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5.1 OBJECTIVES
After studying this unit, you will be able to:





Get an idea about the Life and Works of John Locke
Understand Locke‘s Philosophy
Explain Locke‘s idea of State of Nature
Discuss Locke‘s view on Social Contract

5.2 INTRODUCTION
John Locke was an English philosopher and physician, widely regarded as one of the most
influential Enlightenment thinkers and commonly known as the ―Father of Liberalism‖. Locke
was born on 29 August 1632. Locke was awarded a bachelor's degree in February 1656 and
a master's degree in June 1658. He died on 28 October 1704. Locke wrote as many as 35
books dealing with different walks of life. Locke exercised a profound influence on political
philosophy, in particular on modern liberalism. In this unit, you will study Lockean Political
Philosophy especially his view on human nature, state of nature, and social contract.
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5.3 LIFE AND WORKS
John Locke was an English philosopher and physician, widely regarded as one of the most
influential Enlightenment thinkers and commonly known as the ―Father of Liberalism‖.
Locke was born on 29 August 1632, in a small thatched cottage by the church in Wrington,
Somerset, about 12 miles from Bristol. He was baptized the same day, as both of his parents
were Puritans. Locke's father, also called John, was an attorney who served as a clerk to
the Justices of the Peace in Chew Magna and as a captain of the cavalry for
the Parliamentarian forces during the early part of the English Civil War. His mother was
Agnes Keene. Soon after Locke's birth, the family moved to the market town of Pensford,
about seven miles south of Bristol, where Locke grew up in a rural Tudor house in Belluton.
In 1647, Locke was sent to the prestigious Westminster School in London under the
sponsorship of Alexander Popham, a Member of Parliament and John Sr.'s former
commander.
After completing studies there, he was admitted to Christ Church, Oxford, in the autumn of
1652 at the age of 20. The dean of the college at the time was John Owen, vice-chancellor of
the university. Although a capable student, Locke was irritated by the undergraduate
curriculum of the time. He found the works of modern philosophers, such as René Descartes,
more interesting than the classical material taught at the university. Through his
friend Richard Lower, whom he knew from the Westminster School, Locke was introduced
to medicine and the experimental philosophy being pursued at other universities and in
the Royal Society, of which he eventually became a member.
Locke was awarded a bachelor's degree in February 1656 and a master's degree in June 1658.
He obtained a bachelor of medicine in February 1675, having studied the subject extensively
during his time at Oxford and, in addition to Lower, worked with such noted scientists and
thinkers as Robert Boyle, Thomas Willis, and Robert Hooke. In 1666, he met Anthony
Ashley Cooper, Lord Ashley, who had come to Oxford seeking treatment for
a liver infection. Ashley was impressed with Locke and persuaded him to become part of his
retinue.
He died on 28 October 1704 and is buried in the churchyard of the village of High Lavereast
of Harlow in Essex, where he had lived in the household of Sir Francis Masham since 1691.
Locke never married nor had children.
The important major works of Locke are: A Letter Concerning Toleration (1689), A Second
Letter Concerning Toleration (1690), A Third Letter for Toleration (1692), An Essay
Concerning Human Understanding (1689), Two Treatises of Government (1689/90), Some
Considerations on the Consequences of the Lowering of Interest and the Raising of the Value
of Money (1691), Some Thoughts Concerning Education (1693), A Vindication of the
Reasonableness of Christianity (1695).
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5.4 LOCKE’S PHILOSOPHY
In the late 17th and early 18th centuries, Locke's Two Treatises were rarely cited. Historian
Julian Hoppit said of the book, "except among some Whigs, even as a contribution to the
intense debate of the 1690s it made little impression and was generally ignored until 1703
(though in Oxford in 1695 it was reported to have made 'a great noise'),John Kenyon, in his
study of British political debate from 1689 to 1720, has remarked that Locke's theories were
"mentioned so rarely in the early stages of the [Glorious] Revolution, up to 1692, and even
less thereafter, unless it was to heap abuse on them" and that "no one, inc luding most Whigs,
[were] ready for the idea of a notional or abstract contract of the kind adumbrated by Locke.
In contrast, Kenyon adds that Algernon Sidney's Discourses Concerning Government were
"certainly much more influential than Locke's Two Treatises.
In the 50 years after Queen Anne's death in 1714, the Two Treatises were reprinted only once
(except in the collected works of Locke). However, with the rise of American resistance to
British taxation, the Second Treatise of Government gained a new readership; it was
frequently cited in the debates in both America and Britain. The first American printing
occurred in 1773 in Boston.
Locke exercised a profound influence on political philosophy, in particular on modern
liberalism. Michael Zuckert has argued that Locke launched liberalism by tempering
Hobbesian absolutism and clearly separating the realms of Church and State. He had a strong
influence on Voltaire who called him "le sage Locke." His arguments concerning liberty and
the social contract later influenced the written works of Alexander Hamilton, James
Madison, Thomas Jefferson, and other Founding Fathers of the United States. In fact, one
passage from the Second Treatise is reproduced verbatim in the Declaration of Independence,
the reference to a "long train of abuses." Such was Locke's influence that Thomas Jefferson
wrote:
―Bacon, Locke, and Newton… I consider them as the three greatest men that have ever lived,
without any exception, and as having laid the foundation of those superstructures which have
been raised in the Physical and Moral sciences‖.
However, Locke's influence may have been even more profound in the realm
of epistemology. Locke redefined subjectivity, or self, leading intellectual historians such
as Charles Taylor and Jerrold Seigel to argue that Locke's An Essay Concerning Human
Understanding (1689/90) marks the beginning of the modern Western conception of the self.
Locke's theory of association heavily influenced the subject matter of modern psychology. At
the time, Locke's recognition of two types of ideas, simple and complex—and, more
importantly, their interaction through associationism—inspired other philosophers, such
as David Hume and George Berkeley, to revise and expand this theory and apply it to explain
how humans gain knowledge in the physical world.
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5.4.1 Religious Tole rance
Locke, writing his Letters Concerning Toleration (1689–1692) in the aftermath of
the European wars of religion, formulated a classic reasoning for religious tolerance, in which
three arguments are central:
1. Earthly judges, the state in particular, and human beings generally, cannot dependably
evaluate the truth-claims of competing for religious standpoints;
2. Even if they could, enforcing a single 'true religion' would not have the desired effect,
because belief cannot be compelled by violence;
3. Coercing religious uniformity would lead to more social disorder than allowing
diversity.
With regard to his position on religious tolerance, Locke was influenced
by Baptist theologians
like John
Smyth and Thomas
Helwys,
who
had
published tracts demanding freedom of conscience in the early 17th century.Baptist
theologian Roger Williams founded the colony of Rhode Island in 1636, where he combined
a democratic constitution with unlimited religious freedom. His tract, The Bloudy Tenent of
Persecution for Cause of Conscience (1644), which was widely read in the mother country,
was a passionate plea for absolute religious freedom and the total separation of church and
state.Freedom of conscience had had high priority on the theological, philosophical, and
political agenda, as Martin Luther refused to recant his beliefs before the Diet of the Holy
Roman Empire at Worms in 1521 unless he would be proved false by the Bible.
5.4.2 Slavery and child labour
Locke's views on slavery were multifaceted and complex. Although he wrote against slavery
in general in his writing, Locke was an investor and beneficiary of the slave-trading Royal
Africa Company. In addition, while secretary to the Earl of Shaftesbury, Locke participated
in drafting the Fundamental Constitutions of Carolina, which established a quasifeudal aristocracy and gave Carolinian planters absolute power over their enslaved chattel
property; the constitutions pledged that "every freeman of Carolina shall have absolute power
and authority over his negro slaves". Philosopher Martin Cohen noted that Locke, as a
secretary to the Council of Trade and Plantations and a member of the Board of Trade, was
"one of just half a dozen men who created and supervised both the colonies and their
iniquitous systems of servitude". According to American historian James Farr, Locke never
expressed any thoughts concerning his contradicting opinions regarding slavery, which Farr
ascribed to his personal involvement in the slave trade. Locke's positions on slavery have
been described as hypocritical and laying the foundation for the Founding Fathers to hold
similar contradicting thoughts regarding freedom and slavery. Locke also drafted
implementing instructions for the Carolina colonists designed to ensure that settlement and
development were consistent with the Fundamental Constitutions. Collectively, these
documents are known as the Grand Model for the Province of Carolina.
Historian Holly Brewer has however argued that Locke's role in the Constitution of Carolina
was exaggerated and that he was merely paid to revise and make copies of a document that
had already been partially written before Locke became involved; she compares Locke's role
4

to a lawyer writing a will. She further notes that Locke was paid in Royal African Company
stock in lieu of money for his work as a secretary for a governmental sub-committee and that
he sold the stock after only a few years. Brewer likewise argues that Locke actively worked
to undermine slavery in Virginia while heading a Board of Trade created by William of
Orange following the Glorious Revolution. He specifically attacked colonial policy granting
land to slave owners and encouraged the baptism and Christian education of the children of
enslaved Africans to undercut a major justification of slavery- specifically, that they were
heathens that possessed no rights.
Locke also supported child labour. In his "Essay on the Poor Law," Locke turns to the
education of the poor; he laments that "the children of labouring people are an ordinary
burden to the parish and are usually maintained in idleness so that their labour also is
generally lost to the public till they are 12 or 14 years old." He suggests, therefore, that
"working schools" be set up in each parish in England for poor children so that they will be
"from infancy [three years old] inured to work." He goes on to outline the economics of these
schools, arguing not onlythat they will be profitable for the parish, but also that they will
instill a good work ethic in the children.
5.4.3 Government
Locke's political theory was founded upon that of the social contract. Unlike Thomas Hobbes,
Locke believed that human nature is characterized by reason and tolerance. Like Hobbes,
Locke believed that human nature allowed people to be selfish. This is apparent with the
introduction of currency. In a natural state, all people were equal and independent, and
everyone had a natural right to defend his "life, health, liberty, or possessions." Most scholars
trace the phrase "Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness," in the American Declaration of
Independence, to Locke's theory of rights,] though other origins have been suggested.
Like Hobbes, Locke assumed that the sole right to defend the state of nature was not enough,
so people established a civil society to resolve conflicts in a civil way with help from the
government in a state of society. However, Locke never refers to Hobbes by name and may
instead have been responding to other writers of the day. Locke also advocated
governmental separation of powers and believed that revolution is not only a right but an
obligation in some circumstances. These ideas would come to have a profound influence on
the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution of the United States.
5.4.4 Locke’s view on Accumulations
According to Locke, unused property is wasteful and an offence against nature, but, with the
introduction of "durable" goods, men could exchange their excessive perishable goods for
those which would last longer and thus not offend the natural law. In his view, the
introduction of money marked the culmination of this process, making possible the unlimited
accumulation of property without causing waste through spoilage. He also includes gold or
silver as money because they may be "hoarded up without injury to anyone," as they do not
spoil or decay in the hands of the possessor. In his view, the introduction of money eliminates
the limits of accumulation. Locke stresses that inequality has come about by tacit agreement
on the use of money, not by the social contract establishing civil society or the law of
5

land regulating property. Locke is aware of a problem posed by unlimited accumulation but
does not consider it his task. He just implies that government would function to moderate the
conflict between the unlimited accumulation of property and more nearly equal distribution
of wealth; he does not identify which principles the government should apply to solve this
problem. However, not all elements of his thought form a co nsistent whole. For example,
the labour theory of value in the Two Treatises of Government stands side by side with the
demand-and-supply theory of value developed in a letter he wrote titled Some Considerations
on the Consequences of the Lowering of Interest and the Raising of the Value of Money.
Moreover, Locke anchors property in labour but in the end, upholds the unlimited
accumulation of wealth.
5.5 LOCKE ON POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY
Following are the views of Locke on different themes and concepts:


Locke on Human Nature

Locke does not express his views about human nature in a systematic manner and one had to
collect his views from the ideas in the Essays Concerning Human Understanding and the
Second Treatise. Locke is of the view that human beings are basically decent and have been
endowed with a natural social instinct. They are essentially peace- loving and not quarrelsome. They are not always selfish. Sometimes they are altruistic also. Locke considers all
human beings are equal, in the moral sense and asserts that every individual enjoys certain
natural rights viz. the right to life, liberty, and property. He enjoys these rights, not because of
any position, wealth, etc., but because he is a human.


Locke’s views on the State of Nature

Locke does not consider the state of nature as the state of war of each against all. On the other
hand, he considers it as an era of ―peace, goodwill, mutual assistance, and preservation.‖ He
conceives the state of nature as a pre-political rather than a pre-social condition. The state of
nature was not a period of eternal warfare but an era of peace in which reason prevailed. This
reason manifested itself in the law of nature, which is based on the principle of equality. To
Locke law of nature means a set of rules for human behaviour which does not describe how
men behave, but as to how they ought to behave.


Locke on Law of Nature

The concept of the law of nature occupies a vital place in the thought of Locke. Locke
believed that it governed the lives of men not only in the state of nature but also
continued to govern them in civil society.
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Locke on Social Contract

Unlike the social contract of Hobbes which accorded absolute and unlimited powers to
the sovereign ruler, the contract of Locke gives only limited powers to the community. In
Locke‘s contract, the sovereign is a party to the contract and is as much bound by the
interpretation of the natural laws as other members.
Another noteworthy feature of Locke‘s contract is that it was unanimous. Since men are
free and independent in the state of nature, no one can be compelled to join the politic
against his will. In other words, his contract is based on the consent of the people.
The contract of Locke is also irrevocable in the sense that once the people have entered
into a contract they cannot revert to the state of nature unless the government, under
whom they are placed, is dissolved.


Locke as an Individualist

According to British political philosopher Professor Vaughan, ―Everything in Locke‘s
system revolves around the individual; everything is disposed of so as to ensure the
sovereignty of the individual.‖ Locke is considered a through-going individualist.
The main features of the individualist philosophy of Locke can be summed up as follows:
Firstly, he accords a fundamental position to the natural rights in his scheme and asserts
that the natural rights of life, liberty, and property belong to the individual due to the fact
of his very personality. In other words, he is of the view that natural rights are prior to the
state.
Secondly, Locke sought rights and freedom for all men without distinction. The state was
created for the protection of natural rights and the happiness of the individual.
Thirdly, Locke assigns to the state purely negative functions. It interferes only when the
rights of the individual are endangered. Otherwise, the individual is left completely free
to pursue his moral, material, and intellectual pursuits.
Fourthly, Locke‘s view on the property further confirms him as an individualist. He says
that property that was initially owned in common becomes private property of an
individual after he used his labour with it or imparts a bit of his individuality to the
common object. This is probably the best way to emphasize the importance and worth of
the individual.
Fifthly, Locke displays his strong individualist bias in his views on revolution. He
authorizes the individual to rise in and revolt against the state if it fails to carry out its part
of its obligations.
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Sixthly, his faith in the pleasure and pain theory, which forms the starting point of his
philosophy, further points to his individualism.
Seventhly, Locke also advocates the division of power, because he was convinced that it
was an essential pre-condition for the preservation of individual freedom which adds to
his list of individualistic philosophies.
Locke begins his political theory in the ―Second Treatise of Government‖ (1689) with the
postulation of the divinely granted liberty of all individuals, understood in terms of the
absolute right to preserve one‘s life and to lay claim to the goods one requires for
survival. Again arguing against the patriarchal doctrine of Sir Robert Filmer, Locke
insists that no natural basis, neither paternity nor descent, justifies the submission of one
person to another. Rather, each individual is the proprietor of his or her physical and
mental talents, abilities, and energies. The individual thus constitutes the basic unit of
social and political analysis for Locke, who is sometimes considered the proponent of the
doctrine of ―possessive individualism‖ par excellence.
5.6 SUMMARY
Locke begins his political theory in the ―Second Treatise of Government‖ (1689) with the
postulation of the divinely granted liberty of all individuals, understood in terms of the
absolute right to preserve one‘s life and to lay claim to the goods one requires for
survival. According to British political philosopher Professor Vaughan, ―Everything in
Locke‘s system revolves around the individual; everything is disposed of so as to ensure
the sovereignty of the individual.‖ Locke is considered a through-going individualist. He
is commonly known as the ―Father of Liberalism‖. Locke wrote as many as 35 books
dealing with different walks of life. The main books which provide us an insight into his
philosophy and political thought include ―Essay Concerning Human Understanding‖
(1690), ―His Letters on Toleration‖ (1689, 1690, 1692, and 1706), ―Two Treaties of
Government‖ (1690) and ―Fundamental Constitution Concerning Carolina‖ (1706).
5.7 EXERCISE
1. Discuss Locke‘s view on Social Contract.
2. Give a short note on Locke‘s Life and Works.
3. Explain individualism according to Locke.
4. Briefly discuss Locke‘s idea on Government.
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6.1 OBJECTIVES
After going through this unit, you will be able to understand:





The Life and Works of Rousseau
The idea of General Will
Rousseau‘s doctrine of Popular Sovereignty
Rousseau‘s concept of Social Contract and Civil Society

6.2 INTRODUCTION
Jean Jacques Rousseau (1712-78), a prominent French political philosopher of the
18th century, is best remembered for his theory of the General Will. He is also
famous for his idea of popular sovereignty and is regarded as the main advocate of
the principle of direct democracy in the modern period. Like Hobbes and Locke,
he was also of the opinion of the social contract to set up the civil society for the
well-being of the human being. He belonged to the age of reason but was harshly
critical of the adverse impact of it on human civilization. He argued the dramatic
progress and development of science morally corrupted the individual in the
society. He emphatically argued for the popular sovereignty for the common good
through his spectacular works. In this unit, you would be able to get his idea of
Civil Society, Sovereignty, General Will, and so on.
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6.3 LIFE AND WORKS
Rousseau was born on 28th June 1712 in Geneva in a middle-class French family.
His mother died only a few days after his birth, he was brought up by his father
and other family members. His father was a watchmaker by profession who had
also adopted some other professions for a short period of time; he was very
eccentric and unstable in his behaviour. Because of the unstable and careless
character of his father, Rousseau could not get a proper education and discipline.
He grew up like a neglected child without proper education and a decent lifestyle.
At the age of twelve, he started working as an apprentice under an engraver at
Geneva for three years but having been disgusted with the cruel nature of his
employer he finally left the apprenticeship. At the age of sixteen, he left home and
lived a life of a vagabond. He neither had a steady job nor a royal patron. He
travelled throughout Europe where he experienced glaring inequalities and
deprivation. He lived most of his life with abject poverty, survived solely on his
inventiveness and the kindness of women. He even altered his religion and took
assistance or financial aid from individuals with whom he had a good relation.
Though his parents were Protestant he converted to Catholicism. In 1744, he
moved to Paris and tried his hand at numerous plans in the theatre, opera, music,
and poetry, but with little success. He developed an intimate relationship with
Therese le Vasseur with whom he had five children who were left at an orphanage
owing to the refusal of Rousseau in taking responsibility for them; later he
married Vasseur. Rousseau never forgot his humble, plebian, puritanical
upbringing in a low- middle-class family despite his closeness with individuals of
rich order. He died on 2nd July 1778 at the age of sixty-six.
Rousseau was a prolific writer; he profoundly contributed his ideas and thoughts
of his time in his several writings. In 1749 he participated in an essay competition
and won the prize. In this competition, he emphatically presented his views on
science and arts and their corresponding effects on human society. According to
him, the progress in science had an adverse effect on human society, it never made
man happy or virtuous instead it made man corrupt; only in a simple society
virtuous life is possible. Later this essay was published as ‗Discourse on the
Sciences and Arts‘ in 1750. His other notable works are ‗Discourse on the Origin
of Inequality(1754), ‗Discourse on political Economy‘ (1755), ‗Social contract‘
(1762) is considered as his most important work on Political Philosophy.‗Emile‘
(1762) contains his idea of Education and ‗The Confession‘ (1782) delineates his
autobiographical accounts.
6.4ROUSSEAU’S CRITIQUE OF ENLIGHTENMENT
The Enlightenment was named the age of Reason spanned from the mid-17th
century to the 18th century. It was a period when scientific analysis played a
crucial role in all aspects of life. Generally, the enlightenment refers to a series of
remarkable revolutions in the field of science, philosop hy and politics that
happened in Europe. It was exclusively related to the French Revolution which
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challenged and violently destroyed the power and supremacy of traditional French
authority like Monarchy and the Church. It also attempted to set up a new po litical
and
a social order based on the principles of liberty, equality, fraternity, humanity and
rationality.
The French Enlightenment played a crucial role in creating the environment of
opinion and the spirit of dissent against the ancient system. Everything was judged
solely on the basis of reason and experience during the Enlightenment. Many
elements that had previously been taken for granted, like the church and France's
conventional political institutions were relentlessly questioned. The period of
Enlightenment was mainly associated with some renowned French thinkersVoltaire, Diderot, D‘Alembert, Montesquieu and others who were commonly
regarded as Philosophes. Though Rousseau belonged to this era, he discarded the
sole use of scientific knowledge that differentiated him from his contemporaries.
Rousseau vehemently voiced against science and reason through his writings.
Thus, his protest was a ―revolt against reason‖; he also regarded ―the thinking
being as a depraved animal‖ (Sabine 1973: pp-530-31). However, Rousseau
shared some enlightenment principles, not all. Rousseau agreed with his
contemporary philosophers in that they desired change and placed their faith in
man as a free actor, but he did not share their vision of progress represented by
modernity and scientific advancement. Instead, he valued emotion over reason.
In an essay titled "Has the growth of science and arts contributed to corrupt or
purify morality?" written in 1749, Rousseau criticized the Enlightenment and
argued that science, instead of saving the human society it brought moral
devastation for the same. Progress or advancement was only a mirage. What
appeared to progress was a reversal of it or regression. Men had not become
happier or more virtuous as a result of the development of modern civilization.
Virtue was possible in a simple society where austerity and frugality were the
mainstays in the lifestyle of the individual. Man became corrupt in the
modern sophisticated society. According to Rousseau, the highly advanced and
sophisticated society made man more corrupt and vicious.
Rousseau was also critical of the abundance of wealth made through the
advancement of science. To him, abundance meant luxuries, and luxuries
degenerated into corruption. Luxurious living had precarious effects on nations as
well as on individuals. Because of its elegance, luxury, wealth, art, and sciences,
Athens, the city of vices, was doomed to fall. He also cited the example of Roman
history: while Rome was poor and simple, she was able to comma nd respect and
win an empire; after becoming rich she developed the luxurious living that
subsequently reduced her grandeur and respect in the world. She eventually
became prey to people who did not even know what riches were.
According to Rousseau, more progress in arts and sciences meant more
corruption. The human mind became corrupt in proportion to the development of
12

arts and sciences. The much-lauded human values of modern civilization such as
politeness, the glory of civilized refinement, etc. were like "uniform and
perfidious veil" for Rousseau which breeds jealousy, mistrust, suspicion, wildness,
hate, and fraud in the human mind."
Rousseau pitted pleasant and amicable sentiments, against intelligence, the growth
of knowledge, and the development of sciences, which the Enlightenment held to
be the only hope of civilization. He favoured sentiments and conscience over
reason and argued that all moral judgments he had made were based on
sentiments. Science was destructive because it took away faith; reason was bad
because it juxtaposed prudence against moral intuition. Intelligence was
dangerous because it undermined reverence; there is no character or society
without reverence, faith, and moral intuition. Rousseau critiqued and dismissed
modern society as false and artificial; to him, it destroyed the true and natural
culture of the human being.
6.5 ROUSSEAU’S VIEW ONClVlL SOCIETY
Rousseau in his Discourse on the origin of Inequality published in 1754 elaborated
the existence of inequality among individuals which is sanctioned by natural law.
In this work, he analyzed the fall of man and its corresponding causes, how man‘s
nature got twisted, corrupted, and perverted with the establishment of civil
society, the rise of private property, and its effect on the human being. It was only
the emergence of private property civil society came into existence, not for the
preservation of human life rather for the protection of property of a few
individuals. Here, Rousseau praised the natural men whereas he questioned the socalled "civilized men. The difficulty was not with man, but rather with the
character of the society in which he lived.
Rousseau, in order to trace the fall of man, proceeded to claim that in the state of
nature, a condition before the emergence of state or society; man lived a simple,
natural, solitary, and independent life. In this pre-social and pre-political stage
man was a noble savage with a few basic, easily satisfied needs. This condition
was characterized by neither abundance nor scarcity of resources; there was
neither strife nor cooperative living. There was no language and no understanding
of science or art. In such circumstances, the man was neither happy nor unhappy,
and he had no idea of right and wrong, virtue and vice. In the state of nature, the
man was guided by instinct, not by reason. Thus, the noble savage was guided by
self- love or self-preservation and sympathy or compassion.
The state of nature which was once the period of blissfulness did not persist
indefinitely. With the passage of time, the virtuous, solitary natural men realized
the value and use of labour. Men began to collaborate on occasion and form a
degree of the provisional order, despite the fact that they had not yet left their
primordial dispersal. Later, men developed shelters for themselves and families
remained together, which Rousseau referred to as the patriarchal period. However,
as an individual established his first social relationships, he devoted himself to
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labour and thought, i.e., the application of reason and language. This resulted in
man's first fall, ripping him from the bliss of the 'patriarchal stage,' even as the
discovery of division of labour allowed humanity to progress from a subsistence
economy to a productive one. Although the development of metallurgy and
agriculture was a remarkable development, iron and corn, which civilized and
prospered men, ultimately corrupted humanity.
The idea of cultivation and for this, the enclosure of land gave birth to the idea of
property. As Rousseau famously put it, "The actual creator of civil society was the
first man who, after fencing off a piece of land, took it upon himself to say "This
belongs to me" and found people simple enough to believe."The inequality in
men's talents and skills led to an inequality of fortunes once they began to claim
things. Property enabled some men to enslave others; the concept of possession
promoted men's interests and instilled competition and strife in their minds.
Conflict and Competition among men created a chaotic situation. Having
perceived the devastating impact of this state of violence on their lives and
property, the rich people demanded a legal system to maintain order and peace in
society. Though this state of violence threatened everyone's life, it was
particularly more dangerous for the wealthy because it also threatened their
property. As a result, the wealthy men considered highly the significance of a
―social contract‘‘ in order to prevent the situation of strife and to control the life of
the poor. According to Rousseau, this resulted in the birth of civil society and
laws, which tied the poor with new fetters and empowered the rich; which
destroyed natural liberty forever. This set up all the laws of property and
inequality, made a forcible seizure of property as settled right, and subjected the
entire human race to labour, servitude, and wretchedness in order to benefit a few
ambitious persons. According to Rousseau, civil society was set up to safeguard
the selfish interests of a few propertied men.
However, according to Rousseau, things did not have to go so terribly. If men
‗went headlong into chains‘ with the foundation of the go vernment, it was because
they had the foresight to understand the benefits of political institutions but lacked
the experience to anticipate the perils. Rousseau would come back to this issue in
the Social Contract a few years later.
It should be stressed here that Rousseau was not portraying the transition from the
state of nature to "civil society" as a historical event. Rather, the above description
should be interpreted as hypothetical reasoning intended to describe the nature of
things than to determine their true origin.
6.6 ROUSSEAU ON SOCIAL CONTRACT
The theory of social contract was devised to illustrate the origin of the political
society or state and its authority. Rousseau was one of the chief exponents of the
theory of social contract; before him Hobbes, a prominent English philosopher
introduced the concept, and Locke another important English Philosopher
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modified and used the theory of social contract to explain their ideas on the
genesis of the state. However, Rousseau‘s idea of social contract is considered as
a combination of both his predecessors. The Social Contract refers to an
arrangement among people to give up the wretched and unbearable condition of
the hypothetical state of nature and enter into civil society or political society.
Despite his critique of "civil society," Rousseau never advocated for man to live in
a barbaric state, as several of his contemporaries interpreted him for. He was
questioned and ridiculed by them for his distinct idea on several themes as
different from his contemporaries. He tried to clarify the doubts of his adversaries
through his writings on the question that whether a man needs civil society or not,
Is it necessary to obliterate societies or to return to the state of nature?; Indeed,
Rousseau explained these in his works.
Moreover, Rousseau argued that there was no need to return to the State of nature.
To him, society was essential and unavoidable for a good life. Accomplishment or
realization of man‘s natural potential could not be possible without it. He
condemned civil society as it was not based on just principles and also for its
corrupting influences on men. Hence, he proposed the establishment of a new
social order that would assist man in realizing his true nature and potentials.
Rousseau delved himself in Social Contract with a view to achieving such a new
social order, according to him, addressing the problem of political obligation, that
is why should man obey the state through a proper reconciliation of authority with
liberty was of immense importance to set up the ideal social-political order. It was
a very crucial task for Rousseau as he claimed his predecessor philosophers had
failed to do so satisfactorily and adequately.
‗The Social Contract‘ (1762), one of the famous works of Rousseau begins with
an interesting phrase that ―Man is born free, but he is everywhere in chains‖
clearly reflected the socio-political scenario of his time. His goal was to make
legitimate chains to replace the illegitimate chains of his contemporary society.
Rousseau's theoretical problem, with this goal in mind, was ―to find a form of
association capable of defending and protecting the total common force including
the person and property of each associate with the common force and in which
each, while uniting himself with all, may still obey himself alone and remain as
free as before" through a social contract.
The Social Contract eulogizes the supremacy of common interests that is the
whole community‘s over its individual member‘s interest. There should be the
total abolition of the above and below system in Society. No one is subjected to be
over and below anyone; everyone gives himself and all his might to the common
use under the supreme direction of the General Will; each individual is considered
as an inseparable part of the whole. There is no individual member in the society
to whom an individual believes as much as he believes himself, he usually
receives the same amount whatever he loses and an increase of force for the
maintenance of his possession in the society through the process of the social
contract. It means General interest prevails over individual interest and the
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individual is subjected to that. Rousseau completely integrated the individual with
the state and created a political society based on the consent of all individuals.
A moral and Collectivity Body is created through the social contract, as a result,
the existence of the private person comes to an end. This collective body usually
gains its common identity, unity, life, and its will from the same act of the
contract. According to Rousseau, this public body or person is generated from the
union of all particular individuals; it acts as State when it is passive whereas it is
the Sovereign while it is active. It is also Power while it is compared to similar
institutions.
Rousseau envisions a massive alteration in the human person with the
establishment of a state. It replaces the rule of instinct with the rule of justice,
giving his actions a moral character that he had before lacked. Rousseau even goes
so far as to argue that he is turned from an ignorant and confined animal to a wise
creature and man. However, if the contract is considered as a single and specific
occurrence, such a transition would be amazing, but difficult to happen.
According to Rousseau, the contract is a way of thinking, not a single occurrence.
Hence, contracting becomes a process in this sense, thereby human nature changes
gradually not immediately. We have a notion of man whose moral sensibility and
intellectual capabilities gradually expand and develop in the same way with the
widening and deepening of man's social relationships, as a result of constant
involvement in the General Will.
Briefly, in Rousseau‘s contract, the individual submits everything to the society
and gets back the same what he submits as a member of the society; he surrenders
all these rights not to a particular individual rather to a common body; of which he
is a part of that. In this way, an organic society is created in which the individual
is an indivisible part of the society. Rousseau considers it as a Public person. This
contract will transform the material and moral condition of an individual in
society.
6.7 ROUSSEAU’S THEORY OF GENERAL WILL
The theory of General will is the most well-known, remarkable and original
contribution of Rousseau in political theory. He made the General Will as
Sovereign and individuals as participants in the General Will; with this, he
harmonized authority with freedom. To understand the concept and nature of
General Will, we need to differentiate between Actual will and Real Will. Will of
an individual for his/her self- interest could be called as Actual will; hence it was a
selfish, irrational will concerned for the good of the individual alone that was
motivated by the individual‘s immediate interest. Actual will induce the individual
to gratify his immediate desires. Hence, it was temporary, unstable and uncertain
reflected in the lower self of the individual. On the other hand, Real will be
reflected in the higher self of an individual which was permanent, stable and
consistent in nature. It was attributed as a higher, nobler and supreme will that was
concerned for the well-being of the individual as well as of the society. Real was
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motivated by the individual‘s ultimate and common interest of the individual. It
prompted the individual to act according to Reason. And this Real Will express an
individual‘s true freedom. It subordinated an individual‘s self- interest to the
common interest of society. Thus, Rousseau‘s idea of General Will was nothing
but the sum total of the Real will of all Individuals in the society which was based
on reason and common interest of the individuals. According to Prof. O. P. Gauba,
the General Will of Rousseau is the point of convergence of the real will of all the
people which comprises not only their common good but also everybody‘s real
and long-term good. An individual discovers his freedom by submitting his
particular will to the direction of the General will in the society.
According to Rousseau, the General will always take care of the preservation and
welfare of the whole society as well as each individual. It is the source of all laws
and is constituted for all the members of the state in relation to one another and it,
the rule of what is just and unjust. It is always intended for the welfare of the
public and is distinct from the will of all because it aims at the general good
whereas the will of all primarily focuses on the private self- interests of the
individual. The Will of all is a sum of particular wills. However, the General Will
is not the will of the majority; it does not constitute the will of all rather it is the
difference between the sum of the pursuance of the common good and the simple
aggregate of private interests. The General will always foster the common good
and the interest of all its members.
The generality of the will is not so much a question of numbers as it is a matter of
intrinsic value and virtue; it is a moral fact rather than an empirical fact. It is the
result of citizens' moral commitment to uphold the rule of law. It occurs when all
members of a group, putting their interests aside, come together to pursue a goal
that is thought to be beneficial to the entire group. The general will is embodied
by the free rational will of everyone and originates from all.
Rousseau envisages that members of the society may not agree with each other on
every issue while deciding good for them, they may also be unable to understand
or to know properly what is good or beneficial for them and this is because of the
presence of factions among people. These factions inhibit the free citizens to think
about and following the common good. In such a case, Rousseau advises that we
"...take away from the wills the numerous particular interests that conflict with
one another, and what remains as the total of the disparities in the general will."
Given this, Rousseau further argues that the General will possibly be achieved if
all the members of the group act as a member of the group eve n in the pursuit of
private interest.
According to Rousseau as the General Will is for the common good; hence it is
worth obeying. If individual declines to obey it, he must be forced to obey it;
Rousseau says: "This means nothing less than that he will be forced to be free,"
otherwise the idea of the Social Contract will be meaningless. This act of coercion
is justified in such a situation because the individual has already submitted his
prior assent during the formation of civil society to be restrained b y the state
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perceiving the benefits of the socially cohesive conduct to realize his interest in
the long run. He is also quite clear about his some immediate selfish interests
which are difficult to be resisted, that is why he should be prevented whenever he
aspires for such selfish desires.
In other words, when an individual is forced to follow the General will by the state
or society, it simply means that he is being forced to comply with his own best
interests, which he is oblivious of at the time. Individual‘s moral freedom is
expressed when individuals obey the General Will. Hence, while the people's
liberty is being eroded by the General will, they should not complain. Because
allegiance to the sovereign is no longer obedience to any external authorit y or
arbitrary rule by one or a few; rather, it is obedience to the rational part of one's
self or self- government. Here, self- government means such kind of a system that
usually would do what one's rational self indeed wants to do.

6.8 ROUSSEAU’S IDEA OF SOVEREIGNTY
It is also obvious from the above that Rousseau's view of sovereignty differs from
Hobbes' and Locke's. According to Hobbes, the people create a sovereign and
transfer all power to him. People establish a limited government for limited
purposes in Locke's social contract, but, Rousseau established the sovereignty of
the people or the society as a whole through his idea of General Will. Rousseau‘s
idea of sovereignty is considered as a combination of Locke‘s popular basis of
sovereignty and Hobbes‘s absolute sovereignty. According to Rousseau,
Sovereignty is based on the General Will and exercised for the Common good. He
indeed advocated for the doctrine of popular sovereignty which considers people
as the source of all authority in the state.
Like Hobbes, Rousseau believes that people's sovereignty is absolute, inalienable,
and indivisible. Hobbes bestows all the powers on a single ruler and considers
them as sovereign; on the other hand, Rousseau confers the supreme power in the
community or the General Will. According to him, the people's ultimate right to
self-government, to determine their fate, cannot be given away or transferred to
any person or anybody., Rousseau distinguishes between sovereignty, which
constantly and entirely rests with the people, and government, which is only a
transitory agent (as in Locke's notion) of the sovereign people. In Locke‘s theory
people transfer their power like legislative, executive and judiciary as well as the
authority of sovereignty to the organs of government whereas in Rousseau‘s
theory such transfer is absent since his conception of sovereignty is absolute,
inalienable and indivisible which does not allow people to transfer their supreme
power and legislative power to any agency of the state. The executive and judicial
power are exercised by the special organs of the government but they are
exclusively subordinate to popular sovereignty. There is no separation of power in
Rousseau‘s theory of the state. People are the supreme authority represented by
the General Will. His doctrine of popular sovereignty expresses the supreme
authority of the General Will in the society. As the General Will is inalienable and
indivisible it can neither be represented nor be delegated. Any attempt to delegate
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it will certainly result at the end of it. He said that there will be no sovereign if
there will be a master; according to him, the voice of people is considered as the
voice of God. He is a great votary of the theory of Popular Sovereignty. He never
argued for the representative assemblies because they promoted particular selfish
interests instead of common interests. He preached for direct democracy based on
the idea of popular sovereignty.
6.9 SUMMARY
Although many consider Rousseau to be an enlightenment thinker since he
endorsed Enlightenment concepts in many ways, he was also a harsh critic of the
enlightenment and modernity in general. Human beings, according to Rousseau,
are corrupted by society. Civilization, he said, was synonymous with conceit and
hubris. Rousseau believed that the contemporary man's problem was that he had
lost touch with his emotions. Rousseau's respect for reason is balanced by an
equal or higher respect for emotion.
Criticizing existing civil society, he noted that the social order was established to
preserve private interests and property; that private property was at the foundation
of social inequality, injustice, and exploitation; and that such a civil order was
incompatible with man's nature.
Because society was unavoidable; man could not relearn himself and return to the
woods; and the manifestation of man's nature was dependent on the nature of
socialization, his mission was to propose just principles on which to build a socialpolitical order conducive to the achievement of human liberty. Rousseau achieves
this goal in his Social Contract, in which he lays forth the blueprint for the ideal
political society. This ideal political society is established by a social contract,
modelled after a community with a sovereign general will that, although always
aiming for the common good, derives from all and applies to all equally. Because
there is no contradiction between freedom and authority in Rousseau's idea of
General Will, the two are immediately harmonized. Because it had a flawed
understanding of man and society, prior ideas based on individual secession and
the necessity to preserve and protect private interests through the establishment of
authority failed to effectively reconcile authority with freedom.
6.10 EXERCISE
1. What is General Will? Briefly Discuss it.
2. Explain Rousseau‘s idea of Civil Society.
3. Evaluate Rousseau‘s critique of Enlightenment.
4. Do you agree that Rousseau‘s concept of Sovereignty is Popular
Sovereignty?
5. Describe Rousseau‘s view on the Social Contract.
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7.1

OBJECTIVES

After studying this unit, you should be able to understand:






Life and works of J.S Mill
Mill on Utilitarian Philosophy
The importance of individual liberty
Equal rights for women
J.S Mills on representatives government

7.2 INTRODUCTION
John Stuart Mill was one of the most important intellectual figures of the 19 th
century. He was the most influential British political thinker, economist, and
statesman. He was often known as J. S. Mill, He was a major contributor to social
theory, political theory, and political economics, and was one of the most
prominent intellectuals in the history of classical liberalism. He was dubbed "the
most important English-speaking philosopher of the nineteenth century. and saw
liberty as justifying individual liberty in the face of unrestricted state and social
control. All of his knowledge came from his father, James Mill, and he read the
books that his father had been reading for the book History of British India, which
he had written in 1818. He began to assist his father at the age of eleven by
reviewing the proofs of his father's novels. As he continued to fight against
individual rights and freedoms in his senior years, he became more critical of
economic liberalism and his views on democracy.
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7.3 LIFE AND WORKS
John Stuart Mill was born on May 20, 1806, in Pentonville, his father was James
Mill and his mother was Harriet Barrow. James Mill, a Scotsman, was educated at
Edinburgh University, where he was instructed by Dugald Stewart, and trave led to
London in 1802, where he became a close friend of Jeremy Bentham and the
Philosophical Radicals.
J.S. Mill was a well-known author who contributed to the development of political
theory with several key works. A System of Logic, Ratiocinative and his father
James Mill strives to inspire his son all by himself at home, and the latter is denied
the customary experience of going to a regular school are some of J.S Mill's
important works. John Stuart Mill was born on May 20, 1806, in London. As
James Mill decided to teach his son all by himself at home, the fatter was denied
the usual experience of going to a regular school.
By the time he was ten, he had read many of Plato's dialogues, logic and history.
He was familiar with the writings of Euripides, Homer, Polybius, Sophocles and
Thucydides. He could solve problems in algebra, geometry, differential calculus
and higher mathematics. So dominant by his father's influence that John Stuart
Mill could not recollect his mother's contributions to his formative years as a
child.
From the training that John Stuart received at home, he was convinced that more
than nature played a crucial role in the formulation of character. It also assured
him of the importance education could play in transforming human nature. In his
Autobiography, which he wrote in the 1850s'he acknowledged his father's
contribution in shaping his mental abilities and physical strength to the extent that
he never had a normal boyhood.
By the age of twenty Mill started to write for newspapers and periodicals. He
contributed to every aspect of political theory. His System of Logic (1843) which
he began writing in the 1820s tried to elucidate a coherent philosophy of politics.
The Logic combined the British empiricist tradition of Locke and Hume of social
psychology with a conception of social sciences based on the paradigm of
Newtonian physics. His essays On Liberty (1859) and The Subjection of Women
(1869) were classic elaborations of liberal thought on important issues like law,
rights and liberty. His The Considerations on representative Government (1861)
provided an outline of his ideal government based on proportional representation,
protection of minorities and institutions of self- government, His famous pamphlet
Utilitarianism (1863) endorsed the Bentham principle of the greatest happiness of
the greatest number, yet made a significant departure from the Bentham
assumption by arguing that this principle could not be defended if one distinguish
happiness from pleasures. His essays on Bentham 'and Coleridge written between
1838 and 1840 enabled him to critically dissect Benthamism.
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In 1826 Mill experienced a 'mental crisis' when he lost all his capacity for joy in
life. He recovered by discovering the romantic poetry of Coleridge and words
worth. He also realised the incompleteness of his education, mainly the lack of
emotional side of life. In his re-examination of Bentham philosophy, he attributed
its one-sidedness to Bentham's lack of experience, imagination and actions. He
made use of Coleridge's poems to broaden Benthamism and made for emotional,
aesthetic and spiritual dimensions. However, he never wavered from Benthamism
though the major difference between them was that Bentham followed a more
simplistic picturisation of human nature of the French utilitarian‘s whereas Mill
followed the more sophisticated utilitarianism of Hume.
Mill acknowledge that both On Liberty and The Subjection of women was a joint
endeavour with Harriet Hardy Taylor whom he met in 1830. Through Harrie t was
married Mill fell in love with her. The two initiated all intimate but caste
friendship for the next nineteen years. Harriet's husband of Taylor died in 1849. In
1851 Mill married Harriet and described her the honour and chief blessing of his
existence, a source of great inspiration for his attempts to bring about human
improvement. He was confident and bad Harriet lived at a time when women had
greater opportunities she would have been 'eminent among the rulers of mankind'.
Mill died in 1873 at Avignon, England.
7.4 MILL ON UTILITARIAN PHILOSOPHY
John Stuart Mill's work Utilitarianism was prepared to demonstrate the value of
utilitarianism as a moral theory and to dispel common misconceptions about it.
Mill defines utilitarianism as a theory founded o n the concept that "activities are
right in proportion to the extent to which they tend to promote happiness, and
wrong in proportion to the extent to which they tend to generate the opposite of
happiness." Mill describes happiness as the absence of suffering and pleasure. He
claims that pleasure can vary in quality and quantity, and that joys anchored in
one's higher faculties should be prioritised above lower- level pleasures. Mill also
claims that people's achievement of objectives and ends, such as virtuous living,
should be celebrated.
Mill tries to remove common misconceptions about utilitarianism to describe the
theory. Many people misunderstand utilitarianism, believing usefulness to be in
opposition to pleasure, according to Mill. In practice, utility is defined as the
fulfilment of one's desires as well as the absence of pain. The Greatest Happiness
Principle is another name for utility. This theory argues stated "Activities are
acceptable in proportion because they tend to increase happiness, but they are
incorrect in proportion because they tend to create the opposite of happiness.
Happiness is defined as pleasure combined with the absence of pain, whilst misery
is defined as pain along with the rejection of pleasure." According to this theory,
the only things desired are pleasure and the absence of pain.
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7.4.1 Critique of Utilitarianism
For a variety of reasons, utilitarianism has been questioned. Critics argue that it
fails to defend individuals' rights adequately, that‘s not everything can be judged
by the same criterion, and that happiness is more complex than the theory reflects.
Mill's essay is an attempt to address these critiques and develop a more
comprehensive and nuanced moral theory as a result.
Mill's argument is divided into five sections. The essay's opening chapter acts as
an introduction. Mill examines the definition of utilitarianism in his second
chapter, as well as some common misconceptions regarding the philosophy. The
third chapter delves into the final sanctions (or rewards).
Although utilitarianism is commonly credited to Jeremy Bentham, similar ideas
may be found in David Hume's An Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals
and Francis Hutchinson's An Inquiry into the Origin of Our Ideas of Beauty and
Virtue, which David Hume studied under? According to utilitarianism, an action
is moral if it achieves the greatest good for the largest number of people. It
instructs us to look at the amount of happiness distributed among sentient beings
and determine which distribution will maximise happiness. It provides a
methodical response. Throughout the last two centuries, utilitarianism has had a
significant impact on society.
A common criticism of simple versions of the theory, such as Jeremy Bentham's
utilitarianism, is that "they reduce the subtleties of human life to a stark
calculation of animal- like pleasures, with no concern for how these pleasures are
produced," about John Stuart Mill's classification of higher and lower pleasures.
This tarnished utilitarianism, which was derided as a "doctrine fit only for pigs."
(Mill utilitarianism, classical philosophy) With a version that differs from Jeremy
Bentham's "simple" version, John Stuart Mill defends utilitarianism against such
criticism: According to Mill's distinction between higher and lower pleasures,
intellectual joys are superior to physical pleasures.
Another fundamental criticism of utilitarianism is that it ignores justice. A classic
example of this criticism was given by an Examination of Restricted
Utilitarianism in The Philosophical Review. If framing an innocent man for a
crime would reduce the further riots and pain that looking for the real guilty
person would incur, the utilitarian theory would suggest that this would be the
optimal choice as although an innocent man will suffer, for a greater number of
people less pain will be caused, incurring in a calculation of more pleasure
overall. Therefore, if the sole aim of utilitarian theory is to maximise pleasure and
reduce pain for the greater number, justice will be ignored in situations such as
this example. Bentham however argues that it is a serious misrepresentation to say
that utilitarian‘s would be willing to ignore justice and punish an innocent man in
the name of the greater good. ADD to Bentham‘s defence.
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7.5 EQUAL RIGHTS FOR WOMEN
The Subjection of Women (1869) begins with the revolutionary statement, "the
principle which regulates the existing social relations between the two sexes-the
legal subordination of one sex to the other is wrong in itself, and now one of the
chief hindrances to human development; and it ought to be replaced by a principle
of perfect equality," Mill's referent for the legal subordination of women was the
mid-19th Century English law of the marriage contract. By this law, married
English women could hold no property in their name, and even if their parents
gifted any property that too belonged to their husbands. Unless a woman was
legally separated from her husband, (a difficult and expensive process) even if she
lived away from him, her earnings belonged officially to him. By law, only the
father and not the mother was the guardian of a couple's children. Mill also cited
the absence of laws on marital rape to prove the inequality suffered by the
Englishwomen of that time.
What Mill found paradoxical was that in the modern age, when in other areas the
principles of liberty and equality were being asserted, they were yet not applied to
the condition of women. No one believed in slavery ally more, yet women were
sometimes treated worse than slaves and this was accepted as beyond questioning.
Mill wanted to explain this resistance to women's equality in the contest of a
general acceptance of the principles of equality and liberty. We did so by first
presenting and then defeating the arguments for women's subordination, and then
providing his arguments for women‘s equality.
The first argument for women's inequality which Mill reflected was that since
historically it has been a universal practice, therefore there must be some
justification for it. Contra, Mill showed that other so-called universal social
practices like slavery, for example, had been rejected, so perhaps given the
women's inequality would also become unacceptable. Mill also said that from the
existence of something, one could argue for the rightness of that thing, only if the
alternative been tried, and in the case of women, living with them on equal terms
had never been done.
The reason behind women's inequality had survived slavery and political
absolutism was not because it, was justifiable, but because whereas only
slaveholders and despots had mi interest in holding on to slavery and despotism,
all men, Mill argued, had an interest in women's subordination. A second
argument for women's inequality was based on women's nature women were said
to be naturally inferior to men. Mill's response was that could not make arguments
about women's inequality based on natural differences because these differences
were a result of socialisation. Mill was generally against using human nature as a
ground for any claim since he believed that human nature changed according to
the social environment. At that time, Mill also pointed out that desp ite being
treated so differently from men, many women f throughout history had' shown an
extraordinary aptitude for political leadership-here Mill cited examples of
European queens and Hindu princesses.
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The third argument reached by Mill was that there is nothing wrong with women's
subordination because women accept it voluntarily. Mill pointed out tint this claim
was empirically wrong many women had written tracts against women's
inequality and hundreds of women were already demonstrating in the streets o f
London for women's suffrage. Further, since women had; choice but to live with
their husbands, they were afraid that their complaints about their, position would
only lead to worse treatment for them. Lastly, Mill also claimed that since all
women were brought up from childhood to believe –―that their ideal of character
is the very opposite to that of men; not self-will and government by self-control,
but submission, and yielding to the control of others, ―what was not to be
remarked was that some women accepted this subordination willingly but that so
many women resisted it.
The last, point against which Mill argued was that for a family to function well,
one decision-maker is needed, and the husband is best suited to be this decisionmaker. Mill scoffed at this argument-the husband and wife being both adults, there
was no reason why they and should take all the decisions. Having rectified all of
these four arguments for women's inequality, Mill wrote: "There are many persons
for whom it is not enough that the inequality has no just or legitimate defence;
they require to be told what express advantage would be obtained by abolishing it.
The question was, would society benefit if women were granted equal rights.
Answering in the affirmative, Mill detailed fo ur social benefits of women's
equality.
The first advantage would be that the family would no longer be "a school of
despotism. According to Mill, the patriarchal family teaches all its members how
to live in hierarchical relationships, since all power is concentrated in the hands of
the husband father master whom the wife children servants have to obey. Fort
Mill, such families are ml anachronism in modern ' democratic polities based on
the principle of equality. Individuals who live in such families cannot be good
democratic citizens because they do not know how to treat another citizen as an
equal: "Any sentiment of freedom which can exist in a man whose nearest and
dearest intimacies are with those of whom he is absolute master, is not the general
love of freedom, but, what the love of freedom generally was in the ancients and
the middle ages-an inte1.feeling of the dignity and importance of his personality;
In making him disdain a yoke for himself, but which he is abundantly ready to
impose on others for his interest or glorification." In the interests of democratic
citizenship then, it was necessary to obtain equality for women in the family.
Another advantage, Mill pointed out, would be the "doubling of the mass of
mental faculties" available to society. Not only would society benefit because
there would be more doctors, engineers, teachers, and scientists (all women); the
ail additional advantage would be that men in the professions would perform
better because of collection from their female colleagues.
Third, women enjoying equality will have a better influence oil mankind, under
relations of subordination, women assert their wills only in all sorts of perverse
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ways; with equality, and they will no longer need to do this. Finally, by giving
women equal rights, their happiness would be increased manifold, and this would
Mill argued, the utilitarian principle of the greatest happiness of the greatest
number.
7.6 THE IMPORTANCE OF INDIVIDUAL LIBERTY
On Liberty (1859) begins with a paradox Civil liberties are under greater threat in
democratic than in despotic regimes, wrote Mill. In the absolutist states of earlier
times, the ruler‘s interest was seen as opposed to that of the subjects, who were
especially vigilant against ally encroachment on their e xisting freedoms. The
modern democracies based on the principle of self- government, the people feel
less under threat from their government. Mill berated this laxity and said that
individuals needed to be more vigilant about the danger to their liberty not only
from the government but also from social morality and custom.
Mill clarified and detailed his position on liberty by defending three specific
liberties, the liberty of taught and expression the liberty of speaking and
publishing, the liberty of action and that of association. We will follow Mill's
argument in each of these cases.
Liberal thought and expression: "If all mankind minus one, were of one opinion,
and only one person were of the contrary opinion, mankind would be no more
justified in silencing that one person, than he if he had the power, would be
justified silencing mankind." Mill provided four reasons for this freedom of
expression. Fort Mill, since the dominant ideas of a society usually emanate from
the class interests of that society's ascendant class, the majority opinion may be
quite far from the truth or the social interest.
It's more than that the suppressed minority opinion is true, and those suppressing
it will only prevent or at least delay mankind from knowing the truth. Huma n
beings are fallible creatures and their certainty that the opinion they hold is true is
justified only when their certainty that the opinion they hold is true is justified
only when their opinion is constantly opposed to contrary opinions. Mill wanted
us to give up the assumption of when our certainty about our beliefs makes us
crush all contrary points of view so that our opinion is not subject to criticism.
What if the minority opinion were false? Mill gave three reasons for why it should
still be allowed freedom of expression. It's only by constantly being able to refute
wrong opinions that we hold our correct opinions as living truths. If we accept an
opinion, even if correct, based on authority alone that opinion becomes a dead
dogma.
When it comes to the liberty of action, Mill asserted a very simple principle: "the
sole end for which mankind are warranted, individually or collectively, in
interfering with the liberty of action of any of their number, is self-protection the
only purpose for which power can be rightfully exercised over any member of a
civilized community, against his will, is to prevent harm to others. His good,
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either physical or moral, is not a sufficient warrant. ―Mill acknowledged that it
was difficult to draw a line between self-regarding and other-regarding action, and
he provided some hypothetic explanation as proof of this difficulty. If a man
destroys his property, this is a case of other-regarding action because others
dependent on that man will be affected. Even if this perso n is not dependants, his
action can be said to affect others, who, influenced by his example, might behave
similarly.
Against this, Mill said that only has specific obligations to another person, can one
be said to affect his or her interests; therefore the case of an individual affecting
others by his example will stand. On his ground, Mill cited all kinds of restrictions
on not eating pork or beef, or priests being required not to marry, as examples of
unnecessary restrictions on self-regarding action. Another example is Subaltern
legislation which prevents individuals from working or even singing and dancing
on Sundays.
Mill wrote that sometimes even in the case of other-regarding action, restrictions
can be placed on the one- for instance, if one wills s job through competition, this
action can be said to affect others' interests by ensuring that they do not get the
job, but no restrictions are applicable here. Similarly, trade has social
consequences, but believing in the principle of free trade, Mill argued that lack of.
Restrictions on trade lead to better pricing and betterment of products. And when
it conies to self-regarding action, as we already showed, the principle of liberty
requires the absence of all restrictions.
Mill defended freedom of association on three grounds. First, ―when the thing to
be done is likely to be doing better by individualistic by government. Speaking
generally, there is no one fit to conduct any business, or to determine how or by
whom it shall be conducted, as those who are personally interested in it." and
guide their conduct by aims which unite instead of isolating them from one
another." Further, government operations tend to be everywhere alike; with
individuals‘ arid voluntary associations, on the contrary, there are varied
experiments and endless diversity of experience. Third, if we let the government
do everything, there is the evil of adding unnecessarily to its power.
Mill‘s ideal was an improvement, he wanted individuals to constantly better
themselves morally, mentally and materially. It was to this idea that it was
individual liberty was instrumental."'He only infilling and permanent source of
improvement is liberty, since by it there are as many possible independent centres
of improvement as there are individuals." individuals improving themselves
would naturally lead to a better and improved society.‖
7.7 DEMOCRACY AND REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT
Mill opened his book, Representative Government, by noting that the only way to
determine the ideal form of government is to look at which form of government
best fulfils the goals of government. The aim of having a government, according
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to Mill, is that it performs two fundamental functions: it must exploit citizens'
current characteristics and skills to best serve their interests, and it must increase
individuals' moral, intellectual, and active qualities. A tyrannical administration
might be able to accomplish the first goal, but not the second. These two functions
can only be fulfilled by a representative government. can fulfil these two
functions. It is a representative government that combines judiciously the two
principles of participation and competence which can fulfil the two functions of
protecting and educating the citizens.
Let us look more carefully at what Mill had to say about the first function of
government. Mill began his discussion of this subject by introducing Bentham's
concept of sinister interests. How does the representative government ensure that
the common interest of society is being furthered instead of the partial and sinister
interest of some group or class? Even though Mill distinguished between short
term and long term interests, he was certain that every individual and every class
is the best judge of its interests.
He scoffed at the idea that some human beings may not be aware of their 'real'
interests, retorting that given these persons' current habits and dispositions, what
they choose are their real interests. It follows then that participation in the political
process must be as extensive as possible so that every individual has a say in
control, the government and thus protecting his interests. It is on this basis that
Mill demands the right to vote for women. He advocated the extension of suffrage
to cover everyone except those who could not read and write, did not pay taxes or
were on parish relief.
It was this same impetus for wanting everyone to be represented that made Mill
support Hare's system of proportional representation for electing deputies to
Parliament. Under the current system, Mill pointed out, minorities went
unrepresented, and since they too needed to protect their interests, another'
electoral mechanism should tie found to ensure their representation.
Whereas his belief in participation led him to advocate a widening of the
franchise, his belief, incompetence led him to recommend plural voting. He said
that the franchise should not be widened without plural voting being introduced.
Plural voting meant that with everyone having at least one vote, some individuals
would have more than one vote because they were, for example, more educated. It
assumed 'a graduated scale of educational attainments, awarding at the bottom,
one additional vote to a skilled labourer and two to a foreman, and at the top, as
many as five to professional men, writers and artists, public functionaries,
university graduates and members of learned societies 3 %. Plural voting would
ensure that a better calibre of deputies would be elected, and so the general
interest would not be hampered by the poor quality of members of Parliament.
Mill sought .to combine his two principles in other institutions of representative
democracy as well. Take the representative assembly, for instance. Mill said that
this body must be a committee of grievances and 'a congress of opinions'. Every
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opinion existing in the nation should find a voice here; that is how every group's
interests have a better chance of being protected. At the same time, Mill argued
that this body was suited neither for the business of legislation nor o f
administration. The legislation was to be framed by a Codification Commission
made up of a few competent legal experts.
The administration should be in the hands of the bureaucracy, an institution
characterised by instrument competence, that is, the ability to find the most
efficient means to fulfil given goals. Mill's argument employed two kinds of
competence instrumentaland moral. Instrumental competence is the ability to
discover the best means to certain ends and the ability to identify ends that sat isfy
the individual ' interests as they perceive them. Moral competence is the ability to
discern ends that are intrinsically superior for individuals and society. Morally
competent leaders can recognise the general interest and resist the interests that
dwell not only in the government but also in democratic morality. The purpose of
plural voting is to ensure that morally competent leaders get elected to the
legislature.
What about the other goal of government, that of making the citizens intellectually
and morally better? Again it is a representative government that is based on a
combination of participation and competence which can improve the quality of its
citizens in the mental, moral and practical aspects. Let us again look a: some of
the specific institutional changes recommended by Mill. Wanted to replace the
secret ballot with open voting, that is, everyone must know how one has voted.
Fort Mill, tile franchise was not one's right in the sense of, for example, the right
to property, which implies that one can dispose of one's property in any arbitrary
planner. The franchise is a, or public duty, and one must cast one's vote for that
candidate whose policies seem to best further the common interest. Everyone must
have a franchise, but it must be open this is how Mill combined the principle of
participation and competence in suffrage, to ensure the improvement of the voting
citizens.
We find here the notion of improvement again. Representative government scores
over disposition not because- it better protects the given interest of the citizens,
but because it can improve these citizens. The citizens develop their capabilities
by being able to participate in government, internally by casting their vote, and
also by actually making decisions in local government. At the same time, this
participation is leavened by the principle of competence to ensure that the political
experience does have an educational effect.
7.8 SUMMARY
John Stuart Mill liberalise provided the first major framework of modern
democratic equality by extending the logic of the defence of liberty to end the
subjection of women. As a Member of Parliament, he tried to push through a law
allowing women to vote and was disappointed when that did not happen. He was
the first male philosopher, as points of write about women's oppression and
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subjugation. He also portrayed the wide diversity in our society and cautioned the
need to protect the individual from the fear of intermediating his private domain
by a collective group or public opinion. The distinction between self-regarding
and other-regarding action would determine the individual's private independent
sphere and the latter, the individual's social public sphere. He stressed the need to
protect the rights of the minority within a democracy.
He understood the shortcomings of classical utilitarian liberalism and advocated
vigorously for important state actions in providing compulsory state education and
social control. Realising that his scheme is very different from the time of
Bentham, he also described himself as a socialist. His revision of liberalism
provided to T.H. Green who combined the British liberal tradition with the
continental one provided a new basis of liberalism with his notion of the common
good.
It might be apposite here to cite his characterisation, ill the Autobiography, of his
later development of democracy and towards socialism. "I was a democrat, but not
least of a socialist. We were now much less democratic than I had been but our
ideal of ultimate improvement went far beyond Democracy and would class us
decidedly under the general designation of Socialists‖. ―The social problem of the
future we considered to be, how to unite the greatest individual liberty of action,
with a common ownership in the raw material of the globe, and an equal
participation of all in the benefits of combined labour." If these are the requisites
of the greatest happiness of the greatest number, the link between capitalism and
democracy, had become questionable for the later Mill.
7.9 EXERCISES
1. Explain Mill‘s concept of Individual Liberty.
2. Describe Mill‘s concept of representative government.
3. Explain Mill‘s concept of Beyond Utilitarianism.
4. Define Mill‘s concept of equal rights for women.
5. Define J.S Mill‘s Perspective on critics of utilitarianism.
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8.1 OBJECTIVES
This unit deals with the life and philosophy of Karl Marx. After going through this
unit, you will be able to understand:








The life and writings of Karl Marx
The philosophy of dialectical materialism and historical materialism.
Marx‘s theory of revolution
Marx‘s doctrine of class conflict
The theory of surplus- value
Marx‘s theory of alienation
Marx‘s concept of the dictatorship of the proletariat

8.2 INTRODUCTION

Karl

Heinrich Marx (1818-1883) was a German scholar and writer who is
regarded to be the chief exponent of the ideology of Marxism. He was regarded as
the last great criticof western tradition. Marx was asocial scientist, economist,
historian, and revolutionist. Hecarries out a critical analysis of the capitalist
society. Marx hasadvocated materialist interpretation of history and revealed the
way for the transition to communism. His works inspired the foundation of
numerous communist regimes in the twentieth century. Marx is well-known for
his ideas about capitalism and communism. His notionsapplied a vitaleffect on all
parts of human endeavour and converted the study of history and society.
Karl Marx was one of the first to have attempted a scientific analysis of the
evolution of society through history. In the words of Wayper, ―Marx must be
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regarded as one of the most important because most influential, political
philosophers who ever lived‖ (Wayper, 1975). Marx was heavily influenced by
the works of David Ricardo and Adam Smith. Marx was not an economist but
studied various disciplines like sociology, political science, history. He has been
regarded as a great philosopher as well as revolutionist because he not only
describes the world but also changes it. Marx is a great philosopher in the sense
that he provided a materialist interpretation of history. He is also a revolutionist in
the sense that he applied his gospel to change history which is to pave the way for
making a new chapter of history for mankind (Rashid, 2017).
8.3 LIFE AND WRITINGS
Karl Heinrich Marx was born on May 5, 1818, in the RhenishCity of Trier in the
erstwhile Prussian State of Germany, into a middle-class Jewish family. His father
was an enlightened lawyer who became a protestant to escape discrimination (Jha,
2018). Marx went to school at Trier. At the age of 16, he was prepared to enter a
university. At first, he studied law at Bonn. It was his father‘s wish that he should
follow in his footsteps (Bedacht, Don and Browder, 1933). At the age of 18, he
did Law studied at the University of Berlin in 1836 where he was introduced to
Hegelian philosophy. He was politically a rebellious student. He got a doctorate in
Philosophy from the University of Jena in 1841. Being a member of the ‗Young
Hegelians‘, he shared radical ideas. But, because of that, he could not get a
teaching job at the University of Berlin. Along with his wife, Jenny Von
Westphalen, he went to Paris in 1843 to continue his revolutionary activities. At
Paris, he met with Frederick Engels in 1844. Engels was a brilliant intellectual
who agreed with Marx on most of the social and economic issues. Engels became
his closest friend and life- long collaborator in writing. He spent a few years in
Brussels. But finally, he immigrated to London where he lived until his death.
In 1849 he was charged with instigating armed rebellion and was forced out of
Paris. He went to London in August 1849, where he sought refuge and stayed till
his death on March 14, 1883. At the time of his death, there were only a few
friends with him although millions of people in different parts of the world
became his followers after his death.
Marx has produced most of his prominent works in England. His most important
works are, Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right (1843), Economic and
Philosophic Manuscript (1844), Thesis on Feuerbach (1845), The Poverty of
Philosophy (1847), The Class Struggle in France (1850), A Contribution to the
Critique of Political Economy (1859),and The Civil War in France (1871).Marx
and Engle‘s together work in The Holy Family (1845), The German Ideology
(1845-46), and the Manifesto of the Communist Party (1848), popularly known as
the Communist Manifesto.In later life, Marx wrote Das Capitalwas called the
bible of the working class and it was published in three volumes. The first volume
was published by Marx in 1879, the second and the third volume were edited and
published by Engels in 1885 and 1894 respectively.
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8.4 MAIN IDEAS OF MARX’S POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY
Marx‘s main contribution to political philosophy may be studied under the
following heads:
8.4.1 Dialectical Materialis m
The dialectical materialism is the foundation on which the entire structure of
Marxian thought rests and it is one of the first important ideas of Marx‘s
philosophy. Dialectical materialism symbolizes the philosophical expression of
Marxism.It was not his original contribution and he has borrowed itfrom G.W.F
Hegel,a well-known German Philosopher, who assumed that ‗idea‘ or
‗consciousness‘ was the core of the universe. Hegel believed that all ideas in the
world developed through dialectic, andit was the vigo urbehindall historical
growth. ButMarx rejected this notion and assumed that ‗matter‘ was the essence
of the universe and applied it to explain the material conditions of life. For Marx,
the matter is the strength behind all appearances of social modification. Marx
advocated the theory of materialism in contrast to Hegel‘s ‗theory of idealism‘.
Hegel had tried to describe the apparatus of social change through the dialectical
process and tried towards the development of history through the process of
thesis,antithesis, and synthesis ultimately reaching the highest form.A thesis is
first developed in each stage of history, then challenged by a counter proposition
or antithesis.The conflict between the thesis and anti-thesis gives rise to a
synthesis. In the next stage, synthesis of the previous stage becomes the thesis and
the dialectical cycle continues until the final stage which will see the birth of a
classless society. Marx borrowed the idealistic philosophy from Hegel and fitted it
into his economic thought to demonstrate the necessity of the class struggle and
the inevitability of progress revolution.
Marx has adopted the Hegelian instrument of societal transformation through the
context of ‗thesis‘, ‗antithesis, and ‗synthesis‘. But Marx rejects Hegel‘s
derivation of nature from the nature of consciousness itself. He intend s that rather
of beginning with ideas and trying to reproduce the material world. Marx was
suitable to vindicate Hegel‘s dialectic via historical and empirical analysis (M.
Launza, 2016).In both Hegel and Marx, the basic principle of motion is a
contradiction.
For Hegel, the universal substance is spirit, for Marx its matter. Both spirit and
matter develop themselves with the assistance of inner dialectic. To Hegel, the
inevitable goal is that the idea is fully conscious of itself. The social institutions
only replicate through the ‗Ideas‘ or ‗consciousness‘ becauseof the actual force
behind social development. However, Marxheld that social institutions are formed
by the material conditions of human life that are determined by the mode l of
economic production in society. Marx wanted to exchange Hegel‘s dialectical
idealism with his dialectical materialism.
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8.4.2 Historical Materialism
Historical Materialism signifies the materialistic interpretation of history. Whereas
dialectical materialism indicates the philosophical foundation of Marxism, and the
theory of historical materialism seeks to explain the scientific or empirical basis.
In simple words, historical materialism means an economic interpretation of the
various phenomena of history. According to Marx historical materialism is a
scientific explanation of history. His theory of society is historical because he has
outlined the evolution of human societies from one stage to another and it is called
materialistic for the reason that he has interpreted the evolution of societies in
terms of material or economic basis. The most succinct formulation of the theory
of historical materialism which describes the transitions of the modes of
production was provided by Marx in Contribution to a Critique of Political
Economy (1859)( Jha, 2018). His common ideas about society are known as his
theory of historical materialism.
Marx begins with the simple truth that man must eat to live. Man has to produce
his needs and he can produce more association with others than in iso lation. Marx
believes that the existence of humanists on upon his effectiveness in the
production of material things. Production is the most vital part of all human
activities. Society comes into existence substantially for the determination of
economic production.
He has identified four stages of the evolution of history based on modes of
production. These four stages- Primitive communism, Ancient, Feudal, Capitalist.
The first one is primitive communism which signifies communal ownership. The
ancient mode of production was characterized by slavery. In the feudal society,
the mode of production is owned by feudal lords and in the capitalist system, the
mode of production is owned by the bourgeoisie exploitation of wage earners. In
all the stages of history, society is divided into hostile classes, the class which
owns the means of production and controls the forces of production, controls the
rest (Gauba, 2016). This domination of one class over others naturally gave rise to
tensions and stains. As a result of this, tension and conflict have been continued.
At every stage of historical development, the forms of production regulate the
construction of society. In the words of Marx, ―The hand- mill gives you society
with the feudal lords; the steam- mill society with the industrial capitalist‖.
According to Marx the progress of society from one stage to another is not the
result of a chance, but the result of the law of history. In each stage, each
dominant class develops its opposite and as a result of class between these two
opposites, the new ruling class emerges. At the final stage, the capitalist and the
proletariat stand face to face against each other. As a result, the clash between the
two, classless society shall emerge. Marx, however, argues that before the
emergence of the classless society there shall be a transitional stage known as the
dictatorship of the proletariat.

36

Marx observed that ―In the social production of their life, men enter into fixed
relations which might be essential and impartial in their will, relations of
production which correspond to a definite stage of development of their material
productive forces‖ (Cohen, 2000). ―The total of these relations of production
constitutes the economic structure of society, the real base, on which rises a legal
and political superstructure, and to which correspond definite forms of social
consciousness‖ (Harman, 1986). From the above explanation, the mode of
production in a specified society establishes its ‗base‘ or ‗substructure‘; while
morals, religion, politics, etc. forms the superstructure, which is formed according
to the changing nature of the base or substructure.
At a certain stage of their development, the material forces of production of
society come into conflict with the existing relations o f production or what is but a
legal expression of the same thing with the property relations within which they
have been at work before. From forms of development of the productive force,
these relations turn into their fetters. Then begin an epoch of social revolution. To
know this method, it is essential to differentiate between the ‗forces of production
and ‗relations of production. Both of them constitute the ‗mode of production.
Each society has an economic system that comprises two constituents: forces of
production which include the means of production such as land, machines, capital,
and labour-power; and the relations of production which describe the relationship
of ownership or control between individuals and the forces of production (Jha,
2018). Hence, the relations of production are founded by the pattern of economic
ownership of earnings of production. Marx‘s materialistic interpretation of history
is defective in so far as it ignores the part played by the non-economic factors in
the shaping of history.
8.4.3 Theory of Revolution
Marx‘s theory of revolution is an important portion of the theory of dialectical
materialism. Through the process of dialectic, the development of thesis and
antithesis takes place gradually and steadily. Then as a consequence of the class
among the thesis and antithesis a synthesis emerges in an unexpected stroke.
Both Marx and Engels emphasized that ―the revolution is necessary because the
ruling class cannot be overthrown in any other way and it can only in a revolution
succeed in ridding itself and become fitted to found society anew‖ (Singh, 1989).
According to Marx, the basic cause of revolution is the conflict between the
relations of production and the means of production. In last a stage is reached
where the relations of production become a fetter on the production process itself.
Itoffersincrease to inherent demand for an evolution to a new model of production
in the case of the slave, feudal, and capitalist. Each new property owing class
brought about the revolution in the name of all society through the transformation
of the mode of production. It establishes itself as the ruling and exploits the
property- less class. For Marx, it was only the proletariat that would abolish all
private property and therefore class society itself (Jha, 2018).To get about a
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revolution, a class needs to acquire state power. In those quick radical changes,
the whole construction of society would be ultimately changed, till the new
society is overthrown and remoulded. Therefore, any significant alteration is at all
times through the product of revolution. Thus the revolution would destroy the
capitalist. Its eventual replacement would be communism which will create a
classless society.
Marx deliberated the state as a class institution that is reflected the interests and
ideas of the dominant class. It is an organised political power of one class for
oppressing another. In the word of Marx about the modern bourgeoisie state was,
―nothing more than the form of organization which the bourgeoisie necessarily
adopt both for the internal purpose for the mutual guarantee of their property and
interest.‖
8.4.4 Doctrine of Class Conflict
The concept of class struggle or class conflict is one of the most important
sociological bases of Karl Marx. It is an essential part of the theory of historical
materialism because the dialectical nature of history is expressed in the class
struggle. In the Communist Manifesto (1848) both Marx and Engels stated that
―the history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles‖
(Rashid, 2017). Both Marx and Engels claim that class conflict or class struggle is
the actual motivating force of human history. Marx wrote, ―Freeman and slave,
patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild- master and journeyman, in a word,
oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to another‖ (Mukherjee and
Ramaswamy). These are the opening sentences of the Manifesto of the Communist
Party. From the above interpretation is an outlet that a feeling of hostility existed
among these opponent classes which could not be reconciled. He further asserts
that this class antagonism exists even in the modern bourgeoisie society. Society
has split into two rival classes and the hostility between these two classes shall
ultimately end with the victory of workers.
Marx believed that through the evolution of the forces of production, where one
mode of production is substituted by another. Thus, the class conflict between the
two ultimately exists under the new social development. The ancient slave-owning
society was characterized by the class conflict between the master and slave. In
the medieval feudal society, the class conflict arises among the lord and serf,
while in the modern capitalist society the class conflict arose among the
bourgeoisie (who own the means of production such as machinery and factory)
and the proletariat (who own their labour and sell it for a wage). Socialist states
should work to abolish private property and there will be no classes and no
conflict. When people have become aware of their loss, it will be possible for
them to proceed to a radical transformation of their situation by a revolution. Both
Marx and Engels said that this revolution would bring about the final liberation of
manhood for the reason that there is no class below the working class. Which
might be subjected to exploitation after the working class comes to power. This
upheaval will pave the way to the establishment of communism in which no class
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division will appear and all means of production goes to in the hands of social
ownership. Finally, the division of classes will widen and the development of a
classless society will mark the end of class conflict. Marx‘s emphasis on class
conflict as constituting the dynamics of social change (Rummel, 1977). So the
main objective of Marx‘s theory of class conflict is an end to class struggle and
class struggle will be ended through the abolition of class property. The final idea
of Marx is the stateless and classless state.
8.4.5 Theory of Surplus-Value
The doctrine of surplus- value which is related to capitalism is one of the most
important theoretic contributions of Marx. This theory was an extension of his
labour theory. Karl Marx expounded the theory of surplus- value in his work Das
Capital (Shi, 2019). According to Marx, the capitalist mode of production includes
exploiting the proletariat, and his theory of surplus- value explains how this
exploitation takes place. Marx has been heavily influenced by Ricardo‘s Iron law
of wages who says that the worth of each commodity is proportionate to the
amount of labour contained in it, provided this labour is by the remaining standard
of efficiency of production. Labour power is also equal to the brain, muscle, and
nerve of the labourer. According to Marx, the value of a commod ity was produced
by the labour, the whole price should be paid to him. But in actual practice, the
capitalists give the labour much less than what they produce by labour and pocket
the rest of it. Thedissimilarityamong the exchange value of a manufactured
commodity and the amount paid to the product of the unpaid labour is called
surplus value.
For Marx, labour is the sole creator of production but there are three other factors
i.e. land, capital, and organization. These three factors are sterilized for the reason
that they are proficient in reproducing only what is laid in them. So that labour is
the only important element that produces value in society. For example, suppose
in ten hours the labourer produces a value equal to the one contained in his wage.
But he is asked by his employer to work for twenty hours. That means that the
value produced by the labourer in the rest of ten hours is the surplus value. In the
words of Marx, ―This surplus is nothing but exploitation of the labourer by his
employer‖.
8.4.6 Theory of Alienation
Alienation means separation. Marx‘s theory of alienation is derived from Hegel. It
was Hegel who talked about the alienation of man from God. Marx employed the
term alienation to explain dehumanization and he dedicated much speculative
effort in these earlier years to examine the nature of alienation in a capitalist
system. Marx in his early work, Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of
1844, discusses the concept of alienation. His theory of alienation signifies the
humanist aspect of Marxism. For Marx alienation means the separation of our
specific human abilities. Perhaps the most important meaning in which Marx held
that one is to be alienated in terms of one‘s capacity to be a human being (Young,
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1975). The miserable status of the labour in the capitalist society is best illustrated
by his ‗alienation‘. The main concern of the theory of alienation is often
understood that how individuals lose their own identity in the refined social
relation. Marx has explained the theory of alienation in his book Economic and
Philosophical Manuscripts(Petro Vic, 1963).
According to Marx, there are four types of alienation of which Marx wrote as
relating to the capitalist mode of production (Mukhopadhyay, 2020). First,
alienation from the product of labour. He is alienated because what he produces
does not belong to him. He produces something not because he wants to produce
it, but at the bidding of his employer. As a result, what he produces exits outside
him and is alien to him? His labour is not voluntary, but forced labour. Secondly,
he is alienated not only from the object he produces but also from the process of
production. Production has become over-specialized and mechanized. The
position of worker is nothing more than a ―cog in the wheel‖. Thirdly, he is also
alienated from society. The capitalist does not permit him to realize his social
nature. System of wages as such that he does not have a luxury of not going to
work and to go for the realization of his social nature. Fourthly, man is alienated
from himself. He is not in a position to lead his life according to his choice. Marx
observes: ―The object produced by labour, its product now stands opposed to it as
alien brings, as a power independent of the producer. The more the worker
expends himself in work the more powerful becomes the world objects which he
creates in face of himself, the poorer he becomes in his inner life, and the less he
belongs to himself‖(Bottomore, 1964).
Marx holds that the labourer can never think that product is his. It is produced at
his expense, at the cost of his self-realization, against his will, and at the bidding
of ―another alien, hostile powers, and independent man.‖The product becomes an
instrument of the oppression of the labourer at the hands of another man who is
the lord of this object. In short, alienation leads to the estrangement and
dehumanization of the labourer. Karl Marx discusses the alienation which man
experiences because of the capitalist mode of production. For max alienation can
end only when the capitalist mode of production is changed into the communist
mode of production.
8.4.7 Dictatorship of the Proletariat
The dictatorship of the proletariat is one more chief contribution of Karl Marx. He
did not explain it systematically. The theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat is
closely related to Marx‘s concept of the nature of the communist society and the
role of the working class in the state. It is a state of affairs that is the proletariat or
the working class has grasped the political power. In 1848, in the Communist
Manifesto, the concept of the dictatorship of the proletariat is put forward as
follows: ―The first step in the revolution by the working class is to raise the
proletariat to the position of the ruling class, to win the battle of democracy. The
proletariat will use its supremacy to wrest, by the degrees, all capital from the
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bourgeoisie, to centralize all instruments of productio n in the hands of the state
that is of the proletariat organized as the ruling class‖ (Johnstone, 1971).
In The Critique of Gotha Programme, Marx spoke of a ―transition period in which
the state can be nothing but the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat‖
(Tebak, 2000). This interpretation shows that Marx constantly, though
infrequently, referred to the proletarian dictatorship as a transitional political
instrument. Marx described that among capitalism and communist society lies an
epoch of revolutionary transformation from one stage that is capitalism to another
stage that is socialism. The dictatorship of the proletariat refers to a form of
organization of the state that comes into being when the organized working class
overthrew capitalism and assumes full control of political power. It is an
intermediate system or transitional phase from capitalism to socialism and
communism while the state is in the process of transforming the ownership of
means and production from private to collective ownership. Through this system,
all means of social production are in the hands of state ownership and control.
8.5 A CRITICAL APPRAISAL
Karl Marx is undoubtedly one of the great important philosophers of
contemporary times. His ideas are not only encouraged by many people but also,
he has also been criticized by a large number of people for his utopian views
which encourage violence in society. In the first place, it is alleged that Marx is a
dogmatic philosopher who comes completely relaxed the logical rigidity of the
theory. All his propositions are neither supported by logic nor by historical
evidence.
His economic determinism is true to this extent, that any economic system, any
technique of production and distribution will always (and more especially under a
laissez-faire policy) have an extremely important influence on the nature and
growth of social and juridical institutions and conditions in a given social body.
But this does not mean that human beings are helpless to counteract, say the evil
results of the use of machinery or credit.
Marx incorrectly emphasizes that the economic forces operate independent of the
will of man, and the economic factor is the only factor that moves the whole
world. No doubt, the economic factor plays an important role in the shaping of
things but there are other social and political factors which are greatly influence
the course of history. Abraham and Morgan are right in observing that Marx
overemphasized the economic base of political power and ignored other important
sources of power (Abraham and Morgan, 1985).
Marx‘s concept of class struggle is artificial. There have been many instances of
class co-operation between private enterprises and the working class and they
need each other. His idea of a stateless and classless society is a utopian dream.
The extinction of the USSR (Union of Soviet Socialistic Republic) as a

41

communist state and the Republic of China always keen to protect and promote its
capitalist interest are examples to prove that the Marxist idea of the state is wrong.
Marx had claimed that in the capitalist society, there are only two classes that are
the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. But this has not happened in reality. Contrary
to his interpretation, new class managers and skilled technical advisors have
emerged. His view that the capitalist would be focused on fewer hands and the
conditions of workers would gradually worsen and impel them to abolish the
capitalist system have also not come true. In the fact that the present capitalist is
more extensively spread in the community than at any other period. The condition
of the working classes has not worsened. In the contemporary world, the capitalist
has presented various social welfare schemes for benefit of the working class.
Therefore the hostility between the capitalist and the proletariat, as anticipated by
Marx, is not so considerably present.
Marx believed that the state will itself wither away. This interpretation of Marx
does not come true. The state with time has assumed more and more powers. He
predicted that social change can be effected only through revolution. But in actual
practice, many changes have been brought about through the process non- violent
method. Marx was wrong in attributing alienation solely to economic exploitation.
The labourer is alienated. He says because he feels that the product of his labour
does not belong to him. Lastly, Marx has completely ignored the psychological
aspects of politics. He did not give adequate treatment to the concept of power.
The above criticisms, however, do not detract from his importance as a great
social thinker. He is, undoubtedly one of the few social thinkers who have applied
determine the course of history.
8.6 SUMMARY
The above- noted shortcomings and limitations in Karl Marx‘s political thought do
not in any way undermine his contributions to political thought. He made various
valuable contributions to political thought that have significantly changed the face
of the world. Marx has borrowed the concept of dialectical materialism and theory
of alienation from Hegel however he has modified them in his way. Hegel used
dialectics in the process of ideas but Marx used to matter. Marx has strongly
stated that historical materialism means the economic interp retation of history. He
has identified four stages of the evolution of history based on economic
production, starting from primitive communism has passed through the stages of
ancient, feudalism and capitalism. In all the stages the division of the society into
two antagonistic classes and the struggle of the classes against one another
because the class owns the means of production and controls the forces of
production.
According to T.B. Bottomore, Marxism is not a theory of social stratification but a
comprehensive theory of social change. His ―view of societies as inherently
mutable systems, in which changes are produced largely by internal contribution
and conflicts‖ is a major contribution to sociological analysis. He further says that
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Marx‘s theory of social conflict is a welcome contrast to the functionalist theory.
Functionalism emphasizes social harmony, equilibrium and stability, but ignores
the element of conflict in the society. Marx‘s emphasis on social conflict in the
society leading to social change has been welcomed as a progressive sociological
alternative. Many of Marx‘s predictions have not come true, but there is no
denying the fact that those who have read his work have changed the world. To
conclude with Wayper, ― For the power of his message, for the inspiration of his
teaching, and his effect upon future developments, Marx can be sure of his place
in any collection of the world‘s great masters of political thought‖.
This unit has helped us to understand Karl Marx‘s life and writings in detail. We
have discussed the various important theories of Marx such as the philosophy of
dialectics, historical materialism, and theory of alienation, theory of evolution,
theory of surplus- value, the concept of class conflict and the dictatorship of the
proletariat. Lastly, this unit has also highlighted the various limitation of Marx‘s
political thought.
8.7 EXERCISES
1) Discuss Marx‘ theory of Dialectical Materialism?
2) Examine Marx‘s theory of historical materialism?
3) What is Marx‘s theory of evolution? Briefly discuss it.
4) ―The history of all hitherto society is the history of class struggle‖. Critically
examine this statement?
5) Discuss Marx‘s theory of alienation?
6) Critically examine Marx‘s theory of surplus-value?
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