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1. What is Politics?

2. The State.

3. Sovereignty, the pluralist theory of sovereignty.

4. The liberal theory of the origin, nature and functions of the

"State; the Marxist theory of the origin, nature and functions of

the State.

5.Rights, liberty, equality, property and justice.

6.Theory of democracy.

7.Political theories--liberalism, Marxian socialism, evolutionary

socialism, fascism.

Detailed Course Work in 24 Topics

A. What is politics, different views about the nature of politics

with special reference to politics as the study of power--economic,

political and ideological.

2. Two views of politics as a dimension of the social process:

the lberal view with its emphasis on pre-eminence of politics as

State or group activity; conciliating interests and promoting com-

mon good; the,Marxist views with its emphasis on the pre-eminence

• of polit)zs as a"form of class-struggle.

"/ ,_. The inter-disciplinary approach to the study of politics

witt due reference to the usefulness of other social sciences for the

study ofolitics.

. The State: its definition and the changing notions of the

State in the tradition of political thought.

5.¢,l'he rise and growth of the modern nation-State.

. The concept of sovereignty with due reference to its

development and the notions of de jure (Austin) and de facto politi-

.cal andopular sovereignty.

 Pluralist theory of sovereignty with special reference to the

views, olacIver and Laski.

• -/_,_,_,_,_,_,_,_,_g. The liberal theory of the origin and nature of the State :vith

• special reference to the social contract theories of Hobbes, Locke,

.and Ro Ugseau.

g'The historical theory of the origin of the State with special

referencto the views of MacIver.

• " .¢1. The Marxist theory of the origin and nature of the State

with spef,l reference to the ideas of Engels and Lenin.

"  The liberal theory of the nature and functions of the State

with special reference to laissez faire individualism (Bentham

and Adam Smith) and positive liberalism (J.S. Mill, Green, MacIver

.and Laski).

(vi)

¢/12. The Marxist theory of the nature and the functions of the

State.i_pitalist, socialist and developing societies.

• /,.,t" . ,J'.. Theories of rights with special reference t)"-the liberal

lndiidualist theory of rights. Laski's theory of rights and Marxist

theory of rights.

• ,/ ,-*\14. The concept of liberty; negative and positive liberty; the

Marxist concept of freedom.

,,/__,/15. The concept of equality; legal, political, socio-economie

., dimensions of equality; the relation between liberty and equality.

./-, The concept of property; the liberal theory of property;

",./Las/r they of property; Marxist theory of property.

,',,17. The concept of justice; legal, political and socio-economic

dimensions of justice; relation between, liberty, equality, property

and justice.

.x,A8. Democracy--the concept and its development; the classi-

cal liberal theory f democracy; the contemporary pluralist and

elitist theories of democracy.

• /. A ,/19. The Marxist theory of democracy; concept of the dictator-

shiP\0f the proletariat.

20. Liberalism and its development especially as a theory of

the capitalist welfare State and contemporary liberal political theory

(concept of liberty, democracy, incremental change), together with

a critical assessment of liberalism today.

22. Marxism and its development especially as a theory of

social and political change and contemporary Marxist political

theory (concept of class-struggle, revolution, alienation/freedom)

together with a critical assessment of Marxism today.

.22. Evolutionary socialism and its development, especially as

a th0ry of parliamentary socialism; and contemporary socialist

political theory (including a study of such concepts as "Fabianism"

"democratic socialism", "welfare state", "socialist pattern of

society) together with a critical assessment of evolutionary socia-

lism today.

 23. Comparative study of liberalism, Marxism, and evolutio--

nary socialism as political theories in terms of their adequacy for

cooping with the problems of the third world countries (achieve-

ment and consolidation of nationa.l independence and securing of

socio-economic progress for the people).

/'". Fascism---its development as a theory of reaction and

counfer-revolution; the socio-economic basis, historical emergence,

theory and practice of Fascism together withthe liberal and Marxist.

critique of Fascism.

(First 12 topics have been covered in this part of the book).
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TO

MUNNI, NEERA,

AND

A JAY

"if political science means science of the State, and the ,State is

the entire complex of practical and theoretical activities with 'which.

the ruling class not only justifies and maintains its dominance,

but manages to win the active consent of those over whom it rules,

then it is obvious that all the essential questions of sociology are

nothing other.than tbe,q, uestions of political science."'1

--Gramsci

"Political theory equires a political conscience. It is no enterprise

for those who are unable to care deeply about the world in which,

they live. ,,z --Hacker

"Politics is the concern of everybody with any sense of res-

ponsibility .... ,,3 --Soltat

Chapter 

WHAT IS POLITICS

INTRODUCTION

Once upon a time politics was a game of chess, played by em-

perors, kings and princes amongst themselves.in which the general

public had little role to play--as the puppets of these kings, as donors

of blood and life in the wars waged by them. But during the past

two centuries it has come out of the courts of kings to the open arena.

in which every individual, as a member of one class or the other,

1.

Q. Hoare and G. N. Smith, Selectionsfrorn the Prison Notebook of Antonio°

Gramsci (London : Lawrence Wishart, 1971), p. 244.

2.

A. Hacker, Political Theory, Philosophy, Ideology, Science (N. Y., The Mac-

millan Co., 1961), p. 19.

3.

R, H. Soltau, An Introduction to Politics (London : Longmans, 1951). pp. 2-3,.
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has to play an active or passive role. Man is no more _.agIgkv a

subject of politics; now he is mo___r,_.x object of it. The scop

q__.___a.v_bv day and the-'-fi-sent man is some-

times characterised as the. "nnlltbal m "

.  . _ ......... n . "The practical impor-

-tance to humanity of pure politics", writes Catlin, "is not less than

that of pure physics.''1 Whether politics is respectable or not, it is

undoubtedly important and is interfering with all the aspects of

modern society. When a common man thinks about politics,

.generally he is scared by its very reference. He regards it as a filthy

business, mean activity, a furious, rotten affair--demonstrations, meet-

ings, slogan-mongering, political rhetoric, elections and gimmicks

of elections, strikes, lathi charges, firings, etc. When he thinks of

politicians, it immediately flashes before him the image of a regis-

tered scoundrel, a fat, healthy bluff master, a talkative and inactive,

unscrupulous, power-hungrshow-master, who is to be feared more

than loved or respected. LPolitical activities for a common man

include political propaganda poster war, political parties and their

power-motivated activities, false political assurances, deception,

populist politics of mobilization of the general public (or poor un-

employed people hired for a day or so) for rallies to impress upon

others about the strength of the leader in whose support the rally

is organise Every day in the newspapers, radio and television a

common mzen is told about the "great favours" done by:politi-

clans (whom he is said to have elected by mistake or otherwise and

who will again come to him after their terms expire), about govern-

ment policies and decisions, etc. The common citizen is both the

subject and object of politics (somehow, he is subject more than the

object of it). Children are advised by their parents to remain aloof

from this dirty politics, students are advised to devote themselves

to studies and keep away from the dirty affairs of politics. Govern-

ment employees are legally debarred from politics, educated "gentle-

men"--teachers, professors, lawyers, doctors, engineers, writers,

artists, etc.--are told not to get involved in these "dirty affairs" and

work for the welfare of society by remaining neutral towards

political struggles and power games in society. Perhaps this is the

meaning of politics which a "subconscious man", in general, under-

stands.

1. 13. E. G. Catlin, Systematic Politics (London : Allen & Unwin, 1962), p. 4.
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But in the modern age of democracies, generally it is said that

State, government and power belong to people ; government is the

servant and welfare agency of people ; the criterion to evaluate the

government is its power to secure rights of the general masses. From

birth till death, from morning till evening, a citizen is overshadowed

by the government and "public services" of the State. As soon as

a man gets up early in the morning, the switch he presses supplies

:' rY'ovdhich is provided by the State, the water

ct

• _  . ed by the State f,.-, •

as, ,lg s supplied by Mother bai';¢_..supphed by Indane

;ur place oF busi,ess ,,- " , ,, you go to co//ege, oce

, men you reaca your destination by travellin

State buses which

run on State-built roads. A citizen takes birth

in a government maternity home, studies in government schools and

colleges, gets his marriage registered in a government civil court,

gets employment in government offices and when he dies his family

gets the benefit °fgovernmental insurance policy, provident fund, etc.,

and his last benefit is the electric crematorium run by the State. The

government provides houses to reside, land to build houses, cloth,

books, paper, ration, etc., on controlled prices. Lights in the

streets, post and telegraph facility, railways, canals, water pumps

for irrigation, etc., all are provided b th

s responsible for unemolovment , y .. e State. The government

,amine, inflation, etc. o[i,S'. ;arvatmn,. msease, poverty, flood,

cr, t,c,sed by all, praiseCuse ba11, practised by few,

. -.

nreao 

ma

-.electri6itv fi ;,,Y

ns as a su

 a ....

 to heinous mur&r of innocn.

agers by anti-social professional murderers all are politieal issues for a

lay man. This is another view of politics which is found in emotions

and sentiments of people in general.

Who makes laws ?" How the laws are made ? Whether the

laws are good or bad ? How the law-making ody should be or-

ganised ? What form the law-executing agency, the executive, takes?

How the executive should be organised so as to remain responsible?

What type Of organisation and powers the judiciary should have?

What reiations should prevail among these organs of government?

These are certain questions and enera aspects of government and

• .. ......

$

Phtms ohtcal msttmmns hk gove merit services, police, army,

,nSOns, etc., are included in this and the issues /ike limits on the

pOWer of the government also form

theoretical aspects of politic part of this. This is one of the

What are the relations between the people and the govern,
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ment ? Do the people exhaust their right, responsibility and power

by voting the government to power once in five or six years ? Are

the people only to be used as pawns on the political chess ? Or are.

the people the mere instruments to make and unmake the govern-

ment, for whose service the government is formed and allowed to

exist ? How do the people behave and why they behave so ? How

public opinion is formed and why it is so easy to play mischief with

it ? Why does the politician get power by giving false assurances,

slogans, etc., to people ? Why the people obey the laws of the

State ? Is it the dut¢ of the people to disobey the anti-people

laws and revolt against a bad government ? Is it reasonable tc

launch a political movement against a duly elected government ? In

short, what are the relations between the public and the policeman's

lathi, which falls on people's head, is another question of theore-

tical politics for a lay man.

The interest of which class of society is being served by the

State ? Do the State and government belong to the bourgeoisie or

the working class ? Does the political power serve all the classes.

of society in the same manner ? If not, then what is the class

character of the State power ? What should be the attitude of other

classes towards the State power of their opposite class q Is revolu-

tion justified or not ? What should be the method, strategy and

tactics of a revolution ? These questions are concerned with revolu-

tionary politics, which always overshadow the minds of working

people and are sometimes given a thought by general public.

• /ople, in general, do not thin,k- systematically about politics.

They'-o not think on political theory s problems like the relation-

ships between State and society, State and government, etc. They do.

not know much about various "isms" in politics, like individualism,

socialism, idealism, fascism, etc. So plitics as a subject of study is

very deep, systematic and polemicalNow we shall analyse what

politics is as a subject of study.

POLITICS AS A DISC__ IPLINE

/ "stematic study of politics began with the Greek philosophers--

Socrates, Plato and Aristotle. The Greek City-states provided enough

inaterial for political thinking and speculation. After these great

Greek philosophers, Roman thinkers like Polybius, Cicero, etc., also

contributed to political thinking and theory. Christian philosophers,

What is Politics
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St. Augustine and Thomas Aquinas, discussed the relationships of

the Church with State, and religion with politics. Modern political

thinking begins with Machiavelli and Bodin and has been enriched

by the thoughts and writings of thinkers like Hobbes, Lock,

Rousseau, Bentham, Mill, Hegel, Marx, Green, Barker, Maclver, o

Laski, Lenin, Stalin, Gramsci, Mao, etc. All these philosophers and

writers discussed about p_plifrom__diffrent angles and explained

various aspects ofolitics] Howeverfor a long time politics renained

a part of general philoso"hvwas established as a separate and

distinct subject only in the ladecades of the 19th centursith the

amo/,cracy and democratic ideas in Europe, politics has

bme out frorfi the courts of kings and emperors, the world of rich

and possessed, and hasgrad the life and mind of the common man.

Politics has become a Subject for the study of people because of

revolutions in Europe, national liberation movements in Asia and

Africa, and socialist revolutions in Russia and China, which were the

struggles of the working class against the bourgeoisie. Politics, break-

ing its earlier barriers, and the theory of welfare State, defeating nega-

tive or police State, have established themselves on the solid founda-

tions. Because of scientific and technological developments States came

nearer to each other and more intra-State intercourse gave birth to

international politics. So/olitics as a subject of study is developing

fast and because of this it is sometimes termed as political science

science of politics. ]

or

POLITICS-ANCIENT GREEK VIEW

'hefoundations of political thinking were laid by the great

Greek philosophers, Plato and Aristotle.Pl_ato named his b)ok

 and Ar,stotle the_. ].he'self

orm the Greek wor which at that time meant

City-state and at present it means State About 2,350 years ago, when

Plato and Aristotle were busy in their' olitical analysis, the whole

of the Greek world was divided into small City-states. A City-state

had a small population in thousands, and out of the total population

citizens used to fbrm only 10 per cent of it, the rest of the 90 per cent

were non-citizens and included slaves and aliens. The life in a City-

state used to be of a simple village type where there were no

boundaries-between social, political, moral and personal life of a

6
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man. So, Greek philosophers never made a distinction between State

and society and norms like social and political, moral and political,

personal and social, etc. Politics was a subiect which included the

study of each and every aspect of society.

Greek thought begins with social nature of man. Aristotle

said that man is a social anitflal and "he who is unable to live in

society, or who has no need because he is sufficient for himself,

must be either a beast or God,''1 On this basis he analysed the

nature of State and maintained that though an may

have been prior to society, but logically society s prior to man, be-

cause without society we annot think 1" man ; before society man

would either have been a beast or God. Only after the origin of"

society man would have originated. He said that State is natural

and made no distinction between society and State. Plato and

Aristotle emphasized more on the social life of man than on his rights.

and duties At that time it was expected that every citizen (who

formed only 10 per cent of the population) will take an active part.

in the political activities of a City-state and one who used to remain

aloof from political affairs was regarded also aloof from. social affairs.

The great Greek pohtcan and dplomat, Pencles m hs famous

funeral speech said, "We alone regard a man who takes no interest

in public affair, not as a harmless, bu.t as a useless character.''2:

--But at that time citizens were absolutely idle, as the whole produc-

tion in society was by slaves, and they had enoughtime to participate

in the affairs of the State. The whole of the Greek civilization was

founded on the brutal exploitation of the slaves. The typical Greek

citizen can be termed as a 'parasite' and slavery was the oil pitch on

which the whole civilization perished.3 The naked exploita.tion of

saves on the one hand and the discussion on an ideal society, ethics,

justice, etc., on the other was a paradoxical feature of the Greek

ci,,ilization. Aristotle believed that those whose hands are soiled

(peasants, labourers, etc.) cannot think about philosophy ; sweating

and thinking do not go together. This wrong notion has been used

by exploiters against the exploited in all ages. This is the philoso-

phic basis of Plato's book The Republic.

In short, following are the views of Greek philosophers or

politics :

I.

Aristotle, Polities, Book II, Chap. VI.

2.

Quoted in Thucydides, The History ofPeloponnesion Wr, Book II, Chap.

3.

For further reference please see : Bonnard, Greek Civilisation, Vols. I &

|
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1.

There is no distinction between State and society. State is

community of communities or association of associations.

Aristotle said, "The State is a union of families and villages.

having for its end perfect and self-sufficient life.''1

2.

State is not man-made but it is natural. It is the most perfect

form of social organisation and has a separate and indepen-

dent existence of its own.

3. Politics, State, citizen, etc., were studied on the moral basis

and thus politics was sacrificed for idealistic ethics. {___.ollock

says, "Plato's The Republic... must be considered as a b/illiant

exercise in philosop,h.ical imagination, not as a contribution

_to political science ....

4.

{-reek philosophers wermore concerned with 'ought' and les

w'-ith 'is'. They were primarily concerned with 'ideals' rather

than with 'reality'_J

5.

They never believed in the equality of men by birth.

6.

They refused any right to citizens against State and society.

7.

They gave less emphasis on human nature in politics.

8.

They rejected the view that laws should be made by generall

public and have the support of public opinion.

Thus, according to Greek thinkers, politics is the total study of

man, society, State, morality, etc. As Lipset says, "The study of

politics, however, long remained a general field which dealt with all

aspects of human behaviour."3 This view of politics and State.

has been adopted by idealist thinkers in our times, with or without

modifications. This is the idealistic meaning of politics which makes.

the State absolulte and this view is undemocratic.

POLITICS-CONTEMPORARY VIEWS

Our age is the age of controversies. Because of the development:

of science and rational thinking in social sciences every issue is.

becoming a point of dispute. In the matter of political theory this.

controversy is at its peak. Many opinions prevail on each and

Aristotle, op. cit., Book I, Chap. II.

2.

F. Pollock, ,4n Introduction to the History of the Science of Politics (London,.

918).

3. S. M. Lipset, Politics and the Social Sciences (N. Y., 1969), p. lix.
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every subject and definition in politics. Disraeli reflected this posi-

tion by saying, "Finality is not the language of politics.9' But

-regarding the ques{i0n, "What is politics".r" ttae mare ditterence is

between the liberal and Marxist writers. Though there is a difference

of opinion even amongst liberal writers but between liberal and

Marxian ideology there are disagreements on fundamentals. Before

discussing these in detail, let us first see the dispute regarding the name

'to be given to our discipline. There is a lot of dispute even on this

issue and many names have been suggested by many writers--poll-

"tics, political science, political economy, political philosophy, politi-

cal theory, etc. We have chosen "politics" instead of political

-science as the name of our subject and it looks better than other

• names,x When the word science is not used with economics,

ethics, sociology, psychology, history, etc., why should it be used

with politics ? The use of the word science with political reflects the

• inferiority complex in "political scientists".

However, it is immaterial as to what name the subject should

be given and it is a fruitless discussion. The name of the subject is

not as important as the meaning, scope and outlook towards the

ubject. Disputes with regard to the name will have z bad effect on

its essence by misdirecting it. To enter into arguments over the

-name of the subject is neither important for us, nor is it fruitfnl for

any understanding of the subject.

Some writers make a distinction between theoretical and prac-

tical politics.2 In the present study this distinction has been discarded

because theory and practice are inter-related aspects of the same

-thing. Politics cannot be studied by differentiating between theory

and practice. Catlin observes, "The first and patent distinction in

politics is between political theory and political action ....

Politics,

like Gaul, is divided into three parts. From the practice in politics,

.at least in theory, we distinguisthe theory. But the theory itself is

divided into political science and political philosophy.''3 So any talk

1.

However, for information's sake we may see the names of writers by whom the

name 'politics' has been suggested : Aristotle (Politics) ; H. Sidgwick (The

Elements of Politics) ; Soltau (op. cir.) ; Pollock (op. cit.) ; Catlin (op. cit.);

Laski (A Grammar of Politics) ; Lipset (op. cit.); B. de Jouvenal (The Pure

Theory of Politics).

2.

Pollock, op. cir., op. 99-100

3.

Catlin, "Political Theory : What is it ?" in Political Science Quarterly (March

1957), pp. 1-29.

.'What is Politics

9

.of separating' theoretical and practical aspects of politics is purpose-

less. Thus the dispute over the name of the subject and this type of

artificial division of the subject is purposeless and misleading.

Now we shall see definitions by some writers. Their definitions

.of politics reflect only one aspect of the subject, namely, only the

practical aspect. These quotations are being given to show their view-

points on politics :--

,,Bierce : "Politics is the conduct of public affairs for private

advantage."1

lillman : "The politics is the science of who gets what, when

and why.''2

_.Garner .....

the meaning of the term 'politics' is confined to

that of the business and activity which has to do with the actual con-

luct of affairs of the State."s

All these definitions explain the commonly understood view of

politics as a practical activity, as a study of political process and

political power. Some other definitions of politics have been given

as the definitions of political science.* Here politics is regarded

:as a subject related with either State or government or both.5

{

_pson has given a good liberal account of politics by clarifying

its meaning. He differentiated between society, politics, State and

government and regarded politics to be something wider in scope than

the State. State is only an aspect of politics. Politics includes many

things which do not come under the study of State. Politics is much

wider than the state as politics is a process and the State is merely

an institution. In politics allthe political processes in society are

studied. He further maint.ins that government is smaller in scope

than the State. All these relationships has been explained by him by

1. A Bierce, in The Devil's Dictionary.

2. S. Hillman, Political Primer for all Americans (I 944)

3. J.W. Garner. Introduction to Political Science (N. Y., 1910), pp. 4-5.

-4. Just for information, those who use 'Political Science', as the name of the

subject are : Gettell, Seeley, Garner, Gilchrist, Burgess, Willoughby, Leacock,

etc. The Committee of UNESCO, appointed to explore the field of p31itics,

has also used this.

Bluntschli, Garner and Garis regard it to be co_n.c, erned with State only,

Seeley and Leacock with

and

and Gilchrist regard

government

alone,

Ge

t1 

it be concerned with both government and State.

10

Political Theory

the following scheme of circles1 :--

He defines society tlu : "Society...embraces all human re-

lationships and groups."z (._e gives a broad definition ol politics :

"By politics I mean a process of active controver'' Without

indulging much in the controversy over the definition of the term, he

gives the essence of politics. According to him, "politics consists of

certain fundamental issues. These do not change, but their solutions

do.''4 He summarizes these fundamental issues as follows :

1.

"The coverage of citizenship. Is it exclusive or all-inclusive ?

2.

The functions of the State : Is the sphere of State activity limited

or unlimited ?

3.

The source of authority : Does this originate in the people or

the government ?

4.

The organization of authority : Is power concentrated or

dispersed ?

5.

The magnitude of the State and its external relations. What

unit of government i preferable and operable ? What inter-

State system exists. j

1.

L. Lipson, The Great i)sues of Politics (Bombay : Jaico, 1967), p. 52.

2.

Ibid., p. 51.

3.

Ibid.

4.

Ibid., p. 3.

5.

Ibid., p. 13.

Ramj,. s ollege Library
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He says that politics is wider than the State. About State he.

writes, "As with every human association, the State emerges and

exists within society .... State...is the institution through which the

processes of politics are organised and formahzed. Explaining

the relations of politics with State he writes, "More limited than

politics is the concept of the State...The point that politics is broader

than State can be easily demonstrated. Wherever the State exists,

there is also politics. But the converse is not true--that wherever

politics exists, so does the State. We can rightly speak of inter-

national politics, but we know that ;,there is not as yet a super-

national State. We can talk of politics within churches or corporations

or trade unions, although none of these is a State.''2 Similar view

of broadness of politics in comparison with State has been sup-

ported by Gould. He says, "The State conceived by present-day

students of politics, moreover, is a modern phenomenon. Does this.

mean that politics did not exist prior to the modern period ?"

Thus, study of politics is wider than the study of State and

government. In the present century, to confine politics to the study

of State and government is highlyunfair because politics is broader and

includes the study of communities, associations, States and govern-

ments and all these. Catlin also maintains that politics is the study

of political aspects of organised human society.4 Jouvenal re-

gards it to be a study of those political relationships among indivi-

duals which automatically develop between the people living

together,n

In 1948, under the auspices of UNESCO, a new organisation

named the International Political Science Association was formed at

its Paris meeting. In this meeting it was decided that the subject

should be divided and sub-divided into the following four fields

with their sub-divisions :

(I)

Political Theory.

(a) Political theory.

(b) History of political ideas.

1. Ibid., p. 51.

2.

Ibid., pp. 51-52.

3. j.A. Gould and Thursby, Contemporary Political Thought (N.Y., 1969).

4.

G. E. G. Catlin, Systematic Politics (London, 1962), p. 17,

5.

B. de Jouvenal, The Pure Theory of Politics (Cambridge, 1963), p. 82.

6.

Contemporary Political Science (Paris : UNESCO Publication, 1950), p. 4.
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(ll) Political Institutions.

(a) The Constitution.

(b) National government.

(c) Regional and local government.

(d) Public administration.

(e) Economic and social functions of government.

(f) Comparative political institutions.

(III) Parties, Groups and Public Opinion.

(a) Political parties.

(b) Groups and associations.

(c) Participation of the citizen in the government and the

administration.

(d) Public opinion.

(IV) International Relations.

(a) International politics.

(b) International organisation and administration.

(c) International law.

In 1957, the annual convention of the American Political

"Science Association in New York City discussed the systematic study

of politics in the universities of America. Its panels and discussions

were classified under nine headings : American National Government;

..comparative government; constitutional law; political parties;

politicalbehaviour ; public administration ; State and local govern-

ment ; international law and relations ; and political theory. Politics

is regarded as a subject which studies all these aspects of human

-society. This may be regarded as an essence of the systematic study

of politics.

In our times there are four main views about politics :

(i)

Liberal view.

(ii)

Marxian view.

(iii)

Power view.

(iv)

Behavioural view.

Before examining liberal and Marxian views in detail, let us

look into power and behavioural views of politics. Both these views

of politics have become prominent only in this century and have be-

come popular especially in America.

POWER VIEW OF POLITICS

Many studies have emerged during the past about 100 years

What is Politics 13;

with regard to human motives and human activity, especially his.

social activity. What are the prime motives of men which pull them

in some kind of social activity ? Is it mere survival or something

more is envolved ? Hobbes in the 17th century maintained that

fear of loss of life compelled people to political activity. In the,

18thcentury Rousseau insisted on sympathetic nature. Bentham

maintained that the desire to have 'pleasures' (philosophy of hedon-.

ism) is the basis of all social activity. In the 19th century three

other different views emerged. Marx maintained that economic

factors are the basis of human political actions. Freud associated

all the human activities with sex and Max Weber gave imp

to the desire for power as the basis of uh--ffN-n social-'-ivities.

e motivated by d acqmre m

'.

power. Especially in politics, it was assumed, power plays an im-

portant role.1 In the 20th century, two great world wars, revolu-

tions, national movements, ideologies like fascism and rise of

behaviouralism in politics further reinforced the notion that politics

is primarily concerned with power or it is mainly a 'KISSA KURSI

KA'.2

1.

Some important references on the Power view of politics are: H.D. Lasswell,

Politics: Who Gets What, When and How (N.Y., 1936); Lasswell and.

A. Kaplan, Power and Society (1950); C. E. Merriam, PoliticalPower: Its

Composition and Incidence (1934); B. Russell, Power: A New Social Analysis

(1938); F. M. Watkins, The State as Concept in Political Science (1934);

Hans J. Morgenthau, Scientific Man v. Power Politics (19467, Politics Among

Nations, 4th ed. (Calcutta, 1967), and "Power as a Political Concept" in

Approaches to the Study of Politics, ed. Young; D. leetham, Max Weber and'

the Theory of Modern Politics (London, 1974); W. W. Rostow, Politics and

the Stages of Growth (1971); V.O. Key, Jr., Politics, Parties and Pressure

Groups (N. Y., I955); N. P. Guild and K.T. Palmer, Introduction to Politics,

Essays and Readings (N. Y., 1968). Chap. I; K, Loewenstein, Political Power

and the GovernmentalProcess (1957); C. Becker, "Can We Abolish Power

Politics?" in Making a Better World (1945); M. Duverger, The Study of

Politics (London, 1972); R. A. Dahl, "The Concept of Power" in Behavioral

Science (Vol. 2, 1957), pp. 201-15; Catlin, op.cit., and A Study of the Princi-

ples of Politics (London, 1930); F. L. Neumann, "Approaches to the Study

of Political Power: A Contribution to Sociology of Leadership" in Political

Science Quarterly (No. 65, 1950);B. de Jouvenal, On Power (1949); F.

Hunter, Community Power Structure (,1953); H. V. Wiseman, Political"

Systems (London, 1966); S. Clegg, Power Rule and Domination (London,,

1975).

2. It is an affair concer ned with "chair".
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Though supporters of the power view can be traced back to

ancient as well as medieval periods, the view has gained currency

mainly in the 20th century. The great Greek historian Thucidides, in

Plato's The Republic Thrasymachus (who said 'might is right'),

Machiavelli in the 16th century all gave importance to power. Among

the prominent supporters of the power view in our century are :

Max Weber, Catlin, Bertrand Russell, Lasswell, Merriam, Kap_.lan,

Watkins, Treitschke, Morgenthau, Key (Jr.), etc. These writers

regard politics as power and it is said to be the sole object of politics.

How to acquire power ? How to maintain power ? How poweris lost ?

What is the basis of power ? What is the object of power ? What is

the form and scope of power ? etc., are some of the fundamental

issues which come up in this regard. Politics is regarded as a study

of all theseiquestions and power struggles in society.

Many words are used interchangeably with power. These are :

influence, control, imposition, coercion, force, subordination,

domination, rule, authority, status, prestige, leadership, honour,

etc. But instead of all these, power is preferred, as power is a value-

free and clear concept.1 It is said that power is the base of 'real-

politik' which is concerned with the achievement, exercise, main-

tenance, distribution and sharing of power. The valuational issues

concerned with power are : How power should be exercised ? What

is the object of power ? What is legitimate power ? But these are

not included in the power view as it is said that these are the issues

concerned with legitimacy rather than with power. "The concepts

'power' and 'influence' are central to the study ,o,f litics, as well as

among the most difficult concept to define.  [._ower has been

defined by Wiseman"'as_the ability_to get one'.s wishes carried__of

ppositi_on.'' Guild and  "B,_y_ power we mean

the ability to atlect or  the decisionsJ poliies,or

o.tunes of others.''4 Fr'edrich maintains, 'Power is not primarily

a thng, a lo but rather a relation ....

' Similarly, Washy says,

"Power is generally thought to involve the bringing about of an

1. For further details please see Clegg, op. cir.

2. S.L. Wasby, Political Science---The Discipline and its Dimensions (1970)

(Catcutta, 1972), p. 9.

3. Wiseman, op. cir., p. 104.

4. Guild and Palmer, op. eit., p. 7.
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action by someone against the will or desire of another.''I

The close relationship of politics and power cannot be denied.

But the important question is whether politics is merely power and

tothing else. Many writers have maintained that politics is power,

and power alone. With the development of political sociology as a

subject and behaviouralism as a trend in the study of politics, this view

has become prominent. The "realpolitik" going on in international

and ,tional affairs further reinforces this view.

/.

cording to the power view, politics is_s nothing but a stu___

nd external pover of theState and society. Disraeli sys,

"'Politics is the possessio-a-rid distribution--'-power.--77-' S. mllarly'"

Bismark remarked, "Politics is the science of power." Lasswell

m-aini-ns, "Politics is -udy ' iie- influence and the

He further says, "P0_l!tics a.s a discipline (is) the study of the shap-

ing and sharing of political power.'' According to .Max Webe_r,

politics is "the_ ....... struggle to share or influence the distribution of power,

whether between States or among the groups .ithin a State.''a So

M-(Webr-i'egtdpoiitics to be a struggle to acquire power and

influence power. However, Weber distinguishes power from domina-

tion. He defines power as "the ability to impose one's will on ano_-

ther against opposition, while domination is mperattve control that

'is, it flows directly from the belief that authorised commands will be

obeyed without the sanction of physical coercion. Domination thus

hinges on legitimate authority and constitutes a special case of

power-''4 Wisemn_says, "P_01itics, _then, is the striving to share

power, di:nfiuence the distribution of power or the power to make

"autla0rqlativ decisions'."..ussell says, "Fundamental conception

in socialciece i p0er, i. h,,me sense that,,nergy is the fun-

ffarh-e-t-al--e0-fiCe!btq-n phsis._]_.bson writes, It is with pwer in

society hat pblitical science ¢s primarily cncernedi t-u-r, bas,

scope -results  .. The "focus 0f interest of thepolitical scien-

tists igcle-aftid ariibqgu0us;it ;;entres on the struggle to gain or

1. C.J. Friedrich, Man andhis Government (N.Y., 1963), p. 160; and Wasby,

op. cir., p. 9.

2. Lasswell and Kaplan, op. cir., p. xiv. lor more details please see Lasswell

op. cit. (1936).

3. Quoted from Beetham, op. cir., p. 15.

4. A. Swingewood, Marx and Modern Social Theory (London: Macmillan,

1975), p. 148.

5. Wiseman, op. tit., p. 99.

6. Russell, quoted in Catliu, op. cit. (1962), p. 66.
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retain power, to exercise power or influence over others or to resist

t-at exercise.''1 Becker wrs, "The simple fact is that politics is

inseparable from power."2Luver/er writes, "political sociology is

the science of power, of government of authority, of command,

all human societies .... ,,a Guild and Palmer say, "/e believe that

politics is bet understood as a relationship of power aau-tity

Friedi-ih-ais "Power is thbentral Concern of political science. It

ls a phenomenon which is universally recognized, but difficult to

understand.''5 Catlin maintains that generally speaking, the subject

of politics basically is "society as organised" but he agrees that

power is quite an important aspect of politics. Morgenthau has ex-

pressed similar view about international politics. He says, "/nterna-

tional politics, like all politics, is a struggle for power. Whatever tle:

ultimate  internationa-1---p0wr-gliys-th imme-

diate aim.' n In the same fashion/..R_q_ostow observes, ',Politics is...

_jlae exercis 9f_power within a defined territorL through government ,,r

V. O. Key also expresses this view and says, "Politics as powers con-.

sists fundamentally of relationships, of subord-i-nttin---

_a.nd submiss..!gn ofte g07erners and the governed. The study of

politics is the study of these relationships.''

Guild and Palmera strongly pleaded that the subjcct of politics

should be power instead of State. According to them, if power, in-

stead of State, is regarded the subject matter of politics it will have

the following advantages :

(1) "One advantage that power has over earlier concepts of

politics is that it focuses attention on a process not on a legal abs-

traction such as State. Political science becomes the study of the way

power is accumulated, used and controlled in modern society. Con-,

sequently, it includes not only the legal and formal but a/so the extra-.

legal and informal processes involved in government.

1. w.R. Robson, The University Teaching of Social Sciences : Politica! Scrence.

(UNESCO Report, 1954), pp. 17-18.

2. Becket, op. tit.

3. M. Duverger, op. cir., p. 12.

4. Guild and Palmer, op. tit., Chap. I.

5. Friedrich, op. cir., p. 159.

6. Morgenthau, op. cit.

7. Rostow, op. cir., p. 7.

8. Key, Jr., op. cir., pp. 2-3.

9. Guild and Palmer, op. eit., pp. 1-21.
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(2) Another advantage of using power as the central concept

is that political science pays greater heed to man, especially the poli-

tical man, as a basic unit of analysis.''1

Similarly, explaining the advantage of the power view in poli-

tics, Duverger says, "The real advantage of the power interpretation

is that it is more useful, and further it is the only one whose basic

premises can be verified.'' David Easton writes, "The obvious merit

of the power approach is that it identifies an activity, the effort to

influeroTq, e others.''

/According to the writers who hold the ower vi

" •

_i___-_ __-------;- .......

. P°W---w_.9_f_P.0!_t__CS,

a moses or power are not very mportant H w

n

--------- ..........

• w eQ_w_g__t_!¢

ge erally regard wealth, honour and securtty to be the purposed_of

powerh- question which arises here is how power satisfies all

these aims and objectives. Who has got political power ? How d

they satisfy their purposes with it ? The most fundamental questions

are who has got political power and what is the relationship of poli-

tical power with economic and ideological power.

_o,:._.'f_,a i'n are .m_o important--

 ,,cat, econormc aria taeologlcal. The power yiew of politics gives

Pn.m/tia_0._d n_ot to economic and ideo-

logical power. Power can be exercised through coercion, money or

consent. Friedrich writes, "Power, then, may be exercised either

through coercion or consent ....

Consent and coercion are both

legal forces generating power.,, The power which is based on coer-

cion is generally known as political power. However, political power

is not merely coercive power, it is a broader concept. Friedrich uses

the concept of coercion in a broader sense and says, "An inspection

of the political scene discloses three primary forms of coercion : phy-

sical, economic and psychic."5 In democracies, consent, consensus

and money are used more frequently than physical force. So political

power is exercised through persuasion and economic control rather

than coercion. Now all these three kinds of powerpolitical,

economic and ideological, their nature, relations and location--will

be seen in some details.

1.

Ibid., p. 6.

2.

DuvergeLop. cir., p. 14.

3.

D. Easton, The PoliticalSystem (1953) (Calcutta, 1971), p. 116.

4.

Friedrich, op. cir., p. 166.

5.

Ibid.
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tat exercise.''I Becker wrs, "The simple fact is that politics is

inseparable from power."[._.D.uver/er writes, "political sociology is

the science of power, of government of authority, of command,

all. human. . gocieties  ....

" Guild. and Palmer say, "el_e believe that
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understand.'' Catlin maintains that generally speaking, the subject
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Guild and Palmer strongly pleaded that the subjcct of politics

should be power instead of State. According to them, if power, in-

stead of State, is regarded the subject matter of politics it will have

the following advantages :

(1) "One advantage that power has over earlier concepts of

politics is that it focuses attention on a process not on a legal abs-

traction such as State. Political science becomes the study of the way

power is accumulated, used and controlled in modern society. Con-,

sequently, it includes not only the legal and formal but a/so the extra-

legal and informal processes involved in government.

1. w. R. Robson, The University Teaching of Social Sciences : Politica! Serence.

(UNESCO Report, 1954), pp. 17-18.

2. Becket, op. tit.

3. M. Duverger, op. tit., p. 12.

4. Guild and Palmer, op. cir., Chap. I.

5. Friedrich, op. cir., p. 159.

6. Morgenthau, op. cir.

7. Rostow, op. cir., p. 7.

8. Key, Jr., op. cir., pp. 2-3.

9. Guild and Palmer, op. cir., pp. 1-21.
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(2) Another advantage of using power as the central concept

is that political science pays greater heed to man, especially the poli-

tical man, as a basic unit of analysis.''1

Similarly, explaining the advantage of the power view in poli-

tics, Duverger says, "The real advantage of the power interpretation

is that it is more useful, and further it is the only one whose basic

premises can be verified.'' David Easton writes, "The obvious merit

of the power approach is that it identifies an activity, the effort to

influen,e others.''s
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these aims and objectives. Who has got political power ? How do

they satisfy their purposes with it ? The most fundamental questions

are who has got political power and what is the relationship of poli-

tical power with economic and ideological power.
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prkm_a_n_0_n_ot to economic and ideo-

logical power. Power can be exercised through coercion, money or

consent. Friedrich writes, "Power, then, may be exercised either

through coercion or consent ....

Consent and coercion are both

legal forces generating power.,,4 The power which is based on coer-

cion is generally known as political power. However, political power

is not merely coercive power, it is a broader concept. Friedrich uses

the concept of coercion in a broader sense and says, "An inspection

of the political scene discloses three primary forms of coercion : phy-

sical, economic and psychic." In democracies, consent, consensus

and money are used more frequently than physical force. So political

power is exercised through persuasion and economic control rather

than coercion. Now all these three kinds of powerpolitical,

economic antl ideological, their nature, relations and location--wilt

be seen in some details.

1.

Ibid., p. 6.

2.

DuvergeLop. cir., p. 14.

3.

E. Easton, The PoliticalSystem (1953) (Calcutta, 1971), p. 116.

4.

Friedrich, op. cir., p. 166.

5.

Ibid.
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In a society political power generally resides in police, military,

bureaucracy, judiciary, politicians, laws, legislatures, political parties,

pressure groups, etc. It is said that the government, more specifically

the executive, possesses political power. Political power is power to

make policies, power to influence policy making power, to imple-

ment policies and power to punish those who disobey these policies.

Political power is concerned mainly with decision making in politics

and with implementation of policies. All the pressures on policy

making are indirectly associated with it. Making and implementa-

tion of policies, socio-economic and political, is the task of political

power. Political, power is concerned with the maintenance of law, and

order and justice. It is generally maintained that political power is an

independent power which is used to mantain peace, security and jus-

tice in society, which serves the common interest of people in general.

When State and politics were merely concerned with the maintenance

of law and order then political power was clearly seen in the police

and administration, But with the emergence of Welfare State, almost

all the affairs in society have become political because the bounda-

ries of political system, are very extensive now. State interference in

every sphe.re--socio-economie, moral, cultural and ideological--in

the name of common interest has increased the span of political

power. So in our age, it is almost dicult to limit the scope or to

explain political power.

One of the most important questions concerning political power

which needs discussion is where does this power reside. Who has got

the political power ? Power view of polities and political power should

be examined on this basis.

Who has got Political Power? Evaluation of this aspect of poli-

tical power is very important. Generally it is said that "people" are

the fountain-head of power in a democratic society. All the powers

that the rulers enjoy are entrusted to them by the people and the

rulers are accountable to the people for their deeds. Power is like

'rust in the hands of rulers. Power view of politics has introduced

the concept of elite now and it maintains that in a democratic society,

political power resides in the pluralist elite. This theory has been

given by Vilfredo Pareto and Gaetano Mosca. Pareto calls it "govern-
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ing elite,''1 Mosca calls it "political class.'' This theory has been

critically examined by C. Wright Mills and T. B. Bottomore, who

call it "power elite" and "political elite" respectively.''s The main

contention of this view of political power is that it does not reside

in the people and furthermore there is no ruling class in a society

as political power is generally divided into military elite, political

elite, bureaucratic elite, etc. Political power in society is not

centralized and there is no ruling class. Thus these writers want to

prove that political power in a society does not belong to any parti-

cular class, but is divided into plural elites and it is there to serve

the interest of all. The supporters of the elite theory want to main-

tain that in pluralistic societies there is plural political elite, which

has political power in a decentralized form. There is no ruling class

in the form explained by Marx. Thus the elite theory was originally

put forward to oppose Marx's concept of "ruling class.''

Writers supporting the power view of politics, in order to ex-

plain the residence of political power, take the help of the elite con-

cept. But this concept of elite itself is a mischievous one and has

been developed to oppose the scientific Marxian theory of the ruling

class. Political power is a strong, organised and unified power of

the economically dominant class. This is not divided into various

plural elites but generally resides in one particular class of society.

In actual practice, political power in a society is that power of the

economically dominant minority class by which it establishes and

maintains its economic, political, ideological and moral dominance

,on the propertyless, economically weaker, majority class of societyf.

Supporters of power view of politics do not accept this view or

political power. They make an unsuccessful attempt to reject the

Marxian view of political power by maintaining that political powe

1. v. Pareto, The Mind andSociety (1935).

2. G. Mosca, The Ruling Class (1939).

3.

C.W. Mills, The Power Elite (1956); T. B. Bottomore, Elites andSociety

(1964).

4.

Lasswell has explained how elites in a society acquire and maintain power.

Op. cir. [1936].

5.

While accepting the concept of "elite", Mills (The Power Elite) and R.

Miliband (The State in the Capitalist Society) have shown that all the elites

constitute a single raling class. Nicos Poulantzas in a beautiful attack on

the concept of "elites" itself says, "The 'concrete reality' concealed by the

notion of 'plural elites'---the ruling class, the fractions of this class, the

hegemonic class, the governing class, the State apparatus--.can 0nly be

grasped if the very notion of elite is rejected. For concepts and notions

are never innocent, and by employing the notions of the adversary to reply

to him one legitimizes them and permits their persistence." "The Problem

of the Capitalist State" in R. Blackburn, ed., Ideology in Social Sciences

,Fontana, 1972), p. 241.
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is pluralistic and is divided into various elites-x Together with this

they also try to prove that because of this pluralistic political power

in Western capitalist societies, classes and class division have vani-

shed and in such societies ideology has become useless. The plural-

istic elitist theory of political power is based on false notions and it

is very weak. This concept of political power has been ntroduced

to attack the validity of the Marxian theory of political power. If

political power is to be studied on a scientific basis, then it should

be done with the Marxian notion of ruling class and this ruling class.

is the class which holds the ownership of means of production or

economic power in a given society. So, in brief, the ruling class is the:

one which holds economic power and this class also controls the

ideological power in a given society.

Nature of polilicalpower : Liberalism has always doubted the

absolute power or centralized power in a few hands. Idealism has

supported the centralized power or absolute power. In the 18th

century, in order to limit political power, so many means were sug-

gested. The theory of separation of powers, division of powers

between the Centre and States i.e., federalism, an independent judi-

ciary, constitutionalism, bill of rights, etc., were the means adopted

to chain the giant of political power. Writers like Lord Act on main-

tained, "Power tends to corrupt; absolute power corrupts absolutely.'

In the 18th century, political power was vested in monarchies and

it was suggested that it should be minimum in scope and should be

controlled, checked, limited and accountable to the general public.

Political power was accepted only as a necessary evil because with-

out political power unity of society or maintenance of law and order

vas thought impossible. But in the 20th century, political power is

not mistrusted and it is believed that this can be used to serve the

general interest. fhe relationship between power and service and

power as a tool of service is well accepted now. But still it is main--

rained that there should be competition for power amongst different

elites or political parties, there should be free market for power,

where anybody, who is able to have, may have it. An open power

structure should be there and it is thought that the electoral system

1.

For an empirical account of the exercise of the plural lolitical power,

please see: R.A. Dahl, Who Governs? (1961); and for general reading

please see: E.C. Benfield, Politicallnfluence (1961), and-S.M. Lipset,

Political Man(1963).

2. D. Bell, The End of Ideology (Glencoe: 1960).
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in modern democracies fulfils these conditions of an open power

structure.

However, Marxism regards political power, being a power of

one particular, class, as always an instrument of oppression of the

other class, or classes. They regard it to be a centralized power,

because by its very logic of a class power, it cannot be diffused or

decentralized power. Hence liberal and Marxian views on the nature

and location of political power differ fundamentally.

Economic Power

The power view of politics does not specially consider the eco-

nomic power. In this regard they hold that though political power

is influenced by economic power, it is not in the hands of those who

hold economic power. They have developed a new theory of econo-

mic power in a society and according to this, economic power in a

society does not reside with the owners of capital but has come into

the hands of managers, who manage the industries. They maintain

that in the modern Western capitalistic economies, ownership of

capital and control of capital have been separated. Economic power

is not with the owners but with the managers.1 This has been termed

as "Managerial Revolution" or "Manageriatism." The main conclu-

sion is that in modern societies owners of capital or shareholders do

not possess any economic power, because economic power has come

into the hands of managerial elite who have no profit motive of

their own and they run the industries in the interest of society in

general rather than in the interest of capitalists. Thus by separating

ownership and control of capital they deny the existence of capitalist

.class in Western societies. According to them class division of society

on an economic basis is no more valid today. Economic power

1. For further study please see: J. Burnham, The Managerial Revolution

(1941); J. Strachey, Contemporary Capitalism (1961); C. A. R. Crosland The

Future of Socialism (1956); R. Dahrendorf, Class and Class Conflict in

Industrial Society (1959); J. K. Galbraith, American Capitalism (1956); A. A.

Berle, The Twenieth Century Capitalist Revolution (N.Y., 1954); R.W.Davert-

port, U.S.A.: The Permanent Revolution (Englewood Cliffs, 1951); G. C.

Means, Collective Capitalism and Economic Theory (1957)

2. For a recent review of the theory of "managerial revolution" please see :

J. Child, Business Enterprise in Modern Industrial Society (1969); T.

Nichols, Ownership, Control and Ideology (1969); J. K. Galbraith, The New

Industrial State (1967).
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resides with managerial elite who is an elite out of various elites of

society.

It is clear that this concept of managerialism has been developed

to oppose the Marxian notion of economic class. However, the fact

remains that economic power is possessed by those who are the owners

of the means of production. Poulantzas writes, "The manager exercises

only a functional delegation of it.''1 In a capitalist society pro-

duction can be there for profit motive only. If any capitalist produces

without profit motive, he cannot survive as a capitalist. Moreover,

economic power is concerned with ownership of the means of pro-

duction and not with management of capital or motive of production.

If ownership is in the hands of capitalists, they will also be owners

of economic power. Managers do not constitute a distinct class in

itself, nor are they a distinct part of the capitalist class. As Poulantzas

writes, "The managers as such do not constitute a distinct fraction

of the capitalist class.'' They are the purchased hands and brains

who act as puppets of the capitalist class who has got the levers to.

manage the movements of managers.

So it is a mistake to assume that economic power is decentra-

lised and fragmented. "Managerial revolution" is a myth e f words

and concepts. On this basis the idea of classlessness in society has

developed and this is also defective. Apart from this, relation of

political and economic power is not as casual as liberalism regards.

Political and economic power is associated in an inseparable way..

Some liberal writers like Milton Friedman move with the assumption,

that economic and political power can act as a check on each other

and on this basis they have defended capitalism as a condition of

political freedom)

In conclusion, economic power always resides with those

who own capital or the means of production. Economic power

also controls politicalpowerforits own benefit. Thus economic and

1. Poulantzas, op. cit., p. 244.

2. Ibid.

3. The concept of managerialism or managerial revolution has been sharply'

attacked by Miliband, The State in Capitalist Society (1969), Chap. 2;

Poulantzas. op. eit.; Blackburn, "The New Capitalism" in his edited book

op. cit.

4. J. H. Westergaad, "Sociology : The Myth of Classlessness" in Blackburn

ed., op. tit., pp. 119-163.

5. M. Friedman, Capitalism and Freedom (Chicago, 1962).
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political power resides with the same class, viz., the class which

controls the means of production. Out of these two powers it is

economic power which is more important as political power is

merely a tool of economic power. 

Ideological Power (

This aspect of power also has not been given much impor-

tance by writers of power view of politics. It has been discussed

with reference to terms like political soeialisation and political cul-

ture. But in the modern day politics, ideological power is very

important as people have openly entered into politics and the art

of ruling is more concerned with controlling the heads of the masses

rather than breaking them. The most important development in

politics during the past 100 years is that now the source of political

power is public opinion. Naked repressive power has been replaced

largely by the ideological power of persuading the masses. This has

many a time been called "the opinion business" or the "persuasion

industry" of the capitalist class by which they are able to control

the opinion of the masses, and then by manipulating it they are able

to have a hold over them through the magnificent drama of unmagni-

ficent democracy. Because of this, in politics methods of propa-

ganda, means of education, mass media--newspapers, magazines,

radio, TV, etc.,--and other means of influencing public opinion are

gaining importance day by day. Many associations and institutions---

political parties, pressure groups, trade unions, religious and cultural

associations, family, etc.--play an important part in forming public.

opinion. Politics and political power do not flow merely out of the

barrel of the gun. Political power is exereised by controlling the views

and opinion of people, by giving birth to false consciousness, on the

basis of ideological powlr'. If democracy is based on the will of the

people, and the will of the people is generated by the rulers by in-

fluencing the opinion of the people, then why ideological power should.

not be regarded as a decisive power in the domain of politics.

But ideological power cannot be understood by separating it:

from the notion of ruling class. "The ideas of the ruling class are ix

1. For more details please see : L. py and S. Verba. Political Culture an

Political Development (Princeton, N.J., 1965).

2. lor more details please see : Miliband, op. eit. (1969), pp. 161-236.
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every epoch the ruling ideas, i.e., the class which is the ruling material

force of society and is at the same time.its ruling intellectual force.''t

This ideological power should be seen with reference to classes and

class influences in society. Economically dominant classes have the

means to influence the masses, which poor classes rarely enjoy. How-

ever, it does not mean that influencing the ideas is the monopoly of

ruling classes only. Other classes can also influence the views but the

task for them is comparatively difficult.

Ideological power does not vest in. ideas, traditions, morality,

etc., only but it is enjoyed by many social institutions--religious,

cultural, political and educational. Ideological power of State rests

with "The ideological apparatuses of the State such as the Church, the

political parties, the unions (with the exception, of course, of the

revolutionary party of the trade union organisations), the school

the mass media (newspaper, radio, television), and, from a certain

point of view, the family.''2 Poulantzas regards these as a part of

the "system of the State" and maintains it to be a form of State

power. He distinguished between repressive apparatuses of the State

and ideological apparatuses of the State system. A similar view is

.expressed by Althusser who asserts that ideological power rests with

many "ideological State apparatuses" (ISA). He lists these appara-

tuses as "the religious ISA (the system of the different chwches) the

educational ISA (the system of the different public and private school

the family ISA, the legal ISA, the political ISA, (the political system

including the different parties), the trade union ISA, the communica-

t.ions ISA (Press, radio and television, etc.,) the cultural ISA (literature,

the arts, sports, etc.).'' However, Miliband does not accept this view

that ideological power belongs to the State and maintains that ideolo-

gical apparatuses are not in bourgeois democracies, part of the State,

but of the political system. Ideological power is influenced by the

State or the ruling class for its own classobjectives.

In brief, it may be said that in the modern age of mass demo-

cracies the ruling class rules not by the repressive force alone but

by controlling public opinion with the result that it is generally found

1. K. Marx and F. Engels, The German Ideology (Moscow, 1968), p. 61.

2. Poulantzas, op. cir., p. 251.

3, "Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses" in Lenin and Philosophy

(London, 1972), p. 143.

.4. R. Miliband, "The Problem of the Capitalist State" in Blackburn, ed., op.

cit., p. 262.
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that the men in society carry the ideas of other classes in their own

heads: Heads belong to them but the ideas they carry, do not--as

these ideas are put in their heads by the ruling class. People in general

are misguided by these ideas and serve the interest of the ruling class.

Their consciousness is false or "alienated consciousness" and instead

of working for their own emancipation by overthrowing the exploiting

classes they become the strong base of political power of the

exploiting classes. !For example, the ruling class in, order to conceal

their class-interest and the class nature of politics and State, propa-

gates that State and politics are for common good, are based on

common interest and can establish law and order and peace by resolv-

ing conflicts in society. As Marx puts it, "each new class which put

itself in the place of one ruling before it, is compelled, merely in

order to carry through its aim, to represent its interest as the common

interest of all the members of society, that is, expressed in ideal

form, it has to give its ideals the form of universality and represent

them as the only rational universally valid ones.''1 Similarly the

capitalist class gives the idea that private property is not tle result

of exploitation but a product of one's labour. Now these ideas form

ideological power, which helps the maintenance of political and

economic power of the ruling class.

'- --)81eological power helps the ruling class in maintaining__the

" e]gitir_!_l..-_cwe_ Gr-msci-h- analysed this issue

irorri thel-n iwpoina-d has used the concept of "hege-

mony." He writes, "Political domination cannot in fact be main-

tained through the use of physical repression alone, but demands the

direct and decisive intervention of ideology. It is in this sense that

the dominant ideology, in the form of its ideological apparatuses, is

directly involved in the State apparatus which.., gives expression

to political powers.''z He has called intellectuals who help in mak-

ing ideological power as managers of legitimation. These views

have been discussed in some detail in the 7th chapter. With the help

of socio-economic, cultural, legal and political structures of society,

the ruling class creates an ideologicalatmosphere in which its power

looks legitimate. An impression is given that political power is based

on the consent of the people rather than on naked repressive force

of the ruling class. Consent, whether false or otherwise, is generally

1. K. Marx, op. cir., p. 63.

2. Poulantzas, Fascism and Dictatorship (NLB, 1974), p. 302.
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regarded as the legitimate basis of political power, and ideological:

power converts dissent into consent to some extent.

But when ideological power of the ruling class is effectively

challenged by ideological power of the other classes and a revolu-

tionary danger to their economic and political power is there then

the ruling class, represented by State power, uses the naked political'

power (police, military, bureaucracy, terror, threats, prison, MISA,

DIR, etc.) against the other classes. That's why the revolutionary

class must have the power to meet both ideological power and rep-

ressive power. When the paper bullets (ideological power)of the

ruling class become useless, or their reality is exposed to the people,

then bullets are used to keep the people under check or to maintain

"law and order." In order to be successful, revolutionaries must have-

the power to fight both ideological power and repressive power of

the State.

In short, ideological power is very important one now-a-days.

It belongs to the ruling classes in general. The class which has owner--

ship of the means of production also has the power to influence

people. Political, economic and ideological powers are inter-related

and have a class basis. But generally supporters of the power view of

politics do not see these inter-connections. Ideological power will be

discussed more when ideological State apparatus, which makes sove-

reignty effective, will be discussed.

Criticism

Power view, in spite of some contents of truth, is attacked ort

the following three grounds :--

1. Liberal

2. Normative

3. Marxian.

1. Criticism on liberal basis : Liberalism does not regard poli

ties as merely the study of power as politics is a social process through

which conflicts are resolved, equilibrium in the social system is main-

tained and common interest of society as a whole is served. Wagner

writes, "There are three prevalent non-institutional definitions of

politics : politics is the exercise of influence (or more ambiguously

power), politics is the resolution of conflict.., and politics is the.

pursuit of collective goals .... politics involves all these three.''1

1. R. H. Wagner, "The Concept of Power and the Study of Politics", in Political"

Power, A Reader in Theory and Research (N.Y., 1969), pp. 9-10.
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Politics t a welfare activity, having a social purpose, it cannot be.

simply a struggle for gaining power. Laski says, "Power is not con--

ferred upon men for the sake of power, but to enable them to achieve-

ends which win happiness for each of us.''1 Power cannot be the end

of politics, it is merely a means to serve the people. Maclver writes,

"Force always disrupts unless it is made subservient to common.

will .... Within a society it is only the clumsy and the stupid who

seek to attain their ends by force .... Coercive power is a criterion

of the State, but not its essence.''2 So force or power can neither be

the sole subject for politics nor the basis of State. M. Oake-

shott, who is regarded as conservative liberal, says, "The words

'politics' and 'political' in relation to a modern European State do

not, then, belong to the vocabularies either of authority or of power.3''

In brief liberals strongly attack on power view as in their

opinion politics :.s a process in society by which conflict is resolved,

common interest and welfare is served and equilibrium in society is,

maintained. Power is the enemy of rights and liberties whereas the-

State is an institution to maintain these. Liberals do agree that.

power may be an aspect in the study of politics but politics should

mainly be concerned with social welfare. "Politics should refer to

power, but the term should also refer to some conception of human.

welfare or the public good.''

2. Criticism on normative basis : Power itself is a value---

free concept. Power is a fact, a human relation and valuational

judgement, whether it is good or bad, cannot and should not be taken

with regard to this. If politics is concerned with power alone,

then it will be a value-free study. But this view is highly defective--

and the whole debate concerning "is" and "ought" is cent--

red round this. Strauss writes, "All political action aims at either

preservation or change. When desiring to preserve, we wish to

prevent a change to the worse, when desiring to change, we wish to,

bring about something better. All political action is, then, guided by

some thought of better or worse. But thought of better or worse-

implies thought of good." Similarly Easton writes "Where a social

1. H. J. Laski, Liberty in the Modern State (1830 London, (1948), p. 71.

2. R. M. Maclver, The Modern State (London, 1926), pp. 222-23.

3. M. Oakshott, "The Vocabulary of Modern European State (concluded)"

in Political Studies (Vol. XXIII, Dee. 1975, No. 4), p. 413.

4. Christian Bay, "Politics and Pseudo-politics", in APSR (March, 1965).
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philosopher has adopted the idea of power as central to his thinking,

,as in the case of Machiavelli or Hobbes, it has usually seemed to

imply abusive coercion on behalf of the coercer .... Where political

life seemed to be reduced to a mere struggle for power, all the noble

.aims which the philosophers have depicted as the matrix of life

seemed to crumble''1 Politics is concerned with values and by making

power the subject and object of the study of politics, politics becomes

valueless and value-free. Cobban has strongly criticised the value-free

notion of politics and has associated it with the decline of political

theory. He says, "The decline of political theory may" thus be re-

garded as a reflection of the feeling that ethical values have no place

in the field of social dynamics and politics.'' When politics becomes

merely a power struggle, then political and social principles decline.

But politics is based on principles and should be normative. So power

view is attacked on this normative basis.

3. Criticism on the Marxian basis : Marxism associates politics

with conflict, domination and power. But Marxism attacks the sup-

porters of power view on their assumption that power in modern

:societies is not associated with ownership of property and rather it

is diffused in many competing elites. Marxism maintains that power

--political, economic, ideological--is concentrated in the ruling class

and is connected with ownership of private property. In the final

.analysis, power is a class-power. Power never flows from political and

bureaucratic organisations, as Mosca the Michels and Max Weber

maintain, but from ruling class and serves the interest of this class.

Marxism does not agree that power is scattered amongst a variety

• of elites, so that a single group can effectively dominate the other.

Nor does Marxism believe that power can be exercised in the inte-

rest of the whole community. "It is capital and its domination over

labour which for Marx forms the axis of class power within capita-

and

list society. Marxism finds unity in political, economic

ideological power and analyses its class basis by maintaining that it

is a class-power. So the nature and object of power, maintained by

the supporters of power view of politics, is attacked by Marxism.

1. L. Strauss, "What is Political Philosophy?" in Journal of Politics (XIX,

August 1957, No. 3), p. 343; D. Easton, op. tit. (1953), p. 116.

2. A. Cobban, "The Decline of Political Theory": in Political Science Quar-

terly (Vol. XVII[, Sep. 1953, No. 3), p. 328.

3. Swingewood, op. cir., p. 165.
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In conclusion, it may be said that power is an important aspect

in political studies, but it cannot be the sole basis of it. Power is a

means and not an end in politics.

BEHAVIOURAL VIEW OF POLITICS

ehaviouralism in politics has originated mainly in the 20th

century in America. According to this view, politics is nothing but

the study of political behaviour--of man, voters, leaders, bureaucrats,.

etc. How, why and with what motives people behave in politics is.

the subject matter of a political analysis. The philosophical basis of

this view of politics is empiricism.1

[.litics is not to be studied in classics, books and libraries but

in the actual behavioui of man or men engaged in politic'g Politics is

studied with new terminology and by associating it with other social

disciplines like sociology anthropology, psychology and many a

time with economics.2 "__.h_e supporters o this view believe in a

value-free study of politics or they maintain that politics should be

concerned with facts, i.e., with "is" and not with "ought".3 Politics

is concerned with the analysis of the present political processes and

not with the evaluation of what is happening. This view directs the

study of politics, in the name of neutral study or bias-free study,

into fruitless channels and the study of politics becomes the slave of

status ,quo, by losing its developmental and valuational character.

Politics here is regarded merely as the study of political behaviour,

irrespective of its good or bad characterf. Political neutrality of

political scientists is given undue importance, iatlin comments

sharply on this attitude, "There is always a demand tha,he professor

of social sciences shall become a political eunuch ''a Behaviour-

.3

1. For more details of this philosophic basis please see : L. Kolakowaski,

Positivist Philosophy, from Hume to Vienna Circle (Penguin, 1972).

2. Prominent supporters of this view are: W. Wilson, Congressional Govern-

ment (1885) ; A. F. Bentley, Process of Government (1908) ; Bentley.

Merriam and Lasswell, Political Power (1934), and New Aspect of Politics

(1925).

3.

G.H. Sabine long back in 1939 attacked the purely empirical basis of

politics and maintained that political theory should cover the three kinds

of factors--the factual, the causal and the valuational, "What is Political

Theory", in Journal of Politlcs (Feb. 1939, No, I), pp. 1-16.

4. Catlin, op. tit. (1962), p. 17.
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• alism !has developed mainly in America and it is being sharply

criticized there now-a-days, because during the past thirty years this

approach to the study of politics has proved fruitless. Pure behaviou-

ralism has been sharply attacked by D. Easton in his 1969 address as

President of the American Political Science Association.1 The behaviou-

ral view has been attacked by many other writers and post-behavioural

ra

Olitical view is gaining importance even in America) Bhaviou-

lism has been attacked mainly on the following grounds .--

1.

Principle of utility is ignored and a lot of money is wasted in

collection of mere "facts".s

2.

In the name of scientific study of politics, a different and diffi-

cult terminology is used, which makes the study of politics

extremely difficult.

13.

Value-free study of politics is emphasised and all the values are

regarded on a par. Value-free study of politics is useless.

-4.

Behaviouralists favour the American type of liberal democracy,

in spite of their claims of value-freeness.

]-upporters of behavioural view of politics, inspi by empiri-

.eism, are trying to make political science more scientifiC. As Beetham

writes for Weber, "Current empirical analysis was as important

.for politics as tbr science .... The political virtue most frequently

emphasised by Weber was thus that of..., matter offactness realism.''4

Undoubtedly politics must have a concern for the facts, but mere

facts cannot be the basis of politics. Facts for what .9 will be the next

question. Facts are needed for analysis; analysis is needed for evalua-

tion and evaluation is needed either to suggest change or to restrict

change. If politics is established as a value-free study on the basis of

facts, then it may become a science but it will not add to human

knowledge and human welfare. As Bay claims, "In the attempt to

achieve a science, the tendency of behaviouralists is to avoid

1.

Easton, op. ¢it., pp. 323-348.

2.

Amongst the critics of behaviouralism are : R. A. Dahl, Modern Political

Analysis (1965) ; L. Strauss, "Epilogue" in H. J. Storing, ed., Essays on the

Scientific Study of Politics (1962) ; E, Voegelin, The New Science of Poll.

tics : An Introductory Essay (1952) , Chap. I.

3.

For further details, please see :A. Breeh, Political Theory, The Foun-

dations of Twentieth Century Political. Thought (1959) ; D. Easton, op. cit,.

pp- 323-348 ; Christian Bay, op. cir.. pp. 39-51.

4.

D. Beetham, op, tit., p. 23.
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Politics.'' Mere collection of facts and fruitless analysis of these,

without giving due weight to political theory, is neither sufficient nor

helpful in political understanding, j. Bryce cried for facts without

denying the role of political theory.2 But in the meetings of the

National Conference on the Science of Politics in America during

1922-24, the role and importance of theory was sacrificed for facts

,and no attention was given to theory.a

-'us behavioural meaning of politics--as the study of political

behaviour of active men, groups and associations_is neither

sufficient nor fruitful for the study of politics. Now liberal and

Marxian meanings of politics will be examined and both these views

regard P01itics as a dimension of social process and a social activity.

POLITICS, A DIMENSION OF SOCIAL PROCESS,

LIBERAL VIEW

iberal view of politics dominates Western political thinking

from the 17th century to the present. During the 19th century, this

"view was Clllenged by idealist view on the one hand and the Marxist

on the othe Liberal view compromised with ideali •

extent and rejected the Mn---:-- •

st vews to SOme

,lAan vlew on various grounds However,

cv.en from Marxian views liberalism took over some ileas which

stated it. In the 19th century negative liberalism transformed itself

inta positive liberalism and their views on various issues of political

theory found some change. In order to have a better understanding

of liberal view on politics, its views on man, society and politics

should be examined. The reason for this is that their view of man

and society will clarify their view on politics. .Ptics is something

¢oncerued with man and society and the views on these will give us

the understanding of their views on pol After all, politics is

concerned with man and society and should be understood in this

very context. The weakness of liberal view will not be clear from

what it maintains, but it can be understood only by looking at those

aspeCtswhich it°fs°cialremainsthe°rYsilent, which it does not want to touch upon or on

1. Bay, op. cir., p. 23.

2.wealth J" Bryee,(1926).Modern Democracies (1921), and American Common.

3. For detailed report of these

1923.25.

meeting please see : APSR for the year
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Liberal View of Man

For liberalism man has been the centre of all social thinking.

He is the master creator and not the poor creature, he is both the

object and subject of this world. The great progressive character of

liberal philosophy from the beginning to the present has been its

emphasis on man--the individual. In the beginning an individual was

not viewed as a social being, not understood with his social rela

tionship, but he was understood as a being--independent and

alienated from society, having a free will, egoistic, selfish, rational

and atomised. Swingewood writes, "The starting point being the

individual, bourgeois social theory (liberalism) had the effect of

turning man into a purely egoistic, non-social being whose appetites.

could be restrained only through some form of external regulations.''1

Man and society were seen as two fundamentally different things

having different interests. Interest of the individual and society could

be contradictory to each other. The individual was regarded as a

"'possessive individual" having money or capital. Macpherson says,

Its [liberalism] possessive quality is found in its conception of the

individual as essentially the proprietor of his own person or capaci-

ties, owing nothing to society for them. "Ihe individual was seen

neither as a moral whole nor as part of a larger social whole, but as.

an owner of himself.''z Hobbes and Locke started their political

analysis from the individual. They discussed the alienated and

atomised individual and his nature. Here liberalism forgets that man:

is a social being or, as Aristotle said, a political (social) animal. Thus

the whole liberal social theory--politics, economics, sociology, etc.---

became the social study of asocial individual. But difficulties of this.

view emerged as in social sciences we cannot study asocial individual.

Man cannot be studied by alienating him from his socio-economic

and other relations. And if this is done then no social theory can

have any harmony between the individual's selfish interest and the

social interest on a rational and scientific basis. So liberal view of

man found some changes in the 19th and 20th centuries, under the

impact of idealistic view of man. This was reflected in the writings.

of Mill, Green, Hobhouse, Laski and all the supporters of positive.

1. Swingewood, o1. tit., p. 34.

2. C.B. Macpherson, The Political

(London: OUP, 1962), p. 3.
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liberalism.

Liberal view of man as an individual is basically wrong as man

is a social being, his interest and development cannot be seen in

isolation from Social interest and development. Avineri, giving Mar-

xian criticism of this view, says "that the individual cannot be con-.

ceptually isolated from his social context : by definition any mean-

ingful sentence about an individual must simultaneously

environment, and an atomistic model of an individual is philosophi-.refer to his.

eally unsouad.,,1 Similarly the great scientist Einstein writes, "Man

can find meaning in life, short and perilous as it is, only through.

devoting himself to society.,,. Man cannot be understood as a

being away and aloof from society, because he is dependent on.

society for his moral, material and psychological needs. To quote.

Einstein again, "The individual has become more conscious than

ever to his dependence upon society. But he does not experience this.

dependence as a positive asset, as an organic tie, as a protective

force, but rather as a threat to his natural rights, or even to his eco

nomic existence.,,a In the modern day world, man is more dependent

on society. If man is understood as separate from society, then society,.

without which even man's existence cannot be contemplated, loos,

as if it is attacking the individual, as if society

rights,

freedoms,is the greatestetc' The liberalof view of man, asenemy°fdistincthUmanfrom,

is

society,

difficulty liberalism and it becomes more-

clear in its views on society, politics, rights, liberty, democracy, etc.

The fact remains that man is not a selfish individual but a social be-

ing; his social existence determines his own consciousness and exis

tence. Marx has ca!led liberal view of man as a shon-ee,,er's

view.

Liberal View of Society

Liberal view of society is in accordance with its view of man.

Society is an artificial organisatien, a crowd of individuals who are

trying to serve their selfish interests through Competition ad ex-

change. Society is a free competitive market society, which is govern-

1.

S'1968),Avineri'p. 17. The Social and Political Thought of Karl Marx (Lcndor/

A. Einstein, "Why Socialism?', in L. Huberrnan and p. M. Sweezy, Intro-

duction to Socialism New Delhi: Progressive Book Depot, 1969), p. 16.

Ibid., pp. 15-16.

34

Political Theory

ed by such laws as free contract, exchange, competition, etc.x Every

individual comes here and enters into these market relations, in order

'to serve his own selfish interests. Society is a meeting place of aliena-

ted, atomised individuals, who join society not because of their nature

"out to serve their selfish interests. Society has no necessary unity,

no separate interest and existence of its own apart from the indivi-

.duals. It is like a crossroad where individuals come and slip away

after serving their selfish interests. Society is nothing apart from the

individuals and the sum total of the interests of individuals is the

interest of society. The interest of society is served through the inte-

rest of individuals. As Macpherson .says, liberal theory of demo-

• eraey is based on "two maximizing claims : the claim to maximize

individual utilities, and the claim to maximize individual powers...a

good society is the one which maximizes satisfactions .... The liberal

tradition has been built in a market society, whose ethos was compe-

titive maximization of utilities.'' Society is regarded as a means

,and an individual as the end. This notion of society is called "open"

or "free" society.

The basis of this market society is free competition among free

individuals. Because of this the interest of an individual will clash

with the interest of other individuals, and in such circumstances man

will be a wolf to other men, as Roman poet Plautus long ago main-

tained. Liberals maintain that men are divided by eternal antago-

nism. This view has been expressed clearly by Hobbes in the 17th

century and by Freud in the 20th century. Freud holds that all social

institutions, by their very nature, must, as a matter of course, repress

the instinctive impulses of the individual, so that there is n oend to the

struggle between man and society. Society is seen as if it is a danger

to an individual's rights and freedom. With this view of man and

society no principle of unity in society can be established. Liberal

writers here think of State--originated out of the free social contract

3ffree individuals--which will maintain law and order, unity and

peace in the free-market society. State is seen as a necessary evil or an

essential good thing over and above society. Society is seen not as an

rder but as a disorder, in which the State may create order.

x./

But the reality is that society is not composed of atomised in-

dividuals. It is a social means for fulfilling social interest (not selfish

I. For more details 131ease see : C. B. Macpherson, op. cit., and Democratic

Theory (Oxford, 1973).

2,

Macpherson, op. cir., 1973), pp. 4-5,
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interest) of social man. In a society based on free competition some

individuals in society will enrich themselves at the cost of many

others. Men of property will exploit economically weaker sections

of society and thus class struggle will be the fundamental law of such

a class-divided society. Competition and exchange cannot bring an

end to the class division of society nor can the State establish law and

order, unity and peace in such a society. Free contract will not be

so because parties to the contract will have unequal powers and the

powerful c/asses will have a better bargaining position. Thus the

liberal notion of society does not give proper weight to economic

facts and thus a wrong picture of society and man is projected by it.

During the past about hundred years some changes have been

noticed in the above-mentioned liberal notion of society. The con-

cept of "general will" in Rousseau enlightened the liberals and

the concept of"eollective conscience" emerged in the theories of

sociologists like Durkheitn. Now-a-days social cooperation, unity,

cohesion, equilibrium, system, order, etc., are given due importance.

The classical liberalism had faith in the order maintaining capacity of

the free competition and exchange. But in the 19th century, orga-

nised working class challenged capitalism and the revolutionary

Marxian philosophy of working class gave a new meaning to relations

between man and society. In view of this a change was seen in the

outlook of liberals too. Insufficiency of free competition in maintain-

ing the stability of society and economic order was recognised. Social

stability was given due importance by the liberals. To maintain

social stability and social cohesion, social cooperation, integration,

equilibrium, harmony, etc., were regarded as essential. It was also

accepted that in a society there is some general or common interest

which cannot be fulfilled by free contract and competition. The view

of society merely as an artificial organisation or market society also

changed and it was accepted as a fundamental organisation having a

purpose of its own. The father of modern sociology, A. Comte

(1798-1857), "portrayed society as a potentially harnonious and

ordered structure in which all social classes worked for the common

go°d.''l After Comte many other liberal sociologists such as Pareto

(1843-1923), Simmel (1858-1918), Mosca (1858-1941), Sombart

(1863-1938), Max Weber (1864-1920), Mannheim (IS93-1947), etc,,

1.

Swingewood, op. c.it., 13. 1.

36

Political Theory.

also gave importance to social order, conflict, change, stratification,

etc., and recognised the value of a social theory.1 Moreover, the-

importance of organization in society was felt and a "group theory"

emerged. The pluralist ccnception of society became an ideal for

liberals in which the individual was rational only as an organize

and institutionalized being. In contrast to Marx's view of irreconci-

lable class struggle in society, these sociologists recognised essential

unity and harmony in society and maintained that in spite of different

classes, groups and conflicts among these, society can remain unified.

Unity in diversity and diversity in unity was their model of an ideal

society. Rich and poor will live together in unity. Explaining their

views, Swingewood says that according to. them, scciety, "once again,

would become a family in which the capitalists would look upon the

workers in the same way as loving parents tend their children.'"-

With their emphasis on social theory and social order, these writers.

favoured a powerful mode of social regulation and thus emerged a

positive or welfare State. In political theory these ideas were re--

ttected in the writings ofJ. S. Mill and T. H. Green in the 19th cen-

tury and all the ideas of cooperation, consensus, common good,.

peaceful social change, social equilibrium, etc., are founded on

these. Thus the liberal view of society changed with the change in.

the material conditions of society during the 19th and 20th centuries

This change in the liberal view of society does not indicate that the,

nature of liberalism itself has changed but it has occurred mainly,

because it is the demand of changing circumstances.

Liberal View of Politics

Liberal views on politics are founded on liberal views of man,

and society. Ste and politics are that aspect of social process which

are used to maintain law and order and peace in society and safeguard

life, liberty and propert If society is regarded as a market society

whlch is dvlded rot0 classes, then essentially there will be conflict

and class struggle (which liberals may like to call disorder) ia

society. To resolve or minimize this conflict, some social power and

process is required.his social power is regarded as State and the

1,

For some details concerning this aspect, please see: Erich Fromrn,

Escape lFom Freedom (N.Y., 19411, and The Sane Society (N.Y., 1955).

2,

Swingewood. op. cir., p, 169,
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social process is calied politct Win says, "Thus politics is both a

source of conflict and a mod_e of activity that seeks to resolve conflict

and promote readiustme,,,ql

elf ""-- 9  ,.,--;zJ out,cry cannot remain united by it-

 . w,y u. rtere lmerals accuse human nature, which they as-

sume as egoistic and say that State and politics can establish unity

and Peace in societYU_olitics thus is viewed as a power, a social

process, a behaviour w"-ffich is there to maintain law and order and

peace in society and to reconcile an individual's interest with the

common intere.

But witl the change in the liberal view of societyYdevelopment

of socia/theory and recognition of the notion of common good or

interests--one more dimension has been added to the meaning of

politics. It is that politics is there to serve the general interest or

¢ommon good in society. Politics is there to contribute to the wel-

fare.q. the masses and development of society in general.

.hus politics, according to liberal view, has two di ."

ttrs, t,_t_ is,there to. resolve the conflict, t.o maintain law a ndrn-e-,sl°ns-

,c,t ann pave the way for reacefu/ o,,, u ......

•

umer ann

-

, .....

: -a,ge In society, and

sec.ondly, it is thet.9 serve the common good or genera/i

society as a who.le_[Jauld writes,t"Politics denotes thos- nterest of

of human action b,, wr,;-u ---.'--"--

•

e processes

 mu lnct concerning on the one hand the

common good and, on the other, the interests ofgroups, is carried on

.or settled, always involving the use of, or struggle for o

Miller writes ,,t_,:,: ..........

P wer.

• a

'

"t "Jlltlk'  aoout policy, /rst and foremost ; and'-p-cy

s matter of either the desire for change or the desire to protect

something against cIange ....

Politics, then, is about disagreement or

conflict; and political activity is that which is intended to bring about

,or resist, change, in the face of possible resistance.,,s He further

writes, "Politics is, in a sense, the application of government.., to

social situations which will not settle themselves.., the aim of those

who practise politics is often to secure agreement over what is to be

done, to pacify quarrels and to strive for reconciliation and compro-

mise." But here some important questions arise--Why there is

conflict in society ? Can politics resolve these conflicts and have

1.

S. S. Wolin, Politics and Vision (London, 1960), p. 11.

2.

J. Gould and W. L. Kolb, A Dictionary of the Social Science (N,Y., 1964),

PP. 515-16, (Compiled under the auspices of UNESCO).

3. J.D.B. Miller, The Nature of Politics(London : Penguin, 1962), p.14.

4. lbid,, pp. 19-21.
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agreement ? The answer of liberals to these questions is thaton-

flict is there in the very nature of diversity on the basis of religion,

sex, caste, language, nationality, colourand economic reason's and

they believe that these conflicts can be checked by politics and it car

bring about agreement in disagreement, consensus in conflict, unity

in d'vy.grsity and order in disgrd_er.

.jberals do not agreethat economic causes of conflict are most

fundamental and they maintain that the interests of rich and poor--

capitalists and workers, feudal lords and peasants, etc.,---can be re-

conciled by political power. In brief, as Miller says, politics is con-.

cerned with conflict andagreement.. if there were general agree-

ment, we should not need politics .... The origin of politics lies in

social diversity ....

Politics will continue because diversity is not

goingo stop.''1

Dverer hzs further e liberal meaning of politics

and ne writes : "Ever since men have been reflecting on politics, they

'hce oscillated between two diametrically opp.osed interpretational.._

Accorne..oliti is c0nfll:et--a strdggle i' which power allow"

those wb. possess it to ensure their hold on society and to profit

b.yit_-cording to the other views, po.litics is an effort to bring

abotit the rule of order and justice, in which power guarantees

the general interest and common good against the pressure of private

interest"]., organised power in any society is always and at all times.

bot'h---Ii instrument by which certain groups dominate others, an

instrument used in the interest of the rulers and to the disadvantage

of the ruled, and also a means of ensuring a particular social order

or achieving some integration of the individual into the collectivity

for tfl general interest. The two elements always co-exist .... "

/..n conclusion, we may say that according to the liberal view poli-

tics is a human activity, a dimension of the social process, which is

there on the one hand to resolve conflict, maintain unity in diversity,

law and order and peace in society and, on the other, to serve the

general interest or common good of society, bring about peaceful

- chang and maintain rights and liberties of the individuaIs.

c_-Lt liberals do not giv6 a concrete understanding of the causes

"-"- and nature of social conflicts. "In the liberal view of polities, con-

fli}et exists in terms of 'problems' which need to be 'solved'.. Th,

1 Ibid., p. 288,

2. M. Duverger, The Idea of Politics (Lortdon, 1966), IP. xii-xiii.
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hidden assumption is that conflict does not, or need not, run very

deep; that it can be 'managed' by the exercise of reason and goodwill.

and a readiness to compromise and agree....politics is .... a constant

process of bargaining and accommodation, on the basis of accepted

procedures.... CLnflict is not har_m,f,l  it is 'functional', a stabiliz--

ing rather than a disruptive force.'.'.

IL eir

idea that sqcial conflict.

can be resolved by politics is high y un cient'fic because in general

practice it is seen that class-struggle is fundamental alao process

political, spiritual, moral, or religious--can reolart from

this, liberal view that politics is there to serve the general interest is.

the least convincing, as in a class-divided society it is impossible to

have any general interest, as interests of the classes differ funda--

mentally. In a,,c_lass-divide,d, society, politics and S;e cannot be

understood as abo,e class processes or institutio.ns The liberal

view of politics is based on liberal view of man and society and the

unscientific view of these has led to their unscientific view of politics..

In criticism to this view, we find another view of politicsMarxian

viewwhich we shall examine later.

The main points of liberal views on man, society and politics.

are as follows :

1.

Man as an individual is the centre of the study of politics. Eac/

individual becomes a member of society to further his own in--

terest. Man and society are viewed differently, having different

interests and objectives.

2.

Society is a crowd of alienated individuals. It is a market society.

and here an individual serves his own personal interest by com-

petition, exchange, etc. Society thus is a free society and man be-

comes the member of any social group only for his own personal

interest.

3.

Because of the conflict of various interests, there is disorder in,.

society and politics is required to resolve the conflict, maintain

unity, cooperation and order in society.

-"

4.

Politics serves the general interest of society.

5.

Politics is a process to bring about peaceful change in society.

6.

Politics and State do not belong to any single class. It establishes.

unity in diversity and equilibrium of various interests in society.

7.

There is a difference between State and society. State is limited.

than society and it is there to serve the general interest of society..

1.

R. Miliband, Marxism and Politics (London : OUP, 1977), p. 17.
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Politics is only a dimension of the social process.

On the basis of the above main points, liberal view can be

understood and its definition can be framed. Politics is a dimension

of the social process, a human activity, which is to resolve sccial

.conflict, maintain law and order and peace, serve the general interest,

facilitate the peaceful social change in society, contribute to the

socio-economic and ethical development of human perscnality and

..safeguard the rights and liberties of man.

POLITICS AS A DIMENSION OF SOCIAL

PROCESS--MARXIAN VIEW

aguely speaking, the present world is dided into two on the

'basis of ideologies--liberal and socialist worl,.d_dStates or societies.1

'The force of ideology is clear from this division of the world on its

basis. The socio-economic, political, cultural, rnoral structures and

• values of socialist countrs are quite different thaia that of libera!

,countries or societies_qcialist States are based on Marxian"

:ideology and known as "Red Worl All these States and societies

:are working in the direction to ffffl-sh the eoitation of man over

man and establishment of a classless society.._he Marxian notion of

man, society and politics is quite different than liberal view of these.

Marxism studiescociety and politics by understanding the laws of

social developmenand in order to understand these scientifically,

the method of dialectical materialism is applied. The meaning of

• politics is understood in the context of these laws of social develop-

ment and politics is regarded as an aspect of po!itical economy

• rather than a distinct discipline. Now the Marxian view of man,

.society and politics will be examined in some details.

Marxian View of Man8

During the discussion on the liberal view of man, it was seen that

1.

However, there is a third category of nations which are,neither liberal nor

Marxian in their political practice. The States belonging to this category

are known as fascist and dictatorial States.

2.

Though the terms "Marxian" and "Marxist" have different cannotations,

in the present study these have been used inter-changeably, as the

scope of this study does not need such exactness.

3.

For a general discussion on this please see : M. Petrosyan, Humanism,

Its Philosophical, Ethical and Sociological Aspects (Moscow, 1972) ; and

J. McMurtry, The Structure of Marx's World-View Princeton, 1977),

Chap. 1.
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this view regards man to be a social, above society, an atomised,

alienated and egoistic individual. But Marxism views man with a

very different approach and associates him with social tbrms and

circumstances. Marx wrote, "The individual is the social being. His

manifestations of life--even if they may not appear in the direct form

of communal manifestations of life carried out in association with

others--are, therefore, an expression and confirmation of social life...

Man, much as he may, therefore be a particular individual.., is just as

much the totality--the idea/totality .... " Marxism views man in totality

and not out of social context. Interests of man and society are not

seen opposite to each other. Lefebvre writes, "To Marx the 'subject'

is always social man, the individual viewed in his actual relationships

with groups, classes, society as a whole."-" Man as an alienated, ato-

nJsed and;egoistic creature is opposed to the Marxian view of man. The

essence of man is totality of his social relationships. Human nature

goes on changing with the change in social relations and circumstances.

Hegel regarded man as a political animal but Marxism emphasises

on the social nature of man rather than his poIitical nature. Lefebvre

m "

writes, " gamst Hegel, Marx maintains that the essence of man is

not political but social. Man is not apolitical animal.,,z Marxism

does not regard man as a wolf for another man. Furthermore, man's

personal and social interests are not viewed as opposite to each

.other. Avineri writes, "Man, according to Marx, is the totality of

his social connections, hence emancipated society is identical with

the emancioated self)',

"fhe liberal concept of man is that of "possessive individual".

Man is responsible for his property, power, pleasures and pain.

He, having a free will, is the master of himself. But Marxism

concedes that it is because of private property that man is

:alienated from himself, society and nature. The concept of alienation

is very important here and Avineri writes, "Alienation according to

Marx has three asoects : in modern society man is alienated from

nature, from himself and from humanity.,, Marxism does not give

much importance to man merely as an individual. But it does not

I.

K. Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 (Moscow, 1974),

Pp. 92-93.

2.

H. Lefebvre, The Sociology of Marx (Penguin, 1968), p. 8.

3.

Ibid., p. 123.

4.

S. Avineri, op. cir., p. 33.

5.

]bid, p. 105,

mean that human element is not given importance in the Marxian

social analysis. Marxism does not want to put an end to the

individual but wants to demolish the wall of private property, which

separates the individual from society. Avineri writes, "Marx's way to

socialism is not a collectivism which subsumes the individual under

an abstract whole; it is rather an attempt to break down the barriers

between the individual and society and to try to find the key to the

reunion of these two aspects of human existence'''l Thus Marxism

does not disregard man but wants to understand man with his true

social nature. Sartre writes, "Marxism ought to study real men in

depth, not dissolve them in a bath of sulphuric acid.''z

This basis of Marxian humanism solves the problem of recon-

ciliation of the interests of man and society. According to Marx, as

Swingewood says, "The individual exists only as part of a whole

family occupational groups, class. Both society and the individual are

to be understood and analysed from this point of view.''

Marxian View of Society

The liberal view of society is that of a free capitalist market

society based on free competition and exchange. But the Marxian

view of society is based on its world outlook, dialectical materialism-

Man is a social animal and society is an ever-developing organisation-

According to Chesnokov, "Society could be defined as a living social

organism which is in continuous development, and whose vital,

functions are based on the development of its mode of produc-

tion.'' Liberalism assumes that society is composed of free

individuals. But for Marx, "Society does not consist of individuals,

but expresses the sum of inter-relations, the relations within which

these individuals stand.'' Unlike liberalism, Marxism formulates

the scientific laws of social development. Engels said, "Just as

Darwin discovered the law of development of organic nature, so

Marx discovered the law of development of human history.''

Society, according to the Marxian view, is not an abstract or artificial

organisation. "The condition of any kind of social life is that people

1.

Ibid., p. 89.

2.

J, p. Sartre, The Problem of Method (1963), 13.43.

3.

Swingewood, op. cir., p. 40.

D. Chestxokov and V. Karpusshin, Man and Society (Moscow, 1966), p. 8.

5.

Miliband, op. cir. (1977), pp. 17-18.

6.

F. Engels in his speech at Marx's funeral in 1893.

should associate together to produce their material means of life.''1

Society has originated because of man's daily material needs like-

bread, shelter, cloth, security and other cultural and educational,

needs. In order to fulfil these needs, man produces in society and

enters into definite relations of productions. Production is regarded

as an important basis of society and labour is most important in it.

In every society, on the basis of relations of production, a mode of

production is determined and this mode of production is the sub-

structure upon which the social, political, cultural, moral and

ideological superstructures of society rest. In order to understand the,

mode of production, it is necessary to understand labour, objects

of labour, instruments of labour, etc, These will be discussed briefly

below.

Labour : There are three main requirements of production--.

labour, means of labour and instruments of labour. Labour is most.

fundamental among these. Nature has not provided mankind with,

readymade things but man has to make them useful by working

upon these. The things given by nature are consumed by the animals.,

in a raw form but man consumes by improving them through

labour, Engels wrote a beautiful article, "The Part Played by Labour

in the Transition from Ape to Man,'' and here he has shown that

it is by labour that from ape, man hasbecome man. Hewrites: Labour

is the source of all wealth .... It is the prime basic condition for all

human existence and this to such an extent that, in a sense, we have-

to say that lab,>ur created man himself.'' It is Marxism which for

the first time made it clear that it is not capital or land which is.

fundamental but it is labour which is most important in production.

Marxism also emphasised on the importance of production in social

life. Man labours with objects of labour and instruments of labour.

It is because of labour that man is the master over Nature. Thus.

Marxism is the ideology and outlook of labouring classes and the,

revolutionary philosophy for the emancipation of the working class.

Objects of labour : The things people act upon, i. e., everything.

upon which man's labour is used, are called the objects of labour.

These include raw materials, land, minerals, soil, water, trees, etc.

1. M, Cornforth, The Open Philosophy and the Open Society (London, 1968),

pp. 25-26.

2.

K. Marx artd F. Engels, Selected Works (Moscow), p. 34.

3.

Ibid.. p. 354.
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All these are provided by Nature and that's why it is said that labour

is the father of all wealth, the land or Nature is its mother.

Inslruments of labour: These are the things man uses to act upon

the objects of labour, such as hammer, machines, etc. In the course

• of history the instruments of labour developed a long way from the

stone and stick of primeval man to modern sophisticated machines,

,,electronic computers, etc. But all these instruments of production

are the product of human labour developed during the course of

social development.

Means of production : The objects of labour and instruments

 of labour together form the means of production. During their social

development men have been developing the means of production and

development of these is the basis of socio-ecomic development of

human society.

Forces of production : Means of production and labour power

in interaction constitute the forces of production. Both these form

the productive forces of society but the decisive productive force of

society is man himself, his live labour power. Labour power is the

motive force and it puts life into the means of production. The

' forces of production grow and multiply with social development.

Relations of production : Man has never lived alone and pro-

ductionhas a social character. The relations which arise among

people in the process of production are called the relations of pro-

duction or production relations. Marx wrote, "In production, men

not only act on nature but also on one another. They produce

onlv by cooperating .... In order to produce, they enter into definite

.connections and relations with one another and only within these

social connections and relations does their action on nature, does

production, take place .... The relations of production in their total-

ity constitute what are called the social relations, society and

 specifically, a society at a definite stage of historical development...''a

Relations of production are the relations which are entered into by

the people during the course of production.

Mode of production • The character of production is social and

• so there is a social system of production in all the societies. This

social system of production is not always identical everywhere and it

.goes on changing with the stages of social development. Ownership

4.

Ibid., p. 80.
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of the means of production is of decisive importance for charac-.

terising the social system of production. Production does not

exist outside of space and time. Production relations, taken in their

connection and unity with the productive forces, are called the mode

of production. History knows fiw basic modes of production. They

are : primitive, slavery, feudalism, capitalism and socialism which is.

the first phase of Communism. When slave owners were the owners

of means of production then it was s/avery, when capitalists are the

owners of means of production then it is called capitalism and when

society as a whole is the owner, it ts called socialism. Thus the mode-

of production in every society is fundamental and on the basis of

this only society can be understood in the scientific way.

Society and class division : On the basis of the mode of pro-

duction the class structure of society is determined. Classes are large

groups of people, differing as regards to their place in social produc-

tion, as regards to their relations to the means of production. Every

society, where ownership of the means of production belongs

to only a few people, is class divided. Classes emerge on the basis

of relations of production. Mode of production or economic base of

every society is known as sub-structure or base or infra-structure and

this sub-structure is decisive in determining, in the last instance, the

superstructure of soc.iety which includes politics, culture, religion, etc.

Man, society and politics can only be studied scientifically on this

basis alone. "Society is not simply a discrete heap of individuals but

a complex, structural whole in which.., the unit of analysis is not

the individua but the group, the community, the class.''1 According

to Marxism, class is the basic unit in social analysis rather than mare

group, religion, caste, etc. Society is a totality governed by some-

laws of social development. It is not a free market society composed

of free, egoistic, selfish individuals.

Marxian View of Politics

Sarxism regards the modes of production as basic in socio-.

pohtlca l ana ysis. This sub-structure determines the class division,

and class relation in a society. On this sub-structure is based the

political, ethical, cultural, social, religious, psychological and philoso-

phical superstructure of society. Politics and State cannot be discussed

in isolation with this economic base tf society and, the basis of politics

should be seen in the economic system (mode of production) of-

society. Politics is the study of class relations and class struggles in,

1.

Swingewood, op. cit., p. 36.
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society. Economic interests of the various classes are reflected in

politics. As Fyodorov writes, "'The State and politics are, in the final

analysis, an expression of the economic requirements of society and

:its social groups.''1 Politics is fundamentally determined by econo-

mic base or sub-structure and it is not .s°mething above classes and

. class-struggle or above society. Every politics is a class-politics and

-every class of society has their own politics because their class inte-

rests are quite different. "With the aid of politics classes that hold

power strive to influence the nature of the economy, the forms and

.scale of distribution of material wealth, ideology, culture, moralitY,

family and everyday life.'' Avineri writes, "Political institutions,

despite their claim to universality and generality, only mask the parti-

cularistic, egoistic interests of civil society.''3 Similarly, Hacker writes,

.... If the study of politics is to be scientific, Marx and Engels wrote,

then both social and political institutions must be regarded as out-

growths of the material conditions which direct the major paths of

;human behaviour.''4

tr"Thus/-ccording to the Marxian view of politics, politics cannot

be understood independently of the economic system and because

of this politics is regarded as an aspect of political conomy. But

the relation of politics with economics is not merely mecha-

nical. Only in the final analysis the economic factor is decisive.

Politics is not merely a shadow of the economic system of society.

Marxism does not believe in economic determinism as the relation

between politics and e, clonomics is that of give and take, influencing

and getting influenced..The basic factor is economic in the final ana-

lysis. Avineri writes, "In his (Marx) later writings, as in his Critique

the political never appears as a mere mechanistic or automatic reflec-

'tion of the economic.''5 The relation between politics and economics

However, lMiliband further writes, "Sense could not be made out of

I-----

1.

B. Fyodorov, Theory of Politics and Lenin's Legacy (Moscow), p. 34.

2.

Ibid., p. 3.

3.

Avineri, op. cit., p. 19.

4.

Hacker, op. cit., p. 538.

5.

Avineri, op. cit., p. 41.

• .

Miliband, op. cit., p. 6.
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political reality without probing beneath political institutions and

forms; and that insistence was and remains the basi, of Marxist

political analysis and of Marxist political sociology.';]/ Politics is

not the only dimension of social process, it is one on thee many dimen-

sions of it. Politics can only be understood in relation to economic

system and class structure of society.. Fyodorov writes, "Marxism-

Leninism, however, does not consider that the whole process of

political development is only directly and immediately dependent on

production. The economic system exerts an influence on this process

only in.the final analysis.''2 The economic base has got primacy in

the analysis of political superstructure. But the primacy simply

means that it is determining or decisive in tlae final analysis or 'in the

last instance'." The economic factor is al

analysis but it is a very important fact.Cr. If the economic factor is

"derstood as the whole politics then it will lead to economic deter-

minism which Marxism opposes.

_U.nlike Hegel, Marx never regarded politics and State to be

.everything in the social process. It is only a dimension of the social

process and is not equal to society as a whole.".] Politics cannot finish

the class division of society, nor can it finish the class-struggle. Politics

cannot serve the common interest of all the classes in a society be-

cause the interest of the different classes is quite opposite and the

common interest is absent in a class-divided society.

Liberalism takes the individualistic view of society and politics.

But.Marxism takes the class view. The interest of the classes is

opposite to each other. The interest of the "individuals" of different

classes may reconcile or individuals of one class may movto another

,class, but this does not change the position of classes./Miliband

writes, "A member of one class may well feel no antagoms-iha towards

members of other classes; and there may be mobility between classes.

But classes nevertheless remain irreconcilably divided ....

-3 farxism

.supports the 'conflict model' instead of 'consensus model' iolitics.

Politics cannot resolve the class conflict as "conflict is inherent in the

class system, incapable of a solution within that system.''4 So

politics is not seen as a conflict-resolving activity or welfare activity

I.

Ibid., p. 10.

2.

Fyodorov, op. cit., p. 36.

3.

Miliband, o1, eit. (1977), p. 18.

4.

Ibid.
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in societY. Liberal notion of politics regards politics as a human

activity which resolves the conflict and serves the c,mamon interest of

society as a whole. Marxism opposes this view and as at abolishing

the classes from society, whif will lead to withering away of the

State and politics in due course2j

Lenin's views about the place of politics in society can be

divided into two parts--the place ofolitics before revolution and

the place of politics after revolution.{._Marxism supports revolutionary

politics and before revolution politics is very important as it is.

necessary to capture the State power. Lenin regarded politics as a

study of relations between classes who are engaged in power struggl.

He gave the idea that every economic struggle of the working class

before revolution should be used to increase revolutionary con-

sciousness among the working classy. He vigorously fought with

economists who wanted to confine thftruggle of workers' union to

purely economic sphere. This he termed as economism and oppor-

tunism. The first question of workers' revolution is capture of State

power by the working class. Without capturing the State power, the

working class cannot emancipate itself, society cannot hew_classless,

the socialist mode of production cannot bestblished.L._o politics

was regarded most important before revolutio,.ql___t after the revolu-

tion, when the State power comes in the hands of the working clas.s

and dictatorship of the proletariat is established, the economic

issues--socialization of means of production, reorganisation of

economy on a socialist base, abolition of classes, control of produc-

tion, etc.--become basic isse. Revolution settles the political issue

of State power once for ever in favour of the working cla.ss. After

,.the revolution the fight for reorganisation of the economic system

goes on and the State power is used for this purpose. After the

revolution, Lenin said, "The task of administering the State, which

now confronts the Soviet Government, has this special feature that,

1.

This is a very controversial topic as to whether the State and politics will

wither away in a classless society. However, it can be said that the character

for the first time in the history of civilised nations, it deals

.,

of State will undergo a change from administration of men to the adminis--

probably

inently

with economics rather than with politics?'1 Thus

tration of things. In recent years Marxist writers like S. Stojanovic have

o

means to finish classes and establish a classless societ29-.¢ !ire'e

j

strongly criticized the "Statist myth of socialism", which maintains that a

litics is not fundamental after revolution. State and politics are

"'Communist society can also be centred on an all-powerful State. This

oehtcss not an end, but only a means to achieve a classless society..,,..

/,, means that beside the Statist myth of socialism, there also exists a Statist-. . .

,, . .

.,//

/,Nmyth of Commutlsm." S. S*ojanovc, "The New Left , tn Seminar (No.

Politics has an important place in the social process in class-struggle

-

..,Pt0l,,May 1976), p. 14. His other works include: "The Statist Myth of Socia-

//'A/]ism ', in Praxis (No. 2, 1976), and Between 1deals and Reality (N.Y.:

1. V.I. Lenin, "The Immediate Task of the Soviet Government" in Collected

/ .OUP, 1973). In these works he has strongly criticized the military element

Works, VoL 42, p. 71.

k,.,_v in socialist States.
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and it always has a class character. After revolution politics will' be

unimportant and will be used only in establishing a classless sciet.

In a classless society, though administration will remain, politics and

State will wither away.''

In short, Marian views en noah, scciety and politics are as.

follows :

1.

The essence of man is sociality and man loses humanity without it.

Man cannot be understood by isolating him from social circums-

tances. Man must be understood in totality of his social relations..

Marxism does not see the basic conflict in man's self-interest and

social interest.

2.

Society is an ever-growing and living organisation. The substruc-

ture of society is mode of production. On this mode of produc-

tion, the political, legal, social, moral, ideological and cultural

superstructure rests. On the basis of relations of production

class division of society is determined and in the scientific study of

society classes are important rather than individuals and groups.

3.

Class struggle in society is fundamental. In a class-divided society,

class strugele will never end, as the interest of classes is antago-

nistic. Class struggle, rather than class harmony, is the main idea_

in Marxian social analysis.

4.

Society and politics cannot be scientifically understood without

associating these with economic structure, that is the mode of

production, which is the sub-structure. Politics is the study of"

class division, class struggles and class relations in society.

5.

Politics is only a dimension of social process. In a classless

society politics will also decline.

6.

Politics cannot finish the class struggle. The interests of different
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classes are so antagonistic that neither these can be reconciled

nor harmony be there. There cannot be any common interest for

all the classes.

7.

Only revolutionary politics is the correct politics because it is a

way for emancipation of the working class from exploitation.

Politics is not merely for gaining power but a means to change

society. Politics is not an end but a means to an end.

So far liberal and Marxian views of politics have been discussed.

The main difference between both the views is that according to the

liberal view, politics is there to resolve conflict, maintain order,

peace and justice, to serve the common good of the whole society,

to help the development of human personality, and satbguard the

-rights and liberties of individuals. Whereas, according to the Marxian

view, politics is a reflection of class struggle and politics cannot

resolve the conflict, it is used by the owners of the means of produc-

-tion for safeguarding their interests. Duverger says, "Ever since men

have been reflecting on politics, they have oscillated between two

diametrically opposed interpretations. According to one, politics is

conflict, a struggle in which power allows those who pessess it to

ensure their hold on society and to profit by it. Accerd]ng to the

other view, politics is an effort to bring about the ru?e of order and

justice, in which power guarantees the general interest and common

good against the pressure of private interest.''1

WHY TO STUDY POLITICS

After discussing the meaning of politics, one question comes

,up : Why should politics be taught to the young students ? This

xluestion is an important one as without knowing the object of the

tudy, it is useless to study. Without knowing the use and impor-

tance of the subject, its study is misuse of power, money, time and

mental energy. The following are the main advantages of the study of

politics :

1. Every man must know his rights and duties in order to become a

good man and have his personal development. Poiitics makes a

man alert about his place in society by making hfm aware of his

rights and responsibilities.

 i) (_.)1

• 1. Duverger, op. cir., p. xii.

2. For details please see : J. D. B. Miller, op. eit., pp. 269-87.
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2.

In order to be a good citizen one must know the government, its

objectives and its basis, etc. Politics gives some knowledge of

this.

3.

A man without any ideology is no man and the absence of ideology

itself makes a man an opportunist, because it gives birth to

immoral opportunist behaviour. The study of politics tells us

about different ideologies and helps a man to formulate his own

ideas. Politics helps one in understanding Governments of other

States and compare them with one's own Government, so that

merits and demerits of one's own Government could be

ascertained.

4.

The study of politics may provide good knowledge to politicians

and government officials. Thus it may improve the quality of

government and administration.

5.

Without understanding politics and without participating in

revolutionary politics, it is impossible to change society. To

change society is a historical responsibility of every human being.

And for this objective, the knowledge of political theory is

helpful

In short, in order to live as a fully developed man and to under-

stand the world we live in, its socio-economic and other difficulties, we

will have to study politics and other social sciences. The study of

natural sciences helps us in understanding natural problems like

floods, earthquakes, epidemics, tornado, storms, cyclones, etc. In

the same fashion social problems like poverty, starvation, violence,

unemployment, scarcity, dictatorship, exploitation of the poor by the

rich, etc., can only be understood and solved by an objective study of

social sciences and knowledge of laws of social development. Study

of politics is an important study in all these social sciences.

-The object of knowledge about society is not only to under-

stand society and the world around but also to change it. In politics

all the activities are either to bring change or to resist change and

politics is essential for both--bringing and resisting change. If we

want to change society, put an end to exploitation of man by man,

.establish a healthy egalitarian society instead of a rotten capitalist

society, the study of politics is very essential. Politics is a studyaf

both facts and values. We have to make a value judgment in politics,

because without anydgment of good and bad, there cal be no

meaningful discussion on change. Without the motive of bringing
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change in society and creating healthy conditions of living in society,

politics as a social science will lose its objectives and it will be just

a servant and victim of status quo, a slave of the ruling classes, a

conservative discipline, q-he progressive character of politics lies in

its potentiality to help in bringing change in society. Thus politics is

a social and revolutionary human activity rather than a nasty game.

..... the ndependent study of the State and other politicalinsti-

tutions does not. make theoretical sense."1 --Lipset

4, We must recognize.., that ultimately all social life is interde-

pendent and as a result, that it is artificial to isolate any set of

ocial relations from the whole for special attention. "' --Easton

Chapter 2

POLITICS AND OTHER SOCIAL

SCIENCES

INTRODUCTION

Human knowledge may be divided into two broad categories :

natural sciences and social sciences. Natural sciences deal with the

world of nature or the physical world and social sciences deal

with human beings, their collective social life, social behaviour,

organizations and activities. {,Man is a social animal. He lives in

society and there are many dimensions of his social life like economic,

.political, psychological, historical, sociological, etc. This multi-

dimensional man, his associations and social relationships constitute

the subject matter of all the social sciences. As all these dimensions

of man are inter-connected in one way or the other, so also are the

various social sciences. Many problems are the common concern of

Poo the social sciences, which view them from their own viewpoint.

litics is a social science, concerned with the political aspect of

social man and its subject matter is political institutions, process,

activities, behaviour, stability and change. It is related with other

social sciences such as economics, history, psychology, ethics,

sociology, etc

1.

s.M. Lipset, Political Man (N.Y., 1960), p. 23.

2.

D. Easton, The Political System (1953) (Calcutta, 1971), p. 97.
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Single Social Science or Many Social Sciences

Before looking into the relations of politics and other sociaI

sciences, it will be better to have a brief account of the development

of social sciences. There is a controversy about one social science or

many social sciences, about the fruitlessness of excessive specializa-

tion and importance of inter-disciplinary study, etc. Up to the 18th

century there were not many social sciences as the study of the

various aspects of society was covered by the subject generally known

as moral philosophy. All the political philosophers were side by side

moral, social and economic philosophers too. They were universal

students of society as a whole. A unity in the compact sccial life was

a well recognized factor which kept the study of social phenomenon

under a single discipline. "Until the 18th century the moral sciences,

as the social sciences were then known, possessed greater unity thar

diversity.''1

However, during the last quarter of the 18th century and ir

the 19th century, because of increasing complexity of life which had

its roots in the Industrial Revolution, the need for division of social

science into various sciences was felt. The social phenomena are so.

wide in their nature and so complex in their relations that it was

beyond the capacity of a single intellectual effort to analyse and

explain these. Consequently, in order to explain different aspects of

the collective life of man, different social sciences emerged as distinct

disciplines. This was done to facilitate social research. During the

18th century physiocrats and Adam Smith tried to establish politicaI

economy as an independent and specialized sccial science. Similarly

in the 19th century an attempt was made to establish various other

social sciences as specialized branches of knowledge. Economics

was established as an empirical discipline by Adam Smith and D.

Ricardo; anthropology was thus established by C. Meiners, G.

Klemmand and T. Waitz; geography was transformed into a scierce

by A. Humboldt, K. Ritter and F. Ratzel; jurisprudence became a

science in the works of J. Austin, A. F. J. Thibaut, F. K. Savingny;

politics was transformed into an empirical discipline by the studies

of F. C. Dahlmann and A. Tocqueville; psychologywas developed

1. Ibid., p. 102.
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into an empirical science by D. Hartley, A. Bain and J. F. Herbert;:

sociology itself became a science under the influence of A. Comte,

H. Spencer and Karl Marx. This process thus went on in the 19tb_

century. But in the 19th century itself there was a strong reaction

against this process. The father of modern sociology, Comte, insisted

that all the social phenomena are inter-connected fundamentally,

and to study any social phenomenon or social aspect separately will.

be futile. On this basis Comte attacked political economy as a

separate discipline. Bazard, a disciple of Saint Simon, joined Comte

i11 bSs attack on political economy.

In the 19th century itself, Karl Marx strongly attacked the idea

of studying different aspects of society and man separately, without

recognizing their inter-connections and inter-dependence. Social

phenomena and aspects are inter-connected and inter-dependent on

each other Society should be studied in its totality by establishing

inter-dependence of various factors operating zs social forces. Not

only this, Marx also scientifically discovered as tO what is the guid-.

ing force of social development. Mode of production was regarded

as the basis of society and an attempt was made to scientifically

analyse and explain every aspect of society on this basis. Apart from

analysis and interpretation Marxism also suggested the way to.

change the existing system. Marxism attacked the artificial demarca-

tion of varicus social sciences, because various aspects of society are-

mutually related in an inseparable way and are inter-dependent. In

this way Marxism emphasised o:, the unity of social sciences or a

single science of society and nature.

It was mainly in the end of the 19th century that the issue of-

various specialized social sciences was pursued vigorously. It was

said that no single sccial science can objectively study all the aspects.

of society. So social science must be bifurcated into various

disciplines to facilitate the social research. Each discipline must have

specia!ized researchers and students. But if these specialists of

different disciplines do not have any consensus on the issue of

cosmogony then these specialists will be like those blind men who

were interpreting an elephant in their own way on the basis of their

observation of the different parts of its body.

David Easton writes "that specialization (in social sciences).

has in fact been carried to such an extreme today that the whole

body of social knowledge threatens to disintegrate into a multitude

of iatellectual feudalities .... From an era, several centuries ago, oJ
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integrated, unified knowledge, we have today arrived at a period of

extreme specialization.''x Explaining the difficulty of this specializa-

tion in political science, Wasby says :"Specialization, in the eyes

of some, has brought political science to the point where there is

fear for the future of the discipline .... Problems are overlooked

because the result of specialization are uncoordinated and no one

can prevent important areas of analysis from falling between two

stools.''z Thus specialization in social sciences has led to difficulties

because there is no consensus on the structure and functioning of

social organisations or social systems. This consensus has not

,developed so far among the Western scholars and s¢cial scientists.

But Marxian social scientists have arrived at a consensus by accept-

ing the method of dialectical materialism for the study of society

and nature. Without any such general principle or cosmegony,

society cannot be studied fruitfully.

INTERDISCIPLINARY STUDY IN

SOCIAL SCIENCES

(.During the past 2-3 decades a new approach has developed in

the study of social sciences. This is known as an approach of

interdisciplinary study. It means that researchers and students of

one specialized sccial science should work in coordination with the

researchers and students of other specialized social sciences. Now it

-is clear beyond doubt that many social sciences cannot be objectively

-studied because society is a totality, a whole, various aspects of

vhich are inter-connected and inter-dependent. This totality cannot

be studied by separating its one aspect from the rest. A need for

cross-fertilization is strongly felt in the social science) Easton write

that specialization in social sciences "has stimulatef:l a movement

c,ld a leintelaticn ot cur ccmFarlenlalized kno,jedge; which

hould go a long way towards remedying these defects. Hoxever, it

does not mean that again we are going to have one social science by

reuniting all these sciences into one..) Easton writes, "Even though

lhe future must witness an increase in the rate of crcss-fertilization

1. Ibid., p. 101.

2. S.L. Wasby, Political Science---The Discipline and its Dimen.ions (Calcutta,

1972), p. 208.

.3. Easton, op. eit., p. 101.
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nd in the degree of cooperation among the social sciences, there a

few realists who envision the ultimate fusion and disappearance fin

.all specialities into one body of knowledge.''

Easton maintains that specialization among the social sciences

vas a matter of accident. He writes, "The purely physical need for a

division of labour helps to account for the distinctions among the

.social sciences...the social sciences have grown up separate disciplines

because--and only becauseofthis historical necessity. The actual

.allocation of subject matter to the various disciplines is simply a

matter of accident.'' However, Easton agrees that apart from

merely an accident, allocation of subject matter to the various social

sciences has a rationale of its own, because "distinctions in social

knowledge have existed from the beginning of human inquiry into

the society.'' However, during the past about 100 years, specializa-

-tion has been done mainly to divide the burden of research and to

tudy deeply the key issues in which gociety has shown a vital

interest.

"  " In view of the developments during the 20th century a need of

interdisciplinary study is strongly felt. All the social sciences have a

Common body of theory, or general theory and paths of social

sciences cross and run parallel at some points, maybe for short

.distances. In spite of the fact that each discipline is busy in formulat-

ing its own boundaries, scope, method and concepts, the urge for

mutual cooperation and exchange is there, as it is not possible to

study any specific discipline without mutual exchange with other

,disciplines. This approach to the study of society is known

as interdisciplinary study in social sciences. When politics is studied

by adopting the methods and concepts from other sister disciplines,

like economics, psychology, sociology, etc., then it will be inter-

disciplinary study of politics. Various sub-divisions of politics like

political sociology, political psychology, 'political economy', norma-

tive politics, geopolitics, etc., have emerged on the basis of this

interdisciplinary study of politics.)

1.

Ibid.

2

Ibid,. pp. 102-3.

3.

Ibid., p. 103.
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Ii Growth of Interdisciplinary Study in

 this century the shortcomings of separation of social

scienc6s into vatertight compartments became manifest.' Political life

cannot be seen in isolation from the other aspects of the social life

of man. Increase in the sphere of State brought almost all the social

affairs under the control or influence of politics. The commonness of

the object of study in social sciences, namely, man in society, created

a need for a general theory. Duringthe period between the two World

Wars (1919-1939), fact-gathering, unregulated by the theory--

hvperfactualism--reached its peak in the social sciences as a whole.

But this hyperfactualism--collection of facts without any theoretical

orientation--came under sharp criticism.mpirical theory in politics

developed after World War II, and politlcalW"-" scientists concentrated

their attention on the study of political behaviour. The application of

scientific methods in the study of political phenomena and behavioura-

lism has emphasized the need for interdisciplinary study in politics.

Instead of giving importance to the study of institutions, like States,

governments, constitutions, organs of government, etc., in the study

of politics, emphasis is being laid on the political process, political

bebaviour of voters, leaders, groups, associations, etc. As human.

behaviour has many motivations--socio-economic, psychologicak

moral, etc.--it cannot be tatdied under one discipline, in isolation

with other social discipliffes

Theoretical revoluff'on in the study of political phenomena, in

the form of empirical theory, "has opened the door to a new and

more meaningful relationship between political science and the other

disciplines .... With the growth of the empirical theory, political

science has begun to spread out new and deep roots into the.

other social sciences.''1 Political science borrowed many theories,

methods, techniques and concepts from other social sciences. New

theories are adopted from other disciplines, like decision-making

theory from organizational field, the structural-functional approach

from sociology and anthropology, action theory from sociology and

system analysis from communication sciences. New concepts, like

political culture, political socialization, political communication,

1,

Easton, "Alternative Strategies in Theoretical Research" in his edited book,.

Varieties of Political Theory (Englewood Cliffs, 1966), pp 6-7.
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political development, etc., are being adopted, and emphasis in

politics is on the study of community power structure. Thus this

change of ernphasis and change in the theoretical framework has.

caused the development of interdisciplinary study in politics. The

so-called behavioural revolution rased on the en'pirical theory in

"American Science of Politics" has given importance to this tyFe of

study in politics.

Political system is a par, th: too an integral one, of the social

systemand there goes'on mutual input and outFut between politi--

cal and social systems. There may be some artificial boundaries of

political system, but it is affected by the other systems of society. So

in order to understand political systet-n, it is also necessary to under-

stand other systems of society. Thus the discipline of politics can

be objectively studied together with other social disciplines. This will

be more clear by looking at the relationship of politics with other

social sciences.

POLITICS AND ECONOMICS

Economics is primarily associated with the economic activi--

ties of society and material well-being of man. It is also ca',led the,

science of wealth. Its main object is the study and analysis ofthe

mode of production of a given society and eccnomic well-being of

man. Politics is deeply related with economics)

Political and economic activilies of man are interwoven. In the

beginning economics was regarded as a part of politics.--When Greek

philosophers used the concept of pc_.!.!.! e.9_n_0_.n?,y they meant that

economics is a part of politics and the Stae. The father of modern

economics, Ada__..S.m.j_th, named his bcok as V.e.alO.of.....N.qt..i._os and

conceded that economics is a science to enrich people .a.n_O t.h_e._!ate.

Writers like Mhiaveili;LCk; Mds0m-Bentham, James Mill, J. S.

Mill, etc., have discussed political and economic affairs together.

Modern State is regarde,d as a. welfare State, the main functio.s_and

so-ffi-Si: hich' are primarily economic. This Stale uses mis-

chievous economic slogans and programmes td'-di:ve and win 0er

tie peopie, and many pewer-mongeing politicians try te esi'ablish

tiii---d-i-taohi'p; ;uccesl'uly oi:' u'nsuccessfully, bxy making use of

these attractive economic slogans and programmesfl

1.

For a good historical study please see L. Lipson, The Great Issues of Politics-

(Bombay, 1967, pp. 159-95.)
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The great philosopher of the 19th century, Karl Marx, regarded

politics to be a part of political eccnomy. Instead of accepting eco-

nomics as a part of politics, he maintained that politics is merely an

.aspect of economics. The economic basis of society or sub-structure is

.also the basis of politics and politics belongs to the super-structure

of society's economic sub-structure. Political and economic systems are

mutually inter-connected in this inseparable way. Thus the Marxian

theory regards economic elements as the main factor in the analysis

.of society and other aspects of society are inseparably inter-connected

and dependent on this. In this way Marxism clearly maintains that

society should not be studied under various social sciences. All the

social sciences are a part of political economy as these were a part of

moral philosophy before the 18th century. Marxism regards politics

and economics to be unseparable. Even in many liberal countries

.there is only one single institution lot these two disciplines like the

London School of Economics and Politica Science and the Canadian

:School of Economics and Political Science.)

Influence of Economics on Politics

The cause of all the revolutions in the world has been pimarily

-economic. Economic exploitation and injustice give birth to political

:movements. For example, the plunder of India by the Britishers gave

birth to the Indian national movement. Every political slogan has got

a smell of economic reforms. For example, "remove poverty", un-

.employment, inflation, etc., are lolitical issues based on an economic

basis. Whenever a new economic class in society emerges, withit

.emerge new political ideas and order to meet the needs of this class.

In the 16th and 17th centuries, the modern capitalist class emerged,

and with it took birth the liberal ideas and liberal States in Europe.

Similarly, with the emergence of theworking class, socialism is knock-

ing at the door of liberal States and socialist revolutions could occur

,during the present century. The prime concern of man in politics

and through politics is his material well-being. Gone are the days

when politics and State used to be negative, having only some nega-

tive functions--maintenance of law and order and justice--to per-

form. Now the State interferes in economic affairs, and these are the

major functions of the State. Important political ideals like liberty,

.equality, rights and justice are associated with economics. Economic

.equality, liberty, rights and justice are the most important aspects of

,_ e e I rary
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these. None of the issues of politics can be discussed fruitfully with-.

out any reference to economics. Whether it is domestic or tbreign

policy, economic issues overshadow them. A major part of the poli-

tical interest is made of economic interests. All the political ideas.

and issues are having some economic base. Every war and aggres-

sion has an economic motive.

The main influences of economics on politics are as follows ::

1. There are economic causes behind every political revolution.

2.

All political ideologies like liberalism socialism, communism, im--

perialism, fascism, are having an economic basis.

3.

The hunger for economic exploitation is the cause of war. The..

First and Second World Wars were caused by the expansionist.

desires of imperial Powers.

4.

The political behaviour of man and associations is influenced by

economic factors.

5.

Political structure is clcsely associated with economic structure.

Economic factors have widely contributed to the origin and deve--

lopment of the State.

6.

The main functions of a modern welfare State are economic.

7.

There are economic motives behind political laws and policies.

8.

Political ideals like liberty, equality, rights social justice and

democracy, etc., can only be eva!uated on an economic basis.

9.

The subject matter of both these is the social man and the objec--

tive is human social welfare.

Influence of Politics on Economics

Economics does affect politics but the opposite is also true. Poll--

tics influences the economic system. Change in government, political

instability, war, etc., influence the economic system drastically. The

State decides and defines all the economic policies and regulatos the-

economy. Economic planning is one of the important functions of the

modern State. The State plays an important role in production, dis-

tribution, price-control, currency, trade, employee-employer relation-

ship, budget, banking, export-import, etc. The modern State, as Gal-.

braith writes is, an "Industrial State".

In class-divided societies, where class-struggle is fundamental,

society cannot be kept united without assigning due role to political

power. The State and politics try to act as shock-absorbers by mediat-

ing between thestruggling classes. The State cannot finish the class--
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istruggle but can slow it down to some extent. This role in the modern

ec3nomic system is p',a,cd by t State. However, the State acts not

as a supra-class institution, but as an instrument of ruling classes. Its

main object ia such activities is to maintain the status quo. The State

tries to check the bourgeoisie by !eft and the working class by its right

han.:t. An unjust ecouomic order--capitalism--cannot maintain itself

without the help of politics and the State. The so-called equilibrium

in society is maintained by the political system because laws of capi-

talistic economy--competition, exchange, demand and supply, wages,

profit, rent, etc.--have lost their potentiality of doing so. Perhaps this

is the cause because of which political interference in economic

matters has been introduced by the bourgeois in liberal societies. The

State tries to maintain this equilibrium by taxation on the rich and

by welfare services to the poor. The State controls industries and the

distribution system. Essential commodities are supplied by the

State on controlled prices to the weaker sections of society. It is now

well accepted that economic frustration and relative deprivation lead

to aggression and revolution. Politics tries to save the system from

aggression and revolution by reducing .economic frustration. The

State is not viewed as a trespasser in economic affairs but is wel-

comed as a most honourable guest, Moreover, the State monopoly

capitalism is developing in all the bourgeois societies. Thus politics

has become a "sanjiwni" (a medicinewhich can save life) to the class-

divided capitalist economic systems.

Interdisciplinary Study of Politics and Economics

 In our times economics and politics cannot be studied by sepa-

-rating these into water-tight compartments. Political systems cannot

be meaningfully looked into without consideration of the stage of deve-

lopment of the economic system. For example, politics of develop-

ring countries cannot be studied without due consideration of the

requirements of their economic development. Now-a-days politics

.and economics are being replaced by political economy, which is

.quite appropriate. In aclass-divided society all the problems like

political stability, harmony, equilibrium, cooperation, etc., are pri-

marily economic. The object of political power is mainly to serve

the economic interest. Political behaviour is dependent on economic

,conditions and motives. That's hy both these disciplines and aspects

Politics and Ottter Social Sciences

63

of social study cannot be discussed separately and should be studied

together.

Difference Between Politics and Economics

 ,. The main differences are as follows :--

1. Politics is concerned mainly with political life of man uhich

incluTM political vieus, activities associations, etc. Economics is

concerned mainly with material life of man which includes pro-

ductive system, production relations, price, value, etc.

Politics is concerned ith human values, .hereas economics is

concerned with price.

Politics is related with power in society, whereas economics with

economic system and wealth,

Politics is normative and moral, whereas economics is mostly

descriptive.

Economic system constitutes the sub-structure or base and politi-

  ] system is a part of the super-structure--Marxism regaras.

x/'POLITICS AND ETHICS

The main concern of ethics is to decide about good and bad,

moral or imnoral, right and wrong human behaviour. Valuational

analysis of human behaviour is the subject of ethics. Ethics deter-

mines the basis of morality md mcra values. A!t the human asso-

ciations of a given society are tested cn their ethical basis. Social

sciences are not merely concerned with social facls, but vaiuational

analysis of these social facts, finding out their shortcomings and to

build up a new society by changing the social reality is also equally

important. Social sciences cannot be the mere slave of the existing

social order but the object of these is to work as a media of social

change. Study of social sciences will help to change a rotten exisling

social order to a new healthy one. Every ideology is a system based

and the ideologies are very important in social science In

on

values

politics ideologies are having an important place as Seliger says,

"T,!?_e¢ is n9 politics without, ideology."x

In our times, in order to make politics a perfect science--.some

"political scientists" of America are trying to separate politics and

political study from values and they are bent upon to make it an

empirical discipline by founding it merely on facts. They declare the

"end of ideology" in politics by pleading for a value-free science of

1.M. Seliger, Ideology and Politics (London, 1976), p. 99.
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politics. But study of politics cannot be value-free. Plato, and modern

idealists--Rousseau, Kant, Hegel, Green, Bosanquet, Bradle3,

etc.--have accepted the Slate as an ethical institution, whereas many

others like anarchists have regarded it as an unethical institution.

Idealists regard that the functions of the State are ethical as its main

object is to create conditions for the full and best possible develop-

ment of human personality or to create the external conditions neces-

sary for the inner development of man. The 16th century philoso-

pher, Machiavelli, is generally blamed for separating politics from

ethics. But Machiavelli supported deception and cunning for high

ideals like national unity and national strength. He thought that

ethical ends can only be served by some unethical means. If ends are

ethical and means are not, it does not mean that polit'cs is separated

from ethics. But contemporary American "'political scientists" want

to plead that political study should be based on mere facts and thus

by suggesting that politics should be a value-free science, they have

confined its scope to interpreting the existing socil order and serve

the status quo. They maintain that the task of political study is to

study "is" rather than "ought".

Influence of Ethics on Politics

Though politics deals with political order and ethics with moral

order, yet political order should not be an immoral one if it has to

survive. Ethics is the basis of laws and commands of the State. Poli-

tical ethics may be different than personal ethics. But in ethics both

personal and public morality is studied. Since the 19th century,

politics formed only an aspect of moral philosophy and it was like

many other social sciences, non-existent as a separate discipline.

Great philosophers like Plato and Aristotle based their political

analysis on the basis of ethics. A good citizen can live only in a good

society. Aristotle maintained that the State comes into existence for

the sake of life and continues to exist for:the sake of a good life.

The well-being of the society at large was regarded as the purpose

of the State by them. What is morally wrong cannot be politically

right, because a good Stateis based on sound moral principles. Plato's

Republic is the study of both ethics and politics, and both these are

merged into one in his theory of the ideal State or justice. In the phi-

losophy of Kant, politics and ethics are merged into one. This tradi-

tion of idealism in politics was carried forward in the 19th century
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by Hegel and Green and in the 20th century by Bradley and Bosan-

quet.

The whole controversy concerning values and facts in politieat

analysis is centred round the relations of politics and ethics. Valuatio.

hal or normative politics, whether the self-styled political "scientists',

like it or not, will be more meaningful than "realpolitik,,. Wasby

writes, "Because values are crucial to politics, and are its motivating

and lubricating force, they are crucial to the study of politics. With*

out them, politics might be simpler to study but would not exist

we know it."1 Now-a-days values are confused with biases, but this.

is misleading. Values are objective and biases are merely subjective.

By ignoring moral values political study an

scientific but it will lose its moral and socia analysis may become

character. None would

like a political science which has ceased to be a social science

losing its ethical nature.

Every theory in politics has an ethical or valuational basis,

Without any valuational basis no general theory can be there. Some

empiricists distinguish between casual and value theory, but David

Easton says, "It is deceptive to counterpoise value to casual theory;

in practice each is involved in the other."z Political research cannot

be value-free and if it is so, it will not serve any goal Easton writes,

"The goal of value-free research is a myth, unattainable in spite or

the best of intentions ....

The utility of political research stemg

from the fact that it helps men to decide Upon the kind of politica

system they would prefer and to understand how to go about Chan-

ging social policy to obtain it. The inspiration behind political

science is clearly ethical.',a

Mere collection of facts, without any conception of genera/d

theory and without any moral purpose, leads to useless hyPerfactua_

lism. Separation of facts and values is not possible in social sciences.

Easton writes, "Values are an integral part of personality and as long

as we are human, we can assume that these mental sets and preferences

will be with us. The ideal of a value-free social science has revealed itself

as a chimera .... If truth were obtainable only upon the exile of our

moral premises, it would become forever unattainable because of the

1.

Wasby, op. cit., p. 26.

2.

Easton,219.65. ol, cir., p. 52. For more details please see Chapters 9 and 10, pp

3. ]Ibid., p, 223.
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inescapable presence of values."'1 The classical view of positivism,

-which believed in moral neutrality of research as the basis of reliable

or objective scientific knowledge, is rejected by the contemporary

'sociology of knowledge.

Thus moral values in political research and analysis have an

important role to play not only as emotions or subjective values

.of the researchers but also as ethical values associated with the idea

of truth and virtue. Validity of all the concepts in politics--liberty,

.equality, rights, justice, laws, democracy, etc.--is judged on an

ethical basis. Liberty and equality by being unethical will be

meaningless. Democracy, if it becomes immoral, will be rejected. If

laws are unethical these will not be obeyed, merely because these are

commands of the sovereign power. Political ideals are defaced and

destroyed if these do not fit into the moral norms of a given society.

Thus the ethical basis of politics and political ideas is an important

aspect of politics as a socia! science having an object of human and

social betterment. When politics of a given society comes into con-

flict with the ethics of such a society, then disobedience to and

revolution against such a political authority becomes moral.

However, some fundamental questions--difference between

public and private morality, relation of ends with means (can good

.ends be realised with bad means ?), etc.--remain still controversial.

In politics it is the public morality and the moral ends which matter.

Murder is immoral, but "murdering" the people during war may be

moral on the basis of public morality. Similarly, curbing the litter-

ties of people or use of fraud and 'deception in politics may be

immoral, but if the ends like maintenance of unity, law and order

require the adoption of such means, then these may be regarded as

moral means. If the object of using immoral means is moral, then

-the means also become moral. The same is true of private morality.

Stabbing is immoral and criminal, but when a doctor "stabs" a man

with a moral object of surgical operation, then it becomes moral and

the doctor is thanked and paid by the man "stabbed" by him. So

what is moral and immoral in public and private life depends on the

circumstances. Morality or ethics is not absolute but it is relative,

and in politics this aspect of morality or values is meaningf..ll.

Thus the influence of ethics on politics can be clearly seen.

1.

Ibid., to. 225.

2.

K. Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia (London, 1936).
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,,political scientists" may afford to ignore ethics or ethical considera-

tions, but the general public and its political movements always keep

in view the ethics while evaluating politics and political regimes. The

force is a very weak basis of the State, its solid foundations are

moral ones. Once a political regime is adjudged as immoral, the

chances of its survival are remote. The General Elections in India, in

March 1977, proved it beyond doubt. Without ethics politics is base-

less and without ethical considerations the study of politics is anti-so-

cial and conservative.

Influence of Politics on Ethics

If ethics has a considerable influence on politics, so also has poli-

tics on ethics. It is the task of politics to safeguard ethical norms of a

society and the object of politics is the perfection of man and society.

When ethical norms of a society go in the melting pot, then politics

arranges their refashioning. Politics restores the crumbling norms of

a given society. Topless dress may be a fashion for the young and

beautiful ladies of Europe, but for society it may be a disruptive

immorality. The State and its laws can check it and safeguard society

against such disruptions. The concept of free sex or a permissive

.society may be a choice of a freedom lover, but it may tell badly

on the social morality, peace and stability and politics might check

this. In modern bourgeois societies selfishness is the "highest personal

morality" and if this immorality becomes fatal to society as a

whole then politics will check this with the help of laws. Custom and

lraditions--dowry, sati,i polygamy, caste system--may become

immoral and socially harmful and politics may step in to check these

and protect the social morality. Ethics is weak and lame with-

.out politics because politics enforces morality in society as the

guardian of social morality. Moreover, politics is a media of change,

revolutionary or evolutionary, and immoral governments are over-

thrown by politics.

!*i erdisciplinary Study of Politics and Ethics

The whole controversy of facts and values (scientific study of

polities and normative study of politics) is concerned with the issue

of interdisciplinary study of politics, Empiricism tried to detach

political research from ethics but the efforts ended in a failure. The

attitude of a researcher in political study cannot be value-free.

Political theory is valuationaI and any theoretical framework cannot
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keep ethical values apart. Thus only interdisciplinary study of ethics,

and politics is purposeful.

Difference Between Politics and Ethics

The main differences between both are as follows :--

1. The subject matter of politics is political behaviour of man and

ethics is concerned with ethical behaviour.

2.

Politics is normative, practical and descriptive but ethics is mainly

normative and theoretical.

3.

Politics is concerned with "is" and ' ought, ethics primarily with,

"ought".

4.

Politics is concerned with man as a citizen, whereas ethics with,

man as a moral being.

• 5. Politics is concerned primarily with the external aspect of man,

ethics with the inner development of human beings.

6.

The scope of politics is limited in comparison to ethics.

7.

Politics is concerned with ends, ethics with both means and ends.

POLITICS AND HISTORY

-,e/Iistory is a study of man, human society, associations, State

and gives information about rise, development and fall of the State

and other human associations. It tells about the changes and causes

of change. The cause and effect relationship of social phenomena

can be understood by scientific understanding of history. History is

not merely concerned with past happenings, contingencies and events,

but it also enriches our knowledge about the process of change in

society. History projects a scientific understanding of the past which,

enlightens the human understanding by furnishing legitimate generali-

sations, laws of social development and change, the process of change;

etc) However, many contemporary writers--Fisher, Oakeshott,.

Popper, Berlin and others--have expressed scepticism about scienti-

fic nature of history. They represent what may be called historical

reaction and obscurantism. They view history as a study of the past

occasions because they believe that history is a world, composed

wholly of contingencies, where events have no overall pattern or pur-

pose. Historians like R.G. Collingwood and E. PI. Cart have

criticised this sceptical outlcok towards history.1 Carr insists that

I.

E. H Carr, What is History ? (London, 1962) ; and R. G. Collingwood, The

Idea of History (Oxford, 1946.)
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"'the dual function of history (is) to enable man to understand the

society of the past and to increase his mastery over the society of

lhe present.''l Carr believed that history can scientifically investi-

gate and analyse, can legitimately generalise and predict, teach

lessons and act as a guide to present and future actions. The object

,of the study of history is the same as that of all the social sciences

--development of man and society by increasing human mastery

.over his environment. Carr writes, "Scientists, social scientists and

historians are all engaged in different branches of the same study:

the study of man and his environment, of the effects of man on his

environment and of his environment on man. The object of the study

is the same: to increase man's understanding of and mastery over

his environment'' Thinkers like Popper have attacked the scientific

approach to history and they maintain that no specific laws of social

development can be found by the study of history. He maintained that

,to find determined laws of social development from history is "histo-

ricism.''z Attacking historical method he maintained that there is a

difference between scientific prediction and historical prophecy. He

flatly rejects the view that predictions are possible with the use of his-

torical method, and clarifying his attitude towards historicism he says,

"My attitude towards historicism is one of frank hostility, based

tpon the conviction that historieism is futile and worse than that.''

This view of history, as explained by Popper, is misguiding

because an objective study of history is not futile. The laws of social

development discovered by scientific study of history do not rule out

ehe role of rationality and human activity in shaping the State

.or society. Marx said, "Men make their own history, but they do

not make it just as they please; they do not make it under circumso

eances chosen by themselves, but under circumstances directly

1. Carr, op. cit., p. 49.

2. Ibid., p. 80.

3.

Popper classifies historicism into theistic, naturalistic, spiritualistic, econo-

mic historicism, etc. He supoorts piecemeal engineering and opposes

"utopiartengiaeering" which is based on historicism. Historicism, he

maintains, is opposedto rational planning of social institutions, since in

its view society must grow according to the laws of history and not accord-

ing to rational plans of men living in society. K.R. Popper, The Open

Society andlts Enemies, vol. I (1945), (London, 1966), pp. 156-68.

4. Ibid., p. 34.
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encountered, given and transmitted from the past.''1 History guides

human actio.qs by giving knowledge about the la's of social develop-

ment.and only an objective study of history is fruitful.'

Historv,,and politics are "closely related to each/other. Lord

Acton said, The science of politics is the one science that is depo-

sited in the stream of history like the grains of" gold in the sands of

river." History is past politics and present politics is the future history.

Seeley said, "History without political science has no fruit and politi-

cal science without history has no root.'' Similarly, Soltau says,

"History is re,a,y the past tense of a subject of which political science

is the present. Both these social sciences are inter-relate/, Empha-

sising the consequences of their separation, Burgess writes/'" Separate

them and the one becomes a cripple if not acorpse, the other a wilt

of the wisp.''a

Influence of History on Politics

History describes past events, movements, revolutions, national,

movements, their causes and. inter-relations. It gives informatio

about the origin and developments of political institutions and

thoughts. In the courses of politics, in different universities, there

are many papers--colonialism and nationalism, history of nationat

movement, constitutional development, history of international law,

history of political ideas, etc. --concerned with history, and are

common to both the students of history and politics. When various

issues and concepts are discussed in politics, generally their histori-

cal development is also seen. Without the understanding of the past

and without knowing the cause and effect relationship of various

phenomena, neither the present can be understood nor can the line

of action for future be determined. There is continuity and change

in the political processes. History gives us the record of these and

suggests the ways to change the present into a better order. By the

study of history students of politics can find out meaningful patterns

and information which guide them in understanding the present,

outlining the future, and in working out the process of changing the

present. Present politics is rooted in the past and thus history is

1.

K. Marx, "The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte" in Selected

Works (MosCoW, 1970), ta. 96.

2.

J.R. Seeley, Introduction to Political Science (London, 1923), p. 2.

3

R.H. Soltau, An Introduction to Politics (London, 1951), p. 5.

4.

Burgess, Annual Report, American Historical Association, vol. I, p. 211.
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the key to the roots of politics; it is like an X-ray film which helps

in the diagnosis of the evils of present politics. Without historical

foun:tatioa, politics becomes merely speculative. History is

not oniy a guide]iner but it is also the laboratory of politics. On the

basis of past experiences, we can learn. Experimentation in politics.

is a costly affair. Moreover, it is better if we can learn from the

mistakes and experiences of others, rather than that of our own.

History provide us ample examples on the basis of which we can

learn from the mistakes of others. History provides us ample exam-.

pies oa the basis of which we can learn from the "second-hand

ndstakes". The history of Indian politics from 1975-77 will be

illuminating to all those future rulers in India who will nurse a feel-

ing of becoming dictators or have a design of imposing his/her son

on the Indian masses. History thus is a laboratory where we can learn

not to repeat the mistakes of others.

The rigin and nature of the State and other institutions can be

understood by analysing history. Liberalism accepts the historical

theory of origin of the State and regards its nature as evolutionary.

Marxism, using the method of historical materialism in the study of

history, maintains that the State originated with the class-division

and class-struggle in society. History gives information about class-

struggles, revolutions and political movements which help us in for-

mulating our own theory of revolution or theory of bringing change.

Thus history is a searchlight of politics and lighthouse for political

research.

Influence of Politics on History

Without politics, history is nothing but the story of love affairs.

of kings, princes, queens and the story of various wars won'by heroes.

Without descriptions and analysis of political events, history merely

becomes a cheap literature, which can be used for cheap entertain--

ment but cannot be used for furthering the interest of humanity and

human knowledge. Political ideas, thoughts, leaders and motives have-

contributed in shaping the human history. However, politics is not_

the most important factor in history, economic factors have contri-

buted in shaping history more than politics. Without understanding.

the political concepts like democracy, liberty, equality, etc., and

political ideologies like liberalism, Marxism, fascism, etc., it is not

even possible to understand the historical process. Political revolu-

tions have contrituted in making the history of societies. Americart
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laistory begins with the American revolution of 1776 and modern

French history begins with the revolution of 1789, modern Russian

and Chinese history begins with the revolutions of 1917 and 1949,

xespectively. Thus politics is not merely a beggar at the doors of

laistory, it has also influenced history.

Interdisciplinary Study of Politics and History

Development of behaviouralism in contemporary politics caused

the unwanted separation between history and politics. The emphasis

"shifted to a more realistic factual analysis planning, cooperation and

equilibrium to solve political problems. Piecemeal engineering was

suggested and it was refuted that history can give any objective laws

of social development. It was thought that problems of the 20th cen-

tury are so unique in nature and scope that neither past history can

19rovide any guide or, analysis nor can it suggest the solutions. His°

torical evolution of the State, other political institutions and ideas was

.regarded as useless and irrelevant for any understanding of these.

Politics on the one hand drifted apart from history and ethics, and

,came closer to psychology, sociology and economics on the other.

Contemporary Western students of politics do not agree that the

cause and effect relationship of various phenomena can be traced to

history. Traditional descriptions and historical methods of the study

,of politics are out of tune and the empirical method does not give

a-nuch importance to historical facts. Charles Merriam argued that

lhe work of historians was irrelevant to the study of contemporary

politics and complained that the historical method of studying politics

ignored the sociological, psychological and economic factors in the

analysis of human life. In brief, behaviouralism does not give much

weight to history in the analysis of social and political phenomena.

The traditional method relied more on history and believed that

history can assist in understanding the present and guide for future.

l'he change in the emphasis of the method of study does not minimise

ehe importance of history in analysing the political process. Skepti-

,¢ism may deny any role to history and the historical method, but his-

tory helps in political and social analysis and without history, social

sciences will be like a new-born baby unable to walk.

Difference Between Politics and History

tl.

History is wider in scope than politics because apart from politi-

cal history, socio-economic, cultural, religious history is included
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in this. It also includes the history of art, sciences and langua-

ges.

2.

History is concerned mainly with the past whereas politics is

concerned with the present and future also.

3.

Politics is both normative as well as descriptive, history is mainly

descriptive.

4.

History provides the events in a chronological order, whereas

politics is concerned with the analysis of these events and tries to

find out the cause and effect relationship of historical events.

xI OLITICS AND SOCIOLOGY

ISociolbgy is the root of all the socialsci ences as it is a syso

eematic study of social groups, institutions, organisations, ideas and

life. It is a general and comprehensive science which studies all the

aspects of collective human life or the life of man in society.

Sociology possesses an all-inclusive character and studies all

the aspects and fundamentals of society. The fat.er of sociology,

Comte, emphasised that all the aspects of society should be studied

ander one social science, namely, sociology. He opposed the division

of the study of society into many social sciences. He regarded socio-

logy to be a study of social structures, organisations, their interac-

tions, their origin and evolution. Sociology studies all the aspects of

society in a general way and specialized social sciences study only

one aspect of society in a specialized way. Sociology also studies

the political aspect of society as political aspect is one amongst

various aspects of society. So both these descriptions are related

with each other. Sociology studies political structure and processes

in a general way, while politics studies these in a more specialised

way. Sociology deals with man in totality of his social relations,

and politics deals with man and his political relations. The subject

matter of sociology is man as a social being whereas politics studies

man as a citizen.

Influence of Sociology on Politics

Politics and sociology are related similarly as the State and

society are. The State is a special institution which serves the in-

eerests of the whole community, or a class of society. The State

emerges at the definite stage of social development and in order to

understand the State, social evolution, in general, must be under-

stood. Without understanding the general laws of social develgpment,
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the State and politics cannot be studied objectively. Giddings remarks,

"To teach the theory of the State to men who have not learned the first

principles of society is like teaching astronomy or thermodynamics to

men who have not learned the Newtonian laws of motion.''a

Political organisations and processes are influenced by social cir-

cumstances. Politics is influenced by social stratification and various

non-political issues tell upon politics. For example, caste in India,

race in America, religion in Pakistan and/ran, colour in Africa and

c/ass-division in all the societies influence politics. If one has to

compare the Indian and British parliamentary democracy then the

social structure of both these countries .should be compared. Similar

political institutions function differently in different societies. Whv?

The question can only be answered by sociological studies of thse

societies.

Social forces olerating in a society influence the political

process.

Influence of Politics on Sociology

Not only does sociology influence politics, but politics also

influences the social system. Politics and the State are interfering

in all the aspects of societies. Social forces and custom which be-

come disruptive are controlled by politics. The caste system and

dowry are such examples. The iniquitous social system of dowry

stit not only insists on dowry but also regards an unwed girl of

marriageable age as ritualistically taboo. The pernicious effect of this

social bias is that an inadequately dowered woman prefers to commit

suicide rather than suffer the cruelty perpetrated on her by the in-laws.

Politics can play a major role in influencing public opinion against

this evil system and getting it banned statutorily. All the issues of

society are connected in one way or the other with politics. The State

is an institution which overshadows all the other associations and

coordinates their activities. Politics paves the way for a peaceful'

social change in society and tries to maintain social integrity

cooperation and equilibrium. In class-divided societies, it is politics,

and the State alone which can maintain a functional unity and order.

"Coordinating all activities and relations, the State maintains con-

ditions under which all its subjects may live as Aristotle said, a

perfect and self-sufficing life.''2 Crises of the capitalist social order

I.

F.H. Giddings, Principles of Sociology (N.Y., 1896), p. 37,

2,

Giddings, Descriptive and Historical Sociology (N.Y., 1906), p. 509.
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are being controlled by political systems. Barnes writes, "The State-

is the final arbiter or umpire of the social process, controlling and

directing the conflicts and struggles of lesser social groups and

interests...without control and direction by the State, anarchy and

chaos would result.''1 All the sub-systems of a society are in-

fluenced by the political system, and political control is the most im--

portant amongst all the social controls.

Interdisciplinary Study of Politics and Sociology

('Contemporary students and researchers in politics have borrow-

ed methods, research techniques and survey methods from sociology.

The mainproblem of sociology have been adopted by politics--

social equilibrium, cooperation, piecemeal social engineering, pro--

blems of social control, conflict and its resolution and the process of

social change. During the 19th century, traditional political theory

tried to analyse the origin and evolution of the State and other in-

stitutions from the sociological studies. Writers like Sir Henry

Maine (Ancient Law). J. J. Bachhofen (The Mother Right, 1860), L. H.

Morgan (Ancient Society, 1877) emphasised on the sociological

evolution of the State and political institutions. Morgan elaborated

the theory of political evolution on the basis of sociological studies..

Similarly Engels in his masterpiece work, The Origin of the Family,

Private Property and the State (1884), gave a scientific sociological

evolution of the State. In the 20th century, Bentley gave a beautiful

sociological conception of the process of government, which rests

upon the fundamental hypothesis, amply supported by facts, that

the State is not made up of i'ndividuals but of groups with definite

interests, and mainly the economic interest. Betltley maintained that

the essential process of government is the /djustment of the conflicts.

between the interest groups.' Sociological studies like these exploded

the myth that the government functions for the good of the governed.

Similarly, sociological studies of political parties,3 and various political

institutions emerged. The prominent sociologist, Maclver, made an.

important contribution by analysing the nature of the State from a

sociologist's point of view in his book The Modern State (1926).

1.

H.E. Barnes, "Sociological Contributions to Political Theory" in J. S..

Roucek's, Twentieth Century Political Thought (N.Y., 1946), pp, 38-9.

2.

A.F. Bentley, The Process of Government (Chicago, 1908).

3.

R. Michels, Political Parties (N.Y., 1915) ; L.F. Ward, "The Sociology

of Political Parties" in American Journal of Sociology, vol. xiii, pp, 440-41..
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The theory of plural elites, nature and evolution of political elite

was also founded on the sociological basis.

Interdisciplinary study of politics and sociology got a tremend-

.ous philip with the emergence of behaviouralism in political studies.

In the name of making politics a science, supporters of this view im-

ported from sociology concepts like political socialization, political

culture, political system, political development, political recruitment,

political communication, etc., approaches like structural-functional

system approach and various orientations and methods. Study of'

political behaviour is less political and more a sociological study.

Political behaviour is influenced by sociological factors and in order

to understand political behaviour, it is important to see political

:socialization process and political culture in a society. Behaviouralism

-emphasises on an interdisciplinary study of politics and sociology. A

new branch of the study of politics, named political sociology, is fast

.gaining prominence. It is said that politics has got socialized and

society has got politicalized in the present times to such an extent

-,that politics cannot be studied in isolation from sociology.1 The

supporters of contemporary interdisciplinary approach have dis-.

.couraged historical and valuational (ethical) considerations but

strongly recommended the sociological and psychological considera-

tions in the study of politics. Studies in voting behaviour, bureau-

-cracy, behaviour of the political leaders, etc., are based on the in-

"lradisciplinary study of politics and .,ociology.

Difference between Politics and Sociology

1.

Sociology is much wider in scope because it studies all the di-

mensions of man and society, whereas politics is narrower in

scope.

_2.

Sociology studies the political aspect of social life in a general

way whereas politics studies the political aspect of man and

society deeply.

3.

Sociology is concerned with organised and unorganized groups,

whereas politics is concerned mainly with organized political and

pressure groups.

4.

Sociology is much older than politics and analyses the evolution

of society, social institutions and the State.

5.

The subject matter of sociology is a social man and that of politics

1.

G. Sartori, "From the Sociology of Politics to Political Sociology" in

S. M. Lipset (ed.), Politics and the Social Sciences (N.Y., 1969).
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is the political man.

6.

Politics is concerned with norms more than sociology, sociology

mere descriptive.

./g POLITICS AND PSYCHOLOGY

 Pscchologyis the science of mental attitudes and human be-

haviour, consciousness, experience, motives, etc. How the external

conditions influence the human mind, how man can be influenced,

what is human nature and how it can b checked, why man be_

comes violent and aggressive, why agitations take place, etc., are the

subjects studied under the study of psychology. Psychology studies..

truman behaviour in various socia conditions. Social psychology

studies human hehaviour in various social relationships. All the:

knowledge about man is concerned with his mental attitudes,.

behaviour and social circumstances and aims at the well-being of

man. Psychology studies sentiments, emotions and instincts of man.

In the 20th century, it is emphasised that scientific study of all

the socialphenomena must have a psychological basis. Graham Wallas.

and Rivers emphasised on the relationship of politics and psychology.I

Importance has been given to understand and solve the social pro-

blems by psychological methods. In liberal societies, it is generally

said that the cause of social problems is not the social system but.

the human nature. The burden of responsibility for social evils and

problems is laid down on the man and his nature. It is maintained

that society is bad because man and human nature are so. This.

approach is purely a subjective and conservative approach as human

consciousness is the product of social existence and human nature is

tailored by the social needs of man To blame human nature for-

the social evils is to escape from an objective social and political,

analysis.

Influence of Psychology on Politics

The public and its opinion are very important in the modern

age of democracies. Public opinion is the basis of all the governments.

and propaganda (or public education by the State) helps in forming

this opinion. Propaganda operates in all the fields of human acti-.

vity. Now-a-days governments do not rule by naked physical

power or bullets of the gun, but ideological power or paper bullets

1.

Graham Wallas, Human Nature in Politics (Boston, 1908) ; and W .H .R..

Rivers, Psychology and Politic (Lond c n 1923,).
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,are more commonly used to control and rule the masses. Psycholo-

gical manipulation of the masses is the safe and best form of poli-

tical manipulation. No political system can satisfy the demands and

,expectations of all the classes in a society. It has to use psycholo-

gical methods to have the minimum required consensus in a society.

The issue of consensus in a conflict-ridden society is a political

problem and its solution is psychological. Knowledge of mass psy-

• chology is the key to political success. Liberals maintain that

psychological pressures are mainly the causes of political disorder

as atmospheric pressures are the cause of tornado and storms. Pre-

,sent-day governments are using the ideological weapons of brain-

wash, artificial consciousness or "manufactured consent" is relied

upon more by them than naked force. Frustration and aggression

.,are regarded as psychological maladies with psychological solutions.

Mass media---:newspapers, radio, TV, cinema, press--education and

. other social means of controlling the man are used to create a sound

psychological basis of the State. In order to gain political power,

political parties give catchy slogans and psychological study of masses

is very important for effectiveness of such slogans. The slogan of

• 'Garibi Hatao" (remove poverty) proved better than "lndira Hatao"

,(remove Indira) in 1971; and the slogan "Democracy or Dictator-

shp" proved better than "Stability and Socialism" in 1977. Every

political move is a psychological move. Whether it is the visit of an

ex-P.M, to flood-affected areas or organization of rallies to cele-

brate the birthdays of political leaders--all have a psychological

motive. In politics the art of controlling the mass mind is the key

to political power and because of this we have seen that many filthy

demagogues have emerged as powerful. How to have popularity

with or without doing anything? How to stop unrest? All these are

political issues which can be settled through the use of psychology.

Even in international affairs cold war (psychological war) has replaced

hot war (armed war). The art of manipulating the human mind--

psychology--influences politics in mass societies. Psychological

-methods, opinion polls, attitude studies, etc, are gaining a strong-

hold in politics. Having failed in curing the social and political evils

socially and politically, modern social scientists have directed their

guns on the human mind, to find out psychological solutions of

these problems. The human mind is under attack and pressure from

,all sides. Once upon a time the head used to belong to the indivi-
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dual-self but now it is virtually mortgaged with propagandists of

different shades.

Influence of Politics on Psychology

Gone are the days when public opinion used to make or un-

make the government. But it does not mean that public opinion is

no more important in politics. It is important but the relation of

.government and public opinion has changed. Now it is the govern-

ment and the political process which direct public opinion in its

desired way. Values of every socio-economic and political system

influence the human mind and activities of man. Political behaviour

of man is an important aspect of the study of psychology. It will be

really an interesting psychological study to analyse why the Indian

public was so scared, dumb and inactive during the 19 months of

the Emergency (June 1975-January 77), and why it became fearless

and bold enough to overthrow a government only within two months

February and March, 77. To know the mentality of political leaders

is also an important psychological study. Political policies influence

the human mind. Thus politics also influences the psychology of the

masses. But the influence of psychology on politics and pohtical

studies is more important, and it is increasing day by day.

Interdisciplinary Study of Politics and Psychology

With the advent of behaviouralism in politics, psychology has

come closer to politics. What are the motivations in the political

behaviour of man in society? Is it power, wealth, sex tr service

of the community which motivates man to political activity? In

3rder to find out the answers to many questiors like these, a new

branch of study in politics--political sociology--is fast coming up.

Lasswell emphasised the need of considering psychological factors

in the study of politics.1 He maintained that every political process

and movement has psychological causes. He suggested that "poli-

tical deviancies" like "revolution," anarchy, violence, conflict, dicta-

torship and war should be studied on a psychological basis. Many

studies of public opinion revealed the relationship between mass

1.

H.D. Lasswell, "The Measurement of Public Opinion" in APSR, vol. xxv

(May, 1931) and Public Opinion in War andPeace (Washirtgton, D.C., 1943).
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mind, democracy and dictatorship.2 Mass movements were regarded

as psychological disorders which may help in the establish.ment of

dictatorship by posing a danger to the stability of the system. Ins-

tead of having faith in the rationality of man, as classical liberalism

did, liberalism now regards man as a trouble-shooter and irrational,

being. Voices of violent dissent are ¢lasiified as mental disorders.

Lasswell analysed the cause of social conflict in psychological ten-

sions and maintained that behind every struggle there is a feeling of

"castration complex". He gave the idea of preventive politics on a.

psychological basis. What a fine refuge in human psychology for

the studs, into the causes of social evils? Instead of recommending

for change la society and social environment, Lasswell emphasised

that the human brain should be influenced in such a way that it

adjusts within the existing social framework and the status quo may

remain intact. The whole logic of psychological studies in politics

rests on the principle that social and political conflicts can be avoi-

ded and consensus arrived at by psychological treatments. Instead of

creating a society to suit the human needs of self-perfection and

development, this approach emphasised the use of psychological

methods for manipulating the human mind in such a way that man

could stay fit in the unfit socio-economic system. Instead of suggest-

ing change in the social order, the supporters of the psychological

approach maintained that man should be controlled and changed.

What an excuse and apology for a rotten irrational bourgeois social

and economic order ? In 1905 a new school of psychology, named

behavioural psychology, began and according to this the task of

psychology is to study the material behaviour of man in society,

Supporters of this view--Ivon Pavlov, J. B. Watson and Thorndike--

emphasised that human behaviour cannot be dissociated with socia[

circumstances: human nature and behaviour can be changed by

changing the social environment of man. But contemporary beha-

2.

Some important studies on the issue are: Walter Lippmann, Public

Opinion (N.Y., 1922), F.A. Allport, "Toward a Science of Public

Opinion" in Public Opinion Quarterly. vol. I (1937) pp. 7-32 ; B. L. Smith,

"Propanganda Analysis and the Science of Democracy" in ibid., vol. v,

(1941), pp. 250-59 ; H. Cantril, Psychology of Social Mind (N.Y., 1941) ;

H. L. Childs, Propaganda and Dictatorship (Princeton, 1936) ; Carl Mur-

chison led.l, Handbook of SociaI Psychology (1935).

3.

Map Tse-tung, "On Practice" (1937), in Selected Writings (Calcutta:

National Book Agency, 1967), p. 655.
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vioural studies in politics are more concerned with the political

culture and how to engineer the political culture in such a way that

it may help in maintaining the equilibrium in society. In modern

mass societies Goebbels' view that "repeat a lie 100 times and it

will become a truth" is well accepted and rape of the masses through

mass propaganda is goig on in all the crisis-ridden societies. Pro-

paganda has demolished in the 20th century what was built by edu-

cation in the 19th century. The study of psychology and its use, in

politics reveals it. The present-day need is that of consensus, which

can be had by golibazi (art of pleasing the people without doing.

anything) alone and this whole study of golibazi forms the subject

matter of the interdisciplinary study of politics and psychology.

Psychological methods are used to ensure that the revolution of"

rising expectations may not convert itself into a revolution of rising,

frustrations and destroy the system as a whole.

Difference Between Politics and Psychology

1.

Psychology is more concerned with the human behaviour and it

description. Politics is more concerned with ideals and values of'

human behaviour.

2.

Psychology is a study of attitudes, motives and instincts of mann

but politics is mainly concerned with the organisations and insti-

tutions of society.

3.

Psychology studies human activities and behaviour, politics is.

concerned more wi human relations in society.

CONCLUSION

The issue of one social science or many social sciences ha

already been discussed. Various social sciences as separate disciplines

sprouted from a single social science--moral philosophy--during the-

19th and the 20th centuries. In the 20th century, it has become suB-

ciently clear that the study of a complex society and its inter-related

phenomena through different compartmentalized social scie r:c s wi

not give proper understanding of society. Inter-connected social

phenomena cannot be studied under different social sciences, each

dealing with only an aspect of society. All the social sciences arrived

at a solution of this in the form of intradisciplinary approaelr.

to the study of social phenomena. In view of this, various new

branches of study are emerging in politics. These are: political

sociology, political psychology, political economy--Marxism alway
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regarded politics as an aspect of political economy, but now liberals

aave also accepted it with a different subject matter and approach--

political ethics, political history, geopolitics, etc. The complex society

.cannot fruitfully bestudied without mutual exchange amongst vari-

.ous social sciences. But the thing which is most important here is the

aeed of a commonly accepted outlook towards society or precisely

.the need of a general theory, or cosmogony. Politics is becoming

more and more influential day by day and various aspects of social

life are coming under its control. Increase in the functions and scope

of the State will enhance the influence of politics on other social

sciences.

POLITICS-THEORY AND PRACTICE

In bourgeois democracies, because of the great difference in

he "theory" and "practice" ot politics, the student of politics some-

¢imes makes a difference between these two. Moreover, it has

become quite fashionable to distinguish between the theory and

practice now-a-days. People are afraid of politics as an activity and,

,quite strangely, as a subject of study, politics is gaining more and

,more popularity. Politicians, who are said to be busy in politics as

.an activity, are regarded as crooks, and fortunately the teachers

.of politics, till now, are regarded and respected. The theory of politics

is generally known as political science and politics is understood as

3ractical politics. But in the first chapter this distinction of political

.science and politics was rejected as meaningless because politics

includes both the theoretical and, practical aspects of political affairs

in society. However, those who distinguish between politics and

political science maintain that politics is an activity and political

cience is the systematic study of this activity; politicians are those

who are busy in this activity and political scientists are those who

:study this activity scientifically; politics is practical and political

:science is theoretical, politics is an art and political science is a

science; politics is concerned with the means and political science

with the ends; politics is the study of"is" and political science

;includes the study of "ought" also. This whole analysis is based on

the understanding that theory and practice, or activity and know-

ledge of the activity can be distinguished and separated.

To distinguish between the activity is neither fair nor helpful

'or any understanding of the subject. Politics is both a fundamental

social activity and the systematic knowledge which studies this.

Politics includes both theory and practice. Theory and practice are
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inter-related in an inseparable way and any attempt to distinguish the

two will make the study of political phenomena utopian and politics

as an activity will be baseless and valueless. Politics and political

science are one and the same thing, and to separate these two is not

only a misunderstanding but also mischievous. These two are termi-

nological difference of the name of the subject and politics as the

name of the subject was regarded as more appropriate by us in the

discussion in the first chapter. To distinguish between the two is to

mislead the whole discussion from the main objectives. Politics is an

activity, a study of this activity, and a social science concerned with

the theory and practice of political phenomena. Systematic study of

politics improves the practice of politics and this in turn improves the

theory of politics. Activity increases the knowledge and knowledge

improves the practice. Stuly of the activity is not merely based on

the facts of the activity but also analyses the activity and looks into

its goodness and badness. There is no Chinese wall in between theory

and practice. Knowledge, to a great extent, is based on the study of

activity, social behaviour of man, material conditions of society and

the social practice is illuminated from knowledge. Mao Tse-tung

writes, "Pcactice, knwledge, again practice and again knowledge.

This form repeats itself in endless cycles, and with each cycle the

content or" practic., and knowledge rises to a higher level."

The gap between the theory and practice may be there because

theory gives us the ideals and practice may fall short of the ideals.

But this gap does not make imperative to distinguish between the

theory and practice. The continuous advancement of theory and

practice goes on. The theory of today is implemented into the practice

of tomorrow and the theory also moves ahead by improving itself

from the practice. Thus theory and practice are inseparably linked

together.

The writers who make a distinction between the theoretical

and applied politics e,.plain the two as follows1:_

Theoretical Politics

Applied Politics

4. Theory of the State :

A. The State :

(origin, classification of forms

lexisting form of govern-

of government, sovereignty),

ment).

1. F.1948),Pollo:k,pp, 99-100.1n Introduction to the Listory of Science Of Polities (London,
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B. Theory of Government :

(forms of institutions,

executive departments,

province and limits of

positive law).

C. Theory of Legislation :

(objects of legislation,

philosophy of law or general

jurisprudence, method and

sanction of law, interpretation

and administration, mechanics

of law-makingL

D.

Theory of the State as

artificial person :

(relation to other States and

bodies of men, international

law).

But this division merely shows

B.

Governmen¢ :

(constitutional law nd

usage,

parliamentary

systems,

army, navy,,

police,

currency, budget

and trade).

C.

Law and Legislation :

(legislative procedure,

courts of justice and their

machinery, judicial

precedents and autho-

rity).

D.

The State Personified :

(diplomacy, peace and

war, conferences, treaties

and conventions, inter-

national agreements).

the scope of various issues

discussed by theoretical and "practical politics, and all the issues of

both these are inter-connected.

"State is not the source of law but it is law. The dualism of law

and State is an animistic superstition.-1

--Kelsen.

"'Political theorists in the past have tended to hypostatize the

State, i.e., they have treated it as if it were 'a thing' with the

special characteristic that underlying all its acts was the threat

of armed force." " --Benn and Peters.

/

/ STATE

/INTRODUCTION

So far t,ht mea,.ning of politics and its relation with other social

ciences has ffeen discussed. Politics is understood as a dimension

of social process rather than merely the study of State and govern-

m

ent.(According to the liberal view, olitics is a process in society

wbich 'S-ffi'';'maintaim"ffillibrium betweenarious

conflicting interests, serves the common interest of society and paves

th a peaceful social change. According to.. the Marxian view,

pdhtics is the procesS'an-' p--3

serves the intersts "

of a particular cJsa.ina.c!as_sdJvided.ociety, in which Class-struggle

ispt iiitics canni resolve the coiict

class-struggle is fundamental and it cannot be resolved by any pro-

,cess, except by abolition of classes. It further maintains that politics

,.icann°t serve the common interest of society because in a society

interest of the classes is ntagonistic So  according to the

view has been reg.rded classes, dash,division.

1.

Melsen, The General Theory of Law and State (Cambridge Mass., 1947),

P. 191.

2.

S.I. Benn and R. S. Peters, Social Principles and the Democratic State

(London, 1959), pp. 252-53.
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class-relations and class-struggle in a particular historical phase.

These views on politics must be kept in view in or0er to understand

• the meaff.ng of the State. This view of politics is fundamentally diffe-

. rent from the traditional .meaning of politics which regards politics

to be merely a study of the State, or government, or both. By tradi-

tional I mean what is going on in general text-books of political

theory at the university level. The view adopted in this book is quite

different because politics is regarded here as an activity, as a process

in society. It is not merely an institutional study, but the study of a

social process or of collective life of Society in which politics is also

an aspect or a dimension. Our outlook towards politics will be the

basis of our outlook towards the State and government. The mean-

ing of the State can be understoodlproperly only by keeping in mind

the meaning of politics given in the first chapter.

GENERAL DEFINITION AND ELEMENTS OF

THE STATE

/,,, The best traditional definition of the State is given by Garner

,e State... is a community of persons more -or less numerous,

PcriTffdn/iing a definite portion of tel'y-iependent,

-ear]-Oexternconrol and possessing an orgagised govern-

ent to which the great bdy of inhabiiani ;nbr habitual

............ lements: On the basis of this definition there are four

elementse State: ppulation, definite territory, government and

sbvereigntThis in brief consutes the mning of the state.

tally spewing, this aning of the State is qUhe strange and it does

no lead us anywhere. The explanation of these four elements also is

uPrising as 'f the State is purely a legal institution.ulation,

titory, oanisation (government),  .lhority (sovereignty) are

the g enmmon to all human associations. This dnidon does

not'throw any light on the socio-pdlitical meaning of the State.

State and other Associations

he traditional view of the State, after givinLthe traditiona

definion and explaininhe varmus clemens, explains the distinctiffn

tween the State d other associations to prig

a superior and distinct association from the rest. The State is distin-

guished from government,society, other associations, nation, etc.

1. J.W. Garner, olitical Science and Goernment (Calcutta, 1951), . 49.
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This looks very stran e ag_.5_he object of showing all these is to shov

the special features of the State which reflect its legal and political

superiority. in comparison with other s,£cocial associations It is roved

as if the Stale is somethin,, a;cr .........

, ........

P

_ s ,,cut, alstmct and higher

collegeThis is the general traditi(ral meaniny__p_fhe State which"

students may have learned in schools. In the present study,

a detailed discussion on all these is regarded as of no use. However,

these have been discussed in Appendix 1. The reason for not

having detailed discussions on these here is to avoid the unnecessary

discussion, which may cloud the general line adopted throughout the-

book. And the reason for including it in the Appendix is, first, that

it will give the traditional view of the State to those who are purely

confined to it and, secondly, it will be able to expose the prevailing

prejudices by providing the traditional stuff also in the Appendix,

which is used here as the museum of moribund notions.

Why this Meaning of State is Unsuitable

This traditional iew of the State is regarded as unsuitable

because of thefollowing reas0ns: _, 

"  (1) This noi0n of the State is juristic: The above-mentioned,

meaning of the State is a definite meaning of the State because-

pri it is not the political but legal meaning. When we consider-

thee Stat__e fro__.__m a political angle, this medhing broves useless and the-

State becomes somethin invisible a, - • -

 ¢oatlttUt. /-nO then we

fruitlessly as td what the Stat "

--

:.

_

e s from the pohtlcal veThi

type of sear--' misleads the whole political discussion. The State is

a so.cial in,__.__s, a his entity, which evolves according tcr

socm-econo..___mic c.onditions of saeiat, This juristic notion of the Stat

cannot be sufficient for the study of'tolitic

. --.

.... .t puu, mere/ore, we nave.

maintained n the first chapter that only the'State is not the sufficient

subject of politics.

(2)  State is an aspect of the whole social system and law

only.an aspect of th State system.'aersand one aspect as the

wh01e.subject is misleading. This definitinn gives undue importance-

to one aspect only and forgets other spects o1" the State.

(3) The State becomes only a legal institution: According to.

this view the State becomes a legal institution and it

natursis overshadowed by its Juristic vie______w. If the State is an insti2

tution t__o resolve conflicts and establish unit3' n societ', serve

common interest,

""-

 y'

me-

pave

the way for peaceful social tr
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class instrument as Marxism maintains), then e cannot express the

definltJon of Jt.

political nature of thc ....

"---(-4TThe State is not merely an institution but it !

system or it.jLV..and-'-p._.qfs: This view of the Stale cannot be

understoodi isolationcfrom it atureand the historical

'nature of the

ca

y its j_.ristic definition.

Thus, in conclusion, it can be said that the juristic notion of

the State is insufficient for poh'tical study because it is unhistoric

and r"--'-Ts the State merely as the su reme 1 w- in ower,

abstract and above--ffi__.ety. This juristic'-notion of the State cannot

be.ths. Kelson, one of the prominent supporters of

1hf the State, regards it to be law and says, "State

is not .the source of law but it is law.'u But law cannot be the whole

f politic, the whole of the political system, because it is merely an

aspect of politics. The State thus is not an abstract or le notion

br class) instrummt which.performs certain social

ftl Benn and Peters writes, "Now the State is not a

.hing but a system of rules, procedures and roles operated by

in uals.''2 To assume the State as an abstract, legal and

ethical notion will be improper_from pglitcal viewpoint.

WHAT IS STATE-CHANGING NOTIONS

"The State has no finality, can have no perfected form..Th_._2.e

3tate is an instrument of social man" writes Maclver in the pre-

fffce to his book.3 TheLS-tate in the form of political powers has

existed..__from time jmrnm,,_'. Written records explain the Greek

"polis'' meaning city-States as the fir_L form  Bfore city-

States there wergxg_triba! Sta..tes. B._ut city-States cannot be termed as

States as these were cityommunities. Maclxer fi.¢s "q-he Greek

-polie-alr was at a loss because in Greek there was really no

word corresp.onding to the modern term l,2t.t.L' It ',

lhe polis, of which he could speak and we are very apt to misinterpret

his aeaning when we translate Jr_as State. Imuny,

not our 'State', to whic]Lke attributed those all-comprehensive furrc-

tions and wers."¢So early Greek city-States do not come under

1.

Kelsen, op. cir., p. 191.

2.

Benn and Peters, op. cit., p. 253.

3.

R. M. Maclver, The Modern State (London, 1926), p. vii.

4.

Ibid., p. 87.
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-the, present meani State. The Roman Empire arose out of

he ruins of city-States andes s,.mic conquerers

.and they establishe'ff'T'-'al States in Both "tee R"ff'mman

Empire and ftates fall short of our understanding of the con-

cept o-' State 1' modern ime"--s.- Out of the wo''a-i" r-"er

haSrn notion o States, as a

unifyi main._)

V. arious views of the St-e have. emerged and,."so great and

,obvious a fac'--'-'t as the State (has been) the ob'ect of uite conflictin

.defiffhions .... ,u MacIver has su arised different notions of the

:State, according to various writers and thinker" a" 'o 

(a) Class organisation (b) Organisation of the whole commu-

(c) Power system

(e) Legal institution

(g) Mutual insurance

agency

(j)

Unnecessary evil

(I)

Society itself

nity.

(d)

Welfare system

(f)

Nation

(h)

The very basis of life.

(i)

Necessary evil

(k)

Corporation

(m)

March of God on the earth

So variousviews of the State have emerged and these views

,emphasised on one or the other notion of the State. The State s an

association of society, emerged to serve its u.p_.qose 

-

at the various

ph.ases of its histor_j.cal development. Societ.Jy has changed from time

-to time, so has the State. The State thas is a historical e___ntity. History

means an account of socio-economic anal political conditions n a

particular__ time and in a particular form. Change. in, the material con-

ditions of society_ and its class-structure leads to_ change in the

notion of the State. Even a liberal writer like Maclver says, "The

:State is an agency of human purpose, and its character changes as

it is direc-ed more to the intei:£sts of this or that class within the

c..m.lty, as i_t serves more this or that set of aims, as its a---b--gor

_pu.rpose narrows or widens.'' 'lhus tlab._ate is an agency of, -hd

for, It has not remained static, its notions have changed

with the change in human intentions and social requirements,-

libeals maintain; and Marxism maintains that with hange in-

the taterl conditions and class-structure ofsociety the State has

• .also changed.. So the notion of the State has changed from time-to

1.

Ibid., p. 3.

2.

Ibid., tlg. 3-4.

3.

Ibid., p. 423.
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time and, because of this, the State can thus be understood histori-

cally_and not m.

___

he State as a modern phenomenon emerged during the 16th

century. Machiavelli was the flto use the concept of the

State in the present sense uring the past 400 years, on

the brical analysis, the q'-b-IY6-ffing major notions _of-

the State have emerged 

"'" 1. STATE--A SOVEREIGN, UNIFIED AND NATIONAL,

POWER

2. STATE--A LEGAL NOTION

3. STATEaA CONSTITUTIONAL NOTION

4. STATE--AN ETHICAL NOTION

5. STATE--A WlLFARE OR POSITIVE NOTION

6. STATE--A CLASS-INSTRUMENT.

State--A Sovereign Unified and National Power

0ly said that modern sovereign States came into.

exis the 16th and 17th centurie_.___s..The emerg-

eoisie demanded a unified sovereign national power against the feu-

dal local decentralised societies and 1 During

the Middle Ages kings were very weak as their power was controlled

from above and feum below. Politica,_.__.l

movements were directed against Papac._y and feudalism to support

tharchies. Strong kings emerged in t.he E.uro ean

and were identified-'" soverei'ff 'd unified nationrs. The

miod is reflected in the writin sg_.9_f Machiavell_!j_ztad-

Bodin. The State and the king were understood as one, and one of

the Frenchs, Louis XIV, could say, "I am the State."

Here the State became incarnate in the prince, and kings represented

.__powers.

king and power of the king onl and he ersonified the State.

-' S tate--A Legal Notion

 The emer_g.ing bourgeoisie was not satisfied with the establish--

ment of strong monarchi_.__.es. They wante to,. estlabl-6]- the State on

a legal basis and make it a institution to n--

ta de

 and to establish peace and secu--

rity of the propert_.__._._y. This took the form of struggle for parli-ff'en-

1.

By capitalist class here I mean middle classes who were emerging during

those centuries in the European world.
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tary supremacy against the _personal autocracy of

kings.

Pa was re.g_arded as a_.._..preme law-making power.

R of 1649 and 1688 declared Parliament's victoryand

established parliamentary up.e,mla .. . ". that

period the State ff- regar the supreme law-making institution.

with an object to serve the common interest by maintaining order,

security and an individual's.right to.persona i erty and private-

p. Thus emerged the notion of the State as sovereign law--

_m

power.

"od law-making State meant Parliament as Parliament

h.ad the p._____ower of making laws. Gourd

Parliament and the law-making power belonged to this class. Thus.

parliamentary governmen-f ts assoc bourgeoisie because

their dominance in Parliament is a well established fact.

This legal notion of the State was rimaril the notion of"

negative State because lab's can either be pr.eaemtjxr,,_ commanding..

-Through laws t ask the individuals to do or not to do.

bmething. As the State is above la.__.ws, these cannot bind the State.

tod__o somethin__g. Thus this legal notion of the State makes it

negative or police State whose main task is to maintain law and

order. This view of State has found expression in the writings of

Bentham and Austin.

The legal notion of the Stat in one form or

the other..______ According.. to this view the State is a law-making power,..

laws are the command of the sovereign, i.e., the State. The State has.

got coercive power and this coercive power is known as sovereignty

of t. With the law-making power in the hands of the State,.

there eme...._d niversality and universal laws in national--tes.

Positive I.[9..E made by the State, overshadowed natural, moral,,

God-made laws, social

-- , vas.

expected that the State will consider these while framing laws. [._Thus.

this legal notion of the State regarded the State to be an unreslted

supreme power for making lawsto these laws being the

duty of every citizen and disobedienc, e,..t.ohe laws will bee to

be punished by the State*31. Thrower to punish, punitive powei', is

said toe. owe,t'o

.

cannot e s are " y

aiationin society Ihe Stabecomn

in--above, the master o aw an maintainer

offer. Agaila'on ef d

sovet theor of sovereignty arose, which is.

explaine nt e t c aptero ths oo . - -
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v lo ment of dedeas,_it was demanded

,- .--their re-re

• that laws should be m de,OP)C Ul notion

ate gave birto legalist democracy. T notions 

. _: ._ c.area sociat:

-soveregmY, ngnt, ,/ "[- ¢1 these concepts

is oimcult to unu.

@M system cannot u

ncracy, d, li

.underst od. Sovere,gnty,

t':s i':aiprocess.reahUes' elbUt taw ,,notion

on--of politics an political

.

-.

study

of the Statee ¢pncepts have made__the - ofdiscoaPS

....... ,

 ._.. .rtv. equalltUat, 

 ngm, on a legal basis alone as

Social circumstances cannot be understood

ladimenPr°

implant dimension of i - •

- the State to be a

s'. ng n°ti,;:f t:°n' p

defin,te

fddGd

view or 

e OISCHSS1OH

ave seen m m .......

7 ....

: n o [ mstlttIo

  -- • •

"

as tBe atatc  .....

insuctent for pohtcal analysis,

as me 

osests of .secett

:'eta)e

perf" . ....

i insti-

..... 'ol notion of tle State m '_ ""[2

ysem. tn tea

"

t is notion and traditional meaning of the S

. Thus.. ....

din" dy of 

useless for pohtlcal unertu

n abstrac an abstrr than the

become. -  ....

es The legal notioth

.tudy ot society ano social

Off

,ur ne alive State cannot besis

and 19th ......

- hecomea welfare

p0he 20th ?a;e

.agehan a purely la g ,s r "'.-

" " N on

tate A Consdtutio -

,

.. •

:"  The legal notion or the bt'ate made it a power above aw,

led and absolute. Against this there emerged an idea of constituUo-

nahs ........

le-al notion of the State. Legal nction

, " m which limited the State by limiting its law-making power. This

otion is associate with tnc
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considers law and State to be one by assigning unlimited law-making

powers to the State, whereas this notion limits the law-making power

of the State because the constitution limits the powers of the State.

However, there is a difference of opinion that constitutional law limits..

the government and not the State. But it has been presumed here

that the constitution limits the taw-making power of the State, as.

government is nothing but an agent of the State.

The State--An _Ethical Notion

During the last years of the18th century and the beginning-

of 19th, someophers, fo Greek

phi[o..

and Aristotle,----'----pportgave to the ethical notion of the State. This

is also known as the idealist theo_qLL o--ffState and it tries to 

the State on an ethical basis. This view has found expres-

ritings of Kant, Rousseau, Heg

etc. The State here i_...__s regarded as the highest morality, having

mses 6fits own. Hegel believed that the 

march of God on the eart .--t-'he State is the hig

shve,"dll-p.owerful and all-embracin

Thbirth to totalitarian States and 

oft'e State is also ba" on this. However-

is not very much resp.ected as the State is merely a power, of a c-Tss

in societK."-"-"r of the whole of society, the object of which is

confliand serve.  _co_.mm__on..interest

welfare-f6Tfi- not regarded as an ethical or supra-society

institution.') 

Libe__ralism in our times views the State as a welfare or social

service agency and it {s the contemporary liberal view of the State.

According to this notion, the State is not 1 institution,.

th6 laws, but its more important aspect is to se-'ve ,

common interests and  maximum demands of the maximum

nTh_e o_q_bject o__t_._e_tae s no on y to

maintain law and order and justice but it is a part -Ft ei

process, an ac" " to serve the common interest and

perform services for the welfare of all the mem er " .

''--rh-us the cono__tion of the tate s at o a" welfare

State. How and w- this chn--in the  o State has occur--

red will be seen in the coming chapters when th efunetions of the State
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according to negative and positive liberalism will be discussed.

,Contemporary liberalism does not expect only laws from

the State, but something much more is expected--the service of the

people in general. Service is an activity and in order to understand

"the State, this activity and processes involved in this activity must

be understood. The activities of the State must be seen with refer-

ence to the whole society. (T,he State_ she j2cee:Stt°2deotrhr

wh_ole of the political system__which is__perating in Y P

--" - -.o ¢÷o*e does not reard the

ns.

llaUS tills nOtiOn OL LLL.' 0.o*,

State to be an al insution, a thinff in itself, but it s

iecd as an active sstem, pemtinB in society. ill incll

e ......

--- .. --,:,: ties re groups, etc.po

the atorltyponua v-

, r

haviour and functiof tem. Thole political

system cannted as something above society, but it mb

diffent from sciety because the sociM system is all-comprehensive

, system (or State)is nly a aspect, o tae

- -:(-em]The political system basin su-sysms,.

01

a

o3 o

-w

 ....

r-;n- certain funcuons,

structures, processes and Oougarles, pcltttlt 

having certain oals, etc. The pirical politics is

saidto clarify these processes, and of normative politics to improve"

-xhe performances. The traditional meaning of the State regards the

State as an institution, whereas the contemporary view regards the

State as a political system having certain functions, activities and

processes in the whole social system. The State is nbt merely a

static legnstitution having populati 

ment and sovereigntythe supreme power to make law--but t s a

political system ch perfo tneions of maintaining stability

and equilibrium, policy makrving the common welfare func-

tionn society.

State een useainly as a legM ter, but the

welfare State is much wider in nature and stop# Even the term

 •

the present political circumstances

"State s nsucent so far as

are concerned, because now the State is t only expected to make

laws and aintainwnd 0rdgr.but also toorm certainelfare

funeti D Easton writes that in the present times in place of the

 " "

• .....

- ........

- ooncet that is burdened

S there "is appearing ponucm system , a  

with few practical political overtones.''S° the meaning of the

1.

D. Easton, ,,Political Science". in D. L. Shills, (ed.), lnternationalEncy-

clopedia of Social Sciences, Vol. 12 (N.Y., Macmillan & Co. and the

Free Press. 18), P. 283.
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welfare notion of State can be better understood by substituting it

sy-' m

Political Stem: American political scientists have

recommended the use of the concept of "political systems" rather

than the "State". American political scientists are developing new

terminology, methods, approaches, concepts, etc., in politics. With

their vast resources a good number of the so-called "political

,cientists" are working in America) But it has been seen that instead

of simplifying the study of politics these new developments have

made it more confusing, complex and illusive. These new important

developments are: value-free study of politics, empirical politics,

"'grand theory" or "over-arching theory" of politics, etc. By using

new and difficult concepts and on the plea of making the study of

politics "scientific", they have made the study of politics so difficult

that it is now virtually out of the mental approach of a common-

man. They want to deprive politics of its social character in the name

f scientific approach. The study of political phenomena with this

approach has been named as "American science of politics.''2

Inspired by these developments, the State has been replaced by a

new concept, namely, political system. This view does not regard

the State to be something evolved historically, a historical entity,

but tries to study it empirically on the basis of facts of the present

politics. Without showing much consideration for political theories,

philosophy and ideologies, this view tries to study the political

system on the asumption that it is a value-free power system, ope-

rating in the whole of the social system with its set boundaries, goals,

processes, etc.

The American writers have also opposed the legal notion of the

State. These writers maintain that the sphere of politics is much

wider than the State. Explaining difficulties of the use of the word

"'State", David Easton writes that the use of the term State "succeeds

in substituting one unknown for another, for the unknown of politi-

1.

"It is said that ninety per cent of all the political scientists in the world

are working in American Universities." W. J. M. Mackenzie, Politics

and Social Sciences (Penguin, 1967), p. 67.

2.

B. Crick has called it "American Science of Politics". Mackenzie and

Easton have termed it "American Political Science". For further details

please see B. Crick, American Science of Polit'cs (1959); Mackenzie, op.

¢it.; and D. Easton The PoliticalSystem (1953), chap. 2.
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cal science': we now have the unknown of the 'state'.''1 The term

State is not precise and does not convey a definite meaning. One:

writer, C.H. Titus, has collected 145 different definitions of the

teraa State.z Easton further writes, "If we were to use the concept.

of the State witla its most widely adopted meaning today, we would

find that it has a number of obvious shortcomings for an understan-

ding of the political system. It describes the properties not of all

political phenomena but of only certain kinds, excluding, for exam-

ple, the study of pre-State societies, it stands overshadowed as a tool.

of analysis by its social utility as a myth, and it constitutes at best

poor formal definition.''3 Similarly, Mackenzie writes, "If we are to,

regard politics as a permanent feature of human society, we must not.

pin it to the study of States, a temporary and changing type of social

organisations. It is not wrong to say that 'political science is about

States', to define States ostensively, and to leave it at that.''4

According to Easton, the following are the main difficulties ir.

using the term State:--

1. It does not help us in understanding all political situations..

"As a concept the State came into frequent use during the 16th and

17th centuries.'' The political system of earlier centuries cannot be

understood with the concept of State.

2. The concept of State is not sufficient for social analysis be-

cause this has been used mainly as a social myth. "The State con-

cept became a crucial myth in the struggle for national unity and

sovereignty.''6 During the 16th and 17th centuries the State wag

used to bring unity in society and "territorial national State'"

emerged in the struggle against the Church and feudalism.

3. The third difficulty of the concept of State is that the "con--

eept falls short of a satisfactory kind of definition.''v

Thus Easton rejects the concept of State for scientific and empi-

rical analysis of political life. It seems that Easton views the State as

a historical entity, emerged in particular circumstances, and assumes

1.

D. Easton, op. cir., (1953), p. 107.

2.

C.H. Titus, "A Nomenclature in Political Science" in APSR (1931),

45-60.

3.

D, Easton. op. tit. (1953), pp. 108-9.

4.

Mackenzie, Ola. cit., la. 156.

5.

D. Easton, op. tit., p. 111.

6.

Ibid., p. 112.

7.

Ibid., 13. 113.
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that it has lost validity for the analysis of present-day politics Eas-

ton writes, "Since there are periods in history when such States did

not exist, and perhaps the same may be true in the unknown future,

the State is revealed as a political institution peculiar to certain his-

torical conditions.''1 He suggests that.instead of the concept of"State'"

it is better that the concept of "political system" is used. Almond

also writes, "Instead of the concept of the 'State', limited as it is by

legal and institutional meaning, we prefer 'political svstem'.''

Easton's Definition of the Political System: According to

Easton, political system is "a system which is part of the

total social system and yet which, for purposes of analysis and

research, is temporarily set apart ....

In short, political life consti-

tutes a concrete political system which is an aspect of the whole

social system.''3 Political system is a part of the whole social system,

in the same way in which political process is a dimension of the

whle social process. The e_ i .included in the

m, which f-'-r  lificati

ana,._lysis is artificially setole of the social ss.

However, Easton maintains that it is very difficult to set the political

system apart from the whole of the social system because it is a diffi-

cult task to ascertai.n as to what is political. This difficulty is there

because "political science does not seem to possess.., systematic

coherence.''4 He further says, "All those kinds of activities involved

in the formulation and execution of social policy ....

the policy-

making process, constitute the political system ....

(it is) the study

of the authoritative allocation of values for a society.''5 There are

three aspects of the political system:--

(a) Policy (b) Authority

(c) Society

Policy: About policy Easton writes, "The essence of a

policy lies in the fact that through it certain things are denied to

some people and made accessible to others. A policy, in other

words, whether for a society, for a narrow association or for any

other group, consists of a web of decisions and actions that allocates

values." It means policy is concerned with who will get what. In

1.

Ibid.

2.

G.A. Almoqd and J. S. Colema'. (ed.), The Politics of Developing Area.

(Princeton, 1960), p. 4.

3.

D. Easton, op. cir., p. 97,

4.

Ibid., p. 98.

5.

Ibid., p. 99.
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the study of policy Easton includes both legal and executive policies

and also both formulation and execution of policies. Formulation

and implementation of policy require many actions and activities and

he study of all these is included in the study of policy. "The study

of policy here includes an examination of the functioning and the

determinants of both the legal and the actual policy practices.''1

Thus the first aspect of the study of the political system is making

and execution of policies.

Authority: The policies in order to be the subject-matter

of the study of politics must have the backing of authority. "A

policy is authoritative when the people to whom it is intended to

apply or who are affected by it consider that they must or ought to

,obey it.'' Thus policies must have the backing of authority in

order to be the subject-matter of the study of political system.

Society: Political system is not concerned with all the poli-

..ties in society but it is concerned with only those policies which are

made for the whole society. It is not concerned with those policies

-which are made by a group and which are for a group, the policies

must have a social nature. But it does not mean that only those

policies which will affect the whole of society will be the subject-

matter of the political system. Policies must have a general character

and it is not necessary that these may apply to all the members of

society.

In brief, according to Easton, political system is concerned

with policy-making, policy-executing, authority and the role of all

these in society in general. Political system is concerned with decision

making and policy making for the whole society and how authority

is exercised in society. Here the study of political system becomes the

study of an activity, a process rather than the study of an restitution

like the State. A welfare State is more concerned with activities and

processes and it can be better understood with the concept of poli-

tical system. Easton writes that the State "describes one institutional

or structural variant of a political system.''a Thus Easton prefers

the concept of political system in the analysis of a welfare State be-

cause it is concerned with activities and processes of policy-making

whereas the State is an ambiguous institutional concept.

1.

Ibid., pp. 129-30.

2.

Ibid., p. 130.

3.

Ibid., I. 142.
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Almond's Definition of Political System: According to

Almond, "Political system is that system of interactions to be foand

in all independent societies which perform the functions of

integration and adoption (both internally and vis-a-vis other societ;es)

by means of employment, or threat of employment, or more or less

legitimate ph3sical compulsion .... The political system is the legiti-

mate, order-maintaining or transforming system in society." This

meaning of political system makes the concept more clear and it is

seen as a functional system, as an activity, as a process, having the

backing and support of authority.

Wiseman's Definition of the Political System : "Any politi-

cal system involves political structures, political roles perform-

ed by actors or agents, patterns of interaction between actors,

whether individuals or collectivities, and a political process."z He

further says, "More briefly, the political system is 'the legitimate,

order-maintaining or transforming system witbin society''3 Accor-

ding to this meaning political system is the legitimate power system

which operates in society to maintain law, and order equilibrium,

stability, etc.

Thus, especially in America, there is a trend that instead of the

State, political system is preferred as a subject-matter of the study of

politics. The State is a legal and institutional notion which is insuffi-

cient for the analysis of the welfare States. The welfare State is more

concerned with activities and processes, and here it is a political

system which is merely an aspect of the whole social system. Though

the political system is a better and more comprehensive concept than

the State, the way in which it is being studied by American political

scientists is highly unsatisfactory6. They study it with an structural-

functional approach and it is bein used mainly in the study of com-

parative politics. The main objections to the American methods of

studying the political system are as follows:

1. Political system is studied by dissociating it from its historical

development on a purely empirical, structural-functional basis. The

poiitical system can only be studied meaningfully with due consi-

deration to its historical evolution.

2. Though the political system is :  rded as an aspect of the whole

1.

Almond and Coleman, op. cit po 7.

2.

H.V. Wiseman. Political S te,ns (London, 1966), p. 98°

3.

Ibid., p. 100
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social system, it is assumed that it can be temporarily set apart

from the whole social system for political research. This is highly

objectionable as social and political systems are not related

in a formal way. Political system is an inseparable part of the

whole social system, which works for the whole society, or for a

class in society. This cannot be studied by separating it from the

whole of the social system. The boundaries of the political system

cannot be ascertained, because it is inter-mingled with the whole

of the sociaI system. In order to see the political aspect of society

one has to take into account both historical development of society

and ideology, and both these are rejected by American political

scientists in their over-emphasis on the empirical method.

3. The political system, it is assumed, has some boundaries. But in

our times, when the State is penetrating into all the aspects of the

social system, it is difficult to find out the boundaries of the poli-

tical system. They want to have the boundaries of the political sys-

tem, first, to ascertain the political phenomena, and secondly, being

liberal, they still harbour the ideas that the political system shquld

be limited in scope, like limited State.

4. In their "scientific" study of the political system, American poli-

tical scientists use very difficult terminology and new concepts.

Some of the new concepts are: political culture, political sociali-

zation, interest articulation, interest aggregation, modernization,.

political development, etc. These concepts have a very specific and

technical meaning, according to them. Use of difficult words makes

the subject complicated and to do so is a crime against democracy,

the people and human values. Politics is concerned with the peo-

ple and to make it complicated would widen the gap between this

and the people. This may have an implication that general people will

be discouraged to study politics as well as to participate in poli-

tics. This doubt is being reinforced because many American poli-

tical scientists are raising a slogan that "to save democracy, keep

the people away from it." Thus to make the study of the political

system difficult, in the name of science, is highly objectionable.

In brief, American political scientists may be supported for

their political approach to the political system, which regards it as a

system of activities and processes rather than merely a legal notion.

But-to establish boundaries between political and social systems, use

of difficult concepts, purely empirical methods, value-freeness, and neg-

lect of the historical method are improper. The State or the political

Ramjets College Library
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system can only be understood on a historical basis.

The present welfare State (or political system) cannot be under-

stood merely as a legal institution, which gives command to establish

law and order and justice, as it was there in the 18th and 19th

centuries. It is now concerned with activities--welfare services, re-

solution of conflicts, maintaining equilibrium in society, preparing the

way for peaceful social change, having consensus, etc. The liberal

view maintains that the State is a guardian of common interest of

the whole society and it performs many services of general welfare.

It is not merely a legal institution, but is an activity, a process and

an important dimension of social processes. What a change? From

he commanding sovereign State, the present State has become a ser-

ving authority; the logic of the existence of this lies not in its legal so-

¢ereign nature but its capacity to serve the common interest through

welfare policies and functions. However, liberals assume that the

whole society can have a common interest, and unity in diversity can

be maintained by the authority of the State.

State--A Class Instrument

Out of the five different notions of the State mentioned above,

except the ethical notion, the  four are associated with the

]ibal view of the State. Even the ethical notion of the State has

gee n"--'---

submerged into liberal view by T. H. Green and e-

ra--f'6q-d'sts, and is well accepted by positive liberalism. So the

above-mentioned noti__ons are the changing Stat

hr centuries of historical development in European liberal

hough-'-'

 the 19th century scientific philosophy of the working class,

Marxism, emerged. Marxian meaning of politics has been discussed

n the first chapter and politics there has been viewed as a part and

parcel of society, as a part of the superstructure which is based on

he economic sub-structure or mode of production of society. The

basis of society is the economic sub-structure and on this is based the

cultural, moral and political superstructure of society. The mode of

production determines the class structure of society and the State

is a coercive instrument belonging to one particular class of society.

The class which owns the means of production also controls the State.

1. Various terms for the State have been used by Marxist writers--Engels used

'State', Lenin used State power', Miliband used

'State system', and

Poulantzas used the concept of 'system of the State'.
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N. Poulantzas regards the two component parts of the State as:-

(1) Repressive apparatuses of the State.

(2) Ideological apparatuses of the Stale.

Poulantzas says, "The system of the State is composed of.

several apparatuses or institutions, of which son:e 1-ave a principally

repressive role, in the strong sense, and the others a principally

ideological role. The former constitute the repressive apparatuses of

the State .... The latter constitule the ideological aplaratuses of the

State .... -1 Thus in a State two tyl;es of powers can be seen--coer-

cive power, exercised by coercive instruments of the State power, and

ideological power, exercised by the ideological instruments of the

State power. Both these have been discussed in the "power view

of politics" in the first chapter; the coercive power las been discus-

sed there under the heading of political power. Thus the State is a

coercive and ideological instrument of the economically dominant

class, whose interest is served by the State power. Lenin writes,

"The State is a machine for maintaining the rule of one class over

another .... " Thus State power is a class instrument and does

not belong to the whole society. In this regard the position in Soviet

Russia is said to have taken a turn in some past years. The Constitution

of 1977 has declared Ithat the U.S.S.R. is the State of all the people.

This is theoretically and practically wrong, according to the Marxian

view of the State, as the State can never be of the whole of society,

because it is a class instrument. This led to a controversy between

Russia and China.

Marxism analyses the State on the basis of historical materialism.

If the mode of production of a given society is based on the slave

system then the State will also be a State of slave owners. If the mode

of production is feudal then the State will be a feudal State. Similarly,

with the capitalist mode of production, society will have a capitalist

State and with the socialist mode of production, a socialist State. Thus

M4t. rxism analyses the State, its character, functions and meaning on

this historical basis and this is regarded as the scientific way of

understanding the meaning of the State.

Miliband writes, "Marx himself never attemp,.ed to set out a

comprehensive and systematic theory of the State.'' The reason

1.

Poulantzas, "The Problems of the Capitalist State" in R. Blackburn,

(ed.), ldeology in Social Science (Fontana, 1972), p. 251.

2.

V.I. Lenin, The State (1919), (Moscow, 1973), p. 13.

3.

R. Miliband, "Marx and the State", in the Socialist Register (1965),

p. 288.
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for this was that Marx was busy mainly in analysing the development

of capitalism ,and the exploitation inherent in it on a scientific basis.

But it was clear beyond doubt in Marxian writings that the State is

nothing but a class instrument. Marx writes, "The executive of the

modern State is but a committee for managing the common affairs of

the whole bourgeoisie.',1 Defining the State. Marx further writes,

"The bourgeois State is nothing but the mutual insurance pact of the.

bourgeois class both against its members taken individually and

against the exploited class.''2 Mirx does not regard the State to be a

welfare agency but "conceives the State as the indispensable-

'mask' and 'weapon' protecting the ruling class's economic hegemony;.

holds that its existence as such requires its control by the ruling class

to sustain this hegemony .... "z The Marxist view of the State has.

been clarified in the writings of Marxist thinkers like Engels, Lenin,

Gramsci, Mao, etc. This view will be discussed in detail in the seventh

and ninth chapters of the book.

Conclusion

Six different notions of State sed above. It.

shows that the State is a historical entity. Its meanin ne,

functions and method of functioninhave changed witl

the c._hange in time and circumstah-'-ces. The State cannot be understood

as an abstract an-]'egal notion. Therefore, chotions--''he

Staterstandin.g of the State b x la'" "

ha chane in time and circumstances. Only by

understanding these notions, the present State orjolitical 

be understood  t--" "mer-'cg;f  notion of

the State, liberalism has rd the ure l-"l-q-otion of the State and

th s" - the term olitical

er in

spte of its many shortcomings and assumptions. Thus tan

be better underst- -n t-'s vay because it,'cal entity and

its notion has the change in time and circumstances.)

1. K. Marx. "Manifesto of the Communist Party" in Selected Works

(Moscow, 1970), p. 37.

2. Quoted in John Mcmurtry, The Structure of Marx's Worm View (Princeton,

1978). p. 105. For more details please see pp. 100-22.

3. Ibid. pp. 120-21.

4.

For more details please see Miliband. op. cir. The State in Capitalist

Society (London, 1973). and Marxism and Politics (Oxford, 1977);

S.H.M. Chang, The Marxian Theory of the State

(N.Y., 1965);.

N. Poulantzas, Political Power and the Social Class (1972).
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In this book the term State is used throughout, but its broader

meaning, rather than its legal meaning, has been taken. Development

of the modern State will be discussed now and it will further clarify

our notion of the State.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE STATE1

The State as a historical entity has changed from time to time

according to circumstances and material conditions of society. Though

the State is a modern concept, there were political systems in ancient

and the medieval periods and the modern State has emerged from

the ruins of these ancient and medieval political systems. So the

development of the State will be seen in all the three periods of

Western civilization, namely, ancient, medieval and modern. The

modern State has developed during the modern times.

Ancient Period-The Greek and Roman View of the

State

The Greek City-State : Ancient period begins with the ideas of

3reek philosophers, Socrates, Plato and Aristotle. This period lasted-

for about 800 years, from 400 B.C. to 400 A.D., till the fall of the

Roman Empire. The Greek City-state was the basis of political phi-

losophy of Plato and Aristotle. These City-states had small territory

and population and were separated by mountains and rivers. This

was the position of the Greek world about 2,500 3ears ago, and it

lasted for about 200-300 years, in spite of strains and pressures. The

City-states were independent and self-governed. Different forms of

political systems--oligarchy, aristocracy, monarchy, tyranny, demo-

cracy, etc.--were in operation in these City-states. But direct demo-

cracy was the most popular form of government and Athens had this

form of government and was most important of all the City-states.

But the Athenian democracy was much different than the present-day

democratic systems, because in Athens citizenship was not available

to a large number of population of slaves and aliens. The main

features of City-states wereAs follows:--

].

Ther--,tb main classes in the City-states--masters and

slaves. MacIver writes, "As for slavery, it was the foundation of

1.

For details please see R.M. MacIver, The Modern State (1926), pp. 25-

145; R. H. Soltau, An Introduction to Politics (1951); L. Lipson, The Great

Issues of Politics (1965), pp. 143-58; R. G. Gettell, Political Science

(London, 1949). pp. 76-98.
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the economy of the ancient city community .... But the foundation

was unsound.'q Bonnard also maintains that slavery was the oil

pitch on which the whole Greek civilization perished,z

2.

Citizenship was available .only to the masters an.d slaves wer_e

regarded as he property of the masters having no rights and.

existence of their own. Citizenship was a respected qualification.

MacIversays, "Citizenship was a function, almost a profession..,

The life of the citizen was the life of the city. His good was, in

ideal, wholly identified with that of the commonwealth".

3.

There was no difference between . the State and.,ociety,. How-

e'ver; as Maclver writes, "The failure to distinguish the State

from the community left 'Athenian liberty' itself a monument

broken and defaced.''*

4. The life of__c_kiz_.e_p_s" _ in. a CitYSt_a.t.e.. wa.s very _aci.y.e.. t0_.u.e

t]arke's phrase it was "a partnership in all science, a partnership

in all art, a partnership in every virtue and in all perfection.''

Maclver writes, "The City is described by Greek political

thinkers precisely in terms of a universal partnersbip .... The

doctrine of partnership 'in all art and in every virtue' is in truth

a fatal misinterpretation of the nature of the State.'' The

reason for this criticism of MacIver is that in Greek City-states

a difference was made between a good man and a good citizen

and all the men werenot given partnership in the affairs of the

Citystate.

- ...................................

5. The City-State was regarded .as.a...m.,o.rsxk an.el.ideal oorganis.ation.

6.

Citizens had no liberty and rights against the State and outside

the State.

All these City-states fell fiat before the mighty Macedonian

King Philip and his son Alexander and later on submerged into the

Roman Empire, thereby losing their independent entity as City-

staes. But the end of City-states could not finish the philosophers

and philosophy of the City-states. The political philosophy of Plato

and Aristotle has given inspiration to all the idealist philosophers

like Hegel, Green, Bosanquet, etc., in modern times.

Their philoso-

phy is the basis of the idealist view of the State.

1.

Maclver, op. cit., pp. 90-91.

2.

Bonnard, The Greek Civilization, vol. I and II.

3.

Maclver, op. tit., 84.

4.

Ibid.. p. 87.

5.

E. Burke, Reflections on the Revolution in France, para 158.

¢i.

Maclver op. cir., pp. 83-4.

It J6

Political Theory

Political philosophy of the Greek philosophers is still respected

because nalysis and solution of many political problems of our day

can be found, in some way or the other, in these philosophies. They

were rational in their socio-political analysis. It is something

different that their analysis and suggestions, being based on the time

and circumstances of their period, may not be appropriate in our

times, but their method of analysis and their views on many problens

are quite important even in our times. Because of this in the 15th

and 16th centuries, during the periods of the Renaissance, the moral,

social and political thoughts of these philosophers influenced the.

thinking of that period. Their philosophy had an impact on the.

Renaissance and in our times they have enriched our knowledge

about society, politics and man.

The Roman Empire: lathe ancient, ties the .Roman Empire-

e.merged by merging the small City-states of the Greek world and

e_sa!?lisi_g.unity, uniform, law and order, strong administration,

and a despotic political system. "What Rome in the first stage

achieved was a political unity based upon metropolitan citizenship,

an achievement unknown in Greece or even in the world Until Rome's

day."x Absence of unity was the great weakness of the Greek world

of City-states and unity was the strength of the Roman Empire.

According to Gettell, "Greece had developed democracy without

unity, Rome secured unity without democracy.''z He further writes,.

"Rome taught the world that a large State might be stable and

successfully governed .... -3

However, the Roman Empire did not emerge in a day. The-

Roman State passed through three stages of development. Initially

it was, like Greek City-states, a City-state; the second stage was

that of a republic, and during the third stage it was an empire.

The first two stages were replaced by the third stage by the close of

the 1st century B.C. Successful Roman commanders, Marius, Sulla,.

Caesar. Augustus, etc., established bureaucratic and despotic empires

with concentration of authority, uniformity of law, sovereign organi-

zation, limited participation of citizens or citizenship without parti-.

cipation in political affairs, etc. All the democratic institutions were:

1.

Ibid., p. 92.

2.

Gettell. op. cit., p. 86.

3.

Ibid.
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made powerless by these popular military commanders who estab-.

lished the glorious Roman Empire with their military power and

skill. Soltau writes, "Rome may be said to have taught later dicta-

tors that the way to establish tyranny is not by the outright destruc-

tion of free institutions, thus creating conflict, opposition and resis-

taace, but by gradually and secretly emptying them of all effective

power while respecting their outward forms, a lesson well learnt by

the two Napoleans, by Mussolini and by Hitler.'' The Roman

Empire nursed the political ideals like unity, order, law, discipline,

strength, cosmopolitanism, etc. Their most important contribution

to politics has been the establishment of a universal code of law.

They taught the world that large. States are much better than small

States because these can provide stability, peace, order and good.

government. Liberty of the citizens in Rome was sacrificed for the

sake of a stable political system. In order to govern "he empire,

they could develop a sound aristocratic administration with soulless,

efficiency. "Sovereignty and citizenship were worked 'out by Rome,

and her methods of binding divergent nations into political unity

have never been surpassed. The maintenance of peace for centuries-

within the civilized world was a great boon to mankind.''z

Roman politics was not idealist as the Romans were practical,.

skilful and ambitious in their political practice. The Romans were

concerned with the art of government more than with the ends and

purpose of the State. Their political troblems were administrative

and legal rather than ethical. The philosophers of the Roman

period are Polybius and Cicero. Both of them discussed more on the.

art of governing and law-making. ,The Roman Empire was estab-

lished about 2,100 years ago and lasted for about 500 years with all

its despotism and cruelty. The class-structure of the Roman society

was almost the same as that of Greek City-states--masters and slaves..

However, class-struggle between masters and slaves was more fierce in,

the Roman period and the great slave revolutionary, Spartacus, orga-

nized a revolt against the Roman Empire and this revolt shocked

the whole empire. But the revolution was mercilessly crushed and

liberation of slaves was postponed for some time. After the revolution

was unsuccessful, lakhs of slave revolutionaries were crucified in the.

name of law and order, peace and stability. A lesson to be learned by

all revolutionarieswhenever a revolution fails, the cost of the failure.

1. Soltau, op. tit., 65.

2. Gettell, op. cir., pp. 85-86.
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• which revolutionaries have to pay is nothingless than their heads. The

revolutionaries of the Paris commune failed to learn this lesson, and

it was_well learnt by Lenin and Mao.

.n the 4th century the Roman Empire became very weak because

.of the rising tide of slave unrest, corruption of officials, dictatorial regi-

mes of emperors, the advent of Christianity and lack of any liberty

to the individnals. Rome increasingly depended on the army and its

:authority was based on power. In the 4th century Roman Emperor

Constantine had a compromise with Christianity by adopting it as

t e'h--e re'C]"f the State and it established a Church-state instead of

:an emoire; with it began the medieval period in the Western world

and "with the downfall of Rome the 'State' actually disappeared

from Western Europe."

Medieval Period--Fhe Concept of Feudal State

and Church-State

When there was mass unrest in the public against the dictatorial

regimes of Roman emperors and they were faced with an unprece-

dented crisis from within and without, Christianity was very popu!ax

.amongst the masses for its progressive ideas. Christianity raised its

voice against the injustice and lexploitation of the people. Romgn

emperors tried to crush Christianity,_ .b.t. o progr.e..s.s, ive ideotcgy ar

movement can be suppressed iby dictatorial powers for long. In

the 4th century, when, due to its inner contradictions, the Roman

Empire was declining and was moving towards complete destruction,

it compromised with Christianity and by this it "assimilated Chris,

tlanity and turned this possible enemy into an ally, an act of the

highest statesmanship on the part of the State .... "- Thus a part-

nership began between the Roman Empire and the Church which

.created peace and order in society for some time. Lipson writes,

"Partnership between the Cross and the Eagle brought gain and loss to

both.''a The medieval period began with this partnership of the State

and the Church, and the Church which wa quite progressive before

this partnership became a citadel of reaction, anti-progress and anti-

people. "Becoming an integral part of the established order, the

Church ceased to be a victim of persecution and was able henceforth

1.

Maclver, op. cit. p, 115.

2.

Soltau, op. cit., p. 67.

3.

Lipson, op. cir., p. 147.
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to do persecuting.''1 This teaches us a lesson that political power has.

a tremendous corrupting influence and today's revolutionaries easily

become the reactionaries of tomorrow. In this way, the Roman Empire,

could save itself from the inner dangers but its inner weakness could

not face the external attacks.

In the 5th century Teutonic people attacked the Roman,

Empire and the whole ef the Rc, n:an Empire was destroyed

by them. These Teutonic people have keen termed as barbarians.

by European historians, though these people used to love.

local independence and liberty, and they were much better than the.

Roman emperors in many respects. They had no idea of a strong.

centra! authority and they emphasised on individualism and opposed

the Roman ideals of authority and centralization. How can these.

"barbarians" be inferior to the Roman dictators ? The Roman

Empire was torn into pieces by these Teutonic conquerors and on

lhese pieces a new system was born--the feudal system. Instead of a

centralized authority of the Roman Empire, many political authorities

emerged and unity was replaced by diversity. In the disorder that

resulted because of the fall of the Roman Empire, feudalism

established order in its own way. The Greek-Roman period,

characterised by slave-master divisio of society, was replaced by the

medieval period in which society was divided into feudal lord and

the serf. Slaves welcomed this new system. Exploitation of the masses

continued in the new order but the way of exploitalion changed--

instead of slave-owners, a new class, feudal lords, came on the scene:

as exploiting class.

State in the Feudal Order: The Roman Empire after

its fall was bifurcated into many parts and these parts came under

the control of many feudal lords, who established their authority or,

these. Politically, feudalism "is simply governed by a territoria

aristocracy filling the vacancy created by the collapse of any central,.

power." Under feudalism, political authority went with the land and.

the individual's relation with the land determined his rights and

duties. Soltau writes, "It is this association of political power with

land control that is the essential principle of what is commonly called

the Feudal System.'' The whole hierarchy of political authority

was built on the basis of ownership of land. The supreme lord,

1

Ibid.

2.

Soltau, op. cit., p. 68,

3.

Ibido
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distributed his land amongst the tenants-in-chief, and he further sub-

divided it amongst the tenants, and the tenants further sub-divided

it amongst the serfs. In this way, the whole socio-economic

structure was built and political authority was based on this

structure. In this whole system the majority of the serf population

.constituted the exploited class, who used to work and fruits of which

were shared by the exploiting class--supreme lord, tenant-in-chief

and big tenants. The supreme

authority over the. peopl.an. ,.h!_s_.a,.o_r!y.,az..dize.ided-amugst he

local feudal lords. In this way, authority was deceatralizAn

feudal system. 1;he concept ..of sp3'ereign State was missing in the

medieval period because t.here was_i.emrchy of political pswer lse

on the ownershiipfland. The allegiance of the people was divided

.arti-ohggfiiious auth0-ie's above them. There was no centralized law

.and order, and customs and traditions dminated society. The main

features of the feudal political system weri

1.

Absence of centralized power; instead of imperial unity there was

hierarchy. Allegiance of the people was divided.

2.

There was no centralized law and the community was ruled

by customs and traditions.

3.

Political authority xas built on the ownership of land.

4.

Society was divided into feudal lords and serfs.

5.

There was neither unity nor liberty in such a society and

inequalities by birth were ell accepted.

Church and the State:The first important feature of the

medieval period was feudalism and the second was the power

of the Church. The institution of Christian Church survived the fall of

the Roman Empire and the Holy Roman Empire built its authority

on the Roman imperial model and when Europe fell into pieces, it

was able to provide a centralized authority and order. "Religion

dominated the mentality of the Middle Ages to a degree unparalleled

in the history of Western civilization before and since.''x T_he Church

derived its strength from the absence of strong government and the

power of religious ideas over the minds of the people. In the name of

religion the Church mustered a good amount of power, wealth

and prestige. Christianity taught the exploited class in the

class-divided society that this world is nothing, prayer is the solution

of all the problems, religion is the main thing, and so on. It diverted

the attention of the people from the exploitation by exploiting

1. MacIver, op. cir., p. 118.
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classes to the spiritual affairs. As the Church was serving the interests

of the ruling classes it was popular among the members of this class

and they adopted Christianity. The power of the Church went

increasing and it started interfering with temporal affairs like

collection of taxes, maintenance of law and order, etc. The Pope .as

head of the Church began to claim superiority over all the kings

and princes and virtually it became the State. The Christian

philosophers, like St. Augustine, gave the idea that the'king shouli

be under the Church. -,

Because of the entry of the almighty Church in politics, the

problem of the relationship between the Church and the kings came

to the forefront. The relationship of the Church and the State became

the fundamental political issue of the age. This led to bitter conflicts

between the Church and the State. The whole of medieval political

.thought is devoted to this problem. The interest of the Pope lay in

having weak kings. Feudalism was the weakness of the kings and in

feudalism the Church got a fine ally. The State during this period was

crushed in between the two forces--from the top the Church and

from below feudalism. During these dark ages the general masses were

badly exploited an6 were sleeping due to intoxication of the religion

and were living in the hope of salvation in the next world. When

the masses are passive then the rulers start fighting among themselves

,and the conflict of the king and the Pope began in such circumstances.

The socio-economic and political structure of the medieval period

may be seen in the following chart:

Pope

Many kings

Many feudal lords

Big landlords

General masses, serfs, small producers

Exploiting

class

Exploited class
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Conflict between the Church and the State: The claims of

the Church for supremacy led to the conflict between the

Church and the State. The Church tried to limit the authority

of the States and interfered in their internal affairs. The

theory of two swords once given by Pope Glasius, which

maintained that God has given one sword to the Pope to run the

spiritual affairs and another to the king to run the temporal affairs

was no more acceptable to the Church. The Church maintained that

God has given both the swords o the Pope and he, for his own

convenience, handed over the temporal sword to the king. It meant

that the king was not directly under God but he was under the Pope

who got the sole agency to conduct all the affairs from God. But no

Chinese wall is there in between the spiritual and the temporal affairs.

The Pope had mustered a good amount of wealth and power and was,

in a position to meet the challenge of the kings. "The day came when

a Pope claimed to be 'absolute master of all princes, who were bound

to kiss his feet, and whom he could depose at will, by releasing their

subjects from the oath of fidelity'.. • the world beheld the astonishing

spectacle of an emperor, barefooted in the snow, doing humble

penance for three days and nights before the 'spiritual' master.''1

The time was gone when one Pope said, "Render, therefore, unto

Caesar the things that are Caesar's; and render unto God the things

that are God's.'' There was no way out in such a conflict except

that " In place of two spheres, two jurisdictions, two swords, there

was to be one.'' Now there was an open fight between the Church, the

religious order, and the king, representing the secular order---the State.

The Church fathers, believers in peace and non-violence, wearing

white clothes, mounted on white horses, with cross in the neck and

sword in hand, accompanied by an army of ignorant religious people,.

came out in the war-fields to protect their power, wealth and prestige

against the kings. In the name of religion, peace, salvation, etc.,

Europe was coloured by the blood of poor serfs and peasants, who

thought that they were fighting in defence of religion. At last the

kings were victorious and the Eagle (the sign of the kings) swallowed

the Cross (the sign of the Church). In this way, modern national

sovereign secnlar States emerged in the European world by putting

an end to the feudal decentralized authority and by finishing the

1.

Ibid,. p. 119.

2.

Quoted in Lipson, op. eit., p. 148.

3.

Ibid., p. 153.
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strength of the international order represented by the Pope.

Daring the medieval period (from approximately the 5th century

to the 15th century), known as dark ages, there was no development

of any knowledge, sci:nce, technology, the State, etc. The economy

was feuzlal in which p,)r peasants, serfs, small producers and crafts-

men were badly exploited. Scientific knowledge was the enemy of the

Church and its power which was based on faith. During the medieval

period the topics of research used to be--"how many angels can

stand on the point of a needle?" The life of man was sacrificed on

the myth of the other worldly life. In the 16th century, great scientist

Bruno (1543-1600) was burned in Rome simply because he discovered

some scientific facts which were against the views held by the Church.

Dur!ng the whole of the medieval period the State,.remained very

weak a_nd. _t._h._e.r,e.,,._wo.s _n_o.,,olacept..-ofsoereignty 9f, t,h,_e,Stae. Th

"dS/;l-es" were really dark for the State and its sovereignty.

Modern Period--Emergence of Modern National

Sovereign States

The scientific study of history tells us that whenever a new mode

of production emerges in society, and a new class comes into being,

together with it emerges new ideas, theories, ethics, culture,

social values, and political order to suit the requirements and serve

the interest of this class. The 16th and 17th centuries were such when

a new class  the bourgeoisie (capitalist class)  came into being-

During this period this new class came and settled in the cities and

explored the new trade routes, and new lands like America. This new

class was looking for a new life and its power was not based on land

but on a new wealth known as capital. In the beginning through

trade and later on, with the development of science and technology,

through industries, this new class amassed capital and this was

movable wealth and not the static wealth like the land. Beginning as

petty traders in the 16th century it became a class of big industrialists,

having big capital in the 18th century. In this way, modern bourgeoisie

emerged in modern times.

This new class had an impact on all the aspects of society,

The great movements of Renaissance and Reformation emerged in
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the 16th and 17th centuries. Instead of faith reason became the basis

of almost all the human and social thinking. Science and technology

developed and various new cities emerged on the map of Europe.

Feudal economy could not compete with the new capitalist economy.

In feudalism the economy used to be localised and production used

to be for the local consumption. But capitalist economy required

national markets, and production in this type of economy was for the

whole of the nation or for the whole world as large-scale industries

could come up. The motive of production in the capitalist economy

was mainly profit. The feudal order was divided into various local

authorities and capitalism wanted centralised national economies

and law and administration. Thus capitalism demanded nationalism as

against the localized economy and decentralized administration of

feudalism. Nationalism meant centralized national States, single legal

rder, single executive and administration for the whole of the nation.

This required the end of feudal order as well as the end of interna-

tional order, represented by the Papacy. This new emerging capitalist

class performed an.extremely pr0Kressj.v...£0!e. tiiffj'

and it gave importance to science in place of religion, reason in place

of faith, progress .!n.,.p!ace. of..salvation, urbanization in place of

village'bsed"li'fquality by birth instead of aristocratic order which

was based on inequality by birth, Knowledge was preferred to

ignorance, this world was given more importance rather than that

world, individualism was regarded as most important and it was

recommended that there should be least social control over the

individual. All these new trends formed the basis of liberal ideology.

The newly emerged bourgeoisie played a progressive role in all the

spheres--science, art, philosophy, politicsDand their social and moral

values were more progressive in comparison to feudal order. The new

class played a revolutionary role against feudalism but during the

19th century when its own product--proletariat classwemerged, and

it waged a battle for the establishment of socialist order as against

the exploitative capitalist one, then bourgeoisie ceased to play a

revolutionary role and instead it became conservative. With the

change in time and circumstances, the role, character and objectives

of the classes also undergo a change. Revolutionaries of yesterday

may become conservatives of today and reactionaries of tomorrow.

The progressive and revolutionary bourgeois class of the 17th and
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18th centuries has become a scared enemy of revolutionary change

in our times.

The struggle of the bourgeois class for the establishment of the

State to suit its purposes can be divided mainly into two phases:

1.

Struggle against feudalism and the Papacy for the establishment

of the national sovereign States.

2.

Struggle against the despotic monarchies for the establishment of

bourgeois democracies.

Struggle Against Feudalism and Papacy for the Establish-

ment of National Sovereign States: Modern States have not

emerged out of the womb of the medieval period without any

struggle. The struggle for this State started during the 15thand

16th centuries" with the emergence of a new-clas-_.(..-b-eg_

to concentrate in the cities of Europe. This new class needed a

nat|onal conomy m order "o "ftii'tl'f ts class interest and only a

sovereign national State could assure such an economy. "Nationality '

is the sense of community whic--iindhb"histo-ical conditions of

a particular social epoch, has possessed or still seeks expression

through the unity of a State.'' The bourgeoisie supported kings in

their struggle against the Papacy and feudal order and the history of

the 16th and 17th centuries of Europe gives an account of this

struggle. The special features 9f this struggle included: movements

like the Hundred Years War, the Battle of the Roses Reoriti6n,

Renaissance; philosophy ofttti[rs like Machiavelli, Bodin' Hobbes;

scientific inventions of Copercus, Newton, Galileo and the in{,entioh

of gunpowder and paper; iithe social sphere monarchs fought fr

the establishment of sovereign national States against feudalism and

Papacy. As Maclver writes, "Having been feudal to his loss he

became anti-feudal to his gain.'' The struggle went on in different

parts of Europe in different ways and times. In the sphere of religion

Luther (1483-I 546) and Calvin, John Knox, etc., in the sphere of art,

literature and culture, the Renaissance movement which was led by

Alberti (d. 1474), Leonardo da Vinci, (1452-1519) and Michelangelo

in art, and Bacon (1561-1626) in literature; in the field of science

inventions of Copernicus (1473-I543), Galileo (1564-1642), Kapler

(1571-1630), Newton (1642-1727; in the sphere of trade and

1. Maclver, op. eit., p. 124.

2. Ibid., p. 134.
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commerce the discovery of new lands and trade routes, etc., inventions.

of gunpowder, paper and printing press; political philosophers like

Machiavelli, Bodin, etc., and kings like Philip the Fair King of France,

Philip II, King of Spain, Henry VII, King of England. etc., signalled

the coming of the modern period. Feudalism, representing the localized

order, and Papacy, representing the international order, were defeated

by the rising tide of nationalism and the modern national sovereign,

States like Britain, France, Spain, Portugal, etc., governed by strong

despotic kings, emerged on the map.of Europe. As Maclver writes,

"Monarchy with its divine right and earthly power became the

keystone of society.''1 A new class, the modern capitalist class,

emerged and it gave a blow to the old feudal class; a new capitalist

socio-economic system emerged which smashed the old produetior

relations, new ideas of this new class defeated the ideas of the feudal

aristocratic class. Localised feudal economies were replaced by

centralized market economies, and a decentralized feudal political

order gave way to the modern centralized national sovereign States,

These sovereign States were established by the kings through armed

struggle  gainst the feudal lords and Papacy, and were initi!y ruled

by the strong despotic monarchs, like Queen Elizabeth in England

and Louis XIV in France, who could perforln the task of unifying

the national States. "The king was the divinely appointed head of

the nation, and with divine right went passive obedience. When a

conflict arose between the king and the feudal nobility, as in Denmark

or in France, the mass of the citizens took sides with the king.

Monarchy was their first refuge against feudal privilege, the exploita-

tion of the nobles and their exemption from the burden of taxation.

Monarchy solved also, for the mass, in an age of receding faith, the

intolerable conflicts of ....

rehgmn. It may, however, be said that

development of national sovereign States was not uniform throughout

Europe as local conditions and past historic development gave each

State its own course of development. This was the first phase of the

fight for the modern sovereign States. After having finished this

phase in the 16th and l-7th centuries, the Second phase of the figtii

against despotic monarchic States for the establishn-ent of bourgeois

democracies began which replaced the sovereignty .of the kings witl

t..he sovereignty of the people.(or the bourgeois class).

1. Ibid., p. 131.

2. Idib,. 19. 135.
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Struggle for the Establishment of Bourgeois Democracy Against

Despotic Monarchies:1 The emerging bourgeois class could

establish the strong national sovereign States, ruled bY

strong kings. But monarchy was not a proper political order

to satisfy their socio-economic and political interests. "The

very influences which had exalted the king, as they expanded, worked

for his downfall or his reduction to the status of a constitutional

monarch". Thus the second phase of the struggle for the establish-

ment of democratic States against the monarchies began. This

struggle was guided by the philosophy of liberalism. In this struggle

attractive slogans and democratic demands were raised and the

.general masses were recruited in the struggle on the basis of slogans

like "king has no right to levy taxes without the approval of parlia-

ment", "liberty, equality, fraternity", "no taxation without repre-

senlaion", etc. People joined these struggles--bourgeois revo!u-

"lions-whole-heartedly as they were assured rights, liberty,

equality, fraternity, and their own responsible ,nd representative

government. The divine basis of the m0arch's authoritg (the king is

he representative of God and is only responsible to Him) was

washed away by the rising .secular tide.nd askjgs..g_ttacked _e

Church, so itwas also attacked by the theorists of counte-'f:-

lion, by Jesuits, Monarchomac writers which inclded Hugunots and

CatholicWit" The fight of reactionary supporters of Papacy

gainst monarch)i could not do anything but when the bourgeoisie

picked o this struggle, they converted it into a progressive mass-

struggl_,_n the great Puritan Revolution (1649), the head of the British

monarch, Charles I, rolled to the ground and together with this,

divine theory of the State got an unrecoverable shock. Another blow

was given to the remnants of monarchy in England by the Glorious

Revolution (1688). In America the struggle for national sovereign

State began with the "Declaration of Independence" (1776) and

with the slogan "no taxation without representation." French

monarch Louis XVI lost his head in the French Revolution (1789)

1. For further details please see : ibid., pp. 133-45; Gettell, op. cit., pp. 91-93.

2. Maclver, op, cit., 19. 135.

3. For details 191ease see H. J. Laki, The Rise of European Liberalism (London,

1936).
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which was inspired by slogans of liberty, equality and fraternity-

Monarchies lost their power and position because of these

struggles and the liberal democratic wave swept away the European

world. However, it can be said that economic forces played a major

role in the development of democracy. Maclver writes, "The State

thus moved towards democracy, not through the temporary insurrec-

tion of a subject class but through t.he operation of economic forces

which reconstituted the basis of society.''1 Political philosophy of

this struggle was provided by Hobbes ,(1588-1679), John Locke

(1632-1704), Voltaire (1694-1778),' Rousseau (1712-78), Thpmas Paine

(1737-1809), ]tgluieuo etc. Va'rious political principles which

emerged included--distinction between the State and society ands-

the State and government, limited constitutional government, popular

sovereignty, representative government, parliamentary power, se

rhtion of powers, rights and liberties of individuals, etc. On thes..e

principles liberalism and liberal democratic theory were founded.

In the latter half of the 19th century, the theory of positive State or

welfare State emerged and according to this theory the State Was

assigned more and more we.Ira.re.functions, nstead of being a neces-

--ry evil; whichit was regarded during.the 17thand 18th centuries,

the State was regarded as.p.osifix.,...gJf..a.a.ge,.c.y,..[.pur.pose of

which was to contribute .t9 _t._e.._vc.eJ1.-ejng.of all the individuals of;

society.

In the modern period the growth of democracy was seen and

dem.o_cb--i-3ifidideals 'deVeloped ia the philosophy .of Joh, i

Locke, Montesquieu, Rousseau; and democratic institutions emerged

mainly in the 19th cextury when the ri_s!ng tide of the movements

ofhe workiig class demanded participation in the affairs of

State. Maepherson is of the opinion that "liberal democracy...

legan inly about a hundred and fifty years ago even as a concept,

and later as an actual institution.'' He further writes, "Liberat

democracy has typically been designed to fit the scheme of demo-

cratic government into a class-divided society; that this fit was not

attempted, either in theory or in practice, until the nineteenth century;

I. MaeIver, op. cit., p. 140.

2. Co B. Macpherson, The Life and Times of Liberal Democraey (Oxford,

1977), p. I.
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and that, therefore, earlier models and visions of democracy should

not be counted as models of liberal democracy.''1 But this view

seems to be too narrow as liberal democratic ideas developed during.

the past 3-4 centuries, though its institution or its fundamental

institutional principle, "one man one vote," developed only during

the 19th century. The philosophic basis of the modern State has from

the very beginning been democratic, though in reality primarily it

has been bourgeois democratic. The modern democratic States

represent an advanced form of the State evolution.

In the 18th and 19th centuries, colonial empires of strong

national States emerged and the countries of Asia and Africa, which

were weaker in strength and resources, were enslaved by strong

European Powers. The cake of Asian and African countries wa

shared by the European national States. The European States

developed their powers and economic strength by exploiting the

peoples of the colonies. Though, as Gettell writes, "the subjection of

dependent peoples is not compatible with the self-determination of

nations or with the theory of democracy", the hunger for moro

and more colonies was a characteristic feature of the development

of the national sovereign States in the European world.

Te 20th century has witnessed four specific developments in

the development of the States. The most important one is the

development of working class States (socialist States) which have

been established through revolution by the revolutionary forces of"

working people, by overthrow of the bourgeois class; the second is

national movements in colonies and liberation of colonies from

colonial hold of European Powersi the third major devldpifi.ehS

that of the superrPowers and .imperialism; and the fourth, is the

development of internationalism, and..de.and q.f s.ome interna.tipnaI.

order in which the national sov.ereiga States wil! no 0!;e, njpy

t.heir external__soereignty, which is regarded as the prime cause of

war. It will not be surprising in the times to come to see the forma-

tion of a world federation on the basis of national units.

The second phase of the development of the..mgO..ern___dgm. 0c.r.a-

tic state can be seen mainly as a struggle of the cai.tlist class

against the feudai-laSSesan-'d oiaarel.:for,ifi6 eibl-ishmn-t--Jt

their own States. It is generally said that the modern European State

1. Ibid., p. 9.

2. Gettell, op. cit., p. 93.
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is the people's Stae but the reality is somewhat different, b,odern

European States, in spite of their claim to universality, in the final

analysis, serve the general interest of the bourgeoisie in the main.

In order to know the real character of the States, it must b.e seen

which class led the revolution to establish these States and the

interest of which class is being served by these States. These have

been established mainly by the revolutions led by the bourgeois c',ass.

The demands raised during these revolutions will further make the

contention clear. The major demand of the 1649 revolution in

England was that "no tax should be levied without the approval of

parliament" and the major demand of the American revolution as

"no texation ithout representation". These demands were basically

economic in nature and were raised by the bourgeois class to further

their owta interest. After the success of the revolution when bourgeois

States or the modern Eurcpean States came into being, the general

masses which actively participated in these revolutions could get

nothing but capitalistic economy and exploitation by the capitalist

class. The bourgeoisie got the liberty (to have private property),

equality with the aristocracy which was regarded superior because of

their birth itself (and not with the working class); fraternity

amongst the capitalist class (and not with workers). Parliament gained

more and more power and if the character of parliament is seen, it is

basically an instrument of the bourgeois class and representative

government has not made much change in the position as the process

of election is such that other classes cannot benefit by it; Thus the

modern European States are basically bourgeois States. But the.20th

century is the century ofthe risingtide of socialist revol.tl, ior..s against

"these States and i_Aw.ill lead to the formation.0fthe .v.?_rking..c!ass

States:,

Development of The States in the Third World'

India was not a State before 1947 and so w.ere many other newly

emerged States of Asia and Africa before their independence. During

the present century many new States like Pakislan, Burma, Egypt,

Nigeria, Algeria, Ghana, Fiji, Vietnam, Indonesia, Libya, Syria, etc.,

1. For details please see : R. Emerson, From Empire to Nations (Calcutta,

1960); Frantz Fanon, The Wretched of the Earth (London; Penguin, 1961);

Gunnar Myr.dal, The Asian Drama (1968).
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have emerged in Asia and Africa out of the womb of colonial empires,

hrough national liberation struggles. Why only during these centuries

-these new States have emerged and what is the nature of these

new States? This question is quite an important one for the Indian

student of politics. These nations have gained sovereign ]power after

independence which" fias been achieved_.a.ft.e..r,..a.o,v.e_r_y.l_9n

This struggle wa...gd..in, t!es.e ex0.1.o...i.e.s..g&,a.!.nLt_t_.h

Pow-: .nd the nature o_fthis struggle was anti-imperialistic. These

new States were badly exploited by the cil

-they got political independence., trough their national liberation

struggles, as.a mark of_co.lpnia.1 gxploitation, there is economic, social,

.culiiriaiid political backwardness in almost all these States.

The development of capitalism and capitahst national sovereign

States in the European world led to the establishment of colonies in

Asia, Africa and Latin America. The advanced European national

States established their political control over these countries during

the 18th and 19th centuries and used these colonies for their econo-

mic purposes of supply of raw materials to their industries and as

markets for their finished products. These European States enriched

themselves through the brutal exploitation of the colonies. But during

the latter half of the 19th century and during the present century,

national liberation movements emerged in the colonies mainly under

the leadership of the capitalist class and these colonies got their

independence and national sovereign States emerged. Thus after

the Second World War many new States were seen on the map of the

world. "If the 15thand 16th centuries were the centuries of renais-

sance in Europe, if the 17th and 18th centuries were the centuries of

the establishment and consolidation of national sovereign capitalis:ic

detnocratic States in Europe and if the 19th century was the century

of establishment of colonial rule in Asia and Africa by European

nations, then the 20th century undoubtedly has proved to be a

century of the cracking of empires and establishment of independent

sovereign national States. In 1919, colonies occupied 7270 of the world

space and contained over 69 of its population, whereas at present

colonies occupy less than 470 of space and 1 of its total population?'

1.

For some details please see my note, "Nature of Anti-Imperialistic Struggle

in India," in Teaching Politics (1975, 3 & 4, pp. 27-41).

2

Ibid., p. 30.

122

Political Theory

,.Presently these newly developed States are know.n_a.s.the :'Third ....

World". On the basis of their economic development these are known

as undeveloped, underdeveloped, and developing nfi_qns:1 In the"

"First World" the developed liberal States are included; in the

"Second World" the socialist countries, whose socio-economic and

political structures are based on Marxian philosophy, are included;

and our nations, the victims of centuries of colonial exploitation, are

included in the "Third World". These newly emerged States in Asia

and Africa have been placed in the humiliating third category (like

third division in school and. college certificates). The developed

European States have enriched themselves by exploiting the wealth

of these newly emerged States and have then categorised these as the

"Third World". What a humiliating treatment ? Anyhow, now these

newly emerged States have an important place and a decisive role in

the world. The main problem of these countries is deve!opment of

underdevelopment in socio-economic cultural, po.li_tj.a.!...a_n._9.the_.__r

spheres; ec_onomic _dpendence, protectio ..from the. imperialist

exploitation, weakness of d6m6acy, poor level of consciousness 0I"

the masses,._lack of democratic .f_eel, .etc. BUt the main problem iS

th--aT eh-se probie  notb,.ei_Eg_s_Izc ithi thi e,xsting s0cio,"

economic and p-0l]-a]-'stem. The. reason is that most of these

States after indi endence are f0ll6w]ng the capitalist path of develop-

P

merit. The capithiist economy, based on private property, is an

economy which cannot have unhindered development of production

as the motive of production is mainly profit of the capitalists. The

nature of States in these countries is semi-feudal and semi-capitalist,

and in some States such as India, it is capitalist Stae. These State

are trying their level best to save their rotten capitalist economic

systems and in some countries States have used the slogan of socialism

to deceive the poor masses and in the name of law and order and

security, citizens are being deprived of their fi'eedom and rights.

Mass movements are being crushed in the name of industrial peace,

social security, stability, etc. On the other hand, in order to resolve

their internal economic crisis, these new States are trying for more

and more economic and military aid from the imperialist powers.

This has led to the development of neo-colonialism and economic

1.

For details please see :G. A. Almond and J.S. Coleman (ed.), The Politics of

Developing Areas (Princeton, 1960).
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exploitation of these nations is still going on. At present these

countries are having a debt of Rs. 5,00,000 million (50,000 million

dollars) and only 10 years ago this debt was about Rs. 1,30.000

million. The imperialist Powers are earning a yearly profit of about

Rs. 1.50,000 million?

The only solution of the problems before these newly emerged

nations is to have a different type 6t%0n0my--the socialist economy.

These nations can emancipate themselves onl,g capiiAlis'-

They will have t0 bi  Si'i evolution, estabi'i'sb

S{ates and economy, have a classless

ment of all will be a condition for the free devel-me'hdii

s This task willie r-f/'c]-tfi" r-r - and other

dual ......

P

labourin .cla.s_s_e.s._in these ntoS S ias"been clonein China,

Vietnam, Cambodia,Chbt, etc(where'e-ther will be privat6

property and class,a-eill-b exploitation and the only way open

for the exploited classes in such a situation is the socialist revolution

and not merely the demands of reforms. The last quarter of this.

century will witness this change in these countries of Asia and Africa.

It is expected that with the establishment of socialism in these count-

ries, a new phase of world peace and internationalism will emerge

and imperialism will die a natural death.

1. R. Ulyanovsky, Socialism and the Newly Independent [Nations (Moscow,

1974), p. 12.

2. For some details please see : Andre Gunder Frank, Latin America, Under-

development or Revolution (N.Y. : Monthly Review Press, 1969).

"In brief, 'sovereignty' may be an important and useful concept for

juristic anaO'sis...it is misleading as a political concept.''1

--Benn and Peters

"...social cohesion depends on '.force and constra#tt' on the domi-

mtion of some and the subiugation of others.' ' --Dahrendorf

"With the development of capitalism, ideology becomes an in-

creasingly important element in achieving social cohesion and

political legitimacy...''a --Swingewood

Chapter 4

SOVEREIGNTY

 So far the meaning of politics, relation of politics with other

• ocial sciences and meaning of the State have been discussed. Liberal

view regards politics as a social process to resolve conflict, maintain

unity; an activity to serve the common good of society and to prepare

the way for the peaceful social change. The Marxian view regards

politics as a study of class relations and class-struggles in society.

Similarly, the State has been regarded as an institution which performs

all thesd functions in a society. One fundamental question crops up

here--how does the State perform all these functions ? In answer to

this question it may be said that the State performs allthese functions

with the help of some authority or coercive power and this autho-

rity or coercive power is known as sovereignty. In order to under-

stand sovereignty appropriately, one has to keep in mind the mean-

ing of politics and the State as discussed in the previous chapter.

If there are conflicts in society and these conflicts are resolved by

1.

S. I. Benn and R. S. Peters. Social Principles and the Democratic Statej

(London, 1959), p. 262.

2.

R. Dahrendorf, Class attd Class Co[tict in Industrial Society (Stanford,

1959), p. 157.

.3. A. Swingewood, Marx and the Modern Social Theory (London, 1975), p. 60.
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the State with the help of coercive power then many questions

arise--what is this coercive power? What is its nature? What are

its bases? How can it maintain unity in a crisis-ridden, class-divided

society ? Should the State have all this power or is it to be shared

with other associations of society? All these questions are associated

with the issue of sovereignty in one way or the other.

TRADITIONAL MEANING OF SOVEREIGNTY

Like politics and the State, sovereignty has also been domina-

ted by the legalistic view. Among the four eiments of the State

population, territory, bX;rm]aJ'- s{,e]:-htyb-:-ifity is

regarded asthe most importantdistinguishing feature ofi-state.

As Laski obser es, It is b.p0esson of sovereignty tat the State

i ]guish3-{r {il-ther forms of human assocmton. OuFof

{he wb of {he medieval period -ifi hU'f'and 7th

Centuries modern States emerged, then these were established as

sovereign States, having sovereign pawer in their internal and

external affairs. Similarly, in the present century, many count{ies of

Asia,, ,((ie' hd.LtFfiAmrica gained independence trogh

national movements and emerged as sovereign national siaies on

the world map. Thus, legally eaking, one of the essential features

of the modern State xs sovereignty which makes t supertor to other

asociations of society: !t is a commonly accepted traditional view

of the State and sovereignty. Regarding the meaning of sovereignty

the{'Ufl'0t much dispute amongst the Western writers on politics,.

Svereignty is accepted as the supreme power in a society. It is

ppwer.,.(,,ai,n.d and highst which can control everybody,,

without being controlled itself by any other power. In every society

there are many classes, class-interests, assocmtons, groups and

institui0ns which represent th6members of society. Among all these,

one W'ifi h supreme power is known as sovereign. In modern

societies, i{ is generally assumed that this power belongs to the State.

and the State only. Because of this power the State is regarded as

the- supreme institution in society having supreme coercive power to

enforce its own will over all the associations with its coercive

instrument,s, The will of the State is expressed through laws. The

State can compel Socrates to take the hemlock, can compel the

1. H. J. Laski, A Grammar of Politics (London, 1925).
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:ommon citizen to obey laws, just or unjust. The State can express

its sovereignty by imprisoning the common ci/da diso-b-y,

or threaten-t0-dis0bey th6 iaws of the State. The traditional concept

" sovereignty of the State is that it is the pwer 0f the State wfiih

ts-strpreme and unrestrained, which is expressed through laws, which

-is coercive power and can compel a common citizen to obey the

laws even agaihi-hiS-vn wishes. In order to maintain this sove-

reig---h-t-y, ihe State maintains army, police, bureaucracy, couts,

prisons, instruments of torture, secret agents, firing squads,.h!lg-

ing ropes, etc. All these are known as ttie-material basis of State

sovereignty because these are directly associated with itS"6i3ercive

power. Apart from this, the State moulds the opinion of the people

in such a way that they habitually obey the laws of the State. These

weapons to mould public opinion are educational 4ystem,fiws-

ppers, radio, television, speeches of the leaders, religious institu-

tions, political parties, and propaganda instruments of the State.

AihSe bi§fitute ideological basis of the State. In the final

analysis State sovereignty generates fear in the minds of the people.

Power to punish the people is the most fearsome aspect of the State

sovereignty.

The traditional meaning of sovereignty is purely a legal view.

"From the legal standpoint the State is a total order, and the only

total order precisely because the State and law are identified.''1 Thus

sovereignty of the State becomes nothing but the sole law-making

power of the State. The best definition of this legalist view is given

by Austin who writes, "If a determinate human superior, not in the

habit of obedience to a like superior, receives habitual obedience

from the bulk of a given society, the determinate superior is

sovereign in that society and society, including the superior, is a

society, political and permanent.'"

This definition gives us the legal or traditional meaning of

sovereignty and that's why this view is known as legal, or monistic,

or, traditional or totalitarian, or the Austinian view of sovereignty.

This view gives all the power of law-making to the State and the

State becomes a supreme law-making body. The laws of the State

will be binding on everybody and the State will have obligation

1. Benn and Peters, op. cit., p. 263.

2. J. Austin, Lectures on Jurisprudence (1832).
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towards none. Law is command and expression of the sovereign

power of the State. Thus this meaning of sovereignty makes the

State a supreme law-making body and the following are its essential

elements :

1. Permanence

4. Absoluteness

Exclus

s.

3. All-comprehensiveness

6. Indivisibility

A detailed discussion of all these elements of the Austinian

theory of sovereignty may be seen in Appendix II. This meaning of

sovereignty is purely legal, and this is not sufficient for under-

standing sovereignty from the political standpoint. Sovereignty can

be the sole law-making or order-giving power of the State but

politically speaking, the State cannot have the sole, unrestrained

authority over everyone in society. This will be clear from further

discussions of the topic.

WHAT IS SOVEREIGNTY"

So far only the traditional or legal meaning of sovereignty has

been briefly discussed. On the legal basis the State may be accepted

as the supreme law-making body but this is not true politically. Like

the notion of State, sovereignty has also undergone change with the

change in historical circumstances. During the 18th and 19th

centuries legal notion of sovereignty would have been sufficient but in

our times it is not so. The State cannot run its affairs on the basis of

law or command alone because in our times, though the nature of

State power has not changed, its ways of enforcing law, and have

obedience, have undergone a drastic change. Once upon a time,

naked power of the ruler was the basis of sovereignty and its

legitimacy was based on hypothetical social contract. But in our

times naked power has been replaced by the power to control public

opinion; instead of power, control over public opinion is more

frequently used to enforce sovereignty. Its legitimacy is based more

on its ability in resolving the social conflict (or its power of serving

the class-interest).

Laws are not obeyed only because these are the command of

the sovereign. Mere command cannot be the basis of obedience.

Legal authority is not obeyed because it possesses sovereignty. But

in actual political practice sovereignty is based on different grounds

and the basis of obedience to its laws has different foundations.
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Benn and Peters writes, "If parliament in 1926 had declared the

general strike illegal, and relied on its legal authority, backed by"

coercive power, it might have broken heads, but never the strike.''1

Legitimacy of sovereignty rests on its ability of resolving the

conflict, establishing order and serving the general interest of the

community. This gives proper understanding of the authority of the

State. "Its authority rests more on the will of the people to render

obedience than on its coercive "power. "An umpire's authority

prevails overthe players' loyalty to their teams only so long as his

decisions are intelligible according to the rules of the game.''

Thus vereignty is that power of the State which is used in

resolving conflict, eablishing "unity, pece, law and order

and which is tedin serving the common interest of the public at

lrge. This is the liberal meaning of sovereignty. It is not merely,a

ccive and law-making power The role 0f coercive pow-qri"bJiii-.

cl affairs is limited as gke writes, "The role of coercion ,i-

ieg"i0n is ihe subordinate one of controlling deviancy-'' Being

lib-a57-A'k'r-lttdes-unconstitUtional activity, revolufiaa--'ry-and

anti-social elements in the deviancy. 

Now-a-days liberals give less importance to coercive power

and more to ideological power of the State. According to them, the

State can enforce its sovereignty by having consensus, developing.

the habit of obedience, and serving the common interest of society

by performing welfare functions. Merely commanding authority is

not sovereignty but it is the power to resolve conflict and serve the

common interest. This difference in the meaning of sovereignty has,

come with the change in the functioning of the State in our times.

Modern State is a welfare State and its power of performing welfare

functions is the foundation upon which sovereignty rests.

However, liberals do not reject the coercive power of the,

State altogether. Its use may be legitimate when it is necessary:

to save the socio-economic and political order. But it is quite.

difficult a task to distinguish between legitimate and illegitimate:

power and liberal views are not clear on this issue. It is generally

1. Berm and Peters, op. cit. p. 265.

. .

2. Ibid.

3: C. Ake, A Theory of Political Integration (Illinois, (1967), p. 5. '
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seen that ruling classes use the sovereign power to serve their own

class interest, at the cost of the whole society, in the name of

maintaining law and order.

Liberals accept that there is conflict in society because of

socio-economic reasons. But they suggest that sovereignty or

authority of the State can resolve conflict and bring unity ir

society; can establish law and order and peace; can make the way

for peaceful social change. Liberalism is not against reforms, it is

against revolution. It believes in the reforming capacity of the State

and its sovereignty. In order to understand sovereignty further its

relation with power and authority may be seen because this issue is

most burning and by discussing this, the nature of the State and

its sovereignty can be understood in a better way.

Sovereignty and Power

Sovereignty is known as the supreme power of the State, but

does it mean that sovereignty and power are one and the same

thing? On this issue social philosophers have differed and we had a

glimpse of it when we discussed the power view of politics. Some

philosophers maintain that the basis of the State or sovereignty is

not force but will of the people while some others say that power ig

the basis of sovereignty. The first view is supported by Rousseau,

Green, Laski, Maclver, etc., and the second view is supported by

Hobbes, Hegel, Nietzsche, Austin, etc. Now arguments for and

against both these views may be seen.

Sovereignty is not Power :--The view that sovereignty i

neither power nor equal to power is upheld by the great supporter

of direct democracy, Rousseau, in the theory of general will. Accord-

ing to him the basis of sovereignty is general wi!l and only general

will should have the sovereign authority in a society. Sovereignty is

neither power nor it can be so. A sovereign comes into existence by

virtue of some kind of social contract or mutual agreement. The

sovereign gains power because of the will of the people. It is not

coercive power over the people but it is the will of the people them-

selves. Regarding power, Rousseau writes, "Force made the first

slaves; and their cowardice perpetuated their slavery.'' He further

1. For further study please see : R. Beq, (ed.), Political Power, A Reader in

Theory and Research (N.Y., 1969); A. P. D'entreves, The Notion of the State

(Oxford, (1967).

2. J. J. Rousseau, The Social Contract (1762) (Penguin), p. 52.

Political Theory

130

writes, "The strongest man is never strong enough to be master all

the time, unless he transforms force into right and obedience into

duty.,,1 According to Rousseau power can never be sovereign be-

cause sovereignty is always a legitimate power and legitimate

but it is a right. Rousseau

power is neither authority nor power,

writes, "Might does not make right, and that the duty of obedience

is owned only to legitimate Powers-''z "So power and sovereignty

are two absolutely different things and the basis of sovereignty is

people's will, social contract and not coercive power of the State.

Rousseau writes, "All legitimate authority among men must be

based on covenants'''a Sovereignty, according to Rousseau, is

inalienable because "power can be delegated, but the will cannot

be.''4 Thus sovereignty is not power but it is the general will of

the people. Law of the sovereign is not based on the power of

the sovereign but it is the voice of the general will and its

object is to serve the general interest. The sovereign is not

obeyed because of fear of guns and police, or punishments but

because people want to obey their own general will because

sovereignty is their own power. Thus sovereignty is not power,

but it is the will of the people, force of the people which is

established by the people to serve the general interest of society at

large, which includes their own welfare as individuals also.

English philosopher T. H. Green (1836--1882) observed,

"Will, not force, is the basis of the State." Green maintained that

service of the general interest is the purpose of sovereignty. Sove-

reignty is for the people, the people are not for sovereignty or the

State. So sovereignty of the State cannot be merely power. If the

object of sovereignty is to serve the general interest, how can it be

merely power? The object of sovereignty of the State is to remove

the hindrances which come in the way of development of human

personality, ltO establish equal rights of the people and create

essential conditions required for the fulfilment of human liberty.

Green writes, "To hinder the hindrances to good life and create

conditions of freedom is rendered possible by the institution and

enforcement of uniform rights." If sovereignty does not work in the

1.

Ibid.

2.

Ibid., P. 53.

3.

Ibid.

4.

Ibid., P. 69.
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general interest then Green recommends that disobedience to the

sovereign is the duty of every citizen. Thus he gives the idea that

if sovereignty takes the form of mere coercive power then revolt

.against it is justified as coercive power should be met by the people's

power. Green maintains that even the sovereign is bound by the

laws made by it. If it is so then the issue of sovereignty being

power becomes irrelevant. If the sovereign makes laws in an illegal

.or improper way then he is self-defeating. The essence of the State

and sovereignty is not power, nor it can be so, because its essence

is the will of the people or society at large. Sovereignty does not

represent the force or power but it merely represents the general

will of the community. The State and sovereignty are not meant to

exercise po,ver but to create those conditions in which reasonable

human rights may be maintained. Sovereignty is based on the

consent and will of the people and not on naked force. Thus accord-

ing to Green, sovereignty is the supreme power only if it is used for

.general welfare and it is based on the consent of people and general

will.

In short, views expressed by Rousseau and Green regard

:sovereignty to be something based on the people's will rather than

naked power. It is supreme power because it is based on general will

.and not on naked force. It is supreme because of its legitimacy

and not because of its force. Power is a valuelessconcept whereas

sovereignty is not so. Power is power even if it is illegal and anti-

social but sovereignty is not like that. Sovereignty is supreme

power because of its popular base, its capacity to serve the general

interest and because its object is welfare and development of all.

This view of sovereignty is a democratic view as it considers the will

of the people as the most important basis of sovereignty.

Sovereignty is Power: The second view with regard to sove-

reignty is that it is power, pure and simple naked power. Machia-

velli, I-Iobbes, Hegel, Nietzsche, Bernhardi, etc., have regarded

sovereignty as the supreme power and the State as the all-powerful,

all-comprehensive institution. On this basis, in the 20th century,

Lasswell, Merriam and other behaviouralists have established

politics as the study of power and power relations in a given society.

Their views have been seen in the first chapter of the present book.

Russell1 has elaborately explained various aspects of power. He has

1. Bertrand Russell, Power (London, 1938).
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specified three kinds of powers--traditional, revolutionary and

naked. Thereafter he discusses the power of priests and kings, nakec

power, revolutionary power, economic power, ideological power,.

etc. But he has not specifically maintained whether power of the

State is naked power or not. In his another bookl he does not

regard sovereignty as merely naked power but maintains that it is.

limited legitimate authority, and he comes closer to the pluralists.

to the individual's freedom of

Here Russell gives importance

initiative rather than power of the state over him.

Machiavelli and Hobbes, the philosophers of discipline, were

the most important representatives of the power view of sovereignty-

he regarded sovereignty to be power and nothing but naked

T y 

• ---. not based on good power or bad power, as.

power, boverelgnty J

with power value-judgment is not necessary. In Plato's The

Republic Thrasamycus represented this view as "might is right".

Machiavelli gave no place to morality or values in his analysis of

the State and sovereignty- Machiavelli was concerned with expan-

sion of the State power and gave no place to means in his political

analysis. Hobbes clarified the power view of sovereignty further

and rejected the views of limited sovereignty- He maintained that

out of the two--complete anarchy and an all-powerful sovereign

State--only one is possible and said that domination of an absolute

sovereign State is better than complete anarchy. In this way, Hobbes.

supported the power view of sovereignty and rejected any limitation

on it. Hegel based the State on "divine will" and power was implied

in this view. Hegel's views on war further clarify that sovereignty is

nothing but naked power. Bernhardi and Nietzsche regarded sove-

reignty to be naked power and the practical shape of their views

was seen in fascist States; where sovereignty was nothing but the

power of the gun, which compelled the people to obey the orders

of sovereignty. The basis of obedience in these States was either

naked power or a myth.

There is yet

 Sovereignty is Class-power--Marxian view :

another view of sovereignty which regards sovereignty to be power,

but power of one particular class of society over another class or

classes. "l?his view is based on scientific analysis and is known as

Marxian view. The philosophical basis of this view is dialectical

1. Bertrand Russell, Authority and the Individual (London, 1949L
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materialism. According to this view the State and sovereignty are

lhe naked power of an economically dominant class which uses this

to further its own class interests. Sovereignty is viewed as naked

power used by a particular class not to serve the community as a

whole but as an instrument to further the interest of the class which

holds it. Sovereignty is to maintain the economic domination of one

c/ass over the other and it is naked power in the hands of one class

to suppress the other which is economically weak. MarxismI as a

revolutionary philosophy suggested that sovereignty in the capitalist

.State should be destroyed by socialist revolution and it should be

replaced by the sovereignty of the working class--the dictatorship

of the proletariat--which will only be a transitional sovereignty of

.and for the working class and which will wither away in a classless

society. In a classless society sovereignty, which is a class power,

will have no place. Anarchists like Bakunin2 also maintained that

sovereignty is naked power of oppression and appealed that it

should be immediately overthrown by revolutionary forces. But

Marxism tells the scientific way of abolition of the State and

sovereignty whereas anarchists, whom Marxism regards as the enemy

of organised working classes, simply condemn it and desire its

abrupt overthrow. Detailed discussions on these views will be seen

in the coming chapters where Marxian view on the nature of the

State will be discussed.

Sovereignty has been viewed as a respectable power, God-like

authority, by the absolutist writers who suggested that it is undispu-

table power which should be obeyed by all unconditionally. These

absolutist writers sacrificed human rights for absolute sove-

reignty and were praised by all anti-democratic rulers who crushed

the human rights by their dectatorial naked force. On the other

hand, the scientific philosophy of Marxism regards sovereignty as a

class-power and condemns it. Marxism regards sovereignty as a

pover for suppression and suggests a scientific method of its capture

by organised working class through revolution. Only by revolution

sovereignty of one class comes into the hands of another. The end

to cruel power of sovereignty will come by establishing a revolu-

tionary power based on people's organisations. Thus Marxism

regards sovereignty as power and presents a scientific philosophy for

1.

K. Marx, Critique of the Gotha Programme, section IV; V. I. Lenin, State

and Revolution (1917).

2.

M. Bakunin, State and Anarchy (1873).
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its abolition. It never glorifies sovereignty, and rejects the liberal

view that sovereignty can be based on the general will of the whole

society. How can a class-divided society have a single general will?

Till the time there are different classes and class interests, there are

property owners and propertyless, there is private property, there is

alienation between the individual and society, there cannot be

anything like single social interest or general will. Without convert--

ing private property into social property and the individual's

selfishness into social interest, there cannot be a single will or

general will of the whole society. Thus Marxism rejects the liberal

view that sovereignty is a power for the welfare of all the people of

seciety and regards it merely as a class power.

Some other Views of Sovereignty: In the present century some

ehaviouralist writers have given new interpretations of sovereignty.

A new view has emerged and according to this view power in a.

society is not centralized because of the presence of plural elite. In

a democratic society, these writers maintain, power is shared by

competing plural elites. Miliband writes, "But most Western

'students of politics' tend to start...with the assumption that power,

in Western societies, is competitive, fragmented and diffused; every-.

body, directly or through organised groups, has some power and

nobody has or can have too much of it.''1 Thus power is

assumed as diffused, rather than centralized, in a democratic society-

Plural elites keep power divided in a society and these elites

compete for power amongst themselves. Thus power does not

remain centralized in the hands of a few individuals or a single

class. This new view has been put forward to meet the challenge of

Marxian interpretation of the State sovereignty as class power and

to support the liberal Western democracies. This view is based on

pluralism to some extent.

In conclusion, it may be said that liberalism does not regard

nty

to be naked power, whereas absolutist writers regard it

toS°:b".'? Marxism condemns sovereignty as class-power. Liberalism

regards sovereignty as limited, and absolutist writers maintain that

it is unlimited absolute power, which should always be obeyed.

Marxism, on the other hand, maintains that it is class-power and.

suggests the scientific revolutionary way of putting an end to it.

1. R. Miliband, The State in the Capitalist Society (London, 1973), p. 4.
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Sovereignty and Authority

Sometimes sovereignty is compared with authority but the

difficulty here is that, like power, there are so many definitions of

authority also. According to Engels, "Authority...means the

imposition of the will of another upon ours; on the other hand,

authority presupposes subordination.''1 This definition does not

distinguish between power and authority but other views make such

distinction. Authority "Or differs from power...because it is readily

accepted...authority is power acknowledged as legitimate,, decisions

accepted as binding; indeed where .%rce has to be applied, authority

has obviously failed."-' Tyrannical forms of authority include that

of parents over children, of teachers over students, of employers

over employees, of masters over slaves, experts over non-experts,

rulers over the ruled, judges over litigants, and father confessors

over believers .,,3 Thus those who regard sovereignty as authority

distinguish between power and authority and assume,authority as

legitimate power. In this way, legitimate, proper or well-accepted

power is known as authority. Benn and Peters writes, "Behind power

then lies authority, and behind authority some conception of

legitimacy or rights.''4 But the issue of legimacy is a value-loaded

and complex one. Because of this it is very difficult to decide as to

which is authority or legitimate power. Authority has been defined

by different writers in different ways. Weldon says, authority is "a

consensual power or force capable of being exercised with the

general approval of those concerned.''5 Similarly, Catlin observes

that authority is "power exercised in accordance with conven-

tions.''6 The issue as to what is legitimate power or authority is

quite a complex one. The best example of authority can be seen in

the Greek perd when, in spite of differences with authority, the

great philosopher Socrates gave up his life in obedience to the order

of authority. The problem before every State is to convert its power,

1.

F. Engels, "On Authority," in Marx, Engels and Lenin, Anarchism and

A:archo-Syndicalim (Moscow, 1972), p. 100.

2.

T. D. Weldon, (ed.), A Comparative Encyclopedia of Marxism, Communism

and Western Society. Vol. I. p. 229.

3.

Ibid.

4.

Benn and Peters, op. cit., p. 261.

5.

Weldon, op. cit., p. 230.

6.

Quoted in ibid.
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i.e., sovereignty, into authority. When power is legitimate, it be-

comes authority and is acceptable to all.

Authority in a society lies not only with the State but also

with parents, teachers, priests, experts, leaders, etc., whereas sore-

1 eignty is a power vested only in the State. If legitimacy is a special

feature of authority, then sovereignty may or may not be authority.

Sovereignty is sovereignty, whether it is legitimate or not, because

it is the power of the State. However, Oakeshott objects to this use

of sovereignty and says, "The word sovereign has suffered other

and even more damaging corruptions. Invoked to specify autlaorl y,

it has been used to specify the 'power' which may partner authority

in an office of rule .... -1 Sovereignty cannot be compared with

authority because, first, there are many authorities in a society

whereas sovereignty is only one, and. secondly, because authority is

legitimate power whereas sovereignty may or may not be legitimate.

Thus authority needs a value judgment whereas power does not need

any such thing because power is factual. Soyereignty, being factual,

is closer to power than authority.

Marxism does not distinguish between power and authority

because every authority, like every power is class authority. It may

be legitimate for one class and illegitimate for another. Anarchists

are anti-authoritarian and give a confusing idea of abolishing all

the authorities by revolution. Engels has attacked the anarchists by

saying that revolution is also an act of power, an au  ritarian act.

lie writes that anarchists "demand that the first (of the social

revolution shall be the abolition of authority. Haw , ese gentlemen

ever seen a revolution? A revolution is certainly the most authori-

tarian thing there is; it is the act whereby one part of the popula-

tion imposes its will upon the other part by means of rifles, bayonets

and cannon--authoritarian means .... "z Thus according to the

Marxian view, power and authority are the same and both are class

concepts. Liberalism maintains that sovereignty is authority rather

than naked power. Benn and Peters writes, "In ordinary situations

governments rely on authority rather than on powerdon pronounce-

ments, commands and decisions rather than on the machine-gun.

The recourse of power, we have suggested, is usually symptomatic

1.

M. Oakeshott, "The Vocabulary of a Modern European State", in Political

Studies (VoL XXIII. No. 2-3, June-Sept. (1975), P. 323.

2. F. Engels, op. cit., p. 103.
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of a breakdown of authority.''1 Supporters of absolute sovereignty

differ with liberal writers and maintain that State sovereignty is

power and this is legitimate in all circumstances, obedience to its

,orders will be the duty of all the citizens and citizens shall have no

right of judging its moral basis.

In conclusion, the main difficulty in comparing power with

.authority is that there is difference of opinion on the meaning of

power and authority. Oakeshott maintains power to be different

han authority and says, "Power is not identifiable with authority

and it is not even among the considerations in terms of which an

office of government is recognised to have authority.''- So

sovereignty cannot be compared with power or authority. Sove-

reignty is naked power, in the final analysis, but it is having an

ideological basis also and there it may be anything like people's

will, general will, people's consent or people's faith rather than

naked power. In the discussions on material and ideological basis of

State sovereignty it will be seen that sovereignty is a mixture of

naked power and people's consent though the consent may be a

manufactured one. Those who do not accept sovereignty as legi-

limate power, for them it is naked powe, r and those who accept it

as legitimate power, for them it is based on the people's consent.

Sovereignty cannot have an enduring base without the people's will,

and without naked power it cannot survive.

Thus sovereignty is a mixture of naked power and people's will

because it is a power of one c/ass over the other. It is the people's

will for the class to which it belongs and it is naked power over the

other class, if that class gives it a revolutionary challenge. Over the

passive masses it is a power based on tle people's will, over the

active opposition it may be naked power, because it has to maintain

itself as supreme power.

In brief, the main points of sovereignty, according to liberal-

ism and Marxism, are as follows:

According to Liberalism ""

1.

The State needs sovereignty to maintain peace, law and order,

to resolve conflict and bring unity in society, and to perform

welfare functions.

2.

Sovereignty is not merely a law-making or order-giving power

but it is required for above-mentioned functions.

1. Bean and Peters, op. cit., p. 216.

2. Oakeshott, op. tit., pp. 334-35.
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3.

4.

5.

6.

7.
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The basis of laws is not sovereignty but their social utility.

Sovereignty is not naked power but it is a legitimate power

based on people's will, the object of which is public welfare.

Only by inculcating the feelings of habitual obedience and by

consent of the people, the State can better use its sovereignty.

Power is diffused rather than centralized. There is no ruling

class because power is divided among competing plural elites.

Sovereignty is not a coercive power or commanding authority

but it is the power to serve the.public and perform the functions

of general welfare.

8.

Sovereignty also implies coercive power but it is applied only in

exceptional circumstances on the anti-social elements, and it is,

not the main basis of sovereignty.

According to Marxism

1.

Sovereignty is a class power. In a class-divided society the.

economically dominant class makes use of it to serve its own

class interest.

2.

The basis of sovereignty is either naked power or false conscious--

ness.

3.

In the name of common welfare, law and order and peace, the

ruling class is able to generate the consent of general public

in our times this method of exercising sovereignty is used mor

often than naked power.

4.

Sovereignty is not diffused, but it is centralized power of the

ruling class.

5.

Whenever the class-struggle becomes intense, the basis of sove-

reignty as naked power is more apparent than its other bases,.

namely, the general will of the people.

6.

The main object of a working class revolution is to capture.

sovereignty and then establish its own sovereign power which

is used to put an end to private property and establish a classless

society. In a classless society, sovereignty automatically withers.

away as it is merely a class power.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE CONCEPT OF

SOVEREIGNTY

Modern sovereign States have emerged on the map of Europe

as national States together with the emergence of modern capita-

lism. Sovereignty--the single supreme power of the State--is the
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result of the political movement of the emerging capitalist class.

against the medieval feudal order where power of the State was

decentralized because of feudal socio-economic and political set-up.

The development of the concept of sovereignty can be seen by

looking at the position of sovereignty during different periods in

history. These periods are :--

1. Sovereignty in the ancient period.

2. Sovereignty in the medieval period.

3. Sovereignty in the modern times.

Sovereignty in the Ancient Period

Sovereignty did not exist as the supreme power of the State

during the ancient period. Greek philosophers Plato and Aristotle

never made any distinction between the State and society and the

authority of society was regarded as superior. Man was regarded as

a social animal and the authority of society was dominant over him.

Even during the period of the Roman Empire, the concept of State

sovereignty as such was not there. However, this does not mean

that the State was powerless during those days. The concept of

State sovereignty was not there but the State had power. Great

philosopher Socrates had to drink poison because of the command

of the supreme power and its law-making authority. But the theory

of State sovereignty as such was not there because the circumstances

which gave birth to this theory in the modern times were missing

during that period.

Sovereignty in the Medieval Period -

The medieval period is known as "dark ages" and for State

sovereignty this period was really a dark one. The Middle Ages were

characterised by feudal order and in localised feudal economic

system the concept of centralised State sovereignty was missing

because power was divided amongst different feudal lords. In the

European world, over and above the State, the Pope was the repre-

sentative of the Church and the king was the representative of the

State. The Pope had more power, authority and respect in compari-

son to the king. Apart from this, the law of nature and religious

rules were regarded superior to the law of the State. What to talk

of sovereignty, even the State in the modern sense was missing

during that period. The Roman Church and feudal order were great

obstacles in the development of the State. Thus during the medieval
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period the State and State sovereignty--as the supreme power of the

.State--were completely missing. During the 14th and 15th centuries

some ideas of State and State sovereignty emerged in the writ-

ings of some philosophers. The modern period has emerged from

the clash of the Pope with the king and with the victory of kings

over the Pope, of the State over the Church. The concept of State

and State sovereignty, virtually absent in the medieval period,

emerged in modern times.

Sovereignty in the Modern Period

During the last centuries of the medieval period, some ideas

of sovereignty were found in the writings of supporters of Conciliar

Movement like Gerson, Nicholas of Cusa, Aeneas Sylvius, etc. But

the concept of State sovereignty can be seen clearly in the writings

.of Italian philosopher Machiavelli, which was expressed in his

masterpiece work The Prince (1512). French philosopher Bodin

.developed the modern concept of State sovereignty in his book The

Republic (1576). Thus the modern concept of State sovereignty

originated in the 16th century. The concept of modern national

sovereign States emerged with the emergence of the rising bour-

.goisie and with their support to kings against the Church and feudal

lords. Bodin explained the essential features of modern sovereignty

but he suggested certain restrictions of moral law, the law of inheri-

tance, etc., on it. But Bodin accepted sovereignty as the supreme

law-making power. In the 17th century, the famous Dutch jurist,

Grotius, developed the concept of external sovereignty and explain-

ed that all the States are free, supreme and equal in the matter of

their relations. But Grotius pleaded that for international peace

external sovereignty of the State must be limited by some inter-

national law. English philosopher Thomas Hobbes (1588--1679), in

his famous book Leviathan (1651), removed all the restrictions from

the internal and external sovereignty of the State and supported the

modern notion of sovereignty as the supreme law-making power.

Hobbes established the modern concept of absolute legal sovereignty

by removing the restrictions suggested by Bodin on internal, and

by Grotius on external sovereignty of the State. After Hobbes, John

Locke (1632--1704) refused to accept sovereignty of the king and

supported legal sovereignty of the State or parliament. In the 18th

century, Rousseau (1712-78)gave the idea of popular sovereignty in

the theory of "general will". Thus the sentiments against monarchies
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found place in the philosophies of John Locke and Rousseau.

They accepted the theory of sovereignty, but refused to concede

that this lies with the monarch. Locke maintained that sovereignty

belongs to the people but it is given as a trust in the hands of the

legal sovereign, and in case of its misuse by the legal sovereign, it

can be taken back by the people. Hence the theory of revolution

was implied in the philosophy of John Locke, who supported limited

sovereign power. Rousseau maintained that sovereignty belongs to

the people and the people cannot delegate it to any other authority.

Thus Rousseau became the supporter of direct democracy. He

declared general will as the absolute and indivisible sovereign

power. In this way in Rousseau both the principles--popular

sovereignty and absolute sovereignty--are found together.

After Rousseau, Bentham further explained the legal concept

of sovereignty--sovereignty as supreme law-making power. Bentham

emphasised that the source of law is not natural law but it is the

State's sovereignty. John Austin (1790--1859), an English jurist, in

his book Lectures on Jurisprudence (1832) gave the most up-to-date

exposition of legal sovereignty and his theory is known as monistic

or legal theory of sovereignty. Austin's analysis of legal sovereignty

was supl tted by idealist philosophers like Hegel, Green, Bosanquet,

etc., on. !hilosophic basis and thus the theory of unlimited State

sovereigtly came into being.

The legal or monistic theory of sovereignty has been attacked

by the pluralists in the 20th century. They refuse to accept that

the State has all the sovereign authority in society and also that

sovereignty is indivisible. They maintain that the State is merely an

association in society and it is for society. So it must be given only

limited sovereignty and sovereignty should be divided amongst

various associations of society. In this way the traditional concept

of ufllimited State sovereignty got a blow from the pluralists. The

pluralist view of sovereignty has been discussed in detail in the next

chapter.

VARIOUS ASPECTS OF SOVEREIGNTY

In many books this topic has been discussed as "various kinds

of sovereignty." But this does not seem proper because there may

be various aspects or forms of sovereignty but not the kinds. The

question of various kinds does not arise with supreme power, which
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ought to be one. Various aspects of sovereignty, mainly based on

the location of sovereignty, are as follows:--

1. Legal sovereignty

3. Popular sovereignty

2. Political sovereignty

4. De jure and de facto

sovereignty.

Legal Sovereignty

(,,It means supreme law-making power in a society, which is

unrestrained by any law, and can make any kind of laws. It means

the authority to issue the highest orders of the State. It is neither

bound by moral nor by natural taw. Laws made by this sovereign

are to be obeyed by all compulsorily. In every society this type of

authority is required and people will obey the laws ofthis authority

either habitually or because of the fear of punishment.] According to

Garner,"The legal sovereign, therefore, is that deterrtilnate authority

which is able to express in a legal form the highest commands of the

State--that power which can override the prescriptions of the divine

law, the principles of morality, the mandates of public opinion, etc.''1

Thus

is the

in whose

all the laws ot the

legal

sovereignty

one

name

tate are made and obeyed. A legal sovereign is above law because

he has the supreme law-making power. Courts recognize only the

laws made by a legal sovereign and this is the legal view of ve-

reignty. Thus law is nothing but command,of the legal sovereign.)

( The question arises where does this iegal sovereigntY, lid in

the modern State. It is well known that laws are made by legisla-

tures in our times. But legislatures--Parliament in India, Congress

in America, Supreme Soviet in Russia--cannot make any law they

like because they have to follow their Constitutions and if the laws

made by them override the Constitutions these can be declared null

and void by the Supreme Courts, under their power offal

review. In a federal State the legislature cannot make laws on

ma-"ers assigned to the States, because legislative powers are

divided between the Centre and the States by the Constitution.

Thus legal sovereignty does not lie with legislatures in constitutional

governments. Every legislature in the modern times has a limited

power of law-making. Only the Parliament of Britain is said to be

an exception where King-in-Parliament can make any law it desires;

1, J. W; Garner, Introduction to Political Science (N.Y., 1910)p. 160.
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,courts in Britain have no power of judicial review to declare any

law made by Parliament as null and void. But even the British

Parliament is bound by public opinion, moral and other laws.

Nowhere in history, an unlimited power of law-making has been

seen. Even despotic monarchs and dictators like the Czar of Russia,

Louis XIV, Napoleon, Hitler and Mussolini had no unlimited

powers of law-making. Thus in real political life legal sovereignty,

as undisputed supreme power to make any law, is not generally

seen. This is purely a legal view of sovereignt The following are its

main characteristics:--

I.

Legal sovereignty is determinate, definite, organised, precise and

known to laws.

2.

It is supreme and unlimited power to make laws. It is not

subject to any control from within and without society.

3.

Laws made by it should be obeyed by all and disobedience to it

will involve punishment.

4.

It is the fountain-head of a11 legal rights.

5.

It a/one has the power to make laws and law is nothing but its

command.

Political Sovereignty

Legal sovereignty presents merely a legal viewpoint of sove-

reignty.In every society there is an unseen power behind the legal

sovereigy. Thi, unseen power is known as political soverei

Dicey observes,

Behind the sovereign wh;, ._ ,

gnty.

•

o,

,,-- tnc lawyer recog:

nlses, t.here is another sovereigo whom the/e

•

bow."('This political sovereignty: l expressed in glaSn°vVe;2gn m..u, st

, ,. k ,.

-

. "l

4, gins like

pumlcmeetmgs, processions, cle ?'nstrations, etc. If the Jaws mad

by the legal sovereign are Immoral or anti-people then this uane.

organised power, known as political sovereignty, can compel the legal

sovereign to bow down. Every legal sovereign, before making laws,

must consider whether the laws made by it will be acceptable to the

political sovereign or not. If there is a conflict between the legal

and political sovereignty then the legal sovereign has to bow down

ltimately before the political sovereign, in order to survive) Garner

says, "Behind the legal sovereign, however, is another power, legally

ranknown, unorganized, and incapable of expressing the will of the

State in the form of legal command, yet withal a power to whose

mandates the legal sovereign will in practice bow and whose will
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must ultimately prevail in the State. This is the political

sovereign.

Political sovereignty is normally unseen. If legal sovereignty

is the'visible part of an iceberg then political sovereignty is the

iavisible part which remains under water and is much bigger in size

than the visible part, namely, the legal sovereignty. If legal sove

reignty is command then political sovereignty is the high command.

Some questions arise here. Where does this sovereignty rest in

a society? What is its form? Where is its power? What is its

influence and way of functioning? The answer to all these questions

is one, that is, political sovereignty is the revolutionary power of

the alert and conscious people. Whenever this revolutionary power

rises, it destroys the legal sovereign and in common language this i

known as revolution. Czar Nicolas, the Emperor of Russia, wa

legal sovereign and he was overthrown l

overeign(y'-ffffdr the leadership -fLenin in 1917. 'his ver--"

sovereignty was expressed in Chiia under the leadership of Mao.

Tse-tung and the legal sovereign Chiang Kai-shek had to run away

because of its fear. In South Vietnam when this political sovereignty

came to its form, the puppet of American imperialism, the legal

sovereignty, was destroyed there. The political sovereignty is being

expressed in Iran, South Africa, Rhodesia, etc., against the despotic

regimes there. It is the fear of this sovereignty alone because of

which the despotic legal sovereign cannot sleep at night.

About political sovereignty Gilchrist writes that it "is the sum

total of influences in a State which lie behind the law.''' But it is

very difficult to tell where it rests. Some maintain that it lies with

society as a whole, Others maintain that it lies with the mass of the

leople, the general will or public opinion. There is a conflict of

opinion with regard to its exact location. In representative demo-

cracies it is said to reside in electorates, because electorates can

replace one legal sovereign by another through elections. In dictator-

ships this sovereignty resides in the revolutionary power of the

masses and mass organisations. When the legal sovereignty neglects

the political sovereign, then in the form of demonstrations, strikes,

mass actions and other revolutionary activities political sovereignty

1. Ibid.

2. R. N. Gilchrist, Principles of Political Science (Madras, 1948), p. 94.
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can be seen. Whenever legal sovereignty has tried to go against

political sovereignty there has been an outburst, and always the

legal sovereign has been doomed. So the question where it is

found can be answered in this way that it lies in the revolutionary

mass power. Leacock is of the opinion, "The more one searches the

political sovereignty, the more it seems to elude one's grasp.''1

This cannot be regarded as the correct opinion because political

sovereignty manifests itself in more than one way as the revolu-

tionary power of the common masses.

Difference and Relation between Legal and Political Sovereignty :

In a representative democracy the difference between legal and

political sovereign can be clearly seen. Representatives of the people,

or majority in parliament which constitutes the government, are

known as legal sovereign and electorates are political sovereigns

who use their sovereign power once in five years or so and elect the

legal sovereign. In a direct democracy this difference is not seen

because the people, the political sovereign, are the legal sovereigns

too because they make their laws by themselves. In socialist

countries like Russia and China, there are people's democracies and

participation of the people in law-making through organised mass

orgainsations is enough to vanish the difference between legal and

political sovereign. In these countries people's participation in the

law-making process reduces the possibility of a clash between

political and legal sovereignty.

In countries governed by despotic governments, the legal

sovereign tries to win the allegiance of the people by deceit, fraud

propaganda, myth, slogans, etc. But if the people, the political

sovereign, show their revolutionary strength and start a movement

to overthrow the despotic government then the legal sovereign

comes out vith repressive measures and tries to suppress the revolu-

tionary movement of the masses on the grounds of national

security, national interest, law and order, peace, discipline, progress,

unity, etc. In this way, the difference between legal and political

sovereignty becomes very clear in despotic States--police, army,

prisons, lathi, bullets, tear-gas, etc., reflect legal sovereignty; and

people, people's organisations, mass movements, mass struggle,

revolutionary upsurge, strikes, demonstrations, etc., reflect political

1. S. Leacock, The Elements Of Political Science (London, 1924), p. 60.
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sovereignty. In the open struggle of legal and political sovereignty,

finally political sovereignty wins the battle.

The relation between legal and political sovereignty is very

close. Both these are the two aspects of State sovereignty. In a good

political system legal sovereignty gives due respect and importance

to political sovereignty. When legal sovereignty does not show

respect to political sovereignty it loses the respect of it and

conflict between both the sovereignties.comes to the surface.

In a class-divided society, legal sovereignty vests in the property-

owners and makes laws to sefeguard the interest of this exploiting

class. Because of this in all the class-divided societies like England,

America, France, Italy, India, etc., conflict is found between the

legal sovereignty. When this conflict becomes unbearable then legal

sovereignty tries to suppress the people and establish dictatorship

by strong measures as happened in Italy under the leadership of

Mussolini and in Germany under the leadership of Hitler. Thus

conflict between legal and political sovereignty is always fatal to

legal sovereignty. If legal sovereignty has to survive then it must go

in close cooperation with political sovereignty. Law makers should

always take care of those from whom obedience to laws is expected.

But this is quite impossible in a class-divided society because the

class interests of both the classes--property owners and property-

less--are diametrically opposed.

Popular Sovereignty

Popular sovereignty means that the people have supreme_ppwer

and th ire the source 6f all the powers. It means that sovereignty

of the Statei not based either on God or on naked power but

ol) on the people's will. Its voice was raised by the supporters of

Conciliar movement during the 15th century against the authority

of the Church. But in modern times it is associated with the nam of

R__o_.usseau, who supported it in his theory of general will during the

18th century. The theory of popular sovereignty overthrew the

French monarchy, caused the American revolution and has been

[he burning idea behind all the revolutions against dictatorships.

But the main ditticulty with this principle of popular sovereign-

ty is t'-h'i-ffia-Siimes tha the wtiole of the people have one,iJ,' or

the whole society is unified and have a single social or gener_a!.fiill.

TlfiIti-6"6"r-3?des n0tiisumethat society is class'divided and the

interests of both the classes are opposed to each other. In a class-

divided society, there are always two wills--one of the exploiting

rich class and the other of the exploited poor class. Both these wills

can never meet and because of this whole of the people cannot have

a single will. In view of this, the principle of popular sovereignty

becomes vague and indeterminate. From the legal viewpoint the

principle of popular sovereignty is merely a fiction as it does not

fit into the realities of modern-day political life. The elitist theory

f democracy has proved that popular sovereignty is a bogus princi-

ple even in modern democracies. A_cc_0r_ding to some writers popular

sovereignty can be located in the electora- Or the majority of the

eI6t0rate and according to others it can be located in unorganised

masses. Garner points out, "The sovereignty of the people, there-

Fo-; iii aean notiiing more than the power of the majority Of the

.electorate, in a country where a system of universal suffrage

p?-x;iiils.".'' Thus Garner maintains that it is the power of the

aj0rity of the iorate. But the practical kiowledge of elections

clearly shows that this view is not true. People's sovereignty is not

expressed in elections but it finds expressions in people's revolutio-

nary struggles and mass movements. Apart from this, the majority

ofthe electorate may in fact be the minority of the total population.

In a class-divided society, popular sovereignty is manipulated by the

ru'Ii'fic-Iiss and.when it is not in a position to manipulate it, then

the ruling class tries to crush the popular sovereignty.

Inconclusion, it may be said that popular sovereignty regards

power othd-bple as the basis Of state sovereignty. This principle

has shaken the monarchies but in European democracies and class-

tivided societies, this principle does not stand anywhere now. The

18th century principle of popular sovereignty in the European world

has become the principle of sovereignty of the bourgeoisie there in

the 20th century.

IffllEuropean countries, the theory of popular sovereignty was

responsible for making Europe the graveyard of real monarchies.

:

_ De Jure and De Facto Sovereignty

Thus popular sovereignty has emerged as a powerful revolutionary_

This aspect of sovereignty has been established by international

democracies.

idea in Europe. This principle is the basis of modern ......
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law. Whenever there is political upheaval in a country, we find two.

types of governments in that country. One is the legal government;.

which has been uprooted, and the other, the new govern--

ment, which is not the legal government but which has got the

factual power. The same situation may arise in the case of war etc.

when a country is conquered by another. In such circumstances we

find two forms of sovereignties, and the problem of their recogni-.

fion by other countries of the world arises. Which power should be

recognised by other countries of the world as sovereign power?

De jure sovereignty is one which is legally competent to issue the.

highest command of the State. It has the legal right to exercise.

Sovereign power and have obedience of the masses. ,4 de facto

(factual) sovereign is the one who has got the actual control of

power and who has real command with it. His authority rests on

his physical force and control. He may be a usurping king, a dicta-

tor, a priest, a prophet, or a charismatic leader. In either case, his,

power rests not on law but on physical force. A de facto sovereign

gets the actual obedience.

History is full with examples of de facto exercise of sove-

reignty. In 1649, Cromwell became de facto sovereign after he

dismissed the long parliament. Napoleon became the de facto.

sovereign of France after overthrowing Directory. Czar Nicolas was

overthrown by the Russian people in 1917 and de facto sovereign

power came into the 'hands of[the Bolshevik Party under the.

leadership of Lenin. Similarly de jure sovereign Chiang Kai-shek

was overthrown by the Communist Party of China, under the

leadership of Mao Tse-tung in 1949, and the socialist State under

his leadership became the de facto sovereign in China. Chiang Kai-

hek, until he lived, thought that he is the de jure sovereign of

China and was even recognised by the U.S.A. till 1971. Similar

situations may arise because of military coup as it arose in Bangla-

desh in 1975, Argentina [and Lebanon in 1976, Pakistan in 1977,

Afghanistan in 1978, etc. Similar situations may arise when a civil

war goes on in a country as it is going on in Angola at present

where conflict for power is going on between two political parties.

A de facto sovereign in the long run becomes a de jure sove-

reign also, because he has the actual power. It is always the effort

of the de facto sovereign to turn himself into a de jure sovereign

to avoid conflict with the former. As the actual power lies with the
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defacto sovereign, he is in a better position to assess his claim, and

is recognised as legal sovereign in the long run.

However, some jurists maintain that sovereignty is a mere

legal concept and distinction between de facto and de jure sove-

reignty is a political fiction, because the authority of a de facto

sovereign is unlawful. But here one thing must be understood that

the distinction between de facto and de jure sovereignty is with

regard to exercise of sovereign power. It is mainly important from

the viewpoint of international law and diplomacy. This question

becomes important only in case of revolution, coup, civil war, etc.,

in a State because in such cases two political claims to sovereignty

may be there.

MATERIAL AND IDEOLOGICAL STATE

APPARATUSES WHICH MAKE

SOVEREIGNTY EFFECTIVE

Every State exercises its sovereign power with the help of

,certain material and ideological apparatuses. Nlaterial apparatuses

.are those which make the sovereignty of the State effective in a

material way or in a real visible way. Ideological apparatuses are

those which generate the ideas of obedience in the general public

and create an atmosphere in which the consent of the people

-towards sovereignty may be achieved. Material apparatuses of the

State use physical force to obtain obedience and thus make the com-

mand of the sovereign effective. Ideological apparatuses make sove-

reignty effective by generating the ideas of obedience in the general

public and provide legitimacy to the existing socio-economic and

political order.

Material Apparatuses of Sovereignty '

If any individual or organised community or party disobeys

the command of the sovereign, then the material apparatuses of

sovereignty, its naked power or repressive force, is used to make

:sovereignty effective. The material apparatuses include police,

military, courts, prisons, bullets, etc. If any individual disobeys the

laws of the State then these apparatuses will apply force and he

will be punished accordingly. These apparatuses compel an indivi-

.dual to obey the commands of sovereignty and maintain law and
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order. If any revolutionary organisation throws a challenge to the

sovereignty of the State then the open use of these apparatuses can

be seen. Police, military, guns and ammunition, the whole repressive

machinery or physical force of the State will come in the open to

crush such organisation. If any other State attacks the State then

these apparatuses can be seen in the form of thundering guns and

advancing tanks in the battlefield. Internally the sovereignty of the

State is made effective by physical force like the rods of policemen,

guns of army, terror of prison, punishment by courts, etc. However,

it may be said that these material apparatuses are not used by the

State very often, only in the last instance these are used. But the

fear of this physical force of the State is very effective as it generates

fear of coercion among the people.

Ideological Apparatuses of Sovereignty : Sovereignty cannot

remain effectNe merely on the basis of naked physical force like

that of a band of robbers. Every sovereign authority must have

active or passive support of the people in order to remain effective.

A legitimate authority in a society is one which is obeyed by the

people because they want to obey it. In order to have this, every State

generates public opin.Xn in such a way that people give popular

support to the State. In the modern democracies sovereign powers

succeed in having the obedience of the people on the plea that laws

made by their own representatives should be obeyed by them. In an

introduction to Hobbes' Leviathan, M. Oakeshott gives three bases

of political obligation--moral, rational and physical.1 The first two

bases, viz., moral and rational, are included in the ideological basis

of political obligation. The State, through ideological apparatuses,

generate the ideas that obedience to the laws of the State is the'moral

as well as rational duty of every citizen. These ideological apparatu-

ses include educational system, means of communications (Press,

posters, magazines, radio, TV etc.) propaganda, religious institu-

tions, cultural and political organisations, etc. Through all these

institutions the State tries to fill the people with faithfulness towards

law and order and the State. People feel that the State, its laws, its

police all are there for their service and they willingly obey the laws

of the sovereign. In this way ideological apparatuses of sovereignty

make it effective by generating the ideas of obedience among

the people.

1. M. Oakeshott, (ed.), Leviathan (1948).
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Modern welfare States try to achieve the right of people's

obedience through public welfare measures. "Modern institutions...

take their origin not from the theory of sovereignty, but from the

notion of public service.''1 Many pluralist writers are of the opinion

that people do not obey the sovereignty of the State because it is

sovereign but obedience is given by the public because they think

that it is their duty to obey and to do so will be in their interest. It

is quite clear that no State can have an everlasting and effective

basis in the form of material apparatuses alone. Every State will

have to have an ideological basis, on which people may obey the

sovereign willingly on the moral and rational basis. Without

breaking this ideological basis of the State sovereignty and destroy-

ing the faithfulness towards the State, it cannot be successfully

challenged by any revolutionary organisation.

When the ideological basis of sovereignty becomes ineffective

and people disrespect the State, then sovereignty cannot get

obedience without the use of naked physical force or material

apparatuses. When people do not habitually obey sovereignty then

they are compelled to obey it by use of force. To avoid this situa-

tion, every State tries to generate a feeling of obedience in each and

every citizen and through education, propaganda and means of

communication an "ideal citizen" is portrayed as an obedient, law-

abiding, peaceful, non-revolutionary individual who obeys each and

every law of the State. Many a time the sovereign power takes the

form of an anti-people dictatorship by misusing the passive obedi-

ence and blind faith )f these "ideal citizens" towards the State.

Undoubtedly the ideological basis is much stronger than the material

basis of sovereignty.

In modern liberal democracies the importance of the ideological

basis is more than the material basis of sovereignty. Exploited

people cannot be suppressed with naked force alone. They have to

be told that government, laws, police, administration, Ministers,

etc., belong to them and are there to serve them. In a democracy it

is possible to convince the people about this. Russell writes, "One

of the advantages of democracy, from the governmental point

of view, is that it makes the average citizen easier to deceive, since

he regards the government as his government.'' Similarly, Lichtman

1. L. Duguit, Law and the Modern State (N. Y., 1919), p. 31.

2. Russell, op. tit.. (1938), p. 96.
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writes, "The growth of contemporary capitalism is inseparable

from the increasing dominion of ideology. Direct force and the

threat of violence are replaced by the prevalence of manufactured

consent.'' Swingewood writes, "Class society is held together as

much by ideology as by force."-'

One of the achievements of political life in our times is that

participation of the general public in public affairs has increased

manifold. Public opinion has gained more importance with the

introduction of adult franchise. Now-a-days sovereignty can

maintain itself only by influencing public opinion in its own favour.

Because of this, control of public opinion is very important.

Ideological power in general lies with the ruling classes in a class-

divided society. K. Marx writes, "In every epoch the ideas of the

ruling class are the ruling ideas, that is, the class which is the ruling

material power of society is at the same time its ruling intellectual

power .... Among other things they rule also as thinkers and produ-

cers of ideas and regulate the production and distribution of the

ideas of their age. Their ideas are the ruling ideas of the epoch.''3

Thus in every age the ruling classes dominate the intellectual

and ideological domain and they are able to influence the minds of

people in their favour. Institutions of society, traditions, customs,

religion, culture, educaiional system, moral rules, etc., help in

spreading the ideology of the ruling classes in a class-divided society.

All these are known as ideological'pparatuses used to make

sovereignty effective. Religion teaches that poor and rich are made

by God. Education teaches to be tolerant, peaceful and law-abiding,

culture tells us to be respectful to elders, even if they may be wrong

obey them, morality pleads that others' property should not be

touched, theft and robbery are immoral; even if a hungry man

steals some bread it is immoral. An atmosphere is created which

consoles the poor by telling him that he is poor because of his

lesser qualification and abilities; if he works hard and increases his

ability he will also become rich. Reality is concealed and an

ideological atmosphere, to suit the interest of the ruling classes, .is

1.

R. Lichtman, "Marx's Theory of Ideology" in Teaching Politics (Vol. II,

No. 1 and 2, 1976), p. 30.

2.

Swingewood, olo. cit., p. 7.

3.

K. Marx, "The German Ideology" in L. D. Easton and K. H. Guddal (ed.),

Writings of Young Marx on Philosophy and Society (N.Y., 1967), p. 438.
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created. No religion, culture, morality and education teaches that

poverty is not the result of one's inability but it is because of

exploitation by rich classes. If poverty is to be removed, exploita-

tion must be finished, and to finish exploitation, private property is

to be abolished, and to abolish private property, the working class

must get organized and prepare for a socialist revolution, the pur-

pose of which will be to establish a classless society. Class division

of society is responsible for poverty. Poverty is not there because

of one's inability but it is otherwise--inability is there because

• of poverty. Candwell beautifully sums it up : "It is not because B

and C are unenlightened that they are members of the working class

but because they are members of the working class, they are

unenlightened.'' Every idea which is given currency becomes the

idea to serve the interest of the ruling class in a class-divided society.

This task is performed by ideological apparatuses and it provides

sovereignty with an evergreen solid base to keep it effective forever.

.False or alienated consciousness is created by ideological appara-

tuses and, as Gramsci says, by "traditional intellectuals" who are

the "managers of legitimacy." The brain placed firmly on the

shoulders of man belongs to him but the ideas it carries are that

.of the ruling class; this is the meaning of false consciousness and it

is the charisma of ideological apparatuses of the State. Thus in

modern democratic States sovereign power tries to rule by use of

ideological power rather than the use of mere naked physical force.

When heads can be controlled by filling them with suitable ideas,

where is the need to break them, when consent and consensus can

be achieved by the use of ideological power, where is the need for

repression and coercion? Swingewood says, "Cpitalist stability

hinges increasingly on the ideological subordination of the working

Class.''

But if the naked power of the State or material apparatuses

of sovereignty are to be seen, then these can be seen when ideo-

logical apparatuses of the State become weak. When sovereign

poweris no more in a position to influence the public to have their

consent, it comes in the open with its material apparatuses--police,

1. c. Candwell, "A Study in Bourgeois Illusion"

(London, 1965), p. 54.

2. Swingewood, op. cit., p. 144.
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army, bullets, repression, prison, terror and torture--to show its

coercive power. Thus the ideological basis is the first and firm basis

of State sovereignty and the material basis is its ultimate basis,

which keeps sovereignty effective. This is always there with every

human conduct concerning authority and domination. Before using

compulsion or physical force we try to influence the idea of another

man. In the modern liberal welfare State ideological basis of State

sovereignty is regarded as a better basis and the public is told, by

fair and unfair means, that State sovereignty and the whole of

government machinery are meant to serve them. The functions of

the modern welfare States are such that people can easily be con-

vinced about these.

"...since society is essentially federal in nature, the body which

seeks to impose the necessary unities must be so built that the

diversities have a place therein."' --Laski

"If it be the fact...that the State is inevitably the' instrument of

that class which owns the instruments of production, the objective

of the pluralist must be the classless society.'' --Laski

Chapter 5

PLURALIST THEORY OF

SOVEREIGNTY:

x'J 'e reseSnt uWr,I-thYa s bPeeLnUaRceAntLuIrS oMf ra,st a i1

. T p

y y eactSn agz"

/kih.e authoritarian thoughts. Pluralism and pluralist view of sove-

reignty was a reaction against the legal, traditional, monistic, abso-

lutist, Austinian theory of sovereignty and against the theory of

fascist, unlimited absolute State supported by idealist philoso-

phers like Hegel, and other supporters of power view of State and

politics like Nietzsche, Treitschke, Bernhardi, etc. Pluralism emerged

as a democratic challenge to all-comprehensiveness, indivisibility and

inalienability of sovereignty. It may be said as a strong voice for

decentralization of authority against the absolute centralized sove-

reignty of the State. It was an attack, launched in the last decades of

the 19th and beginning of the 20th century, on those who regarded

State to be the highest and supreme power in society. Thus plura-

lism was a reaction against unlimited State and sovereignty; it was

an attack on the absolutism of State and its absolute sovereignty ;

it was a voice to control, limit and divide the sovereignty of the

State ; it was a movement of labour, economic, religious, professio-

nal associations and unions for the fulfilment of demands of right

1. H. J. Laski, A Grammar of Politics (London, 1925), p. 270.

2. Ibid., p. xii.
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and power against the State. Its main demand was that sovereignty

should be used not only by the State but should be divided amongst

all the associations of society. It was not against the State as such,

like anarchism, but was only a principle which supported the

division of sovereignty against the indivisible sovereignty of the

State. Anarchists wanted to destroy the State as a whole but plura-

lists wanted to destroy only the unlimited absolute sovereignty of the

State and wanted to maintain the State like an association in society,

equal to other associations of society. It wanted to abolish the

Hegelian idea that State is a march of God on the earth and wanted

to establish State as a limited association with limited purposes to

serve in society. It wanted to save the individual and his personal

liberty from tho corrupting influence of absolute and unlimited

power of the State.

It was a strong political reaction against the legal view of

State sovereignty. Law is not and cannot be a command of the

sovereign but it is based on natural and moral rules, customs and

traditions, etc. The analytical school of jurisprudence which sup-

ported the legal theory of sovereignty was attacked legally by the

historical school of jurisprudence, prominent members of which

were Maitland, Duguit and Krabbe.

With the emergence of federal governments, the monistic

theory of sovereignty had to face some practical difficulties. In a

federal State, constitution itself divides sovereignty, or law-making

powers, among various constituent units and the Union Govern-

ment. On this basis pluralism was closer to the reality than th

monistic theory of sovereignty.

Supporters of internationalism attacked the external sove-

reignty of the State and demanded that there should be limits on

the external sovereignty of the State. External sovereignty of the

.State gives birth to wars and the demand to limit the external sove-

reignty was an obvious demand in European countries who had paid

too much for the First World War. There was a strong demand for

the formation of a world State. International law, morality and

rules of international organisations were regarded as limits on the

external sovereignty of the State.

In brief, the following are the main causes of the emergence

of pluralism :--

1.

A demand of the limited State against absolute State supported

by Hegel and others.
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2.

Support to limited, divided, political and pluralist sovereignty

instead of legal and absolute sovereignty.

3.

Recognition to the division of sovereignty in federal States.

4.

Support to the other associations of the community and division

of sovereignty among the State and other associations.

5.

Concern for the freedom of the individual was shown and for

this division of sovereignty among various associations, which

would lead to limitation of the State authority, was regarded as.

necessary.

6.

Need for restriction on the external sovereignty of the State in

order to have international peace and order

/de'rs/anding pluralism, we must :now what is

mon-

ism, because pluralism is just contrary to monism. In his well-known

book1 Hsiao writes, "A me is one which possesses, or

which should possess, a singl source of authority that is theoreti-

cally comprehensive and unlimited in its exercise. This unitary and

absolute power is sovereignty, and the theory which affirms the

existence of such govereignty in the State is designated by the plu-

ralist as monism.'' In brief, monism regards sovereignty to be the

absolute, indivisible, supreme power of the State and its beautiful

definition has been given by Austin. Bodin, Hobbes, Rousseau,:

Hegel, etc., are the philosophers who have supported the monistic

view of sovereignty.

"It is against such a State that pluralism has raised its voice

of protest. The pluralistic State... is intended to be its direct anti--

thesis.''3 Hsiao further writes, "The pluralistic State is simply a

State in which there exists no single source of authority that is all-

competent and comprehensive, namely, sovereignty, no unified system

of law, noentralized organ of administration, no generalization of

political will. On the contrary, it licity in its essence and

manifestation, it is divisible into parts and should be divided.'' Thus,

in brief, pluralist sovereignty is limited and divided sovereignty.

Pluralism does not regard that sovereignty is all-comprehensive,

1.

K. C. Hsiao, Political Pluralism, a Study in Contemporary Political Theory

(London : Kegan Paul, 1927).

2. lbid., p. 2.

3. Ibid., p. 7.

4. Ibid., p. 8.
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absolute and indivisible. It is assumed that the State is only an asso-

ciation of society for common welfare, like many other associations.

The following are the main points of pluralism :--

1.

Society is not unity but unity in diversity. There are many in-

terests in society.

2.

The State is an association like many other associations of

society. Sovereignty and State are not all-comprehensive.

3.

The State cannot have unlimited and absolute sovereignty.

4.

Sovereignty of the State is not indivisible. It should be divided

between the State and other associations.

5.

As man has to owe allegiance also to other organisations and

associations of society, his total allegiance is not and cannot be

towards the State.

6.

Law is not the command of the sovereign as it is baed on moral

and natural rules, customs, traditions, etc.

7.

The external sovereignty of the State is restricted by internatio-

nal laws.

SUPPORTERS OF PLURALISM

AND THEIR IDEAS

Supporters of pluralism can be seen in England, America and

other countries of Europe. IAI1 these supporters attacked the monis-

tic theory and supported pluralism on many bases. It is many a

time said that pluralism emerged during the 14th and 15th centuries

with the emergence'of guilds. At that time people of different trades

established their own guilds and mustered enough powers. But

during the 16th and 17th centuries, with the increase in the strength

of monarchies, their power collapsed. Pluralism emerged during the

last years of the last century and during the beginning of this cen-

tury as a strong movement.

Pluralism in England : Among the main supporters of plura-

lism in England, prominent were Maitland, Figgis, Sidney Webb

and Beatrice Webb, Cole, Lindsay, Barker, Laski, etc.1

1.

Most important writings of these writers are : F.W. Maitland, Collected

Papers, 3 vols. (Cambridge, 1920); J. N. Figgis, Churches in the Modern

State (N.Y., 1914); Sidney and Beatrice Webb, History of Unionism and lndtt-

strial Democracy (London, 1902), artd  Constitution for the Socialist Com-

monwealth of Great Britain (London, 1920); G. D. H. Cole, Guild Socialism

(N. Y., 1921); A. D. Lindsay, "The State in Recent Political Theory" in

Political Science Quarterly (No. I, 1914), pp. 128-45; E. Barker, "The Discre-

dited State" in Political Science Quarterly (1915), pp. 101-21; H. J. Laski,

Studies in the Problem of Sovereignty (New Haven, 1917), and op. cir.
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Maitland, together with Gierke, is known as the father of

pluralism in our times. Maitland vigorously tried to prove that

there are many associations in a society. These have their real perso-

nality, have a free and independent existence of their own, and have

a share in the sovereign power. Figgis described that personality of

-the Church is as real as that of the State and declared that State

sovereignty is a vnerable superstition. According to Cole, the law-

making powers of the state should be divided among various asso-

ciations or parliaments, so that different organised interests of so-

ciety may have powers in their own spheres. Cole has suggested two

kinds of parliaments--social parliament and political parliament.

According to Lindsay, State is merely an organisation of organisa-

tions, and it has no right to control other organisations without the

permission of citizens. Lindsay says, "While other organisations

have a voluntary and selective membership, the State has a com-

pulsive and comprehensive membership. But this uniqueness alone

is not enough to justify the doctrine of a sovereign State." Barker

• loes not accept the associations' real personality principle but he

agrees that there were associations prior to the State and had their

own functions, independent of the States. According to Barker, the

State is merely a group of groups or community of communities.

Laski supported pluralism in his different books ad articles. In the

¢oming pages, his detailed views will be seen.

Pluralism in America : Prominent supporters of pluralism

in America are : William James, Miss M.P. Follett and R. M.

Maclver.1 William James is said to have provided pluralism with

philosophical sis of pragmatism and he suggested a way between

unlimited mon,"rn and unlimited pluralism. James wanted to have a

pluralistic universe with monistic establishment. Miss Follett gave a

eautiful description of moderate pluralism. Though she supported

pluralistic sovereignty, she accepted that the State is superior

to other associations and communities as only it can bring unity in

diversity. MacIver regarded the State to be merely an association,

like other associations, of society. His detailed views will be seen in

the coming pages.

I. Important works of these writers include : W. James, The Pluralistic Universe

(N. Y., 1909) and Pragmatism (N. Y., 1907); M. P. Follett, The New State :

Group Organisation, the Solution of Popular Government (N. Y. 1923):

R. M. MacIver, The Modern State (Oxford, 1926).

cannot be

understood.

The

various bases of pluralism are

as follows :

1. Social basis

5. Legal basis

2. Economic basis

6. International basis

3. Political basis

7. Historical basis

4. Philosophic basis

1.

Important works of these writers are : Otto F. Von Gierke, Political Theories

of the Middle Age (Cambridge, 1900); L. Duguit, Law in the Modern State

(N. Y., 1919); H. Krabbe, The Modern Idea of the State (N. Y., 1922).

2.

Krabbe, op, cir., p. 35.
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Pluralism in Europe : Among the prominent supporters of

pluralism in Europe the most important are Gierke, Duguit, Krabbe,.

etc. 

German writer Gierke is regarded as the father of pluralism,

together with Maitland of England. Gierke supported the theory of

"real personality" of associations and demanded independent autho-

rity for them. French writer Duguit attacked legal sovereignty and

pleaded that law is not power, law limits the State, law is not the.

command, the State is not to give orders in the form of laws but to.

serve society with the laws. According to Duguit, the special

feature of the State is welfare services and not sovereignty. Duguit

criticised the legal theory of sovereignty on a legal and political

basis. Dutch writer Krabbe criticised the amalgamation of legal

and political aspects of sovereignty and appealed for their separa-

tion. He opposed the idea that law is the command of the sovereign

and maintained that law is above the State, The State, he said, is:

nothing but a legal association. Rejecting the notion of sovereignty,

he said, "The notion of sovereignty must be expunged from political

theory.''

Thus supporters of pluralism in England, America and

some other countries of Europe emerged mainly during the first

quarter of this century. Though pluralistic ideas were expressed in

the last decades of the 19th century, only in the first quarter of this

century pluralism gained currency as a political doctrine.

BASIS OF PLURALISM

Every socio-political theory has got some basis to stand upon

and without understanding the basis of the theory, theory itself
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Social Basis of Pluralism

Monistic theory of sovereignty regards society as a unified

whole, in which there is complete unity and there is no place for

diversity, ; there is only one interest of the whole society which can

be served by a single sovereign power vested in the State. Pluralism

objects to this view of society and maintains that instead of unity,

there is diversity in society. Even if there is unity, it is unity in

diversity. According to MacIver, in a social organisation there are

communities like country, city, village, nation, tribe; there are

associations like family, Church, party, class, business firm; there

are institutions like inheritance, baptism, the party 'machine,' class

distinctions, the market. Similarly, Laski says, "Society as a

complex whole is pluralistic .... " He further says, "Since society

is essentially federal in nature, the body which seeks to impose the.

necessary unities must be so built that the diversities have a place

therein..''z Similarly, Lipson writes, "Not only is society a plura-

listic union of groups, but the ways in which every human being is

associated are also plural.'' Lipson further explains the common

elements of religious and professional associations, family, the State

and other associations. Thus society is divided into groups, corn-.

munities, associations, etc., and it is not unity but unity in diver--

sity. Marxism also does not regard society to be unity as it

regards it as class-divided.

On this social basis some of the modern supporters of plura-.

lism like Gierke and Maitland have given the principle of 'real

personalit) Nf associations. An independent authority and sphere

for associations was demanded on this basis. It simply meant divi-.

sion of sovereignty between the State and other associations of so-

ciety. Figgis maintained that churches have a real personality, in-

dependent of State, and demanded that churches must be given a

separate sphere of their own. Sociologists like Paul Boncour and

Durkheim demanded independent authority for commercial organi-

sations. Cole, Lindsay and Barker also said that,human associations,

social groups and communities have an independent existence of

their own and the State cannot exercise sovereignty over them.

1.

Maclver, op. tit., p. 6.

2.

Laski, op. cir. (1925), p. xi.

3.

Ibid., p. 270.

4.

Lipson, The Great Issues of Politics (Bombay : Jaico, 1967), p. 46.
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In short, the main features of social basis are as follows :--

1. Human life is multi-dimensional.

2.

Society is a complex organisation ; it has no essential unity but

only unity in diversity. Society is federal, rather than unitary.

3.

There are many associations and communities in society and

they have a real personality of their own.

4.

The State is only an association of society and for society. So

the whole of sovereignty cannot be given to the State.

5.

Sovereignty should be pluralistic. In a pluralistic society, it

cannot remain unitary.

6.

Sovereignty should be divided between the State and other so-

cial associations. It should be limited and divisible.

Economic Basis of Pluralism

Against the monopolistic tendencies of capitalist States, plura-

lism emerged as a reformative suggestion (not revolutionary chal-

lenge). Small trade and industrial organisations demanded a sepa-

rate authority independent of the State which represented monopoly

capital. Demand of economic decentralization, against economic

centralization, and demands of workers' associations for rights and

freedom, against the capitalist State were also included in this.

Cole and Laski have described the economic basis of pluralism in

detail. They attacked the despotic tendency of monopoly capital

and demanded that industries should be organised on a pluralistic

basis. The theory of guild socialism was developed by Cole and an

ambiguous idea of 'industrial federalism' was given by Laski on this

basis. Webb also supported economic decentralization in the begin-

ning, but later on, he gave up the idea. The theory of syndicalism

also supported pluralism on an economic basis. Laski later on

revised his position and attacked guild socialism and syndicalism,

and supported the principle of State socialism which was much

different than his earlier ideas of economic decentralization.

The economic basis of pluralism is very weak. In liberal de-

mocracies, where laws of capitalism operates in economy, economic

decentralization cannot be achieved. The great depression of 1929

proved the weakness of the pluralists' arguments and all the States

became supporters of State interference into the industrial and com-

mercial affairs of society. The modern State has become an 'Indus-
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trial State', as Galbraith puts it.1 In a class-divided society, capi-

talism cannot maintain its economic power, without assigning

complete power to the State. Furthermore, the tendency of capita-

list economy is towards centralization, rather than decentralization.

In brief, the main points of economic basis of pluralism are 

1. Economic decentralization in\all the monopoly capitalistic States.

2.

Guild socialism, i.e., representation to the interests of consumers

and producers; and syndicalism, i.e., demand for complete

powers to labour organisations.

3.

Non-interference of the State in economic affairs; separation of

the State from economy in general.

Political Basis of Pluralism

Pluralism found its best supporters on the political basis. The

supporters of liberal democracy could not digest the monistic theory

of absolute and unlimited sovereignty. Liberalism strongly pro-

tested against the Hegelian notion of totalitarian State. Pluralism

intends to restrict State sovereignty and the sphere of State activity.

Unlike anarchism and syndicalism, pluralism does not want to

destroy the State altogether but pleads for the limitation of its

power, its sovereignty, by dividing its power among the various

associations of society. It wants to limit the all-comprehensiveness

of the State and limit the unlimited sovereignty. It also appealed to

those who believed in internationalism and demanded peace at any

cost, because it favours limit,\on the external sovereignty of the

State.

All the writers who cherished the ideals and ideas of demo-

cracy liked pluralism. The monolithic power of the State can sup-

press the initiative and freedom of the individual which is very dear

to liberal democrats. So democrats supported pluralism for the

sake of human rights. One of the objects of limiting the sovereignty

of the State by dividing it among various associations was to streng-

then the rights of the people. On the political basis pluralism has

liberal democratic values, which favours the conversion of the abso-

lutist State into a limited, welfare State. Sometimes the pluralistic

theory of political organisation is called anarchist, but it is not so

because it is based on liberal democratic principles and ideals. On

1. J. K. Galbraith, The New Industrial State (Penguin, 1967).
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the political basis pluralism suspects the principle of representation,

or elections, as the solid and foolproof basis of democratic

States and points out the inherent weakness of the election system

in democratic States. It believes that elected representatives cannot

represent the total interests of man, and men in society should parti-

cipate in decision-making through various associations.1

In brief, the main points of pluralism.on the political basis are.

as follows :--

1. It wants to limit the sphere of State authority.

2.

It wants to strengthen the human rights and individual freedom

by distributing powers among various human associations.

3.

It recognises the State as servant of the people rather than a

superimposed power.

4.

It demands the sphere of the State should decrease and that of

man be increased.

5.

It gives importance to consultations and discussion and rejects

command, as a method of giving and taking decisions.

6.

The theory of representation is regarded as insufficient by

pluralism.

7.

It demands administrative decentralization in place of centra-

lized administration.

Philosophical Basis of Pluralism

On this basis pluralism has been inspired by the pragmatismz

of Charles S. Pierce and William James. Pluralistic individualism is

one of the core ideas of pragmatism supported by James. Laski has

recognised the influence of James' pragmatism and accepted it as the

philosophical basis of pluralism.3 James attacked the monists,

especially spiritual monism of idealists like Hegel. An important

basis of pragmatism is that there is no essential unity in the universe;

the universe is multiverse, there is diversity rather than unity in

1. For details please see Hsiao, op. tit., pp. 58-90.

2.

For details please see:H. S. Thayer, Meanhtg and Action ; A Critical

History of Pragmatism (N. Y., 1968); W. James, op. cir. However, it may be

noted that James preferred to call it 'radical empiricism' rather than

pragmatism.

3. H. J. Laski, Studies in the Problem of Sovereignty, p. 23; The Foundations

of Sovereignty, p. 169; A Grammar of Polities, p. 261.
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the world. Monism destroys diversity by its overemphasis on unity.

Pragmatism opposes this philosophy of monism and propagates the

idea of pluralistic universe. Thus this idea of multiverse, given by

pragmatism, is regarded as the philosophic basis of pluralism. Prag-

matism was a voice of revolt, inspired by the liberal democratic

values, which was attacking the idealist notion of absolute State

with the notion of pluralistic universe.

However, according to Hsiao, "here is no logical connection

between pragmatism and pluralism in general ....

" But Hsiao

.agrees that pragmatism has some influence on pluralist writers like

Laski. In this sense pragmatism, itself an ambiguous philosophy,

has been regarded as the philosophical basis of pluralism.

The main points of philosophic basis of pluralism are as

follows :

I. There is diversity rather than unity in the universe.

2.

Establishment of unity, and integration of everything in the

name of unity at the expense of diversity, will permit neither

individuality nor freedom. So diversity is necessary for both of

these. "

Legal Basis of Pluralism

The legal theory of sovereignty has been the centre of attack

by all the pluralists. According to Coker, "Most pluralists take as

their main object of attack not the absolutist doctrines of Hegel,

Treitschke, Bosanquet, and the Fascists but a doctrine of legal sove-

reignty .... " Bodin, for the first time, said, "The chief mark of

sovereignty is the power to give law to all citizens, generally and

singly.''z However, B0din restricted the law-making power of the

sovereignty by natural and moral laws, which were later on removed

by Hobbes, Rousseau and Austin. Thus the theory of absolute legal

sovereignty was established. The dictum, "law is the command of

the sovereign," is opposed vigorously by the pluralists. Laski writes,

"'It is impossible to make the legal theory of sovereignty valid for

political philosophy.'' Similarly,, MacIver said, "Law is the very

antithesis of command.'¢

Hsiao, op. cit., p. 176.

2. F. W. Coker, Recent Political Thought (Calcutta, 1962), p. 497"

3. J. Bodin, De-Republica (1586), Book I.

4. Laski, op. cit. (1925), p. 55.

5. Maclver, op. cit., p. 257.
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Law is regarded as something higher and more extensive than

the State. MacIver writes, "The State is both the child and the

parent of law.''1 Duguit, Krabbe and Holland have also criticised

the theory of legal sovereignty. Law is necessary for social welfare,.

law has got some positive use for society and because of this social

utility only, law is generally obeyed by the people. Duguit main-

tains that the basis of law-making, as the legal theory says, is not

command but 'social solidarity'. People do not obey the laws

cause they are afraid of the sovereign power of the State but only

because they find that laws arc good for them and society, and for

social security. The basis of law is not the power of the sovereign

but morality, the sense of right, customs and traditions, social uti-

lity, etc. It is not the State which is above law, rather it is the law

which stands above the State.

In brief, the following are the main points of the legal basis of

pluralism :--

1.

Law is not the command of the sovereign.

2.

The basis of obedience is not power of the State.

3.

The State and sovereignty are not above law,

below law.

4.

The basis of law is social utility, social security,

toms and traditions.

but these are

morality, cus-

5.

All the associations and institutions should have the power to

make law for themselves.

6.

The State should only be given the power to make those laws

which regulate the external relations of various social asso-

ciations.

International Basis of Pluralism

The concept of external sovereignty of the national States has.

given a great shock to all peace-loving people of the world during

this century through great world wars. In reaction to this, inter--

nationalism emerged as the philosophy of all peace-loving people of

the world. Pluralist writers, inspired by the ideals of internationa-

lism, gave importance to world peace and demanded that for this

the most important requirement is to limit the external sovereignty

of the national States. Laski gave importance to these ideas and de-

1. Ibid., p. 272.
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manded that the concept of external sovereignty is a major cause of

wars. He demanded that there should be limits on the external

sovereignty in the interest of world peace. External sovereignty has

been attacked and in view of the lurking danger of war and charac-

ter of modern warfare it was demanded by the pluralists that ex-

ternal sovereignty should be limited by international law, treaties,

etc. They also demanded that some kind of international order

should emerge, laws of which would be binding ot the States. If

the object of the State is human welfare then external sovereignty

of the States should be destroyed. This basis will be further dis-

cussed in the discussion on Laski's views on pluralism.

Historical Basis of Pluralism

None of the political or socio-economic theory can exist without

any historical roots. The historical basis of pluralism is the position

of the State during the medieval period. Power during that period

was divided among various communities, and State sovereignty,

in the present sense of the term. was missing. Coker writes that

during the medievalperiod, "organised control over individuals in

any territory was shared by various authorities--Roman Church,

Holy Roman Emperor, king, feudal lord, charactered town, guild

.... ,,1 Power was distributed and decentralized and all the associa-

tions were working in harmony with each other. The State had

neither internal sovereignty nor external, as the feudal order shared

internal sovereignty and the Holy Roman Empire restricted the

external sovereignty of the State. Feudal localised economy restric-

ted the centralization of the economic power." Coker further writes,

Speaking generally of the Middle Ages, that there was then "no feel-

ing for the State, no common and uniform dependence on a central

power, no omnicompetent sovereignty; no equal pressure of civil

law .... '' Thus on the basis of political and social organisations of

the medieval period, it may be said that during this period State

sovereignty was missing and if it was so during that period why it

cannot be so in our times. The argument that society cannot pull

on without sovereign power is met by pluralists with the historical

example of the medieval period.

1. Coker, op. tit., p. 498.

2. Ibid., p. 499.
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In brief, the main points of the historical basis are as

follows :--

1.

During the medieval period abgolute sovereignty of the State was

absent, so it may be destroyed in our times too.

2.

_Absolute sovereignty of the State has developed in our times due

to certain special circumstances and it can be demolished.

3.

State sovereignty has not existed since ever.

4.

Political organisations of the middle ages and our times can be

on the similar lines.

LASKI'S VIEWS ON PLURALISM

Laski--Person, Personalily and Thinker

Laski (1894-1950) was an eminent teacher, political theorist,

fighter for human liberty against absolutism, great pacifist and an

important well-recognised leader of the Labour Party of Britain.

He was a man with multi-dimensional intellect and was a very

renowned teacher of politics in the London School of Economics

and Political Science. Laski was a great supporter of liberal tradi-

tion and yet its rational critici Laski will be remembered for his

humanism, his sacrifice for the ideals of liberty, equality, justice,

human rights, his struggle against fascism and absolutism, his

tremendous faith in the democratic creed and his political writings.

He was deadly against capitalism and because of this he is regarded

by many as a socialist. /He tried to record and analyse the events

and developments during the first half of the 20th century, a period

of fast and surprising developments in the socio-economic and poli-

tical life of the world as a whole. Laski tried to keep pace with the

changing time and gave a rational, liberal democratic and socialist

democratic analysis of political and socio-economic changeg: As a

fearless, outspoken journalist and writer, as a great supporter of hu-

man freedom, as a supporter of pluralism, Laski tried to give a new

direction to political thinking according to the requirements of the

20th century. He was the true representative of changing needs and

philosophy of changing time. The main features of the world--

political democracy, capitalism, nationalism, sovereign State--were

crumbling in our times and a new world with new ideals like econo-

mic democracy, socialism, internationalism and limited State was

emerging.i Laski was the developed philosopher of developed values

and ideals of developing new world.'
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Laski's Views on Pluralism

Laski has written on major socio-economic, political and

moral problems of the present century. On pluralism and State

• sovereignty he has discussed in many important books.1 But here,

because of limitation of space and scope, only his views, as ex-

pressed in his most famous book A Grammar of Politics(1925),

will be discussed in brief. These can be divided into the following

main parts :--

1. Criticism of the monistic theory or the Austinian theory.

2. Socialorganisation and the State.

3. The State and other assocmtlons.

4. Authority in a democratic State.

.5. Authority and obedience.

Criticism of Austinian Theory : Prominent supporters of the

monistic theory of State sovereignty are Bodin, Hobbes, Rousseau

and Austin. According to the Austinian theory, there is a single

source of power in all the societies which enjoy all-compre-

hensive and unlimited power. This is known as sovereignty of the

State. This view of State sovereignty has been attacked by the

pluralists on legal,.ocial, philosophical, historical, administrative

and political bases.Laski has criticised the Austinian theory merely

.on three counts : historical, legal and political"

On the historical basis, Laski maintained that sovereignty of

the State emerged because of special circumstances in a particular

time. Examination of these particular circumstances in which State

sovereignty emerged will clarify the merits and demerits of sove-

reignty. (,aski says, "The sovereign State, historically, is merely one

of those ways, an incident in its evolution, the utility of which has

now rached its apogee .... The territorial and omnipotent State is

the offspring of the religious struggles of the 16th century.'' He

further states, "The sovereign State thus emerges to vindicate the

1.

Important works of Laski include: The Problem of Sovereignty (1917);

Authority in the Modern State (1919); The Foundations of Sovereignty (1921);

An Introduction to Politics (1931); The State in Theory and Practice (1935);

Studies in Law and Politics; Liberty in the Modern State (1930); Trade Unions

in the New Society.

2.

Laski, op. cit. (1925), p. 45.
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supremacy of the secular order against religious claims.,'1 Bodin

and Hobbes_, ---_ supported the secular sovereignty of the Church during

that period when the State and the Church were at war with each

other. Hobbes maintained, as Laski says, "The will of the State

must be all or nothing. If it can be challenged, the prospect of

anarchy is obvious.'" Thus, according to Laski, the principle of

the sovereign State "represents, not an absolute, but an historical.

logic." State sovereignty has emerged in a particular period to

fulfil particular demands, or particular interests. Laski further

maintains that never in the history sovereigntyhas lived as an abso-.

lute power and always there has been limitations on its scope

and exercise. He says, "Any study of the working of the State will

be compelled'largely to concern itself with the history of the limita-

tions upon the exercise of power.''4 Thus historical experience does.

not support the theory of perpetual State sovereignty. In our times

this dangerous historical requirement of the 16th century--State

sovereignty--is no more required, according to Laski, but historical

experience does not support this.

On the legaibasis Laski attacks the main features of legal

sovereignty--determined sovereignty, absoluteness, indivisibility,

inalienability, all-comprehensiveness--with three arguments. 'irst,

he .says that the State is not merely a legal order; secondly, the-

power of the State is limited, and thirdly, law is not the command

of the sovereiglHe writesNo sovereign has

-

anywhere possessed

unlimited power ....

To think, moreover, of law as simply a com-

mand is, even for the jurist, to strain definition to the verge of de-

cency. For there is a character of uniformity in law in which the

elemt of command is, practically speaking, pushed out of sight.''5,

Thuaski does not accept the legal principle of the Austinian

theory of sovereignty that sovereignty has got unlimited power of

making laws and law is merely the command of the sovereign., The

most perfect example of sovereign power in the Austinian sense can

be King in Parliament in Britain, because it is said that it can make

any law it desires, because of its supremacy. Laski writes, "Every-

1.

Laski, op. cir. (1925), p. 46.

2.

Ibid.

3.

Ibid., p.48.

4.

Ibid.

5.

Ibid., pp. 51-52.
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one knows that to regard the King in Parliament as a sovereign

body in the Austinian sense is absurd. No parliament would dare

to disfranchise the Roman Catholics or to prohibit the existence of

trade unions.''1 Thus, Laski maintains that no sovereign has un-

limited power of making laws.

in a federal State or in a State in which citizens have certain

• fundamental rights, the character of sovereignty cannot be Aus-.

tinian. In such States sovereignty is always limited.; Apart from

this, legal sovereignty is much different than political and popular

sovereignty. In the background of difficulties such as these it is.

impossible to make the legal theory of sovereignty valid for political

philosophy.'' Laski attacks the Austinian view that law is the

command of the sovereign and says, "Law, for the sttrdent of poli-

tics, is built upon the general social environment. It expresses what

are held to be the necessary social relations of a State at some given

period."a

As a theory of political organisation the Austinian theory has

been strongly criticised by Lask He writes, "Unlimited power is no-

where existent .... A realistic analysis would probably content itself

with saying that the will of the State is, for practical purposes, the

will which determines the boundaries within which other wills must

live.''4 Laski consistently maintains that absolute power, in reality,

has not been there anywhere. He refuses to accept that the State,

as merely an unlimited power or an irresponsible power, can sus-

tain itself. He maintains that power of the State is exercised by

government, and the will of the State, for all practical purposes, is

the will of the government and this is subject to periodical renewal.

Laski writes, "The will of the State, in fact, is the will of the

government as that will is accepted .by the citizens over whom it

rules. Clearly, in such a background, the will of the State cannot be

an irresponsible will."5(n this way, in the form of government, the

State is limited and it has "no permanent right to power. Every

government must submit itself to the judgment of those who feel

the consequences of its acts.., unconditional power has always

I.

Laski, op. cit. (1925), p. 52.

2.

Ibid., p. 55.

3.

Ibid.,

4.

Ibid., p. 56.

5.

Ibid.
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proved, at least ultimately, disastrous to those over whom it is exer-

.cised.'u Laski thus attacks the principle of the absolute State or

government, because practically speaking, government is the State

as it exercises the powers of the Stat The State and governments

are not organised only on the basis of naked force or power but on

moral basis. "Every government is thus built upon a contingent

moral obligation."2 i Further argument to attack the Austinian

theory on a political basis put forward by Laski is that men are

members of the State; but they are members also of innumerable

other associations which not only exercise power over their adhe-

rents, but also seek to influence the conduct of government itself.''a

Every government and the State must be restricted, limited and

responsible, and without this, organisation of political system will

be weak and unstable, rather than powerful and strong. q this way,

Laski strongly attacks the internal sovereignty of the State from

historical, legal and political angles and has supported the plura-

listic theory of limited and divisible sovereignty2

Laski also strongly attacked the notion of unlimited external

sovereignty of the State_. He writes, "In a creative civilization what

is important is not the historical accident of separate States, but

the scientific fact of world inter-dependence.'' It means that

States are mutually inter-dependent and external sovereignty is fatal

to their own interest. States must live in a good atmosphere of

mutual inter-dependence, with goodwill rather than in a strained

atmosphere of externally sovereign national States. He further writes,

"The notion of an independent sovereign State is, on the inter-

national side, fatal to the well-being of humanity.''5 External

sovereignty will cause war and will be injurious to the interests of

humanity. "If men are to live in the great society, they must learn

the habits of cooperative intercourse. /'With regard to external

sovereignty, the views of Laski are baseci on internationalism; and

he gives proper regard to humanity, peace and security of the in-

dividual. Laski's criticism of the Austinian view may be concluded

1.

Laski, op cit. (1925)., p. 56.

2.

Ibid., p. 57. 

3.

Ibid., p. 59..

-4.

Ibid., p. 64'

5.

1bid., p. 65.

6.

1bid., p. 66.
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by quoting him again, "It would be of lasting benefit to poli,tical

science if the whole concept of sovereignty were surrendered.'-

Social Orgaaisation and the State : Almost all the pluralists have

distinguished between the State and society and have explained the

difference between the organisation, purpose and nature of society and

the Stat.iThey reject the views of idealist philosophers like Plato,

Hegel and Bosanquet because these idealists hand over unlimited

power to the State as they make no distinction between society and

the State.'Laski clearly shows the difference between the State and

society and says, "The State, therefore, does not set out to compass.

the whole range of human activity. There is a difference between

the State and society. The State may set the keynote of the social

order, but it is not identical with it. And it is fundamental to the

understanding of the State that we should realise the existence of

this distinction."The organisation and methods of the functioning

of the State and society also differ fundamentally. The organisation

of the State is federal rather than unitary and without giving proper

consideration to this, neither society nor the State can be under-

stood Laski writes, "For it is integral to the proper understanding of

any. given society that it should be regarded as essentially federal in

its nature.'' ]Laski regards that society is a means for the develop-

ment of the personality of individuals and the State is merely an

instrument, a servant of society..'He writes, "I have, as a citizen,

a claim upon society to realise my best self in common with

others. That claim involves that I be secured those things without

which I cannot, in Green's phrase, realise myself as a moral

being. I have, that is, rights which are inherent in me as a member

of society; and I judge the State as the fundamental instrument of

society".5 In this way the State is merely a servant of society and

it is much smaller, limited and different than society. Furthermore,

Laski maintains that as society is federal in nature so also should

be sovereignty and it should be divided between the State and other

associations.

2.

For details please see ibid., pp. 25-35.

3.

Ibid., p. 26.

4.

Ibid-, p. 59.

5.

Ibid., p. 39.
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...... State and Other Associations : Man becomes a member of

society and its different associations to fulfil his social requirements.

The nature of society is federal because in social structure t,.here are

many organisations, associations and communities. Man becomes a

member of the State as well as other associations to fulfil his social

needs. "Associations exist to fulfil purposes which a group of men

have in common. They support and imply functions.''1

In the social process the individual and the State are not

the only factors, because the State "does not exhaust the associative

impulse in the men."z: There are many other groups which are as

real, purposeful and useful to the social man as the State is.:/Laski

writes, "The group is real in the same sense as the State is real.

It has...an interest to promote, a function to serve. The State does

not call it into being. It is not .... dependent upon the State.''3 Thus

associations are treated on a par with the State. ;

If other associations and groups are as real as the State is, one

.conclusion of this may be "that there is no necessary unity in so-

.ciety.''* Here Laski says, "The unity we encounter in the world of

social fact is never complete .... What we meet is pluralistic and not

monistic .... We are in, so to say, not a universe but a multiverse.''

Society has many associations which "are as natural to their

members as the State itself. What, of course, they lack, and wherein

their difference from the State consists, is the power to inflict corpo-

ral punishment upon their members.''6 But this difference does not

matter much as every association has some peculiar features of its

own. Man cannot fulfil all his desires and requirements through one

association alone and because of this the State cannot be given all

the powers over man and other associations and nor can its will be

regarded as the supreme will.',"To exhaust the associations to which

a man belongs is not to exhaust the man himself ....

Nor...can the

will of any single association be made a final will ....

A general will,

in Rousseau's sense, is, therefore, an impossibility."7 Thus no single

1.

Laski, op cit. (1925), p. 67.

2.

Ibid., p. 255.

3.

Ibid., p. 256.

4.

Ibid., p. 260.

5.

Ibid., pp. 260-61.

6.

Ibid., p. 60.

7.

Ibid., pp. 67-68.
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association, including the State, can be given the whole of sove-

reignty because there are many associations in society..

The State is an association like many others. Laski writes, "The

State is obviously a public service corporation. It differs from every

other association in that it is, in the first place, an association in

which membership is compulsory. It is, in the second place, essen-

tially territorial in nature.")Every association serves certain inte-

rests of society, so also is the State. "The State is regula-

ting, directly and indirectly, to secure common needs at the level

which society as a whole deems essential to the fulfilment of its

general end .... It is the association to protect the interests of men as

citizens .... "

In this way, Laski maintains that society is divided into vari-

ous associations and these are as natural as the State is. The State is

also an association, though of a special kind, of society. He supports

the division of sovereignty between the State and other associations

and opposes the idea of giving absolute sovereignty to only one

association of society. "The structure of social organisation

must be federal if it is to be adequate. Its pattern involves, not

myself and the State, my groups and the State, but all these and

their inter-relationships.''3 n this way, Laski supports a pluralist

society in which the State will coexist with other associations and

share its power with them.

Authority in a Democratic State: Laski uses the term

authority instead of sovereignty and explains the nature of

authority in a domocratic State:He. wants to broaden the basis of

authority in the modern democratic States; and this is possible

only by giving the maximum possible participation to citizens and

their associations into the law and decision-making process. ,SThe

authority, generally speaking, is shared by only a small number of

people and they must use it by sharing it with others, who are in-

fluenced by its exercise." Laski writes, "The number of persons legally

entrusted with power is likely to remain small .... It is emphatic

that their power must be built from the experience of all persons

affected by its exercise.'' But this cannot be done by the present

1. Laski, op. cit. (1925), p. 69.

2. Ibid., p. 70.

3 . Ibid., p. 262.

4 I bid., p. 241.
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system of representation and present doctrine of consent.)Laski

writes, "This argument involves a re-interpretation of the doctrine

of consent in politics, it involves, therefore, also a re-interpretation

of the theory of representation, upon.which we at present depend ....

Consent may in practice mean any of a score of things from blank

ignorance through dumb inertia to deliberate coercion. laski, in

this way, refuses to accept that the present representative govern-

ments are perfect democratic authorities. Law making in modern

democracies is confined to elect members of legislative bodies who.

form a separate class or elite. Lski writes, "The making of law can

never be safely confined to a single class in the community."

Laski demands that the law-making process should be open

and the decision-making process should be decentralized. He

further demands that both these should work by considering the

experience of the people. The authority which does not give proper

recognition to the different interests of society and does not work

with their advice cannot be a legitimate democratic authority.)Thus

in a democratic society open participation and advice of the people.

is essential and this can be done by distributing power between the

State and other associations. People's participation merely in the

elections is not sufficient for a democratic authority. People should

Participate in economic, legal, and administrative matters of society.

Thus the true basis of authority in a democratic State is partici-

pation of the people and their associations in the affairs of the State.

rather han mere elections and elected government. It is necessary,

for this authority to function with the advice of citizens and their-

different associations. 3

The authority of the democratic State should be a responsible.

authority. Three conditions are required for a responsible authority:

first, the ways of removing the people having authority, or govern-

ment, should be prescribed; secondly, institutions .for consultation

should be organised; and thirdly, the equality among citizens

should be there, both in economic and educational matters. Only

with these three conditions, authority in a society can be responsible

and democratic,z

Authority and Obedience: There are two most important

1.

Laski, op. cit. (1925), pp. 241-42.

2.

Ibid., p. 242.

3.

For details please see ibid., pp. 74-85.
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problems involved with authority. The first is how to have willing

allegiance of the citizens and, secondly, how to have maximum

allegiance of the citizens. It is quite natural that only obedience to

authority makes it respectful but if the obedience is out of fear then

it is highly unfair as well as dangerous. Traditional theory of

sovereignty regards that its commands are obeyed because of habit

or fear. But this view is not fair as sovereignty of the State is used

by government and if this authority has to be a fair one then it

should be established on a moral basis and should take decisions,

keeping in view the experiences of the people. It must work by

giving proper regard to the advice and opinion of people in general.

No authority is authority merely because it can issue commands and

these commands are obeyed because of habit or fear. Proper autho-

rity must have a moral basis and this moral basis is achieved when

people obey it willingly and rationally. This is possible only when

associations and influenced interests participate in the law-making

and decision-making processes.

Criticism of the Views of Laski : Laski himself criticised his

views on pluralism in a chapter added in 1934 to his book.1 All

these views which are known as pluralistic are based on liberal

political and social assumptions. Liberalism, as against the scientific

theory of Marxism, does not regard the State to be a class instru-

ment, and regards it as an agency of social welfare. Apart

from this, liberal view of society, though it accepts that society

is'class-divided, refuses to accept that class struggle in a class-

divided society is fundamental and unavoidable. The liberal

view of sovereignty is based on these views of the State and society

It does not accept that in a class-divided society, sovereignty will

always serve the interest of the stronger economic class. Liberalism

assumes that sovereign power can bring unity in society, either as an

absolute force in the hands of the State or as divided power among

various associations. But, as Marxism maintains, sovereignty, being

a class authority, cannot bring unity in society because society is

basically class-divided. Sovereignty cannot be anything but power,

naked or ideological or both, centralized power, in the hands of the

State. Laski's weakness lies in his misunderstanding of these scien-

tific laws of social development. In fact without abolition of classes

1. "Crisis in the Theory of State" in ibid. i-xxvii.
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from society, pluralistic sovereignty cannot be established and

plttralistic ideals cannot be achieved. In order to have a classless

society socialist revolution is required and after socialist revolu-

tion, the power will come into the hands of the working class,

which will establish a classless society through its open

dictatorship which will be a transitional one. Laski fails to re-

cognise these essential conditions required for the achievement of

pluralistic ideals. As a sincere liberal thinker, Laski believes in the

ideals of democracy, but he fails to suggest the measures to check

the unlimited sovereignty which poses a danger to democratic

ideals. His pluralistic ideas become merely utopian ideas, which

prove useless and fruitless in practice.

MACIVER'S VIEWS ON PLURALISM

laclver (b. 1882) was a Canadian sociologist who lived most

of the time in the USA. He has analysed the State and sovereignty

from the sociological viewpoint in his famous book.

General Views

MacIver, being a sociologist, viewed everything from that out-

look. He analysed society, the State, human associations, human

relationships, their organisations, functioning and mutual relation-

ships. His political ideas are based on his sociological frame of

mind. According to him, none of the aspects of social life can be

separated from the other aspects of social life, and he suggested that

the political aspect of social life must be studied by associating it

with other aspects of human life. He studied the relation of man

with communities, of communities with other communities, of com-

munities with the State, of the State with society, and of one society

with other societies. 'Unity in diversity and diversity in unity' was

the main problem which attracted his attention and his studies cen-

tred round this problem as to how can unity be maintained in a

society without doing away with diversities.

Maclver maintains that State is merely an association which

serves some of the human interests and controls some external condi-

tions of social order. There are many associations in the organi-

1. R. M. Maclver, The Modern State (London : OUP, 1926).
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sation of society and the State is just one of these many associations

of social structure, with some definite functions in it. Thus he

attacks the monistic theory of sovereignty and supports the plura-

listic view of it.

Pluralistic Views

Maclver's pluralistic views can be divided into the following

parts for an easy understanding:--

1. Criticism of the monistic theory.

2. Difference between the State and society.

3. The State and other associations.

4. Basis of laws.

5. Basis of sovereignty is not power.

6. How to establish unity in society ?

Criticism of Monistic Theory .MacIver strongly rejects the

legal or monistic theory (.,A..t.inian theiy)absolute sOvereign;y

and says, "Sovereignty of the Star9 is no simple final power, as free

an-"d"6"ffcondtoned over human life as the will of an o;¢-'iuling god

might be supposed to be .... It is the attribute of an association and

is,n.o more absolute than the i-stiiton itself."x objects to 'the

leg'h0y iada; 'The theorY of the State. 'fi too long been

'd-b9 lS'legalist conception of sovereignty.''z His objec-

tOiiiS further eXtefided to legal as well as p0Iitical  aspects Of the

State and he pleads that the State is nothing but an_ association

le o-t/e-fassoiations of society and law of the State is only a form

oolteguqatiot.He"wtttes;"ThdqOlistie doctrine is formal ....

Eegally the 'ate s unhmtgd, because t ,s tselfthe source of

l_/-ena.te_n.;...b.ut, iti_ __0...e.._abp!gte ,.n that account than,

say, the Church, because it is the source of ecclesiastical law,

or tle Royal and Ancient Club because it alone prescribes the laws

oi golf,,. We merely insist that political law is but one form of

social regulation."

/'.Attacking upon the undemocratic nature of the monistic view

of sovereignty and the State,-TqiOlvoTrialy criticises their abso-

lutist nature and power element inherent in these. He writes, "The

legalist doctrine speaks in term of power and not of service__. But

1.

Ibid., p. 467.

2.

Ibid.

3.

Ibid., pp. 467-68.
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power is only an instrument of service .... No one ever regards the

service of the State as unlimited, and therefore, the conception of

unlimited sovereignty is dangerously false. To attribute power to

government beyond the limits of its capacity for service is the grave

error_.gn which all tyranny is based.''1

Maclver maintains that during the 20th century political issues.

and nature of sovereignty has changed from unlimited sovereignty

to limited sovereignt}During the 17-19th century, sovereignty was

regarded as absolute power whther it lied with the king, parliament

or the people themseles. B.uhe maintains that during our times

complexity of social organisation has changed the notion of Sove-

reignty from unlimited one to limited... The modern industrialised

plurl-society and unlimited sovereigny of the State cannot go toge-

th¢e writes, "The great difference between the political thought of

our times and that of the past is the definite assertion of the limited

and relative character of sovereignty. In other ages men have

protested against absolute power, appehling- on moral grounds ....

The newer doctrine arose out of the social developments of the 19tb_

century. The complexity of social organisation which the industrial,

age had brought, overthrew, as we have seen, the simple anti-

thesis of the individual and the State. The real powers exercised by

the numerous and often vast associations of the new age confound-

ed te idea of a single all-comprehensive authority.''

MacIver has not only criticised the Austinian theory on a

legal basis but also on a sociological basis. He declared that the

State is merely a corporation and it is not higher than other cor-

porations of society. He made a clear distinction between the

State and society and emphasised that the State is an instrument of

service rather than an organ of power._

In brief, the main points of criticism of the Monistic theory

are as follows --

1. This theory is legal and formal. It is untrue in social form.

2.

Other associations and communities also make law like the

State, so the State, merely on this ground, cannot be superior

than other associations.

3

The Monistic theory maintains that the State is a power, but

•

MacIver observes that the State is an instrument of service, and

1. Ibid., pp. 468.

2. Ibid., pp. 468-69.
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power is given to the State merely to perform its functions of

service.

4.

The State does not perform all the services to society, so it must

not have all the powers.

5.

Associations do not owe their existence to the State. The State

merely regulates and controls their external relationships.

6.

The authority of the State should be limited and it should be

divided amongst various associations of society.

,.-/"State and Society : leing a sociologist, Maclver strongly

,attacked the views of idealist philosophers like Plato, Rousseau,

Hegel, Bosanquet, etc., who made no distinction between the State

.and societThe views of these philosophers are based on the theory

of Greek City-states. During those times the City-states were very

small and the sphere of the State and society was almost the same.

In view of this no distinction was made between the State and society

during those days. But in modern times societies have become quite

complex and to build up a theory of the State and society on the basis

of Greek City-states will prove fatal. Maclver writes, "To identify

the social with the political is to be guilty of the grossest of all

confusions, which completely bars any understanding of either society

or the State.''1 In this way MacIver pleads that to have a better

understanding of society and the State it is very important to under-

:stand the distinction between the twcccording to him, distinctions

between the State and society are as follows :_.L-

L.The State is smaller than society. It is within society and its

structure is different than that of society. MacIver writes, "The

State exists within society, but it is not even the form of society.

We see it best in what it does. Its achievement is a system of

order and control. The State in a word regulates the outstanding

external relationships of men in society.'' Thus he maintains

that the State is much inferior to society in scope. The State is

for society, in society, and to serve society in maintaining ex-

ternal law and order .....

.... State. There were societi/es without

2.]'_Society is much prior to the I c-

the State. He wrttes, "In the earliest phases, among hunters,

fishers, root-diggers, and fruit-gatherers there have been social

1. Ibid., pp. 4-5.

 c-7[

C

 oC,.-e,_- ' r.j.

2. Ibid., p. 5.
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groups which knew nothing or almost nothing of the State.''1 It

means that the State originated at a certain point of the social

development, to serve and fulfil some of the interests of society

 as its servant.

3. The  of the State is much limited than society,.-)MacIver

writes, "There arc social forms, like the family or the churches

or the club, which owe neither their origin nor their inspiration to

the State; and social forces like custom or the competition, which

the State may protect or modify but certainly does not create;,

and social motives like friendship or jealousy, which establish

a relationship too intimate and personal to be controlled by the

great engine of the State.''

4.

Existence of society is in._dependent to that of the State and so-

ciety is above it.

/5.

Society is an o...,r...a.nisation, whereas the State is a closed and

hierarchical structure. The State cannot fully control an open

organisation like society.

6.

The State is only an association of society like the family and

the Church. Like these associations the State is merely a group

of individuals, which is highly organiscd and works for a definite

object.

In this way, MacIver makes a distinction between the State

and society and refuses to accept the theory of unlimited State and

sovereignty supported by Austin. Maclver maintains that the State

exists to fulfil some of the objectives of society and only as its

servant, so it cannot enjoy supreme power in society.

,.,/tate and other Associations : The main contention of pluralism

is that the State is an association equal to other associations, hav-

ing functions like other associations. In view of this pluralists de-

mand that the whole power should not be assigned to only one asso-

ciation, the State, in society and it should be divided among the

State and other associations of society. )VIacIver has analysed the

relation between the State and other associations and their

relative position in society. After showing the difference between

the State and society, MacIver maintains that the State is nothing

more than an association. He writes, "Not only must we deny that

1. Ibid.

2. 1bid.
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the State is a community or a form of community, we must defini-

tely declare it to be an association belonging to the same category

as the family or the Churcl. Like these it consists essentially of a

group of members organised in a definite way and therefore for

limited ends. The organisation of the State is not all social

organisation.''x

MacIver compares the State with other associations and says,

"The State as will presently appear is distinguished from other asso-

ciations by certain peculiar characters of its own--but a like state-

ment is true of the family or the Church .... By its very nature the

State must include under its control all persons who live within its

territorial bounds .... "' Any special feature of the State does not

make it a superior asssociation than any other association of society.

He writes that the State is "'an association, unique in its kind and of

incalculable significance but still an association like the rest .... Every

association of any magnitude has grades of authority and control

analogous to those of the State.''3 The State alone cannot perform

all the functions of all the associations. MacIver writes, "The State

cannot possibly fulfil the purpose of the family or the Church or

the trade union or the cultural organisation.''4

Moreover, the State does not create the other associations be-

cause these are as natural as the State is. He writes, "The State does

not create the corporations but only regulates its legal character ....

The great associations are as native to the soil of society as the

State itself.''5 MacIver regards the State to be simply an asso-

ciation and also maintains that it is not higher than any other asso-

ciation, and has a similar status. Some pluralists regard the State as

an association but a higher or superior kind of association. MacIver

refuses to accept this position and maintains that the State cannot

control or regulate the internal affairs of any association. He writes,

"The State does not regulate'the internal affairs of the other corpora-

tions...it stands for the common interest; but not for the whole of

the commoi interest...the partial interest of a thousand associations,

1. Ibid., p. 7.

2.

Ibid.,

pp. 7-8.

3.

Ibid.,

p. 9.

4.

Ibid.,

p. 20.

5.

Ibid.,

pp. 474-75.
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cultural and economic, are also parts of the common interest.''1

Here MacIver supports the view expressed by Lindsay that "the

State, therefore, can have control over the corporations within

it only if, and so far as, the citizens are prepared to give it such

power.''2 Associations cannot be controlled by the State be-

cause they are neither its parts nor its subjects. MacIver writes,

"Today the great associations are neither parts of the State nor its

mere subjects. They exist in their own right no less than it. They

exercise powers that are their own, just as surely as does the State.''3

All these arguments and statements show that the State is an asso-

ciation like other associations of society.

.However, there are certain differences between the State and

other associations and MacIver also recognises these differences.

He writes, "The essential difference between other associations and

the State lies just in this : that the other associations are limited

primarily, by their objective, which is particular, whereas the State

is limited primarily by its instrument, which is particular, while its

objective is general, within the limits so imposed.'' But the diffe-

rence between the State and other associations is not fundamental

and in spite of differences the State is merely an association like

various other associations of society and by virtue of differences

y

tate cannot demand the sole proprietorship of sovereignty.

Basis of Laws: If the basis of laws is not the command of the

sovereign or sovereignty of the State, as Austin says, then what is

the basis of laws and obedience to laws ? Every pluralist has to

furnish an answer to this question because in a society laws must

have a solid base. MacIver in answer to this question says, "The

social law is expressed in custom, tradition, the thousand forms of

use and wont. Part of this in turn is reinforced, reaffirmed, and

enlarged as the law of the State.''5 MacIver supports the Histori-

cal School of Jurisprudence here and rejects the Austinian idea of

law. Attacking on the Austinian idea, he says, "The Austinian idea,

that law is the command of political superiors addressed to political

inferiors, is particularly misleading, since it conceals and even

denies two of the attributes which law everywhere exhibits, its

1.

Ibid., p. 476.

2.

A. D. Lindsay, quoted in ibid., p. 477.

3.

Ibid., p. 165.

4.

Ibid., p. 465.

5.

Ibid., p. 250.
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universality and its formality.''1 Refusing to accept that law is

merely the command of the sovereign, Maclver writes, "Law is

the very antithesis of command...for command separates the

giver and the receiver, separates their status always and sometimes

lheir interest as well. But law unites, for it applies no less to the

legislator than to those for whom he has authority to legislate...law

is permanent and fundamental as compared with command.''2

___If law is not command and is based on customs and traditions

etc., then what is the relationship of law with the State? Maclver

writes, "The State is both the child and the parent of law.'' It

means that the State is the child of constitutional law which lays

down the rules for the functioning of the State (or government)

and limits its authority; and the State is the parent of ordinary law

which is enacted by the State. But ordinary laws are made by the

State not in the form of command or an expression of its sove-

reignty, but on bellf of society at large and only because the State

is a part of society_.AMaclver writes, "These laws (ordinary laws) are

made by the State for and on behalf of the community .... The right

of compulsion is vested in it not as being a group of individuals but

as an organ of society.''a The State may have an unlimited poer to

make laws but it may be true legally only because if the State makes

anti-social laws, the laws will not be obeyed and there will be a

danger to the survival of the State itself. From the political view-

point the State does not possess unlimited power of law-making.

Maclver writes, "The legal truth, when over-emphasized, be-

comes political untruth.''5 "The law-making power of the State is

thus not absolute, but the State merelye nacts the law to give

certainty and legality to customs and traditions, etc. Maclver

writes, "In the great book of the law the State merely writes new

sentences and here and there scratches out an old one. Much of the

book was never written by the State at all .... " Supporting the view

expressed by Krabbe, Maclver writes, "The authority oflaw is

1.

Ibid., p. 254.

2.

Ibid., pp. 257-58.

3.

Ibid., p. 272.

4.

Ibid., pp. 273-74.

5.

Ibid., p. 432.

6.

Ibid., p. 478.
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greater than the authority of the State. At any moment the State is

more the official guardian than the maker of law.''1 Thus law is

neither the command of the sovereign, nor has the State an unlimi-

ted power of making laws. Laws are the basis of the State and the

State is there merely to serve through the law, which then becomes

its instrument of serving and not an instrument of coercion.

_.Now the question of obedience comes up. If law is not the

command, why individuals obey the law? The answer to this

question has been furnished by MacIver, who says, "In the last

resort obedience to law rests on the will to obey, supported as it is

by all the sentiments and traditions of citizenship. Government

applies the compulsion of law against individuals and minorities,

but government would be powerless to do so, unless the governed as

a whole willed to obey the law, unless in the last resort they willed

the law.''- Laws are not obeyed because of the fear of the police-

man's rod or the guns of military men but because these have some

social utility, because people want to obey the law. MacIver

writes, "The root of obedience to law is not coercion but the will to

ob "

ey._"Here, the views of MacIver are much like that of the English

philos"6-pher T. H. Green who maintained that will, not force, is the

basis of the State.

Sovereignty is not Power :ff.MacIver regards the

Basis

of

State to be an instrument of service rather than an organised power

of coercion."Green said that the basis of the State is the will of the

people, not power. But MacIver maintains that the basis of sovere-

ignty is justice, order, and security, not power. Power as the basis

of the State and sovereignty has been accepted by philosophers

like Hobbes, Bentham and Austin, and contemporary supporters of

the power view of politics like LassweIl, Kaplan, Merriam, etc., have

joined them. But MacIver is a strong critic of this view. He says,

"In the strict sense it is not sovereignty, at least in the developed

State, that owns coercive power.''4 But MacIver does not mean

that the State should have no power even to have obedience to its

laws. He is willing to give power to the State, provided the power

is a lawful power. He says, "In the last resort, force can be entrus-

1.

Ibid.

2.

Ibid., p. 278.

3.

Ibid., p. 21.

4.

Ibid., p. 15.
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to the State, that it may be everywhere subjected to law.''1

Power is neither the basis of the State nor it can be its essence.

"Coercive power is a criterion of the State but not its essence.''2

If power is accepted as the sole basis of the State and sovereignty

then it will lead to further complications because in a society

power is enjoyed by many other associations, groups and commu-

nities. Power is only one aspect of sovereignty, a minor aspect.

MacIver writes, "It is true that there is no State where there is no

over-ruling force .... But the exercise of force does not make a

State, or a pirateship or mutinous army would be a State.''3 It

,¢

clearly means that the basis of sovereignty and the State is neither

power nor it can be.

MacIver associates power with the functions of the State.

Power is given to the State to perform certain functions and as the

State does not perform all the functions, so it must not be given

all the powers. "Powers should be relative to function.''4 If func-

tions of the State are limited how it can be assigned unlimited

powers ? MacIver writes, "No one ever regards the service of the

State as unlimited, and therefore, the conception of unlimited

sovereignty is dangerously false.''5 Thus the State must have only

that much power as much service it renders because "power is only

an instrument of service.''

In this way, MacIver strongly criticizes the view that the State

and sovereignty are based on power and coercion. This is the general

liberal democratic view about the State and sovereignty. The true

basis of the State and sovereignty is the will of the people, as Green

said; utility, as Bentham and Mill maintained; and service to society

as MacIver explains. Power of the State is not for the sake of power

but to enable the State to perform certain functions in society.

MacIver says that social experience "has not only endowed the State

with power; it has endowed it with a function to which the power is

relative. And that function proves to be but one among the functions

for which men organise themselves.''7

1.

Ibid., p.

151.

2.

Ibid., p.

223.

3.

Ibid., p.

230.

4.

Ibid., p.

162.

5.

Ibid., p.

468.

6.

Ibid.

7.

Ibid., p.

477.
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I How to Establish Unity in Society : The major problem before

all the pluralist writers is how to achieve unity in society. In the 17th

century Hobbes suggested either complete diversity (anarchy) will be

there or perfect unity; there is no way in between these two and

for unity he suggested that absolute sovereignty with the State is the

first requirement. Pluralists want to maintain diversity in unity and

unity in diversity and this poses a serious problem for the pluralists.

None of the pluralists has undermined the importance of unity in

society, because without some kindof unity society cannot have any

law, order and security. In order to maintain this unity, the State,

as an association, is entrusted" with powers to regulate only the exter-

nal relations of various other associations and coordinate various

interests in society. MacIver writes, "The State is essentially an

order creating organisation."l But MacIver, like other pluralists,

refuses to accept the view that in order to maintain law and order

and unity in society, the State must possess sovereignty. He main-

rains that even without sovereignty the State can bring essential

unity in society. The State must perform only general functions. He

says, "The State should determine only those matters in respect of

which it is expedient or desirable that a common form of action

should be established.'' Attacking upon the principle of absolute

sovereignty for unity in society, Maclver says, "'Instead of being the

safeguard of unity, it (force) has been a sword of division.'' Too

much concern for unity, without giving much weight to diversity, is

also attacked by Maclver. He says, "A principle of unity, if carreid

beyond its proper range, becomes a principle of division.''' Thus

the State can perform the function of bringing unity in society even

without sovereignty, according to Maclver.

Main Points of Maclver's Pluralistic Ideas

1.

Society is a complex organisation with many diversities, and unity

in society should be established by giving due regards to these

diversities.

2.

The legal theory of sovereignty is formal and socially impracti-

cable.

1. Ibid., p. 179.

2. Ibid., p. 490.

3. Ibid., p. 493.

4. Ibid., p. 477.

Pluralist Theory of Sovereignty

189

3.

There is a great difference between society and the State. Society

is more extensive, prior and more important than the State. The

State only fulfils some objects in society and it is not above

society. The State is merely a servant of society.

4.

The State is merely an association, equal to other associations of

society. It is not a higher association.

5.

The State does not create other associations of society so asso-

ciations are neither a part of the State nor these are under the

State.

6.

The State cannot be the sole owner of sovereignty. It should be

divided between'the State and other associations of society.

7.

The basis of laws is not power or command of the sovereign. Laws

are based on customs, traditions and conventions of society.

8.

The State is not above law but it is under the law. The State

does not possess unlimited power to make the laws.

9.

The basis of obedience to laws is not the coercive power of the

sovereign State but people's will to obey the laws.

10.

The basis of the State and sovereignty is not power but justice.

11.

Power is given to the State to perform the functions of service

to society. Power is relative to the functions. As the State does

not perform all the functions in society, it should not be given

all the power.

12. It is the function of the State to maintain unity, law and order.

But in order to maintain these the State does not need sovereign

power and even without it the State can establish necessary unity

and order in society.

CRITICISM OF PLURALISM

Pluralism was a great liberal democratic reaction against the

greatness of the State and absoluteness of sovereignty. But it is

founded on certain utopian and unscientific liberal foundations. It

has proved a weak doctrine of nature of the State and it has failed

to understand the place of the State in modern societies. Almost

all the bases of pluralism have been attacked, and main criticisms

are as follows :-

In a Class-Divided Society, Sovereignty Resides with the

Dominant Economic Class as its Unlimited Power : This criticism is

there on Marxist basis. Without the establishment of a classless

society, sovereignty can neither be divided, nor be limited. Laski
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says, "The weakness, as I now see it, ofplmalism is clear enough.

It did not sufficiently realise the nature of the State as an expression

of class-relations. It did not sufficiently emphasise the fact that it

was bound to claim an indivisible and irresponsible sovereignty

because there was no other way in which it could define and control

the legal postulates of society.''1 If pluralism wants to limit the

sovereignty of the State then it must aim at a classless society. This

aim has been adopted by the scientific philosophy of Marxism.

Laski further writes, "If it be the fact. .. that the State is inevitably

the instrument of that class which owns the instruments of produc-

tion, the objective of the pluralist must be the classless society.''z

Thus pluralism has tried to limit the sovereignty of the State with-

out understanding the nature of the State and politics on a scientific

basis. The sovereignty of the State can only be limited, or finished

by breaking the class structure of society. The class structure can

only be broken by a socialist revolution. Laski writes, "When a

class-society in this sense is destroyed, the need for the State, as a

sovereign instrument of coercion, disappears, in Marx's phrase, it

withers away.''a

Its Social Basis is Weak : Society is a diversity and different

associations exist in society. This view has been accepted by all the

idealists except Hegel and his supporters. Need for unity ir diversity

has also been accepted by all including the pluralists. Some writers

maintain that the State must have sovereign power in order to

establish unity, law and order and security in society, but pluralists

assume that unity in society can even be established by the State

without any sovereign power. This view is improper in the sense that

if the sovereign State is not there, and sovereignty is divided among

various associations, who will maintain unity and order in society?

How can coordination be there in society among various associations

with conflicting interests or even antagonistic interests? Society

is not only a diversity; it is unity in diversity, and diversity in unity.

Apart from this, even if associations are prior to the State, they can

be under the State. The laws and authority of the State may be for

the well-being of associations. So to underestimate unity in society,

1.

Laski, op. cit. (1925), third ed., pp. xi-xii.

2.

Ibid., p. xii.

3.

Ibid., p. xiii.
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or assume that it can be established even without the sovereign

State, is basically improper.

Even pluralists want to maintain the State as a limited one.

They also accept that the function of maintaining unity in society is

hat of the State and it can perform this function even without

sovereign power. But it is seen that the State without sovereign

power can neither establish unity nor resolve the conflicts of various

associations in society. In orderto successfully mediate between the

conflicting associations, and coordinating their interests, the State

must have superior power over all the associations in society. Even

pluralists accept this position of the State tacitly. Hsiao writes,

"'The pluralists, therefore, attempt to abolish sovereignty, but are

finally compelled to restore it.''1 Miss Follet, in spite of being a

pluralist, regards the State to be a higher association. She says,

"The home of my soul is in the State."

Different pluralists demand independence for different kinds of

associations, e.g., Cole wants independence for guilds, Figgis for chur-

ches, etc. The question which arises here is how much independence

should be given to each association. On the social basis, it may be

proper for associations to demand independence but this indepen-

dence will be granted by the State which is the sole coordinator of

interests of different associations and maintainer of unity in society.

Division of sovereignty among associations is both improper and

impossible. The pluralistic principle will lead to political anarchy

and social instability. Sovereignty is unity and by dividing it

neither unity will be there nor the diversity, as everywhere disorder

will have a free play. In a society two, or more than two, equal

powers cannot coexist peacefully. In order to avoid social conflict,

unified power in the hands of the State is a prime necessity. Accord-

ing to Mabbott, "Every association in its corporate capacity must

keep the peace, be subject to criminal law, submit its disputes to

the civil law, obey such regulations as are necessary for the achieve-

ment of those aims which only the State can secure, and contribute

to the taxation which makes all the above State action possible.''z

Thus, in order to maintain law and order, unity and security in

society, indivisible sovereignty of the State is necessary. Hobbes is

1. Hsiao, Olal eit., p. 139.

2. J. D. Mabbott, The State and the Citizen (London, 1948), p. 124.
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still valid in social philosophy--there is no middle way between

absolute sovereignty and anarchy. Only of these two is possible.

Economic Basis of Pluralism : It is the weakest part of the

pluralist theory. Pluralism demands independence of economic-

organisations from the State and assumes as if economic system can

be separated fr3m the State. Marxism tells us that political system

is a part of the superstructure which is based on the economic sub-

structure. Even liberalism, in our times, regards it impossible to

separate economic affairs from political and the advent of positive

State has increased the interference of the State in economic matters.

Capitalist economy requires a strong State and wants that the whole

power should be concentrated in the State. Moribund and diseased

capitalism cannot move without the help of a strong State in our

times. Capitalism needs a strong State today and thus State sove-

reignty cannot be limited by the slogans of reformism or evolu-

tionary socialism or pluralism. Monopoly capitalism needs the

interference of the State in economic matters. The great depression

of 1929 and the crisis of capitalism proved that without the active

regulation of economy by the State, capitalist economic system

cannot pull on. Now the State has become an "Industrial State'"

as Galbraith has named it.1 Now it is impossible to concede the

demands of economic decentralisation. In a class-divided society,

where conflict between the different economic classes is fundamental,

the State will remain as a centralized power of economically

dominant classes. The reason is very simple--the economically

dominant class is in a minority and without the help of centralizec[

power, i.e., the State, its overall interests cannot be fulfilled.

Political Basis of Pluralism : On this basis pluralism desires

to limit the sovereignty of the State in the interest of rights of indivi-

duals and other associations of society. It also supports the represen-

tation to various associations in decision-making and maintains that

mere general elections are an insufficient guarantee for democracy

But in order to maintain the rights of individuals and associations,

the State must be given sovereign power. The interests of vari-.

ous associations will come in conflict and the.rights of all the associa-

tions will be in danger without the interference of the sovereign State.

I.

J. K. Galbraith, op. cit., may please be seen for further details for the

concept of 'Industrial State.'
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The result of a weak State, which will not possess sovereign power,

will be political anarchy. Even with regard to the theory of represen-

tation pluralism does not give us a practical suggestion. If the theory

of representation is changed into the theory of representation of

associations, or more than one parliament is established, then many

practical problems will crop up. Anarchism and syndicalism gave

some such suggestions and both theories proved impracticable.

Thus on a political basis pluralism becomes anarchism and destroys

the State by dividing its sovereignty among many conflicting asso-

ciations of society.

Pluralism does not give a practical theory of political organi-

sation. It cannot be understood as to how with divided sovereignty

coordination and equilibrium can be maintained in the political

system. Even in a federal State there is a centralized power and power

stiucture in the form of constitutional division of powers. It is a

.

political mistake to regard division of powers, or separation of"

powers, or administrative decentralization as division of sovereignty,

as all these divisions of power are the divisions within the State and

State-power structure.

Philosophical Basis of Pluralism: Pragmatism cannot be

regarded as its philosophic basis and even if James's pragmatism is

regarded as its philosophic basis, it is a weak basis because pragma-

tism itself is a weak philosophy. Other theories like anarchism, guild

socialism and syndicalism also talked of giving power to associations

but these could not develop into healthy political theories. Pluralism

wants to change the formal structure of society without any change

in its fundamental structure.

Legal Basis of Pluralism : This is also very weak as pluralism

wants to establish legal authority on the principles of social solida-

rity or sense of right, by separating it from the political authority.

According to Duguit, law should be an expression of social solida-

rity and Krabbe maintains that law is the totality of rules which

spring from men's feeling or sense of right. Pluralists do not under-

stand the difference and relationship between the State and govern-

ment. The State is the ultimate legal authority and government is

the actual political power. Hsiao writes, "The mistake of Duguit,

therefore, lies in his failure to distinguish the State as ultimate legal

authority from government as actual political power.'' In order

- 1. Hsiao, op. cir., p. 22.
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to establish that "State is not above law" or "sovereignty must be

subject to laws", there is no need to accept the legal basis of plura-

lism. The principles of Duguit and Krabbe, social solidarity and sense

of right, are indefinite, ambiguous and weak basis of laws and, as

Hsiao says, the principle of social solidarity as the basis of law will

substitute "a social monism for political absolutism.''1 Controversial

natural law, natural rights, social solidarity, sense of rights, moral

laws, customs, traditions, etc., are a weak basis of law because by

this the most essential feature of laws--certainty--will get lost in

the jungle of pluralistic laws, meaning different things to different

people. I-Isiao writes, "As our ultimate explanation of law, we can-

not escape the necessity of a definitely instituted superior legal

authority in the community which shall translate the general rules

of nature into a definite system of political rule.''- He further

writes that "the existence of a legal system presupposes the exis-

tence of a legal sovereignty.''3 Thus laws should be definite and

the only way to have these is legal sovereignty of the State. Apart

from this, obedience to laws cannot be received without the use of

force in exceptional cases. So the State must have sovereign power

both to make laws and to punish the individuals who do not obey

the laws.

Undoubtedly, law is not merely a command and the idea of

power, implied in this needs some criticism. Pluralism has furnished

a strong critique of this idea and it should be regarded as an im-

portant contribution of pluralism to political and legal theory. But

to suggest that the legal sovereignty should be totally destroyed is

improper as it will destroy the whole legal system of society and

lead to anarchism.

Criticism of the International Basis of Pluralism : On this

basis, pluralism demands that external sovereignty of the State

must be restricted in the interest of humanity, peace and security.

But the question arises, can the external sovereignty of the liberal

democratic States of the West be checked without finishing

capitalism which is the basis of imperialism and war? The

menace of imperialism unsuccessfully tried to finish Vietnam and

1.

Ibid., p. 20.

2.

Ibid., pp. 16-17.

3.

Ibid., p. 15.
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Cambodia. Even now some countries of Africa, Asia and Latin

America are suffering heavily due to the torture of imperialism--

the highest stage of capitalism. The interests of merchants of arms

and war equipment, imperial powers, lies in the ever-burning fire

of war in the world. In order to have internationalism, imperialism

should be buried in the graveyard and for this capitalism must be

finished by a socialist revolution. Internationalism, without these

measures, can be a slogan rather than a political reality. But plu-

ralism does not talk of finishing capitalism and imperialism, be-

cause it is based on liberalism, which is socio-economic philosophy

of capitalism itself.

Criticism of the Historical Basis of Pluralism: The feudal

economic order and non-sovereign State of the medieval period

is the historical basis of pluralism. But modern national sove-

reign States and the concept of sovereignty as supreme power

of the State have emerged with the emergence of a new socio-

economic order--capitalist economy--and to satisfy its political

requirements, namely, centralized sovereign power, a single market

for the whole nation, a single system of law in the nation, unified

legal and administrative system, etc. The political system of feuda-

lism-non-sovereign State--cannot be imposed on modern capitalist

sovereign States, because every political system develops according

to the requirements of the socio-economic system. To apply the

norms of political system of the medieval period will be to cure the

ills of the 20th century with the prescriptions of the 15th century.

CONCLUSION

Pluralism was a healthy, humanistic and democratic reaction

against absolutism. It was the call of the time against the unlimited,

absolute glorified State and its sovereignty. It was a revolt, more so a

slogan-mongering, based on the ideas of liberty and liberalism against

the Austinian views on sovereignty and the Hegelian views on the

State. It was neither a political philosophy nor it could be so. When

the voice of anarchism and syndicalism against the greatness of the

State was getting cooled down, pluralism raised the voice to main-

tain the State as an association--equal to other associations, limited

in scope with divided sovereignty--merely as a human association

to serve the general interest of society as a whole. It had no desire

to kill Goliath (State) but only wanted to cut the hair of Goliath
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(sovereignty), without understanding that Goliath cannot survive

after losing his hair. It wanted to keep the State alive after taking

away its soul, the sovereignty, and here lies the weakness of this

otherwise liberal democratic theory.

Pluralism may be accepted as a healthy reaction but it is a.

sick, unscientific and impracticable theory. It cannot be regarded as

a philosophy. There is a good deal of ambiguity and difference

between its supporters. Miss Follett has summarized the chief con-

tributions of pluralism as follows:--

1.

The pluralists pricked the bubble of the State's right to

supremacy.

2.

They recognised the value of the group. They also pointed out

that the variety of our group life today has a significance which

must be recognised in political life.

3.

They pleaded for a revivification of local life.

4.

They asserted that the interest of the State is not now always

identical with the interests of its parts.

5. Pluralism thus marked the beginning of disappearance of the

people as a mere crowd.

6.

It seized upon the problems of associations and federalism in

respect of sovereignty.

In spite of all these contributions, political pluralism has not

been able to have a solid base, so far as its attack on sovereignty is

concerned. It can be termed as a misfired shot on the State

sovereignty. Pluralism is a weak theory. It is unpractical so far

as politics is concerned, anarchic as a social theory, unscientific

as an economic theory and ambiguous as a legal theory. It was a.

strong reaction but it is very poor as a political, legal, philosophic

theory.

But recently a theory of pluralist democracy has been built up.

by some political scientists of America, viz., Robert A. Dahl, David

Truman, Kornhauser, Keller, etc. Their theory of democracy owes

something to political pluralism but it is based on a different basis

and its objectives are different. This theory will be explained in

the chaPters of democracy in the second part of this book.
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PRESENT POSITION OF SOVEREIGNTY

The present health of State sovereignty is very good in com-

parison to earlier periods. It is monistic power of the State and of

that State which is dominant everywhere and over everyone. Credi-

bility of the positive State in our times is well established and after

the great depression of 1929, it has penetrated into almost each and

• every sphere of economic order. It has become an "Industrial State".

This remarkable role played by the State in the construction and

development of the world after it was destroyed by the Second

World War has proved the utility and importance of the State be-

yond doubt. In all the liberal democracies, the sphere of action,

functions and power of the State has increased and every increase

in its power has been cheered by the people in general. The State

and its power--sovereignty--has been able to check capitalism by

its left hand and public unrest and mass movements by the right

hand. Sovereign power of the State is an important requirement of

monopoly capital. With the increase in the strength of organized

working class, the question of decrease in the organized strength of

the capitalist class--the sovereignty of the State--does not arise.

In our times State monopoly capitalism is emerging in all the

liberal democracies, which in the long run may provide a basis to

fascism.

In every liberal democracy the material apparatuses of State

sovereignty, viz., police, military, bureaucracy, prisons, etc., have

become stronger. Today State sovereignty has got tremendous mate-

rial power to crush the revolutionary powers, which may try to over-

throw the capitalist State and sovereignty. Apart from political and

legal power of State sovereignty, a new power, economic power

of the State, is also developing in all the liberal democracies in the

form of State monopoly capitalism. Developments in science and

technology have served to make the sovereignty stronger. The

basis of internal sovereignty now-a-days is not a mere policeman's

rod, but tear-gas, bullets, modern methods of torture, scientific

mischievous propaganda, State governed education, strong police

and military force serve as its basis. The basis of external sove-

reignty is not a poor shell of any gun or a tank but it is atom

bomb and hydrogen bomb. If in any country liberal methods do not

work, the military captures the power and serves the interest of

198

Political Theory

the existing socio-economic order, or the elected leaders establish

their own dictatorships in the name of national emergency, or

discipline, etc.

But ideological apparatuses of sovereignty are used more com-

monly than its material apparatuses. The reason is simple--when

'heads of the people' can be influenced, why to break these? So the

exercise of sovereignty is much more through ideological appara-.

tuses and material apparatuses are used in the last resort. Legitimacy

of the existing sovereign power is well established in liberal demo-

cracies of the West, which call themseNes as welfare States. The

State is collecting enormous taxes, interfering in all spheres, providing

a lot of welfare services, controlling or regulating almost each and

every sphere of social life. It is the period in which sovereignty of the.

State and its credibility and respect are at their zenith. If the State.

is "serving everyone" (it may be serving some in one way and others

in a different way, that is immaterial), and it is the declared agency

of 'general welfare', then why should not sovereignty be regarded

and glorified 9. Ours is the age of glory of the State and its

sovereignty.

"A society can exist only when a great number of men consider: a

great number of things from the same point of view, when they

hold the same opinions upon many subject¢, when the same

occurrences suggest the same thoughts and impressions to their

minds.''1 --Tocqueville

Chapter 6 •

LIBERAL THEORY OF

THE ORIGIN AND NATURE

OF THE STATE

INTRODUCTION

So far, some basic issues concerning politics and the State

have been discussed mainly from two ideological viewpoints--

liberal and Marxian. Now the origin of the State and its nature,,

functions of the State and its nature will be discussed from both

these viewpoints. The main topics of discussion will be as follows:--

1. Liberal theory of the origin and nature of the State.

2. Marxian theory of the origin and nature of the State (Chapter 7).

3. Liberal theory of the functions and nature of the State (Chapter 8).

4. Marxian theory of functions and nature of the State (Chapter 9).

Discussion on these topics will help further in understanding

of the States in the modern world. We can understand as to what

the State is. What is the nature of the State? What are the func-

tions of the State? How and why the States have originated, etc.'?

Furthermore, it can also be understood as to which theory or

philosophy of the State is more close to reality, scientific and better.

Then on the basis of correct and scientific understanding of the

State, it can be ascertained whether the State is good or bad;

necessary or unnecessary; whether the State should be changed or

not; and if the State should be changed, how it can be changed; etc.

1. A. de Tocqueville, Democracy in America, Vol. I (1899), p. 398.
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The object of every social study is to have the knowledge of

society. The object of knowledge is to understand good and bad

(value judgment) and then to change bad into good. In this way, the

object of knowledge is to judge virtue and vice on a scientific basis

and then to struggle against vice for the establishment of virtue.

Knowledge is not for the sake of knowledge but it is to guide the

struggle for virtue against vice and it proves the truth of great

Platonic teaching that "knowledge is virtue". The object of know-

ledgeabout the State is to find out the revolutionary ways to fight

against a bad State and the means to establish a new virtuous State

or good social order. This, in short, is the object f further study

of the State.

.Before looking into the liberal theory of the origin and nature

of the State, it will be proper to have some understanding of

liberalism itself. During the 16th century, the struggle, which the

rising middle classes (bourgeois class) wages against feudalism,

Church and Monarchy, gave birth to liberal theory in politics and

liberal tradition in political philosophy. Whenever a new class

emerges in society, together with it emerges its social, economic,

political, moral, cultural and psychological ideology. With the

emergence of this new class, bourgeois class, the philosophy of

liberalism also came into being. Liberalism was supported and

interpreted by the philosophers of the rising bourgeois class, know-

ingly and unknowingly. With the change in the position, increase

in the strength and development of the bourgeois class, liberalism

also went on changing and developing. Every theory goes on chan-

ging with the change in the class position of the economic class whose

interests it represents. This has also happened with liberalism and

that is why it is quite difficult to give its concrete definition. Laski

says, "It is not easy to describe, much less to define, for it (libera-

lism) is hardly less a habit of mind than a body of doctrine.''1

Laski, however, has associated liberalism with the rise of the

bourgeois class and private property. He writes, "The idea of

liberalism, in short, is historically connected...with the ownership

of property.''z Thus, liberalism emerged as an economic, social and,

political theory to serve the economic interest and other needs of

the bourgeois class.

1. H. J. Laski, The Rise of European Liberalism (London, 1936), p. 15.

2. Ibid., p. 18.
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The basis of liberalism is individual--not of that world or a

piritual being but of this world; not the proper.tiless, p_p.0r and

.downtrodden but the capitalist, or, as- Macpherson has cal_ie,

16ossessive individual.1 Thes!gga_ns of liberalism have been secular-

ism, limited State, individualism, liberty, equality, fraternity,

rights, justice, etc. But all these slogans are, in one way or the

<ther, associated with the freedom of private property.#

Political basis of liberalism is limited and liberal democratic

;tate in which a representative government, elected by the people,

"would have power in the form of trust. The basis of political power

is consent of the public. In actual practice this means that power

is vested in the bourgeois class, because through elections only this

Class and its representatives manage to have the seal of public

approval on their authority. According to the liberal theory, the

State is not something which has been made or gifted by God to

the people; or which has originated because of force. I...t a.Jn;ains

that the State is a man-made.institution, which is created by indi-

viduals, through a free social contract, to safeguard theirinter",

rights and property. Thus individualism is the philosophical basis

ot'-lralism. Its demand was democracy and its slogans were

liberty, equality and fraternity, with emphasis on !iberty. As the

bourgeois class was quite a progressive class during the 17th and

18th centuries, and was struggling against conservative forces like

feudalism, Church and monarchy, liberalism was a revolutionary

philosophy during those times. In brief, the main points of the

liberal theory are as follows:--

1.

It was a philosophy of the rising bourgeois class during the 16th

and 17th centuries.

2.

It was a progressive revolt against the reactionary forces

represented by feudalism, Church and monarchy.

3.

It was a voice for the recognition of the individual and his

rights as the basis of society and the State.

4.

It is based on individual rights and liberty.

5.

Only a possessive individual is included in its understanding of

man.

1.

C.B. Macpherson, The Political Theory of Possessive Individualism

(London ." OUP, 1962). Liberalism has been termed by him as the philosophy

of possessive individualism.
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6. It was a Folitical movement for the establishment of democratic

government.

7.

Modern liberal States, such as America, England, France,

Sweden, Denmark, etc., are the bourgeois democracies, based on

this philosophy.

LIIERAL THEORY OF THE ORIGIN

OF THE STATE

Before the liberal theory of the origin of the State is dis-

cussed, it will be better to look into the theories uprooted by

liberalism. These theories are: divin_e, t_he0rv of the origin of th

State; for.ce theqr¥he theory of natural origin of the State.

Divine theory is the basis of monarchic States and according to

this the State has been gifted by the almighty and kind God and it

is a blessing to humanity; the king is a representative of God and

should be hereditary; he is only responsible towards God and not

towards people; to obey the orders of the king is a religious duty

of every man and disobedience to the king is a sin; if the king is

bad then people should not revolt against his authority but should

suffer peacefully as it is the penance inflicted by God. These are

some of the implications of the divine theory. It is clear that this

theory is extremely reactionary, undemocratic, anti-people and is

based on blind faith in the divine authority, i.e., God. It was

established by the kings with the help of their co-partners in

power, namely, the Popes. The sole object of this theory was to

exploit the. ignorance and blind faith of the uneducated and

unenlightened poor masses and to safeguard the thrones of kings

of all varieties. The liberal philosophy uprooted this divine theory

by taking the State and government out of the domain of God to

the domain of man and favoured secular States. This great task

was done by great philosophers like Machiavelli, Bodin, Hobbes,

etc.,ccith their secular political theories. During 1649, when the

head of Charles I, the King of England, rolled to the ground, this

theory was also buried with the corpse of the king. However,

monarchy in Britain is still there but it is merely formal and

ornamental, rather than real.

Another theory of the origin of the State, which has been

uprooted by liberalism, is the force theory. This theory is the basis

of all the dictatorships. According t.o this, the State is the result of"

.oeral I neory oJ t/e ongm oj the tate zu

domination of the weak by the strong; power is the basis of the State.

and power alone is just; the State is an organ of power, domination

of some by others.

Rousseau, Green and Maclver have severely

criticised this theory.

This third theory of the origin of the State, outrightly

rejected by liberals, is the theory of natural origin of the State.

This view was given by the ancient Greek philosophers,-Plato and

Aristotle--and was opposed by Sophists even during those days.

But liberal notion of the State regards the State as an arti-

ficial thing.

Thus liberalism has opposed these theories of the origin of

the State and has supported two theories which are as follows:--

1. Social contract theory.

2. Evolutionary or historical theory.

OCIAL CONTRACT THEORY

The origin of the State cannot be determined historically-

because it is prehistoric. The available history of the social

development does not help us in ascertaining the exact time of the-

origin of the State. History gives us some information and further

information is provided by the modern sciences of ethnology and

anthropology. But none of these provides definitely as to when,

how, and why the State originated. Non-availability of historical

data compelled philosophers and writers to take recourse to.

philosophical analysis regarding this; philosophical analysis is much

different than speculation because speculation may be unfounded

and based on faith but philosophical analysis is always based on

rigorous and rational analysis. On this basis the social contract

theory of origin of the State has appeared.

Development of the Social Contract Theory

The idea that authority of rulers is based on the agreement

or contract with the people or subjects is quite old. In the ancient

world, Sophists and Epicurean philosophers supported this idea.

Bu-'t Plato"ff'ffd Aristotle rejected the idea and maintned that State:

is na(.Tal and necery. InTndian philosophy autilya's Arthsas-

ta al mentioned the idea of social contract. During the Roman

period theheory was supported by philosophers like Cicer-'d"qn

t'h-a"st century a.c. Durin the 5th century A.Oo Tentoniidea

of authority also mentioned that uthority is derived from the:
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people. Some references of this idea are also found in the Bible.

'The medieval period saw the eclipse of the social contract ide'as

-the idea of divine origin of authority and was usually supported

during that period. But voices of dissent against the divine authority

of kings were heard even during the later centuries of the medi-

eval period. However, this theory got widespread recognition since

the 16th century in the writings of philosophers and writers like

Buchanan, Althusius, Grotius, Richard, Hooker, Hobbes, Spinoza,

Locke and Rousseau. Hooker was the first to pose the concrete

.question: whether subjects must obey an authority which they

themselves have 0o..¢.t_ up2. But Hooker could not go bey..

refused to accept that the State is merely an artificial and contrac-

• tual institution. However, during the 17th century, the theory

provided with solid foundations by English philosophers Hobbe.s

and Locke and in the 18th century French philosopher Rousseau

also supported this theory. And these three philosophers are known

as the philosophers of social contract.

Need of the Theory

The well accepted theory of origin of the State during the

medieval times was the divine theory which was based on blind

faith in God and it mentioned that an unknown supernatural

power has created the known power of the State. During the 16th

and the 17th centuries--in the period of Renaissance and Refor-

mation, development of science and new secular knowledge--

rational basis for every social and economic institution was sought.

With the slaughter of Charles I, the King of England, the divine

.basis of the State collapsed and when the basis of something

breaks down, the search for a new basis starts immediately. During

the 17th century the feudal economic order broke down and the

superstructure--religious, political, cultural, moral, etc.---based on

this sub-structure also came under strain. The rise of a new class

--the bourgeois class--and new material conditions needed a new

.State with a new tb.eory of the origin, basis and nature of the State

and sovereignty. ,?The social contract theory originated as a new

rational theory to'satisfy the needs of the emerging new class and

to suit the then material conditions. It has been built up on the

ruins of medieval theories. It explains the origin, nature and basis

,of modern liberal and national States and bourgeois democracies.

It is the foundation of modern political theory. /

/

/
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Explanation of the Theory

This theory regards the State as a man-made institution and

.......... davne

rejects the ideasthat it has originated'due to " " " -

.Tl]-i-th-0y also denies that the State is a natural institution. The

e-ia6tal]ea of this theory is that the state is anardfiii"thing,

created by the mutual agreement among the !..ndividuals; ,h.ich._,is

knownas social contract, to serve some interests of the individual;

Consent of the people is central to the origin, nature and functions...,

bf the State and sovereignty. The State has been created by in--

divid,lZdS for their own benefit acc.ording to this theory.

........ (The main philosophers of this heory--Hobbes, Locke and

Rou's.cau--have explained this theory according to the changing:

Circumstances of the 17th and 18th centuries. There are five main

points of their analysis:

Human Nature : As the State is regarded as a man-made insti-

tution by the philosophers of this theory, the first question

which cropped up was as to what is there in human nature which

compels individuals to create the State. What is that element in

human nature because of which individuals cannot live peace--

fully without the State and which inspires them to form a State.

Thus all the three philosophers have differently analysed the

human nature.

State of Nature: After analysing the human nature, all these

philosophers imagine a hypothetical (non-historical) Stateless.

and societyless anarchical system, which is called state of nature.

In this state of nature individuals used..tg_.li_ve,.with complete-

liberty, without any authority, power or

the state 0 n;a("]n-ir-e(-WYshes philosophers show

that there were certain inherent difficulties in the working of the

state of nature and in order to overcome these difficu.l.t.ie.,.

§0-ciety, State and sovereignty Were established by a social con-

tact among all the free individuals of society. Some philoso-

phers regard this state of nature as pre-social and some others.

as pre-political.

Social Contract: To get rid of the troublesome state of nature

individuals entered into a social contract. As a result of this, in

dividuals surrendered all their natural rights of freedoms, which

were available in the state of nature, to a sovereign authority

(Hobbes and Kousseau) or the sovereign was made the guardian.
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or trustee of these natural rights and freedoms (Locke). Thus

sovereign authority is the creation of this social contract. All

the three philosophers have different views with regard to the

terms of contract, parties to the contract and number of

contracts.

4.

State and Sovereignty: The State and sovereignty came into

existence as a result of this social contract. All the three philo-

sophers have expressed different views on the scope, nature and

basis of the State and sovereignty.

5.

Relation of Individuals and the State: What will be the mutual

relations of individuals and the State after the origin of the

State? What will be the rights and obligations of citizens? Why

the citizens will obey the laws of the sovereign? All these

questions have been answered by the three philosophers in

different ways.

-"" Now the views of these three philosophers on these aspects of

-the social contract theory will be seen in detail.

.... 

.: .......

Views of Hobbes (1588--1679) ;"  ' ""

' '

Hobbes was born when England was under the shadows of an

attack from,Siaain. He said he and fear were born twins. He remain-

ed fearful throughout his life and left for France during the Civil

War(1649). He wasa man of very studious, orderly and timid

nature. He built up a systematic philosophy of the State and sove-

reignty, taking his stand neither on theology, nor on tradition but on

his analysis of human nature. His political philosophy is a part of

his general philosophy based on materialism. It is materialistic be-

.cause in his philosophy man is identified with matter, and he builds

his whole philosophy on the basis of the mechanical process of

causation and effect. His method is deductive ..he_ basic featur.es of

hi th0Ught ......

areabsolutism with a tinge of individualism,

materialistic rationalism, hedonistic utilitarianism, ErastianismHe

was a great prophet of unlimited legal sovereignty, and he mairrain-

,ed that unlimited sovereignty is essential for the peaceful survival

• of man and orderly society. His views found expression in his

.book Leviathan (1651). His main views are explained below:

(a) Human Nature: He was the first philosopher to give

Concretely the nature of emerging bourgeois man--possessive in-

dividual. According to him, man is a self-centred, egoistic, alieogIg.d
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individual. His views of human nature are based on the philosophy

.of h..edo.__nisrff according to which each individual wants pleasures and

avoids pains. Because of this an individual becomes a selfish,

egoistic, quarrelsome, alienated being. He is also fearful and rational.

Every man wants unlimited power. Because of this there are conflicts

among individuals and-the main causes of conflict are comp.etition,

diffidence and g,.!ory. All men are equal according to him, as nature

has made men so equal in the facultie of body and mind that no

one can claim for himself any benefit to which another may not

pretend...,,)

(b) State of Nature: After analysing human nature, i, Hobbes

assumes a hypothetical state of nature in which man lived prior to

the formation of the Statg. According to Macpherson, "The state of

nature depicts the way in which men, being what they are, would

necessarily behave if there were no authority to enforce law or

¢ontract."2CHobbes presents a very gloomy picture of the state of

nature. The life of individ, uals in the state of nature would have been

<me of potential warfare. There being no common superior authority

to hold individuals in che6k, there is a constant war of all against all :

in_the stateof nature. In such a state of affairs, "every man is ene'my

to every man." Thus the state of nature will be State of war of all

'with all, of ach with each. The results of this state of oature will

be"t''blHi3'es'ays, "In such a condition there is no place for

industry, because the fruit thereof is uncertain, and consequently no

• culture of the earth; no navigation...no commodious building...no

knowledge of the face of the earth; no account of time; no arts,

no letters; no society; and, which is worst of all, continual fear, and

idanger of violent death; and the life of man. solitary, poor, nasty,

.brutish and short.'' (There can be no distinction between right

and wrong, and no distinction between just and unjust in the state

.of nature for where there is no common standard of conduct, no-

-common superior, i.e., a sovereign, there is no law and where"

there is no law, there can be no justice. Again there can be no

private 4a.tapey ia_e, state of nature, for ff6Si.o,rr--of-.a-thing

depends upan the power Of having a hold on it. In this way, the

1.

For details please see Hobbes' Leviathan, edited by C. B. Macpherson,

(Pelican, 1968), chap. XIII.

.2.

C. B. Macpherson, op. cit., p. 19.

3.

Hobbes, op. cit., chap. XIII.
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state of" nature has been depicted by. Hobb.es_ .as unwprthy of pea..c__ez;

fl-human beings,x)

(e) The Social Contract: One of the natural instincts of indivi-

duals is security and this was

not available in the state

of nature. Fear of individuals

illuminated their reason and

by reason, { order to

get out of the horrible state

instructed

O

nature, each individual agreed, along with his fellow-men, to give-

up his natural liberties and the unlimited power to exercise-

authority. Thus a social contract (covenant) was entered into and

sovereign power was established, This social contract "was of

every man with every man, in such a manner as if every man should

say to every man, I authorise and give up my right of governing.

myself, to this man, or to this assembly of man, on this condition.

that you give up your right to him, and authorise all his actions in.

like manner) This done, thultitude so unlted in one person is.

called a COMMONWEALTH. This is t'he generation of that

great LEVIATHAN...to which we owe under the Immortal God,.

our peace and defence.''1

?'In

way, sovereign power or

was

by

this

the

State

created

the-

indiciduals thrtgh mutual social contract and they surren-.

dered their whole rights to the sovereign power in order to have

peace, defence, security, etc. Hobbes did not distinguish between the.

State and society and between the State and government. This.

contract establishes society and government to.o. Because the.

State and society have been created by the individuals, by their own:

free will to satisfy their own demand and have a happy life, Hobbes

becomes an extremely liberal and individualist philosopher. But

the nature of sovereign power or Leviathan, which he establishes,

makes him an absolutist because Hobbes maintains that after the

social contract is entered into, all the powers will vest in the

sovereign State. /

(d) State and Sovereignty:k, a result of the social contract,.

sovereign power, viz., State, came into being and this sovereign had'

unconditional and unlimited power because he was not a party to,

the social contract; he was merely a beneficiary of the contract.

Thus the State becomes unlimited or absolute State, against which.

individuals have no rights. Thus Hobbes, who is an individualist till

1. Ibid., chap. XVII (Italics in original).
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entered intobecomes an absolutist; as soon as the contract is

entered intoj} But Hobbes believed that without an unlimited

sovereign po#cer, law and order, peace and security cannot be there

in society and without these individuals cannot survive. So he

supported an absolute sovereign as the only way out for the

security of the possessive individual and his possessions. As the

contract is ever-binding and irrevocable, individuals cannot disobey

the sovereign in any case. The following, in brief, are the main

features of Hobbesian sovereign or the State:--

1.

Sovereign power may be vested in an individual or assembly

of men. Hobbesian contract thus justifies all forms of the

States--monarchic. aristocratic and democratic.

2.

As the sovereign is no party to the contract and is merely its

beneficiary, he has unconditional power or unlimited power.

3.

As the social contract is irrevocable, so individuals cannot

revolt or resist the authority of  State, except in self-

defence.

4.

There can be no constitutional check on the sovereign nor can

there be any check on people's will, as people's will or general

will does not exist in Hobbesian State.

5.

Law is the command of the sovereign as he himself is the source

of laws and laws are subject to his interpretation. There can be

no restrictions, either of natural law or moral or constitu-

tional law, on the law-making power of the sovereign.

6.

Sovereignty is indivisible as once it is divided, it is destroyed.

It is inalienable also, as the sovereign cannot part with it. He

is a self-perpetuating sovereign.

The sovereign has a right to allow or disallow freedoms of the

individuals like freedom of speech, etc. Thus rights and

liberties of the individuals are dependent on the will of the

sovereign.

8.

The duty of the sovereign will be to protect his people, both

internally and externally, by maintaining law and order and

discipline. Peace and preservation are the basis of creation of

the State.

The sovereign is the sole source of all authorities and is foun-

tain of honour.

Thus Hobbes created an almighty absolute sovereign or the.

State. For him either of the two _possibilities can be there--either

anarchy or absolute sovereignty. I-ie preferred an absolute sovereign
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to anarchy as in anarchy everyone is an absolute sovereign with

a power to take other's life, but in an absolute State there is only

one absolut sovereign. One absolutism is better than many

absolutisms.J

(e) Relation of the State or Sovereignty and Individuals:--

Once sovereignty is established, individuals do not possess any

specific rights of their own as they surrender all their rights to the

sovereign. Hobbes is an individualist till the social contract is

entered into by the individuals, but after.it he becomes a thorough-

going absolutist. However, he supports an absolute sover.e_iga_.zm

for the sake of the individual:s peace, security of perstm--a-nd-"

property. The individual cannot resist the authority of the

g0Vign even if it is unjust. Individuals do not have any rights

and liberty against the "sovereign. Hobbes is a champion of legal

rights and negative liberty. Liberty of the individual consists in

what the laws of the State do not forbid him to do. Thus liberty of

the individual does not limit the authority of the sovereign State.

Similarly the individual has only the right of self-defence and self,

preservation and no other rights of the individual can be quoted

against the State. Thus liberty is present there where command

is absent. Law is not the enemy of rights or liberty but it is a

condition necessary for both of these. Hobbes is only willing to

give the natural right of self-defence and self-preservation, i.e.,

right to life, to the individuals and the other rights emanate from

the sovereign State and are legal rights. So with regard to the

human rights and relations of the individual with the State, Hobbes

cannot be regarded as a liberal philosopher, in the present sense of

the term.

(f) Criticism and Evaluation of Hobbes' Theories and Concep-

tions: Hobbes was the great philosopher of the emerging possessive

market society,x He regarded the State and sovereignty as man-

made and provided a logical basis to the State and sovereignty in

the age when it had lost its earlier basis. The individual about

whose nature Hobbes has written was a possessive individual and

his state of nature was made up of these possessive individuals

where everyone was struggling for power through a cut-throat

competition. To regulate this competition, an absolute sovereign,

1.

For description of "possessive market society", please see, C. B. Macpher-

son, op. it., pp. 53-54.
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he thought, was a necessity. In this way, true to the needs of his

time and true to the interests of the bourgeois class, what he suggest-

ed was necessary for the development of capitalism and preservation

of private property. Hobbes was emphasising the need and impor-

tance of the State to the rising capitalists who had raised their guns

against the State and sovereign authority. Because of this, he is

regarded as the great liberal philosopher who, knowingly or un-

knowingly, was proposing a political theory to safeguard the

interests of the emerging capitalist class. Apart from this, Hobbes

can be regarded as the father of the modern national sovereign

.-1 Ste. He was the forerunner of utilitarianism as he con"

ceived the State as a conciliator of different interests of the

community. He gave a scientific basis to absolutism and secularism

on the basis of mechanical psychology by the application of his

method of mechanical materialism. He was a philosopher of law and

rderpeace, discipline and centralized authority. He is_the father'

f legal sovereignt_.y,_le.sal.yih.s ..nd...nggtive liberty. He subordinat-

ed morals and religion to politics, as b.fore him-Machiavelli did.

However, one thing is clear in Hobbeshe wanted to give abso-

lute powers to the sovereign not for the sake of sovereignty but fo

the peace and well-bei.n_g, of the possessive individual.1

However, Hobbs theories have met with srong criticisms

from many schools of thoughts. The main criticisms are as follows:

1. His analysis of human nature has been criticised by almost all the

philosophers and writers. Men are not merely selfish. History is

full with selfless tasks of the individuals. Howeverif Hobbes was

portraying only the nature of the possessive individual--a bour-

geois man--then he was not wrong because every generosity of a

bourgeois man is a higher form of his selfishness.

x"

Hobbes' social contract is unhist_.orical. But this criticism is use-

less because in his philosophical analysis of the origin and nature

of the State, his main task was to show the need and importance

of the State and not to explain its historical basis.

3.

Hobbes' contract is unfleral, whereas for a'sound contract,

legally speaking, there must be two parties.

4.

Hobbes has failed to distinguish between the State and society,

and between th Stat_e anff'gover.nment.

5.

Hobbes has given a v( of law, as he regards law as

merely the 'command of the sovereign. 'Pluralists have attacked

this aspect of his theory.
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6.

Hobbes failed to recognise the concept of political and popular

sovereignty, or the will of the people. People, in general, do not

find any place in his theory.

7.

His sovereign is absolute, with unlimited powers.

Individuals have nt been given 1Toertyand rights against the

8 State.

"

--

9. Hi overeign is a self-perpef'uating sovereign.

These, in short, are some criticisms of the theory of Hobbes.

But his contribution to the theory of democracy as well as sove-

reignty is unforgettable. His theories are like coconuts, hard from

outside and soft from inside, absolutist from outside and liberal from

inside. He was a bourgeois democratic liberal philosopher who

was telling the anarctlic bourgeois class of his time that order

is better than anarchy. However, he was not accepted by the

bourgeois class, because he was too frank and bold in discussing

their nature; and also for his theory of a self-perpetuating

sovereign State, which refused share in power to the bour-

geois class. Macpherson correctly says, "The English possessing

class, however, did not need Hobbes' full prescription. And they

had some reasons to be displeased with hi portrait oftthemselves;

no reader, except the fashtonably fltppant, could reffsh such an

exposure of himself and his fellows, especially when it was pre-

sented as a science. Before the end of the century, the men of

property had come to terms with the more ambiguous, and more

agreeable, doctrine of Locke.''1 Thus in spite of his being a true

philosopher of the rising bourgeois class, he could not get the due

regard of that class in his times.

5. Views of John Locke (1632-1704)

Like Hobbes, Locke was also an English philosopher. Hobbes

tried to provide a rational basis to political authority after the

Puritan revolution of 1649, whereas Locke performed a similar task

near about the "Glorious Revolution" of 1688.- Before Hobbes the

fundamental question was:anarchy or order? Before Locke the

major question was the establishment of a constitutional State and

1. Ibid., p. 106•

2.

It is quite difficult to agree that the revolution of 1688 was a glorious one.

If lhere was anything glorious in Ertglish re,olutions, then the revolution of

t649 must be regarded as glorious because it was surely a far-reaching event

than the rc,,,olutiort of 1688.
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government, with limited power. He becomes in a way the father of

liberal democratic ideas and ideals. His views are found in his book

Two Treatises of Government (1690). He is not as clear and bold as

I-Iobbes is in his writings and ideas. In spite of this, he was more

acceptable to the liberal democrats and is regarded as most im-

portant among the philosophers of democratic liberal tradition. His

views suited to the requirements and interests of the emerging

bourgeois class and his theories were given immediate recognition.

The views of Locke will briefly be discussed now.

(a) Human Nature:fAccording to Locke, man is both social and

rational. He is rational'because he can live with the laws of nature

peacefully and he is social because even without any authority, he

can live in society in an orderly way)Macpherson says, "We are

accustomed to think that Locke held men to be essentially rational

and social. Rational, in that they could live together by the law of

nature, which is reason, or which at least (though not imprinted on

he mind) is knowable by reason, without the help of revelation.

Social, in that they could live by the laws of nature without the

imposition of rules by a sovereign.''1 'hus according to Locke, even

without the State and authority the individual can live in a moral

order. The individual is not selfish, egoistic, competitive and aggres-

sive. The individual honours the life, liberty and property of other

individuals living in society. Locke did not take a dark view of

human nature as Hobbes did, because his times were more peaceful,

orderly and settled than those of Hobbes. He wrote near about

a peaceful revolution, whereas Hobbes was trying to analyse the

political life after a violent revolution.".The bourgeois man (or

possessive mdwdual), which Hobbes analysed, was, therefore,

"violent, aggressive, egoistic, selfish, etc.; while Locke believed that

man is rational and social because the position and behaviour of

the bourgeois man had changed by then Human nature Is a product

of environment, and change in the environment changes the

.conception of it]':.

(b) The State of Nature: It is but natural that if human

nature is viewed as rational and social, the state of nature will also

be viewed as peaceful and orderly. In Locke's views, "men living

together according to reason, without a common superior on earth,

1. Macpherson, op. cit., pp. 238-39.
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with authority to judge between them, is properly the state of

nature."lQn the state of nature, man is not a brute guided by his

selfishness, egoism, etc., but he is a moral-rational being with

laws of nature to guide him. It is not a state of war of all against

all. However, Locke is not very clear about his ideas on the state of

nature and Macpherson calls it an "ambiguous state of nature.''-

I

To Locke the state of nature is a state of peace, goodwill, mutual

assurance and preservation. The Lockean state of nature represents a

pre-political rather than a pre-social condition. The state of nature

is not a state of anarchy but is governed by laws of nature' Locke

says,''The state of nature has a law of Nature to govern it, which

obliges everyone, and reason, which is that law, teaches all mankind,

who will but consult it, that being all equal and independent, no one

ought to harm another in his life, health, liberty and possessions ....

"

Maxey writes,"The state of nature was thus explained as a condition

of right and reason, non-political but social.''4 It was a state of

liberty and not of war. Locke writes, "But though this be a state of

liberty, yet it is not a state of licence ....

" (In this state of nature

there were rights of liberty, of health and of property. These rights

are inalienable and cannot be surrendered even after the establishment

of the State because these are a part of human personality. This

Lockean concept of 'inalienable fundamental natural rights--is the

foundation of modern liberal democracy. In fact, Locke is a philoso-

pher to establish the fundamental right to private property and thus

he is an excellent philosopher of bourgeois democratic liberal tradi-

tion. According to Macpherson,.these views of Locke are based on the

requirements of capitalist society.(In the state of nature there was

equality not in intellect, physical might or possessions, but equality

in personal liberty. Law of nature was thus a law ..pf freedom and

equality. But equality was moral rather than actual..)

But there were certain shortcomings in the state of nature.

There were many uncertainties in it. Laws of nature were understood

by the individuals in their own way and thus these laws were not

1. John Locke, Two Treatises of Civil Government, sect. 19.

2. Macpherson, op. cir., p. 238.

3. Locke, op. cit., p. 118.

4..C.C. Maxey, Political Philosophies (N.Y., 1950), p. 252.

5. Locke, op. cit., p. 218.

6, For details please see Macpherson, op. cir., pp. 238-47.
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definite.. There was a lack of law-making, law-executing and law-

adjudicating authority and in order to avoid these uncertainties the

State was established by the people, through a social contract, for a,

limited purpose.)

In this way, Locke had two views of the state of nature--

first, in which there was peace, order and rule of laws of nature, and,

second, in which there was uncertainty and lack of order, etc. Mac-

pherson writes that Locke '"had in his mind at the same time two

conceptions of society, which, although logically conflicting, were

derived from the same ultimate source. One was the notion of

society as composed of equal undifferentiated beings. The other was

the notion of society as composed of two classes, differentiated by

their level of rationality--those who were 'industrious and rational'

and had property and those who were not, who laboured indeed but

only to live, not to accumulate.''1 He further says that '"both of

Locke's views of the state of nature, then, flow from the bourgeois

conception of society."'

(e) The Soe|a! Contract: The views of Locke with regard to

social contract are also ambiguous. It is not clear whether he is

suggesting two contracts--one to form society and second to

form the State--or only one contract. Whatever it may be, it is

clear that nen enter into civil society and place themselves under

the government to protect themselves from inconveniences and

shortcomings of the state of nature and also for the preservation of

their property, which means their lives, liberties and estates. The

people never surrendered their natural rights to the sovereign and

they founded a limited State and sovereignty.  political society is

formed thus, "Each individual contracts with each to unite into and

constitute a community. The end for which this agreement is made

is the protection and preservation of property, in the broad sense of

the word--that is, of life, liberty and estate--aga.inst the dangers of

both fom within and without the community."/Thus the object of

social contract is to form a limited sovereign wiih an obligation to

preserve the rights.)

Locke makes consent the basis of government and authority.

Only with the consent of the governed, governors can govern them.

"Men being .... by nature, all free, equal and independent, no one

1.

Ibid., p. 243.

2.

Ibid., p. 246.
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can be put out of his estate and subjected to the political power of

another without his own consent, which is done by agreeing with

other men to join and unite into a community for their comfortable,

safe and peaceable living ....

-1 Thus, his principle lays down the

foundation of constitutional government, where authority is based

"on consent, and power is in the form of trust in the hands of the

sovereign.

(d) The Stale and Sovereignty: Locke supports a limited State

and sovereignty, as the individual's inalienable rights cannot be

taken away by the sovereign power. The State and sovereignty has

been established by the people and i's based on their consent. This

governmental contract is implied in the theory of Locke. The State

cannot take away the rights of individuals and it is bound by the

conditions of the contract. Sovereign authority is merely a trustee

of society or the individual's rights. Power is in the form of trust of

the people and can be taken away by the people in case of breach

of the trust. The State and sovereignty exist for the good of the

people. The sovereign should be tolerant and the State should be

negative, according to Locke. However, Locke's views are ambigu-

ous and he has supported ideas like limited constitutional

sovereignty and the State, power as trust of the people, the basis of

power is the consent of the governed, representative government,

majority government, etc. Locke is known as the father of modern

liberal bourgeois democratic States because of these ideas.

(e) Relation of the State or Sovereignty and Individuals :

Locke is a great champion of human rights and he gave the theory

of natural inalienable rights of the individual.(He maintained that

it was the obligation of the State to safeguard these natural rights of

the individual and especially his right to property--which meant

life, liberty and estate. The State is nct an end in itself. It comes

into being with the object of defending and safeguarding rights.

The State and sovereignty are manmade, limited; and are established

to serve and defend the individual's rights. If the State does not

perform these services, then people can overthrow the sovereign

authority. In this way, Locke is a thorough-going individualist, who

limits the sovereignty of the State by the right of the individual. To

him the indi'cidual is prior to the State and is the end of the State,

1. Locke, op. cit., chap. VIII.
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whereas the State is a means to serve his ends. The State is a

convenience and not a necessity. It is merely a servant of all-power-

ful individuals. But the question arises: which individual? The

answer is possessive individual, who has property to be defen-

•led. The individual being rational, moral and social even before the

origin of the State, he does not owe to the State his rational, moral

and intellectual development, and he is independent of the State

in these spheres. The State is not a creator of rights but only safe-

guards them. The obligation of the individual to the sovereign arises

out of his own consent. Dunning says, "The most distinctive contri-

bution of Locke to political theory is his doctrine of natural

rights.''1 However, it cannot be denied that the most important

natural right to Locke was that of private property. Maxey says,

"'The chief object of political society, he (Locke) repeatedly

affirmed, was the protection and preservation of property.'' Because

of this Locke is the most important philosopher of possessive

individualism.

(f) Criticism and Evaluation of Locke's Theories and Concep-

tions: Locke may be regarded as the father of liberal political

philosophy. According to Maxey, "he gave the world a systematic,

rational and eminently realizable philosophy of individualism,

popular sovereignty and constitutional government.''z The theory

of origin of the State, which Locke gave, was the necessity of the

then free-market capitalism. His individualism is 'possessive indivi-

dualism' and the propertyless has no place in his theory. The State

supported and maintained by Locke is a bourgeois State and his

conception of man and society is coloured by his bourgeois class

outlook. Locke's philosophy is a philosophy of safeguarding freedom

and rights. But whose freedom and rights? It is merely the freedom

and rights of the possessive classcapitalist class--and not that

of dispossessed classes. He always regarded safeguarding the right

to property as the chief object of society, the State and government,

and he became the most favourite philosopher of the bourgeois

class, which was the most progressive class during his times. He

was an ambiguous philosopher, because he was not in a position to

1. W. A. Dunning, A History of Political Theories from Luther to Montesquieu

(1905), p. 364.

2 C. C. Maxey, op. cir., p. 258.

3. Ibid., p. 263.
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recognize the class division of society into rich and poor, properti-

ed and propertyless classes. He was trying to establish a State for

all, whereas his State implied merely the State for the bourgeois

class. Everywhere we see two Lockes--two states of nature, two

contracts, two types of orders, society and the State. Locke is un-

doubtedly the most important philosopher of bourgeois liberal

democratic tradition.

There are many inconsistencies, ambiguities and serious

defects in his socio-economic and political theories. The main

criticisms of his political theory are as follows:--

1.

His views on human nature are one-sided and unreal. In fact,

man is not always rational.

2. lZUheory is ambiguous and, if seen on the level of practical

politics, it is difficult to understand how these can be put into

practice. .'  - 

3.

His state of nature is not cle.ar. It is not clear whether it is

pre-social or pre-political.

4.

His doctrine of consent, power as trust of the people, the

majority rule principle, representative government idea, etc., all

are unclear.

5.

It is not clear as to how many contracts  there--two or one.

6.

His theory of s, ov..__ereignty is confused. He is not able to clearly

maintain the difference between legal and political sovereignty.

Hobbes over-emphasised on legal sovereignty and Locke on

political sovereignty.

7.

His theory of natural rights is virtually a theory for the defence

of right to property. Thus Locke does not give m'uch weight to

a propertyless man.

8.

His political theory is less of the State and sovereignty and more

of revolution as he gives the right of revolt to individuals in

case of breach of trust by the sovereign power.

9.

His method is not clear--it is a sad mixture of ratioa.ali__.sm and

empicism. As a champion of natural rights he is a rationalist

and he is an empiricist because he rejects the theory of innate

ideas.

Views of Rousseau (1712-1778)

Rousseau, though Swiss-born, is known more as a French

philosopher. Hobbes and Locke were well-known and well-

educated philosophers but Rousseau was an ill-trained man and
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was a spoilt child of genius, who was a very emotional and sensitive-

man. He was born in a poor family, deserted at a young age by

his father and led a loafing life of uncertainty. He was a great pro-

phet of liberty and his philosophy was a complex philosophy of an

otherwise simple and straightforward man. He was against absolu-

tism and his great problem was how to reconcile authority with

liberty. How to maintain liberty and discipline at a time? How

to have liberty under authority? lie became an idealist because he

raised a loud voice against materialism and science and fought

vigorously against injustice and repression without knowing the

real cause behind these. His views are found in his book The Social

Contract (1762). His contribution to the French revolution cannot

be denied and even now the opening words of his book, "Man is

born free, and everywhere he is in chains ....

" infuse even the

slaves with a fighting spirit. Many a time Rousseau, the father of

the concept of popular sovereignty, is not regarded as aliberal

philosopher, but he is .regarded by all zs an imlortant philosopher

of social contract.

(a) I-luman Nature: Rousseau disagrees with both Hobbes and

Locke in his analysis of human nature and agrees with Plato

and maintains that human nature is essentially good. IV!an is

a noble savage, a mixture of two primal instincts--self-love and

sympathy. He has a conscience which is guided by reason in

determining what is right and wrong and this also avoids any

possibility of conflict between self-love and sympathy--or self-

regarding and other-regarding primal instincts of man. A human

being, though essentially good in nature, may deviate from his

nature because of bad social environment which is there because of

degenerated art, culture and artificial society. So Rousseau's great

contribution is that he does not blame the individual or human

nature for the ills of society but, on the other hand, blames society

and social environment for the bad nature of the individual. Short-

comings of society lead to shortcomings in human behavi0ur and

not vice-versa. The implications of this view of human nature and

relationship of man and society are very clear. If man is essentially

good and because of bad social conditions he has become bad,

obviously the solution lies in changing society and the social

1.

Rousseau, Social Contract and Discourses (Everyman's Library, 1913),

pp. 5-6.

.220 Political Theory

.environment) If, on the other hand, it is thought that man is

a bad creature, then the solution lies in purifying the soul and not

in changing the social status quo. Thus the first view, which is

upheld by Rousseau, demands that society must be changed and,

.therefore, it is a progressive view of the relationship of man and

society. However, if Rousseau blamed science and civilization for

the bad tendencies in human nature, it was because he could not

analyse the material conditions and property relations which were

operating in the society of his times in a proper way.

(b) State of Nature: (About the state of nature, the views of

Rousseau are quite unclear. According to him, the state of nature

was always better than the civil society. Rousseau's natural man,

his noble savage, lived in a solitary, happy, carefree, speechless, and

dressless life. He was free, equal, independent, self-sufficient and

thoroughly contented. He was neither social nor anti-social, but

he was merely asocial. He had neither family nor property, and the

concept, of rights was also missing in the state of nature.)

! The paradise-like freedom of this state of nature was finished

withvthe increase in population and emergence of the feelings of

mine and thine or private property. Because of scarcity, the con-

cept of private property emerged and with this the whole peace of

society vanished. Due to this, inequality, jealousy, conflict, selfish-

ness, competition and all undesirable elements in society and human

nature emerge. Property led to the enslavement of many by few

and egoism of individuals. The so-called civilized society trans-

formed a simple, honest, sympathetic noble savage into a disho-

nest, selfish, clever egoistic and 'cultured' fellow. He concludes that

science, technology, culture, property, etc., are enemies of man.

Attacking the civil society Rousseau says, "Such was, or may well

have been, the origin of society and law, which bound new fetters

on the poor, and gave new powers to the rich; which irretrievably

destroyed natural liberty, eternally fixed the law of property and

inequality, converted clever usurpation into unalterable right, and,

for the advantage of a few ambitious individuals, subjected all man-

kind to perpetual labour, slavery and wretchedness.''1 The credit

goes to Rousseau for pointing out the damaging influence of property

on man and his nature. But he could not think of abolition of this

1. Ibid., p. 221.
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serpent-like private property because of his idealistic outlook. The

establishment of a classless society could not become the basis of his.

socio-economic and political understanding. This required a scien-.

tific outlook and Rousseau's thinking was clouded by idealism. The

great philosophy of abolition of private property and establishment

of a classless society was given by the great humanist and founder

of scientific socialism, Karl Marx, in the 19thcentury. In brief,

Rousseau regarded the state of nature as the state of complete peace

but maintained that this peace was spoiled by the emergence of

private property, civil society and culture.

(c) Social Contract: Unlike Hobbes and Locke whose social

contracts were hypothetical and were in the past, the social contract

of Rousseau is to be entered into for the establishment of a new society

which will replace the present hell-like civil society. I Rousseau tells

us that in order to do away with the present unhealthy civil society

there are two ways out--either to go back to the paradise-like state

of nature, or to form a new State and society by a social contract.

Then he says that the first is impossible; so the only way out is to

form a new society.) Analysing the problem, he says, "How to find

a form of associatlon which will defend the person and goods of

each member with the collective force of all, and under which each

individual, while uniting himself with the others, obeys no one but

himself, and remains as free as before.''1 (.Thus the creation of a

new society is the only hope because going back to the state of

nature, "the golden age of equality and justice was a lovely dream,

but not a real hope."-' Maxey points out that Rousseau's "direction

is.forward, not backward.''a This is the revolutionary philosophy

of Rousseau which inspires all who were living in unfree societies

do away with their chains of bondage and establish a new society by

putting an end to their slavery. Rousseau said, "Give us back igno-

rance, innocence, and poverty, which alone can make us h.appy.''

hus Rousseau, through his theory of social contract, tries to esta-

blish a State and sovereignty in which authority and freedom may

co-exis0 inequalities may be abolished, justice may be established

and people may enjoy all the pleasures they used to enjoy in the

state of nature.

].

Rousseau, The Social Contract (Penguin, 1968), p. 60.

2.

Maxey, op. cit., p. 351.

3.

Ibid., p. 353.

4.

Rousseau, op. cit., p. 152.
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Creation of the new society needed a social contract, "since

no man has any natural authority over his fellows, and since force

alone bestows no right, all legitimate authority amongmen must

be based on covenants.''1 The contract was entered into by all the

men, like Hobbes, but sovereignty was not entrusted to any 'Levia-

1han', but only to the general will, or collective will, willing well of

-the whole society. Each man surrendered himself as an individual,

a member of the civil society, and in turn received himself as an

indivisible part of the whole of the new society. Individuals surren-

dered their rights by saying, "Each one of us puts int9 the community

Jis person and all his powers under the supreme direction of the

general will; and as a body, we incorporate every member as an in-

divisible part of the whole) Thus a new sovereign authority known

as general will was entrusted with all the powers of and over

individuals. This general will was the State, sovereignty, and power.

Rousseau says, "In its passive role, it (general will) is called the

State, when it plays an active role it is the sovereign; and when it

is compared to others of its own kind, it is power." Social contract

establishes sovereign power in the general will atd this sovereignty

of general will is a clear expression of popular sovereignty. Maxey

writes, "The people by mutual contract had alienated all their

liberties, but not to any definite human superior. They had transfer.

red their freedom from themselves as individuals to themselves

as a collectivity.''4

In this way, Rousseau suggests that a new society should be

established, through a social contract, in which general will must

rule.

(d) The State and Sovereignty: /Rousseau does not

distinguish

.between the State and society. He identifies sovereignty of the State

with the general will of society or with the common interest of the

community. This sovereign general will is the supreme and absolute

power; against this no individual can be given any rights. This will

be infallible, indivisible, unrepresentable and unlimited. The State

sovereignty of Rousseau is absolute like that of Hobbes, with the

difference that whereas Hobbes assigns sovereignty to the head of

1.

Ibid., p. 53.

2.

Ibid., p. 61.

3.

Ibid., pp. 61-62.

4.

Maxey, op. cit., p. 355.
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State, one or many, Rousseau gives it to the whole community.:

In fact, Rousseau's philosophic doctrine of popular sovereignty is

an amalgam of absolute sovereignty of Hobbes and popular

,consent of Locke. Popular sovereignty of Rousseau was in a way a

compromise between absolutism and constitutionalism. If Rousseau

assigns indivisible an=l absolute power to his sovereign, it is be-

cause it is the people who are at once the subjects over whom

absolutism is exercised and the sovereign who exercises this absolu-

tism. Absolutism of general will in Rousseau is based on consent

rather than on fear and compulsion as it is with Hobbes.

Rousseau's sovereign State is as unlimited, absolute and centralized

as that of Hobbes' 'Leviathan', but it is a 'Leviathan' whose head is

chopped off.

But Rousseau fails in providing a clear empirical definition

of

general will. This is not the will of the majority, or even the will of

all the members of society. It is the sum total of goodwill or real

wills of the whole community; Rousseau makes a distinction bet-

ween 'actual will' and 'real will' of the individual]The actual will is

based on self-interest and it is not related to the well-being of

society. It is an irrational will, which is narrow and self-conflicting.

On the other hand, real will is a rational will which wills his real

interest in relation to the common welfare of the whole com-

munity. It is not based on self-interest and does not strive

for the good of any individual but for the common good or interest.

Thus Rousseau maintains that general will is not the will of all

the individuals as individuals possess both actual and real will.

General will is the sum-total or synthesis of the real wills of the

individuals of the whole society. In this way, Rousseau's State and

zovereignty is a popular State and sovereignty where every indivi-

dual is a ruler as well as the ruled. Sovereignty, as Rousseau writes,

"'must both come from all and apply to alt.''1 According to

Bosanquet, "General will is the will of the whole society as such or

the will of the individuals so far as they aim at the common end."

Similarly, Green maintains that general will is the "common consci-

ousness of the common end." Wayper says, "The general will is thus

the will of the citizens when they are willing not their own private

interest but the general good, it is the voice of all, for the good of

1. Rousseau, op. cit., pp. 27-28.
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all." Thus the sovereign of Rousseau--general will--cannot be

defined as it is more a moral idea than the empirically defined fact.

It can be understood as a feeling, but cannot be realised practically.

However, Rousseau clearly mentions the characteristics of his

sovereign State. Sovereignty is an organic unity, it is permanent,

inalienable, indivisible, unrepresentable and it is always right be-

cause it wills well of the whole of society. Rousseau's sovereign

has all the characteristics of an absolute sovereign but it is basec

on rational will rather than force. His State is all-powerful, but it

belongs neither to the representatives of the people nor to the

majority but to all the people and thus it is a State by all, of all

and for all. It is based on the goodwill of the whole community.

(e) Relation of the State or Sovereignty and Individuals: Rousseau

is on a par with Hobbes so far as the relationship of the State and

the individual is concerned. (.NO rights and liberty can be given t>

individuals against the State. Liberty and equality can only be there

in obedience to the laws made by the general will. Every individuat

will have to obey every command of the general will because his

freedom lies in observing the laws of general will.)Rousseau says,

"Whoever refused to obey the general will, shallbe constrained

to do so by the whole body, which means nothing other than that

he shall be forced to be free.''1 This position of the individual's

freedom is known as 'paradox of freedom' in the whole theory of"

Rousseau. Rousseau sacrifices the rights and freedoms of the in-

dividual on the altar of society, in the name of general will, for the

general good of the whole society. In his theory general will over-

shadows the individual's own will for himself. The individual is

lost in the crowd of society--one is consumed by many, of which

one is also a part. In this way/'this great prophet of direct demo-

cracy becomes a supporter of ari" absolute State, as against a cham-

pion of human rights and freedom. For this clear implication of his

theory, he is not considered as a liberal thinker and his theory of

State becomes illiberal.

(f) Criticism and Evaluation of Rousseau's Theories and

Conceptions: While Hobbes and Locke were the philosophers of the

possessive individual, Rousseau was an emotional philosopher of

the common man. The philosophy of Hobbes and Locke was for

1. Ibid., p. 64.
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the security of private property and its possessor, the political

system which they supported was the need of the emerging capita-

list economic order. But Rousseau is considered as a philosopher of

the propertyless, libertyless, powerless, exploited, downtrodden

common man--the wretched of the earth. He was a great revolu-

tionary philosopher on the emotional basis. The opening words of

American and other constitutions, "WE THE PEOPLE", reflect the

spirit of Rousseau.

On the emotional basis, he was a 'loafing prophet' of direct

democracy but on the political basis he became a supporter of the

absolutist Stale. He was a great supporter of liberty and equality

but failed to give any right to the individual against the State. He

was an uncommon philosopher of common interest and general will

of society. His appeal was primarily to the emotions of man and

not to his reason. He was aloof from the practical aspect of political

life and moved ahead only emotionally. His revolutionary and pro-

gressive ideas include theory of popular sovereignty; his emphasis

on the predominance of common interest over individual interest;

support for direct democracy; importance to people's participation

in politics and law-making and his insistence that general interest or

general will should be the basis of the State. Rousseau could

visualise the bad effect of private property and could see the class-

division of society into poor and rich; could see the exploitation of

the poor; but in the absence of a scientific outlook he could not see

the class-struggle, in the period of the emerging capitalism, in the

18th century, and suggested an unsound basis of unity in a class-

divided society.

His main object was to reconcile authority and liberty. On

the emotional basis he could do justice with the object but practi-

cally he left liberty at the mercy of authority. Rousseau's ideas were

misused after him by almost all the dictators, who, in the name of

common interest, discipline, progress, unity, law and order, etc.,

took away the liberty of individuals, and maintained that their will

is the incarnation of general will. Thus Rousseau's ideas were mis-

used after him by power-hungry, unscrupulous dictators, who

throttled the rights of man. The main poinits of criticism of

Rousseau's ideas are as follows :--

1.

His view of human nature as noble and sympathetic is one-

sided. Man is rational, selfish and egoistic too.
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His division of the individual's will into actual and real will is

impractical as both these wills cannot be separated.

His theory of general will is vague and is involved in paradoxes.

It is quite difficult to locate general will in a society.

He provides a theory of absolute sovereignty and State; against

which no individual has any rights and freedom.

His general will is based on the concept of'common interest'.

But in a class-divided society, it is difficult to find a single

common interest of the whole community, as class interests differ

fundamentally and are irreconcilable, Marxists and some socio-

logists have questioned this concept of common interest.

Rousseau does not distinguish between the State and society and

makes the sphere of the State unlimited.

He is inconsistent about the nature of the State. Sometimes he

seems to maintain the organic view and other times he supports

the mechanistic view of the nature of the State.

His theories are not empirically realizable.

Critical Evaluation of Social Contract Theory

Undoubtedly the social contract theory has exerted tremendous

influence on the political thought during modern times. It is not

only a theory of the origin of the State but also of nature of

the State and sovereignty, relation of the State with indivi-

duals, individuals' rights and liberties, functions of the State,

etc. The main contribution of this theory is that it brought the

State and political matters out of the domain of God and founded

them on the rational basis on the 'consent of individuals" of the

whole society. It emphasised that the State is a human institution,

created by. human beings for their own welfare. The State

derives its authority from the people and the rulers are res-

ponsible towards the people. It has provided a solid basis for

democracy and democratic ideas to develop and has inspired many

revolutions against monarchies. It has given proper emphasis on

human rights and liberties. Hobbes gave the theory of legal sove-

reignty, Locke supported the theory of political sovereignty, and

Rousseau is a philosopher of popular sovereignty.

However, in spite of great contribution of this theory to poli-

tical ideas and political moxements, it has been criticised on many

grounds. Hume, Burke, Bentham, Austin, Maine, Green, Bluntschli,

Pollock and many others criticised the theory. It has been pronounced
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as 'worthless', 'fiction', 'utterly false', 'rattle for amusement', 'most

successful and fatal of political impostures', 'dangerous in the

highest degree', etc. As an explanation of the origin of the State,

this theory is now entirely discredited and has been replaced by his-

torical or evolutionary theory of the origin of the State. The theory

has been criticised mainly on three grounds, namely, historical, legal,

and the philosophic.

(a) Historical Ground: Historically, this theory has been regar-

ded as false. The main points of criticism from this standpoint are

as under:

1.

This theory assumes that man has once lived without any social

organisation. This is basically unhistorical aside modern anth-

'_.]'studies have shown. "-----

2.

This theory divided human development into two--pre-social and

social. The division is historically incorrect, becan

edvelopment is a continuous process.

3.

This theory assumes that the State is deliberately created by a

volu_.._n_try._a__g_r.e._n3e_n_t_.' There is nothing in the whole range of

human h.ist,0ry and anthrop01ogical studies to prove this.

4. The view of state of nature, given by various philosophers of

social'ntract, cannot be supported historically.

5. This theory does not show ny con for customs and

traditions and their role in social and political dt.

History shows that thes.___e_..h.ave ._p!_a.y_da.imp0rtant role in orga-

nised life of man.

'

6.

This theory believes that before the emergence of the sovereign

State man was completely free and could live as he desired. But

tstorcally untrue as manY,is never Iived m this state of

co.m_plete freedom. "

7.

This theory maintains that society originated because of social

contrac___.__t. This is wrong as society is natural to man, who is'y

nature a social being.

In short, this theory is historically untenable and it is merely

a fiction on this basis. But all the social contract philosophers have

stated hypothetical, rather than historical, state of nature in order

to support their political analysis of the State; so to blame them on

this basis may not be quite reasonable.
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(b) Legal Ground: On this ground the main points of criti-

cism are:

1.

In order to have a legally sound contract, there must be sanc-

tion behind every contract, which means that there must be an

existence of some authority before the contract is entered into.

But according to the theory of social contract, it was the social

contract which created the authority. Thus the social contract

has no legal validity if it was entere into before the establish-

merit of the authority.

2.

As the original contract is not legally valid, the rights derived

from thW'WIrMsOb6invalid,

Thus the question of

poit-qbl-c;liigation remains ambiguous.

3.

The contract made by some parties is only valid for these parties

and cannot be made legally binding on the successive generations

as it will expire with the death of the parti"6ne6i'nd If-it is

so, then social contract will only create a temporary State and

society.

4.

The implication of social contract of Hobbes is that law is noth-

ing but merely the command of the sovereign. This gives a b.a_d-

le_gs!_tpry,.

However, legally speaking, the social contract theory may be

attacked as legally unsound. But there is a difference between the

legal and political positions. What may be legally incorrect may be

politically correct and vice versa. The social contract may be legal-

ly invalid, but it has been used as hypothetical contract to explain

the nature and basis of the State. In the philosophical analysis if

some concept is not legally verifiable, it does not weaken the philo-

sophical analysis as a whole. So in the light of this, legal criticism is

not a serious one.

(c) Philosophic and Political Ground: Solid criticism of the

social contract theory has been made on the basis of its philoso-

phical and political implications. The main points of criticism on

this ground are as follows :--

1.

According to this theory the State and society are artificial, man-

made institutions, created by man to satisfy some of his needs.

This view of the State and society is unsound as man is a social

animal, he cannot live without society and social organisations.

On this basis the social contract theory has been attacked by

idealists and utilitarian philosophers.
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2.

This theory assumes that rights and liberty were existing in pre-

social and pre-political state of nature. But the theory of positive

rights and positive liberty criticises this theory on this ground as

rights and liberty cannot exist independent of society and the

State. Without any social recognition and political support,

rights and liberty cannot exist. The con.cept of natural rights in

a state of nature, which is not a state of society, is thus self-con-

tradictory. T.H. Green has criticised this theory on this basis.

Rights and liberty are the requirements of a social man and not

of an anti-social or an asocial man. Only through recognition by

society rights and duties are established.

3.

This theory gives a wrong view of relationship of the individual,

sity-ati-tll STe:- Th'6 miBrsh--0-6f'go-ciety "orthe' g'/t is

not vo'ltary as no one can withdraw his membership of society

and the State at his will. Society and the State ought not to be

considered merely as a partnership in trade or industry, as these

are the requirements of human nature itself.

4.

This theory and its supporters take contradictory views of human

nature and on the basis of their arialysl-6"bhd?eii0ry df

tlltJcal obligation can be built up.

5.

The social contract theory establishes an absolute sovereignty--

especially in the theory of Hobbes and

has established a limited sovereignty.

6.

This theory gives irhportance to individuals, whereas in a society

classes and their s-truggle is more fundamental. This theof}' is

bu]it upon the equality of individuals in tfie stte of nature. But

this type of equality between individuals is not found after the

emergence of privateproperty. Moreover, this theory tries to

establish unity, law and order .and peace in a class-divided

society--without recognising that such unity in a class-divided

society is impossible.

7.

This theory maintains that the State has been created by all the

iridividuals taken together. But it is not correct as the State has

l?een created by those who had something t6 defend against

others, i.e., by the possessed class.

In brief, tti above'mentioned are certain criticisms. But in

spite of all these, the contribution of this theory in the development

of liberal thoughts and democratic ideas cannot be denied. In our

limes this theory is thoroughly rejected as an explanation of the
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origin of the State and the historical or evolutionary theory is

recognised as a more appropriate theory.

EVOLUTIONARY OR HISTORICAL THEORY OF

THE ORIGIN OF THE STATE

We have seen the social contract theory of the origin of the

State, which is a liberal theory based on philosophical analysis. This

theory regards the State to be merely a man-made institution and

is known as speculative theory. If the State be regarded as a man-

made institution, as this theory preaches, then one may easily

conclude that as the State is created by man, he can also destroy it,

if he so feels. It is a logical thing that man can destroy what he

has created, provided it suits his interest. But liberalism cannot do

without a State in the present century because though it emerged as

an anti-State theory, by maintaining that the State is a 'necessary

evil', now it maintains that the State is a welfare agency to serve

the common interest of society. The bourgeois class, whose interest

in main is represented by the philosophy of liberalism, is mainly

dependent on the State for its security, safety and maintenance.

Without the armchair of the State, this class cannot maintain its

privileged position. So liberalism cannot allow the idea that the

State can be destroyed by men because it has been created by them.

Once upon a time the State would have been a necessary evil

for liberalism but now it is a necessary virtue. So the social

contract theory is losing the respect of neolberals. Apart from

this, historical, anthropological, sociological, scientific and other

researches have provided ample evidences regarding the evolu-

tion of the State. The complex institution like the State is not a

product of any social compact or any such thing. It is a product of

gradual social development and more than one factor contributed to

its evolution. One cannot say as to when, at what point of time in

history, the State would have emerged because as Maclver says,.

"Origins are always obscure.''1 The State, like many other

social institutions, is a product of social evolution, societies

have lived without the States and at a certain point of its

development the State emerged, developed and came to its present

form. To know the evolution of the State is important for

1. MacIver, op. cit., p. 25.
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the proper understanding of the State as such. MacIver writes,

"If we know that societies have lived without the State, if we know

why and how the State has grown from small beginnings to its great

dominance, we may be saved some misunderstandings which beset

the political thinking of our time.''1 Thus it can be said that the

State has evolved and the evolutionary theory of the origin of the

State is another liberal theory, which is now given wide recognition

by liberalism. Garner says, "The State is neither the handiwork of

God nor the result of superior physical force, nor the creation of

resolution or convention, nor a mere expansion of family.''

Leacock says, "The State is a growth, an evolution, the result of a

gradual process, running throughout all the known history of man

and reading into remote and unknown past.''3 Gettell writes, "Like

other social institutions, the State arose from many sources and

under various conditions, and it emerged almost imperceptibly.

No clear-cut division can be made between earlier forms of social

organisations that were not States and later forms that were

States ....

The evolutionary theory of the origin of the State maintains

that the State is a product of a steady evolutionary process to

which many factors contributed. These factors are:--

1. Social nature of man

4. Economic factors

2. Kinship

5. Force or war

3. Religion

6. Political consciousness

Apart from these generally recognised six factors, MacIver has

given some more factors which contributed to the evolution of the

State. These are :

1. Urbanization

4. Race and nationality

2. Class division of society

5. Development of science

3. Rise of sea power

Social Nature of Man

Man is a social being and he wants to live with other members

of society. Long before, Aristotle, the Greek philosopher, explained

this social nature of man. Human nature is social, so society and

1.

Ibid.

2.

Garner, Political Science and Government, p. 94.

3.

Leacock, Elements of Political Science (1921), p. 92.

4.

Gette!l, Introduction to Political Science, p. 59.
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important role in the evolution of the State and even now they

exercise some role in politics. However, at the later stage of

development kinship was replaced by the concept of citizenship in

the Greek and Roman period.

Religion

In the primitive ignorance, men, unable to interpret natural

phenomena with their limited understanding, believed in the super-

ntural lbrce, deifies, magic, exorcism, e-t-6TF;liid-ii--afffvith

superior mn---ds emergedi magicians, exorcists, witch-

doctors, priests, etc., an'ffe-ieiamities--the man

--became a victim of theieaith in supernatural. Animism emerged

as the primitive form of religion which believed in various gods

lik_e_ ggd__9 fire, of water, of wind, etc. Later on mythoy,

ceremonY and one of the most degrading of human s,

ra er of God, or wor]ilp, emerged with la in the

supernatural.

In the beginning, chief of the family used to act as the high

priest of a family religion in which outsiders were not allowed to

participate. In course of time, the faith of man was commercia-

/ized and a new group of people grew up in the form of med6ne

men or priests with an authority to perform sacred rites, etc., and

a-he later stage they preferred that they ou__QRglzt_t_o__b_.q_e o__b2yed

because they arTIiffrep?esentatives of God. Preachings of various

socia f-T,drded as messa.gg_s of God -d these-sbcial

reformers became prophets and gods.. Various customs deed

havin e the forCe 0__f_ law, beca---se tiasd had the sancti0.n o_f_ _reli!on.

Religious authoritv developed which, because of fear or ignorance,

ws generally obeyed.

Religion helped in the consolidation, stabilization and evolu-

t_i._xff. States and cust__o_mar_y___w. K.injs or hiefs, in order to

have a stable authority, cg_mpona.i__s_ed___wit_h the prie.t and thi unity

gave birth to stable Stae_s,o.hereditary kiag.,_. _tc._/Banking soundly

upon the ignoii-g--of faithful people, the divine theory of the

origin and nature of the State was imposed on the people. A

heinous unity of 'Cross' (religion) and 'Eagle' (political power)

explains a lot of exploitation during the medieval period. Religion

even now is a force in politics; communalism is the most filthy

manifestation of it in our times.
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The ignorance, orthodoxy and blind faith which are persisting

features of religion, in spite of their being most harmful to the

development of humanity, played an important part in the evolu-

tion of the State. With the help of religion unorganized and bar-

baric people were subordinated and feelings of reverence and

obedience were inculcated by it. When the bonds of kinship were

becoming weak due to expansion of families into clans and tribes,

then religion could reinforce the sense of unity and respect for

authority. Religion could maintain discipline and order in the

primitive society by banking upon the lear of the unknown in the

primitive man. It could create order in anarchy. When the ties of

kinship were becoming weak, and kinship proved insufficient as the

basis of authority, religion filled the vacuum and provided a solid

'black basis' to 'black regimes' of 'black monarchs' in the 'black

period' of human ignorance. Religion is used today in socio-

economic and political spheres by the ruling classes to maintain

their privileged positions. Because of this socio-political role, reli-

gion is a conservative force in our times.

Economic Factors

Physical needs of men push them into some kind of economic

activities. Because of these, men secured food and shelter and at

the later stage came to possess wealth and private property, which

contributed greatly to the origin of the Statd) Gettell writes, "The

economic activities by which men secured food and shelter, and later

accumulated property and wealth, were important factors in State-

building.'' ('tconomic activities or production need co-operative

efforts and t'laus they always have a social character. Primitive so-

ciety passed through three stages--hunting, herdsman and husband-

man. In the hunting stage, they used to move in groups and enjoy

the fruits of their labour in common with all the other members.

They lived in this primitive communal society without any concept

of private property. At this stage also some authority was there but

it was negligible, and men lived in the conditions of primitive sava-

gery, moving from one place to another. Hunting was essentially

cooperative as no single man could go for hunting because in that

case instead of hunting, he himself would have got hunted. But at

the herdsman stage there was some accumulation of property in the

1. Gettell, op. cit., p. 65.
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hands of some people, and classes based on wealth emerged and

somesocial rules, customs and laws also came into existence to safe-

guard this property, tn the husbandsman stage, there was further

development and people settled at particular places and started

cultivation. At this stage well settled territorial societies emerged

and the State emerged in an elementary form with population, terri-

tory, organisation and authority. Landed property, slave owning,

craftsmanship, tde and commerce emerged and class division based

• on wealth increased further. 

With the division of society into classes, class-struggle began

and instead of primitive societies, civil society came into being with

power to protect the property owners. This power could help the

property owners in enjoying their property to the exclusion of

others. It further helped them in subjugating and exploiting the

propertyless. Rousseau, Marx and Engels have given importance to

this fact and'liberalism also gives some importance to this. Gettell

writes, "Differences in occupation and in wealth created social

classes or castes, and the domination of one class by another for

purposes of economic exploitation was an important factor in the

rise of governments. As wealth increased and the idea of private

property developed, laws were needed for the protection and regula-

tion of property rights .... ,,i

The mode of production and relations of production change

with the development of society and with these changes the pattern

of classes. With the change in the pattern of classes, the type of

:State also changes. In the ancient period the State mainly belonged

to slave owners, in the medieval period to land owners, and in the

modern period it belongs to capitalists and serves their interests in

the final analysis. Liberal writers have given some importance to

private property in the origin of the State. Adam Smith maintained

that where there is no property there is no need of govermnent.

Similarly Hobbes, Locke, Montesquieu, etc., have also established the

relation between the State and security of private property. Marx

and Engels regarded the class-division and class-struggle as the

.decisive and most important factor in the origin and development

.of the State. They scientifically explained as to how this factor is

the only factor which is the basis of origin of the State. But liberal

1. Ibid., p. 65.
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writers give equal or even more importance to other factors in the

evolution of the State. Thus economic activities and origin of pri-

vate property have considerably influenced the origin, development

and change of the political organisation. Even now the economic

factor plays an important part in politics and political system.

Force or War

(The"ood-stained swords of warriors have played an impor--

rant role in the evolution of the State. Big empires originated and

developed with the help of force and wars. Hundreds of times,.

force and wars have changed the political map of the world from

the ancient times to the present. Some people have a natural ten-.

dency to leadership and subordination. A few people--rulers--

established their hegemony over others by sound organizationM

abilities and force.' Jenks writes, "In the formation of the modern

State, the conspicuous immediate causes are closely related facts of

migration and conquests." I In primitive society family, clans and

other groups became tribes and it was more political an organiza-

tion as it gave birth to tribal States. Inner conflicts and open use

of force between tribal States gave birth to larger States; further use

of force and wars among these larger States gave birth to empires.

With the weakening of kinship and religious bonds, open use of

lorce was necessary to have unity, law and order, peace and obe-

dience to laws. When people refused to obey voluntarily, they were

compelled to obey by the superior force of the commanders. The

concept of leadership and command emerged in larger societies and

sanction behind these, to some extent, was their capacity to use

superior force2) Coercive force exercised by the leaders laid down

the concept of soverei,n States. Mere force, howsoever superior it

may be, cannot become a State. Maclver writes, "We cannot say

when or where the State begins. It is implicit in the universal ten-

dency to leadership and subordination, but it only emerges when

authority becomes government and custom is translated into law.''1

Ancient empires of Athens, Macedonia and Rome were built

with the open and extensive use of force and war. Maclver writes,

"Conquest and domination...was the pathway of the extended

State."-' Ancient City-states created a military order with

1. Maclver, op. tit., p. 42.

2. Ibid., p. 51.
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professional officers organized on the basis of a rigorous system of

subordination. Sea power emerged and it helped in the evolution

of States by conquests of other lands for economic purposes. Buil-

ding of empires had an economic motive. As MacIver writes, "The

motive of imperial expansion is and always has been predominantly

an economic one.''1 Athens built its empire through war, Mace-

donia's King Philip became emperor and his son Alexander thought

of a world empire and waged wars with one victory after the other.

During the Roman period the army was further developed and great

generals like Marius, Sulla, Caesar, Augustas, etc., laid the founda-

tions of the Roman Empire with the power of their swords and an

.army of soldiers. MacIver writes, "The soldier of the new order

depended on his pay and on the spoils. His only home was the

amp, his only science war, his only hope the general." Political

power was becoming naked force .... " Thus during the Roman

period, because of force and war, the bureaucratic and despotic

Roman Empire was founded with ideas of citizenship, concentration

of authority, uniformity of law, centralized organization, military

power, etc. Force and war played an important role in the exten-

sion of the State. Similarly in the modern period, emergence of

national States was primarily because of the naked use of force and

war. The history of the 16th and 17th centuries is full of wars.

Democracy against the monarchies were also established mainly

because of the use of force. Even in the 20th century, the world has

witnessed two World Wars.

.MacIver is of the opinion that the State has not originated

because of force or war but it has originated to serve some func-

ionsinsociety. He writes, "Of the two aspects of the State,

power and service, it is nearly always the former which determines

in the first instance its extension, whereas service determines its

intention, its inner development.''3 MacIver also denies that

naked force has been the most important thing in the expan-

sion and maintenance of the State. He writes, "Nor can it be

milltmted that the expansion of the modern State was due mainly

to the use of force .... Expansion has been mainly the result of

1.

Ibid., p.

64.

2.

Ibid., p.

110.

3.

Ibid., p.

68.
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constructive energy, not of destructive force.''1 Maclver believes

that in a State meant for service force does not have a major role

to play, but ina 'class-State', it is an important force. MacIver,

being a liberal, does not believe that every State is a class-State and

assumes that the State can be above the classes.

(In spite of MacIver's doubts about the role of force in the

evolution of the State, it cannot be denied that force has been a

factor, major or minor, in the origin, growth, expansion and main-

tenance of the State. When kinship was unable to keep society in

bounds and religion became quite ineffective as a measure of poli-

tical control, then force would have established the material basis

of the State. More specifically, when one privileged class would

have emerged and it would have been challenged by the unprivileged

classes, then the State would have been established by the privileged

class to safeguard their interests and dominate the unprivileged

class.) Marxism has maintained this theory as the basis of the ori-

gin of the State, as we shall see in the next chapter, but liberals

also support this position to some extent. Maclver says, "The

State becomes the embodiment of power, but only in proportion as

it becomes the instrument of a class, only as it is identified with a

privileged order.'' Liberalism maintains that all the States are not

class-States and force is an essential feature in the origin of only

the class-States.

Political onsciousness

Best anarchy is worse than the worst State,the fact established

by Hobbes, is an important factor which contributed in the origin

of the State.] If people are asked to choose between the devils of

anarchy and State, it is probable that the people will choose the

devil of State, because at least it will give them some security.

Security has been an important requirement and as the State can

provide it, people have given their support to the State and its

laws. The will of the people to obey, which is there because the

people are politically conscious towards the utility of the State, has

been an important factor in the evolution of the State. Laws of the

1. Ibid., p. 277.

2. Ibid., p. 50.
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State were given recognition by the people because of their respect

for the law-giver and their faith in the rationality of the State. Politi-

cal consciousness prepared the psychological basis of the State, by

preparing the people to obey the laws and commands of the State

voluntarily. Thus this psychological or ideological basis provided

the State with legitimacy and stability. Democracy developed due

to this political consciousness of the people, and welfare State ori-

ginated because of it. Political consciousness means that people

felt the need of the State, found it to be an institution of utility,

gave respect to it, and thought that the State or political organiza-

tions can provide them with security, help them in moral, social

and economic development, protect their life and property, main-

tain their rights and liberties and protect them from externa|

aggression. The idea of citizenship and later on nationalism filled

the people with patriotism and they felt as if they were associated

with national State in an inseparable way and they gladly sacrificed

themselves singing vatan ki rah per vatan ke naujawan shaheed ho

(youth of the nation, sacrifice yourselves for the sake of the nation).

Thus respect for the State, its laws, its order emerged from the

political consciousness of the people; it provided the State with

a stable ideological (liberals call it moral) basis, which replaced

force to some extent.

It is, however, difficult to say whether political consciousness

helped in the origin of the State or the State helped in the origin of

political consciousness. It seems the second is nearer to the truth

and the State, after its origin, formed its own ideological basis by

creating political consciousness (or unconsciousness or false cons-

ciousness) to suit its own purpose. Rulers of society are in a bet-.

ter position to influence the ideas of the people. However, it cannot

be denied that political consciousness has been the most important

vehicle of political change. It may not have helped in the origin

of the State, but it has surely helped in bringing about the changes.

in the political order. Political consciousness, on the one hand,

has been the stable basis of the State and it has been used as the

carrier of revolutions by revolutionaries on the other.

Urbanization

Small village communities 'gathered in towns and big cities,

with the development of the socio-economic system. Growth of"

surplus wealth in a few hands gave birth to cities Maclver writes

Liberal Theoryof the Origin of the State

241

that as the surplus wealth "grew, there arose cities, small and great,

for the cify is the focus and the sign of mobilizable wealth",x (With

the growth of cities, trade, commerce, industries, navigation; etc.,

developed and men became citizens. It gave a new unity, new life

and a new image to society in which family bonds were replaced by

city bonds. Maclver writes, "In fact the family, once a community,

is transfotrmed into an association, and the city now

the essential community.'' (More mobility--social

appears

as

and economic--led to more socio-economlc-" activit Maclver

writes, "The social mability which the cit:¢ affords, and the differ-

entiation of interests which it encourages, ]gad man to find other

eentres for one and another activity.''3 ,In such circumstances,

political order was needed to meet the requirements of these cities

Maclver writes,"The order of the city demands more intensive, more

complex and more continuous regulation.'' (So concentration of

population in cities helped in the origin of the state. In cities temple

priests, officials, armed forces, currency, market, etc., emerged and

together wth these emerged the centrahzed power. (,.T_ here was con-

centration, of wealth which led to concentration ol/pover. Maclver

writes, "The city implies the concentration of wealth and through

it the concentration of power. The city is the first condition of an

empire .... The city organizes and elaborates the forms of social con-

trol. It tends in early times to be a State in itself .... -5

,Thus emerged variou City-states in the Greek world where

city and States were identical. Perhaps the first form of States

in the Western world were only those where life of the city and life

of the citizens were fully identical. These City-states were a part-

nership of all citizens in all virtue and activities. The great philoso-

phers of these City-states--Plato and Aristotle--gave the first

compact discourses in political theory. The rich experience of City-

states is a philosophical and political asset to humanity.

These cities and their economic requirements gave birth to

empires. Maclver writes, "Only the settled population of a country

1.

Ibid., p. 53.

2.

Ibid., pp. 73.

3.

Ibid.

4.

Ibid.

5.

Ibid., p. 53.
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rich enough, to permit of the order and the concentration of power

involved in the life of a city can learn the secret of empire.''

Ancient cities were the hotbed of politics and political discussions.

Armies moved from one City-state to another and wars established

the unity of City-states under one or the other victor. Thus

emerged bigger unities in the form of the Macedonian Empire or

the Roman Empire. In this way, urbanization helped in the evolu-

tion of States and MacIver has emphasised on this more than other

writers. :

Class Division of Society

The division of society into rulers and the ruled, leaders and

folloffers, masters and subjects (not only the division in the form

of propertied and propertyless classes) contributed to the origin of

States.) Liberal writers give weight to human instinct for leadership

and domination more than their desire to accumulate more and

more wealth. Some leaders with superior ability imposed themselves

in the form of a State on the rest of society. Maclver writes, "The

origins of this class-structure are of course inherent in the inequa-

lity of human conditions .... There is authority that accrues to age

and experience .... There are men honoured for their skill or cunn-

,,'ng or physical powers. Thus select fraternities and cliques arise,

the natural oligarchies of mankind. They claim prerogatives and

superior rights. They strengthen their claims by attaching them-

selves to the power of the growing State."-' Attacking such States

MacIver writes, "The State becomes identified with a privileged

class.''3 Emphasising the importance of 'class' in the origin of the

State, he writes, "The political order seems always to have been first

achieved through the domination of a class or caste or family to

which the rest of the community was directly and ostensibly subject.

The early State is strictly a class-State''4 This position has been

adopted by the theorists of 'elitism' who maintain that in every age

the iron law of oligarchies or elite operates and elite is the natural

ruling class in a given society.

1.

Ibid., pp. 54-55.

2.

Ibid., p. 4.

3.

Ibid., p. 50.

4.

Ibid., p. 339.
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However, this view is very much different than the Marxian

view of the origin of States which maintains that the State originated

because of class division and class-struggle. The concept of 'class'

adopted by Maclver is much different than that of the Marxian

concept of class. Moreover, liberals believe that one 'class'--leaders,

elite, able persons--can rule in the benefit of the whole society as

they may have nothing of their own to defend. For Marx class is

basically an economic category associated with the relations of pro-

duction in a given society. So the liberal unscientific notion of 'class'

or elite should not be confused with the Marxian notion of class.

Race and Nationality

Race and later on nationality provided a different kind of

unity in society. Blood relationship, which was there in a family,

a narrow social organization, was replaced by the 'soul unity' re-

presented by race and nationality. The sense of race or nationality

has played the same role in the modern society as kinship did in the

primitive societies.)Maclver writes, "By its very nature nationality

is as inclusive as the State itself...it belongs to men by nature

and regardless of rank or class. In this respect nationality is like

the primitive sense of kinship, and it works on a higher and a far

more extensive plane as kinship worked in the solidarity of the

tribe."1

,.Nationality has played a major role in the evolution of

modern national States. The feeling of nationality as a psychologi-

cal force emerged,)vhen, as Maclver writes, "common elements of

culture, manifested in religion, in the forms and common language

of learning, in the modes and standards of life, prevailed over a

great area.'' The concept of country or,'motherland' or 'fatherland'

emerged. Feudal order was a localized one in which common masses

had a little role to play with regard to political power which vested

in nobles. But nationality, being a cultural phenomenon, does not

distinguish between a common man and a noble. However, as

Maclver writes, "The sense of nationality could not develop until

men learned their participation in a common life, in the service of

1. Ibid., pp. 121.

2. Ibid.
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whichauthority was maintained and justified.''1 General masses

cooperated with the kings in their fights, against the Pope and

feudal lords, for the establishment of national States. Moreover,

emergence of a new class--the rising middle class--helped in the

emergence of national States because their purpose could be better

served with national market, law and order and justice. Maclver

writes, "The demarcating influence of the country State appears

very clearly in the policy of mercantilism which interpreted the

economic interests of the country .... "-

The concept of nationality implied a better social and spirituat

unity. The reason fbr this, as MacIver writes, is that "it contains a

claim of equality, for nationality has no degree within its range. It

applies to all men, rich or poor, high or low.'' Nationality helped

in bringing the much-wanted and broader unity in society at a time

when during the periol of Renaissance and Reformation the values

of society were coming in the melting pot for refashioning. Maclver

writes, "The sense of nationality has a content more pervasive and

more real than the conceptions of social unity which preceded it...

though communal in character, it unites far greater areas of society

than ever in the past .... " Apart from this, based over the feelings

of nationalism, various movements against colonialism took shape

in Asian and African countries. Thousands of young people sacri-

ficed their lives singing, Sare Jahan se Accha Hindustan Hamara

(our India is better than the whole of the world). Undoubtedly,

nationalism has played an important role in the formation of States.

in the ex-colonies of Asia and Africa. The contribution of nationa-

lity to the evolution of the State can be summarized in the words

of Maclver, "Nationality is the sense of community which, under

the historical conditions of a particular social epoch, has possessed

or still seeks expression through the unity of the State.''5

Development of Science

Technological and scientific developments contributed a

lot in the evolution of secular democratic States in the 17th and

1.

Ibid., pp. i22-23.

2.

Ibid., p. 125.

3.

Ibid., p. 132.

4.

Ibid.

5.

Ibid., p. 124.
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18th centuries, and in the evolution of'Industrial State' in the

present century. Various scientific inventions placed tremendous

powers in the hands of the State and people. The distribution of

power was altered by it and the basis of power was extended. Mac-

Iver writes, "The effect of invention, whether it was that of gun-

powder or of the printing press, was to alter the distribution of

power and in particular to extend it more widely .... Every new

power that men gain over nature may become a means to liberate a

new power within themselves.''1 With the development of science

progressive forces could advance. Secular States emerged under the

leadership of kings and democratic States under the leadership of

the bourgeois class. With new arms developed by science, wars

could be waged more easily, extensively and effectively. Because of

development of faster means of communication big territories could

be managed very easily. The Moghul army took months to reach

Southern India whereas modern armies can reach there within hours.

With the development of modern arms the State has got more effec-

tive physical power--bullets, tear-gas, guns, bombs, tanks, planes,

etc.--internally and externally. With the development of printing

and new propaganda techniques--radio, television, newspapers, etc.,

--the State has got better ideological power over the citizens.

Somehow science has served the establishment more and people less

as it has provided the establishment with better means of control

and manipulation.

Because of scientific development industrial developments took

place and these required an industrial State which will have more

extensive areas and more important functions to perform. In an

industrial society, the State becomes absolutely essential, especially

when industries are run by private enterprises. It has to process the

by-products of industrial systems based on capital, like unemploy-

ment, rise in prices, trade and commerce, distribution of essential

goods, regulation of industries, poverty, pollution, quality control,

regulation of industrial competition, labour disputes, etc. So indus-

trial development gives a fabulous role to the State. Moreover,

development of disastrous scientific arms like atom bombs, hydrogen

bombs, missiles, bectereological and chemical warfare, etc., because

of which the survival of humanity itself is endangered, compels man

to think of a world State or some international order where wars

1. Ibid., p. 122.
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amongst States may be a thing of the past. If science has helped in

the evolution of national States, it will help further in the evolution

of an international State also.

Conclusion

The historical or evolutionary theory of the origin of the State

thus maintains that the State has originated not because of anyone

factor but many factors have contributed to its evolution. It is but

natural that a complex organisation like the Sate has not originated

merely because of one or two factors. Many factors contributed to

its evolution from time to time. The State has changed a lot from

ancient to the present time. The liberal theory of the origin of the

State does not give specific importance to anyone factor in the ori-

gin of the State. The evolutionary theory gives some recognition to

historical entity of the State and it is now a widely recognised

liberal theory of the origin of the State.

NATURE

OF STATE ON THE BASIS

OF ITS ORIGIN

The liberal theory is based on the liberal notion of man which

gives due importance to man as the free agent in this world, having

a free will of his own. So in the origin of the State, it gives due role

to individuals, their nature, activities, interests, objectives, etc.

q-he State is seen as a necessity, an institution--evil or otherwise--

which may establish law and order, peace and justice in society

The State is there to serve the general interest of society as a whole.

It is regarded as an agency of human welfare, which will secure life

and property of man. The State is regarded as contributory to

moral and social development of man. It protects rights and

liberties, and resolves conflict, brings consensus in the otherwise

conflict-ridden society. It is the guardian of human and social

welfare.

The role of people and their will in the origin of the State is

given due importance by the liberals. The basis of the State is not

force but will of the people. The State is not a power but an instru-

ment to perform certain functions in society. It is of the people,

by the people, for the people. Liberalism distinguishes between the

State and society and maintains that the State is for society and not

otherwise. Power of the State is assumed as limited and its sove-
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reignty as pluralistic. The State is not all-comprehensive, but its

objectives and powers are limited. Once upon a time, liberalism

supported minimal State with only negative police functions to

perform. But now liberalism supports a positive, welfare State.

Liberalism does not maintain that the State is merely an

instrument of a class. It assumes that the State has a potentiality to

soften conflicts and to serve the interests of all the classes. The

State can act as a shock-absorber in the various conflicts of society.

Here lies the fundamental difference between the liberal and

Marxian views with regard to the nature of the State.

The nature of the State, according to liberalism, will be

discussed in detail in the 9th chapter when functions of the State

will be seen.

In brief, the following are the main points of the liberal view

of the nature of the State:--

1.

The State is a human institution, created by man and his

environment.

2.

The ends of the State are to maintain law and order, discipline,

peace, justice and to serve the common interest of society.

3.

Rights, liberties, life and property of the individual cannot be

safe without the laws and sovereign power of the State.

4.

The State is made by the people and its basis is democratic.

5.

There is a difference between the State and society, and the State

and Government (Hobbes and Rousseau do not accept this).

6.

The sphere and sovereignty of the State is limited (Hobbes and

Rousseau do not agree with this).

7.

The State creates unity in society and develops consensus. It

serves the interests of all the classes in society. It is an above-

class association.

8.

Liberalism refuses to accept that the State and sovereignty be-

long to any particular class or it is an instrument of exploitation..

It does not give any right of revolution to any particular class.

9.

Liberalism does not believe in the withering away of the State

and in a Stateless society.

"'The State, then, has not existed from all eternity. There have

been societies tat did without it, that had no conception of State

and State power. At a certain stage of economic development,

which was necessarily bound up with the cleavage of society into

classes, the State became a necessity owing to this cleavage."'x

•

--Engels

Chapter 7

MARXIAN THEORY OF

THE ORIGIN AND NATURE

OF THE STATE

INTRODUCTION

If liberalism is a secio-economic and political philosophy of

the bourgeois class, then arxism is) on the contrary,,!...a socio-eco-

nomic and political philosophy of the working class--a product

of the capitalist economic system itself. It is a philosophy of that

downtrodden class which is being helplessly exploited by the

bourgeois class.')(n the 19th century, when the working class was

suffering due to an unbearable exploitation by capitalist economic

and political order, Marxism emerged as a scientific philosophy of

this class. It is a philosophy and a world outlook of the working

class and its object is emancipation of this class from all kinds of

exploitation' It is a scientific revolutionary philosophy which points

out the way to get rid of exploitation, torture and injustice in

society. Marxism came as a ,philosophy to uproot the capitalist

order rather than to reform it. Its message, unlike utopian socia-

.lism, was not to the capitalists for the reform of capitalism, but it

was in the name of workers to overthrow the capitalist system which

is unjust.It gave a revolutionary message to the working class. "The

proletariaris have nothing to lose but their chains. They have a

1.

F. Engels, The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State (1884)

(Moscow : FLPH, 1952), pp. 283-84.
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world to win. Workingmen of all countries unite.) Thus, Marxism

is a scientific philosophy and class outlbok of the working class, it is

a revolutionary and progressive philosophy against exploitation and

injustice.

philosophy was expounded by Karl Marx and his friend

This

En]gels. K. Marx (1818-1883) was a German-born philosopher

who studied in Germany and was awarded Ph.D. at an early age of

23 in 1841. At the age of 26, Marx met Engels and when he was 30

years of age the Communist Manifesto, a book written with Engels,

was published. This work was a bombshell for the ruling classes of

the whole world and was a revolutionary work of tremendous impor-

tance in which a scientific and revolutionary way of emancipation

was shown to the working class. Till the age of 33, Marx wandered

from one country of Europe to the other organising the working

class and its political movements, interpreting the philosophy of

the working class, and everywhere ruling classes gave him a rough

treatment by expelling him from their countries. At last, he came to

Britain in 1851 and it was from here that he directed the working

class movements throughout Europe. He studied in the British

Museum Library and wrote many books analysing the socio-

economic and political system of capitalism and suggested ways to

chan.ge this exploitative system.3

(K. Marx was not only an armchair intellectual or philoso-

pher. He took a keen interest in the struggles and movements of

the working class and throughout his ife he tried to have a revo-

lutionary unity of working classes. According to him, "The

philosophers have only interpreted the_ world, in various ways; the

point, however, is to change it."/He wrote many books and

kept himself busy with revolutionaryactivities too. His life is an

ideal example of thinking and activity (theory and practice). Marx

kept himselfintouch with all the revolutionary struggles of the

working class and tried to give guidance to these struggles.

1. K. Marx and F. Engels, last words of the Communist Manifesto (1884).

2. Marx, Thesis on Feuerbach.

3.

Amongst the most important works of Marx are : The Poverty of Philosophy

(18 47); The Communist Manifesto (1848) (with Engels); The Critique Politi-

cal Economy (1959); Inaugural address of the International Workingmen' s

Association (1864); Value, Price and Profit (1865); Capital (1867); The Civil

War in France (1871).
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F. Engels, friend of Marx, also contributed a lot through his

writings and suggestions.

During the 20th century, Marxism has been enriched by the

writings and views of revolutionaries, philosophers, thinkers like

Lenin, Stalin, Mao, Gramsci, Lukas, etc. Thus Marxism is a

working class philosophy which has developed during the 19th and

20th centuries.

ORIGIN OF THE STATEmMARXIAN VIEW

According to Marxism politics and State are a part of the

superstructure based on the sub-structure of economic system or

mode of production of a given society.Vlarxian theory of the

origin of State is also based on this general view of State and

politics...Engels gave clear Marxian views with regard to the origin

of State in his famous book, The Origin of the Family, Private

Property and the State (1884).

Views of Engels

"Engels analysed the origin of the State on the basislof scientific

method of historical materialism. State originated with the division

of society into classes and with the beginning of struggle of classes.

It has emerged as a class instrument to serve the interest of the

dominant economic class or owners of the means of production.

He writes, "The State is, therel6re, by no means a power forced on

society from without; just as little is it the 'reality of the ethical

idea,' 'the image and reality of reason,' as Hegel maintains. Rather,.

it is a product of society at a certain stage of development; it is

the admission that this society has become entangled in an insolu-

ble contradiction with itself, that it is cleft into irreconcilable

antagonisms which it is powerless to dispel. But in order that these

antagonisms, classes with conflicting, economic interests, might not

consume themselves and society in sterile struggle, a power seem-

ingly standing above society became necessary for the purpose of

moderating the conflict, of keeping it within the bounds of 'order,"

and this power, arisen out of society, but placing itself above it, and

increasingly alienating itself from it, is the State.''1

1. Engels, op. cit., pp. 277-78.
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In these famous lines,ngels has given a historical analysis of

the origin of State. He further writes that the State 'qs, as a rule,

the State of the most powerful, economically dominant class, which,

through the medium of the State, becomes also the politically domi-

nant class, and thus acquires new means of holding down and

exploiting the oppressed class. Thus the State of antiquity was

above all the State of the slave owners for the purpose of holding

down the slaves, as the feudal State was the organ of the nobility

for holding down the peasant serfs and bondsmen, and the modern

representative State is an instrument of exploitation of wage labour

by capital.''l (.T...e_S.a_.eI._I:u_Ls ha..___s_.r..i.gjna.te w!th the. rigin o.f

classes and class-struggle in society and it is merely an instrument of

e'xploitation in the hands of a dominant class. With ihe help'tit'the

tate, ruhng classes maintain their powers over economically poo

classes. Engels writes, "Tlie tate s an orgamzaton of the possess-

ing class for its protection against the non-possessing class.'' Thus

State has not originated because of social contract, or because of

t'he will of all the people, but has originated becduse of class division

nd class struggle in society. If the State has originated on!,.with

tg'Cg lii6/lrit]htbefore the division of society into

]asses, theewas a time when society was Stateless, i.e., primitive

communal society.' Engels writes, "The State, then, has not existed

from all eternity. There have been societies that did without it, that

had no conception of the State and State power. At a certain stage

of economic development, which was necessarily bound up with the

cleavage of society into classes, the State became a necessity, owing

to this cleavage.''a It means that if society again becomes classless,

due to development of socialistic modef6u[0"fihe Stt"fill

.eb.e necessary and it will wither

writes, "We are now rapidly approaching a stage nthe development

of production at which the existence of these classes not only will

have ceased to be a necessity, but will become a positive hindrance

to production. They will fall as inevitably as they arose at an earlier

stage. Along with them the State will inevitably fall. The society

that will organize production on the basis of a free and equal

1.

Ibid., pp. 280-81.

2.

Ibid., p. 281.

3.

Ibid., p 283.
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association of producers will put the whole machinery of State

where it will then belong; into the Museum of Antiquities, by the

side of the spinning wheel and the bronze axe.''1

The views of Engels can be summarised as follows:--

1.

The State has not existed from all eternity. There have been

Stateless societies in history.

2.

The State is not a natural institution, nor has this been created

by a social contract by the whole of society. But this has emer-

ged at a specific stage of the historical development of society,

with the class division and class struggle in it.

3.

State is not something above society or superimposed on it. Nor

has this been made by God or any divine power, nor it is the

image and reality of reason as Hegel maintains, but it is merely

a product of specific historical circumstances.

4.

State is merely an instrument of the dominant economic class

and is used to maintain its rule.

5.

State does not belong to the whole society and is instrumental

in the exploitation of economically poor classes.

6.

State tries to keep the class struggle in society within bounds

and tries to act as a shock-absorber, but it cannot finish the

class struggle.

7.

Many a time State may seem supra-classes by its functions, but

in the final analysis it only safeguards the interests of owning

classes.

8.

The powerful economic class, by virtue of the State, becomes the

most powerful political class also, in spite of its being a minority

class.

9.

State in the ancient period was the State of slave-owners; in the

medieval period it was a feudal State, an organ of nobility; and

the modern representative State is an instrument of the bourgeois

class.

10.

With the change in the economic system or mode of production

and with the abolition of private property" when society will

become classless, the State will automatically wither away.

1. Ibid., pp. 283-84.

2.

Marxism distinguishes between private and personal property. By private

property it means the ownership of means of production or property for

exploitation. By personal property it means ownership of necessary things

or property for consumption.
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Thus Engels' views are sufficiently clear with regard to the

origin of State. The State came into existence, at a certain juncture

of historical development, with the class division and class struggle

in society, and it will wither away in a classless society. The nature

of State is also explained clearly by Engels--it is a class instrument

and does not belong to the whole of society. The State cannot

finish the class struggle, it tries only to keep it within bounds. These

views have been further elaborated by Lenin.

Views of Lenin (1870-1924)

[r Lenin was a great revolutionary leader of the working class

and father ofmodern socialist Russia, who led the first successful

sociaiit revolution and established the first socialist State there. _e

ian eminent philosopher, who, by his various writings, clarified

find developed Marxism during the first quarter of this century. He

is.mm0.rals a revolutionary leader, philosopher and liberator of

the working class.7

Before 1917, Russia was ruled by an absolutist monarch, Tsar.

The main features of this monarchy were injustice, torture and auto-

cratic rule, in which working classes were being exploited very

badly. Lenin successfully led a socialist revolution by organising

the working classes. With the Marxian philosophy as a guide, he

fought for the establishment of true liberty, equality and fraternity

against the unbearable rule of Tsar's monarchy. Lenin was expel-

led from Russia by Tsar. He stayed in European countries for

many years and guided the Russian revolution from abroad. It was

Lenin who could give a rebuff to those who thought that Marxism

is an 'utopian philosophy' by establishing the first socialist State.

The views of Lenin are very much. similar to those of Engels.

In his work, The State and Revolution (1917) Lenin has supported

the views expressed by Engels. He writes, "The State is a product

and a manifestation of the irreconcilability of class antagonisms...

the existence of the State proves that the class antagonisms are

irreconcilable.''1 Lenin vigorously opposed that the State can finish

the struggle of the antagonistic classes. He regards State to be an

instrument of a particular class and not an instrument_ of genera|

welfare. He attacked the revisionists, who maintained that

11. v. I. Lenin, "The State and Revolution" (1917), in Selected Works in three

volumes (Moscow, 1970), Voi. 2, p. 290.
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gradually and slowly the State itself can establish socialism. He

writes, "According to Marx, the State is an organ of class rule, an

organ for the oppression of one class by another; it is the creation

of 'order' which legalises and perpetuates this oppression by mode-

rating the conflict between the classes.''1 Thus. he does not accept

the view that the State emerged to bring unity, peace, order and

welfare in society. He says, "The State is an organ of the rule of a

definite class, which cannot be reconciled with its antipode (the

class opposite to it) ....

2 Thus, Lenin subscribes to the views expres-

sed by Engels.

However,l,,Lenin made an important contribution by explain-

ing the origin of a socialist State and by explaining how revolutions

can be made and what will be the nature of a working-class State.

He also wrote about the withering away of the State and gave a

strong reply to anarchists who supported the theory of abrupt over-

throw of the State. He said, "According to Marx the .State withers

away--as distinct from the anarchist doctrine of the 'abolition'

of the Stateo''3 His views, in brief, are as follows:

1.

Bourgeois State can only be abolished by a socialist revolution,

under the leadership of organised working class, who will cap-

ture the State power forcibly. Lenin writes, "Revolution alone

can 'abolish' the bourgeois State .... The supersession of the bour-

geois State by the proletarian State is impossible without a

violent revolution.'' tin the whole book 'working class" means

working and other exploited classes).

2.

After capturing the State power, the working class will create a

socialist State by destroying the bourgeois State machinery and

establishing a 'dictatorship of the proletariat' or a working

class State.

3.

The task of the working class State will be to establish a class-

less society by building a socialist economy and abolishing pri-

vate property.

When a classless society will be established, the State will auto-

matically wither away. The bourgeois State will be abolished by

1.

Ibid., p. 291.

2.

Ibid.

Ibid., p. 298.

4.

Ibid., pp. 299-301.
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creating a socialist State through a revolution, and then it will be

the socialist State that will wither away. Lenin writes, "Accord-

ing to Engels, the bourgeois State does not 'wither away', but

is 'abolished" by the proletariat in the course of the revolution.

What withers away after this revolution is the proletarian State

or semi-state.''1

In this way, Lenin simply confirmed the views of Engels on

the origin of State and answered further questions like--how the

bourgeois State will be abolished? How the revolution will be

made? Who will make the revolution? What will be the nature and

functions of the socialist State? How the socialist State will wither

away? etc.

Views of Gramsci

Antonio Gramsci (1891-1937) was an Italian Marxist leader.

He became the general secretary of the Italian Communist Party in

1924. '.'Antonio Gramsci was perhaps the most interesting and

Suggestive thinker since Marx."-' In 1926 he was arrested by the

Fascist dictator, Mussolini, and at his trial in 1928 the official pro-

secutor ended his peroration with the famous demand to the judge:

"We muststop this brain working for twenty years.''3 He was

jailed for twenty years. He was very badly tortured and this great

fighter against Fascism lived in prison from 1928-1937 and was re-

leased in 1937 with broken health, only to die in the same year in a

hospital, rather than in prison. Thus, he lived for 46 years with

revolutionary activities like fighting and writing.

Gramsci was not only a great revolutionary but also a thinker.

I-Iis brain could not be stopped from functioning even by placing

him behind the bars and during torturous conditions of prison he

wrote 2,848 pages by hand which were smuggled out of Italy, with

great difficulty. These handwritten pages consist of 33:notebooks and

• 1. Ibid., p. 298.

2.

J. Femia, "Hegemony and Consciousness in the Thoughts of Antonio

Gramsci", tolitical Studies (Vol. xxiii. No. 1, March, 1975), p. 29.

3.

Q. Hoare and Smith (ed.), Selections from the Prison Notebooks of Antonio

Gramsci (London, 1971), p. xviii. (Now onwards referred as Prison Note-

books..Most important articles in this work are : "Notes on Italian History?.';

"The Modern Prince"; "State and Civil Society"; "Americanis and

Fordism."
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these are known as Prison Notebooks or Prison Quaderni. His views

are fo_.d in these notebooks and hundreds of articles written before

1926.q,1Gramsci viewed the State as a highly complex phenomenon

and raised points about it which Marxists have too seldom consi-

dered.": He has accepted most of the Marxian theory on the origin

and nature of the State but he refused to accept that the State is

merely a class instrument in the hands of one class for dominating

the other classes. He observed that this is too simple an expla-

nation of a complex phenomenon like State."Gramsci warns us,

above all, against conceiving the historic State too mechanically in

terms of class power.''3

. Gramsci has explained the origin and nature of fascist State

in detail and called it a form of"Caesarism" which emerges when

there is a "catastrophic equilibrium" which means that in such a

situation further struggle between classes will lead to their mutual

destruction. Thus, he explained the origin of fascist State and its

relative autonomy from the dominant classes. He refused to accept

it either as "absolutist State," which originates when there is equi-

librium between bourgeoisie and the landed nobility, as it was the

17th and 18th centuries, or as a "Bonapartist State," which origi-

nates when there is equilibrium between bourgeoisie and the work,

ing class, as Thalheimer cousiders

,About

science and the Gramsci "If

political

State,

writes,

political science means science of the State, and the State is

the entire complex of practical and theoretical activities

with which the ruling class not only justifies and maintains its

dominance, but manages to win the active consent of those over

whom it rules, thei1 it is obvious that all the essential questions of

sociolog are nothing other lthan the questions of political

science. Thus, he emphasises on politics more than the orthodox

Marian writers, who regard State and politics merely as a

1.

For further reference please see: Q. Hoare and J. Mathews, Antonio Gramsci,

Selections from Political Writings (1910-20) (London, 1977).

2.

V. G. Kiernan, "'Gramsci and Marxism", in R. Miliband (cal.), The Socialist

Register (London, 1972). p. 12.

3.

Ibid., pp. 12-13.

4.

For further details please s¢¢: N. FouIantzas' Fascism and Dictatorshit

(London : NLB, 1974), pp. 59-62.

5.

Prison Notebooks, p. 144.
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tion of economics (or a part of the super-structure which rests on

economic sub-structure, or mode of production of a society).

framsci regards State as an instrument of ruling classes and

says, a'rh'T"hTl  ii3/if ...........

: .....

'---

the ruhng classes s reahsen the

State, and their history is essentially the history of States and of

groups of States."e does not regar .SIate_s ¢re]y  itru-

ment of force or coercton only, but maintains that State is based

°-¢fiemony'' (political, !adershzp hawng l£itimap 0r

cry) ad domination"

snomo e unoerstood not only the app'ratus of government, but

also the 'private' apparatus of'hegemony' or civil society...State is

equal to...hegemony protected by the armour of coercion." The

concept of hegemony means moral and intellectual leader,S,

rasci maintains iat pow::: te 'state s  bUilt upon ihe

'ed orCe,, ....................

hlone, but it is buil UPon the passive or'active Consent

o the people also; 0he rli-'61ses do-n0t rule by material

forc alone, but by ideological force too He maintaihed that the

a.te has not only a "coercive" role but also an ideological role; it

.has not only a material basis, but also an ideological basis, stae

s an ,sRr 0f hgemony.S Political control cannot be maintdi6-

6e of physical force alone-t denadbship hafin

spnsent, false or true..ofmasses, Tfi Gramsci further elaborated-

[fiMarxian view of State by introducing the concept of hegemony

which, roughly, "refers to a situation wherzin a social group or class

is ideologically dominant .... , there,, he predomi-

nance obtained by consent rather orce

ova? other

', .....

: .......

classes. Expressing the views of Gramsci, Poulhntzas

sq domination cannot, in fact, be maintained through

the use of physical repression alone, but demands the direct and

decisive intervention of ideology. It is in this sense that the domi-

nant ideology, in the form of its ideological apparatuses, is directly

involved in the State apparatus which.., gives expression to political

power.''z TUS Gramsci gives proper consideration to the ideologi-

1.

Ibid., p. 52.

2.

Ibid., pp. 261-63.

3.

For details please see Poulantzas, op. cir., pp. 299-302.

4.

Femia, pp. 29-31.

5.

Poulantzas, op. cir., p. 302.
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cal aspect of State and the role of ideology in the origin, function-

iffg] maifitennce and overthrowing of the State. However, he does

hot deviate from the Marxian understanding of the State as a class

iiitument. 1

......... Rgai'ding the origin of the State Gramsci maintains that

Statesc-6me into being through the struggle of three kinds Of .social

o-' ial/'0"es which provide leadership, social forces against

wiom-S"ffuggiS eg al' hirdly, some auxiliaries or .aliied ..........

forces

,,.icl give active or passive consent, to the leaders, toe writes,

Numerous princlpie of histbri6afrsah cn be established by

examining the innovatory forces which led the national Risorgi-

mento in Italy. These forces took power and united in the modern

Italian State in the struggl,e against specific other forces and helped

by specific auxiliaries or allies. In order to become a State they had

to subordinate or eliminate the former and win the active or passive

assent the latter.'' In this way_lramq! mainta_!n that State has

,o, riginated because o-dion-d hegem0ny.-Ie further writes,

-e su remac of a soci manife "

"

as

. A social group

 it-'nds to liquidate, or to

subjugate perhaps even by armed force; it leads kindred and allied

groups. A social group can, and indeed must, already exercise

'leadership' before winning governmental power...it subsequently

becomes dominant when it exercises power ....

"- It clearly means

that theState originates when some class gets the active or passive

support 'f some other allies and ii._sJ0ss some enemies. State

comes int6 b6ing by suppressing the enemies and ith the active or

p'ie cn-ent of th allies.!

*' An imp0rtanicoatrib-ution of Gramsci to the Marxian theory

of State is that he gives due weight to active or passive consent,

tog"--ewih force, in the origin of the State. The consent of the

le0ple irec'eived by creating a false consciousness through the

superior means of propaganda, which is there at the command of the

rulin class. The ruling Classes have an additional .e...r.e.._

g

- - --'--.

 ....

'°6f

that is, the!r.j,Oeas dominate th _o( as_ Ma.._._r_ said, "Ideas _

 e''3 age, the ."_ This concept of

1.

Prison Notebooks, P. 53.

2.

Ibid., pp. 57-58.

3.

K. Marx, The German Ideology.

t
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ideological domination has been called "' by Grasci.

Vi6W on the role of ths phenomenon in

society, Femia writes, "Hegemony is the most important face of

power, the 'normal' form of control in any post-feudal society, and,

in particular, the strength of bourgeois rule in advanced capitalist

society, where material force is resorted to on a large scale only in

periods of exceptional crisis. Thus he redefined the Marxist view of

power in bourgeois society in more comprehensive terms.''

C_In the 20th century this great difference in the natare of State

is very much manifest. With the development of education and

mass media (newspapers, radio, television, films, etc.), the power of

the ruling class to influence the public opinion has increased many-

f01 All these are under the control of the ruling class and it propa-

gates its ideology through these means. of ed

Ihe 19th ce...

ntury was to educate the ubiic but in the 20th centur iL.

 belied b propaganda.  on the shoulders,

work in thes

 Paper bullet is more effective means of controlling'the

"masses then the bullet of the gun. When heads of the people can

be filed eas'il, with the ideas of ruling classes, where is the necessity

of breaking these.

.B.eing a Marxist, Gramsci refuses to accept that State or

cpitali°lass, whose instrument the Stat is,'i apble of repre-

senting the interest of the whole society, t"In the modern capi/a-

listic societies, Gramsci .claims, tourgeos economic aomnance,

whether or not it faces a serious challenge, has become outmoded,

no longer is it capable of representing or furthering everyone's in-

terest.''' In order to have a revolution and overthrow of capitalist

.States, Gramsci gives importance to political parties and "organic

intellectuals." Only these can penetrate into the mask of the ruling

.class, they can destroy the propaganda of the ruling class and orga-

nise the working lass on the basis of revolutionary philosophy and

lead them in their revolutionary struggle. According to Gramsci,

"Classes roduce arfies, a_nd parties form' the .personnel of State

 the leaders of civil and pohtcal society, z Thus

1.

Femia, op. cir., p. 31.

2.

Ibid., p. 34.

3.

Prison Notebooks, p. 227.
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Gramsci assigned the role of spreading class-consciousness and

re'v-l'ionary cofisciousness" to the pol!tical parti.es and '0.rgnic

i.tellectuals." He gave proper weight to subjective factors in the

making and maintenance of State anal revolution. 1

Gramsci has also analysed the relationship between.,.bas,e (sub-

structure) ns__u.p,.sructure_ ..-|_h-ed ti0V-some economic

c..1.sses, with the help of State, ideology, morality, fraud, intellec-

tual and moral leadership, etc., acquire a dominating position over

the other economic classes of society. Femia writes, "He was con-

crned to reformulate and re-examine one of the central ambiguities

of Marxist theory--the relationship between base and super-struc-

ture,'' In this way, Gramsci enriched the Marxian understanding

of State and society, keeping in view the developments during the

20th century) Important points of Gramsci's ideas on State, its

origin and nature are as follbws :

1.

Bourgeois State only serves the interest of one class, rather than

the whole of the community.

2.

State has not originated merely because of naked force

oppression, but also through intellectual and moral leadership

of the ruling class. Domination together with intellectual'anci

moral leadership has founded "hegemonic rule."

3.

Though State uses naked power, only as the last resort, gener-

ally it rules by false consent which is based on false conscious-

Iless.

4.

In order to bring a revolution, it is necessary to break down the

hegrriony and' ideological-basis of the State.- For this task

"'orgamc mtellec[uals" an party organization are very impor-

tant.

''h the destruction of the ideological base of the State, possibi-

lities of its destruction, together with the classes it represents,

increase ; so, to destroy any State mere barrel of the gun is not

sufficient--paper bullet or firing through the tongue is also essen-

tial.

Femia, op. cit., p. 29.

Apart from the references mentioned, some further discussion on Grams¢i'g

ideas may be seen in : J. N. Commett Antonio Gramsci and the Origins of

llalian Communi.m (1967); J. Merrington. "'Theory and Practice in Gramsci's

Marxism" in The Socialist Register (1968) G. A. Williams, Gramsci'

Concept of Egemonia" in Journal of the History of Ideas (Vol. 21, No. 4.

1960).
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Conclusion : The nature of State

In conclusion, the Marxian views concerning

State and its nature are as follows :

political system is a part of the super-structure based

State

and

on the sub-structure of economic system of society.

2.

State has not existed since eternity ; there have been societies in

the history where State was unknown.

3.

State is neither a natural institution, nor has this been created

by a social contract or by consent of the whole of society.

Rather it has emerged at a specific stage of the development of

material conditions of society. When society was diviled into

slasses an.d it wa..., e.__ntangled in the clas_s srug lgonl, _th.en_th.e-

State emerged.

4.

"State is neither above society, nor has this been imposed on

society. It is neither divine, nor the highest moral idea, but it

is merely a historical entity originating in society because of

definite historical circumstances.

5.

State is an instrument of economically dominant class for physi-

cal and ideological domination, and exploitation of cconomi-

cally weaker classes.

6.

State does not belong to the whole of society, it is only a class

instrument.

7.

State, though it tries to keep the class-struggle in check, cannot

finish the class-struggle, without finishing_.private prop

Ihe classe_s.

At times State may seem to be above classes, but in the final

analysis it serves only the particular interest of a particular

class.

9. Because of the possession of State. power, the economically

dominant class, inspire of being in a milority, becomes politi-

cally the stronger one.

10.

In the ancient period the State belonged to slave-owners; in the

m6dieval period it served the interests of land-owners--feudal

lords, nobility, etc., and the modern State is a bourgeois State

11.

State rules by coercive power. However, Gramsci added'that

State.rules more by false con__sent than coercive power.

l 2 When, because of c-tian in tile economic system or mode of
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 scciety will become classless, then State will also

vither away in such a society.

13. Without a socialist revolution, under the leadership of an orga-

nised working class, capitalist mode of production cannot be

changed and be substituted by socialist mode of production.

14.

The working class, after the revolution and capture of power,

will destroy the bourgeois State machinery and establish a work-

ing-class State, or dictatorship of the proletariat. The State of

the working class would be working lass organised as ruling

class.

15.

The o'ect of the workin,g-class Stat will not be to establish a

class rule. Its object will be to abolish rivate ert ,.recons-

truct econom on a socialistic , ndes

16.

When classless society will be established, the State, a class

instrument, will become useless and die a natural death.

17.

Thus Marxism is not a philosophy of absolutist State, but a

scientific philosophy of origin, nature and withering aay of the

State.

ORIGIN AND NATURE OF STATE

Comparison of Liberal and Marxian Views

The question why and how the State originated has two diffe-

rent explanations. According to one view, State is a product of

social contract, consent and consensus, and is there for serving

the general interest of the whole community by maintaining law,

order, justice and welfare services. According to the other view,

State is a product of class division and class struggle and serves only

the interests of one particular class because all the classes cannot

have a single interest. The second view rejects the virtue of the

State, associates its presence with the presence of classes, and sug-

gests that by a revolution and establishment of a classless society the

institution of State should be done away with. At present in social

sciences the debate with regard to "consensus model" and "conflict

model" is quite'hot. Consensus theory, on which liberalism is based,

is associated with Parsonian functionalist strand of thought. It

maintains that the basis of society and social institutions, including

the State, is shared values, norms, beliefs, interests, ideas and ins-

titutions, etc. The conflict theory gives importance to conflict or
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struggle and drives out the conclusion that State and many other

institutions are the product of conflict. Marxism is based on the

conflict (class struggle) theory. Many non-Marxist sociologists,

like R. Daherendorf 1, have also supported the conflict theory with

different analysis and conclusions. It is a fact that modern capi-

talist societies are crisis-ridden and conflict is there in them. Much of

the research in sociology and politics is busy in finding the causes

and solutions of conflict within the bourgeois set-up itself. The

third "sect", in the form of "convergence theory", is also emerging

(this always happens, and the third sect is very dangerous as it adul-

trates both). Liberal view of the origin and nature of State is

based on "consensus model" and the Marxian view is based on

-"conflict model". This difference between liberal and Marxian

theories is fundamental, other differences are nothing but logical

outcomes of this difference.

Liberal and Marxian views on man and Society have already

been discussed in the first chapter of this book. Difference of views

on these has given birth to differences on origin and nature of State.

Liberal view regards society as unity, composed of free individuals,

in spite of different interests and classes, society can remain united

with goodwill and mutual cooperation. Lion and cow can drink

water from the same pot, poor and rich can peacefully coexist in

society as complimentary and supplementary to each other. Liberal-

ism is thus a philosophy of maintaining the classes, private property

and the State; having unity in society with these diversities; suppor-

ting reforms and minor changes to meet new requirements, without

any change in the capitalist mode of production. It tries to console

general people with false slogans of peace, liberty, equality,

fraternity, law and order and justice, with democratic reforms

within the system, etc., and thus it becomes an anti-revolutionary

philosophy. On the other hand, Marxism has firm faith in the

antagonism of classes and class-struggle. It does not regard class-

divided society to be a unity, because everything in society--institu-

tions, organisations, ideas, cultures, etc.--is class based, and cannot

be of or for the whole of society. Abolition of classes, Marxism

suggests, is the first requirementof having a necessary unity in

society. Being a scientific philosophy, it further suggests that classes

1. R. Daherendorf, Class and Class Conflict in Indstrial Society (1959).
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in society can only be abolished by a socialist revolution, through

the process of establishment of a dictatorship of the proletariat,

abolition of private property, substituting the capitalist mode of

production by a socialist one, etc. Thus Marxism is a revolutio-

nary philosophy of change and it shows the way to have objective

unity in society.

The main points of comparison of the views of both liberalism

and Marxism on the origin and nature of State are as follows :--

1.

The liberal view of origin and nature of State is hypothetical,

ambiguous, and unclear because differeft philosophers have diffe-"

rent views. Marxian view is definite, unambiguous, clear, strai-

ghtforward, scientifically analysed, and historically supported.

2.

Liberal writers maintain that the State has originated because

of mutual agreement, social contracts, and goodwill of all the

people of society. Marxism associates the origin of State with

class-division and class-struggle in society.

3.

Liberal writers are of the view that the State has been existing,

in one form or the other, since eternity. According to Marxism

it was not present in primitive classless societies and it emerged

at a certain stage of the historical development of society.

4.

Liberal writers maintain that State belongs to the whole society

and serves its general interests. Marxism regards it as an ins-

trument of economically dominant class which serves the parti-

cular interests of this class.

5.

Liberal writers maintain that State is necessary because of

human nature and refuse to accept it as a part of the super-

structure based on economic sub-structure of society. Marxism

regards it as a necessity of particular social conditions and main-

tains that it is a part of the super-structure of society.

6.

Liberal writers regard the State as a man-made institution.

Marxism regards it as a historical entity which emerged due to

particular historical circumstances.

7.

Liberals say that the purpose of the State is to maintain law and

order, peace, liberty, equality, etc., and to serve the general

interest of society. Marxism maintains that the purpose of State

is to serve the interests of one class at the cost of other

classes.

8.

Liberals regard State to be a limited State. Marxism maintains

that State is not so much limited in power and scope as it will

liese Libr, ry
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do everything to serve the interests of the class whose instrument

it is.

9.

Liberals have faith in the conflict-resolving and unity-maintain-

ing nature of the State, because they regard State as supra-class.

Marxism rejects the view that State can resolve the conflict or

finish class struggle in a class-divided society as it regards State

to be a class instrument.

10.

Liberals reject the idea of destruction of State or its withering

away because it is viewed as a necessary evil or virtue, whereas

Marxism believes in withering away of the State.

11.

Liberals oppose the revolutionary method of changing the State

or government and plead for "peaceful", "non-violent" and

constitutional method to bring change, or maintain it. Election

is the best democratic method to change the government.

Marxism believes in a revolutionary change and supports the

revolution by organised working class. The "democratic

process" or elections, etc., are regarded as bourgeois gimmicks,

which may be used for political purposes but which should not

be relied upon for bringing change.

12.

Liberalism can be reformism, but it cannot be revolutionary.

And, "the reforms and changes of this positive liberalism always

stayed safe within the limits of the established property relations

of capitalism.''1 Marxism may support reforms, but it cannot

be reformist, as it believes in revolution.

In short, above-mentioned are some of the points of diffe-

rence between liberal and Marxian views on the origin and nature

of the State. In the present age both these ideologies are having

a conflict. The scientific and progressive analysis of Marxian

philosophy is giving blow after blow to the liberal ideology in all

the spheres. Liberalism is trying to defend itself and liberal

democratic States by new ideas, concepts and theories. Ideas like

"'end of ideology", "ideolgy and utopia" are the reflections of

liberal escapism. On the other hand, convergence theory, (i.e. both

Marxian and liberal States and economic system are coming in one

line, Marxism is becoming liberal and liberalism is becoming

radical, etc.) is also being preached. Behavioural or the so-called

scientific revolution in America is preaching value-free study of

1. R. Singh, Reason, Revolution and Political Theory (New Delhi, PPH, 1967),

p. 6.

itself, in order to

this will depend on

the worikng class.1

clear by discussing

these ideologies.
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politics, so as to avoid the discussion of values of liberalism and

Marxism. Liberalism is on the defensive, revising and remodelling

survive. But how long it can? The answer to

the organisational and ideological strength of

The nature of the State will become more

the functions of the State according to both

1. For more details please see : C. B. Macpherson, Democratic Theory : Essays

in Retrieval (London : Clarendon Press, 1973).

"If socialism is defined the way Marx did, as ownership of the

means of production by the workers, the U.S.A. has become a truly

socialist country.'' --Peter Drucker

"One of the advantages of democracy, from the governmental pabst

of view, is that it makes the average citizen easier to deceive,

since he regards the government as his goverment.''

--Bertrand Russell

Chapter 8

LIBERAL THEORY OF

FUNCTIONS AND NATURE

OF THE STATES

INTRODUCTION

In the last two chapters liberal and Marxian theories of the

origin and nature of the State have been discussed. Functions and

nature of the State, according to both the theories, will be seen

further, because the issue of functions of the State is equally

important in order to analyse the nature of the State.

Some discussion about the general meaning of liberalism,

about the circumstances in which liberal tradition in Western

philosophy emerged, about the economic class which backed the

emergence of liberalism for the fulfilment of its objectives, etc., has

also been seen in the discussion on liberal theory of the origin of

the State. The liberal_ v!evs on t.he functi.o.ns of .th t._ate. ha.ve been

changing }'di tim to time. The reason for this is quit,e simple.

With the change in circ.ras.ances and there_!..ti.__ppsiti__o..n..,Of the

1.

Peter Drucker, "Socialism Arrives in America", a news

Express, dated 5th June, 1976.

2.

B. Russell, Power (London : Union Books, 1938), p. 96,

item in lndian
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classes theories also change accordingly. The notions of the State,

_v..e.relgnty, t'giiC-tiifig-61"th State, 6t

historic conditions arid the requirements f tte

c ..........

:.. _ g

century the requiremems of the

..apitalist classwhich supported liberalism--were quite different

and during the 18th, 19th and 20th centuries the requirements"of

t.js class changed, thereby demanding, a_different role o.f__tliate

in society. It is but natural that liberal views on the functions and

na.-t£..g/t'higed°ith th iang n time and circum-

stances. Negative liberalism of-h 18thand early 19th centuries,

which supp3fednegative State with minimal functions, changed to

p3itive liberalism in latter half of the 19th and 20th centuries,

w-qaichsupported positive State with welfare functions. Negative

iberal_is...as)gp._ed only negative or police functions--reso.l_v_i.n.gat.he

conflict, maintenance of law and order, regulation of free .com-

P]iieic.to the State and adopted the principle of laissez-

fgjze. The State wa regarded as oolice State Positive liberalism

assigned positive r-we]'/iuncti6ns_conoiniC, social, culural

politenESS_to -}'h''-t.- ;thus 1-/a-Vq-,;" hnderwent a

eh-ng hd-le'iise f this we find two liberalisms--negative and

p,sjt.v.e. With this view in mind, functions of the State, according

to negative and positive liberalism, will be discussed.

FUNCTIONS OF THE STATE ACCORDING TO

NEGATIVE LIBERALISM

Negati.,.e liberalism is also known as the theory of laissez-

fai.qreo'r the police.. State, or the theory of individualism. According

to this, the State is a necessary evil, a necessity because of se---h

ature or rfi-hiiiiffi]-s law and-o'-f'der ']fi s)cie,

it removes the uncertainties and ambles of -lii-ii  S0--c'ety.

I t iS a-' e v-"-] [ be"-ca us-' i'i" i' a'- e n e"--m-(,_h n ma--_-.iibe.r-'"- t a'-nd

ifreedom are se_en ae, an give mre

a n-ore  o he individu_.0_uleasing th plf

human activities and decreasing the sphere of the State. Increase

in the sphere and power of the S-----ate w---s veed as-'dec---rease in the

sphere, liberty and power of the individual. The function of the

State is to prnide PJLY_I sec to an individ'-i

du.alkl,.f.gdLeveloplit____yy without anL._t_e__r.fe_re_rice__p.f

the State. Thus this theory [su/zported the view that the individual
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should be left alone by the State to develop his own personality

in h-vay.main funffffn-go--f the State are negii-t3-"

to-check viTenc-E6-6; disorder, fra.ud,_ e_t_c. I

m0ns te'should be bare minimum so that

the liberty of the individual can be maximised.

The liberal theory of the negative functions of the State wa

supported by the risig't class, mainly

cerituy. , the State, being a feudal order, was hnder-

 free development of capitalism. Freedom of merchant

and industrialists from the control of the State was necessary for the

free development of trade, commerce and industries. During the

pei'iod of the Industrial Revolution (1760-1830), t- control of

th State over trade and industries wegarded as unnecessary

anti-developmental and retardinnot-STfffe-i_

eccrff_t_texs of socie.ky___s.__opp _s..e__d. Reduction in the sphere

of the State was demanded by the rising capitalist class, so that

economy may blossom. It was held that the economic system of

society will function well through free competition and exchange in

society. Negative liberalism was thus the political requirement of

the compeffive market society of the 18th century. It was the

demand of that time that free economy should be there so tha'---t trade"

commerce and industries may have unhindered free development,

without any control or interference __b_y_.t._h._-_Siegative liberals.

assamed that production will develop on the basis of market

mechanism of demand and supply, and the economic system has a

capacity to have equilibrium by itself. If tlie economic system could

have a natural equilibrium, then it was felt that State interference

in economy is unnecessary. Negative liberalism was supported by

Adam Smith  economic "ais dd--b on ___d

pgJitical ..basis. Adam_mith .nd. _hi.s._.s_pl;to_rter_...re k.ng_w_n__.as-

"Cls_'_'; Be_n_thatn _a_n_..h_.s_s_upporters are known as

"Philosophical Radicals." The views of

seen in detail.

Views of Adam Smith

Adth (.1723-1790) is regarded as the father of modern

economic.__..sr His views on economic liberalare qfiie clear.

Adam Smith was developing his economic and political theories,
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during the high days of the Industrial Revolution and he was the

philosopher of emerging capitalism. He deeply analysed the

transition from feudalism to capitalism and established the supe-

riority of capitalist economy over and above the feudal economy.

He tried_t__o_e=stblish that capitalism is land_Rd__ogressive and

capitalist economy can run without any external che.Jc_o_f_he State

or any such_po___wer. He strongly objected to the State's interference

in tl economic affairs of society.  main ideas are given in his

fam---book The f--'-ions (1776)1 After Adam Smith,

Ric=o (1772-1823) and Malthus also supported the views of

Adam Smith in their theories of rent and population.2

The main idea of Adam Smith about the State and its func-

tion is that the State should not interfere in the economic affairs of

sociqy. The State can neither control, nor should it control, the

economic affairs of socieIy. The views of Adam Smith and other

negative liberals have been summarised by Bullock as, "The request

which agriculture, manufacturers and commerce present to govern-

ments, is as modest and reasonable as that which Diogenes made to

Alexander : 'State out of my sunshine.'' The functions assigned

to the State are merely the maintenance of law and order and_j_ustice.

Economic affairs _c__a_n b___e_ under the command of economic laws

such as demand,_ supply, competitions, rules of market economy,

etc. All the economic affairs of free sociq/-ffil][-b-e settled by free

c?m__mA?etition and free _J__d__sjg_ned to the State

was to see that there is fairplay in economic transactions and econo-

mic activities, there is fair dealing in give and take, and the co-n-

tracts are observed without any default.

Adam Smith pleaded, should be like the referee in a football match

.or the umpireli w.h_.o__d_d.A3ot_La__y._b.u_t__o._!!y_ see that

the layers are la in fairl according_L0- the rules of the games.

re ' laym, av,' _

_ ....................................

Thus the role of the State in economic affairs should be on a Izar

with the role of an umpire in a cricket match, i. e., the State sh_9_uld

have a negative role of controlling and checking. In this way, Smith

1.

His other important work is The Theory of Moral Sentiments (1759).

2.

Ricardo, On the Principles of Political Economy and Taxation (1817);

Malthus, Essays on the Principles of Population (1798).

.3

A. Bullock and M. Shock (ed.), The Liberal Tcadition fi'om Fox to Keynes

(Oxford : Clarendon Press, 1967), p. xxiv.
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suppgr_ted_a_negafi_7_ctate or police State with minimum possible

functions. Adam Smith maintained that economic and political affairs

oiet are t___wo different and distinct ses. H_e_ was the forceful

writer of the emerging capitalist class in the 18th centur3, and

represented their mistrust in the State and State power. Thus he was

theham-pionof liberalism of free market, which "called---fb-r-l

liberation of businessmen t'ismt-trictive regulations which

government imposed on economic activity.''1 His main idea is that

the desire for personal profit within the framework of a competitive

economic system guides the system towards the greatest welfare of

all. Lord Shelaurne, an English statesman, outlined the new poli-

cy of commercial liberalism on the basis of the ideas of Adam

Smith.

The views of Adam Smith were based on supposi-

tio_ns. The first was that by mutual exch_a._n_g_e__e_q.ili__brium amon£_st

variousqnterests can automatically be achieved. Th_e_.e_c.gn._d was__flaat

all the economic st; i_n_.a_n e ual bar ainin and

co___p_er. And t___h_e_.thir_..w_a%.._that__diion of social

property on the basis of rent, profit and wages i.s_ l_.g.ical and best

possible. But -ff these three presu--ffsitions proved defective as all

th'h'-nterests in society can never have any equilibrium by mutual

exchange because the bargaining capacity of all the economic

Interests is neither equal, nor they are free to have exchage in their 

desired way. All the economic interests do not possess an equal

competing power as some interests are weak and others are strong.

An economic interest represents a class and classes in society are "

nfl--fi-dar aininer. Fur._.___t_h_e_r_m.0_r...e,._t_he -

die--he basis of rent, pro_fi__t, a_.nd._wages.is.- 

neither logical nor justified. By___t.h_i_s__O.iym__o£so_cia!..._p_r.operty,

th extreme n"fi'alities in society_a.nd, n0_sg__i!__u__nit:___f

any kind can be achieved by this. It will lead to a sharp class-stru-

gg e,"l-'ffich will tear society-i-ff-o pieces. Ca_pitalists for their profits

would like to give less wag.__es to the workers and they, in order to

 tisf their al needs will demand more wages, and thus their

class i.__nterest will be op...posed to each other. The benefit'--it-e

capitalist, will be a loss to the worker and the benefit to the worker

will be a loss to the capitalist. Adam Smith, being the philosopher of

I. A. Hacker, Political Theory (1961), p. 238.
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emerging capitalism, failed to take note of these difficulties, whicl

are bound to emerge in the "free society" having "free economy".

His sound faith in the mechanism of capitalist econom and mistrust

in the State led him to dec_lgr.r,__aL_t_l_SLte should have minimum

functions necessary for _up_h0_l_.d_in_og._te__ le_cgg! basis of c.__pitalist social

relations, ma- stable currency_ and manag_i_ng_d_e__f.e_nce 9n_d

external relations, etc. These are the views which support the nega-

tiveas the requirement of emerging capitalism in the

18th century. These views could not stand in the latter half of the

19th and the 20th centuries.

Views of Bentham (1748-1832)

Bentham was a great social refo er "urist and olitical

thinker of England. Hi views left a_gs.t imprint on the thoughts

^'-ur--oe'n 'inkers--ana-6-rrusly influenced te al

philosophy during the 19th century. He worked mainly in th.,.e

sp.e_Lof__ some valuable ideas regarding__po_lit_ics,

the State, functions and -n--u-_.--f.__-e-.-] At

theoristrded as the father of modern_u_.n_ism.____

Tho'gh ideas concerning utilitarianism can even be found  the

writings of Greek philosopher Epicurus, and also in the writings of

David Hume and Priestley) The credit for establishing it as a philo-

sophy goes mainly to Bentham. He is known as "the father of

philosophic radicalism.''s

The views of Bentham are based'on Hedonism. It man__,.s.

that all men seek___pleasure -ff[ want to avot_-p-.- The works

which gi______v_e_pleasure are proper and have utility and the w

give pain are improper and- od-6-ff6 have utility. Pleasure and pain

are the measure of each and ever.ything. The centre of utilita-

rianism is pleasure and pain of man. Bentham writes, "Nature has

placed mankind under the governance of two sovereign masters,.

1.

His important Works are : The Fragments an Government (1776); Introduc-

tion to the Principles of Morals and Legislation (1789); Manual of Political'

Economy (1793).

2.

D. Hume, Treatise of Human Nature (1739); J, Priestley, Essays on Govern-

ment.

3.

For more details please see, E. Halevy, The Growth of Philosophic Radi-

calism London, 1928).
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pain andpleasure. It is for them alone topoint out what we

ought to do, and as well as to determine what we shall do.'u

Thus for Bentham the measurement of utility of anything can

be its capacity to cause pleasure or pain. Only if it causes pleasure

it is having utility, otherwise not. Everything which adds to

pleasure of an individual, irrespective of the quality of pleasure, is

good; and painsome things are bad. Pleasure can be hadb

means--_moralitd ma__ter, thin__gs. PI

only quantity and no quality. Pleasure derived from playing the

ch-ii-d's game and reading philosophy and literature is the same. Or

this basis he gave the theory of "Hedonistic Calculus" or "Felicific

Calculus". Bentham_principle of artificial identifi-

cation of int__e_r_c_t_s_9t_he individuals. In the interests of individuals

the interest of individuals must be indentified with the general and

tb. is the task of law and politics to do this. - For Bentham law,

politics and the State have a social utility and because of this only

these are justified. The State has originated because of its social

u and not because of any social contract. The basis, object

and functions of the State could be ascertained on the basis of

social utility. The ojct o_f__t._tate is the greatest happiness of

the greatest numbei- The function--f--e-s-/-iou--'fi]T-b---b-dd

on thisbe. He maintains that the functions of the State

sh-ube minimum beaus a-i

itL.a..hr,/.ter_ay by himself. The State and society are for individuals

an.d_ t___he__ S_._t_at_e__ sh'--u.d_- n-'o.t__d- tfi_p...-_tfi.!ri_...m_-...c__-i_!a

i. "The community is a fictitious body, composed of the

individual persons who are considered as constituting as it were its

members. The interest of the community then is what? The sum of

the interests of the several members who compose it. It is vain to

talk of the interest of the community, without understanding what

is the interest of the individual.''z As the basis of the State is

utility, the justification of it lies in the capacity to increase the

happiness of individuals. Bentham says, "The business of pp.yern-

ment is to promote the h_ i--e_¢, b___ punishi_n.[ and

re--cording to Bentham the Stat e-]ihe t

,._._,,at..-------

1.

Bentham, op. cit., (1776), p. 1.

2.

Ibid.

3.

Ibid., p. 70.
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high ethical idea, nor a product of any social contract 

dn instn for individuals' service. Ex llZn!ng this view Sabine

,'-th 7--t-lri --0f-ht/mri--fiee--e--dq its sole justncaton.

Maxey explaining the view of Bentham .says, "Rulers should be

granted the power to do good and deprived of the power to do

evil.":

Like Adam Smith do Bentham believed in the

dogma of self-reglating uncontrolled economy_i_n_w_hi__.. :_tat

wilde virtual_Q_pl_..tp_y. "At the outset utilitaramsm

Ws emphatically laissez faire.__It demanded free tradgfreedom

oion, unrestricted comtition, in_iolable rivatero erty

......

S

adividualistic [om • He_anained that the State

should  functions and the individual should be left

alias much as possible--to live a life of iness and enjoy

the li in w.he individua[.)Qff the State and

" and

he ta bv men because they find it

useful to obey the laws rather thasohees£.

Nerve liberalism was supported by Adam Smith on economic

basis and Bentham on fiplitical and _pyl basis. This-@g

................................. 19th and 20th

supported by various other thinkers during the 18th,

centuries on some other grounds. D_h_19th cen-.

turi " e Herbert cer and William Senior also

suqctions of the State should be bare

" " Sen" • , ,,Tess of government is

aflame, toQmumty

fr. Unfortunately, however, the governments have generally

supposed to be either their duty not merely to give security, but

wealth; not mely to enable their subjects to produce and enjoy

safety, but to teach them what to produce and how to enjoy.''

Th t_he idea of natural rights

mintained at the State

ofnct. He said, Y in any state is a blssing,

government, even in its best state, is but a necessary evil; in its

1.

G. H. Sabine, A History of Political Theory (Oxford, 1937), p. 677.

2.

C. C. Maxey, Political Philosophies (N.Y., 1950), p. 464.

3.

Ibid., p. 488.

4.

N. William Senior, Political Economy (2rid ed., 1850).
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worst state, an intolerable one.''1 Herbert he

principle of social Darwinism,z__maintained that the functions of

the S sho___u_l.d g._.b_a._m_.i_n_i._u._rn_ a..nd s_o_ciet_y_.should be govene-d.

by.}_h.'!n_c_i.l..e__p_f" ,survival of the fittest". Only fit persons have a

right to survive and for the health o" society, it will be really

beneficial if weak persons are not given any assistance and are

allowed to perish..Accordinhe State should not help

thhe_2_9.9 the handicap_ed and the should be allowed

to die a natural death because the weak or the unfit should t?_e._.ri_s.h.

On.ac recommended fre ...o.rrtl¢tjtiQ.n_ am0._ng .t_he

me.rn__b_cxs o___f___c_iety_.an.d . .gested. .a. t_e ..t.a.t_.e-._s.U-!-d.-.ase

minimu_____m_ro_! i_n_..t.h.e_.s0ci.0-.c0n0ishe_re. According to Spencer,

the State should not and cannot perform welfare functions and

must not give assistance to weaker sections. He sup_ported onl.£.

three f.ate :

1. The protection of the individual against external enemies.

2. Th"e protection of the individual against internal enemies.

3. The enforcement of contract lawfully made.

However, Spencer's analysis revealed the inhuman tendencies

inherent in the individualist arguments and liberalism could not

digest his frank statements.

The 20th Century--Nock, Oakeshott, Nozik and

Friedman

Though, since the latter half of the 19th century, negative

lib2ibr,531ism and in the present c-n-

tury, n._the libera! v_ is well acc_epted, yet some writers

writers are traditional liberals and are regardd---tiaervatives--

inry. One of these writers, Nock, maintains that

the power of the State is not original but it haeen

iat the State is  con-

tio a r6so for a---c-ler-'-n-- -ff6-onversion of social

1. Thomas Paine, Quoted in A.J. Nook, Our Enemy the State (Caldwell,

1950), pp. 35-36. His important work is The Rights of Man (1791).

2. Important works of H. Spencer are: Social Statics (1850); Principles of

Sociology (1876-96); The Man Versus the State (1884).
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op_9._E.e.L into St__ate iipat

is tal ing about is

sic and political order this power lies with Capitahsts

and this social power is used by the State to safeguard the interests

of this class.

One of the owerful su orter of ne ative liberalism in the

p is Michael Oakeshott- H-e-mtintai-n--t-hat there is

essential unit__ and harmof

the-tate should be bare minim_.um. OALkekoit_

au;thate should be limited and every individual___sbg_xal_.g

hav--t_he_%maximum sphere of his _o.__tx/_t_llg. In.his__ es___s__a2La

he rejJ-£cts ',collectivism" and maintains hat it is the "enemy of a.

fr He maintains that collectivism stands for a

managed society and freedom can be there only in an unregulated

competitive society, and the task of the State is the establishment

and maintenance of effective competition by means of an appropri-

ate legal system. So Os that to safe uard the

fre-effecti----v'e

co and the State must not interfere ino-. GQ_qver-

men__t," Oakeshott repeatedly_tells_.us, "mer_e_-Ru.-r--sl'4age''' It is

a specific mely, the-provision and custody of

general rules of conduct. "It seeks only to adjust the interest of its,

subjects .... It has no other function to perform, certainly no social or

political or economic function of any importance .... " So Oakeshott

opposes increase in the functions of the State

,]s to freedom

tfie is necessa_r an

 ...........

- ......

in'--a-s-sZJivided sccie-C--s-i--fii-e"l and in such

a ti-L-iikVhiid i the _ht of sk ad--oie,

Sta.t.B b a_._m_e_re 9nlooker.

1. lqock, op. cit., pp. 14-15.

2.

M. Oakeshott, Rationalism in Politics and Other Essays (London, 1962),

p. 1.

3.

Oakeshott, "Political Economy of Freedom" in ibid, pp. 37-58.

4.

R. Singh, Reason. Revolution ard Political Theory (New Delhi, PPH, 1967),

p. 199.
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Like Nook and Oakeshott, Hayek, Friedman and Nozickx have

also supported the negative liberal view of the functions of the

,State and have opposed social welfare-o_riented.Rlgnniog ._a.n.d inter-

ve_ntio_____g_n_o£-the--Stato, in:-c _aff;irs. These new champions

of classical liberalism or free-market liberalism have strongly criti-

• cized the welfare or regulatory functions of the modern State.

Nozick writes, "Our main conclusions about the State are that a

minimal State, limited to the narrow functions of protection against

force,-theft, fraud, enforcement of contracts and so on, is justified;

that any more extensive State will violate a person's rights not to be

forced to do certain things, and is unjustified; and that the minimal

State is inspiring as well as right.""

However, during the present century, the functions of the State

have increased manyfold and those who still support the negative

liberal view of the State functions are regarded as conservatives.

Mill says, "As an intellectual articulation, the conservative mood

is merely a reformulation of classical liberalism in the entirely un-

classical age of the 20th century; it is the image of a society in which

.uthority is at the minimum because it is guided by the autonom-

fV'ous forces of the magic market.'" a In the prei-

talist class itself is demanding more an-" more welfare u_£_RB.=- - "9_aaxlf

th-', of the

,

. .

-.

 .-777.."

.

.

welfare dto_cra'S-ate arful State which ma sa,ze the capi-

.talist class from the organisations of t.h_e_..w..o.r.kiki .1 may

er revolutions of the working class an.d-s-a-Y.,.t)e.cap-it-alist

soco-economic order. .....

Conclusion

The arguments of negative liberalism in supnort of the mini-

mum futhe..te.ar._o..o__mic, p_91_!i, mor.__a! _a_nd S"

tific. On the economic basis, it is suggested that the free and

a. F. A. Hayek, The Road to Serfdom (London, 194,); M. Friedman, Capi-

talism and Freedom (Chicago, 1962); R. Nozick, .4narehy, State and Utopia

(Oxford. 1974).

2.

Ibid., p. ix.

3.

C. Wright Mills, The Power Elite (1956), p. 336.
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uncontrolled economy is necessary for the free economic develop-

men'-{ of the free societyTy-bcause every individual knows his self-

in'ifes-gV'b-i'-OK't" basis, ] s suggi-h-rease in

the functions of the State w--iIIqe-a--d-t-6 increase n

State and._eate a danger

mor.a_[._ba__sj_s.j_t., said_t_h__a.t_ by increa.s._e_in the functions of the State

sede_0.cl_e_n..c_.n_n_sl_ i_n_!_ti_t'-f th i-d-{dual w uiTee

ment of his 9..e.r.LQ_n_ality. , On the scientific basis, social Darwinism is

supported, according to which only those who have the capacity to

survive _m_L_survive--"survival of the fittest" is the doctrine of

nature which should be apphcable to society. The State should not

give support to those who otherwise are unable to survive at their

own.

In brief, as Gilchrist has summarised, the following are the-

main functions of the State according to negative liberalism:1

1. Protection of the State and individuals from foreign aggression.

2.

Protection of individuals against each other, that is, from phy-

sical injury, slander, personal restraint.

3.

Protection of property from robbery or damage.

4.

Protection of individuals against false contracts or breach of

contract•

5.

Protection of the unfit (Spencer opposes this).

6.

Protection of individuals against preventible evils such as plague

or malaria•

FUNCTIONS OF THE STATE ACCORDING

TO POSITIVE LIBERALISM

During the 18th and 19th centuries, the rising capitalist class

supported the ideas of negative liberalism--the functions of the State

should be minimum. During this period, the capitalist class oppo-

sed the interference of the State in the economic affairs of society

in order to have free development of capitalist economy. Free trade

and free enterprise was the economic requirement for the free deve-

lopment of capitalism. As the State power was not there in the

hands of the capitalist class, so they always doubted the authority of

1. R. N. Gilchrist, Principles of Political Science 1,1952), p. 436.
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the State and its interference in trade, industries and economy was

regarded as a hindrance in economic development. But after the

Industrial Revolution (1760-1830), the liberal thinking with regard

to the State and its functions underwent a change. Negative libe-

ralism was replaced by positive liberalism. Barker says, "By 1880

the doctrine of laissez-faire--the preaching of non-intervention as

the supreme duty of the State, internally as well as externally

seems to have passed ,u Durin the .........

•

•

s otn century it the ca 1

class needed a neat;, e .....

5 .....

- ........

: _ st

 ---- otate, in the lth and 20th centura.

Uanze in   ..

 . .............

 -umstances it needed a

o'"

SThe changed circumstan-//'ee a

ostive

 uu eu me

hinki

.

The,, ; ....

e "

-

• ___nas Deentsy of great thin

ing and great philosonhers eme-2-2-Z27- _.._ .....

tt think-

......... su uurmg tins pemod. Poal

power slipped from the ha-F feudal t camfi2

ly in the  of the capitalist claffx- .............

.

o

 .

 • xm cass now was not afraid

 increase in the functions and ower

•

• "

P

s of the

meant ncrease n

- ................................................

Statb

_ ,. ths css. With the develo

o a neE c/ass-_workih'Z _, : pmet

.... 8 a--alSO oecame strong and

this was the  class -h&e labo- d-]i

made hu e ro ....................

:: .............

, .....................................

p" lists

s. The con&ton of ths c/ass was really hobble.

Thdition -S f Work, Wages and the Standad-of

livithis cl Were very bad.- Extra-me-expl0iii3h

class

hG .......

' ..........

' - •

hst, Marxnd positive hberal. he working class was getting

organized and was chllengi the privileges of the exploiting capi-

talist class and their socio-economic, political, social and moral

system

The idealistic reaytioo the ne tive liberal or indvd .

thry of the Stat ;-,-: ......  .......... " " ualist

..Z ...... ..535u mat the 5tare is not

nmg Ir individuals, but it i  0

lato andtot;1 maa-6-dlStin;

etween society and the State, and maintained that the Stat

not a means but an end in itselThe negative liberal idea that the

State is a necessary evil could not withstand the idealistic attack.

The humanistic reaction to negative liberalism was due to

practical consequencespoverty, inhuman conditions, unbearable

1. E. Barker, Political Thought in England (London, 1951), p. 20.
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exploitation, illiteracy and misery to the majority of the population

--of it. It disturbed such liberal writers like Southley, Arnold,

Callyle, Ruskin and Dickens, who attacked the capitalist order on

moral and aesthetic grounds rather than on philosophical grounds.

Carlyle ridiculed it by calling it "anarchy plus a constable". They

demanded a more positive role of the State in the affairs concer-

ned with the whole of society.

.he Utopian socialists came forward with a critique of capi-

talism and pointed out the injustice inherent in it. They appeated

to the conscience (St. Simon and Charles Fourier) and reason

(Robert Owen) of the capitalists and demanded or rather requested

them to take care of the majority of the working class population}

The Marxian reaction came in the form of a challenge to the

total order of capitalism. Marxism was not addressing the capi-

talist class and was not suggesting some reforms in the capitalistic

socio-economic and political order. On the contrary it emerged

.............. r"-m- class and its

as a sci¢ "

100K OI [[1 wtlr- to

-,  ......

----,

_--S_T-,'v-:3£'--te ruling classes

tiessage to me worKmL__2 ..........

 .....

tb-e at-, rr-e-vion" J:l_ave nothtng

tg__l.ose bu-" T-hL have a wo'-ff-b-Fl-dto win. o'n

of all ;hrzo___n.tries unite-_ The -s--ag il-t -eiiandous impact.

The working cltSnized itself and threw a formidable revolu-

tionary challenge to the capitalist order, which the weak capitalist

State was unable to resist. So liberalism, which emerged as a

revolutionary philosophy during the 17th and 18th centuries nd

regarded the State as a necessary evil, became anti-revolutionary

and felt the need of strengthening the State to crush the revolu-

tionary tide of the working class movements. Jae capitalist class

and its philosophy of liberalism were progressive and revolutionary

when they were facing the feudal class, but they became conser-

vative and reactionary when they were confronted by the revolu-

tionary and progressive working class,t So in view of the Marxian

challenge, negative liberalism and the negative weak State needed

some change.

Positive liberalism emerged in reaction to these reactions.

The libn of the State and its functions changed and no,w

1.

K. Marx and F. Engels, "Manifesto of the Communist Party" in Selected

Works (Moscow, 1970), p. 63.
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was not afraid of the State because State power was in the hands

,of the capitalist class. Positive liberalism dfirided-more an--ff'd

.more welfare functions frorii-ih- gt]i6 nd :6as6 iii ih-e-b-Wer-f

t he__ate,ult_oZis. st__e_d Oy

,evL_the S_tate was r_e_garded as an agency of the general wel_fzr_canL

,guardian of the common interest of society. The State was treated

.as_an instead _o being an umpire in the affairs

Th change -i te il)-ff-f--ie-- ee-d--eral

writers and the State became a welfare State instead of a police

:State. Why this change in the liberal view took place? An answer

o this has been provided by Titmuss. He says, "The forces behind

Ihe process of historical development of 'the welfare State' have

been varied and complex. Fear of a social revolution, the need for

a law-abiding labour force, the struggle for power between political

parties and pressure groups, a demand to remove some of the social

costs of change--for example, industrial accidents--from the backs

of the worker, and the social conscience of the rich all played a

part.''x Apart from these causes, the revolutionary movements of

the working class, complexity of socio-economic order, need of a

strong agency to bring equilibrium in the crisis-ridden capitalist

society, grant of democratic rights and adult franchise to the general

public (which were won by them through struggle), etc., also contri-

buted to it. Various thinkers--Mill, Green, Hobhouse, Lindsay,

Tawney, Cole, Barker, Laski, MacIver, etc.,--gave the philosophy

.of the positive State by clarifying the positive functions of the

State.

Ttive liberalism is also called the 'Theorz_.of

Welfare State', 'theory of industrial State', revisionist or reformist

libera The main feature of this theory o'ri State functions

is that it entrusts various social, economic, moral and cultural

functions to the State. Th.__e State is not regarded me l

nbut it is assumed that the State can perform various

functions of .Spq!i 'iwe_)iz-r_.i .i]]i-(i, can satisfy

1. R. Titmuss, "The Limits of the Welfare State" in New Left Review (No. 2"

Sept.-Oct. 1964), p. 34.

2. J. K. Galbraith in his books, The Affluent Society (1958) and The lndustri

State (1967), has called it the Theory of Industrial State and has given

recent statement on the view. Hacker has called it reformist liberalism.
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economic demands of the general masses. However, one thing may

be made clear at the outset. The change in the liberal view of the

functions of the State does not imply that the nature of liberalism

has changed or it has become radical. Liberalism or philosophicat

radicalism, as Barrows Dunham calls it, "was radical only towards

the gentry, towards the masses it was philosophical-''l The change

in the liberal outlook was mainly due to the demands of changing

times. The nature of liberal philosophy is no more revolutionary

now. "Once a radical, even revolutionary, creed, all that is now

left to liberalism is the sort of 'piecemeal tinkering' and 'muddling

through' which Popper advocates-''' Now the views of various.

supporters of positive liberalism will be discussed in some detail.

Views of J. S. Mill (1806-1873)

Son of..__.___Aa' James Mill, John Stuart Mill, a._

Eer, was a forceful supporter of positive liberalism.

Mill was a brilliant writer, an a--tician, and a well-read man..

He wrote on jurisprudence, ethics, econ.Eg_or0ics,_polit_ic.s., a_n._d many

other sucts w.it__h__e, u_..9.and" He was influenced by his

father and his teache__L Bentham and adop..t.gd "fiitaiqanisTr-Sm

them. He was influenced by economists like Adam Smith, Ricardo

Malthus a-'ff-d'-'---ee "al--hqs-views on 6o-mi-iigra-

lisw--'re d - H-] -hu-manistic views -wer insped

partly by the writings of his wife Harriet Taylor. Political views of

Mill can be seen in his following works:

1. The Principles of Political Economy (1848).

2. A Treatise of Liberty (1859).

3. Considerations on Representative Government (1860).

4. Utilitarianism (1861).

Mill appreciated the utilitarian ideas of Bentham and he

modified these ideas to meet the requirement of the changing time.

Sabine says, "His (Mill) general position was a highly abstract state-

ment of the older utilitarian theory, but having stated the principle,

he proceeded to make concessions and restatement till in the end

the original theory was explained away without any new principle

being put in its place.''a M'll.iJJected the negative notion of the

1.

Barrows Dunham, Thinkers and Treasurers, P- 22.

2.

Singh, op. cit., p. 131 n.

3.

Sabine, op. cir., p. 708.
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State and refused to t the view th  originated

benterest of man. He maintained that the State s

so.eand .i_t._has______or_!g.i_nated because 0 u]'-h--fi-m-- w--ill.

Mill the._r,oo___mic and social functions of the State.

Nonce of the Stai--J-6ii]U-fl'ffiiS V opposed by

Mill_L.and he..._str_ol .plea.d._e...f0.y ..!h.e_ _.!nt.e.rfere!e.gf__t.e_S_t__a__teirt

Mill has divided the functions of the State mainly into two

typescreative and prohibitive. Among the creative functions of

the Stancludes tctions of creating a free atmosphere

in society in which each individual may search for truth, character

formation, increase in experience, free play of opinions, peace and

pleasure may be thee. Among the prohibitive functions Mill wants

that the State must interfere at the time of social disorders, anarchy

and lawlessness. Though Mill was an absolute individualist like

Bentham, in his book Representative Government, Mill assigned socio-

economic and cultural functions to the State. He maintained that

the State came into existence for the individual and social well-being

and not due to any contract. (He emphasised on two aspects of the

human personality--personal ad social. The function of the,State is.

to facilitate the intellectual and moral development of the individua

and to perform the functions of social welfare. The social aspect

of an individual comes under the domain of the State and it must

create the developmental social conditions. Thus Mill had faith in the

developmental capacity of the State, which was missing in negative

liberals. Mill refused to accept that free competition can create a

free society in which each and everyone can have free personal and

social development. The greatest contribution of Mill to positive

liberal ideas was that he regarded the State as a media of personal

and social development of the individual. This view is the foun-

dation of positive or welfare State.

1.

For detailed views of Mill on the subject, please see the following chapters of

his book Principles of Political Economy (1848) (Penguin ed., 1970) : Book

v, Chap. I, "Of the Functions of Government in General," pp. 145-152

Chap. viii and ix, "Of the Ordinary Functions of Government, Considere,

as to Their Economic Effect", pp. 239-276; Chap. x, "Of Interferences ¢

Government Grounded on Erroneous Theories", pp. 277-303; Chap. xi, "(

the Grounds and Limits of the Laissez Faire or Non-interference Principle

pp. 304-346.
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Mill maintained that the State had necessary and optional

• functions. Amon_g_neces_sary.f..u_0_.c.t_i._oj_._e_.n_all those'-NKd-

tio-"n-ffich were supported by negative liberalism. A_m..ong the

• optm'-'-'fia-lfii-i%ns heicludd welfare'functq0iiS-" Sf-the --Ie

supported the cndi{-oai--co-]i-fi"rqae a'd

ii6v6uld iSisei'i]ii-..-lqsys; ..... There might

be a national bank or a government manufactory, without any

monopoly against private banks and manufactories. There might be

.a post-oce without penalties agains the conveyance of letters by

any other means. There may be a crop of government engineers

for civil purposes, while the profession of a civil engineer is free to

.be adopted by everyone. There may be public hospitals, without

.any regtriction upon private medical or surgical practice.'' But

Milconsistently maintains that only the representative government

,tf.genmnt is assigned these functid6; .........

i)-isuse the

power.

According to Mill, the State may take the function of educa-

ting cidduati0n Should not depend .............

the mercy

....................................

upon

of

parents. The State can liberate the individuals from some con-

tF2tike-he contracts of marriage and slavery. The reason for

t[?itha man} a tiariis t0  ;0ntrct do

std the social implica{shs of cdntracts. Thus Mill does

.not believe in free contracts and allows State

sphere. Th Stareshould control monopolie;. .....

thafie State must perform the functions to check epioitation of

orrs, control the working hours and working conditions..Jay

,down the geneiM rules governing minimum wages, workmen

compensati0n in case ofinjury,etc. He also assigns

f maintaining public health and security t0the State.

the state as a mutual insurance company, which functions for the

wl-being of all.

In brief, the main views of Mill concerning the functions and

nature of the State are as follows:

1.

The State has not originated because of selfish interest of indivi-

duals, it is the product of human will.

2.

The State is not anecessary evil. It is an agency of social

1. Ibid., p. 305.
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welfare and,testes an atmosphere in which individuals can

develop their personality.

3.

Society cannot be go'erned peacefully by the laws of free-corn-.

petition, free_¢0ntract and free-exchange.

4.

The State canperf°rm economic functions like control of mono--

polies, workingh°urs and working conditions of workers.

Public

t nubliC security and public education are impor-

5.

heal.h,  S

rant functions 0f the tare.

6.

The State mustencourage scientific research.

7.

Apart from these functions, Mill supports the functions assign-

ed by negative liberals to the State.

But, in spite0fthe fact that Mill recognised the social aspect

of an individual, le could not solve the contradiction between

interest and social.Y His view of the individual was m

0rdandt.,.ge ssumptions of classical liberalism, i.e., the

individual is a selfish, self-seeking, alienated, egoistic and abstract

being. This view of Wan caused contradictions.in the theory of Mill..

T.H. Green, another English philosopher, tried to remove these con-

tradictions and provided a solid foundation to the liberal welfare

States.

Views ofT. H. 0teen (1836 82)

T. H. Green gave a new turn to te i09hY of liberalis,.

by demolishiie 11 in bi-£[qad society, self--

fir ihe liberal philosOPhy. i'id 'g;' gS-iib;ral theory

i} was crumbling #axey writes, "Confronted by the advancing:

ranks of Hegelian totalism, utilitarian Hedonism, Marxian sialism

reen restored liberlism to respecting-sanmng n me cno

of political faith, ad gave it a working theory that enabled it to,

function anew as a ositive political principle ."

t ..

.. inAiidnM'S self-interest and social interest

w;aff,n ton which Green worked. Green maintained

that for the developaent of the individual's personality it is neces-

sary that the individOal should be active in social affairs. Gre

was influenced by tha idealist thinking of philosophers like Plat

1. Maxey, op. cir., p. 50-
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Kant, Fitche, Hegel, etc. However, Kant influenced him more

than Hegel. His views are found in his famous book published in

1882 after his death and includes the lectures given by him during

1879-80.1

Mill gave some inklings of positive functions of the State but

Green pulled out liberalism from the domain of pure individualism

.and provided it with solid ethical foundations. Green emphasised

.on the moral aspect of man, society and the State, nd' on th o.r31

basis Iae supported the social welfare functions of the State. He is

tf'Tff61'k St On iimoral basis and acording

to him the need of the welfare State was ethical rather than economic.L]

Green Iaintains that "will, not, force, is the basis of the State.''-

But Green does not regard the State as an end, as Hegel maintains.

irrds the State as a medris drsocial upliftment of man. 6teen

gives importance to consciousness of Self and maintains that the

,essence of tiuma life is self-development and social development,

w]iiid6d in seif-development.'fTWdiili6iit il_ social welfare

tfi-e-ffh-NSV b iiri3?developmefit 0f"hiia prsonality. He insists

6i_sCia!;jeii_!_ca.i)inddevelopmental aspects of human personality.

Expl.aining th_e .need 0YtheState he maintains that human conscious-

ness postulates liberty, liberty involves rights and rights demand the'

State. In this way, he associates the State with liberty and rights

and supports a positive concept of liberty. Human consciousness

and human will needs the State.

About the functions of the State, Green clearly maintains that

the function of the State is to remove the hindrances which come in

th way of development of human personality...T,hfi[ate .thu,s is

assign"-it-itla moral functions. The State itself is notthe highest

"6i} It is not an end in itself but merely a means to an end,

i.-e, a means to the end of social and personal development 'of

man. The State is a moral institution and it has moral functions to

perform. Green says "The State is an institution for the promo-

tfOr of aommon good_.,a The moral function is the welfare of

man and society. The State can merely establish the external con-

dliitis required for the inner development of man. These external

1.

T. H. Green, Lectures on the Principles of Political Obligation (1882).

2.

Ibid., p. 121.

3.

Ibid., p. 131.
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conditions can be created by removing the hindrances to the develop-

-ti-ifei-s0naliy--He says, "'An idea of social goett is

a'i'esdnted by, or realised in, the formation of States ....

"t Green

r.egards maintenance of rights of individuals as the most impotant

function of the State.

..... A:r..d)_( G.reen, ignorance, lack of education, poverty,

• etc., are the hindrances to the moral development of human perso-

nality. It is the function of the State to remove all these hindrances

.an'd e'ifablishthe external conditions required for the common good

wi'iNi"ean' beAehiee.,,,.., ....

.

ttirough development f human lersonality.

<3oot-tiealtti tlueation, residence and working conditions are the

_reqiilre-ments for the moral development of human personality and

J-i thdfunction of the State to make these available to individuals.

• ?dn pleads that if the State does not perform these welfare func-

tions, then disobedience to the State is the duty of citizens. The State

s an agency of" common and positive good arid it has to perfor

:ffffdfietions of serving the co.m.cmgood. All these are the posi-

ti'dlgi -e State, because to remove ignorance the State

mdg[i'iSvide good and free education, to. re.m0¥e poverty, the State

rfiii'gtimp/0;¢ the economic conditions of the society at large. Thus "

13-'edi supports a positive welfare State on the moral basis.

.It may, however, be made clear that Green was writing in the

.last quarter of the 19th century, when the socio-economic and

political order of capitalism was under the' fear of a constant

attack from the have-nots and Green, by adding the moral aspect

to the State, tried to save it. By moral argument in favour of the

State, and by assigning moral and social welfare functions to the

State, Green providedthe then dishonourable capitalist State with

,an honourable mask.]

In brief, the following are the main views of Green with

_regard to functions of the State:

1.

The function of the State is to remove the hindrances to the

development of human personality and maintain the external

conditions required for the inner development of human

personality.

22.

Lack of education, poverty, ignorance, drinking, bad working

conditions, etc., are hindrances to the moral and intellectual

1. Ibid., p. 135.
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.Kant, Fitche, Hegel, etc. However, Kant influenced him more

than Hegel. His views are found in his famous book published in

1882 after his death and includes the lectures given by him during

1879-80:

Mill gave some inklings of positive functions of the State but

Green pulled out liberalism from the domain of pure individualism

and provided it with solid ethical foundations.

on the moral aspect of man, society and the State, anon the mora)

i"Ia lSib'dfl-'i'i-Ifhe of the State. He is

tfiKeela Sti 'on he moral basis and acording

to him the need of the welfare State was ethical rather than economi

Green aintains that "will, not, force, is the basis of the State.''

But Green does not regard the State as an end, as Hegel maintains. .....

grrds the State as a medhfsocial upiiftment of man. Green

.gives importance to consciousness of self and maintains that the

essee"0fhm life is self-development and social development,

w'd in seif:developmn 6U't n SociaI welfare

there cannot e any development 6fh prsonality. He insists

 6ial--hbalhd-d6elopmental apects of human personality.

]inin--n6d 0ftheState he maintains that human conscious-

ne6 'ostuiates-iiberty, liberty involves rights and rights demand the

State. In this way, he associates the State with liberty and rights

ansupports a positive concept of liberty. Human consciousness

and human will needs the State.

About the functions of the State, Green clearly maintains that

the functi0n0f the State is to remove the hindrances which come in

tfi way of development of human personaliiy' The State thus is

@h"-Wit moral functions. The State itself is not the highest

mSdii- Itisn0tan end in itself but merely a mean to an end,

i7¢2;a means to the end of social and personal development,'of

man. The State is a moral institution and it has moral functions to

perform. Green says "The State is an institution for the promo-

tfOn of bommon good."'a The moral function is the welfare of

man and society. The -state can merely establish the external con-

6s reired for the inner development of man. These external

1.

T. H. Green, Lectures on the Principles of Political Obligation (1882).

2.

Ibid., p. 121.

3.

Ibid., P. 131.
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zonditions can be created by removing the hindrances to the develop-

Fli-ti--hpeSbhality--He says; "An idea of social good is

a'6Sented by, or realised in, the formation of States ....

"x Green

x,egards maintenance of rights of individuals as the most imp0itin

function Of te.:State-

..... S.o,r.d.i.gg.I0 Green, ignorance, lack of education, poverty,

,etc., are the hindrances to the moral development, of human perso-

nality. It is the function of the State to remove all these hindrances

.ad e'tablish the external conditions required for the ,c_0rp. mon good

w'h"re'Ir'ean be ahieved through devel0pmnt of human personality.

• G"66t iealth, 6ducation, residence and working conditions are the

requirements for the moral deveiopmen 0fhuman personality and

Jiis the function of the State to make these avfiilable t6 individuals.

.Gen pleads that if the State does not perform these welfare func-

ti0ns, then disobedience to the State is the duty of citizens. The State

i'iih6c"bt"enamon and positive good arid it has to perform

s'rxa"ftiiactions of sery!ng te cqoa.ng0od. AI! these are the posi-

tive6ti3ii 0""e State, because to remove ignorance the State

riigt 6vide good and free education,  .remove poverty, the state

rfftlgt ipf0e the economic conditions of the society at large. Thus

G'e6 supports a positive welfare State on the moral basis.

t may, however, be made clear that Green was writing in the

last quarter of the 19th century, when the .socio-economic and

_political order of capitalism was under the fear of a constant

attack from the have-nots and Green, by adding the moral aspect

• to the State, tried to save it. By moral argument in favour of the

State, and by assigning moral and social welfare functions to the

State, Green providedthe then dishonourable capitalist State with

,an honourable mask.]

In brief, the forlowing are the main views of Green with

regard to functions of the State:--

1. The function of the State is to remove the hindrances to the

development of human personality and maintain theexternal

conditions required for the inner development of human

personality.

2. Lack of education, poverty, ignorance, drinking, bad working

conditions, etc., are hindrances to the moral and intellectual

1. Ibid.,p. 135.
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evelopment of human personality. The State must remove-

these hindrances by positive welfare functions.

3. 'he function of the State is to look after the common interest

f society.

4. he basis of the State is neither force nor contract but the.

human will.

5. l'he State is not the highest morality in itself but it is a neces--

sary condition for the moral development of man.

Green laid down solid moral foundations of the welfare State-

al these were further reinforced in the writings of Laski and'.

llaclver during the 20th century.

iews of Laski (1894-1950)

,Laski, a prominent political thinker of the present century

aalysed the liberal tradition historically and tried to provide solid

fqundations to it. If Mill and Green were the positive liberals of

te 19th century, Laski i's the critical positive liberal of the 20th.

Cntury. Fie has written elaborately on the nature and functions,

qf the State. If the 19th century was th century of great political

nd philosophical thinking, the 20th century has been a century

/

fgreat political changes. When Laski was writing, the first

orld War was already over, a successful socialist revolution had

bccurred in Soviet Russia, the first international organization--

the League of Nations--was formed, in Italy the Fascist dictator--

ghip of Mussolini was in operation, and liberal economies were.

passing through an unprecedented economic crisis which led the.

European world into the Great Depression in 1929. Laski tried to.

analyse the socio-economic and political events of the fast-chang--

ing world and went on changing his own analysis and suggestions.

in view of these changes. Because of this, there is no uniformity

in his views.') His views on the functions of the State !can be seen

in his following books:

1. A Grammar of Politics (1925).

2. An Introduction to Politics (1931).

3. The State in Theory and Practice (1935).

4. The Rise of European Libeealism (1936).

fAbout

the functions of the the views of Laski have-

State,

chaned from time to time. He had consistent faith in the demo--

cratic State and maintained that the functions of the State have-
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increased with the availability of voting rights to more and more

people.) He writes, "Indeed, it is of peculiar significance that the

wider fhe basis of the franchise, the profounder also should have

been that intervention. It is not too much to say that the con-

ference of the right to vote upon the working class has transformed

the State into an organisation able to satisfy its citizens only in the

degree that it is also able to correct the major contrasts provided

tbCean.__u_n,e.qual ec.,ono_mi.c societ.y."t He maintained that through

uavtons o the 5rate, social good can be realized.) He writes

the State "becomes an organisation for enabling the ms of men

t(L.O realise social good on the largest possible scale.,z However,

aski does not entrust all the functions to the State, only the func-

tions of general interest are assigned to the State.) He writes, "The

State does not set out to compass the whole range of human acti-

vity".z He further writes, "The State is regulating directly and

indirectly, to secure common needs at the level which the society as

a whole deems essential to the fulfilment of its general end."

c

Laski refuses to accept that free corn etition • ' •

•

an bring harmon in .  _ P.

..ofndtvdual interests

, ...  . . Y society,) He writes, "'l"rom the mere com-

petition orprvate and selfish interests we cannot secure a we/l-

ordered soeiety."z ('He openly supports the interference of t.

State in the economic affairs and especially the industrial affairs

He says, "Either the State must control industrial power in the

interest of its citizens, or industrial power will control the State in.

the interest of its possessors."n

CThe main problem of the 20th century is economic inequali-

ty affd lack of equality of opportunities to the down-trodden) Now

liberalism believes that the State can perform the function of redu-

cing the gap between the rich and the poor by charging taxes from

the rich and performing welfare services to the poor. Whereas

Marxism maintains that, in the final analysis, the State is an instru-

ment of rich classes and all the functions of the State are directed

1.

H. j. Laski, The State h Theory and Practice (1935), pp. 74-75.

2.

Laski, A Grammar of Politics (1925), p. 25.

3.

Ibid., p. 26.

4.

Ibid., p. 70.

5.

Ibid., p. 109.

6.

Ibid.
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towards the ultimate goal of saving the total socio-economic order

of the ruling class. Laski believes in the liberal view and refuses

to accept that the State is a class instrument as he firmly believes

that the State can serve the general interest, bring unity and harmony

in society and can reduce the gap between the rich and the poor He

writes, "The State, then, is a way of organising the collective hfe of

a given society.''1 ('He believes that through the welfare functions

of the State, poor people are given .the required assistance). He

w.rites, "There is hardly a function of social welfare undertaken by

governments today which is not an effort to provide the poor with

some, at least, of the amenities that the rich are able to provide

for themselves. (Hea_.lth, educ_Aation, housing, social insurance, the

regulation of hours of work and wagesq-fi industry,-ntrol of

factory conditions, the provision of inca,Is f.o.r.poor schoolchildren

are only outstanding examples of thengei(He believes that by

these functions of the State, conflicts between t)he rich and the poor

can be reduced and the State wins the loyalty of the poor section

of society.") He writes, "Whatever is our view, the fact remains

that, at least since the Industrial Revolution, the continuous ten..

dency of modern legislation, not less in the new world than in the

>ld, has been to soften by governmental action the harsh contrast

which would otherwise obtain between the lives of the rich and

lhe poor...the ability of the State to win the loyalty of its citizens

depends upon its power continuously to soften the contrast.''3

.Though Laski understands the relations between the State

power and capitalism, he refuses to accept that the State is the

lave of capital or merely a class instrument.') He writes, "When

the State concerns itself with the quality of 6ur food, the protec-

tion of child welfare, the safeguarding of the unemployed against

industrial insecurity, the provision of educational opportunity, all

of these services provided at the expense of that minority, the tax-

payers--i_is rhetorical exaggeration to regard it as a class-instru-

ment.'' (He has firm faith in the capacity of the State to check

capitalism--and profits of capitalists and help the worker He

writes, "We may note, further, the way in which the State has

I.

Laski, op. tit., (1935), p. 22.

2.

Ibid., p. 75.

3.

Ibid., pp. 75-77.

4.

Ibid., p. 170.
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invaded, in the interest of the community, spheres of commercial

.enterprise, the railways, banking, broadcasting, for example, which

were formerly regarded as legitimate spheres of private profit-mak-

ing. We curb monopolies at every turn in the interest of the

general customer. We prohibit the practice of sweating in indus-

:try. Legislation like the factory acts, workmen's compensation, the

/imitation of the hours of labour, the prohibition of noxious ma-

terials in industrial processes, all show a concern by the State to

subordinate profitcmaking to the public welfare."1

and In this way(Laski entrusts the economic funct!,.o.ns to the State

maintains th)rt welfare functions of the State is the price the

rich have to pay to the poor for their security,"-'. He believes

that in societies where the State is performing welfare functions

and serving the common interest of society, a revolution will not

occur.') He writes, "We should not, therefore, expect a revolution

in argy State where the class excluded from the full benefits of

ownership is receiving a continuou

''

•

being.''a )/aski s ,-. .....

s a_ddton to ts material well-

productio and ,r'?--.-pea°s. for tate intervention in he

• .tauton oressential commodities. He een

goes up to the extent of nationalization of production and distribu-

tion of essential commodities. The production of essential

commodities should not be governed by profit motive but on the

basis of social service and welfare. The prices of essential com-

modities should be checked and production of these commodities

should coutinue even without profits. With regard to the produc-

tion of items for comforts and luxury, Laski assigns the State with

minor functions like quality control and regulations concerning

working conditions, working hours and minimum wages of the

workers. So Laski maintains that the major function of the State

is to control th production and it ".will have many benefits to

society; especially continuity of sutply,

gun, tee of quality.

-

reasonable prices and

/._Enumerating the we/fare functions of the State, Laski says

"'Defeace and police; the control of industry;social legislation,

including functions so far-reaching as education and insurance

against sickness and unemployment; the encouragement of scientific

1. Ibid., p. 170.

2. Ibid., p. 75.

3. Ibid., p. 167.
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research; the operation, with all the immense consequences, of a

system of currency; the power of taxation; the definition of the

terms upon which men may, for their various purposes, associate

together; the maintenance of a system of courts in which the State's

own legal principles will be given effect to, no matter what person

or body of persons may be involved; merely, it is clear, to take a.

rapid view of its outstanding functions is to reali the degree to.

which it p,r.vades and permeates the individual life.']

Laski s views with regard to the functions of the State can be

summarized as under:--

1.

The State must perform only the general functions concerning

social welfare.

2.

The State co-ordinates the interests of various associations and

institutions of society.

3.

The State must bridge the gap between the rich and the poor

by its economic functions.

4.

Industries and distribution of commodities should be controlle6

by the State.

5.

The State must perform the functions of social welfare--educa-

tion, health, residence, etc.

6.

The State must safeguard the interest of the working class and

save them from exploitation.

7.

Rights and liberties are to be safeguarded by the State.

But Laski, like Mill, has faith only in the democratic govern-

ment in which everyone has a share. Only liberal democratic

States have the power .and capability of controlling capalism and

having an equilibrium between capitalists and workers. Many a

time Laski came out with some radical views like "without finishing

capitalism democracy will be impossible, ....

economic equality can-

not be there without abolition of private property." (. But nowhere

could Laski support the socialist revolution, dictatorship of the

proletariat, and other Marxian ideas which are essential for the

abolition of private property and capitalism. Nor does Laski believe

in the idea that the State is an instrument of a class, and with the

abolition of classes, it will also wither away. Being a liberal demo-

crat, with a slight tinge towards socialism, Laski was mainly concer-

ned with the problem of safeguarding liberal democracy in the 20th

1. Ibid., pp. 22-23.
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century and with the problems of maintaining liberty, equality and

fraternity in a society where these ideals had changed into profits,

rent and interest. Because of this,

tent in his views.

Laski could not remain consis-

Views of MacIver (b. 1882) /

Maclver, a contemporary ofLaski, a liberal pluralist sociologist,

re.presenting the American view, has also supported the positive liberal

view of the State functions.1 Being a sociologist he has viewed the

State and its functions in the whole compass of society. He main-

iains that "the State is an instrument of social man."-' There are

many associations in society which are there to serve the different

interests of the individuals, groups and society. The State is one

among the various associations

s -Ti Pbwer ofth'e Stataend it performs certii-'utions i

"

is there because it needs power

to perform these various functions. Maclver has correlated power

with the functions of the State and as functions of the State are

limited, so should be its powers. Maintenance of rights is regarded

as an important function of the State and he says that the State

"has the function of guaranteeing rights. To exercise the function

it needs and receives certain powers. This power should be limited

just as the function is limited ....

-3 Being a pluralist, Maclver refuses

to accept that sovereignty belongs to the State and maintains that

"power should be relative to function." He emphasises that other

associations of society a/so perform importaat functions in society,

so these should share the power with the State.

Another important function of the State is to maintain unity

and equilibrium in society. He says that the State's "own peculiar

function is no other than this, of giving a form of unity to the whole

system of social relationship.,, But, like Mill and Laski, he sug-

gests that this function can be performed only by the democratic

State. He says, "The State can act thus as a unifying agent, but

1.

For detailed views of Maelver please see : The Modern State (1926), and The

Web °fGovernment (N.Y., The Free Press, 1947).

2.

Maclver, pp. tit., (1926), p. vii.

3.

Ibid., p. 480.

4.

Ibid., p. 162.

5.

Ibid., p. 485.
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only in so far as it has itself undergone evolution towards demoo

cracy.''1 He maintains that the State can be above the classes

and can serve the interest of society at large. The class-State cannot

serve the function of maintaining unity in society. Thus, being a

liberal, Maclver assumes that the liberal democratic State can bring

unity and harmony in society by remaining aloof from the different

classes. This very notion is the basic assumption of all the liberal

writers as all of them refuse to accept the Marxian notion of the

State as a class instrument. Liberal writers believe that unity in

diversity, harmony of interest among different classes, can and

should be there in a society.

However, Maclver is aware of the present position of capi--

talism. He says, "Capital, for all its economic power, has had to

assume a defensive attitude in politics. It has been fighting to

retain the advantages of economic superiority against the pressure

of the classes who seek to diminish it by legislation."-' In view of

the changed economic position, Maclver rejects the laissez-faire or

negative State principles. Fie writes, "The growth of the economic

corporations has killed the principle of laissez-faire .... The consumer

appeals to the State for protection against monopoly, the worker

demands safeguards for labour, the small business man cries out

against 'unfair competition', while 'big business' seeks tariffs against

the foreigner.''3 Thus more and more reliance of various economic

classes on the State is accepted as a necessity by Maclver and he

assigns various economic functions to the State. However, he does

not want that the State must perform many economic functions.

Interference of the State is necessary in the economy, but the State

must not take over many economic functions. In comparison to the

present times, a liberal writer in 1926 could not assign many econo-

mic functions to the State, as the crisis of capitalism was not as

severe at the time as it is at present.

The functions of the State have been discussed by Maclver

by dividing the subject into two parts: what the State should not

do; and what the State should do.

What the State Should Not Do: Maclver says that there are.

1.

Ibid., p. 486.

2.

Ibid., pp. 308-9.

3.

Ibid., p. 311.
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some functions which the State cannot perform properly. He writes,

"Certain tasks the instrument (State) can perform, but badly and

clumsily--we do not sharpen pencils with an axe.'''1 These tasks

can be better performed by various other associations of society.

According to MacIver the State should not perform the following

tasks:---

1. The State should not control the o..pinions of the peop!e.

He says, "The State should not seek to contro-l"@inion, no

what the opinion may be.''- There should be free play of opinions

in society and only then truth will come out. He says, "Opinion

can be fought only by opinion. Only thus it is possible for truth

to be revealed. Force would snatch from truth its only means of

victory. Force can suppress opinion, but only by suppressing the

mind which is the judge of truth."z However, the State can check

those instigating opinions against the State and law, slander, and

opinions concerning the cases going on in the courts. Being a libe-

ral, Maclver is concerned with freedom of thought, expression and

opinions.

2. The State cannot control morality and religion Maclver

regards m "

" •

.. ..........

"

orahty and rehgmn as a personal affair and opposes the

ideas of the State morality or religion.

3. Being a sociologist, MacIver is concerned with the cus-

t and traditions of society. The State should not try to contro--]

customs because this will weaken the State. He says, "Custom,

when attacked, attacks law in turn, attacks not only the particular

law which opposes it, but, what is more vital, the spirit of law-

abidingness, the unity of the general will.''

4. The State should not control fashion because fashion is a

part or culture which is beyond the scop'"of--'th State.

What the State Should Do: After explaining what the State

should not do, MacIver explains what the State should do. He says,

"To establish order and to respect personality, these are the essen-

tial tasks positive and negative of the State .... ,,5 He further says,

1. Ibid., p. 149.

2. Ibid., p. 150.

3. Ibid., p. 153.

4. Ibid., p. 161.

5. Ibid., p. 150.
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"The State is essentially an order-creating organisation'''1 Esta-

blishment of law and order are the main functions of the State.

"Law and order are traditionally associated, and we may regard

order as essentially within the business of the State.'' But the

task of maintaining order is not an expression of State sovereignty

but it is a necessity of common welfare. "It ceases to be order as

a condition of domination and becomes order as a condition of the

common welfare.''3 Being a pluralist, MacIver maintains that the

State should not interfere with each and every kind of order in

society. "No doubt there is a vast field of social order which the

State does not directly cultivate; the order of custom, the order of

morality, the order of business usage, the order of special asso-

ciatiQn.''4 The State is mainly concerned with.the common affairs or

universal order of society. "It is not the order for the sake of order,

but for the sake of protection and of conservation and develop-

ment.''5 According to Maclver, thus, there are three categories of

functions of the State and he has given these in a table:--

1.

Order.

Protection.

Conservation and development.

Order: Functions concerning order includes: establishment of

areas and frontiers of political authority; establishment and control

of the forms of communication and transportation; establishment of

units and standards of computation, measurement, value, etc.;

definition of political powers and spheres of authority; definition of

general rights and obligations of citizenship, persons and associa-

tions; service of social information, collection and arrangement of

statistics, etc.

Protection: Maclver maintains that the function of the State

is protection of weaker sections of society. "To protect the weak

instead of the strong is on the whole a modern reinterpretation of

the State's function.'' Among the functions concerning protection

MacIver includes: exercise of the police function, securing life and

1.

Ibid., p. 179.

2.

Ibid., p. 184.

3.

Ibid.

4.

Ibid.

5.

Ibid., p. 185. For more details please see pp. 190-91.

6.

Ibid., p. 185.
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,property; maintenance and protection of authorities politically

• letermined; maintenance and enforcement of rights and obligations

politically determined; protection of the community against the

.encroachments of specific associations, e.g., against monopoly and

unfair competition; assurance for the whole community of minimum

standards of decent living, e.g., in respect of wage rates, employ-

ment, upbringg of children, etc.; care for and prevention of

"social wreckage'. Thus under the heading Protection, Maclver

.includes many welfare functions of the State and makes it clear that

the State, in spite of it being merely an association, has to perform

many important functions in society.

Conservation and Development:--The third important category

of the functions of the State is this and it includes: promotion and

regulation of the physical conditions--hygienic requirements, hous-

ing, occupational, recreational conditions--of health; conservation

and economic utilization of natural resources; planning and general

control of urban and rural development; establishment and deve-

lopment of facilities of education; promotion of the external

conditions of opportunity; .establishment of national museums;

assistance in scientific research; promotion of industrial, agricultural,

commercial and financial development in relation to general and not

particular advantage; provision of the means of inquiry into social

problems of general significance.

Thus, even a pluralist like MacIver has assigned so many

functions to the State and is compelled to say, "The proper sphere

of the State is so vast that it is absurd to regard the denial of its

omnicompetence as belittlement.''1 But MacIver does not want that

the State must involve itself unnecessarily with the functions which

it cannot perform competitively. He writes, "The State cannot

reasonably fulfil its own difficult task if it meddles with concerns

which are not its own. If it attempts those things which it ought not

to attempt, it will fail in the things which properly fall within its

charge. It will create confusion instead of the order which is its

fundamental work .... Omnicompetence means it fact incompetence.''z

Thus MacIver suggests that in order to perform its essential

functions efficiently, the State should not increase its functions

1. Ibid., p. 191.

2. Ibid., pp. 191-92.
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unnecessarily. He maintains, "What the State should do is what,

as an organ of the community, it can do. What service it should

render is that of which it is in fact capable.''1 Moreover, Maclver

believes that with the change in time and circumstances, or the

social needs, the functions of the State also get changed. He, how-

ever, accepts three kinds of positive functions of the State--

cultural functions, functions of general welfare, and functions of

economic control.

In brief, the following are the main views of Maclver with.

regard to the functions of the State:--

1.

The State is an instrument for the service of a social man, it is

an association of society.

2.

As the State performs some functions in society, so it is given

the power. Power of the State is merely to enable it to perform

the functions.

3.

As the State performs limited functions, its power should also be

limited.

4.

The State cannot perform all the functions efficiently and only

general functions should be performed by the State and the rest

of the functions should be left to various other associations of

society.

5.

The State should not perform certain functions--control of

opinions, morality, religion, customs, fashions, etc.

6.

The functions of the State are establishment of unity, order and

order is there mainly four protection, conservation and develop-.

ment.

7.

The functions of the State change with the changes in the

requirements of society.

Views after

1926-Keynes, Roosevelt, Galbraith,

Macpherson

So far negative and positive liberal views about the functions.

of the State have been discussed. During this century, apart from

Laski, Maclver and their contemporaries, many other writers have.

supported the positive liberal view of the State. So far we have

seen the liberal views up to 1926. What happened to the liberal

1. Ibid., p. 183.

2. Maclver, ol. cit. (1947), pp. 236-69.
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States after 1926 and the changes which came in the liberal view

of the functions and nature of the State after 1926 is also a matter of

interest and. it should also be discussed in order to understand the

present liberal position on the functions of the State.

In 1929, the liberal economies of the world found themselves

amidst an unprecedented crisis--the catastrophic Great Depression.

Together with the crumbling of capitalist economies, the poverty

of the economic .theory of Adam Smith and the weakness of compe-

titive free-market economies was also apparent. The exploitative

system of capitalism was crumbling not because of some external

attack, but only because of its inherent contradictions. Western

liberal democracies were having crises due to an increasing rate of

unemployment, loss of production, starvation of general masses

and the octopus of Fascism was emerging to maintain the system--

of course, the capitalist system. The crippled capitalism,, unable

to stand on its own, demanded assistance and with it a new

socio-economic and political outlook emerged and an era of

State-regulated capitalism associated with State-monopoly

capitalism emerged in the European world. To save the

capitalist economy from this crisis, the theory of Keynes1

(1883-1946) emerged. This is known as the Keynesian Revolution

(Quite afraid of a revolution otherwise, the lerals are fond of

using this charming word). The whole argument of Keynes

was that in order to save the whole system a part must be checked

and to save capitalism, capitalists must be checked and controlled

by the State. In order to save the whole,__n.(_n_wh not ...... sur_re__n.der a part9'.

was the theme oT-ih Kev_nesian argument. Due to Keynes, Econo-

mc-q-6-A-diser to President Roosevelt, in America Rooseveltian 'New

Deal' programmes were put i-'-o practice and these were mainly 'e

al-ff"wws concerning nationalization. A voice was heard from America

that the President 0--'merica is bringing socialism, whereas the

reality was that he was building up State-monopoly capitalism..

Defending the programmes he had taken up, President Roosevelt

said "People who are hungry and out of job are the stuff of which

dictatorships are made.'' In a way he was suggesting to capitalists

that reform is a necessity to check the rising tide of asocialist re-

1. j. M. Keynes, The General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money'

(1936).

2. Quoted in Indian Express, 14th June, 1976.
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volution; give concessions or perish, be defensive and retreat, other-

wise your own product--hunger, unemployment, etc.--will finish

you. Roosevelt implemented the ideas of Keynes and in this way

an era of defensive capitalism began where the State and the eco-

nomic system came closer. The capitalist class welcomed the inter-

ference of the State in economic affairs because otherwise, its own

survival would have been endangered. ('The State was the require-

ment of the capitalist class as it could"safeguard the aggregate in-

terest of this class, appease the working class by welfare services,

avoid a revolutionary situation by bringing reform, regulate the

economy in a balanced way, nationalize the sick industries, run the

essential industries, and maintain a price level of essential commo-

dities together with their State-trading at controlled prices. The

:State entered into the industrial system as an industrialist, in com-

merce and trade as  trader and in export and import as an

exporter and importer. ") To the general masses it was a "servant"

and to the capitalist• a "saviour". Now-a-days State-monopoly

capitalism is developing fast in almost all the liberal democratic

States and bureaucratization (not socialization) of society is on the

increase. This increase in the economic functions of the State on

the Keynesian line is mainly to sustain the moried

 sociooeconomic system.

John (b. 1909), an American economist and dip-

lomat, has written about the role of the State in the changed cir-

cumstances after the second World War.1 He has updated the

liberal view of the functions aud nature of the State.' He has

analysed the outlook of the State on issues like production, de-

mand, distribution, price-control, unemployment, poverty, scien-

tific research, inflation, security of workers, banking, economic

security, economic inequality, taxation, technological and indust-

rial development, economic stability, education, social equilibrium,

wage control, planning, public services, etc. He has justified the

planned econom the liberal States in view of the changed

circumstances of the 20th century. He writes, "A fully planned

economy, so far fr,o,/, being unpopular, is warmly regarded by those

who know it best."j' He is a champion of mixed economy in which

k.

1.

J.K. Galbraith, The New Industrial State (Penguin Books, 1969), The

Affluent Society (Pelican Books, 1970).

2.

Galbraith, op. cit. (1969), p. 14.
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the public sector may play a dominant role and may

nation with the private sector. He criticizes the  work in coordi-

....  concept of free-.

economy market, trade or contract ann suggests tna _

-" ....

t tate interven-

tion and control is necessary) He, in brier, is su

"socialistic measures" to save the crippled capitag,gesting certain

-

,, • ......

alist economies

Neither he is a socialist nor a

sem-sooast;

•

liberal,

he

He becomes a theoretician of convergence

is merely a

socialist economies, and this is a much-debated topi,'°f capitalist and

c now-a-days in

the spheres of economics, ideology, politics, etc.

convergence between the two ostensibly different in He says, "Thus

at .,idustrial systems

(American and Soviet industrial systems) occurs all fundamental

points.''x

Galbraith :,m, aintains that the modern liberal d

has become an ' Industrial State" because of its prm°cratic State

in the industrial system. He says, "The indused°minant role

 --gtrial system, in

fact, is inextricably associated with the State. In 

-

the mature corporation is an arm of the State. otable respects

in important matters, is an instrument of the indt And the State,

He gives importance to the economic functions of th'strial system."

ating from conventional wisdom (classical liberalis_l),Staatn se_D2rV-

ting socialistic measures from ideology, he want

' 

oP  0; iadp t7 sn s 'oe nPoUmb lilecs s ec c ee t °d i tvret egde, nslo  sts sU. s ecSrei 

socialist measures. He informs the affluent societies extent by semi-

of the Western

world that increase in the functions--that too ecOnomic functions

--of the State is the requirement for survival.

His k

•

.nain concern is

the safety of capitahst order and to have economy,

capitalism. He maintains that capitalist economy v growth under

spite of an overwhelming crisis, provided the State can survive in

regulate, run, control and check the economy. Like is authorised to

......... Keynes, he is a

doctor, trying to save the dseasea anct yng capta 

Macpherson, a critical liberal, hs also support,sm"

welfare function" ns of the State and maintained that idwhse thPe°Siot

1. Ibid., p. 392.

2. Ibid., p. 300.

3.

For critical estimate of Galbraith's views ptease see: Lipt 

logy of Affluence", New Left Review (No. 35, Jan.-Feb n, "The Mytho-

Kemp, "Galbraith as Prophet of American Neo-Capital 1966); and Tom

Society (Vol. xxix, No. 4, Fall, 1965). ism", Science and
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method to fulfil the development aims of society. The State must

save the weaker sections of society and maintain the economic

equilibrium in society. He is a supporter of positive State and

positive liberty.

Conclusion

Thus the liberal theory of State functions went on changing--

from Adam Smith to Macpherson--with .the change in time and

circumstances. It started with minimum functions of the State and

now it supports the maximum functions. Irrespective of the changes

in the liberal views, one thing is clear beyond doubt, that liberalism

has been the philosophy of the capitalist class and it cannot be the

philosophy of the overthrow of the rotten capitalist order. Its

concept of functions of the State has been changing in view of the

changing socio-economic and political needs of the capitalist class.

And because of this only, changes in the liberal views of the State's

functions have taken place. 

SPECIFIC FUNCTIONS OF MODERN

LIBERAL STATES 

Modern liberal States are not the negative or police States,

but they are welfare States. The theory of welfare State is said to be

a halfway house in between individualism and socialism, because

according to it, apart from safeguarding the rights of individuals,

the State also looks after the general welfare of society. This

theory regards the State as the servant of society which helps in

socio-economic, political, cultural, moral and intellectual develop-

ment of the citizens. The State gives encouragement to art,

literature, philosophy, science and education and tries to check the

struggle between classes by controlling capitalism and appeasing the

working class. The welfare State gives political and economic con-

cessions to the general masses and serves the aggregate interests of

the capitalist class. England, the LISA, France, Italy, West

Germany, the S:andinavian countries---Denmark, Norway, Sweden

alitl Icelatd---India, etc., are the specific examples of liberal wel-

1.

For details please see: C.B. Macpherson, Democratic Theory: Essays in Retri-

eval (London: OUP, 1973), and The Life and Times of Liberal Democracy

(London: OUP, 1977). .
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modern liberal State can be

Necessary Functions:

The negative liberal views of the State's functions support

only the necessary functions of the State and these include:m

1.

Maintenance of Law and Oder --Safety of life and property,

to check violence, crime and disorder, etc. are included in this.

2.

Establish Justice : To settle civil and criminal cases and to see

that no one is deprived of justice on the basis of religion, class,

sex, caste, colour, etc. For this the State etablishes an inde-

pendent judiciary,

3.

Defenee : The State defends society from external aggression

and internal disturbances. To perform this function army and

armaments are kept by the State.

4.

Other functions: Currency system; preservation of forests,

minerals and public property; interpretation of rights, duties and

mutual relationships of citizens.

Optional Functions:

Positive liberalism supports necessary functions of the State

and together with this many optional functions of social service and

welfare are also supported by it. The State functions overshadow the

citizens in all the aspects of his life. According to FIobson, "The

State has assumed the duties of a doctor, a nurse, schoolmaster,

trader and manufacturer, insurance agent, house builder, town

planner, railway controller and a hundred other functions.''1 To

perform these functions, there has been a considerable increase in

civil servants and liberal States have virtually become bureaucratic

States. To fulfil the monetary requirements for performing these

functions, the State is having an elaborate system of taxes and in

almost all the economic activities State taxation is involved. The

State is acting as an industrialist and trader and is earning money.

With the increase in the functions of the State, the income and

1. A. Hobson, Functions of the Modern State.
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power of it have also incrcased. The dependence of the citizens on.

the State is increasing day by day. Optional functions of the State

can be divided as follows :--

1. Economic functions

2. Social functions.

3. Cultural functions

4. Political functions.

Economic function include:--

1.

Control of industries and nationalization of essential and sick

i''Si'i'-'g'(ie has nationalized .many of the essential

services like railways, banking, postage and distribution of essen-

tial commodiites. The State encourages small-scale industries and

checks monopolies.

2.

Supply of essential commodities like wheat, rice, sugar, pulses

ii'['b6k notebools etc., are managed'by the State and i

not left at the mercy of profiteers and blackmarketeers.

3.

To check hoarding and black .r.eting.

4.

'''i 0fpries nd measurements.

5-

Improvement n agr fiff'fiT production is an important task

o"e-''ta'-'i;r 'hi-measures iiie modernization of agricul-

ture, land reforms, availability of fertilizers at cheap rates co-

opreative and State farming Chakbandi etc., should be adopted.

6.

To check unemployment, which is an essential feature of capi-

tahst economy, s an mportant function of the modern State.

7.

Control of banking_ currency and inflation.

8. lffTid"filities of transport and communication.

9.

Ec;J-pitnin is an iportant function of the modren State.

Bfi(i"Itl"bncept of planning is indicative planning rather

than complete planning like that of socialism.

10.

It is a function of the State to protect the workers by regulat-

ing minimum wages, bonus etc.

11.

Insurance and pension which may provide security in old age-

a n--d-C; -n t s.

Social Functions includes:--

1.

Family planning, checking of dowry, casteism, communalism,

etrol the bad social customs.

2.

To rFmove the social exploration and establish social unity.

3.

To provide economic and other benefits to the weaker section

of society. • ...........
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4.

To provide so._cial security to widows, orphans and the handi-

c-ffSped. " .................

5.

To take care of hygien.._e.alth, etc., and control epidemicslike

cholera,-srnlip0k, plague, etc.

6.

To maintain the clualit.O.[ _l'od items and check their adultera-

tion.

Cultural functions include :

1.

Education. . of [h.,ss_s is one of the most important functions

of the modern State. Education is imparted through schools,

colleges, news media and the State helps it by giving grants to

schools and colleges, providing books and exercise books at cheap

rates by establishing a network of libraries, by preparing an

overall education policy. On issues of national importance, the

State educates the public through posters, radio, TV, pictures,

etc. Through the vast network of education, the State can in-

fluence public opinion as it provides the State with a strong

ideological weapon, which it can use or misuse to maintain its

power.

2.

To encourage music, art, literature, etc., and censor anti-social

cheap/'itilt and art.

3.

To encourage scientific and technological research.

4.

Cultira!exc_anges to increase the-gi:$-diitural unity in the

general masses.

Political functions include:

. sn_.e.it, and liberties of citizens.

2. To arrange free, fair and periodic elections.

3.

oordnauon of the 'intgt oY--anous parties, associations and

groups f.

4.

To provide reasonable opportunities of participation in politics

5.

To check corruption in society. But this task is a difficult one as

in a capitalist society m0fie} commands greater respect than

honesty, character, morality and other virtues. The State tries to

check corruption as it cannot put an end to it.

Conclusion

The above-mentioned are some of the socio-economic, cultural

and political functions of the modern liberal State. But the functions

of the State are increasing day by day and with it the power and

responsibility of the State are also increasing. The State monopoly
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capitalism is emerging in all the liberal States. The increase in the

power and responsibility, power of influencing public opinion

through propaganda, the increase in the power of the State due to

scientific inventions, and increasing the sphere of the State have

on the one hand contributed to the social welfare but, on the other,

rational people are afraid that this increase in the functions of the

State may lead to the establishment of dictatorship. With the help

of its naked power, with the support of manufactured public opinion,

by purchasing some intellectuals and drum beaters and by silencing

the other category of intellectuals, by crushing the rights and

liberties of the common people in the name of discipline, or

national emergency, by implementing the anti-people policies, the

modern State has the potentiality to become fascist. The potentia-

lity can always become a tendency and thus it may be said that

strong modern liberal States can become dictatorial if the time and

circumstances so demand, to save the socio-economic order of the

capitalist class.

NATURE OF THE STATE

So far we have seen the liberal theory of origin and functions

f the State. On the basis of these, the liberal view of the nature

of the State will be analysed. The views of negative or positive

liberalism with regard to the nature of the State are almost similar.

Negative liberalism regards the State as a necessary evil and posi-

tive liberalism regards it as necessary but not an evil. The State is

viewed by positive liberalism as an instrument of social service and

common welfare. It is not regarded as an enemy of the liberty and

rights of man. "Man versus State" view of the State is not accepted

by positive liberalism. In spite of these differences in the negative

and positive liberalism, the basic assumptions of these with regard

to the nature of the State hardly differ as their views on the nature

f the State are based on their conception of man and socizty. The

1.

For further readings on this please see: James Harvey and K. Hood, The

British State (London, 1953); H. J. Laski, The State in Theory and Practice

(London, 1935): R. Miliband, The State in Capitalist Society (London:

Quarlet Books, 1973); R. A. Dahl, A Preface to Democratic Theory (1965);

Macpherson, op. tit. (1973) and (1977).
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main views of liberalism on the nature of the State are as follows:--

1. The State is not a class instrument. It is an instrument of

the whole community and serves the interest of the whole society by

maintaining equilibrium and balance in society.1 The State has got

the capacity to maintain unity in diversity and diversity in unity in

society. "It (the assumption of unity in society) is there in varying

forms and subsumed under different concepts in Burke (providence),

Hegel (idea or nation), Green (common good), Hobhouse

(harmony), Maclver (general will)". There is no need to finish the

classes from society but only a balance between the interest of both

lhe classes is to be maintained and this can be done by the State.

Class-harmony and not class-struggle is the basic principle of

society. Society can be healthy and free when various socio-econo-

mic, cultural and moral interests co-exist. Society is pluralist and

because of the conflict of various interests, there is a need of some

agency which may bring unity and harmony in society. The State

is the agency for performing these functions and maintain law and

order and justice in society.

2. The political power in a derr.ocratic State is not centralized,

nor does it belong to any particular class of society. It is decen-

tralized power and belongs to many competitive elites in society.

3. Because of democracy and periodic elections, members of

.all the classess can influence the political power. Dahl says, "All

the active and legitimate groups in the population can make them-

.selves heard at some crucial stage in the process of decision.''

Miliband writes, "But most Western 'students of politics' tend to

start...with the assumption that power in Western societies is com-

petitive, fragmented and diffused; everybody, directly or through

organised groups, has some power and nobody has or can have too

much of it. In these societies citizens enjoy universal suffrage, free

and regular elections, the representative institutions, effective citizen

rights, including the right of free speech, association and opposi-

tion; ,and both individuals and groups take ample advantage of

these rights, under the protection of the law, an independent judi-

ciary and a free political culture.''4

1.

American writers like R. Dahl, Berlson, Almond, etc., are using

2.

R. Singh, op. tit., pp. 163-64.

3.

Dahl, op. cir., pp. 137-38.

4.

Miliband, op. cir., p. 4.

these terms.
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4. The State is needed to safeguard the common social,

economic, cultural, moral and political interests of society. Though

negative liberalism only accepts the State as a necessary evil to

maintain law and order, positive liberalism assigns various functions

of social welfare to the State. The State is an impartial institution

to serve the common interest of society as a whole.

5. The nature of capitalism has changed and the present

liberal societies of the West are post-capitalist society. Economic

power no more is enjoyed by cpitalists but has come into the hands

of managerial elite. The central problem of politics no longer re-

volves, in Lipset's words, "around the changes needed to modify or

destroy capitalism and its institutions; the central issue is rather

the social and political conditions of bureaucratic society.''1 This

view has been termed by Miliband as "down with Marx and up

with Weber.''

The State has become an "Industrial State" and it is penetrat-

ing into the economic system as a major partner. Various economic

functions and even industries have been taken over by the State in

its hand and the public sector is gaining strength in almost all the

countries. There is no need of a socialist revolution now? Thus the

ideas like "post-liberal democratic theory'' and "post-capitalist

mixed economy'' are in vogue now-a-days.

7. The State is taxing the rich and helping the poor and in

this way it is an instrument of bringing economic equality in society.

Through the various State measures like pension funds, bonus, etc.,

the working class is getting its proper share in the ownership and

1. s. M. Lipset, "Political Sociology", in R. K. Merton (ed.), Sociology Today

(1959), p. 9.

2.

Miliband, op. cit., p. 11.

3.

For a critical study please see : Yuri Krasin Sociology of Revolution, A

Marxist View (Moscow Progress Publishers, (1972), pp. 84-120. The works

i.n which this transformation has been discussed are: T. Carver, The Present

Economic Revolution in the U.S. (1926); A. Berle and G.C. Mean, The

Modern Corporation and Private Property (1932); A. Adam, Our Economic

Revolution (1933).

4.

For a critical account please see: Macpherson, op. cir. (1973), pp. 175-84.

5.

For a factual account of this please see: St.rachey, Contemporary Capitalism

and for the critical account of this please see: R. Blackburn, "The New

Capitalism" and J. H. Westergaard, "Sociology the Myth of Classlessness'"

in R. Blackburn (ed.), Ideology in Social Sciences, (Fontana, 1972). •
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profits of industries. Workers have become partners in industries

and have lost their class-identity. Peter Drucker writes, "If socia-

lism is defined the way Marx did, as ownership of the means of

production by the workers, the USA has become a truly socialist

country.''1 Similarly, Daniel says, "If we judge by the measures

outlined in Communist Manifesto, Great Britain and Scandinavia

have almost completely realised the objectives of proletarian revolu-

tion.'' Thus the liberal view of the nature of the State maintains

that the State can bring equilibrium by uplifting the poor and con-

trolling the rich class.

The following are, in brief, the main points of the liberal view

of the nature of State :--

1.

The State is not a class-instrument. It serves the general inter-

est of society as an instrument of the whole society.

2.

The State brings equilibrium in the pluralistic society by control-

ling various economic classes and elites.

3.

The nature of capitalism has changed and there is no ruling

class in society. The State does not serve the interest of the

capitalist or economically dominant class.

4.

The political power is not centralised but it is decentralized as

it is divided between various elites.

5.

The State controls the rich and helps the poor people. It regu-

lates the whole economy in the interest of the whole community.

6.

Because of democracy and adult franchise, the whole population

has got an equal share in political power and an equal oppor-

tunity of participating in the political process.

Because of the State, rights and liberties of the citizens are

safeguarded.

The State is an above-class impartial institution which resolves

conflicts and prepares the way for a peaceful social change.

The State is not a power, but its power is based on its serving

capacity. It is a media of common welfare.

The State exists for man and society.

The sphere of the State is limited and it is not above law.

10.

1.

Peter Drucker, quoted from a news item, "Socialism Arrives in America",

in the Indian Express, dr. 5th June, 1976.

2. R. Daniel, The Nature of Communism (N.Y., (1962).
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The above-mentioned are some points of the liberal view of

the nature of the State. This view has been criticised by many

liberal and Marxian writers. Petras maintains a thorough-going

attack on the liberal view of the nature of the State and calls it

"the broker's view of the State.''1 Similarly a Marxist writer has

criticised the liberal view of the State (as the State by all, for all, of

all and of the whole society) and he says, "By altering some of its

forms, by mitigating some of its worst manifestations through a

patchwork of welfare measures, 'the welfare State' has only smooth-

ed over the class antagonism, prevented the class-struggle from

assuming sharper revolutionary forms and thus ensured a better

functioning of the existing economic and social system, a streng-

thening of the basic institutions of capitalism. It has acted, as

John Saville says, as a 'shock absorber' and thereby contributed not

to any transformation but only to the continued survival of the

essentially unjust and irrational capitalist social order.''z The

Marxian view of the functions and nature of the State will be seen

in the next chapter.

1.

James Petras, "Ideology and United States Political Scientists", in Sciene

and Society (Vol. xxix, No. 2, Spring, 1965).

2.

R. Singh, op. cir., p. 204.

"The executive of the modern State is but a committee for mana,

ging the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie.''x

--Marx and Engels.

THE

Chapter 9

MARXIAN THEORY OF

FUNCTIONS AND NATURE

OF THE STATE

INTRODUCTION

In the 7th chapter the Marxian theory of the origin of the

State has been discussed and it has been seen that the Marxian

theory of the State is much different than that of the liberal theory.

In the first chapter the Marxian conceptions of man, society and

politics have been seen. In the third chapter the Marxian notion

of the State has been discussed. The Marxian theory of the State

is based on these and discussion on these is to be kept in view in

order to understand the Marxian theory of the State.

MARXIAN THEORY OF THE STATE

Marx himself has not formulated the theory of the State

separately. Miliband says, "Marx himself never attempted to set

1.

K. Marx and F. Engels, "Manifesto of the Communist Party", in Selected

Works (Moscow, 1970), p. 37.

2.

For reference please see: V.I. Lenin The State and Revolution (1917),

J. Sanderson,"Marx and Engels on the State", in Western Political Quarterly,

Vol. xvi, (No. 4, Dec. 1963), pp. 946-55; R. Miliband, "Marx and the State",

in The Socialist Register (1965), pp. 278-96; S. H. M. Chang, The Marxian

Theory of the State (N.Y.: Russell and Russell, 1965); H. Lefebure, The

Sociology of Marx (Penguin, 1972), Chap. 5, "Political Sociology : Theory

of the State"; N. Poulantzas, "The Problem of the Capitalist State" in

R. Blackburn (ed.), Ideology in Social Science (Fontana, 1972), pp. 238-62,

and also his Political Power and Social Class (U.K., 1972); John Mcmurtry,

The Structure of Marx's Worm View (Princeton, 1978), pp. 100-122.

312

Political Theory

out a comprehensive and systematic theory of the State.''1 Chang

writes, "Before Lenin published his State and Revalution in 1917,

the Marxian theory of State had been almost entirely neglected not

only in economics but also in sociology and political science. In

short, there is no doubt that the Marxian theory of the State has

been gradually neglected in the social sciences.''- But discussion

on the State is scattered in almost all the writings of Marx.

However, this does not mean that the issue of the State was not

important for Marx, but the reason for this is that being busy in the

historical analysis of the capitalist mode of production, Marx could

not Concentrate on the specific issues like the State. But Engels

and other Marxist scholars and revolutionaries have written on this

aspect. In brief, the main points of the Marxian theory of State

may be enumerated as follows:--

1. Marx made it clear in his early writings that the State is an

organ of the economically dominant class and through the power of

the State this class, in spite of it being a minority class, is able to

have political dominance over the majority clzss, i.e., the working

class. Marx wrote, "The executive of the modern State is but a

committee for managing the common affairs of the whole bour-

geoisie.'' The State is viewed as an organised power of one class for

oppressing another. Thus Marx maintained that the State does

not belong to the whole of society, and refuses to accept that the

object of the State is common welfare. This Marxian view has been

elaborated further by Engels and Lenin.

2. Marx never maintained that the State is a higher morality and

can finish a!l the conflicts in society and bring unity and harmony.

He criticised the Hegelian idea that "the State is the march of God

on earth" and maintained that the State is merely the servant of

private property. He maintained that political emancipation is not

human emancipation and said, "The limit of political emancipation

is immediately apparent in the fact that the State may well free

1. Miliband, op. cit. (1965), p. 279.

2. Chang, op. cit., pp. 7-9.

3.

Reference to the theory of the State can be found in various writings of

Marx, such as : The Class Struggle in France; The 18th Brumaire of Louis

Bonaparte; The Civil War in France; Introduction to a Contribution to the

Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right: Manifesto of the Communist Party;

Critique of the Gotha Programme; and Jewish Question.
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itself from some constraint, without man himself being really freed

from it, and that the State may be a free State, without man being

free.''1

3. Explaining the relationship of society and the State, Marx main-

tained that the State is neither above society, nor can it organise

the whole society and bring harmony in various interests. He writes,

"'It is, therefore, not the State that holds the atoms of civil society

together. Only political superstition today imagines that social

life must be held together by the State, whereas in reality, the State

is held together by civil life."-' He further writes, "Political con-

ditions are only the official expression of civil society.''3 It simply

means that the State is the product of social development. Marx

wrote that the essence of the modern democratic State is that "it

is based on unhampered development of bourgeois society, on the

free movement of private interest.'' Thus the State is neither equal

to society nor above it, it is merely its product at a certain stage of

the historical development. ,

4. Though the general Marxian view of the State is that it

serves the interest of the dominant economic class, in some circums-

tances, ethe classes in society_.are in a 

.position,_ the State rises above classes and establishes itself as an

absolute r_. above all classes. osition of the 

termed by Mar

-

" , the rule of Bona

. Marx writes, ' therefore, seems to have

escaped the despotism of a class only to fall back beneath the

• despotism of an individual and, what is more, beneath the authority

.of an individual without authority. The struggle seems to be

settled in such a way that all classes, equally impotent and equally

mute, fall on their knees before the rifle butt.'' But even in such.

a situation the State remains a class instrument as it saves the

.moral socio-economic and political system of society as a whole.

Explaining the nature of such a Bonapartist State, Miliband writes,

"For Marx, the Bonapartist State, however independent it may have

1.

Marx, "Jewish Question", MEGA (Moscow, 1927). p. 582.

2.

Marx and Engels, The Holy Family (Moscow, 1956), p. 163.

3.

Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy (London, 1936), p. 70.

4.

Marx and Engels, The Holy Family, p. 166.

5.

Marx, The 18th Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte (1852).
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been politically from any given class, remains, and cannot in a class

society but remain, the protector of an economically and socially

dominant class.''

(It may sometimes happen that in order to save the whole

system or under the pressure of exploiting classes, the State may

take some steps against the ruling class. It may so happen that

some policies of the State even in normal times may be against

the interest of ruling classes, but in the final analysis, the State

serves the interest of the doic class. For example,.

the State may curb hoarding, smuggling, profiteering, adulteration,

etc., and deal severely with the traders busy in such activities. But

all these are done by the State to save the capitalist system as a

whole. It does not mean that the nature of the State has changed.

The functions of the State must be seen with reference to total socio-.

economic and political order. In a similar way, the State may

nationalize some industries or make some laws for the welfare of

workers. But it does not rla,n tnhat the State i,s become socialist

and it is finishing capitalism. These may be the requirements for

saving the whole system and, to save the whole, a part is generally

checked and curbed, tf a man gets any part of his body amputated"

because it has become dangerous for his whole body, it does not

mean that the man is an enemy of his body. Similarly, the actions

of the State with regard to individual capitalists can be understood,

and it does not alter the nature of the State. To strengthen capi-

talism or to save the whole order, many a time action against a part

may be necessary.

Similarly, the State many a time may accept the economic

demands of the workers because of the pressures of their mass.

actions and struggles. The State may provide many welfare services

to the workers, but it does not mean that the nature of the State

has transformed. Till the time there is private _p.rpp._y_..a.nd tere

are classes in sodiinstrument" The

State should not be judged in view of one or two functions of the

State but in view of the totality of its functions. The nature of the

State can only be ascertained on the basis of the mode of produc-

tion of the whole society. In a class-divided society, the State may

help the economically weaker sections, but in the final analysis it

1. Miliband, op. cit. (1965), p. 285.
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serves the interests of the economically dominant class. The rela-

tion between the ruling class and the State is complex and dialecti-

cal rather than simple and mechanical, and this relationship,

can only be understood by looking at the totality of the State

functions.

5. For the abolition of classes, Marx gives the theory of

revolution which is closely asssociated with the Marxian theory

of the State, and it is the most important aspect of the theory..

According to Marxian philosophy, the task of philosophy is not

only to understand the world but is also to change it. Thus Marx-

ism not only draws our attention to the exploitative nature of the

State and society, but also tells us the way to change the exploita-

tire system and establish an exploitation-free system. Marxism is not

for reforms of the capitalist systems but suggests that these should

be overthrown by a socialist revolution and replaced by a

socialist State and economy. After a revolution, which will be brought

by the revolutionary working class, a socialist State under the dicta-

torship of the proletariat should be established. This socialist State

will be a temporary phenomenon; it will abolish private property

and classes, the economy will be established on the solid socialist

footings and then the State will also wither__a.w.a.y.. Thus Marx here

gives three principles--of revolution, of socialist State, and of

withering away of the State in a communist society.

6. About the nature of the socialist State, Marx writes that

it will be a transitional State, the purpose of which will be the

abolition of the classes and in a communist society, the State wilt

wither away. Thus the Marxian theory of the State does not glorify

the State, but it is a theory of its overthrow, its withering away.

Anarchism also wants to finish the State, but without finishing the

basis of the State, i.e., classes. So anarchism is an unscientific

philosophy for the overthrow of the State and the State which it

will overthrow in the morning will come back in the evening,

because its basis--the classes in society--remains intact. Marxism

presents a theory of the overthrow of the capitalist State, and

withering away of the socialist State in a classless society.

In brief, the following are the main points of the Marxian

theory of the nature of State:--

1.

The State is not an above-society or moral institution. It is not

an association to bring unity in society and contribute to the
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welfare of the whole of society. It cannot resolve,the class struggle

and the State serves the interest of private property.

2.

The State is a historical entity. It is a product of specific social

and economic conditions. It should be seen as a part of the

superstructure which is standing on the economic sub-structure.

3.

The State is an instrument of a class in a class-divided society.

The interests of the dominant economic class is served by the 

institution of the State.

4.

The State tries to maintain the socio-economic and political

order of the ruling class, in the final analysis. Sometimes, the

State may check the propertied class and it may give some

benefits to the weaker sections of society. But if viewed in the

totality of social and economic relations, the State, in the final

analysis, serves the interest of ruling classes and maintains their

socio-economic system.

5.

The classes must be abolished in a class-divided society. This

can be done by a socialist revolution which will be brought by

the organized working class and after the revolution this class

will establish its revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat,

the purpose of which will be the establishment of a classless

society. The classless society will be established by the abolition

of private property and with the establishment of the socialist

economy.

6.

In a classless society, the State will itself wither away.

In thi way, the Marxian theory of the nature of the State

gives an idea of witlerin'away ofthe State through a revolution.

Marxism is an anti-State humanistic__.P__hil°__s_gth_Y-" Now the role of

he State in the capitalist, socialist and developing societies will be

:seen in brief.

FUNCTIONS AND NATURE OF THE STATE

IN CAPITALIST SOCIETIES

A capitalist society is one which is based on the capitalist

mode of production, where some capitalists own the means of pro-

duction and the motive of production is profit and workers sell their

labour power to capitalists for wages. The workers do not have any

other interest in the production except wages. In such a society

politics, culture, morality and social norms are determined by the
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capitalist mode of production and society is sharply divided into

capitalists and workers. As the interest of these two classes is

opposed to each other, class struggle between these is fundamental.

The Western liberal democracies---the USA, England, France, West

Germany, Italy, etc.--are the examples of such societies. According

to the Marxian theory, all these are bourgeois democracies as the.

State in all these societies maintains the capitalist socio-economic

and political order and serves the interest of the capitalist class.

Whether capitalists actively participate in the decision-making or

not; or the President or Prime Minister belongs to this class or not;

or bureaucracy, police and the army are manned by the members of

the capitalist class or not--it is immaterial. The important aspect of

such States is that in spite of welfare services to the whole of

society, the State maintains the exploitative socio-economic and

political order of the capitalist class. It safeguards private pro--

perty and maintains the class division into the rich and the poor.

The power of the State is .not based on the real consent of the

working class, but it is merely based on the false consciousness. In

spite of periodic elections and adult franchise, t_he State power, in

the final analysis, belongs to the capitalist class, because money

plays an important role in the election process.

In the present century, liberalism maintains that the State,

has become an agency of the general social welfare and it resolves

the conflict in society. But Marxism refuses to accept this

view of the State because in spite of its welfare functions, the

nature of the State does not change and the State ultimately pro-.

tects the capitalist order. Marxism maintains that if the State

performs the functions for the welfare of the working class, the

reason for this is the pressure of the working class movement or

the expediency or utility of these measures. Now the organised work-

ing class cannot be subdued by force, so it is regarded safe to grant

them concessions (in the form of bribe), so that they may not go on

the revolutionary path and keep themselves busy with the struggle

for economic demands. The liberal welfare theory assumes that if

the State can reduce the miseries of the working class by welfare

services, then the chances of a working class revolution will be mini-

mized. Through the welfare services, the State can slow down

the class struggle and liberals assume that the State can bring unity

in society in spite of different classes. Welfare functions of the
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liberal democratic State give the much-wanted legitimacy to it and

these economic functions cool down the revolutionary nature of the

,organized working class.

In the modern capitalist societies, in order to regulate the

• capitalist mode of production, State intervention into the economic

.affairs--nationalization, licensing, control of prices, etc.--is

necessary. Marxism maintains that these measures do not imply

that the State is finishing the capitalists. These State measures

.are the historical requirements of the capitalist economy in the

20th century. Now the Capitalist economy cannot move ahead with

the 18th century assumption of market equilibrium and it suffers

from inflation, depression, unemployment, etc., which are the

,essential products of the capitalist economy. The object of State

intervention in the economy is to protect the aggregate interests of

the capitalists. Nationalization by a capitalist State does not lead

,to socialization but it leads to bureaucratization and State mono-

poly capitalism. State monopoly capitalism creates a danger

that the State may tend towards fascism. Thus the economic

,and welfare functions of the State do not change the nature of the

capitalist State and it leads to the establishment of a regulated

capitalist system instead of free-market capitalism. State interven-

tion is a historical requirement of the crisis-ridden capitalist

economy.1 Miliband writes, "State intervention in economic life in

fact largely means intervention for the purposes of helping capitalist

.enterprise. In no field has the notion o.f the 'Welfare State' had

"a more precise and oppposite meaning than here.''" Thus by these

functions of the State, the capitalist economy is protected and

strengthened.

The modern capitalist State mediates in between the conflicts

.of workers and capitalists. But here also the State checks the

working class movements in the interest of the capitalist economy.

The movements are crushed, strikes are declared illegal, in the

name of national interest, prod.uction, progress, law and order,

• public safety, discipline, essential services, etc. But, according to

Marxism, national interest simply means the interest of the

1.

For more details please see : P. K. Crosser, State

my of the U.S. (1960).

2.

R. Miliband, op. tit. (1973), p. 72.

Capitalism in the Econo-
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capitalist class, production means profit of the capitalists, progress

means progress of capitalism, and maintenance of law and order

means protection of the capitalist order. State arbitration in the

.struggles between the workers and the capitalists ultimately in-

_jures the interest of the working class and helps in the mainten-

ance of the crumbling capitalist order. The State has also become

.an industrialist and is behaving with the workers like a capitalist.

Many liberal writers have supported the theory of plural

• elites in order to prove that the State power does not belong to any

-particular class in society. They maintain that in developed Western

:societies (capitalist societies) the political power lies with the

plural and competing elites, rather than with any specific class.

Maxism does not accept this position and maintains that the

concept of elites is mischievous and all the elites in fact serve the

,.capitalist system.

In the modern capitalist societies the dominant economic class

.influences the political and social system in various ways:--

t.

By purchasing the politicians'L-in capilalist societies politics is a

trade and politicians sell themselves to the highest bidder.

2.

Money plays a decisive role in elections and elections are won

by having notes from the rich and votes from the poor. After

winning the elections the policies are made to serve the interest

of the capitalist class and the working class is given amusing

slogans. The election funds are contributed by the capitalists

from their'black money, and nobody gives money without deriving

an benefits.

:3.

Capitalists supply the various products to the State--and

generally it is seen that the State is supplied with inferior goods

at a higher price.

,4.

The bureaucracy is corrupted by the capitalist class and it works

to serve the interests of this class. Because of the omnipotence

of money, character and honesty become valueless, and corrup-

tion is rampant in the capitalist society.

.5.

Through stock exchanges and regulation of the production

system, the capitalist class builds up economic pressure on the

State.
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6.

The pressure groups of the capitalist class have a decisive say irt

policy-making.

7.

By virtue of being the owners of newspapers and mass media

the capitalist class controls the ideological power of society.

8.

By corrupting the army and police, the capitalist class can over-

throw the constitutional governments if these threaten the interests

of this class. This method was used in Chile in 1973 against the-

constitutional government of leftist President Allehde.

Thus in the capitalist society power of the purse is very impor-.

tant and the State serves the interest of the capitalist class, main-

tains the capitalist production relations and protects private pro-

perty. The form of the State is immaterial. Engels writes, "The

modern State, no matter what is its form, is essentially a capitalist

machine, the State of the capitalists, the ideal personification of the

total national capital. The more it proceeds to the taking over of

productive forces, the more does it actually become the national

capitalist, the more citizens does it exploit. The workers remain wage

workers--proletarians. The capitalist relation is not done away

with.''1 When the State is unable to serve the interest of the capitalist

class through liberal democratic welfare measures and it becomes

impossible to have the obedience of the people, then the State sheds

off its democratic posture and crushes down the mass movements by

display of naked force, which is its ultimate base.

FUNCTIONS AND NATURE OF THE STATE

IN SOCIALIST SOCIETIES

A socialist society is one where through revolution the power-

has been taken over by the organized working class, and the work--

ing class State--the dictatorship of the proletariat--is established,

The Marxian notion is that this working class State will wither away

in a classless society after finishing the capitalist mode of produc-

tion and destroying capitalist cultural, social, moral, ideological

and political structures and after establishing the economy on solid

socialist footings. Among the important socialist societies are China,

Russia, Cuba, Vietnam, Cambodia, Romania, etc. The functions of

1.

Engels, Socialism Utopian and Scientific (1892), (Progress Publishers,

Moscow, 19680, . 63.
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the State in such societies can be classified as under1:_

1. Political functions.

2. Positive functions.

3. International functions.

4. Prepare the conditions of its own

withering away.

Political Functions

 1. To Establish Dictatiorship of the Proletariat: It is the first

task of the socialist revolution to establish a socialist ."State in the

form of dictatorship of the proletariat. The reason for this is

.simple enough. After the revolution, though the State power comes

into the hands of the working class and the capitalist class and its

allies are defeated but they are not finished. In order to finish

these, the working class must organize itself into the form of a

dictatorship and this will lead to the establishment of dictatorship

of the proletariat. Stalin writes, "The proletarian revolution, its

movement, its sweep and its achievements acquire flesh and blood

only through the dictatorship of proletariat.,,3 The capitalist class

even after the revolution remains quite powerful and organized

power of the working class--dictatorship of the proletzriat--can

crush it mercilessly. When private property is being socialized, it

is but natural that its owners would like to resist its socialization,

and in such a case they may even destroy their own property rather

than handing it over to society. Thus to tackle these the working

class must establish the dictatorship of the proletariat after the revo-

lution. Marx wrote, "The socialism is the declaration of the perma-

nence of the revolution, the class dictatorship of the proletariat, as

the necessary transition stage to the abolition of all class distinc-

tions, the abolition of all conditions of production on which they

are based, the abolition of all relations of production which corres-

pond to those conditions of production.,,-1

In 1871, Paris Commune could not establish the dictatorship

of the proletariat with the result that the capitalist class could easily

destroy the revolution and crush the polite and generous working

class brutally. The working class had to pay the price for the lack

1.

For further reference please see, V. 1. Lenin, "The Immediate Tasks of the

Soviet680. Government", in Selected Works, Vol. 1I. (Moscow, 1970), pp. 643-

2. For details please see: J. V. Stalin, The Fotmdations of Lenhlism (Peking :

StateF°reignandLanguageSRevolutionPress'(1917).1970)' Chap. IV, pp. 40-53; and V.I. Lenin, The

3.

Stalin, op. cit., p. 40.

4.

Marx, quoted in Chang, op. cir., p. 90.
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of the dictatorship of the proletariat by their own bloodshed. The

character of the dictatorship of the proletariat has been explained

by Lenin and Stalin. Lenin writes, "The dictatorship of the prole-

tariat will, for the first time, produce a democracy for the people,

for the majority, side by side with the necessary suppression of

the minority constituted by the exploiters. The dictatorship of

the proletariat cannot be "complete" democracy, democracy for all,

for the rich as well as the poor; the dictatorship of the proletariat

"'must be a State that is democratic in a:new way (for the proletarians

and the non-propertied in general) and dictatorial in a new way

(against the bourgeoisie).''' Stalin writes, "All hitherto existing class

States have been dictatorships of an exploiting minority over the

exploited majority, whereas the dictatorship of the proletariat is the

dictatorship of the exploited majority over the exploiting minority."

However, during 1975-76, the Communist Parties of Spain,

Italy and France (their respective General Secretaries are Santiago

Carrillo, Enrico Berlinguer, and Georges Marchais) have given some

new slogans like 'Communism with human face', 'proletarian

all

natlonahs , 'defence of individual and group freedom (of

classes)', 'abandonment of the dictatorship of the proletariat', etc.s

They want to have socialism by peaceful transition or without

revolution by using all the bourgeois State apparatuses. They don't

want to smash the State machine and rebuild a new State for socia-

lism. This is a pure and simple anti-Marxian view and revisionism;

the price of this will be paid by working classes in these countries.

This aspect of the Marxian theory will be discussed in detail in the

second part of the book during the discussion on the Marxian

theory of democracy.

2. Abolition of Classes : This is the most fundamental task of

the socialist State. It has to destroy private property, the capitalist

class and its sub-structure--economic base or mode of production.

Not only the sub-structure but also the superstructure--political,

social, ethical, legal--is to be smashed and should be replaced

by the socialist system. Establishment of a classless society or com-

munist society is the main political task of the socialist State and

its object is not to bring consensus amongst the struggling classes,

1. Lenin, The State and Revolution, Chap. 1I, 3.

2. I_bid.r more eutun" ......

v,'°ase see'. Seminar (201, May 76), pP.._,2,0"28," Berlin Con-

3. ro ......

 ¢ Eurone (Calcutta :r) Publications,

re ..[,  --;11o Eurocommunism a the State (1977).
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but it is there to finish the exploiting class. Here lies the funda-

mental difference between the nature of the capitalist State and the

working class State. Thus the fundamental task of a socialist State

is to destroy the exploitative capitalist socio-economic and poli-

tical order. For this actual use of force is necessary, and the

dictatorship of the proletariat performs this function.

Positive Functions

The socialist State has not only to perform the destructive

function of abolishing the classes but it has also to perform many

.constructive positive functions. Chang writes, "Proletarian dicta-

• torship refers to the forcible suppression of the bourgeoisie's which

is necessary because of the bourgeosie's resistance. Yet it does

not consist in this destructive phase alone; it has as its constructive

phase the establishment of socialism.'1 Marx and Engels could not

elaborate the positive functions of a socialist State and these have

been elaborated by Lenin, Stalin, Mao and other Marxists, because

only after the socialist revolution there was the need to define these

functions. Among the prominent functions of the socialist State

are: replacing the capitalist mode of production, which is based on

private property, by the socialist one; establishment of a healthy

exploitation-free socialist society; safeguarding the interests of the

working class; reorganization of production on the socialist lines;

establishment of socialist culture, ethics, education and social

system. Some positive functions are as follows:--

1. Economic Funetions.'--The establishment of a socialist

economy which is exploitation free, and is based on social owner-

ship of the means of production. This will replace the moribund

capitalist economic system which is based on profit and private

property. Though even liberal States are performing many econo-

mic functions now-a-days, by these functions a liberal State only

strengthens and safeguards the capitalist economic system. But a

socialist State performs altogether different kinds of economic

functions and some of these are:--

(a)

Abolition of private property and establishment of social

ownership over the means of production. This is done by

socialization of industries, etc.

1. Chang, op. cit., p. 111.
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(b)

Establishment of socialist mode of production, the object of

which will not be profit but social welfare and satisfaction of

the material needs of society.

(c)

Increase in the production and enriching the material life of the

whole population.

(d)

Land reforms and establishment of cooperative and State farm-

ing.

(e)

Industrial and agricultural development through the applicatiort

of new scientific and technological means.

(f)

Establishment of planned economy. Unlike the planning in

capitalist societies, it means to organize ction according

to the social req.r_e, mem.. In capitalist societies there is

wasteful production and cut-throat competition. This is avoided

in socialist economy through completely planned economy.

(g)

Proper distribution of the consumer goods.

(h)

To arrange welfare services to the working class and this

includes .re_lulation of working hours_ est holida s, ension,

etc., of the workers.

2. Cultural, Social and Moral Functions:--The socialist State

not only performs the economic functions but also many socio-cultural

functions. In a new socialist society, cultural ethics is established

by destroying the capitalist moral, social and cultural structure. A

capitalist society is based on personal interest of the individuals

and selfish social, cultural and moral norms. These are replaced

by a new socialist culture, morality and social norms. This is a

difficult and long-term function of the socialist State because capita-

list self-centred morality and culture, and orthodoxical views can-

not be changed easily.

The change in the mode of production--or the sub-structure

--will not automatically lead to a change in the socio-cultural and

moral superstructure. The relationshit2 between the economic

roduction an ructure is dialectical. Change in

the economic sub-structure is essential but change in the super-

structure is equally important. Regarding this, the views

Tse-tung 'are quite !mportant and Chinese cultural revolutions

mainly aimed at bringing changes in the superstructure. Some

important socio-cultural and ethical functions are as follows:--

(a): Educatio.n should be scientific and according to one's

9wn cho____.ce The education of children should not be at the mercy
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of the economic capabilities of arents, or should not be guided

v_ob consideratio

(b)

To Establish Social Equality: A socialist State will not only

establish economic equality but social and cultural equality will

also be established by it. In a socialist society, caste, religion

-q---, -_7.- ....

colour re ion, fan ua e will not be the basis of m

each rou will be iven 'qual oortunities

, rou wH be lven ual o

.

(c)

EstaMishment of Socialist Culture an Morality: A socialist,

State will establish a socialist morality in which selfish ideas and

outlooks will be replaced by acialist outlook.

WelNre of all will bearded as the condition for the welNre

ament of selK

In a socialist State all the positive functions are performed

n a simple way, and increase of specialized bureaucracy is generally

discouraged. Lenin said, "The specific bossing methods of the

State officials can and must begin to be replacedimmediately

within twenty-four hoursby the simple Nnctions of managers and

.clerksNnctions which are now already quite within the capacity

of the average townsman and can well be performed for a working

man's wage." All the Nnctions--economic, social, cultural and moral

are performed by due participation of the masses at all levels.

International Functions

The socialist States believe in the proletarian internationalism

"Workingmen of all the countries unite"and because of this a

socialist State helps the progressive movements of the masses and

working class throughout the world. The Indian national movement

got help from socialist Russia, Vietnam got help from both socialist

Russia and China, in its war against U.S. imperialism. A socialist

State gives the right of asylum to the revolutionaries of the world (as

an imperialist Power like the USA gives asylum to reactionary fleeing

kings or shahs). In the international sphere they work for the main-

tenance of peace, progress and justice, and do not aim at increasing

their power or sphere of influence. However, it is sometimes said

that Soviet Russia has deviated from this path and its encourage-

mere to Vietnam's conflict with socialist Cambodia reinforces the

do.u that Soviet Russia is'not Nlfilling its international obligations.

To Prepare the Conditions of its Own Withering Away

Though this cannot specifically be the function of the

socialist State, because it is

concerned with the functioning ,,[.,

COllege
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State. The State should function in such a way that it can wither

away. Marxism believes in a classless and Stateless society. In &

classless society, the class instrument--i.e., the State---should wither

away or die a natural death. If the State has originated with the

origin of classes in society and works as an instrument of one parti-

cular class, then in a classless society it will have no logic of existing.

A socialist State is merely a transitional State, needed during

the period of transition from socialism to communism and it must,

wither away after this. Marx wrote, "Between the capitalist and

the communist society lies the period of the revolutionary transfor-

mation of the one into the other. There corresponds to this also 0.

political transition period in which the State can be nothing else but

the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletafiat.''1 So a socialist

State must wither away in a classless society. But here the practice

in socialist States has been highly disappointing and the chances of

the withering away of the State are not very bright there.

Critical Evaluation of the Functions and Functioning of"

the State in Socialist Societies

The Marxist theory of the State found expression through the

revolutions of 1917 and 1949 in Russia and China respectively and

in these two countries socialist States were established. The critical

evaluation of the Marxian theory can be made by looking at the

achievements and failure of the States in these countries. The

various aspects of discussion can be as follows:--

(1) Economic Developments: There is no doubt that planned

economy and socialist mode of production in Russia and China have

led to more rapid industrial and agricultural development. The pro-

gress at the economic front in these societies has even compelled the

liberal economists to give a limited support to the concept of

planned economy. However, many a time it is said that disparity of

incomes still excists in socialist countries and a scheme of incentives,

quite prominent in capitalist economies, has been introduced there

But in spite of these criticisms, there is no doubt the performance

of socialist States on the economic front has been commendable-

1. Marx, Critique of the Gotha Programme (1875), (Peking:

pp. 27-2{. ,,., ,

FLP, 1972),
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(2) Transformation of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat into

the Dictatorship of the CommuniSt Parff:: Many a time, it is Said

that in socialist countries instead of dictat0rshi:p of the proletariat,

dictatorships of communist parties have come up. The working

class has been refused due participation in the affairs of the State

and a new elite--revolutionary elite--has errierged and it is com-

posed of the leaders of the communist party. The gap between the

people and the party is increasing day by day and a centralized,

highly organized, hierarchical, disciplined party has mustered all

the powers in such societies and this is ruling over the workers in

the name of the working class. Lenin and Stalin, it is said, empha-

sised on the unity, discipline and centralization of the party and

thus the leadership of the party became a class in itself--distinct

from the working class. The self-control and active participation of

the working class, it is said, at all the levels of the socio-economic

system is not much in Soviet Russia. But in China, relatively more

participation of the workers is seen and it is assumed that with the

development in the level of consciousness of the workers, more

and more participation will be given to the working class. However,

i, compared with the liberal societies, the participation of workers

in industries is much more in socialist societies. But still, it cannot

be deemed sufficient in view of the Marxian ideals.

(3) The State and Bureaucracy: Lenin again and again warned

against the increase of bureaucracy in socialist States. But in spite

of this, it has been seen that instead of self-management of workers

in industrial and other spheres, bureaucracy and technocracy is

developing. Specialists are having control over the administration

and the industries? The growth of bureaucracy and technocracy

has virtually erased the achievements of the socialist revolution

and the surplus value which is enjoyed by capitalists in liberal

societies is being swallowed by this new class of bureaucrats and

technocrats in the socialist soceities. Thus with the increase in

bureaucracy, a new class with vested interest of its own has

developed in the socialist societies and it is hindering the self-

management of industries by the workers. It is maintained that

instead of socialization, what is emerging in the socialist societies is

1.

For more details please see: M. Serge, Bureaucracy and Technocracy in the

Socialist Countries (Nottingham : Spokesman Books, 1974).

328

: : •

Political .Theory

bureaucratization. This aspect of the socialist societies has been

attacked even by many Marxist writers.

(4) Socialist Society and Alienation: Marx gave importance

to the concept of alienation in his analysis of capitalist order. It is

maintained that even in the socialist society the problem of alien-

ation remains and man cannot live with his essence. Private

property has been transformed not into social property but merely

into State property. The gap between the individual and society

is still quite wide and even in socialist societies man feels alienated

from self and society. However, it may be said that this problem of

alienation is not very alarming in socialist societies. The remnants

of bourgeois culture are still there and the individual and social

interests have not harmonised so far up to the level it is expected.

(5) Non-withering Awa:y of the State: Another very important

criticism of the socialist States is that there are no chances of the

withering away of the State in these societies in the near future.

Marxism maintains that the State is a class instrument and in a

classless society it will become useless and will wither away. Prof.

Stojanovic has criticised this aspect of the socialist States, parti-

cularly Russia, from the Marxist standpoint. He says, "Although

Marxism had developed as one of the most radical anti-statist con-

ceptions, with suitable modifications it was transformed into a

statist ideology.''x He strongly attacks those who favour the

maintenance of the State in the communistic society and he termed

it as the "Statist myth of socialism and communism." Attacking

upon them, he says, "They, the ideologues of'socialist' statism,

operate on the assumpti0'n that the construction of communism can

be based upon an omnipotent State. Thus, in addition to the

statist myth of socialism, there is also the statist myth of commu-

nism.''- Attacking upon Soviet Russia, he says, "With the degene-

ration of the October Revolution a new exploitative class system

was created, a system which stubbornly tried to pass itself off as

socialism.''3 He maintains that the State in Russia is not a

socialist State but it is a bureaucratic socialist State? He main-

tains that because of the degeneration of the State in Soviet

1. s. Stojanovi¢, Between Ideals and Reality (N.Y. : OUP, 1973), p. 8.

2. Ibid., p. 37.

3. Ibid.

4. Ibid., p. 40.

Marxian Theory of the Function of the State

329

Russia, the State can never wither away there. Criticising the

nature of bureaucracy (Statist class) in socialist societies he says,

"One peculiarity of the statist class is that its economic power

derives from its political power, while the opposite is true of the

bourgeoisie.''1 Thus he maintains that Russian socialist State is an

alienated class power which will never wither away.

Stojanovic maintains that because of the development of

Statism it .Soviet Russia the State cannot wither away there.

Another writer, Medvedev, has also attacked Soviet Russia from

within it.-° This criticism of the functioning of the socialist State

is really an important criticism and undoubtedly there are no chances

of withering away of the State in socialist societies in the near

future. In 1977, Soviet Russia has declared that their State is now

no more a class State and it has become the State of the whole

people. This position is against the Marxian theory of the State.

Conclusion--Nature of the Socialist State

So far as the nature of the socialist State is concerned, it is

also a class State like that of a capitalist State. But the fundamental

difference between the two is that the socialist State aims at aboli-

tion of the classes, and establishment of a communist society,

whereas a capitalist State aims at bringing the equilibrium among the

.classes. The capitalist Stat_e is an instrument f explc, itaticn in

,,!he_hand of exploiting classes, whereas the socialist State is a

;.mea.ns of finishing ,the extloitativ_e  caoitalis.t order and means of

:_tablshinz a socialist economy. ]A__ socialist State is a media of

,ce _and is not .a conservative institution for maintaining th-e--

statustlta. Apart from" this, it is not 'a permanent State and will

wither away in a classless society. It is a State of the majority of

population--the working class--so it is more democratic than the

bourgeois State which is a State of the minority class. Detailed

discussion on this may be seen in the discussion on the Marxian

view of democracy, in the second part of the book.

1. Ibid., p. 47.

2,. R. A. Medvedev, On Socialist Democracy, (London, 1975).

Appendix I

WHAT IS STATE? TRADITIONAL

LEGAL CONCEPT

In chapter 3 we have seen the meaning of the State and its.

changing notions. The State has for long been overshadowed by

the legalistic views, and has been defined by the various writers in

different ways. So far as the definition of the State is concerned,

there is no uniformity of the views and the causes of this are as.

follows:--

1.

The State has been defined from various standpoints--legal,

political, ethical, etc.

2. The notion of the State has been changing from time to time.

3. Different ideologies have different views of the State.

4. The world has witnessed different kinds o f States at a time.

5.

Many a time the State has been confused with nation, society,

government, association, etc.

6.

Different writers defined the State with their bias.

Because of these diculties of the definitions of the State

German writer Schulze has said that the State has as many

definitions as many writers on politics are there.

"  From Aristotle to the present, during the past about 2,300'

years, various writers have defined the State in different ways. But

now there is a uniformity of opinion that the State has four eleo

ments:--

1. Population

3. Government

2. Definite Territory

4. Sovereignty

However, all the definitions of the State have not been given

in view of these elements. Some definitions have been given on the

basis of the nature and object of the State. The following are some

of the definitions given during the ancient and the modern times--

Ancient Times

Aristotle:

"The State is a unio,n of families and villages having for

its end perfect and self-sufficient life."

Thrasymachus: "The State is no more than the rule of the

stronger."

Cicero: "The State is a numerous society united by common sense

of right and natural participation in advantages."

Modern Times

Bodin: "The State is an association of families and their common

possessions governed by the supreme power and by

reason."
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Bluntschli: "The State is the politically organised national person

of definite country."

Holland:

"The State is a numerous assemblage of human beings,

generally occupying a certain territory amongst whom,

the will'of the majority, or of an ascertainable class or per-

sons, is by the strength of such a majority, or class, made

to prevail against any of the number who oppose it."

Willoughby: "The State exists whenever there can be discovered in

any community of men, a supreme authority exerci-

sing a control over the social action of individuals

and groups of individuals and itself subject to no

such regulations."

Burgess: "The State is a particular portion of mankind viewed as

an organised unit."

Laski: "The State is a territorial society divided into govern-

ment and subjects claiming, within its allotted physical

area, supremacy over all other institutions."

Gettell:

"A State, therefore, may be defined as a community of

persons, permanently occupying a definite territory,

legally independent of external control and possessing an

organised government which creates and administers law

over all persons and groups within its jurisdiction."

MacIver: "The State is an association, which acts through law as.

promulgated by government endowed to this end with

coercive power, maintains within a community, territori-

ally demarcated, the universal external conditions of

social order."

Garner: This definition may be seen at p. 86 of the book.

Among the definitions given above the definition of Laski,

]VIacIver, Gettell, and Garner are regarded as up-to-date definitions

and the definition of Garner is regarded as the best one, because

this definition clearly mentions all the four elements of the State.

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE STATE AND

OTHER ASSOCIATIONS

A common man does not make any distinction between the

State and many other institutions like society, government, nation,.

and other social institutions. But the legalist view of the State

makes a distinction between the State and other institutions. Now

the distinctions will be discussed in brief.

The State and Society

The distinction between the State and society is quite impor-

tant because society is much wider than the State. In society all

the social institutions and social relationships are included,

whereas the State only covers an aspect of society. Lipson writes,
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"'It is, therefore, a precondition to the understanding of politics that

we form some generic picture of society as a whole and then observe

the genesis of the political process within the social matrix.''

Explaining society, Lipson says, "Society is the broadest possible

concept that embraces all human relationships and groups."-' So far

as the nature of society is concerned, there is a difference between

the pluralists and the monists?

Many idealists and monistic writers on politics have not

made any distinction between society and the State. But liberal

writers make a distinction between the two and maintain that the

State is much liraited in scope and it is merely a servant of society.

The main differences between the two are as follows:--

1.

The State is the servant of society and it is within society.

2.

The sphere of the State is much narrow than society.

3.

Society is much older than the State.

4.

The State has four essential elements whereas society does not

have these four elements.

5.

The State is a highly organis-d institution whereas society

may even be unorganised.

6.

The State possesses sovereignty whereas society does not need it.

7.

The State rules by laws and force, whereas society is based on

customs and traditions.

8.

The State is not a natural institution, whereas society is natural,

The pluralists have always given importance to the distinc-

Zion between the State and society, because they regard the State

merely as an institution, equal to other associations of society, to,

.serve the specific interests of society. The State is a limited

instituti.on having a limited scope and purpose in society.

The State and Government

Government is merely an element out of four elements of

the State. But a layman generally does not distinguish between

the State and governm:nt because it is the living tool of the State.

For all practical purposes government is the State. The following

are the main distinctions between the State and government:--

1.

The State is more stable than the government.

2.

The State is more extensive than the government.

3.

The State possesses sovereignty, whereas the government does

not possess it.

1. L. Lipson, The Great Issues of Politics (1965), p. 23.

2. Ibid., p. 51.

3. For further study please see" T. Parsons, The Social System (Cambridge,

Mass., 1951); R.M. MacIver and Page, Society; R. K. Merton, Social

Theory and Social Structure; H. M. Johnson, Sociology, A Systematic

Introduction.
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4. The State needs definite territory, whereas

the government

does not need it.

5. The State is abstract, the government is not.

6. The government is the agent of the State.

7.

The government has many forms, whereas the State does not

have these.

The State and Other Institutions

Pluralists do not make a distinction between the State and

other institutions of society and maintain that the State is equal to

other associations of society. But generally the State is disting-.

uished with other social associations because of its sovereignty.

A detailed discussion on this can be seen in the 5th chapter.

The State and the Nation

The difference between the State and nation and nationalities.

has been a matter of great dispute because modern States are

nation-States. The following are the main distinctions between the

State and the nation :--

1.

The basis of the nation is psychological unity, whereas that of

the State is physical unity.

2.

The State may not have cultural unity, whereas the nation must

have it.

3.

The nations have emerged with the development of capitalism.

whereas the States were existing prior to it.

4.

The nation does not need sovereignty, whereas the State needs it.

5.

The State needs a definite territory and government, whereas

the nation may not have these.

6.

The State is highly organised, whereas the nation may be

unorganised.

7.

The State is concerned with political unity, whereas the nation

is a spiritual and cultural unity.

Conclusion

The legalist view of the State makes a distinction between.

the State as a legal concept and other social institutions. This dis-

tinction is also maintained by liberal and Marxian writers. But

with the emergence of the welfare States, the difference between

the State and society is almost eclipsing; the distinction between

the State and government is merely a technical difference and

government for all practical purposesis equivalent to the State

Similarly with the emergence of the nation-States the difference

between the nation and the State is no more of importance; and

the difference between the State and other associations has been.

washed away by the pluralists.

Appendix H

"THE TDITIONA LEGAL VIEW OF

SOVEREIGNTY ....   

,Sovereignty, one of the constituent elements of the State, is

 basic legal and political concept. Although the term soverei-

gnty is modern, the idea goes back to ancient Greek and Roman

philosophers. The term has been derived from the Latin word

Superanus meaning supreme. It means that in every State there

is a supreme authority, unrestrained by law. This supreme

authority is supreme both internally and externally. Thus soverei-

gnty has these two aspects. This has been defined by various

writers in different ways. Som definitions of the term are as

follows.

Bodia: "Sovereignty is the supreme power over citizens and

subjects unrestrained by law."

rotia: "Sovereignty is the supreme political power vested in

him whose acts are not subject to any other and whose

will cannot be over-ridden."

Blaekstone:

"It is the supreme, irresistible, absolute, uncontrolled

authority in which the jura summi imperil reside."

Jellinek:

"It is that characteristic of the State by virtue of which

it cannot be legally bound except by its own will or

limited by any other power than itself."

Pollock:

"Sovereignty is that power which is neither temporary nor

delegated, nor subject to particular rules, which it cannot

alter nor answerable to any other power on earth."

Wilson: "Sovereignty is "the daily operative power of framing

and giving efficacy to the laws."

Willoughby: "Sovereignty is the supreme will of the State."

Dagait: "Sovereignty is the commanding power of the State, it is

the will of the nation organised in State, it is the right to

give unconditional order to all individuals in the territory

of the State."

Burgess

"Sovereignty is the original, absolute and unlimited power

over individual subjects and associations of subjects,"

Laski:

Sovereignty ofhe State "issues order to all men and all

associations within its area; it receives order from none of

them. Its will is subject to no legal limitations of any

kind. What it proposes is right by mere announcement of

intention."

Austin:

This definition is given below.
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On the basis of these definitions, some elements or basic

Seatures of sovereignty are there:--

1. Permanence

4. Exclusiveness

2. Absoluteness

5. Inalienability

3. All-comprehensiveness

6. Indivisibility

Out of these features, the pluralist writers have attacked the

last two features--inalienability and indivisibility--and they

maintain that sovereignty is alienable and can be divided between

various associations of society. But the monists have maintain-

ed that it is a unified power of the State and it should rest with it

,only. The pluralistic view has been seen in the 5th chapter and

monistic view or the legal theory of sovereignty, explained by John

Austin, will be discussed here briefly.

AUSTINIAN THEORY OF SOVEREIGNTY

This theory is also known as the legal or traditional or

totalitarian or monistic theory of sovereignty. The most explicit

:statement of this theory can be found in Lectures on Jurisprudence

(1832), given by John Austin (1790-1859), an English jurist.

Austin's views are inspired by the views of Hobbes and Bentham.

He says, "If a determinate human superior, not in the habit of

bedience to a like superior, receives habitual obedience from the

bulk of a given society, the determinate superior is sovereign in that

society and the society, including the superior, is a society, political

and permanent."

The following are the main points of the Austinian theory:--

I.

In every independent political community there exists a sovereign

power, or sovereignty is an essential attribute of an independent

political community.

2.

The sovereign is not an indefinite body or a vague concept, but

it is a determinate person or body of persons.

3.

The sovereign is legally unlimited. There are no legal limits to

his authority.

4.

The obedience rendered to the sovereign is not casual but it is

habitual. The obedience to the sovereign is continuous, regular,

undisturbed and uninterrupted. The majority of the members

of society should render obedience to it.

5.

The power of the sovereign can neither be delegated nor be

divided.

6.

Law is the command of the sovereign and it is not based on

custom or traditions.

The theory of Austin has been strongly criticised by pluralists.

'The views of pluralists can be seen in chapter 5.
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