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UNIT – I: THE STRUGGLE FOR
PARLIAMENTARY DEMOCRACY AND
CIVIL LIBERTIES IN BRITAIN
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1.0

OBJECTIVES

After studying this chapter you should be able to  Know the historical background of the beginning of Parliamentary
Democracy in Britain.
 Understand the major events which led to Parliamentary Democracy and
civil liberations in Britain.
 Explain the initiative taken by British Parliament to meet peoples demands.
1.1

INTRODUCTION

Liberal democracy in western Europe developed in 18th and 19th century in
the backdrop of demographic shifts in Europe, growth of capitalism and emergence
of new world of ideas of science, rationalism and humanism. Mercantilism,
commercialization, new agricultural and industrial revolution along with the
burgeoning population and their concentration in industrial cities metamorphosed
the landscape of Europe as it existed in Middle Age and redefined the nature of
state. The modern state began to evolve in western Europe as the cumulative growth
of democratic consciousness and pressures from the rising middle and working
classes for securing citizens‘ rights as well as welfare. These new groupings
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emerged who claimed power; new ideologies, such as representative democracy and
inalienable rights, emerged to make a justification of their claim to power. The old
institution such as Parliament underwent radical change to accommodate to the new
claims and claimants. Liberal Democracy emphasized on
restrictions on
monarchical, feudal and clerical powers, vowed for the establishment of
constitutional government, rule of Law, equality before law protection of
‘Freedoms’ or Individual Rights, institutional arrangements and checks and
balances between Organs of Government, increased power of elected legislature
and extension of suffrage.
In the backdrop of these developments, parliament of England emerged as
the most powerful institution which substituted monarchy. The evolution of
parliamentary democracy in England was a long drawn process. According to the
website of the British Parliament, “Nobody set out to create Parliament. It
developed naturally out of the daily political needs of the English King and his
government. Nor did it develop continuously over time, but went through short
periods of rapid growth. Yet despite its unintentional and haphazard development,
the modern British Parliament is one of the oldest continuous representative
assemblies in the world. How did this happen? It is a story that involves revolt, war,
invasion, several dethroning, and even Henry VIII's love life.”
1.2

NATURE OF BRITISH POLITICAL INSTITUTION

The institution of Parliament has existed in England since the reign of
Edward I in the late Middle Ages. During the Tudor era, however, its influence
waned. It reappeared during the Stuart reign, when kings were forced to convene it
on occasion to handle financial concerns. However, it was only until the Glorious
Revolution in 1688 that the Parliament's supremacy was acknowledged.
Meanwhile, the writings of John Locke, especially view on limited government,
Rousseau and Voltaire, who campaigned for representative government, were
extensively read in the United Kingdom. The founding of the United States instilled
in Englishmen a sense of democracy. As a result, the British people felt the need for
a more developed Parliament with more representation. In 1832, they were able to
express their feelings. Thereafter in England a series of Parliamentary reforms were
afoot in the nineteenth and twentieth century’s.
Before 1832, the state of Parliament was as follows: The British parliament
consisted of two houses. The upper one, called the House of Lords, representing the
higher clergy and the hereditary peerage and the lower one called the House of
Commons which was elected on the basis of a limited franchise. After the glorious
Revolution of 1688, the lower house had acquired considerable say in government.
The Crown's finances including its right to raise fresh taxes or spend on the army
were controlled through the mandatory passing of the annual budget in the House of
Commons. While this was quite remarkable in comparison with most other
Odisha State Open University, Sambalpur
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political systems of the age, the democratic refeorms fell short of perople’s
aspiration. At the close of the eighteenth century, a mere 2% of the population of
England had the right to vote. In the rural counties the franchise was restricted to
those men who held freehold property worth 40 schillings while amongst the urban
boroughs there existed wide disparities between constituencies. Some large centres
like Westminster had several thousand voters while a few ghost towns like Old
Sarum had as few as seven. (i) Although the representative system did not perform
poorly in practice before to 1832, it was difficult to explain it in theory. (ii) Two
MPs from each county and two or one from each borough made up the House of
Commons. (iii) The county members were elected by persons who owned free-hold
property worth at least 40 shillings per year. Anyone who held their land in any
other way was barred from voting in the county elections. (iv) Members of the
county were needed to own landed property worth £600 per year.
Boroughs were divided into three categories. Pocket boroughs were ones
where a single landlord held the entire freehold and, as a result, had the power to
nominate or recall members from that constituency. The people of rotten boroughs
were so few that the landlord could practically buy all the votes with bribery or
other forms of influence, ensuring the return of himself or his own nominee to
Parliament. The third type of borough lacked a distinct name. Those might be
referred to as democratic constituencies, because the number of residents with
voting rights was significant enough to represent a reasonably broad public opinion.
Old Sarum, which was for many years just a plain green hill yet still sent two
members to Parliament, is an extreme example of a pocket borough. In most
sections of the country, there were rotten boroughs. This was particularly true in
Cornwall. The number of voters in the instance of East and West Looe was roughly
50. In 1825, 1,000 voters out of a total population of 11,800 voted two
representatives to the House of Commons in Liverpool. In Westminster, 1,200
people out of a population of 18,200 held the right to vote.
The Industrial Revolution resulted in a significant change in population
from one section of the country to another. As a result, Manchester, with a
population of 133,000 people, Birmingham, with 85,000 people, and Leeds, with a
population of 83,000 people, had no representation in Parliament. Slumps of trees
and sand banks, on the other hand, were each represented by two members. Old
Donwich was practically inundated by the water, but it still sent representatives to
Parliament. It's no surprise that there was a demand for a solution to the existing
system's flaws.
According to the conditions of the Charters that established them, the
franchise differed in different boroughs. The voters included all "inhabitant
households" who paid their part of the borough taxes if there was no Charter or
usage to the contrary. The franchise was even more democratic in a few
circumstances. Anyone with a single room that had a fireplace was eligible to vote.
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The pot-boiling franchise was the name for this. These voters were dubbed
"potwallers" or "potwallopers" due to a weird spelling error. Franchise was severely
restricted in the majority of the boroughs. It was vested in the free males of the
borough in several boroughs. The term 'freemen' was generally applied only to the
members of the ancient guilds or livery companies. The machinery for elections
was practically the same as it was in the time of Edward I.
Clearly, the previous system was extremely inequitable. There were no
voters in Old Sarum. Only seven people voted for Galton. Tavistock had a total of
ten voters. 46 localities with fewer than 50 electors each sent 90 members. Eleven
members of the House of Commons were nominated by the Duke of Newcastle.
Lord Lonsdate and Lord Fitz William each sent eight members. Six House of Lords
Peers recommended 45 members to the House of Commons in total. Nearly half of
the members of the House of Commons were thought to be representing
commercial interests rather than public ones.
About the British Parliament, John Locke had observed thus in 1689: "To
what absurdities the following of custom, when reason has left it, may land, we may
be satisfied when we see the bare name of a town of which there remains' not so
much as the ruins, where scarce so much housing as a sheepcote or more inhabitants
than a shepherd is to be found, send as many representatives to the grant assembly
of lawmakers as a whole county numerous in people and powerful in riches. The
strangers stand amazed at and every one must confess needs a remedy;. though
most think it-hard to find one...." Pitt, the Younger, observed thus in 1783: "This
house is not the representative of the people of Great Britain; it is the representative
of nominal boroughs of ruined and exterminated towns, of noble families, of
wealthy individuals, of foreign potentates."
Prior to 1832, the British Parliament appeared to be an undemocratic body,
particularly the House of Commons, which lacked proper public participation. The
crown and the landed magnets had complete control at the time. However, with the
Industrial Revolution, the situation in England changed dramatically. In the
aftermath of the Industrial Revolution, towns that were primarily impoverished and
sparsely populated before the nineteenth century became rich and densely
populated.
Manchester, Birmingham, Leeds, Liverpool, Sheffield, Halifax, and
Bradford are all worth mentioning. However, none of these towns were represented
in Parliament. Many devastated, depopulated, and minor boroughs such as Old
Sarum, Newtons, Gatton, Bramber, Bossiney, Hedon, and Brackley, on the other
hand, continued to send delegates to Parliament.
Such boroughs were once again treated as private property that may be sold
or purchased at any moment. Furthermore, the method of representation in England
was not uniform. While large and populous countries were not permitted to send
more MPs to the Parliament, smaller countries were permitted to do so.
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The distribution of seats in the House of Commons was also noticeably
flawed. Boroughs could send more representatives to the House of Commons than
countries. It was also not a universal franchise, but rather a limited one. Only 1.6
lakh people were eligible to vote out of a total population of 16 million. The
franchise was exclusively available to landowners in the counties. As a result,
landless people, as well as wealthy merchants and manufacturers, were denied the
right to exercise their franchise. Only the nobles in Scotland and Ireland had the
right to vote. That wasn't the end of it.
Elections were then fought and won on the basis of corruption. Bribery was
openly practiced in elections, and voter intimidation was prevalent. The secret
ballot system was not popular; when voting was done openly, candidates and their
agents could see for whom each vote was placed. As the members of the Parliament
were not entitled to get any financial benefit, either in the form of salary or
otherwise, the ordinary people were reluctant to contest the election. Thus the
Parliamentary system of England was beset with many such glaring defects.
Keith Feilings says that the House of Commons was wholly
unrepresentative. The distribution of seats was simply notorious. A quarter of the
Commons were returned by 5 south-western shires. Cornwall alone sent 44
members. The area we flow call Greater London returned only 10 members. Many
large towns were not represented at all. Out of 558 members, 405 were returned by
boroughs. Of those 203 boroughs, the 23 northern counties held only 74. About
75% of the boroughs had electorates of less than 500 and a high proportion even
very much less than that. For the 80 county members in England, the voting
qualification of 40 s. freehold had not been changed at all since 1434.
An extension of lease-holds during the interval had made a monopoly of the
free holders ridiculous. By dint of manufacturing free-holds for each occasion and
by the growth of population, an average county electorate was rather over 4,000. In
the case of Yorkshire, it was 20,000. The condition in Scotland was very much
worse. Its total electorate was a little "above 4,000. The royal burghs were ruled by
small, self-chosen councils. It was possible for a Government to make all Scotland
almost one large pocket borough.
1.3

DEMANDS FOR REFORM

In this context, some attempts were undertaken in the eighteenth century to
bring about Parliamentary reforms, although with mixed results. The first attempt to
overthrow the corrupt customs of his time was made by Pitt the Elder. Following
that, John Wilkes, a notable politician during George III's reign, proposed some
Parliamentary reforms. But he was unable to succeed. In 1780, the Duke of
Richmond sought significant changes in the franchise and seat distribution.
However, such demands were dismissed on the grounds that they were
unrealistic and well ahead of time. Even back then, attempts were being made in
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this area. During the later decades of the eighteenth century, notable figures such as
Thomas Hardy, Horn Took, William Jones, and Charles Fox made compelling
arguments in favour of legislative changes.
Similarly, a number of organizations and committees have stepped forward
to support the reform effort. Pitt the Younger attempted to disfranchise several of
the tiny boroughs in 1785 by presenting a law to that effect. However, due to
resistance from the Whigs and King George III, he was unable to pass the law.
Meanwhile, the start of the French Revolution and Napoleon's ascension to power
slowed the nation's efforts to enact Parliamentary reforms. It was after the downfall
of Napoleon in 1815 that attempts were made again to introduce reform movement
with added momentum. But due to opposition of the kind and-the Tory Ministry
such attempts proved abortive. So it became clear that as long as the Tories would
remain in power, the Parliamentary reform would be a far cry.
Meanwhile, the French Revolution of 1830 reignited popular support for
Parliamentary reforms in England. The utilitarianism of Bentham, James Mill, John
Stuart Mill, and Hume, the democratic liberalism of Francis Place, and the
communism of Robert Owen all affected the English country at the time. People
become more agitated for reform as a result of being persuaded. In the general
election of 1830, the reform became the Whigs' manifesto, and the Whigs won a
majority in the House of Commons, led by Earl Grey. As a result, he was appointed
Prime Minister.
In 1831, a member of his government, John Russell, introduced a Reform
Bill in the House of Commons at his request. The Bill was lost, however, since it
was opposed not only by the Conservatives, but also by all MPs who feared losing
their seats. As a result, Grey encouraged King William IV to dissolve Parliament,
which he did. In the next election, the Whigs and reform allies received a larger
majority in the House of Commons. The House of Commons could easily pass the
Reform Bill when it was introduced for the second time. In the House of Lords,
however, it was defeated.
As a result, the country was shaken from top to bottom and on the edge of
revolution. Rioting and disruption were the result of the people's rage. In 1832, the
Reform Bill was introduced for the third time, due to popular demand. The
Commons approved it, but the House of Lords refused to accept revisions. Lord
Grey then requested that King William IV appoint a sufficient number of new peers
in order for the Bill to pass the House of Lords. However, the king refused, and
Lord Grey resigned as a result. The Duke of Wellington, a Tory, was then invited to
form a government, but he declined. As a result, Grey was reinstated. This time, the
monarch gave Grey permission to create as many Peers as he needed for the job.
Anticipating further resistance to be futile, the Lords gave way and the Reform Bill
was finally passed in June 1832 and it became an Act.
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1.4

REFORM ACT OF 1832

The main provisions of the Reform Act of 1832 are as follows:
(1) All boroughs with less than two thousand inhabitants were
disfranchised. Such borough numbered fifty-six.
(2) Boroughs with a population of two thousand to four thousand were to
send only one member to Parliament.
(3) One hundred and forty three seats thus gained were distributed among
the large countries and large towns which were unrepresented so far.
Yet the total number of members remained unchanged which was six
hundred and fifty eight.
(4) In the boroughs the right to franchise was given to tenants and owners
of the houses who paid annually ten pounds of rent and revenue.
(5) In the countries the right to franchise was given to house owners who
paid ten pounds of annual rent or to the tenants who paid fifty pounds
of annual revenue or to the long lease holders.
(6) The Act also provided for the maintenance of a register of voters, for
the division of constituencies into convenient polling districts and for
the limitation of the polling to two successive days.
Significance (Results):
Though initially the result of the Act of 1832 was not as dramatic as it was
expected to be, yet it undoubtedly proved to be a turning-point in modern English
history. It was a great political and parliamentary achievement.
First the Reform Act of 1832 enhanced the number of voters threefold. Their
number reached nearly five lakhs. And for the first time the Act introduced uniform
franchise boroughs.
Secondly, the Act transferred the political power from the privileged section
of the landlords to ail landlords and the middleclass people.
Thirdly, as the Whigs were instrumental in passing the Reform Bill, they
could establish their supremacy over the Tories.
Lastly the Act enhanced the importance of the House of Commons as a true
representative body. On the other hand the power of the House of Lords decreased.
Furthermore, the way in which the Reform Bill was passed proved that the House of
Commons was practically more powerful than the king. The king could not afford
to go against the wishes of the Prime Ministers being backed by the Parliament.
Summarizing the importance of the Act, Ramsay Muir has rightly written, "The
House of Commons became truly representative of the nation. The crown lost the
power of influencing the ministry and the Lords also received a terrible blow."
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Thus the Reform Act was a revolutionary on which inaugurated a new era in
the constitutional history of England. Rightly it has been called by Trevelyan as the
'Modern Magna Carta' of England.
Despite its many advantages, the Reform Act was not without flaws. It had
not brought complete democracy to the country. The working classes were
dissatisfied because they were still unrepresented. The right to vote was also taken
away from women. There were no provisions in the Act for a secret ballot, equal
constituencies, or the payment of a salary to members of Parliament. Furthermore,
the Act failed to prevent election-related corruption and bribery.
In spite of all such drawbacks the Reform Act of 1832 forms a landmark in
the constitutional history of England.
1.5

REFORM ACT OF 1867

The Reform Act of 1867 happened to be another milestone in the
constitutional history of England.
Circumstances leading the passage of the Act
The flaws in the 1832 Reform Act made passage of a new Reform Bill
unavoidable. Of course, it took 35 years to get a second Reform Act, albeit some
genuine attempts were made in the form of agitation twenty years following the
passing of the 1832 Reform Bill. The farmers and artisans, who were not
represented this time, started the agitation.
Lord John Russell introduced a reform bill in 1852 and 1854, the first time
as Prime Minister and the second time as a cabinet member. However, he was
unable to win both occasions. Disraeli, as Chancellor of the Exchequer in Derby's
Ministry, introduced another reform bill in 1859. It was also turned down. In 1860,
in his capacity as Foreign Secretary, John Russell attempted a third time, but the
measure was eventually abandoned.
Anger over the delay in granting franchise to the farmers and craftsmen who
made up the country as a whole erupted into a nationwide agitation. To fight for the
cause, organizations such as the 'Reform Union' and the 'Reform League' were
formed. However, because Prime Minister Palmerston was opposed to further
reform, no progress could be accomplished. Russell's ministry introduced another
reform bill in 1866 after his death in 1865. However, it was defeated, and he was
forced to resign as a result. However, the right time came in 1867, when both the
Tory and Whig parties were keen to enact a reform law. Queen Victoria was
likewise in favour of bringing the franchise issue to a conclusion. Finally in March
1867 Disraeli introduced a reform bill which was passed .with, the support of
liberals and conservatives.
The Second Reform Bill was formed in the same line as that of the first.
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Provision of the Act
(1) In boroughs, the right to vote was given to all those leaseholders,
lodgers and occupiers paying annual rent of 10 pounds.
(2) In the country constituencies the right to vote was given to all tenants
who paid yearly rent of 12 pounds.
(3) Eleven boroughs with a population of less than ten thousand were
completely disfranchised.
(4) 25 more seats were given to the countries.
(5) The practice of each town sending two representatives was
discontinued. Big town like Liverpool, Leeds, Birmingham were given
each more than two seats.
(6) Universities of London, Edinburg and Glasgow were given seats.
Significance
The Reform Act of 1867 like that of 1832 was a great landmark in the
process of democratizing England. Personally for Disraeli, it was also a
commendable triumph. He had carried conservative supporters with him.
The extension of franchise was the most salutary feature of the Act. By
enfranchising the urban working class, the number of voters was increased to
almost a million. So R. J. Evans rightly comments, "The political centre of gravity,
gradually moved from Parliament to the platform and so there came in the end a
revolution, in the nature of politics. Hearnshaw also calls it "the most revolutionary
of all the Reforms Acts prior to that of 1918". In fact this Act brought about a
revolution in English politics. Summarizing the overall significance of the Act, Hall
thus writes, "The Second Reform Bill in 1867 was more revolutionary than that of
1832. It extended the franchise in the counties and it all but made manhood suffrage
universal in boroughs, thus making Great Britain, to all practical purpose, a political
democracy."
Commenting on the achievements of the Reform Act, G. W. Southgage
remarks, "By this Act some further attempt was made to remove outstanding
anomalies in the representation. This Act was a step towards democracy."
According to Taswell-Langmead, the Reform Act had a significant impact
on English politics. As a result, the House of Commons now has the last say in
forming a government, rather than the crown. It also fundamentally altered the
House of Commons' makeup.
In addition, the Reform Act of 1867 accelerated the emergence of trade
unionism. Following that, the government prioritized the interests of the people
over those of the ruling class. The expansion of the electorate necessitated the
introduction of primary education and the expansion of party organization in local
areas.
In fine as G. B. Adams says, 'the Reform Bill of 1867 set England upon the
threshold of a new political epoch in progress towards democracy.
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Despite the merits the Act of 1867 was not bereft of defect. R.K. Webb
writes thus, "It was not a generous bill, nor was it intended to become one." True,
much of the Act had been overlooked or left undone. The counties' agricultural
labourers continued to be denied the ability to vote. Trade unions were still without
legal standing, and the secret ballot system was still in use.
On the whole no one could perfectly what would be the political, impact of
the Reform Act of 1867 for which Lord Derby, the Prime Minister commented it as
'the leap in the dark.'
1.6

REFORM ACT OF 1884

The genuine reformists were not satisfied with the Second Reform Act of
1867. Meanwhile, thanks to their efforts, a Ballot Act was passed in 1872, allowing
voters to vote anonymously and without fear. It also aided in the elimination of
election-related corruption. The Corrupt and Illegal Practices Act of 1883 was
passed eleven years later, establishing penalties for bribery, intimidation, and
impersonation. However, there was no blunder when it came to the franchise
extension.
So in 1884, Gladstone introduced the third Reform Act by which voting
right was given to the agricultural labourers. It also made the qualifications for the
counties and boroughs the same. Thus this Act extended household suffrage to the
counties. This provision in the Act of 1884 increased the number of voters to a
considerable extent. Reiterating the significance of the Act, G.W. Southgate has
writer thus, "The political system of the country was placed upon a democratic
bases."
Few months after the introduction of Reform Act of 1884, the Redistribution
of Seats Act of 1885 was passed. It provided that the towns with less than 15,000
people ceased to send members to Parliament. The towns with 15000 to 50,000
people were to be represented by one member, and those between 50,000 and
165,000 by two members.
1.7

PARLIAMENT ACT OF 1911

Another step toward democratization in England was the Parliament Act of
1911. Its goal was to give the House of Commons more power. This Act stipulated
that every money measure enacted by the House of Commons be transmitted to the
House of Lords at least one month before the session's end. Even if the House of
Lords rejects it, it will be considered passed. Furthermore, the Speaker of the House
of Commons was granted the authority to certify whether or not a bill was a Money
Bill. As a result, the House of Lords lost the ability to reject or alter a Money Bill. It
also lost control of the finances. In addition, the House of Lords' power to reject
other bills was limited and regulated. If the House of Commons passes a public bill
Odisha State Open University, Sambalpur
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three times in a row and two years elapse between the second reading in the first
session and the third reading in the third session, the bill is considered passed, even
if the House of Lords rejects it. As a result, the House of Lords was demoted to a
minor chamber. It turned to be a mere advisory body. Another important change
was introduced in the Parliamentary system when the maximum duration of the
Parliament was reduced to five years from that of seven years. The Septennial Act
of 1716 had fixed seven years tenure for the parliament. Speaking of the importance
of the Act of 1911, Robert Ensor writes, "Thus was consummated the Parliament
Act. The most decisive step in British constitutional development since the
franchise extension of 1867, to which in some sort, it might be regarded as a
corollary.”
1.8

REFORM ACT OF 1918

Another Reform Act was passed in 1918. It was called the Representation of
the Peoples' Act. The provision of the property qualification followed hitherto was
dropped. It provided that a person to be an elector should be at least 21 years of age.
A man or a woman in receipt of a degree, scholarship or fellowship in a university
was given the right to vote in a university constituency. The franchise was also
extended to women over thirty who were either householders or the wives of the
householders. The women were also made eligible to be a member of the House of
Commons. Furthermore, the persons who served in the air force, navy or army
could become voters. Towns and counties were entitled to one member for every
70,000 people. By such redistribution of seats, the number of the members of the
House of Commons was fixed at 602.
1.9

LET US SUM UP

Seventeenth and Eighteenth century political history of Britain was
dominated by the story of the process from absolute monarchy to parliamentary
monarchy. The transformation of the political scenario of Great Britain form an
absolute monarchy to parliamentary democracy or constitutional monarchy was the
result of a long drawn trial and acts passed from time to time. The absolute
monarchy of the Tudor and start dynasty turned into constitutional monarchy. The
struggle between king and parliament ultimately came to an end with the supremacy
of British parliament. British parliament which is called the mother of all
parliaments, inspired the whole world with it’s distinct features.
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1.10
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1.11

CHECK YOUR PROGRESS
What was the problem with British Parliament?
What was the need of Parliamentary Reform?
Discuss main provisions of Reform Act of 1832.
Write important provisions of Reform Act of 1867.
Why British Law was beyond the rich of poor?
KEY WORDS:

Suffrage - Right to vote.
Limited Franchise - Voting right to limited people.
Universal Adult Franchise - Right to vote by all the members without any prequalification.
1.12
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OBJECTIVES

After studying this chapter you should be able to

Know the historical background to food riots

Understand the origin of Food riots

Know major events of food riots in France

Know Major events of food riots in England
2.1

INTRODUCTION

When there is a food shortage or unfair distribution of food, food riots can
erupt. Food price increases, harvest failures, inept food storage, transportation
issues, food speculation, hoarding, food illness, and pest infestations are all possible
causes. As a result, the link between food-related issues like crop failure, price
increases, or volatility, and actual "riots" is frequently muddled.
Some say that high food prices are part of a "perfect storm" that includes
climate change, population increase, resource scarcity, and urbanisation, all of
which contribute to social discontent. In such circumstances, the public may attack
shops, farms, residences, or government buildings in order to obtain bread or other
staple items such as grain or salt. Food riots are frequently part of a larger social
movement, such as the Russian revolution or the French revolution, and are more
than just a matter of hunger and the desire to obtain bread for immediate caloric
fulfilment. When food costs are variable or unexpectedly surge, societal unrest is
more likely in places where political freedom is limited. Historically, women have
been heavily involved in leading food riots; food riots have thus served as a form of
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female political action even in societies without women's suffrage or other
guaranteed political rights.
2.2

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Food riots became more common in Europe from the sixteenth century until
the mid-nineteenth century. Consumers were pitted against producers and
merchants in these disturbances, and both sides sought protection and assistance
from their rulers. Food riots erupted in response to the danger of scarcity and rising
prices, as part of a long-standing history of collective bargaining through riot
(usually grain or bread). They went up against those in charge of this "first
necessity"—bakers, merchants, millers, cultivators, and local authorities—and
grabbed and shared what they needed, sometimes forcing sales at prices below
market (or asking) prices. Food was transported via highways and rivers, sacks
were displayed for sale in markets, supplies were stored in farms and urban
granaries, wheat was milled, and bread was baked. Because food accounted for half
to two-thirds of most people's finances, rioters' claims that "they would sooner hang
than starve to death" were poignant.
Food riots had erupted sporadically since the Middle Ages, but they peaked
in intensity and sophistication in eighteenth-century western Europe, appearing
earliest in France and England and later in central and eastern European states, such
as Prussia. France had the longest tradition of food rioting: over one hundred in the
1690s, 1709–1710, and 1764–1768; over four hundred in the 1770s; and over two
hundred in 1788–1789 by the time the Estates-General met in May 1789. English
eruptions peaked after the mid-eighteenth century, becoming the most common
form of popular protest: over one hundred erupted in 1756–1757, 1766, 1795–1796,
and 1800–1801. Although widespread food rioting persisted over a shorter time
span in England than in France, the English experienced as much if not more rioting
per capita in the eighteenth century. In Prussia food rioting erupted only
sporadically after the 1770s and slightly more frequently in the 1790s.
2.3

ORIGIN OF FOOD RIOTS

Beyond the short-term changes brought on by shortages, food riots have
deeper roots. Rioters reacted to more significant economic, social, and political
developments that threatened and offended them by invoking long-standing
communal rules. Early modern Europe had market relations, but it was commonly
believed-even among elites-that during food crises, people's basic necessities took
precedence over property rights and local needs over more distant ones. The local
and regal consumer protections that had surrounded the production and distribution
of grain and other goods since the late Middle Ages contained this "moral
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economy," or right to existence. These regulatory policies had helped to lessen
some of the worst effects of widely fluctuating prices, to supply markets emptied by
hoarding and speculation, or to prevent the departure of grain to other markets even
though they were never consistently implemented or entirely successful in
stabilising food prices and supply and occasionally vitiated by royal, seigneurial, or
guild privileges. As a result of their awareness that feeding the populace was
necessary for maintaining public order, they also demonstrated their political
dedication and sensitivity to local welfare.
Food riots became more frequent at the same time that food was becoming
more commercialised, consumers became more dependent on the market, and states
began to consolidate. These states shifted away from paternalist regulation of
provisioning and toward laissez-faire economics, favouring producers and
merchants over consumers, urban over rural demands, and regional, national, and
international markets over local ones. Governments and their agents entered local
markets to buy food to feed expanding armies and politically sensitive, needy areas
like capital cities, which put more strain on the provisioning system. Thus, food
riots started where local frustrations met the tinder of political and economic
pressures at the national and international levels. Consumers demanded that
suppliers and authorities acknowledge and serve popular needs by lowering prices,
ensuring supplies, and launching emergency relief when prices increased or
supplies decreased while commercially oriented grain producers, grain and flour
merchants, millers, and liberalising authorities ignored traditional norms and
practises.
2.4

FOOD RIOT IN FRANCE

The Flour War was a series of riots that occurred in the northern, eastern,
and western sections of the Kingdom of France from April to May 1775. It came
after an increase in grain prices, and then bread prices, as a result of police
withholding grain from the royal storehouse, as well as poor harvests in the
summers of 1773 and 1774. This massive uprising was put down by wheat price
regulations (before the supplies rebounded) and military involvement. During the
Ancient Régime, the wheat revolt exhibited a social and political crisis. These
actions can be seen as a reaction to Turgot's edict, which liberalized grain trade on
September 13, 1774; indeed, this liberalization looked to be contradictory to a
"moral economy," as some people hoarded flour to push up prices. The king's
obligation to safeguard the security of his citizens and their food supply was broken
by this flour scarcity.
Bread was the principal source of food for poor peasants in Ancient Régime
France, and the king was responsible for ensuring the food supply of his citizens,
earning him the nickname "Le Premier Boulanger du Royaume" ("prime baker of
the kingdom"). During this time, the royal police had a much broader function than
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simply upholding the law. Police were in charge of many aspects of society,
including street cleaning, and they had tight control over the food supply. The grain
market was subjected to strict laws in order to maintain social order, ensuring the
quality of the bread and its availability at all times and for the entire population.
Grain merchants were suspected of mixing flour with other things (such as
chalk or broken bones) or stockpiling grain to artificially raise the price of this
crucial commodity, and they were dubbed "the most merciless enemies of the
people." Cupidity was regulated by severe laws in the Ancient Régime's "moral
economy." The police monitored the flour's purity and ensured that no grain was
hidden to inflate prices. In the 18th century, food scarcity was prevalent, but the
grain police would prohibit exports from areas with poor harvests and import grain
from areas with surpluses. It could also force a merchant to drop the price of his
flour (he was later compensated for his loss in times of abundance).
During the Age of Enlightenment, the physiocrat school of economy
emerged. The physiocrats, or économistes as they called themselves, had a great
impact on Turgot, Louis XVI's Controller-General of Finances. Their opinion on
what government economic policy should be was summarized in the term Vincent
de Gournay laid claim to: "laissez faire, laissez passer", meaning leave it alone and
let it pass, also known as the "invisible hand" notion. Turgot passionately defended
Gournay’s belief in "laissez-faire" economic principles in his writing "Éloge de
Gournay". Accordingly, Turgot abolished police regulations and established free
trade in grain on 13 September 1774.
The cereal stores were depleted in the months leading up to the spring
harvest of 1775, and new crops had not yet arrived. Famine arose in this new
context in spring 1775: prior to Turgot's edict, each region faced its own shortages,
so some would have suffered a true famine while others would have been
completely spared and supplied through stable prices; a royal intervention would
have been requested, and almost certainly obtained, to ensure the supply of the
region's most affected. Owners of grain began to speculate by stockpiling grain
after liberalization. They also tend to buy in bulk in places with large harvests in
order to sell in areas with poor harvests where profits are higher, resulting in
significant price rises and shortages across the board, hurting more people faster.
Changes in grain and bread supplies had major consequences and were met with
chaos. This conflict was known as the "Flour War of 1775".
According to reports from individuals in charge of grain flow, there were
issues with the grain harvest, resulting in shortages and reduced grain supply. Grain
prices rose as well, making it difficult for some to afford. The news of a grain
shortage was regarded with suspicion, and increasing prices added to the frustration.
Opponents of the reform rioted and seized grain shipments when they arrived. They
offered what they felt was the “just price” for it. This demonstrated a way in which
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the people took some power back into their own hands. This practice was known as
“taxation populaire”, or popular taxation.
While there were documented efforts to deal with the grain shortage
problems, such as increasing shipments from foreign countries, beliefs that the
famine was intentionally orchestrated by Louis XVI, through the "Pacte de
Famine", emerged. Turgot repressed the riots and restored controls over the grain
market. The idea of free trade of grain was discredited and the economic
experiment distanced the masses from the government in Versailles. The Flour War
can be seen as a prelude to the French Revolution.
The cereal stores were depleted in the months leading up to the spring
harvest of 1775, and new crops had not yet arrived. Famine arose in this new
context in spring 1775: prior to Turgot's edict, each region faced its own shortages,
resulting in some regions suffering a true famine while others were completely
spared and supplied through stable prices; a royal intervention would have been
requested, and without a doubt obtained, to ensure the supply of the most affected
regions. With liberalization, grains may leave less-affected places to travel to the
worst-affected areas, resulting in major price rises and shortages across the board,
affecting more people faster.
The price of grain and of bread, which reached 30 sous, rose suddenly; an
intolerable burden on the poorest populations. There ensued major popular unrest at
markets and other flour distribution locations. Rumors spread against the "powergrabbers" and "monopolizes". This type of popular reaction against the merchants
was a constant in times of famine, but it took on an unusual depth.
Over 17 days, 180 conflicts would be listed from the Paris Basin; Jean
Nicolas notes 123 distinct riots. Cynthia Bouton turns up 313 occurrences,
sometimes interpreted as "anarchic movements", sometimes as the anticipation of
rural revolts. These demonstrations of the moral economy took three distinct forms.
Victims were typically businessmen or farmers, but, as Cynthia Bouton
shown, they were more frequently direct representatives of authority. The riots were
frequently directed against profiteer millers or parliament counsellors, as they were
on April 18 in Dijon. On April 27, the movement swept through the huge cultivated
plains, first West Burgundy, then Beauvais, then Beauce and Brie. On the 2nd and
3rd of May, the rebels gathered in front of Versailles, and the mob looted Paris'
bakeries. Because several slogans and lampoons implicated his court, Louis XVI
appeared worried. The damage was actually quite modest; the major objectives
were the wheat-carrying boats, which were sunk.
The rioters' targets were therefore those individuals who were free of
communal discipline: farmers and owners of large farms in the Paris Basin, and, to
a lesser extent, the bourgeoisie of the cities. Occasionally, noble landholders or
clerics, farmers who had status in the feudal system, for example Jacques-Pierre de
Hericourt, farmer of Cagny, in Brie, lord of Chesany.
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One of the first and most significant events of the French Revolution was
the Women's March on Versailles, also known as The October March, The October
Days, or simply The March on Versailles. On the morning of October 5, 1789,
women in Paris marketplaces were on the verge of rioting over the high price and
scarcity of bread. Their protests swiftly became entwined with those of
revolutionaries seeking liberal political reforms and a constitutional monarchy for
France. The market women and their sympathizers expanded into a throng of tens
of thousands.
The march was sparked by the hunger and despair of market women, but
what began as a search for bread quickly evolved into a much more ambitious
purpose. The rioters had previously been given access to the Hotel de Ville's vast
stocks, but they were still unsatisfied: they wanted not just one meal, but assurance
that bread would be plentiful and inexpensive once more. Famine was a genuine
and constant fear among the Third Estate's lower ranks, and tales of a "aristocrats'
scheme" to starve the poor were widespread and easily believed.
Simultaneously, even before the outcry created by the infamous banquet
spurred the political parts of the march, there was widespread dissatisfaction of the
retrograde sentiments prevalent in Court circles. Deeper planners in the crowd
conveyed the message that the king needed to fire all of his royal bodyguards and
replace them with patriotic National Guardsmen, a line of reasoning that resonated
strongly with Lafayette's soldiers.
These two popular aims crystallised around a third one, which was primarily
the concept of the revolutionaries: the king and his court, as well as the Assembly,
must all be relocated to Paris to live among the people. Only then would foreign
troops be evacuated, food be guaranteed, and France be led by a leader who was "in
connection with his own people." The plan drew people from many walks of life.
Even those who were unwittingly sympathetic of the monarchy (many of whom
were women) thought bringing home the good papa was a fine and reassuring
concept. For revolutionaries, the preservation of their recent legislation and the
creation of a constitution were paramount, and a lockdown of the king within
reformist Paris would provide the best possible environment for the Revolution to
succeed.
The mob took roughly six hours to journey from Paris to Versailles. They
brought along six cannons confiscated from the Hotel de Ville as part of their
impromptu arsenal. As they poured out of Paris in the autumn rain, they recruited
(or impressed into service) an increasing number of followers. They talked
excitedly about bringing the king back home in their unclear but always violent
poissard language. They spoke about the queen, Marie Antoinette, with less
fondness, and many did not hold back in asking for her execution.
Food riots have roots that go deeper than the short-term changes that come
with shortages. Rioters reacted to greater economic, social, and political changes
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that threatened and offended them by invoking long-standing commune rules.
Despite the existence of market relations in early modern Europe, it was commonly
assumed, especially among elites, that in times of food shortages, popular
subsistence requirements trumped property rights, and local needs trumped distant
ones.
Since the late Middle Ages, this "moral economy," or right to exist, had
been ingrained in the municipal and royal consumer safeguards that had engulfed
the production and distribution of grain and other goods. These regulatory policies
had served to mitigate some of the worst effects of widely fluctuating prices, to
supply markets emptied by hoarding and speculation, or to impede the departure of
grain to other markets, despite never being consistently implemented or entirely
successful in stabilising food prices and supply and sometimes vitiated by royal,
seigniorial, or guild privileges. These regulatory policies had served to mitigate
some of the worst effects of widely fluctuating prices, to supply markets emptied by
hoarding and speculation. They also showed political dedication and attention to
local welfare, owing to the fact that public order demanded that the people be
nourished.
Food riots became more common as food became more commercialised, as
the number of market-dependent consumers grew, and as states moved away from
paternalist supervision of provisioning and toward laissez-faire economics,
favouring producers and merchants over consumers, urban over rural demands, and
regional, national, and international markets over local markets. Governments and
their agents delved into local markets to feed swelling armies and politically
sensitive, hungry regions like capital cities, putting further strains on the
provisioning system. Food riots erupted when the tinder of national and
international economic and political factors collided with the spark of local
concerns. Consumers demanded that suppliers and authorities acknowledge and
serve popular needs by lowering prices, assuring supplies, and activating
emergency relief when prices rose or supplies dwindled while commercially
oriented grain producers, grain and flour merchants, millers, and liberalizing
authorities ignored traditional norms and practices.
The existence of communities capable of mobilisation and some sort of
trigger, such as skyrocketing prices, sudden market shortages, evidence of hoarding
or speculation at the expense of consumers, or the refusal of authorities to activate
crisis-related paternalist regulations and relief, all influenced the timing and
geography of rioting. Producing regions facing increasing demands on resources,
heavily frequented transit routes and junctions, and markets whose positions had
degraded at the time of the crisis all witnessed a quick shift in their ability to retain
or attract food for their consumers. Food rioting became the most common form of
popular protest in France after the mid-eighteenth century, and every province saw
some unrest. However, the most turbulent provinces in the early modern period—
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Île-de-France, Normandy, and Orléanais—were those most affected by large-scale
changes in the provisioning process, exacerbated by the imperious pull of the Paris
market.
Women and men both played important roles in food riots as members of
household economies, and most riots mobilized both. However, disparities in
regional dynamics and types of riots were reflected in the gender balance of crowds.
Women frequently led and participated in local market riots or adjacent sites, such
as bakeries and storage rooms, in France, for example. More men went further out
to lead and join masses marching through the countryside, demanding supplies from
one supplier after another. Even when men and women were present at the same
riot, they played separate roles at times.
Riots had become more organized and purposeful by the eighteenth century.
Market riots expanded in quantity, significance, and sophistication during the early
modern period, despite the fact that interceptions of grain shipments by locals for
their own consumption remained the most common form of rioting. Most notably,
rioters used the taxing popularize —forced sales at reduced, "fair," prices that they
set unilaterally — more frequently. Rioters used a combination of accurate
information about grain production and marketing (which helped them identify their
targets); paternalist procedures such as price-fixing, searches and requisitions, and
charitable distributions; and their personal histories of earlier food rioting to plan
their attacks. Indeed veritable riot traditions emerged in towns such as Caen,
France, where fourteen riots erupted between 1631 and 1789.
During the French Revolution, there was a lot of rioting in France and
overseas. Although rioting in England faded quickly after 1800, it persisted in
France and Germany during the first part of the nineteenth century. Its decline after
the mid-nineteenth century was due to improvements in distribution, the success of
relief and repression in alleviating hunger and reducing tensions, and the
transposition of provision politics to other realms: national assemblies, political
party platforms, and eventually the welfare state.
2.5

FOOD RIOTS IN ENGLAND

In 18th-century England, bread was a staple diet. Rye and wheat were the
primary grains used to make bread flour south of the River Trent, and oats were
used north of the river. In the 18th century, there were at least 12 significant
outbreaks of riots related to the availability of food. The last significant riots before
1766 were in 1756–1757, when food shipments and stores were looted. The cost of
wheat at this time stayed almost constant at £1 14 11d every 0.25 long
hundredweight (equal to $250 in 2021). (13 kg). Following the riots in 1757, the
government made an imperfect attempt to maintain prices reasonable by passing
statutes to control grain prices up until 1759. By prohibiting the export of grain
(which was lifted on March 25, 1759), as well as the use of maize and wheat in
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distilling, they also aimed to maintain the quantity of supply (lifted on 21 April
1760).
The first year after 1763 saw weak grain harvests, and prices started to rise
once more in 1764, reaching about £2 15s (about £392 in 2021) per 0.25 long
hundredweight (13 kg) by 1766. Once more, the government stepped in and
eliminated the duties on imported wheat and flour as well as the bounties it had paid
for wheat exports. The Esquilache Riots, which broke out in March 1766 in Madrid,
Spain, were partly brought on by high grain prices and market liberalisation.
Riots
The first significant exports of harvested grain in August were what started
the riots of 1766. More than 60 rioting episodes occurred nationwide over the
course of the next 12 weeks, and the Annual Register noted 30 riots in September
that were started by "the destitute; who have been driven to desperation and
madness, by the outrageous costs of all manner of provisions." About 131 instances
would be documented before the year's end. The 1766 riots demonstrated a shift
away from attacks on food shipments and businesses in urban areas and toward
marches on farms in rural areas, particularly those that were rumoured to be
engaged in the export trade. Rioters frequently shown restraint, although there were
also times when they attacked stores and warehouses and destroyed some mills'
equipment. While some of the riots degenerated into violence and property damage,
many of them began as attempts to persuade vendors to sell their goods for less
money. In 14 events, both steps were taken. Of the 131 reported riots, traders were
compelled to sell their goods at cheaper rates on 39 occasions and had their items
seized on 31 occasions. 46 of the riots had their origins in attempts to impose
market regulation laws.
In 1767, England saw yet another subpar harvest, which led to a flour
shortage. As a result of legislative action, barley, pulse, wheat, oats, and rye imports
are now permitted duty-free, while imports of corn are once again exempt from
duties. Harvests were better in 1768 and 1769, but low in 1770–74, and food riots
persisted every year until 1773, albeit on a much smaller scale. Despite wheat prices
soaring to £6 8s (£913 in 2021) per 0.25 long hundredweight (13 kg), riots in
England started to occur less frequently and in smaller areas by 1800.
In his 2016 book, Riots and Community Politics in England and Wales,
1790-1810, and in his 2010 book, The Politics of Provisions: Food Riots, Moral
Economy, and Market Transition in England, C. 1550-1850, University of
Tennessee professor John Bohstedt expands on the work of E.P. Thompson,
particularly his 1971 essay on the "moral economy," with more recent research in
the history of economics. The 1766 food riots were "very contained," according to
Bohstedt.

Odisha State Open University, Sambalpur

21

Although a reviewer of Walter Shelton's book believed those of 1756–1757
were almost probably on an equivalent level and possibly those of 1740, Shelton
(1973) deemed them the most serious of the 18th century.
2.6

LET US SUM UP

From sixteenth century until nineteenth century food riots became more
common in Europe. Consumers were against producers and merchants and both
sides sought protection and relief from authority. There was sharp reaction from
consumers to greater economic, social and political changes. Rising food prices,
acute food shortage, market fluctuation inflation, created a sense of anger and
despair among consumers and they resorted to path of violence for redressed of
their grievances. In France and England, thee erupted a number of food riots which
shook the fabric of society.
2.7

CHECK YOUR PROGRESS

1)

Analyse the historical background to food riots.
………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………
Trace the origin of food riots in France and England.
………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………

2)

3)

Write a note on food riots in France.
………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………

4)

Give an account of food riots in England.
………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………
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1.8

KEY WORDS

Flour war - A series of riots occurred in France due to acute food shortage.
Age of Enlightenment - Intellectual Age
Physiocrat - A member of 18th century French economist group who believed in
concept of agrarian economy.
1.9
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OBJECTIVES
After studying this chapter you will be able to:
 have a clear understanding of Luddite Movement, it’s historical
background, origin and course of movement
 have a clear picture of chartist movement
 understand the dynamics of working class movement and it’s
consequences

3.1

INTRODUCTION

Following the end of the French Wars, it became evident that England was
undergoing major social, economic, and political changes. The 'Condition of
England Question' became a collective term for these issues. Many of these issues
would have arisen eventually, but the consequences of the French Wars on the
country hastened the process. The French Wars were directly responsible for the
majority of the key developments. Others emerged as a result of natural growth and
change. In the years 1811-1819, a series of events reflected the sorrow and
unhappiness produced by these massive changes. The rise of Luddism was one of
them.
Odisha State Open University, Sambalpur

24

3.2

ORIGIN OF LUDDITE MOVEMENT

On March 11, 1811, several hundred framework knitters gathered in the
Nottingham marketplace, not far from Sherwood Forest, to protest their working
conditions. Having been dispersed by the constabulary and a troop of Dragoons,
they reassembled that evening in nearby Arnold, and broke some sixty stocking
frames. On November 10 of the same year, another mob gathered in Bulwell Forest,
under the command of someone styling himself “Ned Lud,” and the rapidly
growing Luddite movement would suffer its first fatality that night when John
Westley was shot dead during an attack on the premises of Edward Hollingsworth,
a local hosier.
3.3

UNDERSTANDING OF LUDDITE MOVEMENT

The term Luddite often refers to opponents of technological progress for its
own sake. At that time, however, Luddites were engaged in what Hobsbawm has
termed “collective bargaining by riot.” “In none of these cases . . . was there any
question of hostility to machines as such. Wrecking was simply a technique of trade
unionism” on the part of skilled textile workers whose living standards were being
eroded by new machinery. This new machinery was making it possible for
employers not just to produce cloth more efficiently, but to use cheaper unskilled
workers- women, and even children in the place of highly paid artisans. Not
surprisingly, skilled workers objected to this. Luddism emerged during what Galor
and Weil (2000) have termed the “post-Malthusian regime.” During this phase of
British economic history, technological change was enabling the economy to
gradually escape the Malthusian trap. However, living standards only rose slowly
during this period, as population grew at an accelerating rate. But by the late 19th
century, technological change was accelerating and living standards were growing
more rapidly. Much of this acceleration was due to a dramatic and well-documented
demographic transition, whereby fertility rates fell and educational standards rose.
Many new technologies were by then beginning to emerge which were skill-using
rather than skill-saving, for example in modern chemical and metallurgical
industries.
Luddites were men who adopted the name of a (possibly) legendary figure
named Ned Ludd, who was said to live in Sherwood Forest. The Luddites were
attempting to safeguard their livelihoods by smashing industrial equipment
designed for use in Yorkshire's West Riding, Nottinghamshire, Leicestershire, and
Derbyshire's textile industry. Luddites were also active in Lancashire. Stocking
frames and cropping frames, among other things, were smashed. There appears to
have been no political reason for the Luddite riots, and no national organization as
well. The men were simply assaulting what they viewed as the source of their
declining fortunes.
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3.4

REASONS BEHIND LUDDITE MOVEMENT

However, early outbreaks of Luddism occurred during the French Wars and
were seen by the government as clear evidence of disaffection. In 1812 the
government probably had reason to be fearful:
a)
a large part of the army was overseas, mainly in the Peninsular with
Wellington;
b)
the country was fighting not only the French but also the Americans
c)
England was experiencing the worst trade depression since the 1760s
and people were suffering great hardship. as evidenced by the
Sheffield riots of 1812
The only person who seems to have appreciated the problems faced by
ordinary people was the Earl Fitzwilliam, Lord Lieutenant of the West Riding of
Yorkshire. He said, 'outrage and conspiracy ... are the offspring of distress and
want of employment ... fostered and rendered formidable by nothing but they want
of trade'.
This was not the first time that England had experienced machine-breaking
incidents. The rejection of a bill to control the frame-knitting industry culminated in
the broken and thrown into the streets of 300 frames in 1779. By 1810, however,
the Orders in Council and a change in fashion had resulted in a decline in the level
of craftsmanship necessary in stocking manufacture, as well as a resultant
cheapening of the trade. Nottingham stocking knitters smashed the machines in an
attempt to frighten some masters who brought in the new machines.
The Luddites were talented artisans from Nottinghamshire, Yorkshire, and
Lancashire whose trade and communities were endangered by a combination of
machines and other methods imposed unilaterally by the Industrial Revolution's
aggressive new class of manufacturers.
The 'framework-knitters' or ‘stockingers' who produced hosiery using
stocking frames in Nottinghamshire, where the Luddite attacks began in November
1811, had a number of grievances, including wage cuts, the use of unapprenticed
youths for the same purpose, and the use of the new 'wide frames,' which produced
cheap, inferior quality goods. The fact that the stockingers opposed to the latter
because it was tarnishing their trade's image exemplifies the tension between
trained artisans and a free-market/industrial worldview. Pay were being eroded and
unskilled labour was being used, which clashed with the existing social contract'
between workers and masters, which stipulated 'customary' wages that had been
preserved by tradition for decades. Many of the lesser master hosiers backed the
stockingers requests, and some are said to have refused to disclose those they knew
were involved in the Luddite attacks to the authorities.
The croppers, highly trained finishers of woollenwoolen cloth who
commanded significantly higher rates than other labourers and were strongly
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organised, led the Luddites in Yorkshire. They have petitioned Parliament for the
past decade to enforce outdated legislation requiring apprenticeship and to ban 'gig
mills,' machinery built in the 16th century that could undertake some of the
croppers' work. But it was a more recent design, the despised shearing frame, that
posed the greatest threat to them, displacing them nearly totally during the next ten
years. Under pressure from manufacturers, Parliament abolished all previous
legislation in 1809, effectively eliminating the craftsmen' only legal and democratic
avenue for redressing their grievances.
Like the stockingers, the Lancashire cotton weavers and spinners were
mostly outworkers who made cloth on hand looms in their own homes and were
paid by the piece. For decades, their overall conditions and standing as artisans had
been deteriorating, partially due to a large influx of unapprenticed labourers into the
trade, many of whom had been pushed off the land by the Enclosures. The factory
system was worsening their downfall, with its massive mills and steam-powered
looms, long hours of perilous work, and cheaper cloth that undercut the cottage
weavers.
All of these groupings of artisans were fighting against the industrial
system's degradation of their trades, reducing them to factory 'hands.' They had
managed to maintain a modest and economical lifestyle for a long time, despite
being outworkers paid by the piece, by having their own independence and other
sources of livelihood, such as their own vegetable gardens, and a strong community
ethic of mutual aid. This world is romanticised at times, but it had already been
destroyed to a large measure by the Enclosures: their lives were undoubtedly far
from pleasant. But the strength with which they resisted the industrial system is a
measure of how much better it was compares to the harsh new world of factory
wage slavery.
In addition to the economic and technological changes which produced
Luddism, the period after 1789 was one in which the communities of the emerging
working-class were radicalized by the Revolution in France and the writings of
Tom Paine, etc. The strongholds of radicalism were Yorkshire, Nottinghamshire
and Lancashire where pro-Jacobin groups operated in secret. After the passage of
the Combination Acts of 1799 which banned all trade union organisations, these too
were forced underground, and the Luddite groups grew naturally from these two
roots.
Due to the wars with France, the cloth trades were devastated in the first
decade of the nineteenth century, and unemployment sometimes meant despair and
famine. In addition to the Luddite attacks, there were other food riots in the North
of England around this time, which were partly prompted by high food costs caused
by poor crops. Many petitions to Parliament in the years leading up to 1811,
requesting assistance for starving weaving and framework knitting communities,
were disregarded by Tory governments preoccupied with the then-new laissez-faire
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economic ideology. Thousands of people were willing to risk hanging or relocation
to Australia when the Luddite explosion occurred, demonstrating their desperation
and belief that they had nothing to lose. Those who argue that the Luddites should
have realised that machines will eventually bring progress and wealth should
consider what they would have done if they had been in the same predicament as
the Luddites.
3.5

PROGRESS OF THE MOVEMENT

In November 1811, the Luddite revolt began in Nottingham, and by early
1812, it had spread to Yorkshire and Lancashire. The masters were warned by the
Luddites to remove the frames from their premises. If the masters refused, the
Luddites smashed the machinery with enormous sledgehammers in midnight raids.
The commander of the Luddites, known as 'General Ludd' or 'King Ludd,' in whose
name their letters and proclamations were issued, was widely believed not to exist.
The name is claimed to come from Ned Ludd, an apprentice weaver who shattered a
loom in a fit of wrath at his employer after he was thrashed.
Machine breaking had occurred sporadically in disputes between workers
and owners many times before, but the Luddites were much more systematic and
organized. In Nottinghamshire, the Luddites played on the Robin Hood myth: as
one of their songs had it,
‘Chant no more your old rhymes about bold Robin Hood,
His feats I but little admire,
I will sing the Achievements of General Ludd
Now the Hero of Nottinghamshire’
The Luddites were a secret group that 'twist in' new members by
administering oaths of secrecy. These were extraordinarily effective in preventing
capture: despite saturating the Midlands and North of England with spies and more
troops than were fighting Napoleon in Spain at the time, the government only made
a few arrests of minor actors over the course of a year. Because all of Ludd's army
soldiers knew each other as fellow stockingers and croppers, spies were often
unsuccessful. Their success in eluding capture, which was decried in numerous
reports to the Home Office, was due to the overwhelming support of their
communities, who shared their misery and had banded together against the
manufacturers. Lord Byron, a Nottinghamshire landowner, mocked the efforts of
the troops:
‘Such marchings and countermarching!… and, when at length, the
detachments arrived at their destination, in all 'the pride, pomp, and circumstance of
glorious war,' they came just in time to witness the mischief which had been done,
and ascertain the escape of the perpetrators, to collect the . . . fragments of broken
frames, and return to their quarters amidst the derision of old women, and the
hooting of children.’
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Despite the fact that there were already numerous laws on the books
declaring the Luddites' acts criminal offences, the government approved the Frame
Breaking Act in February 1812, which specifically established the death sentence
for frame breaking. Lord Byron delivered his famous speech in support of the
Luddites during the Parliamentary deliberations on this bill. The Act, together with
the infusion of troops and spies, appears to have put an end to the attacks in
Nottinghamshire around this time, however this could be partly due to the fact that
there were fewer frames to break and that many of the hosiers had agreed to restore
salaries to previous levels.
In early February 1812, a warehouse of a company who employed power
looms in Manchester was burned down. The Lancashire Luddite attacks mostly
targeted major mills, with some occurring during the day as part of large-scale food
riots involving hundreds of people and occasionally including direct conflict with
soldiers. Several big mills in the Manchester and Stockport districts were burned
down, and up to 50 persons, including women, may have died as a result of the
incidents, which occurred between February and May 1812.
Cropper attacks began in January 1812 in the West Riding of Yorkshire, and
their midnight raids were particularly successful in damaging frames in smaller
workplaces and eluding capture. However, some of the larger mill owners, backed
by magistrates, were more adamant in their opposition. The most famous attempt,
on William Cartwright's Rawfolds Mill in April 1812, depicted in Charlotte Bront's
Shirley, was unsuccessful because Cartwright was aware of the Luddites' plans and
the troops he had stationed in the mill killed two of the Luddites. This event is
widely regarded as the pinnacle of Yorkshire Luddism. Following these killings,
and the indignation they sparked among the Luddites' sympathisers, the Luddites
turned to assassination for the first time. They failed to assassinate Cartwright, but
William Horsfall, another wealthy mill owner and vociferous anti-Luddite, was
killed. Luddite attacks on machinery decreased in the summer of 1812, and some
Luddites moved to nighttime raids on armouries in the hopes of mounting a
widespread armed insurgency. The authorities finally arrested George Mellor and
two others for the murder of Horsfall in October 1812. In January 1813, they and 14
others were all executed at York.
Thousands of frames had been destroyed by the end of the uprisings,
accounting for a large fraction of the overall number throughout England. Although
many say that the Luddites' effects were ineffective, it appears that many master
hosiers in Nottinghamshire were sufficiently terrified that broad frames were not
extensively employed for several years, and pay levels were significantly recovered.
Although brutal state force eventually overcame Luddism, it may have been the
closest Britain has gone to revolution since the 1640s. As previously said, it
occurred at the time it did due to the convergence of several variables, one of which
was the arrival of machines that displaced labour. The installation of the new freeOdisha State Open University, Sambalpur
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market/industrial regime, as well as the manufacturers' tearing up of the entire 18th
century social compact, are the other causes. The machines were chosen as targets
because they symbolised the authority of the new overlords, and they were arguably
the sharpest edge of the new system. The uprisings can be viewed as a final gasp of
the old system, a collective wail of opposition to the Industrial Revolution.
Although organised Luddism stopped in 1813, there were sporadic machinebreaking attacks over the next few years, and in the 1830s, the 'Captain Swing
Riots' in the South of England witnessed similar protests against threshing
machines. Other countries had less well-organized machine-breaking attacks, but
the Luddites were mostly forgotten for the rest of the 19th century and the first half
of the 20th century. Only in the 1950s, when the world was on the verge of a new
technological revolution, did publicists start using the term 'luddite' as a derogatory
epithet for anyone who voiced misgivings about, or did not quickly embrace, new
technology.
After the crushing of their revolt, the factory system, with all its horrors
could no longer be resisted and generations of working class men and women and
children were forced to work 12 hours or more per day for a pittance, their lives
running according to the rhythm of the machines, their deaths often caused by them.
Above all, the state's destruction of the Luddites established the concept that
manufacturers have the right to perpetually impose new technology without any
process of discussion, either with those who must operate it or with society as a
whole.
3.6

CHARTISM

Chartism was a mass movement that emerged in the political
disappointments and economic difficulties of the later 1830s and was active until
1848. The movement centered on the People's Charter (May 1838), which made six
demands. The movement grew as industrialization took hold. Artisanal trades were
increasingly subject to market pressures and mechanized competition. In fact,
Chartism provided the umbrella under which a wide cross-section of the working
population struggled to defend its status.
3.7

REASON BEHIND CHARTIST MOVEMENT

The Chartist movement was fueled by a variety of factors. There was a great
deal of discontent in England as a result of the agrarian and industrial revolutions.
The poor people were in a lot of pain. Their earnings were poor, and prices had
been purposefully kept high to benefit the landed elite. The poor had become
poorer, while the rich had become wealthier, widening the gap between them. The
Corn Laws were causing a lot of problems for the people. The Poor Law Reform
Act of 1834 added to the poor people's troubles by denying them access to outdoor
relief.
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Furthermore, the passage of the Reform Act of 1832 added to the workers'
dissatisfaction. Workers and middle-classes had both suffered as a result of
Parliamentary reform. They'd been imprisoned and forced to flee. They had gone
through a lot of difficulties. Unfortunately, the workers were completely ignored
when the Reform Act was passed. They were denied the ability to vote. This had to
be a terrible awakening for them. It's no surprise that they began lobbying for more
parliamentary reform. Unfortunately, the liberal ministry's response was not
sympathetic. In 1837, Lord Russell stated unequivocally that the Reform Act of
1832 was the last step that could be taken.
The discontented artisans and labourers formed themselves into leagues.
Under the leadership of Lovett and Feargus O'Connor, they drew up a programme
in which they put forward their
demands. They came to be known as the
"People's Charter."
1.8

DEMAND OF CHARTISTS

The Chartists demanded six things, viz., universal manhood suffrage, vote
by secret ballot, and payment of members of Parliament, annual Parliaments, equal
electoral districts and abolition of property qualifications for members of
Parliament.
1.9

CHARTIST ACTIVITIES

It should be emphasised that the Chartists were divided into two camps. One
faction favoured moral force, while the other favoured physical force. To begin
with, the Chartists had the upper hand because they believed in moral force.
However, because the nonviolent dissent had no effect on the government, those
Chartists who believed in using physical action gained the upper hand.
London, Birmingham, and Leeds were the three main centres of the Chartist
movement. The personalities of the city leaders mirrored the many goals of the
Chartist movement. The London Working-Association men's was established in
1836. Its goal was to use education and peaceful activism to promote political
reform. William Lovett (1800-1877), the group's head, represented the Chartists
who believed in using "moral force" to achieve their goals. Despite the fact that he
was imprisoned for his actions, he refused to consider using "physical force." The
London Democratic Association was founded in 1837 by supporters of physical
force.
The Birmingham Political Union was resurrected in Birmingham. It was
ruled by a middle-class clique led by Thomas Atwood, a local banker (1783-1855).
The latter was largely concerned with currency reform, which had a significant
impact on the population. Atwood, on the other hand, lost control of the movement
as it became increasingly radical.
In terms of Leeds. From the city, Feargus O'Connor (I784-1855) produced
his daily The Northern Star. He exhibited impressive oratory and performance
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abilities. He was a demagogue to the core. He was a proponent of the "physical
force" strategy, and he was hell-bent on having complete control over the
movement in order to further his own selfish goals. He infused the movement with
colour and energy. He entered Hudderfield "preceded by 15 banners and mottoes,
then Operatives sixteen abreast," according to legend.
In 1839, the Chartists presented a petition to Parliament which was rejected.
After that, an attempt was made at revolution at Newport, but that also failed and
die ring-leaders were transported for life.
In 1842, a general strike was proclaimed. Peel's Government arrest-several
hundred Chartists and trade union leaders. 500 of them were imprisoned. This
action really broke up Chartism.
When revolutions erupted across Europe in 1848, the Chartists in England
attempted to capitalise on the revolutionary spirit. Feargus O'Connor determined to
stage a massive protest. Another petition was created, and it was claimed that five
million people had signed it. Feargus O'Connor boasted that the petition would be
delivered to the House of Commons by half a million men. The procession was
forbidden by the government. As a result, the petition was delivered in a cab to the
House of Commons. It was discovered that it included less than two million
signatures, many of which were forgeries, when it was inspected. Some of the
supposed signatories' names were amusing, such as "Pug Nose," "Flat Nose," "No
Cheese," and so on. The Chartist movement was completely discredited as a result
of the investigation. The petition was denied by the government, and the marchers
were brutally suppressed by soldiers under Duke of Wellington's leadership. One
among those who assisted in the suppression of the demonstrators was Louis
Napoleon.
3.10

REASONS FOR FAILURE OF CHARTIST MOVEMENT

(i) The Chartist movement failed for a variety of reasons. "Chartism failed
not because its goals were foolish, but because the means its leaders used were
revolutionary," as has been correctly stated. Furthermore, the Chartists lacked
strong leaders. The leaders were unable to motivate the populace. The initiative also
failed due to a misdiagnosis of the ailment. People were having social and
economic problems, but the solution proposed was political. It was doomed to fail
under the conditions. The Chartist movement's supporters were discredited when
the fraudulent signatures on the petition were discovered. There was no moral force
behind it. The Chartists' demands were premature, and as a result, they were unable
to gain national support.
According to Gregg, "The Chartist movement foiled first because it was'
largely the reactionary movement of an economically superseded and politically
powerless class. True, neither the members of the London Working Men's
Association nor the Birmingham currency reformers were of this class, but the full
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strength of Chartism lay, not in Birmingham or the South, but in the North, among
the hand-loom Weavers and stockingers, whose only hope seemed to lie in
passionate denial of the industrial system. Among them Chartism became a mass
movement at once reactionary in aim and revolutionary in spirit and tactics. But
capitalist industry was far too strongly entrenched to be turned back by negation,
however strongly expressed. A reversal of development, such as the hand-workers
wished to achieve, was impossible.
(ii) The way Chartism rose and waned with industrial fluctuations—even
with the price of corn is a second and related cause for the movement's downfall.
The years of Chartism's pinnacle achievements, 1839, 1842, and 1848, were also
years of industrial downturn and high maize prices. Trade recovered at the end of
the 1940s, and Britain enjoyed a period of prosperity that lasted until the 1970s.
Wages increased, and unemployment decreased. Workers used Friendly Societies,
savings institutions, Cooperative Societies, and even railway investments to save
and invest consistently. They benefited from the widespread affluence, which was
enough to silence them.
The miners began to turn to industrial and legal action in the forties, while
the textile workers won not only increased wages, but improved conditions by
means of the Factory Acts. The handloom weavers themselves were absorbed into
the expanding industry, declining from about half a million in 1838 to 50,000 in
1848, while die immigration of the turbident Irish declined sharply. The new
generation became, not hand-workers like their parents of 1839, but railway navies
or factory hands. The peeling off of these three sections of working-class
discontent—miners, textile workers, and hand-workers—deprived that Chartist
movement of most of its backing. The irony of the situation was that the movement
should finally have been broken by the two complete acceptance by the workers of
industrialism.
(iii) The lack of a cohesive objective was the third cause for Chartism's
failure. The Charter was all-encompassing, but it went too far. Its supporters were
bitterly divided, and the Charter could only act as a bridging document.
(iv) Fourthly, Chartism lacked strong, agreed leadership. It was impossible
to combine Lovett, O'Connor, O'Frien, Sturge, Stephens, Harney, Vincent, Cooper
into one effective team. Temperaments clashed, tactics differed, aims conflicted.
The movement was consequently split up by local loyalties, and had no centralized
leadership.
(v) Fifthly, Chartism failed because it had opposed to it the might of the
middle classes—"the leading poachers" who, since 1832, had "turned
gamekeepers." The temporary alliance of Attwood and his followers with Chartism
had been on ground of expediency, and was abandoned when it was apparent that
the direction of die movement lay outside their control. The humanitarian
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'Sturgeites' of the Complete Suffrage movement were dismayed when their
organization was captured by Chartists, and they too faded from the picture.
"The first Chartist Convention met on the same day as the first Anti-Corn
Law League Conference, and the Corn Law repeal campaign continued to its
triumphant conclusion in 1846, in stark contrast to Chartism in terms of the riches
behind its organisation and its success." For eight years, the middle classes' energies
were consumed by this discontent. Despite the momentary prominence of particular
actions of Chartism, it was the staging of the final act of the drama of landowners vs
industrialists that took centre stage.
The middle-class industrialists gained political and economic influence, but
as Macaulay correctly observed, each step in their upward fight made the likelihood
of working-class victory more remote. Once there, the policy of the middle class
was not to help another class gain power, but rather to solidify its position through
alliances with landowners and present an unbroken front to the forces of change.
(vi) The fact that neither the trade unions nor the Owenites supported
Chartism is the sixth reason for the movement's downfall. The primary goal of the
trade-union campaign was to improve working conditions. Chartism was, at its
core, a revolution against industrialism. As a result, the two movements were
essentially opposed to one another. There were, of course, many workers who
backed the 1834 trade-union onslaught and later converted to Chartism, as well as
those who, like Lovett, were both cooperators and Chartists. The heart of the trade
union and cooperative movements, on the other hand, remained outside of the
Chartist movement. The Chartist movement was also not a socialist movement.
Owen was not a Chartist, despite being the best Socialist of his day. The Chartist
leader, O'Connor, was not a socialist. The achievement of the six points of the
Charter would have preceded any socialist experiment. The sole Socialist thinkers
in the movement were O'Brien and later, Harvey and Jones. Despite being a
socialist at heart, Lovett accepted and planned within the capitalist system.
3.11

CONSEQUENCES OF CHARTIST MOVEMENT

Although the Chartist movement collapsed, the majority of its goals were
eventually met. Only in the instance of yearly Parliaments has ever been an
exception. Annual Parliaments have been discovered to be neither feasible nor
desirable. The other five demands have all been fulfilled. Not only has universal
manhood suffrage been achieved, but also universal adult suffrage. Acts of 1867,
1884, 1918, and 1928 were passed in England. The 1872 Ballot Act created secret
ballot voting. Members of Parliament were no longer required to have property
qualifications in 1885. The Act of 1885 established equal electoral districts.
Members of Parliament were paid according to the Parliament Act of 1911.
The Chartist movement had many unintended consequences, which cannot
be ignored. The literature of the time attempted to represent the plight of the
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impoverished. Finally, steps were done to better their situation. Poor Laws
administration has been improved. The Corn Laws were removed in order to
provide people with cheaper food. Factory Acts were enacted to enhance the
working conditions of factory workers. Contemporary writers were impacted by the
Chartist movement. This movement had a huge impact on J. S. Mill. The
democratic movement in the country was given a huge boost. Disraeli championed
the cause of the exploited workers.
According to David Thomson, "Although its chief aims were political and
constitutional reforms, its roots lay in social and economic distress. It accepted the
characteristic liberal doctrine that political reforms precede and determine social
and economic improvement, and that universal suffrage would herald a new dawn
of democratic society. But its periods of greatest activity coincide with periods of
depression and distress, just as its intermissions and decline coincide with periods
of reviving prosperity. The rise and fall of Chartism were a barometer of industrial
and agricultural distress in England.
“Its failure as a political movement was more apparent than real. Five of the
six points were fully incorporated in due course into the working constitution of
England by 1918. It drew the attention of all classes to the 'condition of England
question, and that attention was never subsequently lost. John Stuart Mill's Political
Economy, which appeared in 1848, showed how far radicalism was moving towards
socialism. Distinguished literary men and women so concertedly turned their
attention to social evils that the middle of the century saw a new era of 'social'
literature. Thomas Hood's Song of the Shirt, Mrs. Browning's Cry of the Children,
Mrs. Gaskell's Mary Marton, Charles Kingsley's Yeast and Alton Locke,. Thomas
Carlyle's Chartism and Past and Present are all literary by-products of the Chartist
commotion. A group of Christian Socialists, led by Charles Kingsley, F. D.
Maurice, Thomas Hughes, and J M. Ludlow, began to exert a strong influence on
Anglican thought. And Disraeli, whose novels Sybil and Conings by were directly
prompted by his interest in social evils Exposed by die agitation, was led to found
the Tory Radical movement of 'Young England' which claimed an alliance between
workers and aristocracy against the new commercial middle classes. By these
channels a new and healthier wind blew through the community, a new national
consciousness and social conscience about the ills of industrial England were
begun, and the whole commotion severely shook the hardening complacency of the
Victorian era. In these ways Chartism, routed in 1848, left a deep and permanent
mark on English history. It was the first widespread and sustained effort of
working-class self-help; it was directed to the cause of parliamentary democracy
and constitutional reform; .and the impetus it gave to eventual political reform on
one hand and to trade union organisation on the other was never wasted. All these
three facts about it give it lasting importance."
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3.12

LET US SUM UP

Luddite movement in first half of later century was a worker’s protest
movement against the living condition of workers in new era of industrialization. It
was the result of factory workers’ sharp reaction to technological changes due to
large number of factory workers became unemployed and these unemployed
workers destroyed machines with big hammer. But the movement ultimately failed.
The Chartist Movement was an articulation of new classes for political rights and
political reforms including right of suffrage, secret ballots etc. Like Luddites the
movement also failed but with far reaching effects.
3.13

CHECK YOUR PROGRESS

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

What is Luddite Movement?
What was the aim of Luddites?
What is Chartism?
What was the Chartist demand?
Why the Chartist Movement failed?

3.14

KEY WORDS

Luddite Movement - A working class movement of 18th century in England.
Ware house - Store house
Chartist Movement - A mass movement that emerged in England in 1830s and
was active until 1848. The movement centred on the peoples’
charter which made six demands.
3.15
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OBJECTIVES

After going through the chapter you will be able to learn the concept of socialism
 understand the factors that gave rise to the growth of socialistic ideas in
Europe
 understand political thinkings of Early Christian Socialists
 know about the contribution of Karl Marx to Social and Political Theory
4.1

INTRODUCTION

The term "socialism" is now synonymous with a Marxist interpretation of
human society. On the other hand, was the most elastic of terms when it was first
employed in England (1835). Socialism was defined as an endeavour to bring
greater equality to social situations in the hopes that, over time, such equality would
become a reality in some form. The conviction in the notion of human association
for the mutual benefit of all, as opposed to competition and free enterprise, can be
added to this definition. As a result, socialism was ascribed to Frenchmen like as
Saint-Simon and Blanqui, as well as Englishmen such as Robert Owen. The preMarxian use of the term "socialism" encompassed a long-standing desire for and
reasoning about social equality, about which we know far too little. Long before
Marx, the lower classes had experienced a social dynamic that occasionally resulted
in declarations of class equality.
In the sixteenth century this social dynamic found expression in the thought
of Thomas Muentzer or in the Muenster experiment in equality. In the seventeenth
century many Puritan radicals embraced these ideas in the English revolution.

Odisha State Open University, Sambalpur

37

It's tough to pin down what socialism is. The reason is self-evident. Many
people have presented their own definitions of socialism, each from a different
perspective. Each has attempted to highlight a different facet. Socialism has been
compared to a medicine that must adapt to the patient's temperament and the kind of
the ailment he is suffering from. Dr. Schadwell says : "Socialism is the most
complicated, many-sided and confused question that ever plagued the minds of
men.” Ramsay Muir says: "Socialism is a chameleon-like creed. It changes its
colour according to its environment. For the street corner and the club room, it
wears the flaming scarlet of class war; for the intellectuals it is red shot with tawny;
for the sentimentalists, it becomes a delicate rose pink, and in clerical circles it
assumes a virgin-white,, just touched with a faint flush of generous aspiration.”
Joad says that socialism is like a hat that has lost its shape because everybody wears
it.
4.2

ESSENTIALS OF SOCIALISM

(1) There are certain essentials of socialism to which reference can be made.
(1) Socialism puts more emphasis on society than on individuals. It subordinates the
individual interests to the higher interests of the society as a whole. According to'
Roscher, "Socialism stands for those tendencies which demand a greater regard for
the common weal than agrees with human nature."
(2) Socialism aims at the elimination of capitalism. Capitalism and
entrepreneurs are considered to be the natural enemies of the working classes. As
the State is the guardian of the masses and the repository of (lie interests of all, it
must protect the people from the tyranny of capitalism and that can be done only by
destroying it root and branch,
(3) Socialism stands for the elimination of competition. It is pointed out that
under the present system of competition there is too much of economic waste.
Moreover, there is no fair competition between the rich unci the poor on account of
the existing economic inequality. The labourer must sell his labour because if he
does not do so, he is bound to starve. The danger of starvation forces him to accept
whatever is offered to him by the capitalist.
(4) Socialism stands for equality. The socialists condemn the inequality
created by the present capitalist system. According to Laveleye, "Every socialistic
docrine aims at introducing greater equality into social conditions. Socialism is an
equalizer and leveller."
(5) Socialism stands for the abolition of private property in land. It is
pointed out that land is a free gift of nature and it is no business of any individual to
use it for his personal and selfish purpose.
(6) Socialism stands for the elimination of private enterprise. With the
abolition of capitalism, private enterprise is also to be abolished. All factors of
production are to be put under the control of the State. In other words, socialism
stands for the nationalization or socialization of all the factors of production. In
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short, socialism stands for the subordination of the individual interests to the higher
interests of the society as a whole. It stands for justice, fairplay and liberty. It aims
at adding to the sum-total of social welfare.
Early Christian Socialists followed a reformist path. They didn't want to
upend existing social structures, but they did want to see more social justice for the
victims of the Industrial Revolution. Unlike the Liberals, they recognised that the
working class' lot did not improve automatically, and that rising up the social ladder
required more than just strength of character. Christian Socialists aspired to a higher
level of equality, which they saw as resulting from a reinvigorated religious
foundation. This movement was typified by Charles Kingsley.
The Tailor's Association was created by Kingsley, a supporter of a liberal
morality and a believer in a class "society." Kingsley was enraged by the sweatshop
circumstances among tailors, which he described as a state of "everlasting darkness
and despair," and identified the roots of such oppression in free competition and the
reckless chase of profits. The Christian concept of human brotherhood required the
tailors to band together and compete on the open market as a group. Workers might
produce and sell for their own gain in this way.
The example of the tailors was followed by the weavers, and indeed it
became the concrete program of the Christian Socialists. They even succeeded in
getting such associations legalized. Nevertheless, as far as the Christian Socialists
were concerned, in the end they proved a failure. The figure of Robert Owen (17711858) became important in its further development.
4.3

EARLY CHRISTIAN SOCIALISTS

Robert Owen (1771-1858). Robert Owen is known as the "founder of British
socialism," Robert Owen, has been dubbed. He aided the development of cooperative groups and the labour movement. He was really concerned about the wellbeing of workers. His name is linked to all social reform campaigns in England, as
well as every legislation that benefits the working class.
Owen, a wealthy businessman and philanthropist, gradually grew to believe
in the need for a socialist society. He had submitted a report to the House of
Commons in 1817 advocating the notion of society as a cure for pauperism. He
built apparently self-sufficient cooperative companies in which all techniques of
production were held in common, starting with his own mills in New Lanark and
concluding in New Harmony, Indiana. Owen expanded the Christian Socialists'
cooperative scheme into a concept for entirely self-sufficient cooperative
communities.
Owen was a flop in both England and America. It was impossible to
maintain a good society with merely isolated groups. Finally, he decided to commit
his life to the labour movement as a whole. In 1834, he attempted to mobilise a
nationwide strike through his "Grand National Consolidated Trade Union." He
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appeared to have learned from his mistakes. Owen developed the concept of
cooperation into a societal framework that encompassed morality but did not have a
Christian foundation.
Auguste Comte (1798-1857) developed his positivism in France, and this
inspired French socialism in a way that was considerably different from English
socialism. As a result, early French Socialists such as Saint-Simon and Proudhon
believed in the potential of a social science founded on undeniable facts that created
universal rules that applied to everyone and everything. These Socialists acted on
the basis of such positivistic laws rather than the primary basis of a moral
worldview.
The count of Saint-Simon (1760-1825) became a socialist after becoming
aware of the country's issues. She was slipping behind in terms of industrialization,
and the depressions of 1816 and 1825 only confirmed his suspicions. The
fundamental problem, according to Saint-Simon, was too much individuality and
too little social order, not that industrial civilization was bad—in fact, it was the
pinnacle of history. Saint-Simon felt that humanity had progressed through history
in phases. The ultimate and highest level of industrial civilization was now forming.
For this time of history, the highest, exactly because it allowed the realisation of a
social theory created from these facts, this society could be controlled for the
advantage of all via an understanding of its underlying social and material events.
Truth, according to Saint-Simon, was founded on certainties that might be built into
a science of society. In other words, society might be influenced in the same
manner that scientists affected nature, and universally applicable general principles
would arise as a result.
This was a significant statement. From a similar argument, Auguste Comte
argued that anything that existed had to be accepted, because the laws of society
made whatever exists inevitable. However, Saint-Simon connected such notions to
a progress theory and the progression of history. France needs to advance into the
industrial era. How was this going to be accomplished? Through association, but
also through the industrial manager, a new governing elite. He didn't just want to
change the class structure; he wanted to create a new society that would be run by
the elite for the benefit of all. The state, as well as the existing class structure,
would be obliterated. Government, according to Saint-Simon, was an anachronism
in industrial society. France would be slightly inconvenienced if she lost her royal
family and all of her state officials, but if her industrial leaders were swept away,
she would decay and revert to a more savage period of history.
According to his view of society, no state was required, simply a class of
industrial managers who would guide industrial society forward by applying
general principles of society. Private enterprise would become extinct. People
would have control over and experience the benefits of industrialism under such
leadership. It has been suggested that Saint-state Simon's was a forerunner to
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today's authoritarian regime. His elite's positivistic foundation made truth
something certain and therefore coercive. In this situation, the industrial managers
appeared to be in charge.
Charles Fourier
Charles Fourier was the second important French socialist thinker (17721837). Unlike Saint-Simon, he attempted to combine the notion of association with
freedom. Fourier's thesis was not founded on positivism or history, but rather on a
notion of human nature. His theory did not entail social manipulation. Instead, it
focused on the concept of association. The universe worked on the principle of
mutual attraction. Hadn't Newton found that the world was ruled by the law of
attraction? As a result, this must be God's will. Whatever was wrong with society
was due to God's will being thwarted. From this Fourier drew a conclusion which
Friedrich Engels was to call 'liberating"—there must be a clean break with the past.
All societal arrangements must be started afresh.
His belief was that the cosmos was regulated by certain principles that
needed to be found and applied to social life in order for happiness and prosperity to
be achieved. He advocated for social harmony. Each person was to do the work that
he enjoyed the best. He had a proclivity towards anarchy. He opposed the
abolishment of private property and inheritance.
Proudhon (1809-65) is generally known as the "father of anarchism." He
was a violent critic of communism. To quote him, "Property is die exploitation of
the weak by the strong. Communism is the exploitation of the strong by the weak."
Proudhon regarded communism as something incompatible with family. It is the
religion of misery. Communism means privation everywhere and always. Proudhon
was the author of What is Property, Philosophy of Poverty, The Solution of the
Social Problem, etc.
Fourier's vision of development did not include history as a continuous web.
A respite was required so that God's work would no longer be hampered. Fourier
added a notion about human passions to his attraction theory. Rousseau believed
that man's social passions might bring all men's passions and acts together in a
constructive pattern. As a result, these passions must be freed; yet, this could only
be accomplished in a new society based on the idea of association.
In the direction of Saint-Simon, Proudhon set out. He, too, used positivist
principles and linked them to ethics. The discovery of the principles of society was
crucial to ethical progress: "a science, absolute and rigorous, based on the nature of
man and his abilities, and their mutual interactions; a science we do not have to
invent but to discover." Man would have the greatest amount of freedom once these
rules were found, and the tyrannical state that denied justice would be rendered
obsolete. Society would take care of itself. Proudhon's views contrasted sharply
with Saint- Simon's, emphasising the importance of justice and liberty in a free
society. His famous paradox of anarchy: the free growth of civilization arose from
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this. Government would be abolished as a consequence of man's ethical progress as
a result of discovering society's laws. The state would not, as in Saint-case, Simon's
melt into an industrial management; instead, it would completely evaporate.
Proudhon's ethical compulsion was central to his personality.
He was to be chastised for this by Karl Marx in particular. Proudhon's
Poverty of Philosophy (1846) noted that he began his study with abstract ideas like
as justice and equality, rather than with actuality. Proudhon made an erroneous
distinction between economic and political transformation; any social reform must
be accompanied by political change.
According to Marx, the Frenchman never grasped the historical dialectic and
hence remained a petty bourgeois. Proudhon's ethical philosophy was based on a
deterministic social science. Because it was an unalterable, universal, and
ascertainable truth, this science could not be based on history. Man's ultimate
independence was dependent on such discoveries, but even more so on the freedom
that such discoveries provided for man's ethical evolution. In matters of human
nature, Proudhon was an optimist: remove government oppression and private
property, and man will organize his existence around the absolute truths of justice,
liberty, and equality.
Marx had reason to write against Proudhon because his anarchism was a
strong adversary. There was only ever one anarchist commune, and it was among
the watchmakers in the Jura Mountains. Unlike the other French Socialists,
Proudhon's concept was not based on a pre-existing utopia. Workers regarded it as a
clear road to total liberation from oppression. "Marxism triumphed, but not
everywhere," said Mikhail Bakunin (1814-76), who led the Workers' Internationals
near the end of the century. In the unindustrialized countries of Europe, Russia,
Spain, and Italy, where oppression was especially heavy, anarchism became an
important movement.
Louis August Blanqui (1805-81) was perhaps the first to regard violent
social change as an art, a profession, and a social science, rather than just an
inevitable and transitory phenomena. Throughout his lengthy life, he dedicated
himself to the formation of covert revolutionary conspiracies against every regime
in power, and he attempted to capture power numerous times. Indeed, when he
wasn't plotting coups d'états and conspiracies, he was incarcerated for the same
crimes. To many, he became a living emblem of the long struggle for socialism's
fulfilment.
Blanqui's viewpoint was shaped by two French traditions: Enlightenment
materialism and the communist aspect of the Jacobin revolution's political
involvement and egalitarianism. He was a staunch atheist who believed that the
abolition of religion was a precondition for the establishment of any socialist
society. Science would reveal the truth, and he agreed with other Socialists of his
time on this point. Indeed, even before Marx labelled his socialism "scientific,"
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scientific positivism had a significant influence on it. However, Blanqui's
materialism was moderated, and his emphasis on the power of ideas was partly
contradicted, by his emphasis on the power of ideas. Institutions were dependent
upon the intelligence and sophistication of the masses; therefore the masses, at
present completely ignorant, would have to be educated before they could
participate in any socialist society. This could not Jake place before the revolution
had succeeded.
According to Alan Spitzer, Blanqui displayed a commitment to substantial
economic and social change through the brutal triumph of the proletariat in the class
struggle at every stage of his life. However, because the proletariat would stay
uninformed until the revolution was successful, they could not participate in its
inception. The revolution could only be launched by conspiratorial cadres selected
from the vanguard of all classes. Blanqui was an outspoken opponent of the
parliamentary majority system, claiming that the oppressed had a slave mentality
and were thus easy prey for the reaction. Because the people had taken the lead in
revolutions, the bourgeoisie had been able to reclaim power in every case.
Conspiracy was of the essence in preparing and in initiating the revolution.
Blanqui's entire thought centered upon revolution. It was useless to work
within present society; the goal must always be an immediate coup de force. Thus,
he was totally uninterested in committing his organizations to a struggle for the
improvement of the proletariat's condition. Concern for wages and hours was of
little account before the immediacy and necessity of revolution. Not without reason
was Blanqui known as the "living symbol of revolutionary action." He was a realist,
however; Spitzer believes that he formulated what was perhaps the first socialist
Realpolitik: "he who has arms has bread." What a contrast with Saint-Simon who
waited for an enlightened industrial manager to finance his socialist schemes.
Blanqui planned every one of his coups in great detail, eagerly exploiting the
weaknesses of the existing state; the correct timing of the revolution became almost
an obsession with him.
Bakunin (1814-76) was a Russian anarchist. Under the inspiration of Marx
and Engels, he joined the International. He categorically condemned all forms of
political control. Even the greatest democratic measures, he believed, could not
modify the state's inherent character, which had a depressing effect on the people.
God and the State was his first book.
Kropotkin (1842-1921) was born in a noble family in Russia but spent most
of his life outside his country. He took part in the Nihilist movement. He was the
author of The Conquest of Bread, 'Anarchism. : its Philosophy and Ideal', Modern
Science and Anarchism, etc.
The French Revolt of 1848 represents a watershed moment in both the
history of socialism and the formation of nationalism, because the revolution
against liberalism began as a socialist movement before falling into the arms of
Odisha State Open University, Sambalpur

43

Louis Napoleon. This period of the revolution was influenced by the socialist Louis
Blanc (1811-82). Though they shared Blanqui's realism, his opinions differed in one
essential way from those of most other Socialists. Blanc believed that it was the
state, not industry managers, who would lead to social reconstruction. Political
power could not be ignored; it had to be on socialist's side."
4.4

MARXIAN SOCIALISM

Marx is credited with co-founding a "scientific socialism ill n workingmen's
movement" with Engels. Karl Marx is credited with founding communism, which
we define as a theory of history based on a materialistic vision of human progress.
He is hailed alongside Lenin and Stalin as the prophet of a new gospel founded on
the ideology of class strife and revolt, rather than brotherly love.
Early Career of Karl Marx
Karl Heinrich Marx (1818–1831) was the last of the Western intellectual
tradition's great critics. His views had a profound impact on every part of human
endeavour, and they revolutionised the study of history and civilization. By
establishing a relationship between economic and intellectual life, they greatly
influenced anthropology, the arts, cultural studies, history, law, literature,
philosophy, political economy, political theory, and sociology. Marx revolutionised
the methodology of the social sciences by proposing a philosophy of praxis, or the
union of idea and action. He was "a brilliant agitator and polemicist, a profound
economist, a great sociologist, an incomparable historian. Marx was the first thinker
to bring together the various strands of socialist thought into both a coherent world
view and an impassioned doctrine of struggle"
Marx was born on March 5, 1818, into a Jewish family in the mostly
Catholic Rhineland city of Trier. Heinrich's father, Marx Levi's son, was a rabbi in
Trier. Marx was a shortened form of Mordechai, which was later altered to Markus.
The paternal side of the family had a long line of notable ancestors. Heinrich's
father was a well-known attorney. Lion Philips, his uncle, was a wealthy
businessman who went on to build the Philips Electric Company. Heinrich became
a Lutheran in 1817, however he did not discard his previous beliefs. His wife
Henriette converted herself in 1825. Karl converted himself in 1824. Perhaps it was
the consciousness of his Jewish background that heightened his awareness about
"his sense of marginality, his ambivalence toward society, and eventually of his
conflicting qualities—thinker and prophet, scientist and moralist".
In 1835, Marx studied law at the University of Bonn, and in 1836, he
studied law at the University of Berlin. Under the influence of the emerging
Hegelians, he shifted his major to philosophy. In 1841, he earned his PhD in
philosophy. The ascension of Wilhelm IV in 1840 effectively ended Marx's
academic career chances. In 1843, Marx married Jenny, the daughter of Baron
Ludwig von Westphalen, who had been his spiritual adviser since boyhood. After a
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seven-year romance, Jenny (six years Marx's senior) and Marx married. They had a
hard but happy existence together, however Jenny was rumoured to have noted that
Marx could have gained money instead of authoring the Capital.
Marx published radical periodicals in the Rhineland, Belgium, and France
from 1842 until 1848. He became the liberal Rheinische Zeitung's editor, a position
he held until 1843. He grew interested in the working-class struggle and political
economy while in Paris in 1844. Marx and Engels began work on the German
Ideology about this period (1847).
Marx and Engels were instrumental in the creation of the Communist
League in 1848, which lasted until 1850. Marx was exiled from Prussian territory in
1848, forcing him to relocate to London, where he remained until his death. From
1850 to 1860, he worked and studied in the British Museum. Marx did not speak to
peasants, labourers, or landowners, according to the facts. Despite the fact that he
wrote about industrial and financial processes, he only knew two people who had
anything to do with them: his uncle Philips and his buddy Engels. He was only able
to maintain a consistent income because he wrote for the New York Tribune, which
paid him one pound for each storey he published. Engels provided him with
financial assistance. He experienced a life of poverty, which he attributed to
financial mismanagement. Three of his six children perished as a result of poverty.
His own health was deteriorating. Jenny passed away in 1881. By editing Marx's
papers and preparing them for publication, she was tremendously helpful. On
March 14, 1883, Karl Marx passed away. He was laid to rest in London's High gate
Cemetery. In Britain, his death remained ignored. The London correspondent in
Paris was the one who broke the news of his death, which was covered by the
London Times.
Influence of Karl Marx
Despite the fact that Marx is considered as the father of socialism, the seeds
of socialist ideology were sowed long before his time. Many of Marx's essential
economic concepts, on the other hand, may be found in works by William
Thompson, Thomas Hodgskin, John Gray, John Francis Bray, and other British
writers from several decades earlier. These men laid out in detail "the doctrine that
wage-workers in fields, factories, and mines are the true producers of wealth, the
majority of which is taken away from them unjustly by employers, traders, and
other non-producers; and they proposed collectivist schemes—a state monopoly of
marketing and banking services, a currency system based on time unit of labour,
voluntary co-operative societies—in order to either ensure an exchange of goods on
the basis of quantities or to ensure an exchange of goods
A centrally planned economy, equal income, production for use and
common good rather than profit, common ownership of property, and moral
indignation at inequities and injustices between the owning and non-propertied
classes were some of the ideals espoused by the early Socialists. Capitalism was
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viewed as a wasteful and inefficient system that resulted in poverty, unemployment,
and degradation. Capitalism was bad because it split society into classes. It turned
people into greedy, acquisitive, and ruthlessly competitive creatures who had lost
touch with their inherent inclinations of compassion, empathy, and unity. Their
critique of capitalism was pragmatic as well as moral.
Marx echoed many, if not all, of these concepts, with the exception that he
demonstrated that capitalism's demise was unavoidable due to specific
repercussions. On the other hand, the early Socialists attempted to effect the needed
reforms by appealing to feelings of human brotherhood and solidarity. They were
unable to picture the mechanics of transforming capitalism since they were writing
at a period when it was too early to predict the trajectory of capitalism's growth.
Their brilliance rested in the fact that they did not dwell on a bygone era of precapitalism, but rather recognized that there was no going back in time. Rather, they
decided to humanize today's reality.
In his theoretical construct, Marx inherited and merged three legacies:
German philosophy, French political thinking, and English economics. He
borrowed the Hegelian method of dialectics from the German intellectual heritage
and applied it to the empirical world. He supported the idea that cataclysmic change
spurred by a "messianic" idea was not only desired, but also attainable, based on the
French Revolutionary heritage. In the nineteenth century, he used his strategy to
bring about large-scale reforms in the industrialized capitalist economy, of which
England was the classic paradigm. To comprehend the mechanics of capitalism and
the Industrial Revolution, he turned to the writings of English classical economists.
He felt that historical movement was governed by laws comparable to those that
govern the natural world. He mentioned the "natural rules of capitalist production"
in the preface of Capital (1861-1879). His research focused on England, which at
the time was the most developed society in the world. The goal of his concentration
was to pave the way for other societies to follow.
Philosophy of Karl Marx
Marx was a philosopher, a social scientist, and a revolutionary due to his
emphasis on action and revolution. Despite the fact that he utilised Hegelian
notions, he offered them quite different interpretations. Marx's critique of Hegelian
idealism and the materialist interpretation of history, which is at the heart of
Marxism, crystallised in his early adult writings. The genesis of Marxist theory can
be found in his early writings (poems to Jenny von Westphalen and his PhD thesis
The Difference between the Democritean and Epicurean Philosophies of Nature
(1839—1841)). Although he acknowledged Hegel as a "Giant thinker," his poetry
and PhD thesis demonstrated his discontent with German (and, in particular,
Hegelian) idealism, yet he continued to follow Hegel's thought in many ways.
Karl Marx's message is a revolutionary appeal to the working class: "The
only thing the workers have to lose are their chains. They have a whole planet to
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conquer. Workers from all across the world, unite! ".. It is a call to the working
class to follow the Communist Party's leadership as the proletariat's vanguard. It is a
demand for the working class to embrace certain methods that are very adaptable in
nature and change with changing conditions while remaining consistent in their
revolutionary goal. 'The thing to do now is to introduce poison wherever possible,'
Marx wrote to Lassalle. As a result, the 'Communist Manifesto' states that
Communists must exploit all antagonisms among the bourgeois of different
countries, as well as among different bourgeois groupings within each country.
As a result, the Communist Manifesto is solely interested in revolution, not
reform. Since then, the Communists have realised that the only consistency that
matters to them is persistent dedication to the course of the Proletarian Revolution.
"What aligns with the interest of the Proletarian Revolution is ethical," Yaroslavsky
said. Only if, in the opinion of his leaders, he acts in such a way as to delay or
prevent victorious revolution is a true Marxist inconsistent. Marxism also calls for
the working class to adopt a specific tactic for striking at home and only rising in
revolt in revolutionary times. Marx, like Lenin and Stalin, had little patience for
revolutions that had little chance of succeeding. Marxism is much more than this
rallying cry for workers. It's also a way of determining what are revolutionary
situations based on a thorough examination of a specific type of stress and strain in
existing cultures. It is a guarantee of the working class's ultimate victory.
Marx’s concept of practical socialism
The logical foundation of Marx's concept of practical socialism—his
explanation of his program is provided by his notions of economic determinism,
surplus value, class conflict, and the process of past future social evolution and
revolution. If the production relations determine the entire social order, then the
only way to fix the problems with a current social order is to change the production
relations. As a result, the workers' plan of action is determined by the logic and
movement of facts.
According to Marx, the purpose of a socialist programme is to teach wage
workers how to turn their potential into actual supremacy or how to prepare
themselves for the transformation of an automatic economic battle into a
consciously designed political struggle. The first step in such a plan is to "win the
democratic war." Workers must band together as an oppressed class in order to
"ascend to the position of ruling class."
Marx's programme is both evolutionary and revolutionary, it must be
grasped. It is evolutionary because it envisions a socialist society gradually
emerging from a capitalist society as a result of the latter's natural and progressive
decline. Socialism emerges only after the processes of societal economic
transformation have paved the path for it. Only when an existing economic system
has lost its validity is revolution appropriate. Only after passing through the
contradictory capitalism era can a nation be transformed into a socialist society.
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Even after society comes to be dominated by the socialist ideal, the full realization
of the ideal can be attained only by slow stages.
Marxian socialism, on the other hand, is a revolutionary ideology. Insurgent
tactics were given a prominent place in his previous programme. Furthermore, his
socialism is revolutionary in that it insists on the irreconcilable antagonism between
labour and capital, has no regard for vested interests that are incompatible with its
idea, and is willing to take any step toward its goal when the conditions are
favourable; it will not be restrained by formal or traditional legitimacy
considerations. 'Communists,' the Manifesto asserted accordingly, "openly declare
that their ends can be attained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing
conditions".
Revolutionary Action is the way to achieve political goal
Marx also advocates revolutionary action in connection with the political
movements of 1848 in France and Germany; he urged all liberal and radical citizens
to refuse to pay taxes and to offer armed resistance to efforts of the government to
collect the taxes by force. During his early years in London, he expressed support
for schemes to resurrect the Chartists' physically threatening actions on multiple
occasions. When the circumstances need and are likely to succeed, the method of
forcible revolt is permitted. Assassination and incendiarism, on the other hand, are
not what Marx had in mind when he spoke of "revolution" and "forcible overthrow"
of the capitalist system.
On the one hand, he opposed an untimely revolution, and on the other, he
opposed any attempt, even by legal methods, to establish a socialist state before the
conditions were ripe. What Marx offers as a guide to action and as a promise of
success is a theory of dialectical materialism, a theory of historical materialism and
an economic analysis that taken together can fairly claim to be the greatest and most
compelling statement of scientific socialism ever made.
Principle of Dialectical Materialism
Marx agreed with Hegel that the dialectical process was always in motion,
but he focused on the actual rather than the ideal, the social rather than the
intellectual, and matter rather than mind. The fundamental concept for Marx was
the history of economic production and the social connections that followed it,
rather than the history of philosophy. He recognized Hegel's major contribution,
which was to see global history as a process characterized by perpetual motion,
change, transformation, and development, as well as to comprehend the intrinsic
linkages between the movement and its development. He also learned from Hegel
that the many aspects of the developmental process must be considered in
connection to one another and to the process as a whole, rather than in isolation. In
the world of ideas, Hegel used dialectics.
However, as a materialist, Marx argued that life determined consciousness,
not the other way around. Marxism, in contrast to Hegelian philosophy's inherent
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conservatism and idealism, saw capitalism as untenable. Social circumstances were
continuously changing, and no social structure could be said to survive forever.
Capitalism evolved in response to specific historical circumstances that would
eventually go away. Thus Marx, like Hegel, continued to believe that dialectics was
a powerful tool. It offered a law of social development, and in that sense Marx's
social philosophy (like that of Hegel) was a philosophy of history. Both perceived
social change as inevitable.
Marx's dialectics were applied to the material or social world of economic
production and trade. All other historical events were explained by a study of the
producing process. Each generation inherited a mass of productive powers, a capital
accumulation, and a set of social relations that represented these productive forces,
according to Marx. These forces were adjusted by the succeeding generation, but
they also mandated particular patterns of existence and formed human character and
mind in various ways. All social and political revolutions were ultimately caused by
changes in the method of production and exchange, which meant that in order for
minds or thoughts to change, society had to change as well. Matter, according to
Marx, is alive and capable of change from inside. It wasn't passive, requiring an
external stimulus to change, as Hobbes believed.
Unlike Hegel, who saw national cultures as the driving force of history,
Marx saw social classes as the source of motivation for change. Both saw the
historical trajectory as a rational necessity comprised of a series of stages, each
indicating a step toward a planned goal. Both appealed to an emotion other than
self-interest: in Hegel's instance, national pride; in Marx's case, worker allegiance
for a brighter future. Darwin's Origin of Species enthralled Marx at first, but he later
regarded it as merely an empirical generalization presenting a causal account of
change with no associated notion of progress. Hegelian dialectics, on the contrary,
offered a law with a definite beginning and an end, "a condition towards which
society is progressing, a condition of complete harmony and integration in which
man will discover his time fulfilled nature".
This motion is made possible by the struggle of opposites, according to the
dialectical materialist who closely follows Hegel. Every period of history that falls
short of perfection bears the seeds of its own demise within it. Each stage in the
march to a classless society brings forth its polar opposite, or antithesis, and from
the collision of the two, a new synthesis emerges, preserving what was true in both
thesis and antithesis and serving as a new starting point for the entire process until
the classless society is achieved. 'Contradiction', then as Hegel says, "is the very
moving principle of the world." But for the Marxist, as for the Hegelian, it works in
a peculiar way. The change it produces takes place gradually imperceptibly until a
certain point is reached beyond which it becomes sudden so that each synthesis is
brought about very abruptly. Water becomes ice, Feudalism capitalism, and
capitalism socialism, as a result of a sudden qualitative change."
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However, Society has never been able to achieve this to the satisfaction of
all of its members, and as a result, it has always been subject to internal difficulties
and strains. As a result, man has always imagined another world in which his unmet
needs will be met, and religion, which is nothing more than the shadow cast by a
defective economic system—"the sob of the oppressed creature, the heart of a
heartless world, the spirit of utterly unspiritual conditions" — and which will pass
away with the defects that produced it, has been widespread. It is "the people's
opium, a spiritual intoxication used to keep capital's slaves from drowning their
humanity and blunting their ambitions for a decent human existence." It is the
opium not in the sense that it is a drug administered to the exploited by the
exploiters but that in a society where no one's needs are fully met, religions is the
resort of all.”
Marxian Perspective of human history
The Marxian perspective of human history is one of economics. Marx
recognized evolutionary changes in the ethical, religious, social, economic, and
political concepts, and institutions of mankind. Institutions and ideas, and so action,
he claims, are subject to constant change. The material conditions of life, not the
Hegelian Idea, are the primary driving force behind this shift in human affairs.
As a result, human history has a material foundation. The important material
conditions of existence include animate (labourers, innovators, engineers, etc.) and
inanimate (soil, raw materials, and tools, etc.) productive forces. The manual and
mental labourers are the most important of all. The 'conditions of production,' which
include the state's form, laws, and social class groupings, are next in significance to
the forces of production. Political, legal, and social structures, as well as religious,
ethical, and philosophical systems, are all affected by production conditions.
The powers of production are natural gifts; the conditions of production are
human inventions. Any expansion or increase in the productive forces renders
obsolete the old laws, institutions, and concepts, which are more conservative in
comparison to the productive forces. This causes unrest, and society enters a period
of revolution. In the social order, there is a fight to adapt to new production forces.
New adjustments are made to the mutual ties between diverse groups of society.
New institutions and ideas are born.
Thus, discord between production forces leads to conflicts of interest and
fosters class fights until the old, contradictory social order gives way to a new one
based on new production conditions. As a result, "the core of human society's
historical growth has been, thus far, the progressive dialectical unfolding and
perfection of productive forces." Marx acknowledged Hegel's evolutionary process,
but he replaced it with the idea of "economic forces as the dominating dynamic
agency of human society and its history."
To explain the law of human progress, Marx and Engels created the
materialism idea of history. Engels made a direct connection between the company
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and Darwin's theory of evolution. The function of economic factors, which
constituted the foundation, was the underlying assumption of the materialistic
conception. The superstructure, which included the state, law, government, art,
culture, and philosophy, was responsible for everything else. Marx, like Hegel, saw
history as moving toward a predetermined and unavoidable conclusion.
The method of production, according to Marx, is the economic foundation,
the true foundation of society. The tools or techniques of production, as well as the
interactions that people entered into with one another for the production of products
and services, comprised the mode of production. The superstructure was
conditioned and determined by the economic base. "It is not the consciousness of
men that determines their life, but, on the contrary, their social existence determines
their existence," he wrote in German Ideology.
When the economic basis of society changed, there was a change in
consciousness. Changes within the economic base brought about consequent
changes within the superstructure.
Marx's materialism encompassed not just substance but also economic and
social relationships. He stated that the material forces of production clashed with
the relations of production, but he did not elaborate on the nature of that struggle,
other than to suggest that it might be moral. It was moral, and it aspired to build a
decent, compassionate society devoid of exploitation, dominance, and oppression.
Stages of Economic Growth
Marx defined five historical stages of economic growth. Primitive
Communism, Slavery, Feudalism, Capitalism, and Communism were among them.
There were forces of contradiction in each of these stages (save the final one),
which made revolutions unavoidable. The thesis with conflict(s) characteristic of an
antithesis, unit h solution in the form of a synthesis would be the given status quo.
The thesis would then become the synthesis, and the process would repeat itself
until a perfect society was achieved.
Understanding the general processes of history was not enough for Marx
and Engels; they also needed to know how these processes played out in the
present. A correct diagnosis of the current socioeconomic conditions was required if
one wished to change the world. In the nineteenth century, this required a grasp of
how bourgeois society worked, as well as a study of capitalism's sociology.
Capitalism brought about inescapable pain, which should be replaced by Socialism,
eventually Communism.
Class struggle and social change
Human liberation, as opposed to political emancipation, was defined by
Marx. The goal of human freedom was to bring out the genuine, collective, generic
character of human existence, so that society would have to take on a collective
character and coincide with state life. Individuals would be liberated from religion
and private property, making this conceivable. The proletariat, as the universally
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enslaved class, would free itself and humanity. In actuality, production relations
were class relations. "The history of all previously existing society is the history of
class conflicts," Marx remarked, "and class antagonisms were vital to the workings
of all societies."
There were two classes in every society: the rich and the poor, the former
owning the means of production and the latter selling their labour. These two
classes were called by different names and had different legal titles and advantages
at different times in history, but one thing remained constant throughout: their
relationship was one of exploitation and dominance. "Freeman and slave, aristocrat
and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master and journeyman, in a word, oppressor and
oppressed," Marx wrote.
Marx disagreed with middle-class historians who believed that class conflict
had ceased with the advent of the bourgeoisie, just as he disagreed with Classical
economists who believed capitalism was permanent and immovable. He capitalized
on the industrial proletariat's growing consciousness and power, emphasizing that it
was their yearning for economic equality that kept class struggle and revolution
alive. In a letter to Josef Weydemeyer in 1852, he summed up his own contributions
to the concept of class struggle, firmly declaring that class fights would not be a
permanent element of society, but would be necessary by the historical
development of production. Class struggle would end with the destruction of
capitalism, for Communism would be a classless society.
In Marx's theory, class represented collective unity in the same way that the
nation did in Hegel's. Each social class developed its own set of ideas and beliefs
while operating under a certain economic and social structure. The individual was
significant in terms of his class membership, which influenced his moral
convictions, aesthetic preferences, and other kinds of reasoning.
Ideology, according to Marx, was crucial in governing the downtrodden.
There were three distinct characteristics of concepts. For starters, they portrayed the
existing order as being rooted in forces beyond human control. Things were not put
in place at random, but by certain groups of individuals for their own gain. Second,
ideas showed how society's current order benefited everyone. Third, ideas portrayed
the current order as advantageous in a certain way, namely, in promoting the
interests of the dominant economic class and safeguarding class privileges. The true
reality was buried behind a veil of "false awareness," as Marx put it.
Ideology, along with economic determinism and class struggle, provided the
strategic guide to the working class in its efforts to bring about a social revolution.
The proletariat will utilize its political power to gradually take all capital
from the capitalists, to centralize all production tools in the hands of the state, i.e.
the proletariat organised as a governing class, and to swiftly raise the total of
productive forces. According to Marx, the proletariat dictatorship would be the first,
but just the first stage. The proletariat's dictatorship is merely a stage on the way to
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the abolition of all classes and the establishment of a free and equal society. The
ultimate goal was a classless society, not a communist dictatorship. That ideal,
however, was unreachable as long as the state existed, because the state could never
be anything other than a tool of class rule. To topple the capitalists and destroy the
capitalist system, the proletariat would have to seize the state and use it as a tool of
class dominance. The proletariat would seize power and use it to destroy capitalism
and replace it with collective ownership and control of the whole economic system.
The proletariat will eventually establish its own class dominance, when
society represents "an association in which the free development of each should be
the condition for the free development of all," rather than "a group of mutually
antagonistic classes." When class distinctions have vanished and all production has
been consolidated in the hands of a gigantic national organisation, the state loses its
political character and withers away since there are no longer any capitalists whose
interests it has been serving all along. Since the beginning of time, Bourgeois
ideologists have viewed the state as a supernatural entity bestowed upon man by
providence. It was said to have no class identity and was only a "harmless tool of
order," a "arbiter" relied upon to settle disputes between people of all social classes.
Such a state 'theory' served to explain the bourgeoisie's advantages as well as the
existence of exploitation and capitalism.
In contrast to bourgeoisie ideologists, Marx has proved that the state is a
result of society's internal growth rather than something imposed from without.
Changes in material manufacturing helped to create the state. A shift in the state
system occurs when one mode of production is replaced by another.
The state, according to Marx, has not always existed. There was no state in
primitive society because there was no private property or classes. Naturally, certain
social functions were performed, but they were carried out by men chosen by the
entire community, which had the authority to reject these individuals at any time
and appoint others. People's relationships were governed by public opinion in those
distant eras.
The dissolution of primitive society resulted from the subsequent
development of productive forces. The appearance of private property was
accompanied by the appearance of classes-slaves and slave-owners. It became vital
to safeguard private property, as well as the rule and security of its owners, which
led to the establishment of the state. A severe class battle accompanied the
foundation of the state and its subsequent development. As a result, the state is
clearly a product of class society. It arose with the emergence of classes and will
fade away with the extinction of classes. But only under communism will this
happen.
The state is a political instrument in an antagonistic class system, "a
machine for perpetuating the authority of one class over another." The economically
dominant class, i.e., those who own the means of production, gains a formidable
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tool in the state for oppressing and exploiting the oppressed and exploited. The state
has a distinct class personality. The state, as the primary component of the
superstructure built on the economic foundation of society, takes every precaution
to strengthen and maintain that foundation.
The existence of a public authority serving the interests of the economically
dominant elite, rather than the entire population, is the most important attribute of a
state. Armed forces the army and the police contain this power. Everyone in
primitive civilization was armed. However, in a society divided between hostile
classes, the ruling class controls the military forces, which are employed to oppress
the populace and submit them to a few exploiters. The massive bureaucratic
machine with a full army of officials, intelligence agencies, courts, procurator's
offices, and prisons are all utilized for the same objective. The exploitative state's
political authority is made up of all of them.
The state machine expands as class conflicts deepen and the class war
intensifies. In today's capitalist society, where the state apparatus and armed forces
have risen to unprecedented proportions, the process is extremely intense. The
people bear a huge cost in maintaining this massive state system and its military
forces, especially since that imperialist circles are involved in the armed race. Any
exploitative society's state is meant to safeguard the ruling class's interests both
within the country, in regard to other classes, and beyond the country, in connection
to other states. In a classless society, the state with such a character as "an executive
committee" serving the interests of the capitalist class will have no need to exist. "It
will be sent to the museum of antiquities and will be shown with the spinning-jenny
and Bronze axe," Engels said. A classless society will emerge, based on the
principle of "from everyone according to his abilities and to everyone according to
his needs." This was the Marxian El Dorado, which was attained by the application
of scientific rules. Marxism is, thus, worked out of a scientific theory of society
which used to be (and still are) put forward notions associated with religious
beliefs, race and hero worship, personal inclinations or Utopian dreams.
Marx, on the other hand, was a revolutionary and a socialist, but above all, a
humanist who believed in genuine human emancipation and liberation. He
expressed his displeasure with all forms of dominance. True, many of his forecasts
did not come true, but Marx's brilliance resided in the new ways of thinking about
economic and political concerns that he pioneered.
Marx was undoubtedly a genius, but his flaws should not be overlooked. In
his renowned article The Protestant Ethics and the Spirit of Capitalism (1904-1905),
Weber argues that capitalism is the result of Protestantism's habits, beliefs, and
attitudes, particularly Calvinism and English Puritanism. Ideas and economic
incentives were also interests for Weber, who believed that "material interests
without ideal interests are empty, but ideal interests without material interests are
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powerless." Concepts and values were important to Weber because they were
important in social life.
4.5

LET US SUM UP

Socialism is a set of doctrines or a cluster of ideas and a political
programme that emerged at the beginning of the 19th century. It is a form of society
which resulted from the overthrow of the capitalist system. Early socialist thinkers
like Robert Owen, St. Simon, Charles Fourier, Proudhan, Bekunia made the
socialist concept popular in Europe. They were the real pioneer of socialist
philosophy. They made a scathing criticism of capitalist society. Karl Marx gave a
new dimension to the concepts of socialism. His theory of scientific socialism
developed in Europe in second half of Nineteenth century. Along with Engels be
stormed Europe in 1848. When Communist manifests’ written by them was
released. He built up a theory of revolutionary action identifying the class, which
would carry out the revolutionary task of replacing capitalism with socialism.
4.6

CHECK YOUR PROGRESS

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Explain what is Socialism?
Discuss early trends in socialism.
What was the main contradiction of capitalism?
Who were utopian socialists?
Discuss Karl Marx’s theory of socialism.
What is Dialectical Materialism?
What is Marx’s view on class struggle?
What are essentials of socialism?
Write a note on Marx’s concept of practical socialism.

4.7

KEY WORDS

Means of Production: Material elements in the system of production. The sources
of income such as land, factories, raw-materials, etc. from
which wealth is derived.
Mode of Production: The way in which the necessities of life are produced in a
society, and the way in which the means whereby they are
produced are owned, as well as the relationships of different
sections of society to it.
Revolution: A turning point in life leading to a new social order: A transition from
one socioeconomic system to another more progressive.
Socialist Revolution: The character of a revolution is determined by the social
tasks that it accomplishes and by the social forces that
participate in it. The socialist revolution is a qualitatively
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different type of revolution, because, it abolishes
exploitation itself by abolishing a private ownership of
means of production and by establishing a classless society,
free of exploitation. All previous societies were exploitative
societies because the means of production were in private
(few) hands.
4.8
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