India into two parts, India and Pakistan, the
latter built on the basis of Muslim nationalism. Massive riots and mass killing and
rape broke in Bengal and Punjab, the two states that were divided on communal
lines. Gandhi ran to various riot-stricken districts, especially Noakhali, now in
east Bengal where large number of Hindus was butchered in the hands of fanatic
Muslims. He appealed to the people to stop rioting and sat for fasting until the
bloodshed ended. The Hindu Mahasabha with their Hindu right wing politics made
their way through all these raucous. They rose against the Muslim fundamentalist
politics and demanded for the security of the Hindus. Gandhi, in contrast, were
still advocating for the safety and security of both Hindus and Muslims. He never
shifted from his egalitarian vision towards various communities. He was killed in
Delhi on 30th January, 1948 by Nathuram Godse, a member of the All India
Hindu Mahasabha.

Gandhi’s legacy survived through ages. David Hardiman, in his book Gandhi
in His Time and Ours, has shown that Gandhian ideas got worldwide popularity.
In the USA, Martin Luther King, who led the Black movement and fought white
racism, was deeply influenced by Gandhi. In India the post-independence
environmentalist movement, the Chipko Movement, the Narmada Bachao Andolan
carried the legacy of Gandhian ideas of rural reconstruction. The JP Movement in
Bihar that fought corruption and caste violence, was also a legacy of Gandhi. In
recent times, Gandhi has entered the popular culture of India. The idea of Gandhigiri
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is popularized by a series of Bollywood films. The notions of non-violence,
Satyagraha, the weapon of fasting, self-reflection and many other Gandhian ideals
recur in Indian life and politics and leave a promise of an undying legacy.

5.2.3 Thoughts of Mahatma Gandhi
It is a strange paradox that whenever humanity attempts to search for security and
peace in the future, it looks back to its past for solutions to the present problems
plaguing the society, whether openly or imperceptibly. However, do we need to
accept something just because it had been so said in the past; or because it has
been handed down by tradition; or because it can be proved by inference; or
because it has been accepted as such through worldly wisdom? The test of reason
lies not in blind faith but in the sense of discrimination and conscience as being
conducive to one’s benefit and happiness.

India has important things to say to the West and to the world not only in a
speculative but in a practical way. In modern India, Gandhi stands out as the
person who has projected traditional Indian spirituality in the practical orders of
human life. Gandhi’s contribution to the shaping of India’s destiny will always remain
significant. He is one character in the drama of history who was made to play not
only the roles of Gautam Buddha, but also that of Jesus Christ and Prophet
Mohammed. All in all, he was compelled to emerge as the Mahatma—the great
soul. Six decades of Independence may not have given us ‘Ram Rajya’, but the
aura of ‘Mahatma’ remains intact! People might feel the urge to speak of his
relevance to the contemporary society due to their fundamental right of speech
and expression, but they have failed to feel the real essence of Gandhian philosophy.
Re-opening of the pages of history requires Herculean calculations and sense of
equilibrium, so that feelings, passions and prejudices do not affect contemporary
judgment! Much has been written on Gandhi, his principles and techniques, but
unfortunately, very little has penetrated the common man’s psyche regarding the
deeper spiritual principles, motivations and objectives that he sought.

In thinking of Gandhi’s understanding of religion, it is suitable to remember
that he didn’t claim to have framed any consistent formulation of his outlook. It is
not surprising that basically religion ruled his thought and action. As Dr. S.
Radhakrishnan says: ‘The spiritual motive dominates life in India.’ However, Gandhi
did not feel that religion acts in a separate sphere. He felt that ‘mere religions
knowledge’ was futile. Religion, for Gandhi, was not really what is grasped by the
brain, but by the heart.

When Gandhi assumed the leadership of the Congress in 1920, he had
already developed his moral and social philosophy, but it was not until 1930 that
he perfected his political techniques for a successful all India Satyagraha. Gandhi’s
philosophy was moulded in South Africa, and was influenced by such diverse
factors as the Jain and Vaishnava environment of his youth, e.g. Christ and the
philosophic teachings of Tolstoy, Ruskin and Thoreau. These factors combined in
his complex and hyper-sensitive personality (partially resulting from his feelings,
rejection of orthodoxy of his homeland and the Western European world) to
produce a philosophic system that was neither Western nor traditionalist in nature.
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The Moderates turned to European liberalism; Gandhi synthesized a system from
the aberrant philosophies of both West and East.

Gandhi’s View on Religion
Gandhi received an early but limited religious education from his mother, but as a
youth was excommunicated from caste and thus from his religious community. A
careful study of Gandhi’s life and thought reveals that both were deeply rooted in
the Hindu tradition. He himself openly acknowledges his indebtedness to the past
when he said, ‘I have tried to restate old principles.’ Gandhi accepted Hinduism
not as a dogma but as a working hypothesis of human conduct adapted to different
stages of spiritual development and different conditions of life. Simply speaking,
the ancient Indian spirit takes on a new form without ceasing to be itself in every
age. However, questioning the morality of the method, Gandhi asserted that ‘every
formula of every religion has, in his age of reason, to submit to the acid test of
reason and universal assent. Errors can claim no exemption even if it can be
supported by the scriptures of the world’.

The book which became Gandhi’s strongest bond with Hinduism as well as
the greatest influence on him and which he called his ‘spiritual dictionary’ was the
Bhagawad Gita, to whom he was introduced by the Theosophists. While he never
claimed to be well-versed in the scriptures, he preferred to rely upon reason and
his own moral sense when the scriptures conflicted with his own philosophy—a
clever manipulation of events, both past and present. The Mahabharata, the epic
of which the Gita forms a part, has been a part of Hindu heritage for at least 2,500
years. Gandhi put forward the view that the epic was an allegorical and not a
historical work. He attempted to employ traditionalist terms to communicate his
own philosophy and wrote a commentary on the Gita which however was so
controversial that he was widely attacked by the orthodox scholars.

Gandhi did not accept the traditional interpretation of the Gita as the poetic
presentation of Lord Krishna’s exhortation to Arjuna, the warrior, to go forward
and meet his cousins in combat. The battlefield of Kurukshetra was only a symbol
of the battle between good and evil which rages in every human heart. To those
who insisted on taking the story of Mahabharata literally, Gandhi pointed out that
‘even if the story was taken at its face value, the Mahabharata had demonstrated
the futility of violence: the war ended in universal devastation in which the victors
had been no better off than the vanquished’.

Gandhi thus attempted to hint as to the right way to understand religious or
spiritual texts. He alleged that as contrasted with books about the objective world
whose truth can be easily ascertained by checking them with outer facts, religious
or spiritual texts, which are concerned with experience that is in the main subjective
in nature, can’t be similarly understood. Were the Gita a mere narrative of objective
facts its truth could be easily checked by an external verification; but in so far as a
good deal of what it says related to the life of the spirit a quite different approach
is needed here.

Gandhi’s critics had a shrewd suspicion that he deliberately underplayed
the quietistic and esoteric elements in Hinduism because of the harm which excessive
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preoccupation with them had done to the Hindu society, and that he sought
confirmation in the Gita for his own framework of values: ahimsa (non-violence),
varnashrama based on the division of labour rather than of birth, manual work
and brahmacharya. It will be safe to say that Gandhi was one of the greatest
innovators in the history of Hinduism. He re-shaped and redefined time-honoured
concepts. Gandhi placed no special emphasis on the spirit of Hindu history though
he admired various historical figures such as Gautam Buddha.

Gandhi professed a form of Hinduism, no doubt, but deviated so far from
orthodoxy as to equate God and truth, as rationally perceived, and to emphasize
the validity of all religious beliefs on the basis of their moral worth. Truth is the
supreme value not only for Gandhi, but has been a key concept in the Indian
traditional ethico-religious thought. However, Gandhi accepted truth not merely
as a concept, but sought to realize it in practice as the ‘sovereign principle’ of life
and conduct and as a reality. God is thought of as being the only eternal Reality.
He is, for Gandhi, the same as truth. The two have been essentially equated, for
Gandhi found in truth the quickest and the easiest way to realize God. Gandhi
made truth paramount. Nonetheless, in his search for absolute truth, he was fully
aware that the absolute can’t be known by the present evolutionary status of the
human mind.

In Gandhian philosophy, closely connected with the ultimate or absolute
end was the problem of means. Gandhi laid surpassing emphasis on the use of
right means for achieving objectives. For him, means and ends are convertible
terms. The two are inseparable and should be equally pure. As Gandhi himself
says: ‘The means may liken to a seed, the end to a tree; and there is just the same
inviolable connection between the means and the end as there is between the sees
and the tree.’ Specifically speaking, thus, nonviolence as a means became the
supreme value for Gandhi. Gandhi’s interpretation of ahimsa (non-violence) is
striking for its unparalleled richness of significance. It does not stand for pacifism.
Instead, it inspires the individual and the nation to achieve complete harmony with
the impulses of human nature. However, the impression that one gets is that Gandhi
believed in non-violence as a creed, as an eternal virtue and as a supreme way of
life to which even the freedom of the country could be subordinated. An analysis
of his activities would betray a tendency on Gandhi’s part to equate expediency
with principle.

Truth and non-violence are acknowledged disciplines in traditional Hindu
thought. However, the remarkable feature of Gandhi is the pains he took to
emphasize the extreme intimacy of their inter-relation. Writers on Gandhi have
rightly regarded this as a distinctive feature of his thought. Truth and non-violence,
for Gandhi, were but two sides of an unstamped metallic disc.

Another clear contribution of Gandhi is the way he practiced and understood
fasting—as a heightened moment in the practice of ahimsa. He used it, on the one
hand, to achieve social objectives, and, on the other, for the realization of his
essential identity with others. Fasting, for Gandhi, was a model exercise in humility,
compassion, faith, surrender, patience and ontological hope. In fact, he illustrated
how fasting takes an individual very close to God.
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What distinguished Gandhi is not merely his treatment and practice of truth
(satya), non-violence (ahimsa) and fasting (upvasa), but of other vows as well.
A vow here appears not as an isolated, frozen or restrictive concept, but as vital
and integral accent that at once enriches and is enriched by the good life as a
whole. Gandhi also insisted on the necessity of vows for the purpose of self-
purification and self-realization. Gandhi’s treatment of the vows was not a matter
of medley of bloodless categories, but a needful and continuous self-expansion of
every concept in the setting of practice. All these were all deducible from truth.

The knit-work of vows enumerated by Gandhi can thus be listed as:
(a) Brahmacharya: This is no isolated control of sex, but simultaneous

control of all the senses. In the practice of brahmacharya, Gandhi
stressed the role of will, as against mere instinctual thought. It ought to
be observed in though, word and deed.

(b) Asvada: Though it is not merely physical in significance,
brahmacharya vitally depends on the control of the palate. Gandhi,
therefore, turned asvada into a distinctive vow, thus, enriching the
Hindu ethical tradition.

(c) Asteya: Though it literally means no to commit theft, Gandhi interpreted
it in a far subtler way. He described the essence of non-stealing as
stealth (or the tendency to conceal) and not mere abstention from
theft of others’ property. Like asvada, asteya has a positive
significance. It calls for a definite effort to abstain from conditions
which bar the manifestation of truth.

(d) Aparigraha: Though the literal meaning of apariagraha is ‘not to
possess property’, it has (like asvada and asteya) a distinct positive
significance in Gandhian thought. Gandhi’s treatment of this vow is the
idea that aparigraha requires one to be non-attached even to the
body which too is a kind of possession. Gandhi believed that if we
look upon the body merely as an instrument of service, we can attain
real happiness and the beatific vision in the fullness of time and being.

(e) Abhaya: Following the Gita, Gandhi gave a place of pre-eminence
to the observance of abhaya or fearlessness. He regarded this vow
as indispensable for the growth of other noble qualities. Nonetheless,
instead of extolling fearlessness categorically, Gandhi cared to say
that we do need to fear the inner foes.

(f) Apart from the above vows, Gandhi also insisted on the four distinctive
vows of removal of untouchability, principle of bread labour (fruits
of labour accrue only to him who has worked for it), sarvadharma
samabhava (equal respect for all religions) and swadeshi.

However, none of these vows can work without humility. Gandhi was
convinced that humility was even more essential than any of the vows. He even
traced out its links with the ideal of incessant and self-effacing service. True religious
humility was thus, for Gandhi, paramount. This follows that ethical religion brought
about distinctiveness in Gandhi. It is important to note that though he emphasized
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the ethical basis of religion, he did not fail to see how the ideal of religion itself
called to ever better the moral life.

Gandhi did not accept the orthodox interpretation of religion though he
employed the concept to convey his own philosophy, but like the Buddhists, he
taught a universalized religion based on ahimsa. He also interpreted religion based
or dharma as selfless service of others, mastery over passions, fearlessness and
most important of all, devotion. Accordingly, dharma, for Gandhi, became and
embodiment of the content that was shaped by one’s own special gifts, the discipline
a man voluntarily undertakes and a moral insight which leads a man beyond the
performance of his customary duties.

In his description of dharma, one of the main things Gandhi emphasized
was that caste had nothing to do with religion. It was a latter excrescence on what
had originally been basically the principle of labour and duties. What remained
was the outstanding feature of the Hindu social system, but this should in no way
be confused with religion, with dharma, with the life; it was good and reasonable
for men to lead.

Gandhi turned the tables on Swami Vivekananda’s formula that all men
should be Brahmins by saying that all should become Sudras. Sudras are those
who serve and nothing more was needed than service whether in Indian society or
elsewhere. Gandhi, thus, attempted to incorporate the duties of scavenging and
bread labour in the concept of dharma. He tried working out his ideas in a society
where dirty work was the lot of the untouchables, the outcastes of the Hindu
society and where manual work was considered inferior to the works of the scholar,
lawyer and teacher. The concept of bread labour advocated that each man should
engage in some productive activity such as spinning or agriculture every day, in
addition to the work he ordinarily did. Thus, Tolstoy’s therapeutic value of manual
work and Ruskin’s views on the equal value of different kinds of work to society
became the basis of Gandhian thoughts for the good of society.

Gandhi interpreted his own life as being guided by the dharmas of social
service, poverty alleviation, social harmlessness, vegetarianism and celibacy, whose
practical applications were, for him, no more than mere experiments with truth. As
he himself stated:

The instruments for the quest of truth are as simple as they are difficult.
They may appear quite impossible to an arrogant person, and quite
impossible to innocent child. The seeker after truth should be humbler
that the dust. The world crushes the dust under its feet, but the seeker
after truth should so humble himself that even the dust could crush
him. Only then, and not till then, will he have a glimpse of truth.

However, what has been unique in Gandhi’s experiment with truth was that
they were carried out not in the seclusion of an ashrama, but in the arena of life.
Gandhi’s greatest contribution to dharma is his realization that the caste system
was opposed both to his principle of universal ahimsa and his programme to
abolish untouchability. He termed the institution of caste as unjust and immoral and
emphasized its substitution by a non-religiously sanctioned occupational, but
hereditary class structure.
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It is also very important to analyze Gandhi’s view of religion in relation to
the art of politics. Gandhi considered his own philosophic system superior to the
Hindu art of politics. He endeavoured to develop a sense of unity by employing
traditional terms, but was far more successful in communicating to the masses
through his personality and way of life, appearing as he did as a modern sayasin.
This traditional appearance especially influenced Indian women, chiefly the followers
of Bhakti path.

Like Tilak, Gandhi realized that effective political action demanded that the
Congress become a mass organization, and as such he and Sardar Patel provided
it with a well-disciplined authorization structure. He also tended to follow the
heretical attitude which forms the sub-strata of Hindu tradition, emphasizing the
negation of worldly and material possessions, renunciation, self-sacrifice and
suffering for a moral purpose. And above all, Gandhi abhorred the use of force,
but utilized the political techniques of Tilak by justifying them in terms of his own
moral philosophy through non-violence, the ‘constructive programme’ and a return
to the spinning wheel and the simple life.

The combination of religion with politics or religious politics forms the very
essence of Gandhism. Further, on its legitimacy or otherwise depends the whole
significance of the Gandhian philosophy. Gandhi himself asserted: ‘Yes, I still hold
the view that I cannot conceive politics as divorced from religion. Indeed religion
should pervade every one of our actions.’ He continued, ‘For me there is no
politics without religion—not the religion of the superstitious and the blind, religion
that hates and fights, but the universal Religion of Toleration. Politics without morality
is a thing to be avoided.’ Here, Gandhi claimed to be in stark contradiction of
Machiavelli’s concept of complete separation of religion and politics.

Although Gandhi and Machiavelli lived in different epochs of history and in
diverse cultural environments, their views of religion and politics can only be
regarded as the projection of the former’s optimism and the latter’s pessimism
about human nature and capabilities. In Machiavelli’s view, to say that moral
goodness will result in political goodness is political idiocy. Machiavelli did not
deny the efficacy of moral goodness, but he denied its claim as a specific means of
politics. He did not trust the dependability of human nature to do the good.

On the other hand, Gandhi felt that spiritual values had no relevance unless
they were put into social practice by those who professed them. As such, it was
not very difficult for a semi-clad contemplative sanyasin to become a karma
yogi in the field of politics. Gandhi’s action may also be justified in the sense that
in the Hindu tradition, religion is such an integrative force that there is bound to be
a close relationship between religion and politics. It can almost be said that historically
culture, politics and religion have been synonymous for Hinduism. One may recall
that both Gautam Buddha and Mahavira, founders respectively of Buddhism and
Jainism, were of the ruling or warrior caste. Parts of the shastras are political
texts, such as the Arthasastra attributed to Kautilya and parts of the Laws of
Manu. Nevertheless, tension was not entirely absent between religion and politics,
for the latter often took a ruthless turn and, thereby, stimulated transcendental
speculation in Indian religious life.
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Gandhi’s religious quest helped to mould not only his personality, but the
political technique with which he confronted racialism in South Africa and colonialism
in India. Gandhi inherited swaraj as the political objective of the Congress;
however, he felt compelled to find a moral issue upon which to base his campaigns
of political agitation. He finally succeeded in being able to rationalize that, while
swaraj was not a self-justifying objective in the traditionalist sense, the immorality
of the British Raj made Indian swaraj a morally justifiable goal.

Gandhi repeatedly asserted the oneness of life. It was one continuous whole
and could not properly be conceived as compartmental. Therefore, it was not a
matter of ‘mixing’ religion and politics, for they were already rightfully one. However,
there is probability that Gandhi himself experienced a dichotomy between his
religious pursuits and political endeavours, which was never completely resolved.
However, in spite of such a tension, he succeeded in evolving a well-integrated
personality, essentially religiously oriented.

Unfortunately, there is also another side of the picture! Though Gandhi wanted
his followers to practice non-violence or ahimsa—as a creed and not as
expediency—most of his followers and co-workers could never adopt it as a
matter of principle. Looking back from the vantage point of history, the application
of non-violent techniques in certain social and cultural contexts may be justified,
but using them for political objectives was asking for too much. When persuasion
is not always possible, and compromise is not always permissible, the use of force,
pressure or at least some kind of aggression is admissible.

Gandhi’s own actions and writings give an ambivalent feeling on this issue.
Gandhi perhaps committed a typically idealistic mistake of failing to take into
consideration the frailty of human beings. Violence is, after all, a relative aspect—
relative to the agent and times. Being a man of intuitions, his lack of consistency
and theoretical completeness can thus be explained. However, his evolution of the
technique of satyagraha as a mode of non-violent struggle and purity of intention
means in essence the freedom from egoism and dictates of self-interest.

Undoubtedly, Gandhi was colossus in the field of politics and an anti-
communalist par excellence. However, Gandhi’s religious ideology, his religious
practices and his attempt to mix religion with politics proved, to some extent, an
hindrance to his objective of attaining Hindu-Muslim unity. He failed miserably in
his attempt to decrease Hindu-Muslim antagonism. His anxiety for the cause
deserves all praise but his was a sentimental approach to the problem, and was
not based on a realistic appreciation of the situation. His techniques, grounded in
dharma, may have been flawless, but they failed to realize the fickleness of human
nature. This was due to his inability to trace the socio-historical genesis of that
antagonism. He discovered its origin not in the material processes of Indian society
but in the weak ethical structure of the people. Gandhi thus symbolized a peculiar
blend of bold advances followed by sudden and capricious halts. Living in the
society, how could he remain untouched by the pitfalls!

Though Gandhi’s attitude to religion holds the key to the understanding of
his life and thought, its significance still remains a mystery for both his admirers and
critics. Archbishop Cosmo Lang once spoke of Gandhi in unsympathetic terms as
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a mystic, fanatic and anarchist. On the other hand, Lord Reading, the Viceroy of
India, wrote after his first meeting with Gandhi, ‘Mr. Gandhi’s religious and moral
views are, I believe, admirable, but I confess that I find it difficult to understand
the practice of them in politics.’ Left wing critics like M.N. Roy, R.P. Dutt, and
E.M.S. Namboodiripad accused Gandhi of exploiting religion to rouse the masses
and then deliberately curbing their political consciousness in the interest of the
Indian bourgeoisie. Among Gandhi’s own adherents there were not a few radicals
who chafed under the moral constraints he imposed on the struggle against the
British. Then there were the modernists who equated all religion with irrationalism
and obscurantism and resented Gandhi’s saintly idiom. Finally, some latter-day
historians have advanced the thesis that by using Hindu symbols, Gandhi contributed
to the communal polarization which culminated in the division of India.

Summing up, it would not be wrong to say that Gandhi had a strongly rational
and skeptical streak which enabled him to fashion for himself a religious philosophy
which, though grounded in Hinduism, acquired a deeply humanist and cosmopolitan
complexion. Gandhi’s religious thinking was stamped not only by his own
confessional character, but it also shot through with a splendid vision which he
believed could be a beacon light for all mankind.

Ram Rajya

Gandhi’s personal experience of living in a society where the distinction between
sacred and profane was somewhat unnatural one, and where people of very different
ethnic types and ways of life were actually living side by side, gave him a unique
advantage in thinking out what the shape of the future community might be like. It
would be noteworthy to mention here that Gandhi shared the Hindu hope of Ram
Rajya which he used interchangeably with the Kingdom of God. This was a vision
of Kingly rule in righteousness, truth and peace. He once went so far to say,
‘Swaraj is synonymous with Ram Rajya—his establishment of the kingdom of
Righteousness on earth.’ Nevertheless, this was utopian to say the least. In any
event, on the eve of India’s independence, he had apparently given up any hope
that particular Swaraj would be Ram Rajya.

According to Gandhi, ‘Ahimsa is not the crude thing it has been made to
appear. Not to hurt any living thing is no doubt a part of Ahimsa. The principle
of Ahimsa is hurt by every evil thought, by undue haste, by lying, by hatred, by
wishing ill to anybody. It is also violated by our holding on to what the world
needs.’ He believed that the state is not an end but it is a means for the welfare
of the people. He is opposed to the view that the state is above, nothing is
outside the state and nothing is against the state. He is unwilling to accept the
state as the highest group and an end is itself. The ideal, however, is that the
state functions on the principle of Ahimsa. It is possible when there is goodwill
and crime is absent. Such a state where justice prevails represents the Ramarajya
(Kingdom of Lord Ram).

Nonetheless, Gandhi’s passionate concern with the building of a new society
which would be free of exploitation, and in which the lowliest of the low would
have their minimum needs satisfied, was the concern of an outstanding Indian with
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a conscience. In this context, religion for him was not in a watertight compartment,
sealed off from the agony of living in conditions of scarcity. Gandhi saw the struggle
for human liberation as part and parcel of the quest for salvation.

One cannot but admire Gandhi’s revisionist strategy in his encounter with
Hindi orthodoxy. He declined to fight it on its own ground, by denying unqualified
allegiance to scriptural authority, and claiming the right to interpret religious texts in
the light of reason, morality and common sense. His task was made easier by the
fact that he selected one Hindu scripture, the Bhagawad Gita, and made it a common
symbol between himself and the Hindus of his generation. When his interpretations
were called in question, he disarmed his critics by suggesting that the text on which
they relied could be an interpolation or simply by asserting that he had all his life
‘lived Hinduism’ and knew what he was talking about. He did not, however, make
any claim to infallibility. ‘The opinions I have formed’, he wrote, ‘and the conclusion
I have arrived at are not final. I may change them tomorrow.’

Gandhi could take all these liberties with Hinduism, because he was an
‘insider’ and was seen by the people as a devout Hindu and a Mahatma. His
unique position as a political leader stood him in good stead as a social reformer.
He was permeated with profound humanism and was crusader against injustices
in all spheres of social relations. He denounced in word of blazing moral indignation
the barbarous institution of untouchability, the age-long crime of the Hindu society
against its most oppressed section. He passionately struggled for the liquidation of
this most inhuman institution and made it even an integral part of his political
programme. He addressed powerful ethical appeals to the higher classes of the
Hindus and endeavoured to awaken their conscience against this infamy of ages.
Gandhi’s insistence on the autonomy of human reason and conscience in the
interpretation of religious ideas and practices not only for himself, but for everyone
else, makes him one of the most daring religious reformers in history.

In Gandhi, religion brought about a rare amalgamation of public and personal
life. It culminated into self-realization on the one hand, and service of humanity on
the other. That is to say, it had wings in the secular character of political life, but its
roots lay deep into the spiritual content of man’s existence. Gandhi believed in the
essential unity of principles of all religions, for he viewed them as a system of
beliefs and practices for the realization of God. It was a progressive outlook on
the part of Gandhi in his attempt for peaceful religious co-existence. All in all, the
basis of Gandhian thinking lies in the flexibility and catholicity of the Hindu civilization
that has the power of both renewal and change.

Gandhi combined in himself the dual role of a saint and an active politician.
He has been called by some ‘the most saintly among the politicians’, and by others
the most ‘political saint’. However, this has only led to a dichotomy between the
devotion that a saint deserves, and the expectations and achievements that a leader
entails. There was something in the saint that failed as the leader, or something in
the leader that failed as the saint. He was equally mistrusted by both Hindu and
Muslim fundamentalists. All along his life he preached ahimsa or non-violence.
However, in the hour of crisis, this ahimsa had been rejected, and violence
voluntarily chosen. Most unfortunately, fate never permitted Gandhi the time to
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retrospect!
There is no doubt that Gandhi’s thought constitutes a challenge to the main

currents of modern civilization. However, the question is: Are his ideas likely to
fire the present imagination and win wide acceptance as those of Buddha and
Jesus Christ did in the past, and as those of Marx did in the modern period? Of
course, there are sceptics who maintain that Gandhism possesses little survival
value.

It is alleged that very little of what Gandhi stood for survives in India today.
His teachings have been safely locked in the cupboards, and only lip-homage is
paid to them. There is little of God, and little of truth, and little of non-violence in
our lives. Does it mean that are we trying to prove Gandhism wrong and untenable?
There are two aspects involved in it: the first relates to the difficulty of translating
into practice the great truths which Gandhi emphasized, and the second pinpoints
to the simple fact that values change slowly. The Gandhian ideals may not be
compatible with the present era.

Gandhi always first put into practice what he preached to others. In this
respect, to define Gandhian way of life as utopian and impracticable would be to
reject without acceptance. Gandhi claimed neither originality nor finality for his
philosophy of life. The conceptions of truth and non-violence have always held a
high esteem in the Hindu way of life. What Gandhi did was to demonstrate that
they could be applied to practical life. Of course, in relation to the present times,
they may be used in relative terms. However, it is an indisputable fact that there
can be no conditions for both truth and non-violence.

The crux of the problem, in all probability, lies in human nature. The present
has always tried to prove it right by crushing the past. The same has been true in
case of Gandhi. Born and bred in an atmosphere reeking with violence, selfishness,
greed and untruth, the individual finds it difficult to repose confidence in the weapon
of truth and non-violence. Truth has been repudiated as difficult because words
are generally used to hide rather than to express one’s feelings, and non-violence
is difficult because it demands the control of the animal impulses. Purity of means
is also fairly difficult because after a person has once chosen his end, there is little
else in his mind but the thought of attaining it at any cost.

Despite all odds, the significance of Gandhi lies in his faith that the religious
attitude is a thing of permanent value to mankind, individually and collectively.
There is an urgent need for a full and free exchange of our differing religious
experiences, in a spirit of mutual respect, appreciation and sympathy. Religion can
be for our growth and development, as also for our downfall and decay—the
authority of choice lies with us. However, the acceptance of religion in the secular
context with spiritual content is an alternative without challenges. It stands apart.

5.2.4 Non-Violence
Mahatma Gandhi was against violence in thought, word and action. According to
Gandhi Ahimsa is based on the principles of non-violence and love for all. Gandhi
stated, ‘Nonviolence is an active force of the highest order. It is soul force or the



Thoughts of Indian Thinkers

NOTES

Self-Learning
Material 213

power of Godhead within us. Imperfect man cannot grasp the whole of that essence
- he would not be able to bear its full blaze, but even an infinitesimal fraction of it,
when it becomes active within us, can work wonders.’ Generally, ahimsa means
non-violence. But to Gandhi, ‘it has much higher, infinitely higher meaning. It means
that you may not offend anybody; you may not harbour uncharitable thought, even
in connection with those who consider your enemies. To one who follows this
doctrine, there are no enemies. A man who believes in the efficacy of this doctrine
finds in the ultimate stage, when he is about to reach the goal, the whole world at
his feet. If you express your love- ahimsa-in such a manner that it impresses itself
indelibly upon your so called enemy, he must return that love. This doctrine tells us
that we may guard the honour of those under our charge by delivering our own
lives into the hands of the man who would commit the sacrilege. And that requires
far greater courage than delivering of blows’.

According to Gandhi, Ahimsa or non-violence has a positive meaning also.
According to Gandhi, non-violence means “love” in a very positive sense. It means
love towards all living creatures. The concept of non-violence is extended not only
as a means to human love but to love for all sentient creatures of the world. This
means one should not love only human beings but every living being in the world.
When a person claims to be non-violent, he is expected not to be angry with
someone who has injured him. Such a person will not wish anyone harm but instead
will wish everyone’s well-being, even of those who have harmed him. Such a
person will not cause his perpetrator any physical harm. Thus non-violence is
complete innocence.

5.2.5 Satyagraha
Gandhi used the word Satyagraha in 1906 to express the nature of the non-violent
action undertaken by the Indians in South Africa against the racist government.
With his involvement in the Indian National Movement, he adopted it as a technique
of love-force, soul-force, non violence, aiming constantly at the search and pursuit
of truth. To him, Satyagraha is the vindication of truth, not by infliction of suffering
on the opponent but on one’s own self. It is eternal insistence on truth. Satyagraha
is based on non-violence and as such it does not permit violence in any form.
Ahimsa and Satyagraha are synonymous for Gandhi. Satyagraha emphasizes always
the purity of means as well as the purity of the ends. It is a moral weapon in the
hands of a morally strong person to fight injustice, tyranny or evil and can be
applied in any sphere. Gandhi said,

It is force that may be used by individuals as well as communities. It may be
used as well in political as in domestic affairs. Its universal applicability is a
demonstration of its permanence and invincibility.

Before practicing Satyagraha in public life, a Satyagrahi must practice it in
domestic or personal life. Like charity, Satyagraha must begin from home. An
individual in search of truth, whether in domestic or public life, has a heavy burden
of ethical code over his shoulders. He is a man of peace. The aim is self-realization
through social service and sacrifice. Satyagraha is a weapon to counteract the
evils and difficulties that come in the way of realization of truth. It is a weapon to
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be used for public good and never for personal gains. It is not to be resorted to
defend immoral acts and wrongly earned gains. There is no place for ill-will and
hatred in Satyagraha. A Satyagrahi does not think, in relation to his enemy in terms
of victor and vanquished.

Satyagraha may not be confused with passive resistance. It is true that both
are peaceful techniques of meeting aggression and bringing about social and political
changes. However, there are differences between the two. Passive resistance as
practiced is a political weapon of expediency but Satyagraha is a moral weapon
based on the superiority of soul force over brute force. Passive resistance is the
weapon of the weak but Satyagraha can be practiced only by the brave. The
passive resistance aims at embarrassing the opponent into submission, but a
Satyagrahi aims at winning the opponent from error by love and patient suffering.
There is hardly any place for love for the enemy in the case of passive resistance.
In Satyagraha, there is no room for ill-will. Mahadeo Desai observed,

Satyagraha is dynamic, passive resistance is static. Passive resistance acts
negatively and suffers reluctantly. Satyagrahi acts positively and suffers with
cheerfulness because from love he makes the suffering fruitful. Passive resistance
is not by its very nature universal in its application. It cannot be directed against
one’s nearest relations as Satyagraha can be. Passive resistance offered in a
spirit of weakness and despair weakens the resister psychologically and morally.
Satyagraha emphasizes all the time internal strength and actually develops the
same. Satyagraha can offer more effective and determined opposition to injustice
and tyranny than passive resistance.

Forms and Techniques of Satyagraha

The techniques of Satyagraha may take the form of non-cooperation and civil
disobedience or fasting and strike. As regards non-cooperation, Gandhi pointed
out that oppression and exploitation can be checked by non-cooperation of people.
If people refuse to cooperate with the government, the latter cannot function.
Gandhi said,

‘Even the most despotic government cannot stand except with the consent of
the governed, which consent is often forcibly procured by the despot.
Immediately the subject ceases to fear the despotic force, his power is gone.’

Non-cooperation may manifest itself in the form of Hartals, or picketing.
Hartal involves stopping of work as a measure of protest and its object to strike
the imagination of the people and the government. Hartals to be effective are to
be voluntary and no violence is to be used. Only persuasive methods are to be
employed. Gandhi wrote,

‘Object of peaceful picketing is not to block the path of a person wanting to do
a particular thing but to rely on the force of public opprobrium and to war and
even shame the blacklegs. Picketing should avoid coercion, intimidation,
discourtesy, burning or burying of effigies and hunger strike.’

Another form of Satyagraha recommended by Gandhi is civil disobedience.
This is regarded by him as ‘complete, effective and bloodless substitute of armed
revolt.’ Bad laws are to be challenged and violated. Civil disobedience implies
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‘the register’s outlawry in a civil, i.e., non-violent manner.’ Gandhi put the greatest
emphasis on the word ‘civil’. He said,

Disobedience to be civil, must be sincere, respectful, restrained, never defiant,
must be based upon some well-understood principle, must not be capricious
and must have no ill will or hatred behind it. Its use must be guarded by all
conceivable restrictions. Every possible provision should be made against
outbreak of violence or general lawlessness. The area as well as scope should
also be limited to the barest necessity of the case.

 The leaders, and not the Satyagrahis, are to decide which laws are to be
violated. Gandhi’s theory of complete non-violence is praiseworthy.

Another form of Satyagraha suggested by Gandhi is fasting. This is considered
by him as a strong weapon against oppression and Gandhi recommended the
greatest caution in resorting to fasting. Fasting is not meant for all occasions but
only on rare occasions. It can be undertaken for self-purification or for the purpose
of resisting injustice and converting the evil-doer. Fasting is to be undertaken only
by those who have spiritual fitness. It requires purity of mind, discipline, humility
and faith. Gandhi’s view is that fasting rouses conscience and fires the loving hearts
to action.

Those who bring about radical changes in human conditions and surroundings
cannot do it except by raising ferment in society. There are only two methods of
doing this – violence and non-violence. Non-violent pressure exerted through self
suffering and by fasting touches and strengthens the moral fibre of those against
whom it is directed.

The last method of Satyagraha is in the form of strike. However, Gandhi’s
view of strike is different from that advocated by the Socialists and Communists.
According to him, strike is a voluntary, purificatory suffering undertaken to convert
the wrong doers. Gandhi does not believe in the theory of class war. His view is
that industry is a joint enterprise of labour and capital and both of them are trustees.
The strikers are required to put forward their demands in very clear terms. Those
should not be unjust. Those should be within the reach of the capitalists to concede.
The strikers are required to learn some manual craft so that during the strike period
they must not have to depend upon the strike fund.

Gandhi recommended Satyagraha even in the case of foreign invasion. He
explained his method in these words:

A non-violent man or society does not anticipate or provide for attacks from
without. On the contrary, such a person or society firmly believes that nobody is
going to disturb them. If the worst happens, there are two ways open to non-
violence. To yield possession but non-cooperate with the aggressor. Thus
supposing that a modern edition of Nero descended upon India, the
representatives of the States will let him in but tell him that he will get no
assistance from the people. They will prefer death to submission. The second
way will be the non-violent way. They would offer themselves unarmed as fodder
for the aggressor’s cannon. The underlying belief in either case is that even
Nero is not devoid of a heart. The unexpected spectacle of endless rows upon
rows of men and women simply dying rather than surrender to the will of an
aggressor, must, ultimately melt him and his soldiery.
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When China was being conquered by Japan during the 1930s, Gandhi said,
If the Chinese had practiced non-violence of my conception, there would be no
use left for the latest machinery of destruction which Japan possesses. The
Chinese would say to Japan, ‘Bring all your machinery. We present half of our
population to you, but the remaining two hundred millions won’t bend their
knees to you.’ If the Chinese did that, Japan would become China’s slave.

In 1916, Gandhi laid down certain principles to be observed in the
Satyagraha Ashram at Sabarmati. Those principles of behaviour are truth, non-
violence, non-stealing, non-possession and celibacy. A true Satyagrahi is required
to practice those ideals, in his day-to-day private and public life. In course of time,
Gandhi favoured a few more virtues and qualities to be borne by a Satyagrahi.
Those qualities are soul-force, moral discipline, honesty, ‘spiritual kinship with the
opponent’, implicit faith in human nature and goodness, self-inflicted suffering for
truth and a will to crucify the flesh by fasting and humility. A Satyagrahi is not to
harbour anger, suffer the anger of the opponent, retaliate or insult his opponent. If
a Satyagrahi violated the rules prescribed by him, Gandhi preferred to stop the
movement than to see the violation of those rules. Purity and non-violence of the
persons engaged in a cause were always fundamental to him.

Satyagraha is based upon moral development of the Satyagrahi. He is to
‘overcome evil by good, anger by love, untruth by truth, Himsa by Ahimsa.’ He is
to treat his opponent as a member of his own family and the family method was to
be employed to iron  out the differences. A Satyagrahi is to trust his opponent
even if the latter plays him false. A Satyagrahi is required to have an open mind
and whenever he realizes that his own opinion is wrong, he should confess his
mistake and revise his judgement accordingly. Gandhi stated, ‘Confession of error
is like a broom that sweeps away dirt and leaves the surface cleaner than before.’
A Satyagrahi is to meet his enemy not to attack him but to compromise with him.
A Satyagrahi is to compromise on non-essentials and not fundamentals or the
basic moral issues involved in the conflict.

A Satyagrahi has a double responsibility. He is responsible to himself, i.e.,
to his own inner conscience and to the people. According to Gandhi, if there is a
conflict between the two, a Satyagrahi should submit to the public opinion if the
matter does not conflict with his moral conscience very often; he has to depend
upon his conscience for guidance. There can be situations for a Satyagrahi when
he should not surrender his personal moral intuitive judgment to mass opinion and
follow the dictates of his conscience and leave free his followers to pursue their
own course of action.

Satyagraha is related to the concept of love and non-violence. A Satyagrahi
must have a sound basis for his love and affection. A Satyagrahi makes a distinction
between the evil and the evil-doer. He wins the heart of the opponent through love
and persuasion. He should not be obliged to accept things as they are. His aim is to
secure social justice. The non-violence of a Satyagrahi has its impact. The wrong-
doer gets tired of committing wrong in the absence of resistance. Gandhi states,

All pressure is lost when the victim betrays no resistance. I seek entirely to blunt
the edge of the tyrant’s sword, not by disappointing the expectation that I
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would be offering physical resistance. The resistance of the soul would at first
dazzle him and at last compel recognition from him which recognition would not
humiliate but uplift him.

According to Gandhi, Satyagraha is non-violent coercion. The aim of the
Satyagrahi is to move the heart of the enemy only by love and not by giving or
causing any injury to him. Satyagraha is a weapon that only well-disciplined soldiers
can use. He who leads the life of an honest and truthful man, can use it effectively.
The user should be fearless. There are two other things viz., non-stealing and non-
possession, which are very important. Gandhi wrote,

 Possession implies provision for the future. A seeker after truth, a follower of
the Law of Love cannot hold anything tomorrow. God never stores for the morrow.
He never creates more than what is strictly needed for the moment. If, therefore,
we repose faith in His Providence, we should rest assured that He will give us
every day our daily bread, meaning everything that we require.

Gandhi stated,
Theoretically, when there is perfect love, there must be perfect non-possession.
The body is our last possession. So a man can only exercise perfect love and be
completely dispossessed if he is prepared to embrace death and renounce his
body for the sake of human service. But that is true in theory only. In actual life,
we can hardly exercise perfect love, for the body as a possession will always
remain with us. Man will ever remain imperfect and it will always be his part to try
to be perfect.

According to Gandhi, humility and self-restraint must be practiced by the
Satyagrahi because they give him strength and force. At the time of the 1930
movement, Gandhi made the following rules for the Satyagrahis:

The Satyagrahi must harbour no anger, must suffer the anger of his opponent,
putting up with assaults but refusing to retaliate; but he must not submit out of
fear of punishment or the like to any order given in anger. He must refrain from
insults and swearing; he must protect opponents from insults or attack, even at
the risk of his life. He must not resist his arrest for the attachment of his property,
but if he has got any property in his possession as a trustee, he must refuse to
surrender it even though in defending it he might lose his life. As a prisoner he
must behave in an exemplary manner; as a member of his unit in the struggle, he
must obey the orders of his leaders although he may resign in the event of
serious disagreement. He may not expect guarantee for maintenance of his
dependants.

If Satyagraha is a way of life for an individual, it is also a means of group
action by which through collective non-violent resistance, conflicts are settled
and the cause of truth is vindicated. Gandhi has suggested various precautions
and ethical codes to be followed while undertaking Satyagraha as a group action.
For instance, it must be non-violent. The enemy should not be embarrassed.
Gandhi put emphasis on ‘open-dealing’ in Satyagraha. Everything, including
discussions or settlement of the dispute, should be done openly. The reason is
that truth and secrecy cannot go together. Satyagraha is a struggle for
righteousness and virtue. It is a vindication of the right of opposition to coercive
authority. No force in the world is as effective as Satyagraha. It is progressive in
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character. Gandhi’s advocacy of the right of Satyagraha is a great contribution
to political thought. As a moral technique for waging the battle of national
freedom, Satyagraha gained dramatic and historic character. According to Stanley
Jones, Satyagraha is the greatest contribution of Gandhi to the modern world.
D.E. Smith describes Gandhi as a revolutionary leader on account of his
developing the technique of Satyagraha.

The question arises whether the ideas of Gandhi are relevant for us today
when we see ourselves surrounded in our day-to-day lives by so called
Satyagrahas, Dharnas, fasts unto death and Gheraoes. Gandhi laid emphasis
on means as well as on ends. It is suggested that if the Gandhian spirit is imbibed
by the new generation, many problems can be solved without taking recourse to
violence. Gandhi’s technique can be employed successfully to fight the evils of
corruption, black-marketing or injustices in economic, industrial or social life.
Without bloodshed, Gandhism can be a complete revolution.

Check Your Progress

1. What according to Hind Swaraj, was Gandhi’s concept of Indian nation?
2. What prompted Gandhi to stop the entire non-cooperation movement in

1922?
3. Name the ‘spiritual dictionary’ which left a big influence on Gandhi.
4. What do the critics of Gandhi have to say regarding his outlook on

Hinduism?
5. What is the common ground between Gandhian philosophy and Buddhism?

5.3 DR. BHIM RAO AMBEDKAR

B.R. Ambedkar was born on 14 April 1891 (Vaiasakha Purnima) at a place
called Mhow near Indore in Madhya Pradesh, where his father was serving as the
headmaster in the Army School. He was the fourteenth child of his parents (of
whom only five (three sons and two daughters) had survived), Ramji Sakpal and
Bhima Bhai. His mother died early when he was only five and he was brought up
by his father’s sister Mira Bai. Bhim Rao came from the Mahar Group of
untouchables which was the largest group of untouchables in Maharashtra. In the
view of some scholars, Mahars, who were the original settlers in Maharashtra
were pushed aside by the invading Aryans. It is also claimed that the very name of
the state Maharashtra (literally, great nation) was originally ‘Mahar-rashtra’, the
land of the mahars.

Bhim Rao’s family had a military background. His father Ramji Sakpal and
grandfather Maloji Sakpal had rendered military service to the British. His mother
also a military background, her father was a Subedar Major from the village of
Murad in the Thane District of Maharashtra. Mhow, which is on the border-line
of Maharashtra and Madhya Pradesh, had itself been a military centre, a cantonment
area.
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Suffering from all the possible disabilities, segregation and discrimination,
Bhimrao’s family was kept out of the mainstream of the Maharashtra social and
political setup. It thus came to belong to the humanistic Bhakti tradition of the
Kabir panth.

As a young boy, Bhim Rao was sent to the local Marathi school, where his
official name was registered as Bhima Ramji Ambavadekar. The family preferred
the ancestral village rather than the caste as his surname. Later on, Bhima started
his high school education in the government high school of Satara. At school, he
became a victim of segregation like every other untouchable boy. He was asked
to sit away from them and was forbidden to mix and play with them. His Sanskrit
teacher refused to teach him as Sanskrit was regarded as the divine language and
the untouchables were not considered eligible for learning it. Hence, though Bhima
wanted to study Sanskrit, he was forced to study Persian instead.

Ramji Sakpal shifted to Bombay upon termination of his services in 1904.
Initially, the family had to live in a chawl in Parel. At this stage, Bhima was transferred
to a high school in Parel and subsequently to the famous Elphistone High School,
from where he passed his matriculation in 1907. Bhima was the first Mahar boy
who had passed his matriculation with distinction.

Here, it may be noted that as per the tradition of his time, Bhima was
married when he was just in the fifth standard at the age of fourteen. His bride
Rama Bai, daughter of Bhiku Valangkear, was just nine year old at the time of
her marriage.

Bhim Rao continued his college education at Elphinstone College with the
help of a monthly scholarship of Rupees 25 per month offered by the ruler of
Baroda, Maharaja Sayaji Rao Gaikwad who was well-known as a reform-
minded king. He was still in college when he became a father. His first son was
Yashwant. He passed his B.A. in 1913 with English and Persian as his main subjects.
After his graduation, he took up service in the princely state of Baroda. Here he
suffered humiliation even at the hands of his lowest subordinates. He had no option
but to resign his job, as he could not suffer injustice and indignity.

In 1913, Ambedkar had an opportunity to go abroad for his advance studies.
He joined Columbia University in New York, U.S.A., as a Gayakwad scholar
and was the very first Mahar to undertake foreign studies. In 1915, he received
his M.A. from Columbia for his dissertation Ancient Indian Commerce. In June
1916, he registered for his Ph.D. based on the thesis National Dividend for
India: A Historical and Analytical Study, which was finally accepted by Columbia
University for the award of Ph.D. in June 1917. In October 1916 he moved from
Columbia to the London School of Economics and Political Science where he
joined M.Sc. (Economics) and D.Sc. (Economics). He also joined the Gray’s
Inn for the degree of Bar-at-Law. His admission into these prestigious institutions
in London was greatly facilitated by the introductory letters written by his Columbian
Professor R.A. Selegman.

However, Ambedkar was called back by the Maharaja of Baroda and
was appointed his military secretary. He had to leave his job in utter disgust in
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view of the continued harassment and ill-treatment at the hands of the caste-ridden
society. On his return to Bombay, he was appointed professor of political economy
in the Sydenham College of Commerce and Economics at the attractive salary of
Rupees 450 per month. Even here, he was treated as a pariah by his caste-Hindu
colleagues, which led to his resignation in March 1920. Thereafter he returned to
London to resume his higher studies. However, before he left for London he had
started a weekly paper called Mooknayak (Leader of the Dumb) to champion
the cause of the depressed classes in India.

He was awarded the degree M.Sc. (Economics) by the University of the
London in 1921 for his thesis ‘Provincial Decentralization of Imperial finance
in British India’. Next year, he was called the Bar. At the same time, he also
submitted his thesis titled ‘The problem of the Rupee’ for his D.Sc in 1923. Upon
completion of studies in London, Bhim Rao moved to Germany to study Economics
for three months at the university of Bonn.

In June 1923, he finally returned to India to start his career as a lawyer in
Bombay High Court. However, as an untouchable barrister, he did not have a
good practice and had to supplement his income by working as a part-time
Professor of law at the Batliboi’s Institute of Accountancy.

It was in July 1924 that Ambedkar started his political career by establishing
the Bahishkrit Hitkarini Sabha (The depressed classes welfare association) to
raise the educational level and the economic status of the depressed classes as
well as to ventilate the hardships of these classes. He established this institution in
collaboration with Sir Chimanlal Setalvad in 1927. He started his paper Bahishkrit
Bharat to articulate grievances and voice the interests of the depressed classes.

In 1927, he was nominated as a member of Bombay legislative council.
Next year, he was appointed Professor of law in the government Law College,
Bombay. He presented the untouchables in the Second Round Table Conference
held in London. In 1932, the Ramsay MacDonald Award conceded the demand
for separate electorates for Untouchables. Ambedkar was also to represent on
the Third Round Table conference held in London in 1932–33.

Upon his return to India, he founded the Independent Labour Party which
contested elections held under the Government of India Act of 1935. His party
had fielded seventeen candidates of whom 15 were returned to the House. In
June, 1935, he became the Principal and Perry Professor of Jurisprudence in
Bombay’s Government Law College. In 1942, the British Indian Government
picked him up as a member of the Executive Council of the Governor General of
India and was given the charge of Labour. He held this post until July 1946.

In 1946, he published his scholarly work Who were the Shudras? He
dedicated this work quite appropriately to Jyotiba Phule whom he described as
‘the greatest Shudra of modern India’, who made the lower classes of the Hindus
conscious of their slavery and to the highest classes who had preached the gospel
that ‘for India, social democracy was more vital than Independence from foreign
rule.’
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In November 1946, he was elected to the Constituent Assembly of India
from Bengal (rather than from his home state of Maharashtra). Therefore, he was
nominated in the Constituent Assembly as the Chairman of its prestigious Drafting
Committee. The Chairmanship of the Drafting Committee involved the very onerous
task of finalizing and presenting to the Constituent Assembly the final Draft of the
Constitution of India and to clarify and defend its controversial provisions. On
account of the role he played in this capacity, he was universally acclaimed as the
‘Architect of the Indian Constitution.’

Upon India attaining her freedom from the alien British Rule on the midnight
of August 15, 1947 he was appointed by Nehru as the Minister for Law in his
cabinet. After over a year, he had to resign his job owing to his serious differences
with Nehru on the question of Government’s policy towards the Hindu Code Bill.
However, in 1952, he was elected to the Rajya Sabha, a status which he enjoyed
until his death in December 1956.

It was in 1948 that after the death of his first wife, Dr Ambedkar married Dr
Sharda Kabir, a Maharashtra Brahmin, out of a sense of sheer revenge. She lived
with him until the last moment of his life.

In June 1952, his old alma mater, the Columbia University honoured him
with the Degree of L.L.D. (Honoris Causa) in recognition of the work done by
him in connection with the drafting of India’s Constitution. The University lauded
him as ‘one of India’s leading citizens, a great social reformer and a valiant upholder
of human rights.’

From 1949, he had started participating actively in the World Buddhist
Conferences held in Kathmandu and Rangoon. In September of the same year, he
published the Buddhist prayer book called the Buddha Upasna Pantha. In 1955,
he formed the Bhartiya Buddha Mahasabha. It was in 14 October 1956 that he
acrimoniously left Hinduism to become a Buddhist in Nagpur. Next month, he
participated in the annual session of the World Buddhist Conference held in
Kathmandu where he was praised as Nav Buddha.

His great life came to an end in the early morning of 6 December 1956,
when his second wife, Dr Sharda Kabir went to his bedroom to wake him up but
found him dead. He died after prolonged illness.

To sum up, as a great scholar of his times Dr Ambedkar authored the
followed most notable books and brochures:

(1) The Problem of the Rupee: Its Origin and its Solution, 1923;
(2) The Evolution of Provincial Finance in British India, 1925;
(3) Annihilation of Caste, 1936;
(4) Thoughts of Pakistan, 1946;
(5) Ronade Gandhi and Jinanh, 1943;
(6) What Congress and Gandhi have done to the Untouchables, 1945;
(7) Who were the Shudras, 1946;
(8) State and Minorities, 1947;
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(9) The Untouchables, 1948;
(10) Maharashtra as a Linguistic State, 1948;
(11) Thoughts on Linguistic States, 1945 and
(12) Buddha and his Dhamma, 1957
Besides these monumental works, the following works were published after

his demise in 1956:
1. The Rise and Fall of Indian Women, 1965;
2. Dr Ambedkar on Buddhism, 1982; and
3. The unpublished works of Babasaheb Ambedkar appearing in 8

volumes under the title Dr Babasaheb Ambekar: The Writing and
Speeches, 1979.

He also published two newspapers, one after another. The first news paper
launched by him was a Marathi fortnightly called Mook Nayak which was re-
named as Bahishkrit Bharat in 1927.

He was also responsible for establishing a number of educational institutions
for the equal benefit of all, including the Scheduled Castes, the depressed and the
oppressed people of India, for instance:

1. Siddhartha Collage of Arts and Science, 1946;
2. Milind Maha Vidalaya, 1951;
3. Sidhartha College of Commerce and Economics, 1953; and

Siddhartha College of Law, 1956.
Finally, he was instrumental in establishing the following associations,

institutions and political parties:
1. Bahishkrit Hitkari Sabha, 1924;
2. Samta Sainik Dal, 1928;
3. Independence Labour Party, 1936;
4. People’s Education Society, 1945;
5. Mumbai Rajya Kanistha Gaokamagal Association, 1955;
6. Bhartiya Baudh Mahasabha, 1955; and
7. Republican Party 1956.

The most sacred spots relating to Dr Ambedkar’s life work are:
(i) Janma Bhoomi – Mhow Cantonment, M.P.;
(ii) Kranti Bhoomi – Mahad;
(iii) Deeksha Bhoomi – Nagpur;
(iv) Chaitya Bhoomi – Chupati, near Shivaji Park in Dadar, Bombay.

Phases of his Public Life

The three-and-a-half decade long public career of Dr Ambedkar can be studied
under the following five major phases:
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1918–1928 Period during which he established himself as a lawyer and
launched a series of Satyagrahas to safeguard the interest of the
depressed classes.

1929–1936 Period during which he clamoured for separate electorate for the
Dalits.

1937–1946 Period in which he held a number of public offices and used them
for the benefit of the depressed classes.

1946–1950 Period in which he prepared the draft of the Constitution of India
which earned him the title of modern Manu; and

1950–1956 Period in which he relinquished Hinduism and adopted Buddhism.

Thus, Dr Ambedkar was the most renowned Professor, Barrister, Legislator,
Constitution-framer, Cabinet Minister, Social Reformer and the uncrowned leader
of the Dalits, the depressed and oppressed classes of India for whose
emancipation, welfare and upliftment he lived and died for. The multi-faceted work
of Dr. Ambedkar made him the most eminent Mahar, architect of Indian
Constitution, and posthumously earned him the highest state decoration of Bharat
Ratna.

5.3.1 Social Ideas
As a Mahar, Dr Ambedkar had himself suffered a lot of indignities and discrimination
at the hands of the so-called upper castes, and was, thus, always eager to bring
revolutionary changes in the traditional social system of India. He wanted to rescue
the oppressed and the suppressed classes from the yoke of Brahaminism and
casteism. This, he thought, could be possible only through the efforts of the
oppressed and the suppressed people themselves, as he knew that the rights are
never given in charity or donation. Like Tilak, he maintained that one has to fight
for them, clamour for them and, for his, one has to struggle against the prevalent
social structure, tradition, practices and belief.

Problem of Hindu Order

To Ambedkar, the very first problem of Hindu social system was the one relating
to the origin to the Shudras. In his famous book Who were the Shudras? Ambedkar
mentions that the principle of graded inequality was the basis for the determining
the term ‘associated life’ as amongst the four Varnas. In his opinion, the Arya
Samajis had believed that the four Varnas of the Indo-Aryan society have been in
existence from the very beginning. They believe that the Vedas were ‘eternal and
sacrosanct’. Ambedkar thought that the certain portions of the Vedas, specially
the Purusha Sukuta, were fabricated by the Brahmins to serve their own purpose.
In his view, the Aryasmajists had done a great mischief by preaching that the
Vedas were ‘eternal, without beginning, without end and infallible’. Such
observations resulted in making the Hindu society a static society.

The Purushasukata made the Chatur-varna as a sacred and divine
institution. It described originally the Brahmins as the mouth, the Kshatriyas as
the arms, the Vaishyas as the thighs and the Shudras as the feet of the purush.
The great Hindu law-maker, Manu, also enunciated afresh the ideal of
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Purushasukata. He also emphasised that the ‘Veda is the only and the ultimate
sanction for dharma’. He invested the social idea of chaturvarna contained in
purushasukata with the degree of divinity and infallibility which Ambedkar thought,
it did not have there-before.

Original Three-Varna System
Ambedkar also put forth his prepositions about the shudras. According to him:

• The Shudras were one of the Aryan communities of the solar race;
• There was a time when Indo-Aryan society recognized only three Varnas.

The Shurdras were not a separate Varna, but a part of the Kshyatriya
Varna.

• Then, at some point of time, there started an unending struggle between the
shudra kings and the Brahmins in which the shurdas were subjected to
various tyrannies and indignities and were excluded from the Kshatriya
classes;

• Brahmins hated the shudras, inflicted tyrannies and indignities on them
and refused to invest the shudras with the sacred thread; and

• Due to loss of sacred threads shudras became socially degraded, fell below
the rank even of the vaishayas and came to form of the forth varna. They
were, thus, downgraded from the second to the fourth varna which was
created especially for them.

Status of the Shudras
In fact, Ambedkar has summarized the status of a shudra as follows:

• He was to take the last place in the social order;
• He was considered impure and therefore no sacred act could be done

within his sight and within his hearing;
• He was not to be respected like the other classes;
• His life had no value and anybody could kill him, without having to pay any

compensation and even if some compensation had to be paid, it had to be
of a smaller value as compared with that of the Brahmin, the Kshatriya
and the Vaishya;

• He could not acquire knowledge and it was a sin and a crime to give him
education;

• He could not acquire property and the Brahmin could take his property at
his pleasure;

• He could not hold any office under the State;
• His duty and salvation lay in his serving the so-called higher classes;
• The higher classes were not to marry with a shudra, they could, however,

keep a shudra woman as a concubine; but if a shudra touched the women
of a higher class, he was to be severely punished; and

• He was born in servility and was to be kept in servility forever.
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Untouchability and Ambedkar

Untouchability meant ‘pollution by the touch of certain persons by reason of their
birth in a particular caste or family. This practice of untouchability is peculiar to the
Hindu social system. Ambedkar devoted his book The Untouchables: Who are
They to discuss the origin of untouchability. He did not regard Hindu civilisation as
a civilisation because it had continued to suppress and censor a large section of
humanity. They were not only suppressed and enslaved; they were also not allowed
to live inside the village along with the other castes, the so-called higher-castes. As
a matter of fact, from the very beginning they lived outside the village.

Unlike the shudras, the untouchables were outside the four-fold Varna
system. The shudra was a Savarana, i.e., the one possessing a Varna. As against
him, the untouchable was the avarna, i.e., outside the Varna system. Since the
avarnas were outside the Varna system, they were also made to live on the
outskirts of the village and not inside the village. The system of separate and distinct
quarter became a perpetual and permanent feature of Indian village system. As far
as the mahars of the Maharashtra were concerned they always lived outside the
village, because they belonged to a tribe different from the one to which the settled
tribes belonged. They were known as the ‘broken men’ who belonged to a different
tribe, different blood and who were as such given quarters outside the village.

Evils of Caste System

Ambedkar had provided a fairly long list of the evils which have polluted the
Hindu caste system:

(i) The membership of caste was confined to those who were born in it and it
was therefore an exclusive membership;

(ii) Its members were forbidden to marry outside the caste;
(iii) They were prevented from possessing arms, so that they may not revolt

against their oppressors and exploiters;
(iv) They were denied the right of education;
(v) They were denied the right to property;
(vi) They were assigned the jobs, not on the basis of their capacities, but on that

of social status of their parents. There was no readjustment of occupations
and therefore the caste became a direct cause of much of unemployment.

(vii) The caste system embodied the arrogance and selfishness of a perverse
section of Hindus who considered themselves superior enough in social
status to set a fashion who had authority to force in on their so-called inferiors;

(viii) The self-styled high caste people also claimed the right of excommunication
which often meant death.
At the hands of these people, virtue had become cast-ridden and morality

had become cast-bound.
Ambedkar has ventured to explain as to why there was no social revolution

in India, despite the highly discriminatory and oppressive social system. He finds
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the answer in the conspiracy of the people of the higher caste to reduce the lower
classes to a system of total disability. They were deliberately denied the means to
escape and were made to become reconciled to their eternal servitude. They
were denied military service, their suffrage, their political weapon, and education.
The system of Chaturvarna denied these weapons to the masses of these people
and paralysed and crippled them completely. They, thus, were left with no option
but to accept their servitude.

Ambedkar also thought of certain ways to help these classes to overcome
their servitude. The most important of these were:

(i) The dignity behind the caste, and the shastras which sanctioned it,
should be destroyed;

(ii) The system of scaling the caste in a graded order should be abolished;
(iii) Inter -caste marriages should be encouraged as it would disturb the

caste spirit;
(iv) The monopoly of the Brahmins over education should be abolished

and education be made universal;
(v) The monopoly of the Kshatriyas over armaments and their exclusive

right to constitute the nation’s army should be abolished and recruitment
to Army should be by open, fair and equal competition;

(vi) They should be given the right to vote and to contest elections, at par
with all other classes so that they too have equal opportunity to
participate in their governance.

According to Ambedkar, the Brahmins enslaved the mind and Baniyas
enslaved the body and having done it, they divided the spoils which belong to the
governing classes. He also thought that Brahamnism was opposed to democracy
and the values for which it stood, specially the values of Justice, Liberty, Equality,
Fraternity and the Rule of Law.

In order to purge the Hindu religion of inhumanities, Dr. Ambedkar made
the following suggestions:

(i) There should be one and only one standard book of Hindu religion
acceptable to all Hindus. On the other hand, preaching of any doctrine,
religious or social, contained in the Vedas, the Shastras, or the
Purnans, should be penalized;

(ii) The priesthood should be abolished. It must at least cease to be
hereditary. There must be a State examination for priesthood;

(iii) It should be made penal for a person who has no Sanad (certificate
or degree) to officiate as a priest;

(iv) A priest should be the servant of the State and like any other civil
servant should be paid by the State and should be subject to the
disciplinary action by the State in the matter of his morals, beliefs and
forms of worship, in addition to his being subject along with other
citizens to the ordinary law of the land;
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(v) The number of the priests should be limited by law according to the
requirements of the State, like other civil services. This would be the
only the effectively way to kill the spread of Brahaminism. He was of
the view that ‘Brahaminism is the poison which has spoiled Hinduism.
If Hinduism is to be saved it can be saved only by killing Brahminism’.

The Question of Reservation
Dr Ambedkar was of the view that there is no link between the Hindus and the
depressed classes just as there was practically nothing in common between the
Hindu and the Muslims. And, if the then British Government had agreed, in principal,
to create a separate electorate for the Muslims, there should also be a separate
electorate for the depressed classes. Just as the Muslims and the Sikhs had emerged
as distinct communities, the depressed classes should likewise be treated as a
separate community. Hence, separate electorates and the separate constituencies
should be created under the Government of India Act to give adequate
representation to the depressed and the backward classes. The matter was
considered at length at the Round Table Conferences and given shape under the
Poona Pact.

Ambedkar had asked for the reservation of twenty-two seats out of one
hundred and forty in elections to the then Bombay Legislative Council.

Since the separatist demands of both Jinnah and Ambedkar were in line
with the traditional imperial policy of ‘divide and rule’; the British accepted their
demand for equal but separate identities. It was later on sanctified by the
Government of India Act 1935. When in 1946, the Constituent Assembly started
functioning and Dr Ambedkar was elected as the Chairman of its Drafting
committee, he insisted not only on continuing the system of reservation but also
extending it further. He was able to have his demand accepted and incorporated in
the Constitution of India which gives the so-called Scheduled Castes and Scheduled
Tribes reservations to the extent of 15 and 7.5 per cent respectively. And, for this
purpose a separate State-wise schedule was annexed to the Constitution. This
reservation was provided in respect of the Parliament, the state legislature, public-
services and educational institutions.

Here, it may be noted that Dr Ambedkar was probably the only non-Muslim
who had supported Jinnah’s demand for Pakistan, as it was in consonance with
his own demand for separate electorates. And, at this point, his major argument
was that the so-called higher classes of Hindus had separated them for the
Kshatriya class (the second class) and down-graded them lower than even the
Vaisya class by creating a fourth category for them. Their social ranking was, thus,
lowered from the second to the fourth. Moreover, the people who came from
various migrating tribes were deliberately kept out of the Varna system and were
treated even lower than this fourth class and by keeping them outside the four-fold
Varna system they were called the Avarnas, the outsiders and therefore the
untouchables.

Ambedkar’s argument was that since these classes have been suppressed,
oppressed and exploited and have been treated as the neglected classes and since
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Hinduism has never accepted them as one of its part, they should politically,
electorally and administratively be kept separate. No section of high class Hindus
had accepted them as their own integral part. Therefore, to think of integrating
them socially and emotionally in future would also remain a dream. This was the
main premise on which he had totally disagreed with Gandhi. Gandhi thought it
would be possible for the Hindu society to amalgamate and integrate socially and
emotionally not only the religious minorities but also the variety of socially,
educationally and economically weaker castes in the mainstream of the Indian
society and state. However by maintaining this, Gandhi was simply giving vent to
his idealism, forgetting his own recurrent measures in the direction of restoration
of communal unity, including his Hindu-Muslim unity fasts had, at best received
only a temporary success, and despite devoting a major part of his life to the
amelioration of this castes, he had miserably failed to bring about communal unity
on a durable basis, the most horrible aftermath of whose failure had resulted into
the partition of India on communal lines and the bloody events that followed
thereafter.

One of Gandhi’s closest sabarmati ashramite, G. Rama Chandra Rao
(Gora), went on to observe in his book titled An Atheist with Gandhi that if
Gandhi was not assassinated in 1948 and was allowed to live for a few months or
years more, he himself might have become an atheist.

Ambedkar was probably more realistic than Gandhi in thinking that those
who have been kept separated for centuries would ever remain separated. They
would never be able to get assimilated either in the mainstream of Hinduism or in
the mainstream of Indian society, in view of the inflexible attitude of the so-called
high class Hindus, especially its militant section.

Hence, the only way to bring up the so-called Scheduled Castes and the
Scheduled Tribes on a footing of equality was to keep them as a distinct and
separate class or entity. Hence, as a champion of the depressed classes, Ambedkar
stood for the philosophy of ‘Equal but Separate’. This he thought was the only
way to ensure to them the benefits of the high ideals of justice, liberty, equality,
fraternity and the rule of law which are basic values on which the very edifice of
our Constitution is created.

Unfortunately, once these classes emerged as separate entities, the political
parties competed with one another to treat them as their vote-banks, rather than
working for their all round welfare and solving their problems.

Subsequently, this question got not only politicised, but was also taken to
the courts. The Supreme Court, in its historical verdict, declared that it is the
prerogative of the State to make reservations for any class or classes of citizens,
but justice demands that the total number of reservations should not exceed 50
per cent. When Mr V.P. Singh became the Prime Minister, he sought to extend the
reservation to an extent which was far in excess of the Supreme Court’s upper
limit of 50 per cent. Not only the politicians and political parties vied with each
other to increase the quota of the reservation, some states wanted to increase the
actual population proportion of this class and consequently asked for raising it to
the extent of even 70 per cent or more. Yet, these steps temporarily resulted in an
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unprecedented acts of violence, including acts of self-immolation by the students
who rightly believed that ‘merit’ was being down-graded and subordinated to the
‘caste’ factor. This instance was an unforceable consequence of V.P. Singh’s attempt
to extend the benefits of reservation to the other backward classes as well, i.e.,
the socially and economically backward classes, other Scheduled Castes and
Scheduled Tribes.

Hindu Code
Ambedkar was of the view that in India there is a Uniform Civil Code of Laws
covering almost every aspect of human relationship except marriage and succession.
The Hindu Code Bill drafted by him introduced only four new factors in the existing
law. These were:

(a) Abolition of the doctrine of rights by birth;
(b) Absolute right over property to women;
(c) Equitable share to daughter;
(d) Provision for divorce not only to men, but equally to women as well.

If the Hindu Code Bill, with these provisions, could be adopted it would be
consistent with the provisions of article 15 of our Constitution which directs the
State not to discriminate against any citizen on ground of ‘birth’, it would also be
in accordance with the Article 13 of the UN Charter which lays down ‘Encouraging
the progressive development of international law and its codification.’

Dr Ambedkar along with sixteen other members of the Select Committee of
the Constituent Assembly which was entrusted with the job of amending and
codifying certain branches of the Hindu law, presented to the Constituent Assembly
its report on 12 August 1948. The report contained nine points: preliminary; marriage
and divorce; adoption; minority and guardianship; joint family property; women
and property; succession, maintenance and miscellaneous.

Later on he drafted the Hindu Code Bill along with these subjects. It was
aimed at removing the legal obstacles in the social advancement of women.
However, it was opposed by the orthodox section of the members of the Parliament,
including a number of Congressmen. The Congress Party did not support the
Hindu Code Bill. Prime Minister Nehru permitted the Congress members to vote
on the Bill according to their conscience. This resulted in the dropping of the
Hindu Code Bill and that marked the occasion for Ambedkar’s resignation from
the Nehru Cabinet.

Conversion to Buddhism

To Ambedkar, Buddhism was important not only because he agreed with its
tenets and institutions, but also because I enabled him to reconstruct more
scientifically and satisfactorily the history of ancient India, says K. Raghavendra
Rao, the illustrated author of Makers of Indian Literature: Babsaheb
Ambedkar. According to Ambedkar, ‘Ancient Indian History must be exhumed
… Fortunately with the help of the Buddhist literature ancient Indian History
can be dug out of the debris which Brahmin writers have heaped upon it in a



Thoughts of Indian Thinkers

NOTES

Self-Learning
230 Material

fit of madness.’ He characterised Buddhism as a ‘revolution’, a revolution
almost as great as ‘The French Revolution’. Starting off as a religious revolution,
Buddhism grew into a multi-pronged revolution: social, cultural and political.
He suggested that the distinctiveness and profundity of the Buddhist revolution
could be seen from an examination of the pre-revolutionary system, the ancient
regime of India.

Ambedkar paints a sketch of the degraded condition to which the Aryan
civilisation had sunk prior to the advent of the revolution. It was, in short, a society
riddled with social evils such as gambling, drinking and sexual immorality of all
varieties. Buddha was the first and perhaps the greatest of the social reformers
India had produced. His religion spread everywhere, spilling beyond the borders
of India. It succeeded not only because of the content of its teachings but also
because of the charismatic personality of its founder, who himself lived by his
teachings. Through his own example, he showed what a pure life was, what was
right conduct, and by implication exposed the impurity and the immorality of the
Aryan Brahmaical life of his time.

To enable the ordinary people to follow his high moral ideals, Buddha
innovated the institution of baptism into a moral way of life. This consisted in
converting to Buddhism, taking a vow to observe certain moral precepts. These
were five in number and hence known as panch shila. These are:

(a) Not to kill;
(b) Not to steal, lie, be unchaste;
(c) Neither to drink intoxicant liquor nor to eat at forbidden times;
(d) Not to dance, sing or attend theatrical or other spectacles, use garlands,

scents and ornaments; and
(e) Neither to receive money, nor to use high or broad beds.

These apparently negative virtues stemmed from the cardinal virtues of love
and wisdom. These Buddhist precepts constituted a direct challenge to the caste
system which had defiled the essence of Aryan Brahmanical order. The Buddha
preached against the caste order and freely admitted Shudras to his Bhiku order.
He also opposed the lower status accorded to women in the ancient regime, and
admitted to the highest ranks in his order. Buddhism opened up its educational
system both to the shudras and the women.

It was in this context and due to these compelling reasons that Dr. Ambedkar
embraced Buddhism and advocated it as an ideal not only for India but for the
whole strife-ridden world. His acceptance of Buddhism was not merely a negative
gesture of leaving Hinduism, but was a positive act of commitment to a superior
religious way of life. This is why he was hailed ‘Nav Buddha’.

Political Ideas

Though Ambedkar was not primarily a political theorist, he did work with a fairly
definite political and legal thinking, which is widely reflected in the views he
expressed on a variety of subjects, especially on the floor of the Constituent
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Assembly of India. Ambedkar regarded the State as a necessary institution which
he thought exists for the performance of the following three sets of goals:

(i) In the first place, it has individualistic functions as its goals. He subscribed
to the view that ‘The right of every subject to life, liberty and pursuit of
happiness and to free speech and free exercise of religion’ is sacred.

(ii) In the second place, he also expected the State to perform judicial functions
and maintained social, political and economic justice within the society, by
eliminating or atleast reducing inequalities of class, caste and religion. It
must ensure the maintenance of law and order functions.

(iii) In the third place, the State is required to see that every individual citizen
enjoys ‘freedom from want and freedom from fear.’
By performing these functions, the State would act as a servant and an

instrument of public welfare and would, thus, essentially be democratic.
Ambedkar had a marked preference for democracy not only because it

gives largest possible participation to the people in their governance but also it
ensures immense opportunities of challenge and change, without necessarily
shedding unnecessary blood. It is a system which is neither hereditary, nor does it
allow political power to be vested in or to be identified with a particular person.
People elected through the system of Universal Adult Franchise hold the reins of
power.

Ambedkar was generally in favour of the parliamentary form of democracy
because he thought it to be the best available system. However, in view of the then
prevailing extraordinary and highly abnormal circumstances in India, he personally
preferred a presidential form of government as that would protect and promote
India’s security, unity, integrity and sovereignty. It would be a highly centrifugal
system as it would not only divide powers between the Centre and states but
would also effectively ensure political stability. Hence, in his view a presidential
form of government, unlike the parliamentary system, would imply a kind of federal
system ensuring not only division of powers, but also encourage the strengthening
of democratic federalism. He had come to this conclusion by studying the views of
the thinkers and writers like Alexander Pope who had publically expressed his
view that ‘Power corrupts its possessor and absolute power corrupts absolutely.’
Hence, ideally speaking, that the State would be good or viable which is based on
the division, decentralisation and maximum defusion of power. Such a system
would protect not only a strong central government but also the rights and freedom,
of the minorities who would generally be treated at par with others.

Citizens’ Rights and Freedoms

Ambedkar was of the view that a democratic federal framework would ensure
that every citizen sum minimum set of equal rights and freedoms and would not
deprive them of the benefits of their profession. He also believed that the guarantee
of minimum freedoms and rights alone would not make State an ideal state. In his
view, each and every citizen should be able to enjoy all the freedoms and rights in
consonance with similar freedoms and rights available to all others in the State.
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However, he believed that however rich a state may be, it will have to provide
these basic rights equally to one and all.

The rights and freedoms which Dr Ambedkar wanted the citizens of every
liberal democracy to posses and enjoy are the rights which he succeeded to include
in the list of Fundamental Rights and the Directive Principles of State Policy
enshrined in our Constitution. These are, in fact, the rights which are intended to
improve the quality of democracy and also help people in improving the quality of
their own. However, the most important of these rights, which he was able to think
of and provide, was the right to constitutional remedies which enables every citizen
to have his violated rights restored by approaching the Courts to issue appropriate
writs. He believed that if this right is not ensured to the citizens, all other rights
would loose their importance as the State would go on delimiting and restricting
these rights and these would, one day, virtually disappear. He regarded fundamental
rights as the very soul of democracy, the fountain of democracy and the fragrance
of democracy.

Reservation for Backward Sections Of Society

Ambedkar was eager that not only elaborate sets of rights be available to all the
citizens, without discrimination, but that, by itself, would not meet the ends of justice.
This is because there are in India a number of classes and sections of people which
have been historically, socially, educationally and economically backward. These
include the shudras the avarns, the scheduled castes, the scheduled tribes and the
other socially, economically and sexually backward citizens of India. These have
always been kept apart and away from the society and have never been allowed to
get themselves assimilated in the mainstream of the Indian society. Therefore, the
state will have to make special efforts to ensure these rights to them on the basis of
priority, so that they are also able to come up to a normal level to enjoy the rights and
freedoms which others would ordinarily be enjoying in any case.

Linguistic Reorganization of the State

In order to promote the cause of unity of India on the one had and reduce social
tensions on the other, he was eager to reorganize the Indian Provinces on a national
linguistic basis. Such a reorganization would curb casteism, communalism,
regionalism and fundamentalism. He was not willing to allow the State to
reorganize itself on any other basis, as that would seriously threaten the unity and
integrity of India. Here, it may be recorded that Ambedkar was also eager to
encourage the various scripts and languages, whether regional, provincial or
sectional. The scripts may vary, but in the interest of the Unity of India, the language
should be one, so that it may serve as a cementing force, and not a divisive force.
That is why; of all the languages spoken in India he wanted Hindi to be the official
language not only of the Central government but also of all the provinces, so that
it becomes a strong denominator of India’s unity and integrity.

Views Regarding India’s Partition

As stated earlier, Ambedkar was probably the only non-Muslim leader of India’s
struggle for freedom who openly defended the Partition of India into India and
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Pakistan on communal grounds. He was of the considered view that every
community should have the right and the autonomy to preserve, protect and enrich
its culture and religion, and to that end, every community which has all the essential
elements of a nation should have the right to secede and declare itself as an
independent sovereign state. Therefore, he not only supports Jinnah’s demand for
Pakistan, but also asked the creation of an independent sovereign Dalitistan. He
declared that those who have deliberately been kept separate for decades and
centuries should have the right to live separately so that they are no longer oppressed,
suppressed and exploited.

Religion and Politics

Ambedkar was strongly in favour of a secular state, i.e., a state which does not
accord to any religion the status of a State religion. This view of Ambedkar was in
contravention of his defence of Pakistan which, in any case, was to be an Islamic
state. This is indicative of a clear contradiction in his views.

However, apart from his defence of Pakistan, we find him asking the state
to accord to every religion the status of equality and would not like it to interfere
with any religion. He also did not want to the State to impose or levy a religious
tax, nor would he like the State to force people’s conversion to others religions,
because otherwise a citizen would loose the freedom of voluntary conversion.
Hence, he wanted every province, having a distinct majority—religion of its own,
to protect, preserve and enrich its religion, as that would be in accordance with,
and not opposed to, the spirit of federalism.

Critical Evaluation

During his life time, Dr Ambedkar ventured to bring about a total change in the
social, economic and political transformation in India’s social and political structure
and in this effort he succeeded to a very large extent. He dedicated his life towards
the eradication of untouchability and the issues with which it had identified itself.
Like the Indian liberal moderates of World War I era of our freedom struggle, that
is in line with Naoraji, Ranade and Gokhle, he would give precedence to social
reform and consider the task of political independence only as a second priority.
His position was reforms first, freedom afterwards. Similarly, he dedicated his life
as much to improve the condition of Indian women as he had done for raising the
status of the dalits. The oppression, suppression and exploitation which the dalits
and the women had to suffer at the hands of the male and Brahmin dominated
society was, in fact, a blot on the face of India. Just as he wanted reservation for
the dalits, he was equally eager to bring about the Hindu Code Bill to improve the
condition of women. And, when he thought he would not be able to reform Hinduism
during his lifetime, he just got disgusted, left Hinduism as un-curable and un-
reformable religion, and adopted Buddhism not only himself, but also encouraged
his followers to leave this incorrigible religion and adopt Buddhism. However,
despite all these shortcomings, limitations and failures, Dr Ambedkar would be
remembered by the generations to come as a great social reformer, a jurist and
one of the most prominent framers, rather the guiding spirit, of the Constitution of
India. It was a belated recognition of his unprecedented contribution and his services
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not only to dalits and the women, but to the nation as a whole, that he was
posthumously decorated with the highest civilian award of India, the Bharat Ratna.

Check Your Progress

6. What according to Ambedkar was the very first the problem of the Hindu
order?

7. How did Shudras originated and what was their status as per Ambedkar?
8. Define the concept of Untouchables according to Ambedkar.
9. Define Ambedkar’s opinions on a democratic federal framenwork.

10. Why did Ambedkar support the linguistic reorganization of the state?
11. What was Ambedkar’s take on India being Partitioned?

5.4 RAM MANOHAR LOHIYA

Ram Manohar Lohia was a noted politician and visionary who gained eminent
prominence in the social-political scene of India. He also contributed a lot towards
the Indian independence movement. He devoted most of his life towards fighting
inequality and bias by way of developing a specific Indian form of socialism. Lohia
was born on 23March 1910, at Akbarpur, in a merchant family. Unfortunately his
mother died when he was just two years old after which he was brought up mainly
by his grandparents. Lohia was intrigued by Indian nationalism from his very
childhood when he witnessed his father’s commitment to the cause. He passed
out from Banaras Hindu University; earned a bachelor’s degree in 1929 from the
University of Calcutta and a doctorate in 1932 from the University of Berlin,
where he studied economics and politics.

In 1934, Lohia started to get actively involved in the Congress Socialist
Party (CSP), which had been established that very year as a left-wing group
within the Indian National Congress. He worked in the CSP executive committee
and also did the job of editing its weekly magazine. Lohia was a fervent adversary
of India participating in the Second World War. And sure enough, he was arrested
for the remarks he made against the British, first in 1939 and then in 1940. In
1940, he was imprisoned for a long period of eighteen months. Lohia along with
other CSP leaders provided support to Gandhi in the Quit India movement initiated
by Gandhi in 1942. This campaign urged the withdrawal of British authorities from
India. Due to his participation in the Quit India movement, he was jailed yet again
from 1944 to 1946.

Lohia played an active role in Indian politics before and after its
independence in 1947. He had a strong differences of opinion with the first Prime
Minister, Jawaharlal Nehru on numerous matters, and thus, he along with other
members of CSP, left the Congress in 1948. He then joined the Praja Socialist
Party when it was formed in 1952. He served as its general secretary for some
time, but had to resign from his post in 1955 due to internal conflicts in the party.
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In the later part of 1955, Lohia founded a new Socialist Party, of which he became
chairman and the editor of its periodical, Mankind.

Lohia was a mesmerising speaker and a fervent and perceptive author, he
supported many socio-political reforms as a leader of his party. These reforms
included the elimination of the caste system, acceptance of Hindi as the national
language of India and resilient protection of civil rights. Lohia was elected to the
Lok Sabha in the year 1963, where he was acknowledged for his severe criticism
of the policies adopted by the government. Though Lohia was able to influence
the Indian parliament only to a limited extent, yet his broadminded outlook, which
had been manifested by him in many publications, provided inspiration to
innumerable Indians. Ram Manohar Lohia died on 12 October 1967 in New
Delhi.

Personality

Ram Manohar Lohia was a man of exceptional talent. He was profoundly influenced
by many Western thinkers, mostly by Karl Marx. Amongst the national leaders,
Lohia was strongly impacted by Gandhi’s ideology of Satyagraha which had made
a huge difference in the way Indians thought. He was utterly impressed by the way
lakhs of Indians fought for their cause against the British, without raising a stone or
an arm.

Following the path paved by Gandhi, Lohia also supported the realization
of socialist principles by walking on the path of Satyagraha. He was a firm believer
that the gap between the elite and the common masses or the rich and the poor,
could be lessened by walking on the path of non-violence. Lohia felt that, big
mechanization processes might be of use for developed countries like Europe and
America. As far as India was concerned, bearing in mind its population worth
millions. The biggest challenge was to afford jobs for the youth of the country.
Hence, India should adopt the method of less dependence on machinery and
more on human work force. Therefore, Lohia believed that the very idea of
mechanized industry should be altered.

Lohia often said, ‘I prefer the spade to the throne. We should build up our
nation. Our country has a huge population. We do not have big machinery. But we
have plenty of manpower. Hence, we must utilize it to the fullest extent. That will
be possible only if everyone wields the spade. If every healthy person donates an
hour’s labour a day to the cause of the nation, our country will soon be rich.’ In
Lohia’s life, the spade and the prison went hand in hand. He had firm views with
respect to the languages of India. In his opinion, English was a language of the
negligible few. Therefore, he was of the strong opinion that it should not be used
for administrative purposes.

Lohia felt that in a democratic country, the government should use the same
language as that used by the people of the country. In his view that was the only
way to make people understand the intentions and working of the government and
thus, no one will be at a disadvantage for not knowing English language. Lohia
understood the importance of the native language and propagated its use to the
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maximum. He felt that children should be taught in schools in their mother tongue,
as a child always understands best when taught in his or her mother tongue.

Lohia also stood for the upliftment of women. He put his best foot forward
relieve women of their pathetic social conditions and alleviate them from the state
of mere slaves to the men in the society. He fought hard to give an equal status to
women who since ages had been treated as subservient to men. Lohia preached
and practiced equality for women, he dreamt of and endeavoured to work towards
reservation of jobs for women. He felt that women must be freed from the oppression
of working at home. The hidden talent of all women should be brought to the fore
so that even they can contribute positively towards the development of society. It
is not possible for the society to progress until women remain oppressed. Lohia
felt that society must be rid of its deep seated orthodox beliefs, superstitions and
old practices. According to him, liberation of women was the basis of social
revolution; without which prosperity of any nation is not possible.

Ram Manohar Lohia was a peace loving, non-violent and a gentleman. He
did not believe in the adoption of violence for the sake of his cause. He detested
destructive predispositions, he always remained patient. He often clarified the fact
that non-violence was not a depiction of cowardice. Rather it is the tradition and
nature of Indians to lead a gentle and non-violent life and that is how they had
been living for centuries. But he also made it clear that Indians were not cowards,
that they had the tendency to attack like a tiger would without wasting any time, as
and when required.

Lohia believed that no man should hate the other because of his colour or
caste. He treated all men as equal. He was a staunch supporter of this philosophy.
That is the reason why he staged Satyagraha in an occurrence related to racial
chauvinism in a restaurant in Jackson, United States.

Lohia based all his efforts on the doctrine of equality of opportunity, but he
also believed that people from the backward and downtrodden classes deserved
special opportunities. Lohia had become famous as a seasoned practitioner of
international affairs. He was against India joining either the Russian or the American
camp. He believed in adopting the policy of non-alignment. He further believed
that the autonomous nations belonging to the continents of Asia and Africa should
join together to form a third force.

Though Lohia was a great leader of his times, but there is no denying the
fact that he was a man of simple living, who disliked display and flamboyance. He
had very few personal belongings, which could be literally counted on one’s fingers.
Lohia was not interested in buying any clothes for himself, he had no property on
his name and he did not even have an income till the time he joined the Lok Sabha
as a member.

Political Life

India was divided into two parts after it attained independence on 15 August
1947, this deeply saddened Lohia. Mahatma Gandhi was murdered on 30 January
1948, which caused a communal virus in the entire country. Members of the
Congress Socialist Party were unhappy with the way the Congress leaders handled
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the situation. The Socialist Party took a decision to join the farmers, labour and
other workers of the country and the middle class population. The Socialists defected
from the Congress Party on 15 April 1948 and formed a party of their own. And
Lohia assumed a position of prime importance in the top tier of the party hierarchy.

Subsequently, Lohia went about in the entire country. He expressed his
opinions openly, strongly criticizing the policies framed by the Nehru government.
He had a unique style, in which he argued in favour of the Socialist Party and the
policies framed by it. Soon, he became the ideal of the country’s youth, who were
completely smitten by his vision and ideology.

The year 1952 saw the first ever general elections in the free nation of India.
Candidates of the Socialist Party contested the elections from all parts of the
country. Lohia, however did not participate in the elections. Rather, he went about
touring all states of the country in order to explain his party’s vision and its aims.
He even visited the erstwhile Mysore State and had many public meetings. The
election, however did not bring much success to the Socialist Party.

In one year’s time, the Socialist Party and the Kisan Mazdoor Party joined
hands to new political party by the name of Praja Socialist Party. Acharya Kripalani,
who was the erstwhile leader of Kisan Mazdoor Party was made the President of
the newly founded party and Lohia became the General Secretary. Kripalani and
Lohia had a lot of affection and regard for each other.

Besides his political contributions to India, Lohia made tremendous
contributions in the field of social revolution also. In December 1955, the socialist
Lohiaites met in Hyderabad to exchange views. Ultimately the Socialist Party was
formed on 31 December 1955. A torch light procession was organised in
Hyderabad symbolizing the birth of the new party. Lohia chalked out a specific
programme for the Socialist Party, explaining the fundamental objects of the party
and clarifying its real-world approach. He started Mankind, English daily from
Hyderabad, which voiced his views. He also started Jana, a Hindi monthly.

Lohia participated in the Lok Sabha general elections held in 1962 from the
Phulpur constituency in Uttar Pradesh, where the then Prime Minister Jawaharlal
Nehru was his contestant. As expected, Lohia was not able to win that election.
But one thing had been proven after that election, that Lohia had the mettle and the
conviction to challenge even the most powerful. In May 1963, there was a by-
election, which Lohia contested from the Farookabad constituency in Uttar Pradesh.
He won that election and thus found an entry into the Lok Sabha. Once into the
Lok Sabha, he fulfilled his heart’s desire of making the Lok Sabha, a mirror of
public opinion. In 1967, Lohia became the member of Lok Sabha once again.
This time from the Kanoz constituency. In September 1967, however, he underwent
an operation from which he could never recover. He died on 12 October 1967.

Check Your Progress

12. When did Lohia become actively involved in the Congress Socialist Party?
13. When was the first ever general election of free India held?
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5.5 PT. DEENDAYAL UPADHYAYA

Pandit Deendayal Upadhyaya was born on 25 September. He was an eminent
philosopher, economist, sociologist, historian, journalist, and political scientist. He
led the Bharatiya Jan Sangha, the predecessor of the modern-day Bharatiya Janta
Party. He is also the formulator of the Integral Humanism theory. His thinking was
different and the theory served as an alternative framework for politics and
governance.

His birthplace was a small village in Uttar Pradesh, called Chandrabhan.
It is around 25 kms away from the town of Mathura. Chandrabhan has now
been renamed as Deendayal Dham. His father was Bhagwati Prasad, a popular
astrologer of his time and his mother was Shrimati rampyari who was also a
pious lady. However, both his parents passed away when he was a young boy
and he was raised by his maternal uncle and his wife. He was an exceptional
student and topped his batch in the board exam for matriculation, in his school
in Sikar. For this, he received a gold medal from Maharaja Kalyan Singh of
Sikar, besides a monthly scholarship of Rs. 10 and Rs 250 more for books. He
completed intermediate level from the Birla College in Pilani, which is now the
prestigious Birla Institute of Technology and Science. In 1939, he completed
his graduation with first division from the Sanatan Dharma College in Kanpur.
He wanted to study further and get his Master’s degree in English Literature
and for this he joined St. John’s College, Agra. However, he could not give his
first year final exams because his cousin fell gravely ill. Thereafter, on his uncle’s
persuasion, he sat for the Provincial Services Exam. He qualified but refused to
join the Services because he was more inclined towards working with the
common man. To this end, he obtained a B. T. degree at Prayag and entered
public service.

When he was studying at the Sanatan College in Kanpur, one of his
classmates was Baluji Mahashabde, through whom he found out about the
Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh (RSS) and eventually met the founder, K.B.
Hedgewar. At the shakha where he met Hedgewar, he engaged in an intellectual
discussion with the leader and impressed everyone around. This gave a boost to
his public persona and RSS provided him a medium to fulfil his ambition of
public service. And from 1942, he became a full-time member of the RSS after
completing his Sangh training at a 40 day camp in Nagpur. He didn’t stop there
and also completed a second-year training of the RSS, thereby qualifying for
becoming a lifelong RSS pracharak. He started work at Lakhmipur as a
pracharak and eventually in 1955, became the joint prant pracharak (regional
organiser) for Uttar Pradesh.

Deendayal Upadhyaya was a man with lofty ideals and was a brilliant
organizer, besides having the capacity to think in turn like a social thinker, economist,
educationalist, politician, writer, journalist, speaker, organiser etc., as the situation
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required. His Sangh leaders considered him to be the ideal RSS swayamsevak
because ‘his discourse reflected the pure thought-current of the Sangh’.

In the 1940s, he launched a monthly publication called Rashtra
Dharma, from Lucknow, which aimed to spread the ideology of nationalism. He
never let his name appear in the publication as the Chief Editor but in each edition
there would be a long, impressive and thought-provoking piece of writing by him
which left an indelible mark on the mind of his readers. Subsequently, he also
started a weekly magazine called Panchjanya and a daily publication called
Swadesh.

After the Bharatiya Jan Sangh was founded in 1951by Syama Prasad
Mookerjee, RSS leaders felt that Deendayal was ready to be in command for
merging the Jan Sangh smoothly into RSS.  He was appointed as General Secretary
of its Uttar Pradesh branch, and later the all-India General Secretary. He was so
good at this position and so meticulous in his work that he impressed Syama
Prasad Mookerjee enough for him to say:

‘If I had two Deendayals, I could transform the political face of India.’
When Mookerjee passed away suddenly in 1953, Deendayal had to shoulder

the entire responsibility of building up the orphaned organisation and nurturing it
into a countrywide movement. For the next decade and a half, he remained the
organization’s general secretary and in his own meticulous way, built it up slowly
but surely. He gathered a group of dedicated, young, loyal workers and inspired in
them the idealism which he felt himself and these young workers ultimately formed
the backbone of the organization. However, when he stood for Lok Sabha elections
from UP, he lost.

Integral Humanism

Upadhyaya was the proponent of the political philosophy known as Integral
Humanism. It eventually became the guiding philosophy of the Bharatiya Janata
Party. The philosophy advocates the synchronized and combined program of the
body, mind and intellect and soul of each human being. As per Upadhyaya, the
main focus in India must be to build a unique economic model which puts the
human being at centerstage.

The theory is in opposition to western capitalist individualism as well
as Marxist socialism. However, it shows the relevance of western science. It is
actually attempting to establish a middle path between capitalism and socialism,
while recognizing the merits of both and criticizing the excesses of both.

Before examining Upadhyaya’s ideas in detail, let us briefly summarize his
idea of integral humanism.

• Integral humanism seeks a middle ground between capitalism and socialism.
• It is a rejection of both socialism and capitalism.
• Integral Humanism followed the tradition of advaita developed by Adi

Sankara.
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• Integral humanism rejected individualism.
• It believes that human beings have four objectives, that is, dharma (moral

duties), artha (wealth), kama (desire or satisfaction), and moksha.

Four objectives of humankind

As per Upadhyaya, humankind had four hierarchically organized attributes—
body, mind, intellect and soul—which correspond to four universal
objectives, kama (desire or satisfaction), artha (wealth), dharma (moral duties)
and moksha (total liberation or ‘salvation’). None of these can be discounted or
ignored but even so, the most basic one is Dharma and the ultimate objective is
Moksha, for everyone. He observed that socialist and capitalist ideologies focussed
only on the bodily and mind needs and ignored the spiritual ones, thus were
incomplete. These theories were only based on human desires for wealth and
material things.

Rejection of individualism

Upadhyaya was vehemently against social systems wherein individualism ‘reigned
supreme’. He was also distrustful of communism wherein individualism was ‘crushed’
as part of a ‘large heartless machine’. Society, as per Upadhyaya, rather than
being an outcome of a social contract between individuals, was an entire, natural
living organism which had an absolute ‘national soul’ or ‘ethos’ and its social
organism needs were similar to those of the individual.

Deendayal Upadhyay urged Indians of the free India to not get carried
away by Western concepts such as individualism, democracy, socialism,
communism, capitalism etc. However, he feared that the political basis of free
India had been these superficial concepts and not the timeless concepts found in
the ancient Indian heritage. According to him, the original Bharatiya thought process
was getting corrupted by Western theories and ideologies and thereby leading to
India’s true progress. He believed that infusion of fresh energy and enthusiasm
was essential for public upliftment.

He was modern enough to realize the value of advances in technology but did
not want Indians to blindly follow suit. Deendayal’s approach in most things was
largely constructive. So, he urged his young followers to speak up against the
government if they felt that there was an error in judgement and conversely, support
it wholeheartedly when it did good work. He was a firm believer in Swaraj (self-
governance), which was also the motto of the Bharatiya Janata Party till end of 20th
century. He was a nationalist before anything else. He was found dead on 11 February
1968 at Mughal Sarai Railway yard under mysterious circumstances. His speech
had roused thousands of delegates in the Calicut session. Given below is an excerpt:

‘We are pledged to the service not of any particular community or section
but of the entire nation. Every countryman is blood of our blood and flesh of our
flesh. We shall not rest till we are able to give to every one of them a sense of pride
that they are children of Bharatmata. We shall make Mother India Sujala, Suphala
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(overflowing with water and laden with fruits) in the real sense of these words. As
Dashapraharana Dharini Durga (Goddess Durga with her 10 weapons) she would
be able to vanquish evil; as Lakshmi she would be able to disburse prosperity all
over and as Saraswati she would dispel the gloom of ignorance and spread the
radiance of knowledge all around her. With faith in ultimate victory, let us dedicate
ourselves to this task.’

Check Your Progress

14. How did Deendayal Upadhyaya happen to join the RSS?
15. Name the publications launched by Upadhyay.
16. Name the four objectives of mankind as given by Upadhyay in his Integral

Humanism theory.

5.6 ANSWERS TO ‘CHECK YOUR PROGRESS’

1. In Hind Swaraj, a text which is often privileged as an authentic statement
of his ideology, Gandhi offered a civilizational concept of the Indian nation.
The Indians constituted a nation or praja, he asserts, since the pre-Islamic
days. The ancient Indian civilization, unquestionably the best “was the
fountainhead of Indian nationality, as it had an immense assimilative power
of absorbing foreigners of different creed who made this country their own.”
Industrial capitalism, which was the essence of this modern civilization, was
held responsible for all conflicts of interests, for it divorced economic activities
from moral concerns and thus provided imperatives for imperial aggression.
Indians themselves were responsible for their enslavement, as they embraced
capitalism and its associated legal and political structures. The railways,
lawyers and doctors, Gandhi believed, were impoverishing the country.

2. In February 1922, in an incident which caused a horror-stricken Gandhi to
call off the entire non-cooperation movement, a peasant mob in Chauri
Chaura, Gorakhpur district of the United Provinces, locked twenty-two
Indian policemen in the local police station and then set fire to the building,
killing everyone inside.

3. The book which became Gandhi’s strongest bond with Hinduism as well as
the greatest influence on him and which he called his ‘spiritual dictionary’
was the Bhagawad Gita, to whom he was introduced by the Theosophists.
While he never claimed to be well-versed in the scriptures, he preferred to
rely upon reason and his own moral sense when the scriptures conflicted
with his own philosophy—a clever manipulation of events, both past and
present.

4. Gandhi’s critics had a shrewd suspicion that he deliberately underplayed
the quietistic and esoteric elements in Hinduism because of the harm which
excessive preoccupation with them had done to the Hindu society, and that
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he sought confirmation in the Gita for his own framework of values: ahimsa
(non-violence), varnashrama based on division of labour rather than of birth,
manual work and brahmacharya. It will be safe to say that Gandhi was one
of the greatest innovators in the history of Hinduism.

5. Gandhi did not accept the orthodox interpretation of religion though he
employed the concept to convey his own philosophy, but like the Buddhists,
he taught a universalized religion based on ahimsa. He also interpreted religion
based or dharma as selfless service of others, mastery over passions,
fearlessness and most important of all, devotion.

6. To Ambedkar, the very first problem of Hindu social system was the one
relating to the origin to the Shudras.

7. The Shudras as per Ambedkar, were one of the Aryan communities of the
solar race. The Shurdras were not a separate Varna, but a part of the
Kshyatriya Varna. Ambedkar has summarised the status of a shudra and
said that he was to take the last place in the social order and his life had no
value and anybody could kill him, without having to pay any compensation

8. Untouchability meant pollution by the touch of certain persons by reason of
their birth in a particular caste or family.

9. Ambedkar was of the view that a democratic federal framework would
ensure every citizen sum minimum set of equal rights and freedoms and
would not deprive them of the benefits of their profession and also believed
that the guarantee of minimum freedoms and rights alone would not make
State an ideal state.

10. In order to promote the cause of unity of India on the one had and reduce
social tensions on the other, Ambedkar was eager to reorganize the Indian
Provinces on a national linguistic basis and such a reorganization would
curb casteism.

11. Ambedkar was probably the only non-Muslim leader of India’s struggle for
freedom who openly defended the Partition of India into India and Pakistan
on communal grounds.

12. In 1934, Lohia started to get actively involved in the Congress Socialist
Party (CSP), which had been established that very year as a left-wing group
within the Indian National Congress.

13. The year 1952 saw the first ever general elections in the free nation of
India.

14. When Deendayal Upadhyaya was studying at the Sanatan College in Kanpur,
one of his classmates was Baluji Mahashabde, through whom he found out
about the Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh (RSS) and eventually met the
founder, K.B. Hedgewar. At the shakha where he met Hedgewar, he engaged
in an intellectual discussion with the leader and impressed everyone around.
Thereafter, he was invited to join RSS by Hedgewar.
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15. In the 1940s, Deendayal Upadhyaya launched a monthly publication called
Rashtra Dharma. Subsequently, he also started a weekly magazine called
Panchjanya and a daily publication called Swadesh.

16. As per Upadhyaya, humankind had four hierarchically organized attributes—
body, mind, intellect and soul—which correspond to four universal
objectives, kama (desire or satisfaction), artha (wealth), dharma (moral
duties) and moksha (total liberation or ‘salvation’).

5.7 SUMMARY

• In modern India, Gandhi stands out as the person who has projected
traditional Indian spirituality in the practical orders of human life.

• Gandhi’s contribution to the shaping of India’s destiny will always remain
significant.

• When Gandhi assumed the leadership of the Congress in 1920, he had
already developed his moral and social philosophy, but it was not until 1930
that he perfected his political techniques for a successful all India Satyagraha.

• In Gandhian philosophy, closely connected with the ultimate or absolute
end was the problem of means. Gandhi laid surpassing emphasis on the use
of right means for achieving objectives.

• What distinguished Gandhi is not merely his treatment and practice of truth
(satya), non-violence (ahimsa) and fasting (upvasa), but of other vows as
well.

• Gandhi considered his own philosophic system superior to the Hindu art of
politics.

• The combination of religion with politics or religious politics forms the very
essence of Gandhism.

• Gandhi repeatedly asserted the oneness of life. It was one continuous whole
and could not properly be conceived as compartmental.

• Gandhi’s personal experience of living in a society where the distinction
between sacred and profane was somewhat unnatural one, and where people
of very different ethnic types and ways of life were actually living side by
side, gave him a unique advantage in thinking out what the shape of the
future community might be like.

• Despite all odds, the significance of Gandhi lies in his faith that the religious
attitude is a thing of permanent value to mankind, individually and
collectively.

• B.R.Ambedkar dedicated his life towards the eradication of untouchability
and the issues with which it had identified itself. Like the Indian liberal
moderates of World War I era of our freedom struggle that is in line with
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Naoraji, Ranade and Gokhle he would give precedence to social reform
and consider the task of political independence only as a second priority.
His position was ‘reforms first, freedom afterwards’.

• Ambedkar dedicated his life as much to improve the condition of Indian
women as he had done for raising the status of the dalits. The oppression,
suppression and exploitation which the dalits and the women had to suffer
at the hands of the male and brahmin dominated society was, in fact, a blot
on the face of India.

• Ram Monohar Lohia was a noted politician and visionary who gained
imminent prominence in the social-political scene of India.

• Lohia was a mesmerising speaker and a fervent and perceptive author, he
supported many socio-political reforms as a leader of his party.

• Ram Manohar Lohia was a man of exceptional talent. He was profoundly
influenced by many Western thinkers, mostly by Karl Marx.

• Lohia based all his efforts on the doctrine of equality of opportunity, but he
also believed that people from the backward and downtrodden classes
deserved special opportunities.

• Deendayal Upadhyaya was a man with lofty ideals and was a brilliant
organizer, besides having the capacity to think in turn like a social thinker,
economist, educationalist, politician, writer, journalist, speaker, organiser
etc., as the situation required. His Sangh leaders considered him to be the
ideal RSS swayamsevak because ‘his discourse reflected the pure thought-
current of the Sangh’.

• As per Upadhyaya, humankind had four hierarchically organized attributes—
body, mind, intellect and soul—which correspond to four universal
objectives, kama (desire or satisfaction), artha (wealth), dharma (moral
duties) and moksha (total liberation or ‘salvation’).

5.8 KEY TERMS

• Satyagraha: It refers to a policy of passive political resistance, especially
that advocated by Mahatma Gandhi against British rule in India.

• Ahimsa: It means respect for all living things and avoidance of violence
towards others.

• Orthodox: It means to follow or conform to the traditional or generally
accepted rules or beliefs of a religion, philosophy, or practice.

• Racialism: It is the belief that the human species is naturally divided into
races, that are ostensibly distinct biological categories.

• The Purna Swaraj: The Purna Swaraj declaration, or Declaration of the
Independence of India, was promulgated by the Indian National Congress
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on 19 December 1929, resolving the Congress and Indian nationalists to
fight for Purna Swaraj, or complete self-rule independent of the British
Empire.

• Chaturvarna: It refers to the four caste systems in the Indian society.
• Shudras: It refers to the lowest stratum in the Indian society, often considered

untouchables due to their menial jobs.
• Linguistic reorganization of the state: It means division of a country by

language.

5.9 SELF-ASSESSMENT QUESTIONS AND
EXERCISES

Short-Answer Questions

1. Write a short note on Gandhi’s concept of dharma.
2. What do you understand by Gandhi’s vows of ‘Asvada’ and ‘Aparigraha’.
3. Why did Gandhi launch Satyagraha in South Africa?
4. Write a short note on the relevance of Gandhi’s ideals in the prevailing

scenario.
5. What were the phases of Ambedkar’s political life?
6. Do you think Ambedkar introduced a social dilemma by introducing

reservation for the backward classes?
7. Briefly discuss the highlights of Deendayal Upadhyay’s career with the RSS.

Long-Answer Questions

1. Delineate Gandhi’s views on religion and politics.
2. Critically evaluate Gandhi’s political philosophy.
3. Analyse the success of Gandhi’s methods of mobilizing people through

Satyagrahas and non-cooperation movement.
4. “Gandhi sought a moral, not simply a political, transformation of human

society.” Justify this statement with relevant references.
5. Discuss the main ideas of Ambedkar on untouchables.
6. What according to Ambedkar were the evils of caste system?
7. Discuss the main ideas of conversion to Buddhism according to Ambedkar.
8. Discuss the concept of religion and politics adopted by Ambedkar.
9. Examine the Integral Humanism theory provided by Deendayal Upadhyay.

10. Examine the Gandhian concept of satyagraha and ahimsa in detail.
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