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CHAPTER- V 

CONCLUSION 

AN EVALUATION OF MARXIST ETHICS 

Karl Marx was perhaps the most passionate humanist of the world. 

He proclaimed his faith in the creativeness of man's power to remake. the 

world in which he lives. Even his critics honour him for his passionate 

search for truth and intellectual honesty and integrity. He hated capitalism 

because it de-humanizes man; he hated the system because it resembles 

slavery. His main work, Capital ('Das Kapital'), is largely a treatise on 

social ethics as he raised a fundamental protest against the servitude, 

suffering of the working people He was a moralist, a liberator of mankind 

and was one of the fighters against hypocrisy. He vehemently attacked 

the moralists of his day who usually preached principles which they did 

not follow in their lives, because he saw them as the 'sycophantic 

apologists' which he felt to be immoral and he tried his utmost to bring 

about a moral reformation, a social change. Without an intense moral 

fervour he could not undertake the lone fight to improve the lot of vast 

majority of men, especially the proletarians, who were subjected to 

inhuman conditions. The humanism of young Marx along with its strongest 

moral appeal has left an indelible impression, a very wide appeal to us. 

Marx's moral philosophy represents a vehement protest against man's 

alienation, his loss of himself, his transformation into a thing; it is a 

movement against dehumanization of man. But our praise of his genuine 

insistence on equality and freedom for the poor and the lowly does not 

commit us to accept in toto when Marx assumes that all forms of alienation 
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issue from one root, viz., Capitalism and after the establishment of 

communism the alienated persons will be liberated from all kinds of 

alienation and none will suffer from alienation any more. The man will 

become un-alienated, free and will be of himself. 

One question naturally crops up here: Does the evolution of the 

society stop with the establishment of communism ? Dialectic movement 

contains in its very bosom the seed of development and change. The 

creative man, the out-standing individual is generally a non-conformist 

who doubts, questions and deviates from the tradition of society and plays 

a fundamental role in transforming the society. These men are very powerful 

because in them reflection, the dynamo of social change, grows incarnate. 

The more profoundly original and creative he is, the more profoundly is he 

bound to become alienated from his society. 

It is generally assumed that in the primitive society or in pre-industrial 

society men were much less alienated, perhaps not at all, and that they 

were not only happier, more intimate with nature but also more humane in 

thier interpersonal relations. But there are ample evidences to the contrary. 

Alienation is to be found in all ages, in all climes, but its forms are different. 

In Indian villages, far away from the din and bustle of the city, we witness a 

shattering picture of peasant community; they are alienated and live a 

very poor and miserable life- they are born in poverty, live in porverty 

and die in it- their condition is simply deplorable. The oppression of the 

peasant classes and the sub-human conditions in which they live in and 

have their being is indescribable. With the growing of industries in the 

cities the wealth is accumulated in a few hands; the working classes are 

now getting more facilities due to their collective movements through 

organised trade unions than before. But the villagers, the poorer classes, 

especially the peasants of villages are becoming increasingly poorer day 
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by day. They cultivate lands, grow food for us but their economic condition 

is miserable as anything. 

Let us consider Marx's famous words from 'German Ideology". 

"As soon as the division of labour sets in, everybody has a 

determinate and exclusive sphere of activity that is imposed on him 

and from which he cannot escape .............. while the communist society, 

where everybody does not have an exclusive sphere of activity but can 

train himself in any branch whatever, society regulates general 

production and thus makes it possible for men to do this to-day and that 

to-morrow, to hunt in the morning, to fish in the after-noon, to rear cattle in 

the evening, and to criticise after dinner ......... without ever becoming hunter, 

fisherman, shepherd or critic". 

Marx's dream has not come true because such a society has not 

yet been evolved in a process of historical development. It is not at all 

impossible or uncommon for men to do all kinds of jobs to find time to 

hunt or fish occasionally. Division of labour is not in itself bad, most of our 

social advances in science and technology are due to specialization or 

division of labour. However, with the introduction of computerised machines 

workers have little to do but to watch such machines and see that it does 

the work properly and consequently the number of workers will be 

decreased to a great extent constituting one pressing social problem of 

un-employment for the present generation, because the machinery has 

placed the necessity upon the shoulders of a few specialized men with a 

view to meeting the situation. As a remedial measure we can introduce 

pension plans of various kinds and make other beneficiary privileges 

available to the toiling class. What is needed in such a circumstance is 

social security, economic security. If all these measures are employed 

with all sincerity, if society is so formed to provide people with ample 
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opportunities to go for hunting and fishing or rearing cattle, can the 

phenomenon of alienation be extinguished altogether? The division of 

labour need not be accompanied by the imposition of rigid rules that 

inhumanize men. However, it may be presumed that alienation implicit in 

the division of labour can be diminished significantly with the imposition 

of humanitarian rules providing people with high standard of living and 

ample scope for work for each according to his ability. The outstanding 

man, the creative man, the non-conformist, is obviously alienated from 

his society but the conformists who do not possess any courage to rebel 

against the status quo but to conform the tradition along with its institutions 

and beliefs are alienated from themselves. 

Tagoresays: 

"We suffer from the sense of sin, which is the sense of discord, 

when any disruptive passion tears gaps in our vision of the One in man, 

creating isolation in our self from the universal humanity."1 

(Rabindranath Tagore- The 'Religion of Man'- p. 77). 

Men must never lose in his material quests- they must always be music 

makers and the dreamers of dreams revealing his aspiration for rising 

in dignity of being. 

Alienation is the central feature of human existence. So far no 

society, capitalist or socialist, has finally solved this problem. It exists in 

society in some form or other even from the ancient times - it is to be 

found in all ages, though it does not assume the same form and many of 

its forms are due to economic depression, political corruption, social 

injustice, excessive nationalism, intense patriotism, international rivalry 

and individual and social insecurity. An idealist cum theist may say that 

alienation is due to our insistence on material conditions of life and men 
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must rise above all this and realise his unity with God. On the contrary, the 

atheist may hold that all is not right in this God-less world, while even 

some may say that when God creates a master-piece like man with 

freedom to go on his own way, there is always a danger to go in a wrong 

way. "Evil, 0 Glaucon", says Socrates in Plato's Dialogue, "will not vanish 

from the earth". Have we gone astray in our manner of living ? Is the present 

industrial system boon or curse for us? Should we reduce the hours of 

labour so that all men can find a real joy of life in their creative activities ? 

Are scientific developments, growth of population, more and more 

_amenities of life responsible ? Should we let death and destruction go 

on? Do we allow our blind impulses to have taken possession of us and 

of the whole mankind ? What can we do in such a situation ? So far as we 

can cultivate the virtues of humanity -good will, fellow-feeling, love for 

others. We can minimise the tension to a larger extent if we work 

commonly for the cause of humanity as a whole. 

We observe that estrangement from nature, from society, from 

one's fellow men and from oneself is in the increase. One has to detach 

oneself from the womb of one's environment in order to become a 

person, an individual consicous being. With the self-awareness man 

becomes conscious of his own individual existence- he looks upon the 

others and the world as strange to him and very much perflexing. With his 

education he becomes more sensitive and thoughful. The more he is 

thoughtful and honest, the more is he haunted with fear of falling from his 

moral standards. 

The phenomenon of alienation is also to be found in the creative 

works of arts, literature and philosophy, even in legends. 
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Sophocles' "Oedipus Tyrannus" depicts a gloomy picture of 

alienation. Oedipus, the hero of the drama, is alienation incarnate like 

Kama, a character depicted in the Mahabharata. Both Oedipus and 

Kama came into this world unwanted and they were cast out in the hostile 

nature to perish inevitably but somehow they were saved. It was ordained 

by fate that Oedipus would kill his father and marry his own mother without 

knowing who they were. The decree was fulfilled and Oedipus ultimately 

came to know of his terrible fate. He blinded himself out of repentance 

and went into voluntary exile. Karr'a, the tragic character of the 

Mahabharata, succumbed to death at the hand of his own younger brother, 

A~una, after a fierce battle fought between them. Psycho-analysis has 

found that every one of us is like Oedipus ordained by fate to direct our 

first love to our parents or parent-substitutes. Dante's 'Vita Nuova' is a 

case study of self-alienation, of viewing one-self as an stranger. 

Depending on the conception of man's true nature, Marx used the 

term alienation to designate brutalisation, loss of creativity, mindless 

conformity or anything of this kind as one may be tempted to call de

humanization. The christian doctrine of man sees man primarily in relation 

to God and it ends in a promise of eternal life, a life after the grave. 

Christianity puts emphasis not only on virtuous living but also on the 

foundations of character from which such life proceeds. The attainment 

of true prupose in human life -love of God and life according to the will of 

the God- is open to all. This love is divine and it follows from the very 

nature of God. Marx is a matereialist in his view of the universe. In religion 

he takes an atheistic stand and his materialist view dominates his theory 

of man. He holds that every human individual is free to decide for himself 

what he wants to be and the individual is the product of the human society 

he lives in. Sartre denies not only the existence of God but also the view 
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that men are detemined by the society or by anything else. Sartre gives 

us existential conception of man while Marx emphasises the social 

significance of man. Marxism denies God, the immortality of the soul-our 

moral life is not to be governed by the will of the God but by the society we 

live in. According to christianity God has given us freedom and we fall into 

sin or error when we misuse the gift of God and thus we become alienated 

from Him. For Marx man is alienated from his true nature, his essence 

when the conditions of the capitalist society do not allow his potentialities 

to develop. But according to Sartre man's existence pecedes his essence 

and man has unlimited freedom. Man falls into 'inauthentic' condition when 

he pretends that he is not free. Marx·~ solution lies in the establishment of 

true communist society where all men are free, humane and un-alienated, 

while Messianic hopes are deferred to the another world. It is imperative 

to realize that alienation need not always be destructive. Often it may turn 

into good if it is re-directed- it is to be regarded as an essential means to 

the attainment of higher conditions of self-realization, e.g., when the sexual 

urge is directed towards valuable ends, it does not remain sexual but 

turns into something socially more valuable. The Mahabharata says: For 

the sake of the soul, you may give the whole world- 'atmarthe Prithivim 

Tyajet'. Socrates stood for the freedom of the spirit and counted it more 

precious than money or gold. The sages of the Upanishads told us that 

one, if necessary, must detach oneselffromthewholeworld with a view to 

realizing his true self, i.e., atman which transcends all the categories of 

the world. To realize the soul is to realize that the world is the manifestation 

of this 'One', the imperishable. He who knowsatman knows everything, 

nothing remains un-attained to him. Buddha, the Enlightened, sought men 

to be free from all desires or tr~na of the ephemeral world, from all 

attachment and this is the only way to be free from all bond ages of life or 

to be emancipated from ignorance which is the root cause of our bondage 

and for which we are moving in the world of death and despair, in the 
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cycle of birth and rebirth. His words are : Life is full of misery and therefore 

work out for salvation from misery with diligence. The Mahayana, a form 

of Buddhism, regards the desire of one's salvation as selfish at bottom. In 

place of personal liberation, Mahayana emphasises the liberation of all 

sentient beings as the ultimate goal. 

The modem alienated youth may turn to the wisdom of India. Here 

is a balm for alienated souls and a promise of salvation by practising 

universal brother-hood and love for all. This insight does not entail other

worldliness or any form of escape at all. Sartre's 'Orestes' says to Zeus : 

Man's life begins with the other side of despair, Goethe's 'Prometheus' 

defies Zeus well over a century and a half. Neither Sartre's 'Orestes' nor 

Goethe's 'Prometheus' withdraw into solitary defiance- both choose to 

suffer for others. Karl Marx saw himself as another Prometheus trying to 

bring into being a race of free men. Marxism assumes the need to change 

the world. Marx placed his faith in a new economic structure and according 

to him salvation lies in the establishment of a new human society, i.e., 

communism. 

Alienation is the central feature of our human existence. The final 

interpretation depends upon the particular philosophy one holds. To some 

life without alienation is scarcely worth living. What matters to us most is 

to increase our capacity to cope with alienation. 

We are living in a world in which tragedy is universal. Men are 

destined to sail in the troubled wates of the ocean of Samsara. But we 

should not lose our hope, our belief in our capacity to overcome all that 

comes to our way to goal. As Tagore prays in his poem: Atmatran: 

"Vipade more rak!:?haKara, enahe more Prarthana 
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vipade ami na yena kari bhoy"2
• 

(It is not my prayer that you protect me from dangers or evils of life but to 

make me free from fear in the midst of dangers or evils of life). 

Our alienness, our suffering, is not sin but the very conditions for 

the manifestation of spirit. The limited and the unlimited, the imperfect 

and the perfect are not perpetual opposites, Advaita Vedanta asserts 

not only that there is opposition between truth and illusion but also that 

the divine is here in everthing. The world is the seat of spiritual liberation. 

Maya does not simply mean that the world is a vain illusion, mere smoke 

without fire-it has fire within. We can transcend our woes only through this 

earthly existence. Why should there be suffering or ignorance? It has a 

meaning, a purpose of its own. All great achievements are born of suffering 

and sacrifice. Oscar Wilde Comments : "out of sorrow has the world been 

built; and at the birth of a child or a star there is pain". Only through suffering 

there may be a rise of being to the higher being of self-consciousness. 

The divine is not beyond the world, it is behind it as fire exists behind the 

smoke. 

For Marx alienation sums up what is wrong with Capitalism. He 

gives us a detailed description of certain features of the capitalist society 

and a value judgment that they are fundamentally wrong. Alienation involves 

in a relation, it must be from somebody or something. We may ask who is 

supposed to be alienated from whom and from what? If one or both the 

terms of the relationship cannot be specified, alienation is the wrong word. 

Marx speaks of alienation from himself and from nature. But it is not clear 

how one can be alienated from himself. The material things, the main 

determinants of social change, are not merely natural objects of which we 

get information with the power of human mind. They are not merely natural 
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objects like coal, water or electricity but our knowledge of the ways in 

which these material forces can be used to serve human ends. Thus for 

Marx nature is the man-created world. What follows from this is that men 

are not what they should be, because they are alienated from objects and 

social relations they create. Marx says that the private property is the cause 

of alienation and the abolition of private property is the abolition of 

alienation. For Marx alienation of labour consists in the fact that the work 

is not the part of the worker's nature because the worker feels in it physically 

exhausted and mentally debased. At work he does not belong to himself 

and even the objects he produces are alien to him. Sometimes he blames 

money to be the common whore of mankind and the institution of money 

causes alienation. Again the division of labour makes man's work into an 

alien power opposed to him. 

It may be noted here that the abolition of money as a means of 

exchange is not possible, for we cannot return to a system of 'barter'. In 

capitalist society the private ownership, money as the medium of exchange 

are taken for granted. Does the abolition of private property cure the 

alienation of labour ? And if the state is the basis of social evils, 

nationalisation of lands, factories and banks would make things worse by 

increasing the powers of the state. Everybody's business is nobody's 

business. It is to be remembered that it is always to treat anyone as a 

means to an end, viz., the economic end. This has happened in capitalist 

societies ofthe early 19th century. Marx himself depicted a faithful picture 

of it in 'Capital', vol. I when children and women workers worked for long 

hours in unhealthy conditions and died immature death after living a 

miserable life. Industry, technology, scientific achievements- all these are 

for men and not men for all these. Marx's genuine feeling for the working 

community must be appreciated. Marx rejected the idea of gradual reform 
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or reform step by step in the Capitalist system, rather he feels the 

imperative to change the situation, to transform capitalist society into a 

socialist society through a revolution of the toiling masses. 

For Marx communism is the solution of the riddle of history, with 

the coming of communism there will be abolition of all kinds of alienation, 

oppression of man by man and the society will be regenerated as such 

that there will be no need of the state to impose rules and consequently 

there will emerge a classless society - the guiding principle being : 

'From each according to his ability, to each according to his needs'. 

Some critics may say that his ideals will not be realized in practice; 

because they are impracticable. His ideals may not be realized in practice, 

but his vision, his dream of the classless society still inspires us for such 

a social change. As Tagore says: 

"We have seen the records of man's dream of the millennium, the ideal 

reality cherished by forgotten races in their admiration, hope and love 

manifested in the dignity of their being through some majesty in ideals 

and beauty in perfonnance. While these races pass away one after another 

they leave great accomplishments behind them earring their claim to 

recognition as dreamers- not so much as conquerors of earthly kingdoms, 

but as the designers of paradise. The poet gives 4s the best definition of 

man when he says : 

'We are the music makers, 

we are the dreamers of dreams'3 

(Tag ore- The Religion of Man, p. 77) 

II 

The basic fact of christianity is that it claims that God exists. It is 

not pantheism or deism but theism viewing God as transcendent as well 
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as immanent in the world. He creates the world and is the supreme arbiter 

of man's destiny and the controller of everything that exists. For Marx there 

is no God or the Almighty as the designer and supreme arbiter of our life; 

'religion is the sob of the oppressed creature, the heart of a heartless 

world, the spirit of conditions utterly unspiritual, the opium of the people', 

The idea of the God is the key-stone of perverted civilization. It provides 

us with illusory happiness. To negate or suppress it is to establish the 

claims of real happiness. The universe is fundamentally material in nature 

-it exists without an body beyond or behind it- everything is governed in 

it by the scientific laws of matter. 

The followers of christian faith hold that God has made man out of 

His own image and has given man freedom and consequently men are at 

liberty to accept or reject the will of the God. When man misuses the 

freedom bestowed on him he is deviated from the kingdom of God and in 

doing this he commits sin and consequently suffering is inevitable. Man's 

attempt to realise his oneness with the Divine will never end in utter dis

appointment and in this endeavour nothing is lost; he will be rewarded, if 

not in this world then in the otherworld. Thus christianity believes in the 

immortality of the soul, the life beyond the grave. To Kant, however, the 

immortality is a moral Postulate and without this pastulate justice is 

defeated and moral struggle towards the ideal is meaningless. The moral 

life is a struggle to attain the ideal which can never in this life be attained, 

viz., the ideal of perfect goodness. 

Marxism rejects any such survival after death and holds that moral 

ideas are conditioned by the society. Marx observes that religion gives 

illusory hopes to the poor and oppressed by formulating a conception of 

kingdom of God which the poor and the oppressed enter more easily 

than the exploiters. Can this belief make any sense of our life's suffering 
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in this earthly existence? The helplessness of the toiling masses may 

give rise to such a beliefforthe better life in the life after death. Religion 

turns our eyes towards the heaven than to the real world with its innumerable 

problems. It is full of lie and hypocrisy and makes man subservient to the 

purposes of the rich and comfortable. If God creates the world, manages 

and supervises it and if God is perfectly good, how shall we explain 

sufferings of the poor and lowly, pain and evil which are the brute facts of 

life and are evident everywhere ? If God is unable to prevent them to occur, 

He is not God; if He could and does not, He is not perfectly good. For 

christianity evil or sin is man's own fault- he misuses the freedom, rejects 

the will of God and consequently he suffers. Marx replaced the notion of 

sin by that of alienation; man falls into alienation because in a capitalist 

society the conditions are as such that they do not allow man's potentialities 

to develop. 

For christianity the ills of human life can be overcome by the Divine 

grace and to have this divine sympathy we must make our lives tuned 

with the 'Divine Will'. But Marx says that there can be no real change in the 

lives of men living in society unless and until the socio-economic conditions 

of the capitalist system are replaced by the ideals of radical humanism, 

by the establishment of a new society, i.e., communism in which men will 

become truly free, humane and unalienated. Men will become real selves 

no longer alienated by the economic conditions. If there is no God and we 

are made what we really are by the society and if our life is full of sorrows 

and sufferings in the society we live in, then it is an imperative on us all to 

change the society. 

Both christianity and Marxism are not just theories but ideologies

they become the fundamental ways of life. Each has its human organization 

which claims the allegiance of its believers and urges upon the followers 
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that they are to be practised. For christianity there is the church, for Marxism 

the Marxist Party. For christianity Jesus is the saviour or redeemer of all 

mankind from sins, for Marxism Marx is the saviour or the liberator of all 

mankind from dehumanization of human beings. For christianity there are 

many churches (Catholic, Protestant etc.), for Marxism there are many 

Marxist Parties claiming that they are the true followers of the doctrine of 

their founder. In the 'History of Western Philosophy', Bertrand Russell 

observes: 

''The Jewish pattern of history, past and future, is such as to make 

a powerful appeal to the oppressed and unfortunate at all times. St. 

Augustine adapted this pattern to christianity, Marx to socialism. To 

understand Marx psychologically, one should use the following dictionary: 

Yahweh= Dialectical Materialism 

The Messiah = Marx 

The Elect = Proletariat 

The Church =The Communist Party 

The Second Coming = The Revolution 

Hell= The Punishment of the Capitalists 

The Millennium =The Communist Commonwealth 

The terms on the left give the ~motional content of the terms on the 

right, and it is this emotional content, familiar to those who have had a 

Christian or a Jewish upbringing that makes Marx's eschatology 

credible"4
• (p. 361) 



[234) 

Marx's view of religion and his comments are not without the spirit 

of understanding and compassion for the exploited classes. Why should 

the poor and the oppressed look beyond this world for a better life of 

material happiness? Why not here in this earthly existence ? Why should 

these poor workers allow themselves to be used as means to the evil 

purposes of the rich and comfortable who are so mad after accumulation 

of wealth and utterly irresponsible for the good of their fellowmen? Certainly 

not. They should not allow themselves to be used as labourers at the 

minimum wages, to work under unhealthy conditions and to recover their 

health only in death. True religion can not make them to be victims of 

illusions, to be the prey of capitalist exploitation which was in his day 

characteristic of official christianity and the prevailing social system. With 

a tremendous hatred for priestly sycophants of his day and genuine love 

for humanity Marx tries to bring about a moral reformation and sees and 

feels that human society is a single, organic whole and strives to oppose 

the other-worldly religion which tends to destroy the harmony and beauty 

of the world and man's effort to create a new social order in its realisation 

of human brotherhood. It is his lone endeavour and he shoulders the burden 

of such a great and noble task with a view to emancipating the whole 

human race from bondage and slavery. It becomes an imperative on him 

to change the society for betterment of the conditions of it. Bertrand Russell, 

in his 'History of Wesem Philosophy' portrays the image of Karl Marx 

who devoted his whole life for this noble cause. "He took part in both the 

French and the German revolutions of 1848, but the reaction compelled 

him to seek refuge in England in 1849. He spent the rest of his life, with a 

few brief intervals, in London, troubled by poverty, illness, and the deaths 

of children, but nevertheless indefatigably writing and amassing 

knowledge. The stimulus to his work was always the hope of the social 
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revolution, if not in his life time, then in some not very distant future"5 (p. 

748- 749). 

Then Russell comments : 

"Marx, like Bentham and James Mill, will have nothing to do with 

romanticism; it is always his intention to be scientific .......... Marx set to 

work to represent the interest of the wage - earner. He had in youth -

as appears in the Communist Manifesto of 1848 - the fire and passion 

appropriate to a new revolutionary movement, as liberalism had had in 

the time of Milton. But he was always anxious to appeal to evidence, and 

never relied upon any extra-scientific intuition."6 (History of Western 

Philosophy, p. 749). 

Ill 

To the question : what is materialism ? Marx's answer is : it is the 

stuff of cosmic reality and dialectical development is its essential and 

necessary expression. Marx calls himself a materialist, but not of the 18th 

Century sort. He accepts from Hegel the dialectical method and calls his 

doctrine dialectical materialism which differs in an important way from 

traditional materialism. His metaphysics is materialistic and his method 

dialectical. The older materialism, he says, mistakenly regards sensation 

as passive by which the mind receives impressions from the outer world 

and attributes activity primarily to the object. But Marx holds that all 

sensation or percepion is an interaction between the subject and the 

object. Matter, apart from the activity of the percipient, is a mere raw 

material. To know an object is not to receive an impression from it but to 

be able to act on it. Knowledge is an activity exercised on things. The 

question whether objective truth belongs to human thinking is not a question 
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of theory but a practical question and thus the test of truth is practical. He 

criticizes the notion of truth from the activist point of view. 

Marx calls his materialism dialectical as it contains in it an essential 

principle of progressive change and it is called materialistic as it urges 

that ideas influence history by acting on things. He also speaks of historical 

materialsim or materialistic conception of history and holds that economic 

facts determine social phenomena and regards them as consequences 

of his metaphysical materialism. Bertrand Russell observes that these 

two are unrelated. 

''The whole of his theory of economic development may perfectly 

well be true if his metaphysics is false and false if his metaphysics is true, 

and, but for the influence of Hegel, it would never have occured to him that 

a matter so purely empirical could depend upon abstract metaphysics"7 

(B. Russell, Freedom and Organisation, p. 220, 1934). 

Marx calls his doctrine materialism in contrast with Hegelian 

idealism. The things we see and feel are real and they are perpetually 

changing and these changes belong to the intrinsic nature of things and 

are not imposed from outside. The ultimate reality is not solid matter. For 

Marx mind is a derivative quality of matter and he asserts the supremacy 

of matter over mind. But if matter contains in its very bosom an inner 

impulse to produce life and mind, the ultimate principle then is not mere 

matter. 

Dialectic development is a process of development from lower to 

the higher and it takes place as a disclosure of contradiction in things. 

For Hegel contradiction is the primary principle which is at the basis of all 

, development. Croce, in his book "What is living and what is dead of the 
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phlosophy of Hegel", has pointed out that Hegel makes a confusion of 

opposites and distincts. The opposites, light and darkness, negate each 

other; they are mutually incompatible; but the distincts, viz., truth and beauty 

do not negate each other. Poet Keats even goes further to identify the two 

distincts, truth and beauty: "Beauty is truth, truth beauty". To say that 

economic facts condition historic evolution is not to assume that they are 

exclusively determinants of history and other forces have nothing to do in 

it. Both Hegel and Marx believe in dialectical development of history. But 

Hegel concluded his dialiectical account of history with the establishment 

of the Pruss ian State which for him the perfect embodiment of the Absolute 

Idea. But Marx agrees to differ-his end is different from that of Hegel - it is 

the establishment of a new social system, viz., communism. A question 

crops up naturally: Does the process of historical development end with 

the establishment of communism ? If dialectical process is essentially 

revolutionary why should it stop with the establishment of communist 

society or the classless society? The dialectical principle is not compatible 

with itself if we answer the above questions in the affirmative. Marx himself 

admits that there is scope for social evolution after the communist society 

is established. 

Marx adopts the dialectical method not to the realm of ideas and 

their self-development but to the material development of society. He 

asserts that the process of historical development is also a dialectic 

movement through a series of contradictions. An existing state of society 

takes us into its opposite state and their contradiction leads to a higher 

state in which the contradictions are overcome. Hegel calls the anti-thesis 

of a thesis sometimes its negation and the synthesis the negation of 

negation. 

"The capitalist mode of appropriation", "Marx writes, "the result of 

the capitalist mode of production, produces capitalist private property. 
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This is the first negation of individual private property based upon individual 

labour. But with the enexorability of a law of nature, capitalist production 

begets its own negation. It is the negation of negation. This second 

negation ....... establishes ....... the common ownership of the land and of 

the means of production"8 (Capital, voL I, p. 715). 

"According to Hegel", Timasheff explains, "each statement of truth, or 

thesis, has its opposite statement, or antithesis, which is also true. The 

thesis and antithesis may be reconciled on a higher level of synthesis, but 

this is not the end for the dialectical process then continues as the 

synthesis becomes a new thesis with its antithesis, and so on".9 (Ncholas 

Timasheff and George Theodorson, Sociological Theory, p. 57 -58) 

Hegei advocates dialectical idealism and Marx dialectical 

materialism- Hegelian idealism perceives truth in ideas, for Marx ideas 

are not the realm of truth but rather matter is. For Hegel 'history is the 

growth of Reason to consciousness of itself, and the constitutional, 

legislative state is the culmination of history'. Marx too is interested in the 

analysis of the nature and meaning as well as the truth of history but he, 

unlike Hegel, believes that a materialistic analysis to history will render 

the truth. He contends that historical ideas are primary and our ideas of 

them are secondary. For Hegel the real is only outward manifestation of 

the Idea, for Marx the idea is nothing other than the material when it has 

been transposed and translated in the human brain. The philosophy of 

Hegel descends from heaven to earth and the philosophy of Marx ascends 

from earth to a utopian social order. In Hegel's writings dialectic stands 

on its head while in Marx it turns 'upside down' with a view to discovering 

a rational Kernel that is hidden away within the trappings of mystification. 

In a letter to Kugelmann Marx says: "Hegel's dialectic is the fundamental 
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principle of all dialectic only after its mystical form has been sloughed off. 

And that is precisely what distinguishes my method."10 Marx has no quarrel 

with Hegel's dialectical logic - the development of history is logical for 

both Hegel and Marx. But for Hegel 'Mind is the ultimate reality and for 

Marx 'Matter'. What Marx rejects is the idealistic 'trammel' of Hegel's 

philosophy. But though Marx emphasises the importance of material 

conditions, he does not deny the reality of subjective consciousness or 

its significance in social change. 

Marxists assume that the society is moving inevitably and 

necessarily towards a goal- the goal is communism which is an historical 

necessity. Engels writes: With the same certainty with which from a given 

mathematical proposition a new one is deduced, with that same certainty 

can we deduce the social revolution from the existing social conditions 

and the principles of political economy. Such a view in which facts and 

ideals are adapted to each other cannot be called scientific. Why should 

we assume that the forces of the world will back our ideal towards its 

actualisation ? 

Just as Comte distinguishes three phases of evolution on the basis 

of ways of thinking, Marx identifies four stages of human history on the 

basis of modes of production- primitive communism, slave production, 

feudalism and capitalism. "The first historical act", wrote Marx, "is the 

production of material life itself. This is indeed a historical act, a 

fundamental condition of all history".11 (Karl Marx- Selected Writings in 

Sociology and Social Philosophy, p. 60 ed. McGraw-Hill, London). 

With the variation of the mode of production the relationship which 

men have with one another varies. But not only Marx gives us an analysis 

of this scenario but also believes that through dialectical process 
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capitalism will be finally overthrown and socialism will be installed and it 

will take its final culmination in the formation of a classless society with 

no class antagonisms and abolition of private property. 

''Therein", Timasheff comments, "may be seen the inherent notion 

of historical progress and utopianism in Marx's thought, for human history 

is treated as an inevitable succession of stages culminating in the best 

possible social order''.12 (Nicholas Timasheff and George Theodorson, 

Sociological theory, 1976 p. 57-58). 

"When he (Marx) says that society moves", Radhakrishnan 

comments, "from feudalism to Capitalism, and from Capitalism to 

socialism, he is using words which cover immense multitudes of facts. 

An historical period may be represented by a proper selection of events 

to be indicative of this orthattendency"13 (Religion and Society, p. 32). 

And Radhakrishnan goes on to say that "history does not proceed 

according to any strict law. Historical evolution does not invariably proceed 

through a series of contradicions. The development proceeds at different 

paces and in varying fashions, now in a transition from one state to its 

opposite, now in an unbroken line"14
; (p. 32). and he gives us an illustration 

of it that "Russia was in the feudal, and not the capitalist, state of society 

when socialism was established"15
. History is not mathematics. From 2+2 

we cannot deduce anything we like- it is a rational necessity to deduce 

that 2+2 is equal to 4. Though Marx emphasies the importance of historical 

facts that determine the social change, his theory is not the result of his 

inductive survey- it is of a deductive character that given the premises 

and we can deduce conclusion from them. Being a materialist, as he 

calls him, it is difficult for him as well as for a materialist to hold that 

historical events take place according to the rigid rules of formal logic. 
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The economic interpretaion of history states that economic 

phenomena, especially economic production, are fundamental. Marx 

considers economy to be the foundation of the whole socio-cultural system. 

Marx emphasises the primacy of economics in human relationship and 

holds that it occupies a central position in political structure. The economic 

system of production and distribution constitutes the basic structure of 

society on which are built man's all-round relations, social institutions. 

Our culture, religion, politics, social and intellectual life are based on 

economic system of production and distribution, the means and relations 

of production- these are therefore secondary products determined by 

the mode of production. According to Engels " .......... the production of 

immediate material means of subsistence, and consequently the degree 

of economic development attained by a given people, or during a given 

epoch, form the foundation upon which the state institutions, the legal 

conceptions, the ideas on art, and even on religion, of the people 

concerned have been evolved"16
• (Calvin J. Larson, Major Themes in 

Sociological Theory, p. 43). 

''The mode of production in material life", Marx wrote, "determines 

the general character of the social, political and spiritual processes of 

life. It is not the consciousness of men that determines their existence, 

but, on the contrary, their social existence determines their 

consciousness"17 (Karl Marx, Preface to a contribution to the Critique of 

Political Economy- in Raymond Aron's Main Currents in Sociological 

Thought, p.154). 

This theory, by its very simplicity, appeals to us, but a careful 

examination of it clearly reveals that it is a part of the truth and not the 

whole truth. It is no denying the fact that economic conditions are 



[242] 

fundamental in our life but from this it does not follow that they are 

exclusively determinant factors of history. 

Marx would argue that human thought, human consciousness, were 

not self-originating but mere derivatives of the economic principle. It is 

true that in order to survive we must eat but this does not amount to saying 

that 'man shall live only by bread alone'. The indispensable condition is 

not effective cause, for cause is the sum-total of all conditions-positive 

and negative taken together. To emphasise one condition to be the sole 

cause is to commit a fallacy, as it ignores other necessary conditions 

which are equally important to bring about a result. Our religion, politics, 

art, culture etc. -all these phenomena of life cannot exist independently of 

economy as there can be no plant without soil. Soil is certainly necessary 

but it is not enough - the plants to grow must require soil but it is also 

fundamentally necessary that the seed must be sown and other conditions 

should be provided for its growth. 

As sex dominates in Freud's analysis of all forms of mental illness, 

so Marx's account is dominated by the economic metaphor in his attempt 

to understand and control all froms of human activity in competition, co

operation and revolution. Like Freud Marx is unwilling to allow any other 

variable in the arena of thought and action. Sex for Freud and economics 

for Marx are of paramount importance. If Freud's theory of sex be called 

'pan- sexualism', Marx's theory may be called 'pan-economism'. Freud 

sees sex not only in adult behaviour but also even in infantile behaviour, 

while Marx sees the dominant and fundamental role of economic principle 

almost everywhere, even in human thought, human awareness and human 

consciousness. According to Freud sex occupies the central position in 

the circle of life from which emanate art, culture, literature, even our 

civilization; Marx; on the other hand, places economic conditions at the 
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centre of the circle of life from which everything emerges. Freud argues 

that our civilization can not have arisen without the motive power derived 

from the sexual energy that has been dammed up and then re-directed. 

To quote Freud: 

"We believe that civilization has been built up ..... by sacrifices in 

gratification of primitive impulses, and that it is to a large extent for ever 

being recreated as each individual.. .... repeats the sacrifice of his 

instinctive pleasures for the common good. The sexual are among the 

most important of the instinctive forces thus utilised :they are in this way 

sublimated, that is to say, their energy is turned aside from its sexual goal 

and diverted towards other ends, no longer sexual and socially more 

valuable". 18 (Sigmund Freud, Introductory Lectures on Pschoanalysis, p. 

17, 1922). 

And all that we call culture, religion, politics, social relations in 

human experience are sub-servient and dependent upon the economic 

factors in the Marxian theory of social relations. Marx wrote : ''The political, 

legal, philosophical, literary and artistic development rests on the 

economic. But they all react upon one another and upon the economic 

base".19 (Karl Marx, Selected Works II, p. 51). 

According to Marx, it is not the unfolding of ideas that explains the 

historical development of society as Hegel thinks it to be so, but the 

development of the social structure in response to changing material 

conditions that explains the emergene of new ideas. Marx asserts that 

historical changes are brought about by class conflicts. He wrote : 

"The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class 

struggles. Free men and slave, patrician and Plebian, lord and serf ...... in 
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a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one 

another''.20 (Karl Marx and F. Engels- The Communist Manifesto of 1848). 

Marx points out that the ideas of ruling class are in every age the ruling 

ideas and the ruling class or the class in power clings stubbornly to their 

privileges and does not allow or yield to any change without a struggle. 

The changing economical needs demand changes in the system. But the 

ruling class opposes it vehemently with all their might and struggles issue 

inevitably. 

But history is not merely a record of class struggles. Certainly there 

are class struggles but the phenomenon is not universal as it primarily 

seems to be; for there are wars of religions such as the thirty years' war 

for and against the 'Reformation' between the Catholics and Protestants 

was a glaring example of it. Sometimes men of all classes fight against 

the enemy being inspired by the feeling of nationalism, the sentiment of 

which is more stronger than class consciousness. The conflicts between 

the Hindus and Muslims in India, between one muslim community with 

another group belonging to the same class in Middle East or in Afganisthan 

are not class struggles- we may look upon these conflicts not as class 

struggles but as the fanatic zeal for the lust for power or for the creed they 

believe in. Prof. Radhakrishnan observes : 

"Communist Russia engages in war to defend itself against foreign 

aggression, and to destroy capitalism in other states. Even if communism. 

were established in all countries of the world, differences would arise in 

regard to the true nature of communism and the way to operate it''.21 (Relgion 

and Society, p. 38-39). 

Marx calls himself a materialist and his materialist version of 

dialectical materialism, though claimed to be the real version of the 
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universe, is not free from short-comings. The view that mind is simply a 

function of matter cannot be taken for granted. To say that evolution is 

determined by the natural conditions of the physical organism, the social 

and economic structure of each generation, is to hold a one-sided view of 

evolution. Larson outlines the basic postulates of Marxian dialectical 

method: 

"(1) All the phenomena of nature are part of an integrated whole; 

(2) nature is in a contnuous state of movement and change; 

(3) the developmental process is a product of quantitative 

advances which culminate in abrupt qualitative changes; and 

(4) contradictions are inherent in all realms of nature-but particularly 

human society".22 (Calvin Larson- Major Themes in Sociological Theory, 

p.40). 

The Marxian view is that evolution is an ascent from one state to 

another state, till the highest state is reached. Sri Aurobindo holds, 

however, that the evolution of matter is possible only because there has 

been an involution of the spirit into matter. Had there not been a deposit 

of the spirit in the latter, the latter could not have evolved. For this reason 

it is necessary to look upon the matter also as spiritual. Thus the one

sided material view which totally ignores spirit and the one-sided spiritual 

view which ignores matter are fundamentally wrong. In fact, without the 

descent ofthe spirit into the world, there cannot be any ascent of the world 

into the spirit. The evolution of the world has so far reached four stages

matter, life, psche and mind. But the evolution is not going to stop with 

mind- it must ultimately result in some other greater emergence and 

greater power of consciousnss, viz., 'super-mind'. Sri Aurobindo holds 
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that evolution means also the development of inner life. Within each of us 

dwells a spark of divinity which we call the soul. Evolution requires that 

the light from the soul should illumine our inner being and through it our 

outer being. No development of our being is possible without awakening 

of our inner being. 

Marxists believe that our soul is wholly a product of circumstances 

- social and economic. Man thinks, feels and wills - all these acts of 

cognition, affection and volition are the expression of or by-products of 

the social environment. Marx wrote : "It is not the consciousness of men 

that determines their existence but, on the contrary, their social existence 

determines their consciousness." Psycho-analysis also takes a 

deterministic view of events within the realm of the mental. Nothing which 

a person does or says is really happened accidentally, everything can be 

traced to causes which are in the human mind. If our behaviour, what we 

say or act, is totally determined by mental causes or unconscious mental 

causes this may lead us to the conclusion that in choosing an action to be 

right or wrong men are not free, that it involves the denial of human freedom 

or free will. 

Both Marx and Freud agree that human consciousness, far from 

being free, is determined by causes and thus they adopt the deterministic 

view of human consciousness. But for Freud these causes are individual 

and mental whereas for Marx these causes are social and economic in 

nature. Freud holds that an individual's mental health depends on 

harmonious relationship between the various parts of mind -ld, Ego and 

Super-Ego and between the person and the real world in which he lives. 

If the world does not provide him with opportunites, suffering, in the forms 

of mental agony, anxiey, mental conflicts, is inevitable. If it is taken for 
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granted that the environment is favourable, yet there will be mental 

disturbances due to the constant inner conflicts between ld and Super

Ego. The ld is infantile, amoral, non-rational and wholly unconscious; on 

the contrary, super-ego represents the moral principle- it is the moral 

overseer of our mind. Like the ld, the super-ego is unconscious, but, unlike 

the ld, it is the un-compromising moralist Thus mental conflict is inevitable 

and it is very disturbing to us. And when the conflicts are not dissolved at 

the rational level, our mind makes use of various methods, technically 

called mental mechanisms, e.g., repression, rationalisation, sublimation 

etc. for resolving such conflicts, failing which mental suffering is inevitable. 

The Behaviourists look upon the mind of the human infant as like 

a white sheet of paper on which we can ascribe anything we like. John 

Locke, the British empiricist, also holds that no ideas are innate and our 

mind is like a blank sheet of paper at the time of birth and everything is 

imprinted on it only through the medium of experience. His theory that 

there are no innate ideas is based on two assumptions : (i) 'Whatever is 

innate must be universal'; (ii) 'to be in the mind means to be conscious'. If 

these two assumptions are shown to be false, then his theory stands false. 

Human wickedness, according to Behaviourists, is traced to the 

unwise conditioning. They place too much emphasis on the environment 

neglecting the role of hereditary factors in shaping our personality. They 

. deny mind, consciousness and are against the use of mentalistic terms. 

Their main aim is to emancipate psychology from the shackles of 

metaphysics and to make it a science in the proper sense of the term, 

i.e., to make it a science of human behaviour. But the Behaviourists offer 

us a very simple formula, i.e., S-R formula by which we cannot explain 

satisfactorily the human behaviour which is more complex and complicated 

than animal behaviour. Recent studies have shown that our personality is 
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not totally dependent on environment, it is rather a product of both heredity 

and environment. 

Marx agrees with the Behaviourists in holding the view that our 

soul is wholly the product of circumstances and in committing such a view 

the Marxists commit the same mistake that our all-round development of 

personality depends only on the social circumstances we live in. In his 

Social Psychology (1908) William McDougall holds that instincts are 

innate tendencies common to species, viz., sex, gregariousness, parental 

instinct etc. McDougall's theory of instinct, though subjected to severe 

criticisms, is not altogether worthless. The essential facts are hardly in 

dispute- there exist innate tendencies common to the whole human 

race to experience certain fundamental emotions and pursue certain ends. 

An instinct may be transmuted as when I transform my love for a lady into 

the love of the country; the sex-impulse may be re-directed into an artistic 

creation; the pugnacious impulse may be redirected into fighting for a 

noble cause - thus an instinct is the basic dynamic force of human 

behaviour. Long ago Aristotle told us that men are gregarious animals. 

Because of this instinct we love the company of others, we love the society 

of human beings. This side of human nature can not be ignored. 

The Marxian view that each individual human being is the product 

of society in which he lives in is an undeniable fact, but exaggeration of 

any kind, either in favour of the individual or of the society, is to be carefully 

avoided. The individual can never be treated as a means to social good. 

What we mean by the good of the society is the good of all individuals 

forming the society and not the good of the collective in the abstract. The 

good of the society can never be obtained overlooking the good of the 

individuals forming the society. 
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Marx rejects the thesis that ideas govern the course of history. He 

stresses the primacy of the economic principle in the evolution of 

ideologies, philosophical systems, politics, ethics and religion. The 

thoughts or ideas which move the world rarely come from common masses 

but from the outstanding individuals who conceive these ideas in solitude 

and in deep meditation far far away from the society free from storm and 

stress of life. The sublime ideals of Upanishads are conceived in the 

solitude ofTapovana far away from the congested human locality which 

we can rarely hope to attain in the midst of din and bustle of the city. 

Socrates, Plato , Aristotle contributed materially to the structure of Greek 

civilization. The French Revolution was the outcome ofthe philosophy of 

Voltaire, Rousseau and other great thinkers. Marx himself inspired the 

great Socialist Revolution of 1917 in Russia. The real task of our 

philosophy is to illumine and guide our life and exalt our character. 

Chesterton remarks: 

" .......... the most practical and important thing about 

a man is still his view ofthe universe. We think 

thatfor a landlady considering a lodger it is important 

to know his income, but still more important 

to know his philosophy. We think that for a general 

to fight an enemy it is importantto know the 

enemy's numbers, but still more important to know 

the enemy's philosophy". 23 (Quoted from Religion and 

Society-S. Radhakrishnan, p. 70). 
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We cannot accept the mechanistic view of life. Our behaviour is 

not mechanical out and out. We cannot allow ourselves to be used as 

means to the purposes of others; we cannot allow ourselves to be parrot

like rehearsers of what our political leaders say and ask us to do on the 

fundamental problems of life. Family affection, love of home, sacrifice for 

the near and dear ones, reverence for elders are all looked upon as foolish, 

absurd sentiments. Allegiance to the ideologies of the political parties is 

now regarded as the supreme value of life. Men are not known as men 

but they are known by the political parties they belong to. Party domination 

is universal- it determines everything. We enjoy the dignity of a man as 

a party member, not as an individual human being. We have forgotten the 

fundamental principles of humanity- to love our neighbours, 'to live and 

let live', to honour the dignity of man as man. We do things which we do 

not will. We are so made that we apply brutal methods of violence even to 

our reverred parents and teachers. The so-called leaders are now following 

Jesuitic dictum -'the end justifies the means'. They use modern means 

to throw us into subjection. Napotism, corruption etc. are now universal. 

We lost our moral courage to challenge the evils of life rather we shut our 

eyes in the face of such situations or mainatin extreme neutrality. To the 

C.P.I.(M) the B.J.P. is a damnable heretic, to the B.J.P. the communist is 

the ally of satan. We are all saints or sadhus and our opponents are devils. 

To doubt or to question the party ideology is a vicious crime to be punished 

by the party activists- party ideology or the party morality is the supreme 

arbiter of everything. In our way to find out the truth we succumb to the 

mischiefs of party spirit for no fault of our own. People get hypnotised and 

their souls anaesthetised. The old wine of fatalism appears in a new bottle 

under a new label. Our life becomes meaningless. 
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To cope with this degradation what is needed is intellectual 

freedom, real democracy, social security. Without intellectual freedom 

which we have in Socrates, there would have been no Shakespeare, 

no Milton, no Dante or Goethe, no Newton, no Rabindranath. In Karl 

Marx we have the spirit of a man tolerant to the ills of life, affectionate to 

his near and dear ones. He is the man, the outstanding individual who 

fought a lone fight against everything that enslaves man. His three children 

died owing to mal-nutrition and impoverishment during the time he was 

completing his first volume of 'Das Capital'. "Except for the one pound 

sterling he received for each article he wrote for the 'New York Daily 

Tribune', he had nothing".24 (Francis Abraham, John Henry Morgan

Sociological Thought- p. 23). In the midst of such an abject poverty Marx 

did not give up his writing, rather he was very hopeful of the coming of 

socialism and this hope acted as an impetus in his untiring effort to 

complete the 'Das Capital'. So Marx's ideas play a fundamental role in 

shaping the history. 

The transition from Capitalism to socialism, Marx says, is a 

historical necessity- an inevitable process of history. If it is inevitable, 

there is no point in asking to work for it. Though in the class struggle the 

victory of the proletariats is assumed, we can, by our activity, bring it nearer 

and make the transition less painful by our creative urge to make it a 

reality. 

In due course Engel's Philosophy as set out in 'Dialectics of Nature' 

became the corner-stone of the Soviet Marxist edifice- the lines of 

descent runs from Engels, via Plekhanov and Kautsky, to Lenin and 

Bukharin. They all share the common faith in dialectical materialism as a 

universal science of the laws of nature and history. Dialectical materialism 

is an attempt to amulgate speculative philosophy with positive science. 
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But there is a fatal flaw in Engels' attempted synthesis of speculative 

philosophy and positive science. As George Lichtheim obseves : 

"If nature is conceived in materialist terms it does not lend itself to 

the dialectical method, and if the dialectic is read back into nature, 

materialism goes by the board. Because he knew this, or sensed it, 

Marx wisely left nature (other than human nature) alone. Engels 

ventured where Marx had feared to tread, and the outcome was dialectical 

materialism: an incubus which has not ceased to weigh heavily upon his 

followers, though in fairness to Engels it should be said that he can not be 

held responsible for the subsequent transformation of his speculative 

essays into a state religion imposed upon captive audiences by doctrinaire 

schoolmasters scarcely more literate than their pupils". 25 (G. Lichtheim, 

Marxism, p. 247). 

According to Marx, dialectic includes "in its comprehension and 

affirmative recognition of the existing state of things, at the same time 

also, the recognition of the negation of that state, of its inevitable 

breaking up; beacause it regards every historically developed social form 

as in fluid movement, and therefore takes into account its transient 

nature not less than its momentary existence; because it lets nothing 

impose upon it and is in its essence critical and revolutionary". 26 (Karl 

Marx, Capital Vol. 1). 

Dialectical contradiction is universal- it exists in nature, in society · 

and in thinking and consciousness. Contradiction is a category expressing 

the inner source of all motion and development. By negating one another 

the opposite aspects pass into one another, become identical and this is 

a culminating stage of contradiction. When an object reaches the highest 

stage of contradiction, the prerequisites for its disappearance becomes 
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ripe, for this stage of contradiction signifies the object's negation of itself 

within itself through its own development If the contradiction principle is 

true then we cannot accept communism as a final stage of development 

and thus it contains in itself the seeds of its own destruction. It is very 

difficult to predict to the nature of social evolution after the establishment 

of communism. 

Marxism explains the process of entire social development from 

capitalism to socialism and from matured socialism to the development 

of a classless society by the economic laws. But the social development 

does nottake place in a straight line following certain rigid principles, it is 

so complex and heterogeneous that it is impossible to explain it by strictly 

adhering to a single concept. If we analyse the history of different 

revolutions, it is evident that it often depends upon trivial and fortuitous 

events or causes other than economic factors. Bertrand Russell observes: 

"Admitting that the great forces are generated by economic causes, 

it often depends upon quite trivial and fortuitious events which of the great 

forces gets the victory. In reading Trotsky's account of the Russian 

Revolution, it is difficult to believe that Lenin made no difference, but it 

was touch and go whether the German Government allowed him to get to 

Russia. If the minister concerned had happened to be suffering from 

dyspepsia on a certain morning, he might have said 'No' when in fact he 

said 'yes', and I do not think it can be maintained that without Lenin Russian 

Revolution would have achieved what it did".27 (Quoted by Joad, 

Introduction to Modern Political Theory- p. 715-716). 

It is asserted that there is an inevitable progress in human history 

through different stages of economic development. This assertion implies 

that human free will has nothing to do with such a change. Are men then 
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mere tools in the hand of historical forces governing the social change 

and development? It is as if these changes do not require any thought

out plans and purposes by men. It must not be forgotten that the historical 

forces which make the progress inevitable are not blind and mechanical 

as the so-called forces of physical nature, nor it be forgotten that within 

the order and integral to its structure there appear occasionally outstanding 

individuals who like, Karl Marx, himself, envisage what they take to be 

better order and proceed to utilise such forces to change the status quo. 

To overlook such considerations is to overlook the unique feature of social 

change. The communist revolutions have not taken place in the industrial 

countries, e.g., in England while in Soviet Russia it has taken place. 

According to Marx, there is no teleology or purpose in nature

everything is determined mechanically. Whatever happens in nature, the 

falling of a stone or the erosion of soil, happens mechanically. Similarly, in 

dialectical development what happens happens mechanically, there is no 

purpose or 'telos' behind and beyond it Plato, like Socrates, believes 

that the world is purposive. Following Plato, Aristotle holds a world-view 

thoroughly teleological- everything in the world has what Aristotle calls a 

final cause or purpose. Another great Greek thinker, Democritus utterly 

denies plan, purpose or goal or ideals. During the Middle Ages, the world 

view of Plato and Aristotle finds general acceptance. This view finds its 

crowning exposition in Dante's 'Divine Comedy' where the whole universe 

has been depicted as a grand and mighty drama existing for man and his 

redemption. That there is a purpose in nature is also supported by Bruno, 

Newton, Leibnitz, Voltaire, Goethe and J.S. Mill, and many others. But 

this teleological view has been opposed by Francis Bacon, Descartes 

and others. Spinoga and Hobbes exclude all teleological notions from 

their philosophy. The theory of teleology has been rend red a fatal blow by 
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Darwin's theory of natural selection - it is unnecessary to call in any 

designing God or even any mystic vital force. But the concept is very useful 

in the study of life and mind. Even the simplest organism selects certain 

things and avoids others because they do or do not serve its purpose. No 

doubt such concepts as purpose, end etc. do not tell the whole story but 

they are quite as necessary as the concepts of mechanics in coming to 

an understanding of the facts of life. It is true that the parts of the motor car 

act not purposively but mechanically, but it is still true that every wheel, 

bolt, spring, ball has a function to perform and this function may be regarded 

as purposive as when we think of the whole machine planned by its inventor. 

Science tells us that every phenomenon in Nature is fully accounted for by 

the sum-total of physical conditions preceding it. But why must we always 

think that a thing is to be explained by what goes before ? Why may it not 

be explained by the end for which it is indispensable? Kant in his 'Critique 

of Judgment' tells us that an organism is something in which whole and 

part are reciprocally determined. A watch is a whole that may be put 

together out of preexisting wheels etc. But the organism must itself produce 

the parts of which it is to consist It is evidentthat human actions are directed 

towards ends, they are not wholly blind and mechanical. Whatever we do, 

we do for a purpose. 

The world is a process of realization, an achievement. From the 

viewpoint of creative evolution there is creative synthesis issuing in 

novelties and new and higher values. Even the dialectical development is 

striving towards certain goals- it is not dis cent but ascent towards self

consciousness, new social order, new humane morality, true freedom

all of which are higher values or ends of lif~; we may say that it is all a 

struggle for existence, since these values are the realities of life, the real 

existences. If we adopt such a view, our view is teleological. Mechanism 
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and teleology are not necessarily incompatible when we view things within 

the restricted limits of time and space it may seem to us that the world is 

mechanically governed, but when we rise above the spatia-temporal 

conditions and take a fuller view of the world and our life we see it under 

the aspect of intelligent plan or purpose. 

According to Marx and Engels, "law, morality, religion are so many 

bourgeois prejudices, behind which lurk in ambush just so many bourgeois 

interests".28 (The Communist Manifesto of 1848). 

This Marxian attitude is vehemently criticised by D.E. Trueblood. 

In his Philosophy of Religion he observes : 

"It has neither the belief in the inherent dignity of a man as a child 

of God, nor the belief in man's chronic sin, which is an antidote to self

righteousness. In short, it misses both sides of Pascal's famous paradox; 

it sees neither the essential greatness nor the essential misery of man". 29 

Dr. Radhakrishnan also comments : 

"Religion is a dynamic process, a renewed effort of the creative 

impulse working through exceptional individuals, and seeking to uplift 

mankind to a new level. If social quietism, which is said to be result of 

mysticism, is bad, economic fatalism is equally bad. Marx's main intention 

is to make us dedicate ourselves to the spiritualisation of the collective. 

By liberating the human spirit we make the world better in the only way in 

which it can be made, the interiorway".30 (Religion and Society, p. 78). 
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IV 

The result of the revolution culminates with the capture of state 

power by the Proletariat Party in Russia. Faced with the problem of 

economic construction Lenin quickly realised that Marx had written nothing 

about it. In his 'New Economic Policy' he confessed that he knew no book 

dealing with the more constructive problems of social engineering. 

Marxism along with its philosophy of 'dialectical materialism' has 

become a pervasive ideology of the Soviet state. It is taught in schools, 

colleges and universities as only truly scientific world outlook. To be 

deviated from this or to ask question or to raise any doubt as to its 

genuineness and validity is a worst counter-revolutionary act. The most 

non-communists, especially social democratic Marxists, would like to say 

that the Russian Bolsheviks after 1917 had transformed Marxism into a 

dogmatic theology with a view to justifying one party rule and to establish 

control over a backward peasant society. They based their theology on 

the sacred texts, viz., the works of Marx and Engels and placed the faith 

on the ecclesiastical authority, viz., the communist party of the Soviet union 

which cannot be challenged. It also recognised official teachers, viz., the 

party ideologists for propagation of the ideologies of the party. Not only 

did they hold the un-Marxian notion of a dictatorship over the proletariat 

but also made Marxian thought subservient to their practical requirements. 

And the real and critical Marxian Philosophy had been replaced by pseudo

Marxian Philosophy. 

The one party rule, the conditions of pervasive censorship, the use 

of political terror- all these destroy the independence and integrity of 

Soviet philosophers as a body. To doubt or to question is a crime to be 

punished by the tortures of a concentration camp. The propounders of 
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dialectical materialism, viz., F. Engels, G.V. Plekhanov, Lenin, A.M. 

Deborin, Stalin not only differ from each other in various respects but they, 

in their attitudes, are very far removed from Marx himself. 

Soviet Marxism-Leninism takes two elements for consideration 

from classical Marxism -(1) Marx's vision of the future communist society 

which is the ultimate justification of the whole struggle; (II) and the Marxist 

analysis of class society showing that the 'old world' is both doomed and 

unworthy of preservation. On the ethical side, the utopian vision takes up 

the ethics of the free, unalienated, truly humane man while the Critique of 

Bourgeois civilization places special emphasis on materialist critique of 

morality- moral codes serving class interests. The third element they take 

into consideration is the philosophy justifying party's seizure of power on 

the ethical side, the good is that which promotes the power of the party, 

and this is tantamount to hold that the 'end justifies the means'. "Our 

morality", Lenin declared in 1920, "is wholly subordinated to the interests 

ofthe class struggle of the Proletariat". Trotsky, Zalkind and other party 

men who devoted attention to ethics echoed these words of Lenin. 

However certain aspects of truly human morality as envisaged by Marx 

become part ofthe official Marxist-Leninist ideology. The abolition of private 

property, non-exploitation of man by man would produce a society in which 

individual and social interests will coincide - the worker, through his 

participation in the revolutionary struggle, has already learnt the principles 

of new morality of co-operation, mutual help, dedication to a common 

cause. When all men become workers, when all class distinctions become 

annihilated, the state, Police force, the bourgeois interest in self-seeking 

will wither away along with the external moral laws and sanctions. Disputes 

will be settled on the spot among the comrades, says Lenin. 
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In the transitional period all the emphasis is to be given on the 

party and then on the Collective. The party propaganda, the Communist 

party cells, educational theories- all lay stress on the subordination of the 

individual to the demands of the collective- the individual's duty is to submit 

to the criticism of the collective and to identify himself with its will. In practice 

the group becomes the vehicle for the transmission of party requirements 

and its demands. In the socialist society Makarenko wrote : 

"There should be no isolated individual.. ........ , but a member of a 

socialist collective .............. The individual personality assumes a new 

position in the educational process- it is not the object of educational 

influence, but its carrier. It becomes its subject, but it becomes its subect 

only by expressing the interests of the entire Collective".31 (Quoted from: 

Marxism and Ethics, E. Kamenka, P. 58). 

Thus the truly human ethics of freedom and the utilitarian ethics of 

the individual happiness are relegated to the utopian future and Leninist 

Jesuitism or Machiavellianism and the priority of the collective over the 

indivdual form the contents of socialist morality. Now morality becomes 

the morality of dedicated obedience to the collective. It becomes the end

directed ethics of leninist Party. 

From 1946 onward an emphasis on Marxist ethics and communist 

morality has been given. In 1951 in a conference the Soviet and Czech 

philosophers agree that the special courses should be created for the 

. teaching of Marxian ethics. During the time a great deal of emphasis is 

placed on normative ethical concepts of bourgeois morality such as 

conscience, duty, etc. The 22nd Congress of the communist party of the 

Soviet Union in 1961 adopts 'the moral code of the builder of Communism' 

- its contents, as listed in the programme, are : devotion to communist 
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cause, love of the socialist motherland, conscientious labour for the good 

of the society, a high sense of public duty and intolerance of actions 

detrimental to public interest, comradely mutual co-operation and 

assistance, humane relations and mutual respectfor individuals, honesty, 

moral purity, uncompromising attitude towards injustice, dishonesty etc. 

The new Soviet 'History of Philosophy' now says that Stalin's 

inhuman and amoral series of actions and his collaborators' participation 

in it have inflicted serious harm on the communist education ofthe working 

men and their needs are utterly neglected. The terrible purges of the Stalin's 

regime and the second world war also limited the impact of the 

development of ethical education for a period. Thus in reaction against 

Stalin's inhuman activities, the emphasis is now given on certain mOial 

values having intrinsic worth of their own such as honesty, sincerity, family 

Jove, truthfulness etc. It helps to grow an interest in the philosophy of values 

and to make morality independent of politics. Though the social interests 

are not reduced to a summation of individual interests, yet the good or 

well-being of man is constantly presented as the fundamental norm of 

Communist morality. S. Utkin, the Soviet Philosopher, depicts it in the 

following: 

"It is part of every man's character to have an internal striving to be 

better, morally purer, spiritually richer. And this is the command of his 

conscience, which represents the dictates, first of all, of his closest social 

surroundings, of the feeling of responsibility before the collective in which 

he lives and works, before those nearest and dearest to him whose 

authority and opinion are the highest un-written law for him". 32 (S. Utkin : 

Notes on Marxist-Leninist Ethics, P. 300). 

At this time N.S. Khrushchev made certain political 

pronouncements and as a result the universal human moral values have 
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been emphasised. These values are distorted in the earlier ages for 

exploitation but these values are now recognised as having moral 

significance. L.A. Arkhangel'ski, in his book 'The Categories of Marxist 

Ethics' (Moscow, 1963), attempted to build up a system of Categories of 

morality. Thus there is an attempt to work out a coherent Marxist position 

in ethics, but the endeavour has not yet been successful. Let us see and 

note E. Kamenka's evaluation : 

"In forty years of philosophical activity, Mitin and his colleagues 

failed completely to work out a respectable coherent Marxist position 

in Ethics, or even to address themselves to the real problems of the 

subject. In so far as Soviet philosophers are beginning to do genuine 

moral philosophy to-day (and they have yet to make any real or independent 

contribution to it), they are taking 'the path of eclecticism". 33 (E. Kamenka, 

Marxism and Ethics, p. 64). 

v 
Marx's theory of morality, his moral ideas of justice and injustice 

are by-products of the social and historical development. Karl Popper, in 

his book "Open Society And Its Enemies", vol. II, has characterised this 

moral theory of Karl Marx as the historicist moral theory as it holds that all 

moral Categories are dependent on the particular historical situation and 

on this view, he holds, we have, instead of one, different forms of morality, 

viz., feudal morality, capitalist morality and proletarian morality of the future. 

This Marxist moral philosophy is a kind of relativism in the field of ethcis. 

From this point of view when we ask : Is it right to act in this way ? Our 

question remains incomplete until we ask the question in its complete 

from: Is it right to act in this way according to Capitalist morality? 
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It is clear enough that this theory depends largely on the possibility 

of correct historical prophecy. lfthis is questioned then the theory loses 

most of its force. Whether we should accept the morality of the future, this 

is in itself a moral problem. The fundamental decision cannot be derived 

from any knowledge of the future. 

The historicist moral theory, Popper goes on to say, is nothing but 

another form of moral positivism, for it holds that 'Coming might' is right. 

The future is here substituted for the present. The difference between the 

present and the future is only a matter of degree. Had Marx considered 

these implications he would have repudiated the historicist moral theory. 

Numerous remarks and actions prove that it was not a scientific judgment 

but a moral impulse, the wish to help the oppressed, the wish to free the 

shamelessly exploited workers which led him to socialism. There are 

others who do not possess this passionate love for humanity of Karl Marx 

and are moral futurists just because of these implications. Moral futurists 

forget that we are not going to live to witness the ultimate outcome of 

present events. 

According to Marx's theory all our opinions including the opinions 

regarding our moral standards depend upon society and its historical 

state- they are the products of society or of a certain class situation. 

Such a theory, Popper holds, of this kind which emphasises the 

sociological dependence of our opinions is sometimes called 

sociologism. That man and his aims are, in a certain sense, a product of 

society is true enough. But it is still true that the society is a product of 

man and of his aims and it may become increasingly so. It cannot be 

denied that we can examine our thoughts - we can criticize them and 

improve them and we can change and improve our physical environment 

according to our improved thoughts. And the same is true of our social 
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environment. Karl Popper concludes (Moral Historicism- chapter 22) : 

"Scientific' Marxism is dead. Its feeling of social responsibility and 

its love for freedom must survive. "34 

Hegel advocates moral positivism in the field of ethics. His positivist 

ethical doctrine asserts that there is no moral standard but the one which 

exists, that is, what exists is rational and therefore good. In order to 

establish the dictum : 'might is right', Hegel even goes further, as M.N. 

Roy says, to rationalise immorality. His ethical doctrine is the other name 

of moral nihilism. The practical bearing of the theory, on the ethical side, 

consists in the idea that a moral criticism of the existing state of affairs is 

impossible since this state itself determines the moral standard of things. 

Marx's moral theory, he goes on to say, is nothing but another form of 

moral positivism - practically there is no difference between Hegel's 

positivist doctrine of morality and Marxist historical relativism. According 

to Hegel, the 'present might is right' and for Marx 'coming might is right'. 

Marx projects the Hegelian doctrine into the future and declares that 

'coming might is also right'. Hegel says: 'What is is rational' and theefore 

good; Marx adds that the future will result inevitably from the present; 

therefore, it will be rational and good. What follows from it is that if at 

present might is right, it must be in the future as well. As M.N.Roy remarks: 

"The Hegelian essence of Marxism as regards ethical problems 

has been laid bare by the experience of communists capturing power in 

one country. There; whatever is, is good; everything done for the defence 

ofthe new order is moral; might is right. This Hegelian positivist attitude 

is not confined to Russia, where the communists rule; it is shared by the 

communists all overtheworld".35 (M.N. Roy: New Humanism, p. 21). 
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M.N. Roy also says that the Hegelian influence induces Marx to 

reject the liberating doctrine of individualism, the individualist approach 

to moral problem. Unable to be free from Hegelian influence and owing to 

his fascination for Hegelian dialectics, he has broken away from his original 

moral radicalism which consists in the desire to help the oppressed, the 

wish to free the shamelessly exploited and miserable workers 

accompanied by the strongest moral appeal to change the existing 

conditions by taking recourse to revolution. This humanistic essence of 

Marxism is completely forgotten by its orthodox exponents who make a 

political Jesuitism out of their faith. What does it mean? It means that 

there is neither good nor bad means; the end sanctifies the means. Lies, 

treachery, assassination, amoral actions- anything is permissible that 

leads to the good by the shortest possible route. 

Marx envisaged a total regeneration of man in communism which 

is the solution to the riddle of history. But he is not very clear as to how this 

stage is to be attained. He says that there will be an intermediary period 

during which the transition will take place and that will require the 

dictatorship of the proletariat for its coming into being. But in the higher 

stage of communist society the state will wither away and men will be truly 

free and humane in their relations-the guiding principle being :"From each 

according to his ability, to each according to his needs". But how the post

revolutionary society would be politically organised and administered

this question remains unanswered. Marx, however, advocates that at the 

higher phase of the communist society, the society will be as such that it 

will require no rule to be imposed from outside and consequently the state 

will wither away. Lenin characterised this principle- 'from each according 

to his ability, to each according to his needs' as a useless slogan and it 

has been revised in Stalin's constitution- 'from each according to his 
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ability, to each according to his work'. If the Marxian principle be a useless 

slogan and Stalin's revision be a tautology, the consequence is that the 

judgment is left to those who are in power to decide how the distribution 

of wealth will take place in the new social order. There is no good reason 

to believe that those who are in power may not indulge in corruption as 

they have ample opportunities to abuse the power, as the adage goes -

'power corrupts a man', as the history of Russia since the Revolution 

obviously suggests this. There is also no good reason for expecting that 

with the economic changes all conflicts of interests will be sub-sided. The 

state far from withering away has become more powerful in Communist 

countries. 

There are certain elements in Marxism or Marxian philosophy which 

we cannot but agree. The freedom of man to work for the common good 

of all, the application of scientific knowledge to produce enough for all, 

the shortening of the working day along with the facilities of leisure in the 

free developmnt of their creative potentials, the ideal society in which all 

individuals will grow as responsible personalities, the conscientious 

display of duties, the fair method of evaluating work and equal distribution 

of wealth in the new social order-all these are ideals which almost 

everyone of us will share; even though it was not clear that they are 

compatible. Still a vast majority of people share his view and hope for 

such an ideal society. lnspite of the short-comings in the existing 

Communist countries many people even to-day believe in communist 

ideologies and feel the need for social transformation or regeneration of 

the existing conditions of life and look for ideals of Marx for inspiration for 

such a social change. 

Marx's ideas on revolution follow from his general materialistic 
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views on historical development. It has become customary to treat 'The 

Communist Manifesto of 1848' as the theoretical expression of proletariat 

revolution. During these days Marx has in mind the French Revolution 

and his thinking centres round the question :why has French Revolution 

that seems so progressive failed to cure the social evil ? Marx, however, 

discovers its positive sides, viz., destruction offeudalism, proclamation 

of equal rights etc. but all of these, he finds, have no influence on the real 

life which is anti-social in the extreme. Because of the contradiction 

between the principles of the state and the real life of the citizens Marx 

characterises it as a mere political revolution. The next revolution, Marx 

asserts, will be social and not political- it will penetrate to the real life of 

man, his socio-economic life, it will involve the whole of society. As it is 

impossible to reform capitalism, violence is inevitable. Marx, in his 

'Address to the Communist League' says that it is the task of the workers 

to make the revolution permanent until state power has been taken over 

by the proletariat. And the address ends with the words :the battle cry of 

the proletarian party must be "Permanent Revolution !" 

The radical wing of Marxism holds that acording to Marx all class 

rule is necessarily a dictatorship. A real democracy can, therefore, be 

achieved only by the establishment of a classless society, by over-throwing, 

if necessary, violently the capitalist dictatorship. If for attaining the end, 

viz., communism violence becomes necessary, then workers must use 

violence in order to achieve their ends. 

Here goal determines the means and the moral value of the means 

is conditioned by the goal itslef and hence moral good and means are not 

only mutually inter-dependent but also correlative. 

Mahatma Gandhi, Marthin Luther King, LevTolstoystand opposed 
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to all kind of Jesuitism which believes in the dictum : 'the end justifies the 

means' in all cases and violent resistance against evils. They believe in 

the theory of non-violent resistance to evil. They refuse to recognise that 

the end can justify the means. Evils must be resisted but not through force 

or violence, for evil cannot abolish evil just as fire can not extinguish fire. 

Thomas Acquinas also says that even for good ends we must pursue the 

·right paths and not wrong ones. If any man is ready to use violence, if 

necessay or when it is called for, we may say that he adopts a violent 

attitude, whether or not, violence is actually used in a particular case. 

Stalin's message to Russia : 'It is impossible to defeat the enemy without 

learning to hate him with all our soul'; and Bismarck's remark: 'The French 

must be left only their eyes to weep with' - these two remarks make us 

believe that we must fight evil with evil and believing such a principle and 

having adopted identical means we degrade or lower our position at the 

enemy's level. In our fight for justice, the injustice cannot be taken as means 

and if we take or make use of such a means our real purpose will be 

defeated. It has a soul-killing virus; it will result in an insanity of the soul for 

which there is no cure. Our Hindu scriptures look upon non-violence or 

ahimsa as the highest virtue. If we go to war for a righteous cause after 

having exhausted all means to preserve peace we are not then worthy for 

blame. The Bhagavadgita adopts a similar view, so also the Mahabnarata. 

We see the Lord Krishna tried all peaceful means of getting justice done 

even on minimum terms but Duryodhana remained unamenable. Having 

failed Lord Krishna asked Arjuna, the Warrior, to fight for justice being 

motivated from a sense of duty against social injustice and selfishness. 

Gandhiji also advocates the principle of non-violence. According to him it 

is not weakness or cowardice, but the expression of strength -it is a 

sharpened weapon not of the weak and feeble-minded but of the brave, 
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the dauntless. He applies this method to the cause of India's freedom. 

His non-co-operative movement, the non-co-operation in every spheres 

of life, teaches us that if co-operation is withheld, the rule collapses. No 

government can function without active co-operation of its people. The 

will of the people, not force, is the basis ofthe state. Gandhiji appealed to 

the best in us. He insists that we must develop the inner sense of right, we 

must learn to restrain ourselves. He says : "My non-violence does not 

admit of running away from danger, and leaving dear ones unprotected. 

Between violence and cowardly fight, I can only prefer violence to 

cowardice ............. I began to prize non-violence only when I began to 

shed cowardice".36 (M.K. Gandhi, Young India, 29.5.1924). 

"My creed of non-violence is an extremely active force. It has no 

room for cowardice or even weakrtess".37 (Young India dt. 16.9.1927). 

"Every murder or other injury, no matter for what cause, committed 

or inflicted on another is a crime against humanity". 38 (Harijan, 30th July, 

1935) 

"The doctrine of non-violence is not for the weak and cowardly; it is 

meant for the brave and strong. The bravest man allows himself to be 

killed without killing. And he desists from killing or injuring, because he 

knows that it is wrong to injure"39 (Harijan, 20th July, 1937). 

According to Gandhiji non-violence or 'ahimsa' is the key-note of 

his philosophy of life- it is a way of life, its precept- 'return good for evil', 

'for a bowl of water give a goodly meal', 'the truly noble know all men as 

one and return with gladness good for evil done'. Gandhiji has a firm faith 

that we can build a world without poverty, unemployment, without wars 

and bloodshed following the path of non-violence. It may seem to be a 

distant elusive goal to be attained, an unpractical utopian end; but, 
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according to him, we can make a beginning from now on, adopt it as a 

way of life. And 'now' is the best time to begin with. With strong 

determination and will-power man can clear away all obstacles in 

achieving that end. When 'Ahirhsa' becomes all-embracing it transforms 

everything it touches. There is no limit to its power. 

Gandhiji's life is a perpetual and continuous struggle against the 

un-spiritual. He does not indulge in mere formal talks or gossiping and 

argumentation, he has a fundamental inclination to put everything to 

empirical test- he puts emphasis on the practical side of every-thing. 

When. he was a mere school boy he read a play about Shravana's devotion 

to his parents with intense interest- it left an indelible impression on his 

mind. The agonized lament of the parents over Shravana's death moved 

him deeply and he used to play it on a concertina which his father had 

brought for him. Another play, 'Harischandra~ captured his heart. Why 

should not all be truthful like Harischandra ? -he asked this question to 

himself times without number. Throughout his whole life he makes 

experiments with truth. In the search for truth individual freedom is 

fundamental - if it is lost, everything is lost. Love of freedom is perhaps 

the strongest passion of his soul. In 1904 when he was travelling by train, 

he read Ruskin's 'Unto This Last' in his way to Durban. He could not get 

any sleep that night. It brought about an instantaneous and practical 

transformation in his life. It had worked such a revolutionary change in his 

life that he determined to change his life in accordance with the teachings 

of this book. One of the teachings is: 

1. 'That the good of the individual is contained in the good of all'. 

Gandhiji wrote : "I arose with the dawn, ready to reduce these principles 

into practice".40 (M.K. Gandhi- My Early Life, p. 64). 
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He says in the Harijan Patrika times without number that 'if the 

individual ceases to count, what is left of society? Individual freedom 

alone can make a man voluntarily surrender himself completely to the 

service of society ........ No society can possibly be built on a denial of 

individual freedom". 41 

Gandhiji, like Rabindranath, believes in the supreme power of love. 

He says in the 'Hind Swaraj' : 

"The fact that there are so many men still alive in the world shows 

that it is based not on the force of arms but on the force of truth or love. 

Therefore, the greatest and most unimpeachable evidence of the success 

of this force is to be found in the fact that, inspite of the wars of the world I 

it still lives on ....... Little quarrels of millions of families in their daily lives 

disappear before the exercise of this force ....... History does not and cannot 

take note of this fact". 42 

Side by side let us note what Tagore told in the year 1924 in 

Argentina: 

"The perpetual process that is going on in the world around us is a 

struggle for the victory oflove ....... ifvictorywere not always being achieved 

by goodness and beauty, then long before this, everything would have 

been devastated. We are then faced with this great fact of the existence 

of the universe. This one fact, that there is still life, proves that life can be 

and is victorious over death ....... This great idea of love, always fighting 

the sin we have in the heart of our humanity, is the reason why we should 

not despair over sin".43 

In the wake of evil company, Gandhiji did something wrong in the 

early years of his life. He decided to confess it and ask his father's 
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forgiveness for wrong-doing for there could not be a cleansing without a 

clean confession. His father was then lying on a sick-bed. He handed the 

note of confession to his father. His father read it through and tears trickled 

down through his cheeks and his tears moved him so much that he wept 

with his father. Those pearl-drops of love cleansed his heart and washed 

away his sins. Gandhiji wrote : 

"Only he who has experienced such love can know what it is. As 

the hymn says : 

'only he 

who is smitten with the arrows of love 

knows its power. 

Looking back upon it, the scene was an object-lesson in 

Ahirhsa, although then I could read in it nothing more than a fathers 

love". 44 (My Early Life- p. 19) 

Modern civilization provides us with ample amenities of life. A 

variety of commodities are now at our disposal. But they cannot satisfy 

man for long; his wants are many and know no bounds. Lust, not love, has 

been increasingly manifested in our society; impulses have been gaining 

the upperhand in every spheres of life. According to Gandhiji, it is a 

disease of our soul and its real remedy lies in self-restraint. If the gross 

sensual enjoyment be the supreme end of human life, it will shorten our 

lives and transform man into beasts who always wallow in filth like pigs. 

Man must rise above these ephemeral impulses and above all these things. 

His appeal to mankind depends on the love of humanity. 

The activity of Gandhiji and Tagore centres round the village. 

Gandhiji established his Sabarmati Ashram in the village, not in the city 
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of Bombay; Rabindranath established his Ashram at Santiniketan in 

Bolepur and his practical activity began in a village of Suru/. The main 

purpose of these two Ashrams is not confined in yogic practices or 

discussion of shastras (scriptures) but for illumining people with the spread 

of education and bringing about vitality in the villages. Both Gandhiji and 

Rabindranth are fully aware of ignorance, illiteracy, poverty of the village 

societies, yet they realise that villagers, the poor peasants have souls but 

state is a soulless machine. The city dwellers are far inferior in point of 

character to the villagers - on the one side there is power, authority, 

accumulation of wealth, but, on the other, the villagers are poor, their 

pecuniary condition is simply deplorable; yet villages are the centres of 

prana and vitality. If we want to see the real India we must go to villages. 

What is needed most is the all-round development ofthe villages. Gandhiji 

emphasises on the development of self-sufficient rural economy and the 

decentralisation of power. However, Gandhiji says that 'in my picture of 

the rural economy the cities would take their natural place'. Gandhiji's 

dream of the development of rural economy, de-centralisation of power 

has not been fully realised. The villages now have become the centres of 

power politics. The struggle for power in the name of ideal has taken its 

entry in the villages. What is more important is the party-interest, not the 

ideal or ethical standards. The situation is worsened more than before. 

What constitutes the difference between Gandhiji and 

Rabindranath? -one of the beloved lady disciples of Gandhiji asked this 

question to Rabindranath. Rabindranath wrote in a letter to her: 

''According to Upanishad the reconciliation of the contradiction 

between 'tapasya' and 'ananda' is at the root of creation - and 
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Mahatmaji is the prophet oftapasya and I am the poet ofananda'. 

When Gandhiji says that 'there is nothing wrong in everyone 

following truth acording to his lights and indeed it is his duty to do so', he 

is practically recognising the diversity in man's approach towards the 

realization of the One, the Supreme Reality. His life is a perpetual search 

for and devotion to truth- truth not only meaning veracity, but truth which is 

synonymous with God. His conception of God is intimately connected with 

love or non-injury- this love is not sensual, but it is pure and ideal. It 

transcends all the categories of the world - it is spirit calling to spirit. 

And God is pure love. This love is eternal. We have it in the depth of our 

soul- it burns throughout our life with a steady unflickering, inviolable 

flame. His experiments with truth, his sleepless devotion to truth, is rooted 

in love. Gandhiji has dedicated his whole life in search for truth-he is free 

to speak the truth, not free to lie. For the sake of truth he is ready to forsake 

all, even his life. All short-cuts to achieve the ideal or by force through 

actions intrinsically evil, according to him, are doomed to frustration. Our 

struggle against evils, ills of life should be through non-violence and in this 

struggle our means must be intrinsically good. We are free to sacrifice 

our lives but not free to kill or injure others. His courage in the fight against 

evils comes of love. Gandhiji has no direct intuition of God like Sri 

R~mkrishna of Daksineswar, yet through his life and personality divine 

p~rpose has been reflected. 

Dr. Radhakrishnan comments on him : ''The world will look back to 

him some day, and salute him as one born out of his time, one who had 

seen the light in a dark and savage world".45 (Religion and Society- p. 

238). His ideals may seem impossible of attainment but his humnism, 

nobility of motives, love for truth, moral searchings are essential for the 
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progress of the whole mankind. He has won humanity's profound gratitude 

for arousing man's conscience from long slumber and channelling his 

efforts into fighting cruelty, amoralism, oppression and despotism and all 

kinds of opportunism following the path of non-violence. 

"Perhaps he will not succeed", Tagore wrote of Gandhi, "Perhaps 

he will fail as the Buddha failed and as a Christ failed to wean men from 

their iniquities, but he will always be remembered as one who 'made his 

life a lesson for all ages to come'.46 (Louis Fischer- "My Week With 

Gandhi".) 

There are fundamental differences between the two thinkers- Marx 

and Mahatmajf- relating to their views of the universe. Marx is an atheist 

and adumbrates a philosophy of materialism, Gandhiji is a spiritualist 

and advocates a theistic view of the universe. lnspite of their radical 

differences, there is a fundamental striking similarity among them and it 

lies in their ardent love of humanity. An ethical impulse guides Marx all 

through his life in adumbrating a theory of human freedom, of man as the 

master of himself, of nature and of history. It is the vision of a fully social 

man who makes himself the aim and measure of all things. His humanism, 

his Promethean ethics, contains an element of rebellion which consists in 

the teaching that 'man is the highest being for man' and it ends with the 

categorical imperative to overthrow all conditions in which man is enslaved, 

forced into servitude - it is a tremendous protest against all kinds of 

dehumanisation. Both Gandhi and Marx are dreamers of dreams- they 

dream of a society which is free from all exploitation - a world without 

poverty, without wars and bloodshed. To Marx it is communism which is 
' 

the real appropriation of the essentially human by and for man, the 

complate and conscious return of man to himself as a social, i.e., human, 

man. 
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It is our rare opportunity that these liberators of mankind came into 

this earthly existence almost at a same period of time. Though their paths 

are different, they lead to the same destination. There are bound to be 

many paths up the steep hill but all the paths meet at the top of the hill. 

Their views may be either similar or dis-similar but in and through the 

midst of the two we see a fuller view of life, the whole truth. 

Their fundamental concern is man- their immortal faith lies in man, 

in the very dignity of man. 

"Man is the root of mankind". (Marx) 

Gandhiji says : "There are chords in every human heart. 

If we only know how to strike the right 

Chord, we bring out the music". 

Rabindranath says: "It is sin to lose faith in man". 

VI 
M.N. Roy tells us that it is very doubtful that a moral object can ever 

be attained by immoral means. When practices contrary to ethical 

principles and traditional human values are stabilised as the permanent 

features of the revolutionary regime, the means defeat the end. He 

observes that the "communist political practice has not taken the world, 

not even the working class, anywhere near a new order of freedom and 

social justice. On the contrary, it has plunged the army of revolution

proletarian as well as non-proletarian- in an intellectual confusion, spiritual 

chaos, emotional frustration and a general demoralisatiion".47 (M.N. Roy

NewHumanism, P. 34-35). 
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Now to overcome this crisis M.N. Roy advised us to turn to the 

traditions of humanism and moral radicalism. For a new philosophy of 

Revolution we must look back towards 19th Century radicals who, guided 

by the humanist principle of individualism, realised the possibility of a 

secular rationalism and rationalist ethics. It is his firm belief that a moral 

order will result from a rationally organised society. Man is essentially 

rational and morality emanates from the rational desire for harmonious 

and mutually beneficial social relations. The reason of man is an echo of 

the harmony of the universe. Morality must be related to man's innate 

rationality and because of this man can be moral spontaneously and 

voluntarily. Reason is the only sanction for morality. As the innate rationality 

of man is the sole guarantee of a harmonious social order, the purpose of 

all social endeavour should be to make man conscious of his innate 

rationality. 

The main concern of radicalism is not nation or class but man, the 

individual man- it conceives freedom as freedom of the individual. As its 

main concern is man and his freedom, it can be called 'new humanism'. 

Humanism is called new because it is enriched, re-inforced and elaborated. 

by scientific knowledge and social experience gained during the centuries 

of modern civilization. According to M.N. Roy this humanism should be 

cosmospolition - a cosmopolitan commonwealth of free men and 

women, a spiritual community not limited by the boundaries of national 

states. In it all distinctions, class antagonisms will gradually disappear 

and, according to M.N. Roy, this is the radical perspective of the future of 

mankind.ln his 22nd thesis M.N. Roy says: 

"Radicalism starts from the dictum that 'man is the measure of 

everything' (Protagoras) or 'man is the root of mankind' (Marx), and 

advocates reconstruction of the world as a commonwealth and fraternity 
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of free men, by the collective endeavour of spiritually emancipated moral 

men".48 

To this we may add what Radhakrishnan speaks of democracy. 

"Democracy is the political expression of the ethical principle that the true 

end of man is responsible freedom. Kant's celebrated moral principle, 

'So act as to treat humanity, whether in thine own person or in that of any 

other, always as an end, never merely as a means', is a formulation of 

democratic faith. In principle, democracy is ethical and therefore 

universal" .48 

VII 

By laying stress on moral aspect of social institutions and society 

in general Karl Marx shows that a social system can be as such unjust 

and that if the system is bad and our actions help to prolong the life of 

socially unjust institutions, then our actions can never be called moral

they are other names of hypocrisy. Our responsibility is to make men free, 

conscious and co-operative by removing those social conditions which 

stand in the way of its realisation. This moral radicalism is still alive and it 

is our fundamental task to keep it alive even in the face of insurmountable 

difficulties. His followers maintained the habit of confusing problems of 

moral philsophy with problems of social reforms. They all devoted their 

attention to the material conditions of life, being guided from their 

materialistic outlook and they believed that these conditions would bring 

happiness to all instead of asking the question.: what happiness actually 

means or really is? They utterly neglected the questions like :what is the 

true meaning of life? What is a worthy existence ? How is real happiness 

attained ?They made ready-made answers covering all situations instead 
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of helping people to find the right way in their moral searchings and in 

education and self-education. 

To Marx goes the full credit that it was he who pointed out the way 

to a sociology of morals, to the recognition of moral codes and moral 

principles. Marxist ethics is the general scientific, dialectical-materialistic 

methodology of research into the moral process in social evolution. Marx 

has thus enabled us to see ethical problems from a new angle of vision. 

But ethics must take into consideration the spiritual values whose 

absence makes man's existence purposeless and meaningless. Ethics, 

through its philosophical tenets and its normative prescriptions, makes 

its way into the world of moral values. It is not enough to familiarise oneself 

with the fundamental tenets of ethics. What we need is to live a moral life 

of fuller self-awareness, a life of the inner spirit. We must cultivate the 

ideals of sacredness with veracity and sincerity, we must value the 

supremacy of the spiritual life, the sense of universal brotherhood and 

love of peace. 

The primacy of spiritual values must be recognised. To gain the 

ends which Marx and his adherents have in view, to achieve a truly humane 

society, we need a revival of spiritual values- truth, goodness and beauty, 

'Satyam, Sivam and Sundaram'. All other values, political or eonomic, 

must have their appropriate places in the totality of values but these values 

are relative and subsidiary in relation to the higher values of life. Truth is 

above individual interesets as well as group or collective interests. When 

this ideal of truth and jsutice is thwarted in a society it leads to utter chaos, 

egoism and anarchism. 

In 'The Logic of Liberty' Michael Polanyi remarks : 

''The totalitarian from of the state arises logically from the denial of 
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reality of this realm of transcendent ideas. When the spiritual foundation 

of all freely dedicated human activities- of the cultivation of science and 

scholarship, of the vindication of justice, of the profession of religion, of 

the pursuit of free art and free political discussion -when the transcendent 

grounds of all these free activities are summarily denied, then the state 

becomes, of necessity, inheritor to all ultimate devotion of men. For if 

truth is not real and. absolute, then it may seem proper that the public 

authorities should decide what should be called the truth". 50 

We should always remember that the state is a means and not an 

end itself. It is the primary function of the intellecutals to serve the society 

with intellectual integrity but unfortunately totalitarian regimes subordinate 

intellectual activities to their own ends. 

Marx is no more in the world, but his 'Promethean' ethics, his moral 

ideals, his love of freedom and justice, his indomitable spirit to bring about 

a change in the social system, his sympathy for the poor and the Jowly are 

still alive. An intrepid spirit, an almost impregnable will-power and super

human passion for love of freedom and justice are his main characteristics. 

His sympathy for the working community of the world, the burning sense 

of wrong, the impulse for great deeds, uncompromising attitude, his moral 

fervour, his tolerance to the ills of his life, his desire to emancipate the 

whole mankind-all these make him the true liberator of the whole human 

race. His vision of a truly free society has not yet been realised and we 

hope that it will be realised in a near future. Still he has won humanity's 

profound gratitude as he woke us from our dogmatic slumber in channelling 

our efforts into fighting against all kinds of opportunism, oppression and 

servitude. We should not have gove to sleep again- if we do, it is our own 

fault and for which Marx is, in no way, responsible. 
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Considering all these points and originality and genuineness of 

his outlook and his scientific zeal to put everything seriously to empirical 

test, a willingness to be ruled by observable evidence, an act of faith in 

man's strong common sense let us end our discourse on Marxist Ethics. 

May his effort to emancipate men from the bondage of slavery, may his 

pasionate love for the poor and the needy, may his vision of a truly humane 

society- may all these come to success, may it bring happiness to the 

unhappy mankind, to the war-worried world. 
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