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INTRODUCTION




. The main objective of this study is to philosophically
analyse the nature and justification of civil disobedience as
a method of political protest. A philosophical analysis
differs from a scientific analysis in the sense that it does
not seek merely an explanation of why a particular movement
has taken place; it rather aims at clarifying and analysing the
central concepts, examining their inter-relationships and
assessing the argument showing Justifiability or desirability
of Civii disobedience. The study thus comprises of discussion
on general nature of civil disébedience, analysis of some
major theories and their assessment., Since, we are liv;ng in a
democratic set up, I have also briefly attempted to examine the

role of civil disobedience in a democratic. set up.

The first chapter deals with the nature of civil
disobedience. Therein, I have‘argued that civil disobedience
is a conscientious, public and non-violent behaviour. I have
distinguished civil disobedience from political disobedience.
'Civil' is the term which emphasizes the non-violent character
of disobedience. Poiitical disobedience may not be necessarily
non-violent. Armed rebels oﬁ‘revolts are political in nature
but not civil. A further distinction between disobedience and
breaking or evading of law has been made. A thief or a dacoit
Or a criminal is noﬁ a disobedient in the strictest sense of
the term. They are intentionally breaking the law. Their

objective is neitner social welfare, nor are they willing to



viii

acceﬁ% punishment. The role of moral ahd legal considerations
have also been examined. It is argued that civil disobedience
is primarily rooted in moral considerations. The supporters

of civil disobedience justify the primacy of a moral order over

the legal order.

In order to further enrich our understanding of the

issues involved, three leading theories have been examined in

the subsequent chapters.

The study of Socratic case is based on two.major
writings on the subject, i.e. 'The Crito' and 'The Law'.
Socrates implicitly distinguishes between two kinds of obliga-
fions: first, an obligation to uphold a social living under all
conditions. A man cannot continue to live like a man without
society., Thus, it is man's primary obligation to maintain a
society under all conditions. This obligation is moral in
character. The second obligation is political in nature. The
sustenénce of society and the well-being of its members require
a politiceui:legal system. An individuai member is free to
question a particular law or even the whole system on the
grounds of fulfilling his primary obligation. Civil Disobedience
is Jjustified when a particular law or even the whole legal
system becomes detrimental to the possibility of a happy and
peaceful life. The members have to constantly search for newer

and newer dimensions of making a good society. Civil Disobedience
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is the proper method.of protesting against existing laws and
for drawing attention of the rulers as well as people for
bringing new changes. Socrates vehemently argues against the
use of any force in the process other than moral force. Moral
force under such circumstances requires willingness to suffer
even up to the extent of giving one's life. This leads to the
poéition that there has to be, as a matter of principle,

harﬁony between theory and practice.

Hénry David Thoreau's theory also raises the same points
of principle in a different context. In his article, he
implicitly argues that freedom to disobey on moral grounds or
conscience is built into the nature of man. Therefore, no
external coersion will ever be successful in taking awéy the
freedom to disobey. Thoreau raises the question of disobedience
in the context of two laws, i.e. the poll-tax and income-tax.

He is,in principle,not opposed to revenue collection by any
political order but he does question the use of that money.
Thoreau refused to pay tax>as the revenue collected was used to
fight unjust war against a section of humanity. In other words,
Thoreau hints tﬁat it is not the Justice and injustice in the
society that alone matter, but the unjust behaviour of a society
with other societies could also very well be a Jjustifying

ground for civil disobedience.



In the contemporary world, Gandhi once again took up
the course of practising and defending the case of civil
disobedience. His theory is known as 'Satyagraha'. .

Satyagraha is much more wider in scope than the civil disobe~
dience of Socrates and Thoreau. The concept of Satyagraha has
two important components, i.e. 'Truth' and 'Non-violence!.
Gandhi's commitment to these two is absolute.‘ In his view,
every aspects of human 1life should be organised according to the
principle of truth. Truth represents an eternal moral order.
No society can hope to survive by deviating from the path of
trufh or eternal moral order., Man is obliged to undertake
disobedience to a particular law or politico-legal system if it
is based on untruth. The commitment to truthfulness automati-
cally leads to non-violent behaviour. Thus; in Gandhi also we
find moral consideration as the sole justification for civil
disobedience. However, Gandhi covered all aspects of human
living under moral considerations. Hence, he talked about
domestic satyagraha, political satyagraha and even religious

satyagraha.

The discussion of these three theories reveals that in
one or the other way moral claims for the betterment of social
living .is the most fundamental ground for Jjustifying civil
disobedience. However, in each case, the answer for the
question, i.e. under what empirical conditions civil disobedience

is Justified, may vary from time to time.



In the other chapters, apart from recapitulation and
critical assessment, I have discussed the role and place of
civil disobedience in a democratic set up like ours. It can
be argued that democrécy being a rule of elected representa-
tives leaves no scope for civil disobedience. The elected
people, in fact, represent the views Of people and thereby
leaves no room for any kind of dissent. It is also an
“accepted principle of democracy that minority will be.morally
and legally bound to accept the decisions made by the
majority. Hence, civil disobeédience or satyagraha is not
only unconstitutional but morally unjustifiable as well. In
my view, this is not a sound argument. To thihk that
majority is always morally right and minority cannot have a
different moral perception is an untenable proposition,

'Truth, moral order or moral principle are such things which
need constant investigation. The knowledge obtained about

the same is such in nature that it becomes irresistible in
practice. Gandhi_presented this truth when he said, 'the

only dictator I accept is the voice of conscience'. The
genuine knowledge of truth does force a pefson to act, even if
he is one man minority. Simple numerical strength cannot justi-
fy the truth. Greater and greater knowledge of truth would
necessitate that these be a part of our daily personal as well
as social living. The change over cannot have a better

system to follow than civil disobedience. Hence, I have tried

-
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to maintain that it is highly necessary for a democratic

system to keep room for civil disobedience, if it wants to

grow.

In our country, we have for a long time, seen various
kinds of political movements, All the violent movements have
always threatened the existence of not only democratic
structure but the very existence of society asksuch. Violenge
in'my view cannot do any good to anyone. The use of violence
prevents any movement from being a mass movement. The surest
and the best way of achieving the desirable ends in a society
is to launch a mass movement. The peaceful 6r civil
character of any movemeﬁt is the necessary character of an
efficacious and desirable movement. It may take little more
time to realise the end through civil or non-violent

movements, but 1t does give genuinely good and durable results.



CHAPTER I

NATURE AND SIGNIFICANCE OF CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE




The problem of civil disobedience has remained
central among the problems of moral and political philosophy.
Almost all political thinkers, beginning with Plato, Hobbes,
Locke, Rousseau and including the contemporary thinkers such
as Gandhi, Rawlé, Harry Prosch, etc. have all given important

place to this prdblem of political obligation.

Before I proceed to examine various gquestions, issues
and assumpfions involved in the discussion of the nature and
justification of civil disobedience, I would like to draw
attention to the fact that‘ﬁhe problem of civil disobedienqe
has been handled mainly by two kinds of people, i.e.,

1) Philosophers/Theoreticians and 2) Social Activists/
Reformers. Their attempts are -bound to be different because
their concerns are basically different. A philosopher is
mainly interested in working out the presuppositions of the
doctrine and in analysing the various key concepts necessarily
1inked with the problem. In short, a philosopher is interested
in giving a logically consistent and coherent theory of civil
disobedience; whereas a social activist/reformer is more keen
to bring about a desirable change in the society. He views
the problem of civil disobedience from the point of view of
securing the desired change which necessarily implies certain

activities.



An exhaustive account of civil disobedience wili be
pOssible by taking both these approaches together;‘ In any
case, these are not mutually exclusive. An adeguate theory
leads to perfect practice and experience gained by practices
enables one to build a better theory. The doctrine intended
to be put into practice, if rests on defective logical and
conceptual foundations, is bound to result in failure. Hence
it is necessary to'bay attention to both these aspects of

the problem.

At the very outset, I would like to make a distinc-
tion between philosophical and the sO called scientific
formulation of the problem.' The philosophical questions are:
'Why should we disobey any political authority/state? When
should we disobey a political authority or state?' The
scientific question is: 'What are the social factors that as
a matter of fact lead to disobeying?' The philosophical
question seeks a justification or demands a theory primarily
to Justify one's belief énd practice of civil disobedience.
The scientific question, on the other hand; requires merely a
causal explanation. Explanation could be psychological,
historical, sociological, etc. In other words, I am trying
to say that one might be, as a matter of fact, disobeying'a
state/law for psychological, economic and political reasons
or even Jjust because of habit. Philosophical formulation, on

the contrary, demands a thorough examination of the



desirability and Jjustifiability of disobedience. Therefore, it
raises the guestion: why should we disobey any law/state at
all? Being a student of philosophy, naturally, I would like
to discuss philosophical questions in fhis work for study and

examination.

Moral and political concepts cannot precisely be
defined as it is in the casevof concepts in Mathematics and
Natural Sciences. They seem to have some kind of open texture
which keeps open the possibility of wide variety of interpreta-
tions and also a wide ranging use of them by thinkers. It is
evidently true in the case of a problem like civil disobedience.
Both theoreticians and practitioners of civil disobedience have
chosen to offer different views regarding civil disobedience. A
proper study and close exmination is, therefore, an imperative
need for comprehension and proper assessment of civil disobe-
dience, Given this situation, one would not be wrong in saying
that moral and political concepts are not easy to be learnéd,

they are to be grappled with.

The term 'civil disobedience', no doubt, has a wider
connotation, but it is frequently used in the sense of disobe-
dience to political authority. Thus, civil disobedience is
treated as a synonym to political disobediénce., The term
'political disobedience' is used by philosophers and social
practioners to refer to those=:acts which are forbidden by

' state/political authority. These are deliberately intended



against the given political authority. In other words, one
can say that civil disobedience or political disobedience

is the refusal to0 obey the laws or commands of the established
political authority. The refusal may be based on the fact
that laws or commands are wrong/unjust in themselves or wrong/

unjust for what they represent explicitly or implicitly.

The most elementary form of disobedience would be
(alwaysy a complete personal rejection of 'or' non-compliance
with any one specific law 'or' a set of laws. Such rejections
are not based on the grounds of the law itself, but a personal
conscientious objection to one's fulfilment of the commands in
question. In such a case, conscientious nature of the
objection is Cruéial. It is different from evasion of the law.
There is a need to specify the difference between 'évation of
law' and 'disobedience to a law'. Evasion of law is motivated
with an intention to secure some personal gains or benefits.
For achieving these benefits,'it is intended that one should
not be caught by the law enforcing authoritieé. Thus, it is
planned to escape from any punishment for one's deed. It can
be properly termed as illegal activity. Civil disobedience
based on conscientious objection, on the contrary, is never
intended to gain some personal benefits, The civil disobedient
is als0O ready to accept the punishment for his deeds. Therefore,
disobedience in the form of evation of law is more in the
nature of being criminal than being political or civil. For

example, stealing, thieving and dacoity are not forms of



political 'or' civil disobedience. These are social, moral

" or legal crimes.

| The conscientious civil disobedient thinks in terms

of the necessity of changing the law. The first step he

takes in this direction is to refuse to obey the particular
law., He is willing to accept the punishment for his
disobedience on the ground that it makes his refusal to obey
any particular law a matter of public concefn. Wilful
acceptance of punishment is likely to arouse concern in the
society. Once people are made aware or their attention is
drawn about.the ‘whole question of obeying or disobeying a
particular law, the task before the civil disobedient is to
convince others or create a public opinion of the desired

kind regarding the law in question. A failure to do so will
not entitle a conscientious objector to claim his refusal to
obey as a case of civil disobedience. A purely personal
consienctious objection of ahy authority is not only rare but
a remote logical possibility. To think that something is

wrong for me to do (it is not to say that it is disadvantageous
to me] does involve the belief that it is wrong for others
also. Although the legal and political commands, even though
in a particular situation, are directed against any individual,
yet, these are highly generalised. Hence, a purely personal
conscientious rejection is not possibleq. Broadly, one can say

that 'civil disobedience' or 'political disobedience' aims at



the annulment of the law or to overthrow (whatever) the
government 'or' the whole social and political system. There-
fore, one can say that civil or political disobedience includes
thexperformance of any act required by the law, with the |
purpose of securing changes in the actions, laws, policies
based on a given constitutional and political structure of a

given statez,

In almost all kinds of societies, people do raise about
the legitimacy or the authority of the rules and the rulers. 1t
amounts to creating an overt oppositién to the rule and the
ruler. It is also undeniable that the dissenters in a society
are always likely to be in minority. Their minority character
puts them not only in opposition to rulers but also in opposi-
tion to a wider section of society. A civil disobedient, there-
fore, is required to convert the majority to his side. For doing
so, he has to present his arguments for disobedience in such a
manner that the large chunk of population can understand and
accept them. Such a conversion is possibly by following rational
method. Without some degree of voluntary support from people in
general a civil disobedient might not be able to succeed., The
members of a givepsociety or a community are bound together by a
common set 0f values and beliefs. Any argument based on these
values and beliefs will find an easy acceptibility and thereby
improve chances of success for a civil disobedient. It is also
possible that a civil disobedient may be challenging even the

value structure of a society. Such a desire will pose a great



difficulty in case a society which cbnsiders its values sacred
and beyond criticism or revision. In such societies; the
nbtion of changing the social or political system is foreign.
It does not mean that its culture or system will never change.
However, the changes are likely to occur due to naturai and
economic factors, or alien human influenceB. It diminishes the
chances of a society changing from within by its own conscious
effort. Hence, it is generally seen that such societies do not
create ground for the emergence of civil disobedience, even
though conflicts, disputes, assasinations arevaccepted as parts
of its way of living. Howéver, such societies cannot perhaps
exist in reality. All societies have a desire to be better and
better and a conflict‘of new ideas with the existing system is

inevitably one of the desirable ways 0f creating an awareness O0f

the necessary change.

Disobedience to law or state could be of two types:
non-violent and violent. Violent disoﬁedience will not be a
civil disobedience. The concept of 'civil' as opposed to the

concept of 'uncivil' emphasizes the non-violent character of
disobedience. It seeks to embody the ideals of moral behaviour
and thereby inspirés every one towards more civilized behaviour.
The concept of 'civil' also necessarily includes the idea of
respect for other people including one's adversary. The respect

for other people brings automatically the idea of non-violence



as a crucial attribute of civil disobedience. Civil disobé—
dience presupposes thé recognition of general obligations of

a citizenship and the necessity of a legitimate legal order.
Through civil disobedience justifiability of a particular law
or of a whole legal order is questioned. It is an affirmation
of general duties of a citizenship. Civil also refers to a
public act as distinct from private. However, it intends to
seek a special consideration. Therefore, use of violence and

evasion of the law fall outside the realm of civil disobedienceu.

In case the governing authority practises discrimination
or favouritism amohg different groups in society the maltreated
minority ought to resort to civil disobedience because they
cannot accept the legitimacy of a pélitical system which treats
them as secondary subjects or as objects. Failure of the
éuthorities to,faﬁe note of such popular mass féelings may well
give rise to a violent outﬁhrst directed not only against the
méjority but against their own unsympathetic leaders. The
leaders will then have to run the risk of being out-flanked and
ousted by their political rivals. The problem might be even
more serious if the members of the minority arevthought of as

distinct alien group whose continued presence is accepted only

under highly restricted conditions.

o

In some societies, due To its social settings,
irrespective of their creeds and able and dedicated leaders

it may find itself faced with a problem leading to the



eruption of violeﬂce. Sometimes, even the most efficient
government may find it difficult to handle it. These are the
problems of the vast growth in population, failure-to distri-
bute agricultﬁral output equitably, mass unemployment, growth
of communalism, narrow regionalism and political extremism of
~all brands. The general problems_faced by various minorities
in India are something that are inherent in the social

setting of‘India. By social setting, I mean the predominant
social attitudes which govern social inter-relation. The best
:way to avoid violent conflict is to provide all parties a
politiqal framework or political activity of the non-violent
type such as civil disobedience to voice their grievances and
seek redress of their problems. Civil disobedience in such a
situation ought to generate such values which intends to bring
a greater harmony among all the groups by way of cultural

integration.

In éocialist societies like Russia, everyone is
Supposed to develop his own capacities to the full. It leaves
no scope for the suocesé of civil disobedience. Even then some
resistance to political authority in the form of political
disobedience does take place. Even the most powerful govern-
ment cannot escape political protest. Perhaps dissent and
protest are the indicatorsof a dynamic sociéty. The question
one has to bother is that how do we or how should we register

our protest. Civil disobedience comes handy to us as a method
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to do so. This is true about all kinds of societies whether
western or eastern, socialist or capitalist. Every society
is likely to come acboss some situation where political

protest becomes inevitable.

In this work, I wish to emphasize that civil disobe-
dience is the best method to register political protest.
Refusal to grant men a right to disobey ina civil manner may
lead to unconstitutional and violent method of struggle. Even
a government as well established as that of the U.S.A. has so
far shown’itself incapable of effectively tackling, let alone,
solving the social and economiC problems of tﬁe Negroes. The
civil disobedient movement of the Negroes has also been
crushed. Consequently, violent methods are only left open to

them.

Whatever is the form of the government, whether in the
east or in the west, what is today prevailing is the continuous
political struggle and upheavals, espeéially by the disconten-
ted minorities and very often these struggles take violent
rather than non-violent form. Taking‘resort to violence is
being treated as the most obvious method of political protest,

a political control and change.

However, in the developed western European countries,
where violent revolution and military OVerthrow of the

government seldom takes place, the constitutional oppositions
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usually pay off through economic reforms with the gradual
awakening of the masses. This may not nécessarily result in
the change of the rulers or government and as a;matter of
fact, once the government establishes itself, political

disobedienée may be contained within the system itself.

What I wish to suggest is thist violence has no place
in any type of government, be it a monarchy or a democracy.
Violence breeds violence, hatred and malice. I will be
érguing in the subsequent chapters that non-violent civil '
disobedience is the only suitable method of registering social

protest and bringing about social change.
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CHAPTER II

SOCRATES' CONCEPT OF CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE




- The earliest systematic discussion on the problem of
civil disobedience is available in the writings of Plato,
especially in the Dialogues called the Crito and the Law,
Plato, as a matter of fact, was interested in discussing the
justifiability of obeying the state/laws. By implication,

he suggests the grounds and mode of disobeying the laws also.

The Law and Crito provide us an excellent framework
of the Socratib concepf of civil disobedience. In the Crito,
Plato presents Socrates as a conscientious man as well as a
'good citizen. As a fesult, Socrates does not want to take the
society and its governing laws lightly. He recognizes the |
value of social living but at the same time he cannot ignore
the dictates of his conscience. The dictates of egonscience are
given supreme place s0 mucn so that Socrates is not willing to
submit them to the scrutiny of the stete. He is convinced that
a just society could be evolved only by following those
dictates. In this sense, the voice of conscience has a higher
value over the state laws. Addressing the Athenians,
Socrates sayss

Wen of Athens, I honour and love you; but

I shall obey God rather than you, and while

I have life and strength I shall never '

cease from the practice and teaching of
philosophy ... etc.”1.
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In case of conflicts between conscience and the state/laws
one ought to live according to the dictates of conscience

irrespective of the consequences. Idéally, of course, the
laws ought to be always in conformity with the dictates of

the conscience.

The real good of mankind, i.e. social good, accor-
ding to Plato, consists in developing institutions based on
the commands of conscience, There are other kinds of human
goods also but they do not enjoy the status obtained by
conscience,. They are the lesser goods.

BOf the lesser goods, the first is health, the

second beauty, the third strength (body agility,

swiftness, etc.) and the fourth is wealth.

Wisdom is the chief and leader of the divine

goods, next is temperance, followed by Justice

and courage. All these naturally take precedence

of the other goods and this is the order in which

and _
the legislation must place them after -them he
will enjoin the rest of his ordinance®?,

For Socrates, the objectives of the state laws should be to
look after the two kinds of goods. Any given society in
Plato's thinking has to fulfil these objectives; However, a
society which obstructs or does not pave the way for the
growth of higher goods, i.e. Justice, temperance, wisdom etc.

cannot be considered worthy of acceptance under this situation.



One is fully Justified to take recourse to the measure of
civil disobedience to bring society or change its laws to
the main objective. It does not require a major sttempt
because sinCerity in thé fulfilment of the first will
naturally lead to the second. Fulfilment of only the secqnd
objective will not be enough because:

MA man who has all the external goods is only
miserable, his life is evil and painful“B.

AThey put what is first last, they do not
know that the soul is prior to the bodqu;

Thus we get a glimpse of Plato's ground for disobedience of

a state/laws.

Plato suggests that in principle,

MThe state would be safe and happy if they
distribute honour and dishonour as they
ought: the good of the soul first and

highest in the scale; second the good of the
body; third to money and propertywj,

In the Law, Plato presents his theoretical position
with regard to the value of man and law. However, in the
Crito, he places Socrates in a concrete situation in which
Socrates comes into conflict with the state laws. Thus:, in
the Crito, begins a situation where Socrates is tried and
death sentencé is pronounced on him by the Athenian jury for

having disobeyed the laws 0f the state. A friend of Socrates
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i.e. Crito approaches him in prison and pleads for
escaping the death sentence. He puts forward various

reasons,

In any given sbciety, the system 1s such that the
members have to agree to obey the laws. They have also to
agree that in case of disobedience they will accept punish-
ment. Hence, obeying laws and accepting punishment for
disobedience is 2 necessary constituent of the idea of a
member of society. Socrates is fully aware of this. He

has willingly and quite thoughtfully decided not to accept
certain prescriptions of the Athenian state as they were,

in his opinion, in conflict with his higher obligation. The
state was not willing to accept this and consequently he was
considered guilty of breaking some laws. The first question
thch arises here is; 'Is Socrateé Justified in breaking the
laws of the state on the ground of higher or divine obliga-
tion? 'Socrates obviously maintains that social and
political obligations are noet justifiable in themselves. They
have to seek their sustenance from outside. The very forma-
tion of society is Justified on the grbund that it will
facilitate the pursuit of divine or higher obligation.
Socrates does not consider it necessary to demolish that
society. He pleads that disobedience must lead to a change
in social norms. Hence he refuses to accept the arguments

advanced by Crito for escaping from the prison. Socrates is
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committed to the poéition that it is his obligation to put
the society in right direction. By escaping from the prison
Oor running awaylto another place, instead of correcting the
society, he would only strengthen the evil. Thus, one

could clearly see that disobedience should become one's

duty to fight evil in society (one's society), but that ]
disobedience which is likely to strengthen the evil ought not
to be practised. The entire dialogue of Crito is intended %o
show apparently the reasons for obedience, i.e. in favour qf
acceptance of punishment for having disobeyed some laws on
the ground of higher-prinoiple. I shall briefly present some

0of the arguments presented by Crito and Socrates' refusal of

‘the same.

Crito tries to persuade Socrates.to ‘escape from
prison. If Socrates does not escape and dies, Crito will not
only lose a dear friend but he will also be blamed for doing
nothing to save the life of Socrates. Crito also-assures
Socrates that in case the latter escapes there will be no
danger for nis friends. Everything has been s0 arranged that
Socrates will be able to save his life and will not suffer.
Secondly,_Crito'pleads before Socrates that he will have no
Justification in throwing away hié‘life. Crifo alsd advances
the érgument reminding Socrates about his responsibility of
educating and nurturing his children. Dying in this manner

would mean leaving them to their fate. After all, he is the



one who brought them to this world. 1t will be bad and
unmanly for a man who teaches virtue to act this way. Many
others who do not know the case will reproach his friends

as cowards for not saving their friend - Socrates.

Socrates refuses to be persuaded by any one of the
arguments put forward by Crito. He firmly holds the view
that on all occasions in life one must act according to
reason. Socrates declares:

RFor I am and always have been one of those

natures who must be guided by reason, whatever

the reason may be which upon reflection appears

to me to be the best; and now that this chance

has befallen me, I cannot repudiate my own words:

the principles which I have hitherto honoured and

revered I still honour, and unless we can at once
find other and better principles, I am certain
not to agree with you; no, not even if the power
of the multitude could inflict many more imprison-

ments, confiscations, deaths, frightening us like
children with hobgoblin terrors®~,

The principle involved here is the principle of reason which
- means reflecting rightly. Under the circumstances, it would
be wrong on the part of Socrates, to make compromise with
the principle which he had held so dear to himself. One
must attach greafer value to a right principle than the life
of an individual. The society is sustained by right
principles and not by anything else. 4 right principle is

indispensable,
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Rightness or wrongness of any issue cannot be decided by
majority. In other words, majerity opinion cannot make a
man more wise or foolish. The sound orlright opinion is one
which is arrived at by using one's-ability to use reason and
that alone should be regarded as a wise oOpinion.

®In questions of jdst and unjust, fair and

foul, good and evil, which are the subjects

of our present consultation, ought we to

follow the opinion of the many and to fear

them; or the opinion of the one who has

understanding? ought we not to fear and

reverence him more than all the rest of the

world: and if we desert him shall we not

‘destroy and injure thet principle in us which

may be assumed to be improved by Justice and

deteriorated by injustice; ...®",

As for 1life, ®™that not life, but a good life, is to
be chiefly valuéd“B. Just as a disease destroys the body,
evil and injustice destroy the good life. For Socrates, a
life full of evil and inJjustice would not be worth living
because it implies that the higher part of mind (conscience)
which is far mofe honourable than the body is destroyed by
evil and injustice. Therefore, Socrates was fully juétified
in accepting punishment for disobedience, choosing death than

living in an evil and corrupt body.



He emphasizes the principle that,

one should never do wrong intentionally and
should never injure in return of the injury
one hasg suffered. S0 one ought not to
retaliste or render evil for evil. Warding
off evil by evil is wrong and unjust. A

man's duty is to do always what he thinks

rightg.

In the case of Socrates even the state wrongly punished him,
it was not right for him to damage the society and its
structure by escaping from the prison cell. The argument
is developed in an imaginary dialogue in the Crito., Suppose
at the time of escape laws appeared befbre him and reminded
him of the parental care they have given him. The laws will
say:

"Well then, since you were brought into the

world . and nurtured and educated by us, can you

deny in the first place that you are our child
~and slave, as your father were before you“qo,

To disobéy the laws of punishment means revolution
or rebellion, To escape punisament is not merely disobeying
but it is revolting or rebelling. The idea of revolt or.
rebel contains an element of condemnation. How can one be
morally Justified to condemn someone who has acquired the
status of parents in our life. Hence, a sincere devotion to
laws and a firm conviction in truth leave the voluntary

aoceptanée of the punishment as the only Justified course
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of action.

Laws fapther say that if everyone ignores the laws of
- the state or government, the state or the government cannot

subsist without any power over its citizens.

'Tell us, Socrates', they say, 'what are you
about? are you not going by an act of yours

to overturn us - the laws and the whole state,

as far as in you lies? Do you imagine that a
state can subsist and not be overthrown, in

which the decisions of law have no power, but

are set aside and trampled upon by individuals?*11

‘ Disobedienée here will involve doing a serious injury
to the state. The injury to the state will have larger
consequences for the society as é whole. In‘other words, for
One wrong done, the objective is not to damage the state as a
whole but by-meek submission one ought to attempt to prove
how the laws héve gone wrong and thereby bring desirable Change
in the structure of laws. A man of virtue will be contradic-

ting his own principle by escaping from the prison.

If Socrates disobeys the laws of punishment, the state

will accuse him of committing three kinds of wrong:

Rfirst, because in disobeying us he is disobeying
his parents; secondly, becausd we are the author

of his education; thirdly, because he has made an
agreement with us- that he will duly obey our

commands ..W12.
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It is not justified for an individual to believe
that he will obey the state and its laws only as long as
they suit him. The agreement involved here is Just that
whatever both good and bad accrue out of the social
structure will be voluntarily accepted by the individuals.
Socrates by escaping punishment or by way of rebelling and
revoiting, will be violating this principle. The agreement
is farther strengthened in that if one does not find a

society good, one may leave it and go somewhere else.

Here it is important to note that by agreement it
does not mean a blind obediencevto the state laws, good or
bad, Just or unjust, right or wrong, but an obedience to
laws in general which is a duty and dbligation of an
individual for the stabilization of the state, for the
peaceful co-existence and for the promotion of social good.
Socrates, as a moral man, can never have such an unconditional
'agreement' to obey all laws Just or unjust. Therefore, he
disobeyed the particular law which is in conflict with his
basic principle. At the same time, to fulfil obligations
arising out bf the basic agreement towards the state heAhas
to accept the punishment arising out of that disobedience.
Thus, Socrates refused to obey the bad laws but at the same

time without committing any breach of laws,
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Moreover, if Socrates escapes he will only bring evils
and ruination to his friends. And if he goes to other state
his friends will, no doubt, welcome him as long‘as they are
pleased with him; but when he displeases them they will
remember his crime and will call him a traitor of his state and
all other names. Will it be good for his children to have such
a kind of father? The answer is clearly, 'No', This suggests
that he has run to face ridicule if he escapes. His life will
always be plaqued by it. Even after he dies his soul will
never find'peace. Therefore, for Socrates:

"The mere preservation and continuance of life

is not the most nonourable thing for men, but

the continuance of the best life®'?
and

"The greatest ignorance is to know and not do

the good and the noble, where there is no wisdom
. 214

there is no harmony .

As already discussed in the earlier chapter, civil

'_ disobedience is a conscientious, hon—violent, public and
political act. It is a refusal‘to:%obey the laws or commands
of the established political authority. The refusal may be
based on .the fact that laws or commands are wrong/unjust in
themselves. Therefore, civil disoObedience is a disobedience to

the law of the state or the government on the ground of moral
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reasons. The sources of such a disobedience are the values
or COmmifments which an individual holds dear. When there

is a conflict between his moral commitment and his commitment
to the state, he chooses the former over the latter. The
civil dissentery, while respecting the social living and
values, chooses to disobey a particular law of thelstate or
the govermment, which is, accofding to him unjust. A non-
violent civil disobedient person does not want to destroy the
state and its laws but wants to destroy or change the unjust
laws, This ié why civii disobedience is very different from
rebellion or fevolution. Moreover, a civil dissenter chooOses
to disobey the laws publiply so that othefs will come tQ Kknow
that a particular law is unjust. It is a kind of call for
the public support, and it is performed without any thought

of personal gain.

We find that Socrates' disobedience is indeed a civil
disobedience; it is not a revolution or a rebellion. A civil
disobedient person not only tries to change the minds but also
accepts the punishment arising out of his disobedience in

deed and thought, which includes death in Socrates' case.

A study of the Law and the Crito shows that Socrates
does only what his conscience guides him to do. Obedienee

to hig divine command led Socrates to disobey the Athenian
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law many times. The thirty tyrants who ruled the Athenian
at that time commanded Socrates and four others to bring
Leon from Salamis to Athens to be murdered. The four
feared to disobey the command, but Socrates boldly disobeyed
the command and went home. Again, Socrates was treated as
an evil doer. He not only corrupted the youth but also
received other Gods than the state Gods; i.e. Apollo and
Zeus. He believed that his gods are higher than the state
gods., Therefore, by keeping true to his own conception of
gods, Socrates also committed disobedience to the laws

concerning the stale gods15.
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CHAPTER III

HENRY DAVID THOREAU'S CONCEPT OF CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE




Like Socrates, Thoreau based his concept of civil
disobedience on the principle of conscience, though the
circumstances in which he applied his theory were different
from those of Socrates. Thoreau raises the same points of
principle, as in Socrates, but in a different context. In
his articleq, he implicitly argues that freedom to disobey oOn
moral grounds or conscience is built into the nature of man.
Therefore, no ekternal coercion will ever be successful in
taking.away the freedom to disobey. Thoreau faises the
question of disobedience in the context of two laws, viz., thé
poll-tax and income-tax. He is in principle not opposed to
the system of taxation §r revenue collection by any political
order; but he does question the manner in which the collected
revenues are spent. Thoreau refused to pay the state poll-tax
‘as the revenue collected went towards supporting, however
slightly and indirectly, the practice of warfare and slaVeryz,
In other words, Thoreau refused t0 pay tax as the revenue
collected was used to fight a war against a section of humanity.
According to him, it ié not the justicg and injustice within the
society that alone matter; but the unjust behaviour of a society
with other society could also be very well a Justifying ground
for civil disobedience. Thus, Thoreau refused to obey the law

or the state on the ground that it was unjust and immoral. He
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disobeys the law as a matter of principle with the intention

of getting it changed or reformed. Therefore, Thoreau
willingly accepts the penalty for his act of disobedience. He
was not willing to.leave the jail even after his aunt Maria
Thoreau paid the tax for him. In fact, Thoreau was not pleased
at his aunt's action as it hindered the path of his civil
protest against the injustice being'donej. This reminds us of

a situation where Socrates also refused to accept the escape-

offer.

At another time, Thoreau again refused to pay money

towards the support of the priest. He says:

RSome years ago, the state met me in behalf of
the Church, and commanded me to pay a certain
sum toward the support of a clergyman whose
preaching my father attended, but never I
myself, 'Pay it)® it said, 'or be locked up in
the jail'. I declined to pay ... I did not see
whf%%choolmaster should be taxed to support the
priest, and not the priest the schoolmaster ...*q

Thoreau refused %o pay the tax this time on the ground that it
was imposed unjustly and that there was no reason why  he
~should pay for the priest and not the other way round. Like
Socrates, Thoreau always resisted injusﬁice in whatever form it

came to him,
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Thoreau recognises the distinction between legal and
trans-legal Jjustice., This distinction implicitly maekes it
clear that Jjustice is not exhausted in legality. What is legally
Just maf not necessarily be what is morally just. Hart remarks

WWe think and talk of Jjustice according to

law and yet also of the Justice and injustice

of the lawm5,

According to Thoreau, moral right and legal right may mnot
neéessarily coincide, because the laws cannot satisfy the moral
ideéls of eachvand every person. In this case the moral right
will stand above the legal right. According to Thoreau, we
should in no way resign our conscience to the legislators. He
says:

"

®... legislators, politicians ... serve the
State chiefly with their heads; and, as they
rarely make any moral distinctions, they are
as likely to serve the devil, without intend-
ing it, as God. A very few ... serve the
State with their consciences also, amd so

6

necessarily resist it for the most part ...®",

- When morality and legality come into conflict, Thoreau says:

“The only. obligation which I have a right to
assume, is to do at any time what I think
rightm7,

According to him, no undue: respect for law is required as it

will commit one to.do many unjust things. Thoreau remarks



that because of such a blind respect, ®even the well disposed

are daily made the agents of injustice“a, He further says:

AT think that we should be men first, and
subjects afterward. It is not desirable

to cultivate a respect for the law, soO much
as for the rightmg.

Those who blimdly obey the law, whether Jjust or unjust are more

like machines than men, Thoreau again remarks:

"A common and natural result of an undue
respect for law is, that you may see a file
of soldiers, colonel, captain, corporal,
privatés, powder-monkeys and all, marching
in admirable order over hill and dale to
the wars, against their wills, aye, against
their common sense and consciences, which
makes it very steep marching indeed, and
produces a palpitation of the heart“1o,

Thoreau tries to remove or change those laws which compel men
to serve as agents of injustice;. He deciares:

fWhat I have to do is to see, at any rate;

that I do not lend myself to the wrong which

I condemn“11,
As a conscientious civil disobedient Thoreau does not like
to compromise his conscience with his legal obligations., He

always tries to resist the wrong and injustice arising out
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0f his legal Commifments. However, since he islnot against
the whole governmental set—up,'he cheerfully accepts the
penalty for his act of disobedienée.A This fact sets him
apart from ordinary law-breakers such as robbers, thieves and

even from anarchist and revolutionary as well.

With regard to the kind of government that should
prévail, Thqreau argueé that ideally there should be no ruler.
At best, the government is a matter of expediency. The very
first line of his celebrated essay runs thus:

N1 heartily accept the motto, - That

government is best which governs least ...m12

Thoreau farther explains that when:

fcarried out, it finally amounts to this,
which also I believe, = That government

is best which governs not at all; and when
men are prepared for it, that will be the
kind of government which they will havem13.

According to Thoreau,

"G overnment is at best but an expedient;
but most governments are usually, and all
governments are sometimes, inexpedient"1a.
The governments chosen by the people to execute their will
often abuse the power and run the government to achieve their

selfish ends. To minimize this kind of abuse the most
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effective method is to give the govermnment the least opportunity
to rule. Therefore, Thoreau favours the government which
governs the least where one enjoys freedom to follow one's own
conscience and to do what one thinks right. As a matter of
fact, he maintains th#t ideally there should be no‘government

at all.

According to Thoreau, there will never be really a
free and an enlightened state until the state comes to recognise
the individual as a higher and an independent power from which
all its authorities are derived and treats him accordingly. Our
democracy of today which is based on majority rule is not best
because it is not necessarily based on Justice, but rather and
very often on strength. The majority cannot simply decide what
is right or wrong. Thoreau remarks about the American
government thus:

ALt has not the vitality and force of a single

living man; for a single man can bend it to

his will®'?,

Though Thoreau maintains thatideally there should be
no government, he does not ask for it, as he puts 1it:

®,.. I ask for, not at once no government, but

at once a better government“16,
The better govermnment, here, does not mean a negation of it,

but the one where individuals have freedom to disobey laws which
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they consider unjust, on moral grounds and conscience.
Thoreau says:
®T cannot for an instant recognise that

political organisation as my government
which is the slave's government also“17‘

In order to have a better government Thoreau is ready to
declare a 'war' of disobedience against the unjust laws and
policies of the state. He considers a government better if
it provides considerable freedom to the individual and
maintains Justice with its laws and polickes. Thoreau
remarks:

"The progress from an absolute to a limited

monarchy, from a limited moOnarchy to a

democracy, is a progress toward a true

respect for the individual ... 1 please

myself with imagining a State at last which

can afford to be Just to all men, and to

treat the individual with respect as a

neighbour ..." S,

It follows, therefore, that Thoreau does not discard a state
but asks for a better and Just state. By a better state he
means the one which governs with justice and recognises the
individual as a higher and independent power. According to
this principle a limited monarchy is preferable to an absolute

monarchy and a democracy to a limited monarchy.
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Thoreau goes farther than Soérates in recognising
revolution, He says that when the govermment as a whole is
unjust and does not rule according to the principle of Jjustice,
it should be overthrown, Thoreau cannot, without disgrace be
associated with this kind of government and says:

MALLl men: recognize-the right of revolution;

that is, the right to refuse allegiance to

and to resist the government, when its

tyranny or its ineffeciency are great and

unendurable“19.

Thoreau recommends revolution to overthrow the unjust govern-
ment when its Oppressive rules and poOlicies can no longer be
tolerated by the people. In other words, when the government
is totally unacceptable, a revolution is called for and'when
some few laws only offend the individual, civil disobedience is

an appropriate method for the remedy.

Thoreau regards wounding a man's conscience by
_forcing him to do unjust things the same, if not more serious,
as wounding his physical body. A man is made up ©f body and
mind., He cannot be deprived of one or the other, If the state
- law or policy curtails the freedom of one's conscience, one is
treated merely as a robot. To deprive a man of his mind,’

according to Thoreau, is worse than bodily injury. Thus he

questions:
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#Is there not a sort of bloodshed when the
conscience is wounded? Through this wound
a manks real manhood and immortality flow

| out, and he bleeds to an everlasting death“ga,

Thus, Thoreau accepts his moral obligation as higher
than his political obligation. In other words, &he law of
conscience is‘higher than the law of the state. When the two
are in conflict with each other the law of conscience should
be obeyed rather than the state law. However, if an individual
deliberately violates the state law he must be willing to
‘accept whatever penalties including fines, imprisonment o} even
death that may be imposed for his act of disobedience. He must
Cheerfuliy accept the punishment and never run away from it even
when he has a chance to do so. .This is the duty-of a true civil
disobedient. But all cases of disobedience is not an act of
civil disobedience. According to Thoreau, civil disobedience
pexrtaing to a conscientious, public, non-violent and deliberate
act of disobedience to unjust laws or .policies of the government.
Disobedience should berresorted to on grounds of conscience and
with an intention to change or reform the unjust laws. Thus,
civil disobedience is a method of political protest against

unjust law or policy of the government,
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CHAPTER IV

M.K., GANDHI'S CONCEPT OF CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE




Gandhi coined the word 'Satyagraha' in South Africa
t0 describe, ' his non-violent protest against what he conéidered
unjust laws or government. The word 'Satyagraha' is derived
from 'Sat' which means abiding, right, actual, wise, self-exis-
tence, etc. 'Agraha' means. to hold fast, adherence or
insistence. The central meaning of 'Sat' seems to be 'permanent
existence'. By giving truth a central place in his philosophy,
Gandhi intended to consider 'permanent existence' as the law of
everything. The word 'Satyagraha', therefore, means an untiring

and determined search for 'Truth’.

According to Gandhi, Satyagraha, as a form of political
disobedience, is much broader in scope than civil disobedience.
| Rather, it includes civil disobedience as one of the elements.
The prerequisites or presuppOsitions underlying both the systems
are also different and therefore, it would not be right to

interprete the two as the same,

Satyagraha was first practised by Gandhi in %outh
Africa. In those days, the term ‘'passive resistence’ &as
generally used to.express peaceful revolt against the state.
Gandhi did not find this term appropriate enoﬁgh for nhis method,
and therefore, introduced Satyagraha. According to him, 'truth'

is the centre of life. He emphasized that life, in all its
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aspects, should be developed in accordance with the principle
of Trutﬁ and that this truth should be the main concern of

man whether it is in politics, ethics or religion. This
implies that truth should be accepted as -, the highest value
and that any change in thought or belief should be Judged
according to the principle of truth. Thus, the Gandhian
Satyagraha is much wider in scope and application than civil
disobedience, While civil disobedience as propounded by most
thinkers and poiiticians is mainly concerned with limited
aspects of human life, viz., laws or sfate, the term
'Satyagraha', Gandhi érgues, should be a guiding principle in
all aspects of human life including politics, ethics,
religion, etc. AMoreover, since, truth is the highest value in
the principle of Satyagraha, there is perhaps, ground even for
an atheist to follow this principle as there can never be two

different opinions about absolute truth,

Satyagraha, according to Gandhi, is a pefsistent and
determined search for truth., It also implies tnét one should
hold firmly to whatever little knowledge of truth one has
obtained. Gandhi maintained that man's 1life would be worthless
without the particle of truth, and that truth is the beginning
of all human virtues, Truth is, therefore, logically prior to

all human virtues as it has no temporal origin. Untruth may



seem to be temporariiy beneficial, yet, in essence, it is
evil and destructive. Therefore, it cannot have enduring
existence. Hence, one must accept truth as the reality and
mould his life accordingly. The knowledge of truth gives
inherent strength which eventually leads to the formulation

of truthful thoughts and truthful actions.

Saﬁyagraba is a method of seeking as well as for the
practice of truth. The knowledge of truth leads to practice
and practice in turn, opens new dimensions of ;truth. Thus,
knowing and doing are mutually interdependent. This process
continually leads to the moral evolution of man. Morality is
the essential character of truth. Man is a moral agent to the
extent he embodies and seeks truth. To be moral does not
merely mean to be away from evils or evil deeds. Rather one
has to develop positive moral qualities. Moral gualities or
virtues originating from truth are adopted irrespective of the
consequences. Joing this is not an eésy task. It involves a
tremendous sel f-struggle, Thus the path of truth is not an

easy one,

.Gandhi holds a two fold concept of truth, viz. the
absolute truth and the relative truth. He maintains that it
is impossible for us to realise the absolute truth completely
in any given life. We ought to begin with a faith in the

absolute truth of which we can possibly have glimpses but
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cannot attain in fullness. Hence, we are always bound to
have inoompiete knowledge of truth. This incomplete know=-
ledge of truth is termed as 'relative truth'. There is
nothing wrong’in every man following the truth according to
~his light, rather it is his duty to do so sincerely.
Sincerity in following the truth leads even to correction of
mistakes in understanding gruth., According to Gandhi, in
practice, man lives in a world of relative truths and as one
mind differs from another, the knowledgé of truth that one
has acquired might be different from that of another. Yet,
this does not mean that there are many truths nor that each
individual hés his own truth. Truth, accdrding to Gandhi, is
one which may be seen in varying forms from différent corners.
Each ind;vidual:should sincerely try to perceive this truth
and each must

Radhere to what he believes to be the

truth until he is persuaded to acknow-

ledge his errors® |

What appears to be different truth, seen from different
corners, will ultimately turn out to be one which is the

absolute truth.

Persistent search for truth with all sincerity pre-
supposes a readiness to admit openly errors and mistakes.

Readiness to openly admit errors and the right to freedom of
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experience arelpreconditions forAéll success and progress.
No one can claim an inféllibility‘on behalf of any authority
and, therefore, oOne must aiwayé aim at acquiring more
knowledge which is complete and genuine. Knowledge 0f error
is important as much as knowledge of truth is, because one
must not repeat the error or untruth over again. Therefore,
truth is to be followed with all humility and strict
discipline. One must be open to corrections and if one is
on fhe wrong, one should openly confess and atone for it at

all cost.

Gandhi farther emphasized that truth must be
followed with fearlessness. If all individuals regulate
their lives in accordance with the principle of truth, there
would be no need for civil resistance. But since only a few
people are governed by the sovereign p:inoiple of truth, the
need for non-violent resistance arises. According to Gandhi, -
truth can be discovered only in social organization of
community through interactions among different people. There-
fore, truth should be the main concern in solving problems in
community and it'should energise and do battle in its

practical world and in spiritual affairs as well.
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“A man who has learned to0 respect the truth
is entitled and required to uphold the truth

against the very society which has taught him

to respect it“z.

- Gandhi, like Thoreau, believedthat once each indivi-
dual lives according to his own principle of truth, the need
for aﬁthority would neoessarily be lessened in-a society. He
even believed that the rejection of all forms of external
authorify as morally sacrosanct might be possible. If truth
is regarded as the highest value and as the basis of the uni-
verse, social institutions would simply subvert the principle
of truth in so far as they exact conformity and political

Oobligations that are not derived from ultimate loyalty to truth.

Gandhi's Satyagraha is necessafily non~-violent. It is
based on the doctrine of 'Ahimsa' or 'non-violence'. Gandhi
believed that there is an eternal"§Inuggle between truth and
falsehood, good and evil, non~vioiénce and brute force. The word
'ahimsa' literally means non-injury or non-killing. In a
wider sense, it means harmlessness; the renunciation of the
will and intention to hurt any living thing; the abstention from
hostile thought in word or action. In other words, ahimsa means
non-injury to any living being whether in mind or body. One
should neither harm the person even a wrong doer nor bear any
ill-will causing him mental suffering and torture. But this

does not cover the suffering of the wrong doer caused by his
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own natural act of mind: In its positive form, 'ahimsa'
means the highest love and the greatest charity, for the
follower of ahimsa must love his enemies as much as a
father loves his wrong-doing son., This active ahimsa is,

fherefore, based on the principle of truth and fearlessness.,

It is not correct, as some philosophers often argue
that the Gandhian principle of Satyagraha‘is impracticable
for in order to follow it sincerely, we are led to commit
violenée since, in the very act of living involving breathing,
we kill bacteria. As a matter of fact, Gandhi did make a
distinction between 'killing' and 'dying'. The killing of
" bacteria is a natural process rather than deliberate killing,
Moreover, Gandhi only pleaded for a high degree of non-
violence and conqeded that complete absence of violence is not
yet feasible., As such, he even did not hesitate to say that
some forms Of killing especially kKilling of lower animals
might well be necessary. In short, Gandhi allowed the destruc~
tion ofAinsects and pests that destroy crops and are harmful to
human beings. In this context Gandhi remarks :

"I am not able to accept in its entirety the

doctrine of non-killing of animals. I have

no feeling in me to save the life of these

animals who devour or cause hurt to man ... I

will not feed ants, monkeys or dogs. I will

never sacrifice a man's life in order to save
' theirs“z, )
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He further commentss

RTo allow crops to be eaten up by animals

in the name of ahimsa while there is famine

in the land is certainly a sin ...?

Gandhi recommended destruction and killing of insects
and animals in all these cases. It can, therefore, never be
argued that the Gandhian principle of non-violence cannot be
practised in all sincerity as it involves killing of bacteria
and other insects. Gandhi simply argued that complete non-
violence is complete absence of ill-will and active non~violence
is good—will towards all life and this would lead to evolution
of a perfect state which is the goal towards which mankind moves

naturally though unconsciously.

Gandhi did not like to translate his Satyagraha into
love., Rather, he preferred charity to love for according to him,
charity implies pity for the wrong doer. He maintains that
non-violence is not resignation from fighting against wickedness
but a more active fight against wickedness than retaliation
which by its very nature, increased wickedness, Non-violence

presupposes the ability to abstain from desire for vengeance.

Ahimsa is intended to convert thevwrong doer and not td
coerce him., It involves self-suffering in refusal to submit to
injustice. It accepts personal discomfort and sufferings in
refusing to subhit to injustice and treats everyone as equal and

as oneself.
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According to Gandhi, non-vidlence should play a
vital role in political fields. It must be used to influence
power politics without succumbing to its corrupting influences.
Gandhi realised that nbbody could practise perfect non-viblence
énd yet it is the duty of everyone to strive for higher degree
of non-violence which would, in turn, promote the wellbeing of

the society as a whole.

Gandhi classified the four fields of practical ahimsa

as follows:

(a) non-violence in its operation against constituted
authority.

(h) the exercise of non-violence in internal disturb-
ance, viz, riots, etc,.

(c) the use of non-violence against external invasion
and

(d) the practice of non-violence in a family.

Gandhi stated that his non-violent Satyagraha necesea
sarily presupposes the willingness to suffer and the readiness
to die for one's conviction. The exercise of non-violence, he
said,-is summed up in ®die for your honour and freedom instead
of kill; if necessary and be killed in the act"5, A brave
soldier kills only if necessary and risks his own life, but
non~violente demands even greater courage and sacrifice.

Gandhi was always deeply moved by the bravery and heroism shown
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by brave soldiers in battle:

?These soldiers were ready to die rather than

anxious to kill and, in Gandhi's view, were

merely brave instmuments of the cowardly will

to kill of those who sent them to battle but

were themselves not so ready to diem6.

Gandhi distinguished between use of violence as
self~-defence and its exercise in aggression. He, however,
insisted that non-vilence should be the foremost instwument
in solving any trouble for non-violence would be meaningless
if violence is automatically permitted for self-defence.
People, according to Gandhi, should learn the art of self-
defence and the.best method for self-defence is non-violent
and not a violent one. Nonfviolence does not necessarily
imply that a man should not fight his enemy. By eﬁemy,

Gandhi means, evil which men commit but not necessarily the
Human beings themselves. Ahimsa, therefore, consists not only
in checking one's own thought, feelings, actions, etc. but also
in getting concerned with the commission of acts against the

practice of ahimsa by others in the society.

To Gandhi, God is Truth and Truth is God. An atheist
and agnostic who does not believe in,de, would at least believe
in truth, He said to a friendly atheist,

ATruth means existence; the exiStence of that

we know and of that we do not know. The sum
total of all existence is absolute truth or
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the. Truth ... The concepts of truth may

di ffer. But all admit and respect truth.

That truth I call God ...R7 i
God or truth can be --found only through non-violence. Gandhi
believed that violence hides truth and, therefore, truth
cénnot be reached throuéh violence., Those who éearoh truth
through violent means would only reveal thelr ignorance about
truth and would never succeed in their search for truth.
Truth and non-violence, accofding to Gahdhi are like the two
inseparable sides of the same coin., However, absolute truth
can never be realized within the life time of a man. Only
relative truth is within the reach of human being. But it is
the duty of everyone to try to attain the highest possible
degree of absolute truth. Although in practice,‘Gandhi
emphasizes ahimsa more than satya, he consistently maintains
that Satya is superior to ahimsa 1f we have to make comparison
between the two. Though satya and ahimsa are two convertible
terms, Gandhi felt that, if the choice between the two has to
be méde, the truth or'satya should be chosen for truth is
supreme, In Gandhi's view, 1t is better to hold even to one's
'relative truth than to submit oneseif to passive resistance.
One should never loose sight of Jjustice and become sentimental
about passive non—violehoe, though it is not possible to
proceed on the quest for truth Qithout accepting the need for

active non-violence,"
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Gandhi puts the relationship between Satya and
Ahimsa into three forms:

ay 'Satya gives rise to humility to accept

the need for ahimsa in relationship with

fellow human beings who are also seeking for
truth. Satya here implies ahimsa.

b) Ahimsa presupposes Satya. Ahimsa or non-
violence is rooted in fearlessness which can
be esﬁablished only through the pursuit of
Satya.

c) Ahimsa is the means to Satya. Ahimsa as ...
the means to Satya has become supremely impor-
tant, Thus although satya is higher than

ahimsa the latter is in practice more important

than the former, More generally, it may be

stated that the degree of dhimsa displayed is a

measure of the degree of satya possessed'B.

Thus, the method based on the principle of truth
and non-violence is the one which Gandhi called 'SATYAGRAHA',
It can be differentiated at two levels: 1) Individual
Satyégraha and 2) Satyagraha at social level. While indivi-
dual satyagraha operates for the betterment of individual in
his relentless search for truth, Satyagraha at the social
level operates at the society and for the imprdvement of the
social life in general. Individual Satyagraha can be
practised by everyone. Through a continuous search for the

ultimate truth, an indiwvidual acquires more spiritual know-

ledge for fighting agadnst the evil (himsa) in him, so that
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he can become a better man. This requires cdntrol,of man's
;nimal instinct, viz. violenoe,'evil, hatred, etc, In order
to fight against theseéﬂls, One requires courage and
discipline as well as preparation and training which will

lead to attainment of higher degree of satya.

Satyagraha in a society-may take di fferent forms such
as domestic satyagraha, political satyagraha, etc, In fact,
satyagraha should be the main guiding principle in all
aspects of human 1life inside and‘outside the society. Gandhi
emphasized that satyagraha should start in the family_and then
in the society as a whole, The practice of non-political
satyagraha is much more easy as no question of legality or
illegality arises., This question of legality arises only in
political satyagraha that has to be pursued when conflict
arises between the authority or state and individual or groups
of individual. This kind of satyagraha is known as Civil
disobedience which is only one of the many branches of satya-

graha as introduced by Gandhi.

Although Gandhi used the terms satyagraha and passive
resistance as synonymous especiaily in the Hind Swaraj, he
pointedly stressed the distinction between the two in his
'Satyagraha in South Africa'. According to Gandhi, satyagraha
is a spiritual weapon whereas passive resistance is a political
weapon based on expediency. Satyagraha can be pfactised ohly

by a mén who is morélly and spiritually strong, whereas passive
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resigtance is a weapon of the weék. Satyagraha is based on
love for the Opponenf, but passive resistance may be resorted
" to out of fear or hatred. Satyagraha is dynamid whereas
passive resitance is static. Passive resistance acts nega-
tively and suffers-unwillingly whereas satyagrahi acts posi~
tively and suffers cheerfully, Satyagraha does not tolerate
violence in any form whether in word or in deed, but passive
resistance does not completely rule out the possibility of
violence because it is based on expediency. Thus, Satyagraha,
unlike passive resistance, 'postulates the conguest of the
adversary by suffering in one's own person'., Civil disobe-
dience is a civil breach of statutory enactment. Gandhi's
non-violent resistance to evil neither means the absence of
any resistance nor resistance of evil for evil. It rather
means resistance of evil for good and return of good for evil
deeds. - Non~action is not the theme of Gandhi's principle of
non-violence, Although Gandhi diécarded passive resistance
in faVOur.of his own Satyagraha, yet, he sometimes used the
phrase 'passive reistance' because it is well known and easily

understood.

According to Gandhi, ‘'soul force' is the main tool
for satyagraha and this soul force is superior to physical
force because it is not intended to cause suffering to others.
Even its misuse will inJure the user and not the others against

whom it is used. Satyagraha calls for greater courage than
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vidlent resistance because the user of soul force must be
willing to accept physical suffering and this suffefing
would act as a source of joy to the sufferer. The usersof
the satyagraha regard their souls as superior to their
bodies. Therefore, physical suffering should be readily
sacrificed at the altar of satyagraha. Gandhi summed up his

practice of satyagraha, thus:

AMWhen I refuse to do a thing that is repugnant

to my conscience, I use soul-force. For instance,
the government of the day has passéd a law which

is applicable to me., I do not like it ... If T do
not obey the law and accept the penalty for its
breach, I {use soul-force, It involves the
sacrifice of self ... Everybody admits that
sacrifice of self is infinitely superior to sacri-
fice of others, Moreover, if this kind of force

is used in a cause that is unjust, only the person
using it suffers. He does not make others suffer
for his mistekes ... No man can claim to be abso-
lutely in the right or that a particular thing is
wrong because he thinks so; but it is wrong for

him so lbng as that is his deliberate judgement. It
is, therefore, meet that he should not do that
which he knows to be wrong, and suffer the conser __ . .
quence whatever it may be. This is the key to tﬁe

use of soul-force,?2

Gandhi also practised 'Non-Cooperation' as a branch of
his principle of satyagraha. As is pointed out, satyagraha is
used as the pursuit of truth. In political sphere, it takes the

form of civil disobedience, Gandhi stressed the difference
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between individual's right to resist unjust laws and the duty
of the entire group to resort to non-cooperation against the
Oppressive state such as thé British regime in Indig,{Gandhi
recommended non-cooperation against the state or government
which has become completely Oppressive and corrupt soO much soO
that nothing short of overthrowing the said government would
save the oppressed community. Thus Gandhi intehded to over- -
throw the British. Yet, his non-COOperétion is directed only
against the evil deed of the government and not against the
evil goer, , The overthrow of the government would be called
for when the said government has become completely corrupt
and its tyranny can no longer be tolerated by the people.
Gandhi recommended non-cooperation in this kind of situation.

™

Non-cooperation in a sense is, therefore, wider in scope and

1

ﬂ application than civil disobedience. While non-cooperation

%is directed against the whole set of the corrupt government,
civil disobedience is directed only against particular unjust
laws or commands. Yet, both the theories necessarily presup-
pOse non~violent protest and involve sacrifice of physical
suffering without having any ill-will against any particular
person. Civil disobedience and non-cooperation are techniques
to gight injustice and falsehood. As elements of satyagraha
both require the purity of means and ends./ This is not

" necessarily the case in passive resitance where the goal or the

end is to achieve good, the means might be full of evil

intentions.
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From our discussion, we find that Gandhi's
'satyagraba not only includes civil disobedience but also
transcends it. Civil disobedience is satyagraha in politics,
to fight injustice, i.e. unjust laws or government, and to
bring about changes in a peaceful way. Satyagraha is a
pursuit of truth as well as a method to fight injustice and

falsehood whenever and wheretever it appears in human 1life.

For Socrates: Thoreau and Gandhi, human life as such
is superior, though it presupposes political 1life which is
necessary but by no means a sufficient condition for the
realization of ﬁigher 1ife., For Socrates, it is 'divine
command', for Thoreau it is 'conscience’, and for Gandhi it is
'Truth or God'. Whenever a conflict appears, all of them
follow nbn-violent disobedience and accept the consequences,
i.e. the punishment. All of them underwent punishment for
violating the laws, i.,e, going to Jail etc. and in the case of

Socrates it included even death.
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CHAPTER V

CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE : A REVIEW




Civil disobedience is best understood as a public,
non-violent, conscientious yet political act contrary to law
usually done with the aim of bringing about a change in the
law or policies of the governmentﬁ1. The main consideration
for the practice of civil disobedience should, therefore, be
whether the laws and policy of the state are Jjust or unjust.

The question'of Justice and injustice of tne laws and policy
should be determined according to the conscience, reason or
truth or the voice of God as suggested by Socrates, Thoreau and
Gandhi. Is there any justification in determining the right-
ness and wrongness of the government on the basis of indivi-
dual conscience or reason? Does an individual has the right

to protest against the go&ernment Just because a particular law
(or laws)y goes against his moral 7,conscience? In this connec-
tion, the principle of civil disobedience does not provide the
ground for unreasonable protest against the government especial-
vly a protest based on individual interests and benefits. Rathef
~a civil disobedient is not an ordinary citizen who may never be
aware of his civic duties and rights. He is a conscientious
citizen who dedicates his mind, soul and body for the well-being
of the society as a whole. He is very much conscious of the
functioning of the government and, therefore, he is quite compe-
tent to look into the rightness and wrongness of the functioning
of the government. As a civil disobedient, he knows that tnose

rules and policies of the government which he considers unjust
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and, therefore, need to be changed or improved, would aléo‘be
unacceptable to the general pubiic, ~He, therefore, takes up
a public protest against those unjust laws until the same are
changed or removed. Moreover, a civil disobedient is not
against the whole set up of the government. He does not
challenge the authority of the government nor is he against the
law making process of the state in which he himself is an
active member. He is only against those laws which he consi-
.ders unjust or dppressive. Therefore, civil disobedience is
di fferent from rebellion orrevolution, Only in extreme case,
when the government is completely oOppressive and corrupt so
much so that people can no longer tolerate the oOppressive rule,
Thoreau and Gandhi recommend the practice of revolution and
non-cooperation solely to overthrow the said government.

Again: ®disobedience of law may be'political'

or 'nonpolitical'. Concepts, such as

rebellion, reveolution and civil disobedience

point to behaviour which falls under politi-

cal disobedience, whereas 'robbery' and

"theft' point to cases of nonpolitical disobe-
"l
i

dience
Here again, civil disobedience is different from nonpolitical
disobedience such as robbery and theft though in both the
cases disobedience to law is involved. While robbers and
thieves break the law mainly to fulfil their personal benefits

without taking into account the rightness and wrongness of the
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law a civil disobedient makes a public protest against the
unjust law or laws for the sole purpose of improving the
social life irrespectiVe of his own interests and benefits
and the impending sufferings and sacrifices that it may
ihvolVe. Therefore, civil disobedience is different from
robbery and theft both in its objective and method. While’
civii disobedience necessarily presupposes non-violent public
protest, robbery and theft are commited in secrecy and may
involve violence as and when the situation requires. The
success of the civil disobedient movement depends on the
streng&k of the publicity that an individual draws and unlike
robbers and thikeves the civil disobedient gains nothing by
acting in private.

“"Rather by making his act public, he brings

to the attention of the government as well as

the public at large, the injustice and unde-

sirability of the law, he is contending against

Thus the civil disobedient differs radically

from another kind of dissenter, the rebel or the
i 3 ‘

revolutionary

While the latter objects to the whole governmental set up and
therefore, tries to overthrow the government, the former wants
to bring about reformation in the laws and policy of the
government within the existing governmental framework. A civil
disobedient tries fo reform only those laws which he considers

to be unjust while at the same time accepting the basic set up
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of the government. He is, therefore, in a sense, a politi-
cal reformer and not a burden to the state. As a matter of
fact, the brotest against the unjust law should be strictly
based on the principle of non—violence and that an individual
practising civil disobedience should not have any ill-will
and cause violence or inconveniences whatsoever to his fellow
citizens. At the same time, he must willingly accept the
legal consequences of his protest that may include imprison-~
ment, fines, tortures and sufferings, even death. True to
thelr principles and conscientious bpehaviour thé three civil
disobedients namely, Socrates, Thoreau and Gandhi suffered
imprisonment and all kinds of tortures and sufferings. In
fact, Socrates had to sacrifice his own life instead of viola-
ting his own moral principle and conscience though he had a

godd chance of escaping from the prison to save his life.

Socrates launched a public protest against those laws
which curtailed freedom of speech and disobeyed the unjust
command of the authority while Thoreau refused to pay texes by
wnich the government pursued its policy of slavery and warfare.
Gandhi resorted to his satyagraha in politics against the
government's Oppressive and discriminatory policy towards the
Indians in South Africa., Again, he took up non~§iolent civil
disobedience in Champaran where the laws required the farmers

to plant three out of every twenty parts of their land with
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indigo for their landlordsh, Gandhi launched a civil disobe-~
dient campaign to remove these laws because they caused great

hardships and injustice to the farmers concerned.

As a true citizen of the state and a moral humnan being,
an active civil disobedient has the dual function of accepting
the legal system of the state on the one hand and to obey the
dictates of ﬁis moral conscience on the other. In case conflict
arises between the two, the latter is to be accepted in lieu of
the former. Thus, whenever the legal system 0f the state
violates the moral conscience of an individual by enacting
Oppressive or unjust laws, a civil disobedient is morally Jjusti-
fied to make public protest against such laws until they are
changed or removed. Being a member of the state he totally
accepts the constitutional framework of the government énd has
a high degree ofregards and respects to the law and orders. As
his main objective is political reform rather than throwing out
the government, he willingly accepts the penslties for his act
0f disobedience. Therefore, his acts of disobedience is funda-
mentally different from that of rebels or revolutionaries for
the Latter mainly aim a2t bringing down the whole structure of the
government and if possible form an alternative government in

place of the one Jjust thrown out.
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Civil disobedience as propounded by Socrates,
Thoreau and Gandhi, necessarily presupposes non-vidlent
protest against the unjust law or laws of the state.
Violence or force sbould-be avoided af all coéts. No indi-
vidual or group of individuals have the slightest chance of
sﬁccess against the powerful state government in case o0f the
protest taking a violent turn. The modern government is mach
too powerful and has much vaster reéervoir of forees to
crush any violent uprising by individuals. Besides, the
civil disobedient might 1o0se the support of. the public rather
than winning theif‘sympathies and convictions. The.common
people wno are mostly concerned with their material well;beings
and physical comforts are most likely to leave them rather than

support them when violence is employed against the government.

Al though non-violence is the essential characteristic
of civil disobedience, all non-violent disobediences to law are
not civil disobedience. According to Gandhi, civil disobedience
is nothing but satyagraha in politics. It is a conflict between
the state or govermment and the individual or groups of
individuals with respect to the laws and policy of the govern-
ment5, One may readily violate the rules and break the laws for
his own personal convenience or benefits quietly and without
causing any harm to others. He may even be ready to face the
consequences. Yet, his act of disobedience to T@w does not
qualify him to be a civil disobedient, because it is based on

his personal interest and benefit.
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It is important to distinguish between 'violent
force' and'non-violent force'. All forces are not non-violent.
A doctor may have to use some force in his operation . ~ theatre
in order to save the patient. This force is a non-violent one.
But if the doctor deliberately kills his patient through
conspiracy and ill-will by the same process 0f operation, the
force he now employs is no longer non-violent.® The essence of
violence then, it may be said, is hatred and i1ill-will; the

. . .. .nb
essence of non-violence is love and goodwill®",

Non-violence which is the essential characteristic of
eivil disObedience does not necessarily imply'inactivity.
According to Gandhi, a satyagrahd must try to atfain the highest
possible degree of truth and justice. Ahimsa which is often
interpreted as 'non-violence' is not just a negative word, It
commotes not merely 'mon-injury' but also refers to great love
and great cqmpassion for all creatures. In short, non-violent -
and disobedience implies a persistent and continuous strife
towards the attainment of the highest possible good to all
creatures. It is not Jjust an abstention from doing evil to
others, but most importantly, it implies doing good to others.
In this connection, what is basically important is the state of

mind which is thé'root of all actions.
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A man whose imaginations and thought are full of
desire for revenge, ill-will and injury is much more dangerous
than the one who accidentally resorts to force and causes
harm to others. What is important is the.state of mind, and
it is on this ground that Gandhi recommended non-violence,

not only in action but also in word and thought.

From what we have discussed, it can be concluded that
civil disobedience is a conscientious, non-violent, public and
political act committed to change what is considered to be the.
unjust law or policy of the government., It is fundamentally
different from another form of disobedience to law such as

rebellion or revolution and robbery or theft.
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CHAPTER VI

JUSTIFICATION OF CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE




The need to Justify the practice of civil disobedience
has been felt more deeply since no authority has taken the act
of disobedience to law lightly. Except in certain exceptional
circumstances, Obedience to law is the normal act of the
people. Civil disobedience is a challenge to the normal
functioning of the government and its practitioners should take
their issues in terms of the consequences involved. Man, being
a social ahimal, needs to live, in a society which is sustained
through the formation of the government to enforce law and order.
Under these circumstances, the justification of the act of
disobedience to law should be conducted in terms of the basic

values for the realisation of which the society is formed.

By and large the sO called modern democratic govern-
ments in the west are oppressive and most of the time také
resort to violence., In this conhection.Leslie J. Macfarlane
commentss

AThe official forces of law, order and freedom

are, on this view, forces of violence, repres-

sion and totalitarianism. Their confrontation
and destruction is socially necessary and

i

morally Jjustifi ed"q.

According to Harold Laski civil disobedience my be

Justified purely on personal conviction. He says:
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®The only ground upon which the individual
can give or be asked his support for'the

state is from the conviction that what it
is aiming at is in each particular good”z.

According to him men do not normally rise up to threaten
the stability of the government except when they have
suffered deeply from unremedied grievances. In this case,

the govermment and the rulers are themselves to blame,

One has a prima facie obligation to obey the laws of
the state. This prima facie obligation may never be gquestioned
in a normal society; but it may be overridden if an individual
can bring forward counter arguments which morally outweigh it.
He may then Jjustifiably disobey the law's command. However,
Lucas discusses the situation where no prima facie obligation
to law exists. According to him, in what he called
'Pathological Systems' of government where the whole system of
government lack confidence of the people, men have a prima
facie right to rebellionz, WAgainst such systems men have a

prima facie right of rebellion and it is for each law to

demonstrate why it should command Compliancemu.

David Spitz in his article, 'Democracy and the

D

Prqblem of Civil Disobedience also discusses this aspect of

the problem. Spitz contents that situations can arise in a



political democracy where the integrity of the political
system may be threatened by the laws and policies 0f the
government in pbwer. In such\circumstances, political
disobedience can be Jjustified in terms of the principle on

which the government itself rests and which it 1s meant to

uphold.

Civil disobedience again needs to be justified in
extra~legal temms and grounded on something firmer than the
sincere convictions of the people involved. No act of disobe~
dience can be justified legally. Individual conscience
cannot be accepted as true or even morally right for the
people as a whole and, therefore, his act of disobedience can-
‘not be Justified ‘'degally. It is true that a deep sense of
personal conviction should act és the basis for act of disobe~
dience, yet, it is not in itself a sufficient ground for such
action. A conscientious civil disobedient is concerned not
Just with what is right for him but with whét is rigat for the

society as a whole,

Civil disobedience should also be committed as the
last resort after all other alternatives are exhausted. It
should be committed within the principle of the law of the
soclety because a civil disobedient never tries to overthrdw
the government or the system as such. This is the reason why

Socrates, Thoreau or Gandhi readily accepts the resulting
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consequences 0f disobedience to law. As such no single
factor can providé us an adequate ground for resorting to
civil disobedience. We shall now try to examine a few
important factors which play an important role in compel-
ling people to defy laws whether on grounds of-morality or

conscience.

Fifstly, as already discussed, peréonal conviction
or conscience happens to be.one of the important factors that
compel people to resort to civil disébediénce. It is yet to
be ascettained as to whether man'sacrifices his cOnscience to
the basic principle of law, which, at the same time, implies
- absolute obedience to law. Moreover, the clash between the
exirsting laws and personal conscience does not in any way
indicate the rightness or wrongness of the two. We cannot
say that Jjust becausé one's moral conscience does not agree
with the existing 1aw'or laws, the law is wrong and vice-
versa. What is important here is that whether the law is
right or wrong, the intention of the civil disobedient and the
cbnsequences of his protest should be in line with or ;be.
conducive to the promotion of common good and the general
welfare of the people. There should not be any selfish perso-
nal interests which very often do not promote general well-
being but go against it. Great political thinkers like

Socrates, Thoreau, Gandhi and others might have priority to
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their higher values over the state values, yet, this may not
be acceptable to a common man in a street or a slum-dwellers
in a city. Although man cannot act only on the basis 0f what
hevthinks right, yet he needs to take great care in 6rder to
ascertain what he thinks right is really so. It is, therefore,
pertinent that one is Jjustified to do what oOne thinks right to
the extent to which one is conscientious enough to determine

what is right or wrong.

Secondly, Civil disobedience may have to be inevitably
committed when one or more than one laws of the state are
Openly unJust, discriminatory or immoral. It is a fact that no
moral person should submit himself to immoral laws. This is
especially relevant in the modern western democratic societies
where tﬁe laws or consitutions of the government can no longer
represent the moral norms of the various sections of the people.
The case of the Negroes in the U:S.A., may be cited as an
example. In other words, no democratic government can embody
allvthe moral norms of the various sections of the people.
Similarly, other formms of government such as dictatorship or
anarchy never fulfil the moral norms. In such a situation,
confrontation with the law or laws of the state may be socially'
necessary and morally Jjustified. It is no doubt true that

state laws cannot embody the whole aspects of moral norms in
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the society, yet it can still promote the welfare of the
people and, therefore, maintain peaceful coexistence among
the various sections of the people. However, the civil
disobedient may still have reason to defy laws, not because
he doubts the performance of the government but because he
feels that he can make improvement over‘and above the present

functioning of the government.

Another important ground for the Jjustification of
disobedience to law may arise when civil disobedience has to
be resorted to after all other alternative means or methods
are exhausted. We have already pointed out that civil
disobedience should be committed as the last resort after all
Other non-violent means of protest are exhausted. It is a |
fact that in all i political democracies, legal and other proce-
dural means are provided for redressing discontent against the
laws., Yet, it is also a fagt that these means are not within
the reach of each and every individual citizen or they are, in
reality, available and are, in fact, effective only for the

politically influentialk..

Civil disobedience is a public, non-violent and
conscientious political protest with the aim of bringing about
a change in the law or policies of the government, The practice

is Jjustified on the ground that the aim is for the good of the

-
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_ public'ih general and the method is alsoO a peaceful one.
Thus, a civil disobedient is a good citizen who does not.
blindly obey the state laws but profests against the unjust
laws in order to reform them s0O that the society becomes a

- better place to live.
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CHAPTER VII

CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE AND DEMOCRACY




Civil disobedience, it has been argued, is simply
political protest assuming forms prohibited by law or the
political authorities, and as such it has, in the vast
majority of cases, roots in the deep-set fears and suffering.
Any political protest implies situations that are no longer
felt to be tolerable. Widespread practices of civil disobe-
dience are an indication that thére is something seriously
wrong in the society. It is quite,possible that not all forms
“of political protest are based on truth or fact and yet at
least, they merit serious considerations. It so happens that
some governments may become so0 degenerate that they fail to
provide the basic minimum needs and requiréments SO0 much so
that the public can no longer tolerate the Oppressive govern-
ment and thus raise widespread outbursts and protests. This
kind of situation would be the one where there is a strong
case of Justification for non-violent political protests. Even
in the present western societies, there are some places where
the voices of a certain group of people are simply not heard,
or, if heard, not listened to,

MThose without access to 'the corridors of

power' may find that the only way to make

the authorities aware of their desperate

straits is to create disorder and nuisance,
since only such manifestations of dissent
are listened to¥ ',
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Civil Disobedience has a more important role to
play in the western liberal-democratic states than in'the
eastern communist states like Russia, the Eastern Europe
and China., This, however, does not mean that a civil
disobediént has no role at all to play_in.the communist
countries. The fact is that in a communist state, practi-
cally therézneither freedom of speech nor freedom to
express one's own convictions in the public. The only
limited scope the civil disobedient has is that he can
gquietly practise his own protest within himself and pass on
to his friends and relatives. A truely civil disobedient,
therefore, can still resort to non—violenf political
protest against the communist government, though the chance

of its success may be limited.

However, in the westerh liberal~-democratic states
of Burope, North Americsa and Australia, the practice of
civil disobedience has a much greater chance of success as
the governments qua;antee freedom of protest and agitation.
In other words, the scope of success Of political protest
of whatever dimensions is much greater in the western
democratic political set-up than in the eastern communist

countries.,.
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In the first place, it may be pointed out that no
govermment is iﬁfallible by nature. The political system
or the social order maintained by that system ié, in princi-.
ple, unjust and, therefore, the state has no moral authority
“to demand any obligation on the individual. In this casé
democratic government is completely rejected as unjust.
Democracy, as we all understand, is described by Abraham
Lincoln as a.“government of the people, by the people and for
the people.m2 Under democracy, it is mcre likely that unjust
laws are enactéd as the government is run by the majority.
Under such circumstances, compliance with laws would be
against the will and conscilence of the civil disobedients.
Rather, a civil disobedient has aﬁ obligation to protest
against the laws and even against the social system that it
maintains. There is no guarantee that even with just consti-
tution, unjust laws would not be psssed and unjust policies
not be enacted. Dixit says:

MThe right to make laws does not guarantee

that the decision is rightly taken and while

the citizen submits his conduct to the

Judgement of the demcoratic authority, he

does not submit his conscience to it, that
is, we are not required to accept the

magority's acts unconditionallyB.
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Even if the system, as is the case in democracy,
is accepted as Just, it may happen that the particular state
in guestion may be unjust because it is a perversion of the'
ideally conceived democracy. In other words, democracy is
considered good and Jjust in this case, but the particular
state is not democratic in practice. The conscientious citi-
zens would not accept the undemocratic systenm, and the law
and orders it maintains. The dissenters argue that the
government though democratic in form, is in fact oligarchical
in practice. The laws and policies of the'goVernment are
nothing but devices to hinder the franslation of public
opinion into public policy. The peeple in the authority may
‘change these laws and policies to suit their private ihterests
and material benefits. In such situations, the people will
not have confidence in the effectiveness of the legal and
political processes, even if available, for redressing their
grievances and, therefore, resort to political protest to
express their disapproval of the whole system. If the govern-
ment fails to embody a just political order which the system
is supposed to maintain, it is’'in fact not a democracy. As
Spitz says:

"It is a perverted form of democratic govern-

ment and, as such, it is bound to rely on

unjust laws ... men committed to democracy are
under no moral obligation to obey undemocratic

4 A

laws® ",
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Secondly, a civil disobedience is, as already
discussed, a good citizen who agrees, in principle, to
follow laws and orders but at times disobeys particular laws
to refine them in order that they may bring about a better
sort of order and Justice in thevsociety. In this case, the
loyalty of an individual is to the system as avwhole and not
t0 each and every particular law as such. Therefore, an
individual is Jjustified in disobeying a particular law or laws
which he considers unjust or immoral. However, the problem is
not ag/simple as that., Since the individual citizen égregs to
obey the laws by committing his allegiance to the social
system, the question is whether he must oObey all laws always
irrespective of the rightness or wrongness ?f the law in
question. According to one view of thought, each law is an
integrél part of a coherent body of law and therefore disobe-
dience to a particular law reéults in the destruction of the
entire system of law., As Dickinson puts it:

"It is not a question of a bare conflict between

the individual and the sovereign; the conflict
must be regarded as rather between the individual

5

and all that the sovereign stands for®”,

According to Spitz, this is not a reasonable argument. In his

article, Spitz says:
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"What holds society together ... is not

simply law (and perhaps not even law) but

the customs and moral codes, the sentiments,.

of the people %.. 1t is not the state that

produces cohesive will; it is will that

creates and sustains the state“6,
Spitz does not agree with the view that all laws form a cohe-
rent unity, so that disobedience to a law necessarily involves
the destruction of the entire system of law, According to him
violation or evasion of law is a normal part of the legal
system and it is very doubtful that the existence of jails
constitutes sufficient proof of the breakdown of the system.
Spitz, therefore, replies Dickinson thus:

% .. the conflict is also between the soverseign

and all that the individual stands for. It may

even, in fact, be between the actual sOovereign
and all that the ideal sovereign stands for“7,

From these two points we can find a sufficient justi-

fication for some acts of civil disobedience.

First, let us consider the situation when the State
demands that an individual obeys the law and not his consciencé.
The problem arises when the law is in conflict with the
conscience. If any action contrary to one's conscience is immo-
ral, then the state is not Justified in insisting the individual

£0 Obey the'law and not his conscience, for this necessarily
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implies that the State demands the individual to act
immorally. Moreover, the notion that the state embodies the
real conscience and the true morality of an individual is, in
essence, incompatible with the principle of democracy. The
state cannot remain a democracy if it maintains that it.has
discovered the true morality which shall henceforth bind all
men., It may, therefore, happen that while the system and the
laws that sustain the system are Jjust, particular laws emana-
ting from the system may Ee wrong and, therefore, unjust. It
is true that a just system may produce unjust laws and
policies.

’

The second question is whether a good man can always
be a good Cifizen_even if he disobeys the léw which he
considers unjust. According to Spitz, since a citizen commits
his allegianoe to the system and not to the law, he is Jjusti-
fied in registering disobedience to unjust laws which may
threaten even the very existence of the system. A good citizén
obeys the law not because it is léw, but because it serves the
public good and also because it respects the system of
democracy., If it fails to maintain the social order for which
the law is made, it should be disobeyed and in that case
disobedience to law may be the only way to save the democratic

process.
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Again, in a democracy, the compositién and formation
of legislatiire and executive can be changed through legal-
political process, i.e. public election. No sensible persons
in the authority would dare to ignore the wishes and _@spira-
tions of the people knowing that they can be thrown out of the
authority at any time. Therefore, a civil disovedient acts as
a check and balance to the govermment from being oppressive
and tyrannical. He is, in fact, acting from a highly developed

sense of duty to the state and the people.

It is evident from this study that the civil disobe-
dients and satyagrahis‘are‘highly valuable possessions of thé
society. Even though they render invaluable service to the
state and the society at large, ironically they are made
objects of suspicion and vehement criticism both at the hands
0of the common man and the govermment. In the light of this
proposition, it would be very interesting to study the role
that a civil disobedient movement played in the Indian society.
Although, Gandhi successfully performed non-violent satyagraha
against the oppressive British regime, still there are
conflicting opinions as to whether any act of disobedience to
laws or policies enacted by the government nas any ground for
Justification even morally or otherwise, There are sceptics

. who are very critical about the practice of non-violent
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satyagrahaﬂ‘-This scepticism is, however, born out of the
misundersf;nding of the Gandhian principle in full. As
already discussed, Gandhi was very much éware 0f these kinds
of criticism and, therefore, provided the alternative way
to follow whenever the situation requires without in any way
violating his principle. Although Gandhi pleads for a high
degree of non-violence, he knows that totél absence of
violence from human life is not yet possible and, therefore,
argues that some forms of killing are inevitabie egpecially

when it concerns with killing of lower animals.a

At the présent circumstances in India where different
communities rise up in communal riots and uprising, thinking
that their community is being looked down upon or at least
discriminated by the government both at the central as well as
the state level it will be interesting to study to know if
civil disobedience has any role to play. Howevér, this wider
subject is beyond the scope of the present study and, therefore,
we can only say now that this study oOpens a wider scope of very

interesting subject.
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CHAPTER VIII

CONCLUSIONS




The preceding chapters trace the philosophical
questions concerning the nature and Justification of civil
disobedience as a form of political protest. The works of
three leading thinkers in the field such as Socrates,

- H.D. Thoreau and Gandni provide us valuable materials for

our analysis. These philosophers professed and practised in
their own time, a kind of political protest which, on an
analysis, presupposes the same fundamental principle of ohe

of the most important methods of political protest: Civil
Disobedience. Our analysis reveals that a civil disobedient-.
is a person who confronts a situation of conflicting commit-
‘ments - a situation wherein he finds his primary obligation
under attack. As a spiritual/moral man he has a commitment

to follow the dictates of his conscience or voice of god; and
as a citizen and member of a society he has his political
obligations. In case of conflict between the two, a conscien-
tious civil disobedient follows thé dictates of his conscience.
This means that his primary obligation emanating from moral
conscience or voice of god occupies a higher place'over and
above his secondary obligation which is the same as political
obligatioﬁ. This, however, does not imply that a civil disobe-
dient rejects the whole structure of the government along with

its law and orders., As a matter of fact, a civil disobedient
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recognises and accCepts the.whole set up of the government
including the_process of law-making, but only protests
against a particular laQ or policy of the govermment which
he cdnsiders morally unjust iﬁ order to change or improve
them. Therefore, he willingly accepts the penalty for his
act of disobedience. This fact is fully endorsed by the

practical experiences of Socrates, Thoreau and Gandhi.

The word 'civil' in civil disobedience emphasizes
the non-violent character of disobedience and this parficular
point sets civil disobedience apart from political disobe-
dience. Armed rebels or revolts are political in nature but
not civil. A further distinction between disobedience and
breaking or evading of law has also been made, A thief or a
dacoit or a criminal is not a disobedient in the strictest
sense of the term. They not only break the law intentionally
but also do it for their selfish interests and material bene-
fits, nor are they willing to accept punishment for their
actions. These differences emphasize more than ever the
importance of the non-violent character of civil disobedience.
According to Gandhi, the practice and justificatidn of civil
disobedience should be strictly based on the principle of
truth and non-violence. ‘Man is obliged to undertake disobe-
dience to a particular law or politico-legal system if it is

based on untruth, The commitment to ruthfulness automatically
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leads to non-violent behaviour. Thus, in Gandhi we find
moral consideration as the sole Jjustification for civil

disobediencé.

On the question of Justification our analysis
reveals that non-violent political protest should not only
be justified on moral ground'rather it should be assigned
an important role to play in a democratic political set up.
Our stud& also reveals that to reject civil disobedience as
completely unjustifiable would be tantamount to accepting
absolutely the justice and infallibility of the govermment
and its policies. This is certainly an extreme view on the
sanctity of the government and the law and orders it main-
tains. Moreover, there is no evidence in our examination tb _
prove the charges against the Justification of civil disobe-
dience for encouraging disrespect to and violation of laws,
However, this kind of objections to the application of civil
disobedience seem to originate only from a confused and shallow
understanding of the concepts such as obligation, law and
order, etc. not to mention civil disobedience itself. The view
also implies unconditional acceptance of tyrannical, dictorial
and thoroughly corrupt and degenerate governments which can
hardly be acceptable to a just and conscientious man. In fact,
our analysis 0f the nature and justificafion of civil disobe~

dience reveals that non-violent political protest does not lead
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to such undesirable results, rather it brings forth results
which are beneficial to the society as a whole, As already
discussed a civil disoObedient does not reject the whole
governmental set up including the process of law-making, but
only protests against specific laws which he considers unjust
or immoral. He tries to change or improve those unjust laws

in order to bring about a better society.

Thus we find that civil disobedience is best under-
stood as a public, non-violent, conscientious, yet political
act contrary to law usually done with the aim of bringing about
a change in the law or policies of the government., A conscien-
tious civil disobedient triegs to change what he considers
unjust law or policigs of the government with the soOle purpose
of creating a better society irrespective of the consequences.
or penalties whatsoever; and as such he cheerfully accepts the
punishment for his action. Thus, in engaging in civil disobe-
dience one may in fact be acfing from a highly developed sense

of civic duties to the state and the people.

It follows, therefore,vthat a civil disobedient and a
satyagrahi. are highly valuable possessions Of the society, a
fact which is generally not recognised. It seems to me that a
civil disobedient has a very important rather an indispensable

role to play in societies especially inspired and influenced by
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western liberal-democratic political ideals. No doubt, a
civil disobedient has an important role to play in an under
developed democratic political framework like India. However,
this subject is beyond the scope of the present study and
therefore, it is only appropriate to emphasize that the present
study opens a wider range of fields that cén be taken up for

further investigation.

It has been argued throughout the chapters of the
dissertation that the civil disobedient primarily, is a moralist
and he acts in accordance with the dictate of his conscience.
Morality knows no discrimination, no limitation. It cuts
across the boundaries of caste, creed, community, race and tribe,
A civilldisobedient is neither inspired by the slogans of ethnic
identity nor by cultural ideptity. He is inspired only by
justice and morality. In this sense, civil disobedience ulti-
mately leads to Sarvodaya or prosperity to all. In other words,
it means love to all and hatred to none. Fartner, in thé process
the civil disobedient mﬁst be ready to suffer. It ultimétely

leads t® sel f=renunciation.

As a means of social change, civil disobedience has a
tremendous potential. Terrorism and underground activities
resorted to by certain self-style saviours of mankind/particu-
lar group throughout the world have ultimately perpetrated

misery and suffering on others. In other words, instead of
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lessening, it has increased misery. A civil disobedient
himself suffers. On the other hana, a terroriét/leader of
the terrorist makes others suffer (for his own nefarious
designsy . 'ﬁicivil disobedient enjoys'in sel f-renunciation,
whereas a terrorist seeks to grab power and bargains for it
at any cost. The latter does not mind killing thousands of

‘innocent people to serve his selfish ends.

Let me for a moment reflect on tﬁe political situa~
tion obtaining in the North East part of the country and see
whether civil disobedience can be used as a means of solving
the tangle. There is no s§Ope to present a detailed analysis
of the political situation of the North East But I instinc~
tively feel that civil disobedience is the ohly method to
solve the political and social prablems of the region, If
happiness is the goal of humanity then all attempts should be
made to’avoid torture and suffering. A civil disobedient does
not make a distinction between his own self and others. On
the other hand, a terrorist‘starts with the assumption that
others can never be his brothers. This ultimately gets

~manifested in ethnic conflict and mutual hatred. Gandhi
rightly maintains ®All men are brothers®. It rules out the
very possibility of mutual hatred and conflict, let alone
mutual killing in the name of ethnic and cultural identity.

Violence in any form is immoral. DMorality and non~violence
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are synonymous; violénce and immorality go gogether. Thus
civil disobedience being non-violent in nature is moral.
Violence not only brings ruination to others but destroys the
agen£ itself, In fact, violence is self-destructive. In the
present context of thepolitical and social unrest in the
country in general and the North Eastern region in particular,

civil disobedience has a major role to plag.



BOOKS

Andrews, C.F.

Aurobindo, Sri

Austin, J.L.

Bailey, S.G.

Barker, Sir, E.
Bedau, H.A. (ed.)
Campbell, A.H.

Diwakar, R.R.

Dixit, R.D.

(1]

e

Mahatma Gandhi's Ideas, Allen

and Unwin, 1949,

The Doctrine of Passive

Resistance, Sri Aurobindo

‘Ashram (1966).

Philosophical Papers, Oxford
(1961).

Comparative Political System:

Studies in the Politics of

Pre-Industrial Societies (ed.)

by Ronald Cohen and John
Middleton, New York (1963).

The Political Thought of Plato.and

Aristotle, New York (1959).

Civil Disobedience = Theory and

Practice, Pegasus, New York(1968).

Obligation and Obedience to Law,

Oxford University Press (1965).

Saga of Satyagraha, Gandhi Peace

Foundation (1969).
Civil Disobedience : A Philosophi-

cal Study, GIK Publication,
Delhi (1980). |



92

Duncan-Jones, A. : Butler's Moral Philosophy,

Penguin Books (1952},

Fortas, A. : Concerning Dissent and Ciwvil
Disobedience, New York {1963).
Gandhi, M,K. : An Autobiography or The Story of

My Experiments with Truth, trans. by

Mahadev Desai, Nawajivan, Ahmedabad,

(1945).

The Collected Works of Mahatma .

Gandhi, The PublicationsDivision,
Ministry of Information and Broad-

casting, Government of India (1958).

s+ Gandhi - Essential Writings, edited

by V.V. Raman Murti, Gandhi Peace
Foundation (1970).

Hind Swaraj or Indian-Home Rule,

"4

Navajivan, Ahmedabad (1946).

Non-Violence in Peace and War,

Navajivan, Ahmedabad (1960-62),

: Satyagraha -~ Non-Violenk-

Resistance, Navajivan, Ahmedabad

(1958).




Geoffrey, A.

Gregg, R.B.

Harding, Walter

Hart, H.L.A,

Iyer, H,N,

Jowett, B. (ed.)

King, Martin, L.

Lucas, J.R.

Mac farlane, Leslie J. -

Meltzer, M. (ed.)

.

.

*e

..

93

Ganghi = A Study in Revolution, -

Asia Publishing House (1968).

The Power of Non-Viplence, London

(1960) .

A Thoreau Handbook, New York

University Press (1959).

The Concept of Law, Oxford Univer-

sity Press (1961).

The Moral and Political Thought of

Mahatma Gandhi, Oxford University
Press (1973) .

The Dialogues of Plato, Vol, 1

Oxford (1964).

Stride Toward Freedom, New York

(1960},

The Principlesof Politics, Oxford,

(1966).

Modern Political Theory, London

(1971).-

Political Disobedience, Comparative

Politics, Macmillan (1971).

Thoreau - People, Principlesand

Politics, Hill and Brand, New York
(1963) .



Plato

Quinton, A. (ed.)
Raphael], D.D.
Rawls, J.

Rollan; R.
Santhanam, K.
Sartori, G.

Shridharani, K.

Summers, R.S. (ed.)
Thomas, O. (ed.)

Walzer, M.

(Y

LY

The Trisl and Death of Socrates,

trans. with an Introduction by John

Warrington, London (1963).

Political Philosophy, Oxford Univer-

sity Press (1967).

Problems of Political Philosopay,

Macmillan (1970).

A Theory of Justice, Oxford Paperbacks
(1971) .

Mahatma Gandhi, trans. by C.D. Groth,

Agarwal and Co., Agra (1948).

Satyagraha and the State, Asia

Publishing House (1960).

Democratic Theory, Oxford, New Delhi
(1965) .

War without Violence: A Study of

Gandhi's Method and Its Accomplish-

ments, London (1939),

Essays in Legal Philosophy, Oxford
(1968) .

Walden and Civil Disobedience, A Norton

Critical Edition, New York (1966).

Obligations - Essays on Disobedience,

War and Citizenship, Clarion Paper-

back (1971).



95

ARTICLES

Acton, H.B. ¢ "Political Justification®™, in
H.D., Lewis (ed.), Contemporary
British Philosophy, London (1956).

Ballard, E.G. ¢ ®Socrates' Problem®, Eth-ics,
LXXI, (1961).

Ball, W.M, : ™The Limits of Political Obliga-
tion®, International Journal of
Ethics, (April, 1931).

Bayles, M, ' : MThe Justifiability of Civil Disobe-

dience®, The Review of Metaphysics,

XXIV, (Sept. 1970).

.

Bedau, H,A. A0n Civil Disobedience®, The Journal

of Punilosophy, LVIII (1961).

ae

Brady, J.T. "How and When it is proper to revolt®
in Bierman and Gould, (ed.)

Philosophy for a New Generation,

Macmillan (1970).

Brown, S.M. : M®Civil Disobedience®, The Journal

of Philosophy, LVIII (1961).

Carnes, J.R. ¢ ®Why should I obey the Law®?
Ethics, LXX (1960) .



Chomsky, N,

Cohen, C.

Crespigny, A.De

Dean, Howard, E.

Dickinson, J.

Eschen, D. Von, Kirk, J.
and Pinard, M.

Gahdhi, M.K., fed.)

Gora

Horowitz, R.

..

Y3

96

®fIntolerable Evils Justify Civil
Disobedience®, in H.A, Bedau (ed),

Civil Disobedience: Theory and

Practice, Pegasus, New York (1969).

"Law, Speech and Disobedience®, in

H,A, Bedau (ed.)y, Civil Disobedience:

Theory and Practice, Pegasus,

New York (1969).

AThe Nature and Method of Non-
Violent Coercion, Political Studies,

XIT, (1964) .

ADemocracy, Loyalty, Disobedience:

A Query®, Western Political Quarterly

(U.S.A.), VII (Dec., 1955).

mA Working Theory of Sovereignty™,

Political Science Quarterly, XLIII,
(March 1928).

AThe Contribution of Direct Action

in a Demand Society®, Western Politi-

cal Quarterly, XXII (June 1969)

Hari jan, Ahmedabad (April 1946).

An Atheist with Gandhi, Navajivan

(1951).

fTen Ways to Justify Disobedience®,

Personalist, (1971).




97

",etter from Birmingham city Jaih®,

.y

King, Martin, L.
in H,A, Bedau (ed.), Civil Disobe-

dience: Theory and Practice,

Pegasus, New York (1969).

"0bedience to Conscience®, Mind,

LIV (1945).

Lewis, H.D.

s

Lewy, Guenter : ®Resistance to Tyranny: Treason and

Right or Duty®, Western Political

Quarterly, XIII (Sept. 1960).

fProtest as a Political Resource®,

*e

Lipsky, M.

American Political Science Review,

LXII, (Dec. 1968}).

Mac farlane, L.J. ®Justifying Political Disobedience®,

Ethics, (Chicagoy, LXXIX (October

1968) .

: ®Political Obligation and the Political

System®, Political Studies, XVI
(Oct., 1968).

MReflections on Civil Disobedience®,

Madden, E.H. and Hare,

P.H.
The Journal of Value Inguiry, (Summer,
- 1970) .
Martin, Rex : ™®Civil Disobedience®, Ethics, LXXIX(1969)

* ®Socrates on disobedience to Law?®,
HThe Review of Metaphysics, XXIV '

(Sept. 1970).




Morano, D,V,

Morris-Jones, W.H.

Peck, B.

Prem Nath

Prosch, H.

Rucker, D.

Shah, K.J,

ae

**"

98

RCivil Disobedience and Legal

Responsibility®, The Journal of Value

Inguiry (1971).

"Mahatma Gandhi: Political Philosopher®,

Political Studies (1960).

MRadical Disobedience and Its
Justification®, in H.A, Bedau (ed.),

Civil Disobedience: Theory and

Practice, New York (1969).

MNon~Violence and Human Destiny®, in

S.C. Biswas (ed.), Gandhi: Theory

and Practice, Social Impact and

Contemporary Relevance; Indian

Institute of Advanced Study, Simla
(1969) .

"Limits to the moral claim in civil

disobedience®, Ethics, LXXV (1965),

"WMore about civil disobedience®,

Ethics, LXXVII (1967).

AToward an ethics of civil disobe-

dience™, Ethics, LXXVII (1967).

"The Moral Grounds of Civil Disobe-

dience®, Ethics, LXXVII, (Jan, 1966).

"Some presuppositionsof Gandhi's

thought®, in S.C. Biswas (ed.),

Gandhi: Theory and Practice, Simla
(1969).



99

Spitz, D.

.y

ADemocracy and the Problem of

Civil Disobedience®, The American

Political Science Reviiew, XLVIII

(June 1954},

Taylor, W.L. - : WCivil disobedience: observations
on the Strategies of Protest®, in

H.,A, Bedau (ed.), Civil Disobedience:

" Theory and Practice, New York (1969).

Thomas, D.O, : M™Obedience to Conscience®, Procee~

dings of Aristotelian Society
(1940-k1).

L 14

Thoreau, H.D, ?Civil Disobedience®, in H,A, Bedau

(edy, Civil Disobedience : Theory

and Practice, New York (1969).

Tolstoy, Leo "Wetter to a an—Commissioned Officer”,

.o

and "Letter to a Hindu®, in Peter

Mayer (ed.), The Pacifist Conscience

Penguin (1966).

Walzer, M. ¢ ™MThe obligation to disobey®, Ethics, °
LXXVII (1967).

Wasserstorm, R,A. : ™MThe obligation to obey the law®,

in H.A. Bedau (ed.), Civil Disobedience

Theory and Practice, New York (1969).




100

Wasserstorm, R.A. ", w®pisobeying the Law", Journal of

Philosophy (New York) LVIII 21

(Oct. 1961).

aJustifying Civil Disobedience®, in

Weingartner, R.H.

~ Bierman and Gould (ed.), Philosophy

For a New Generation, Macmillan, 1972.

aNon-Violence and the Law: The Law

Wof ford, H.
needs Help®, in H.A, Bedau (ed.),

Civil Disobedience: Theory and

Practice, New York (1969).

HENTG Libvesy
Ase, la..'.e..’}.'js
hoe, b’-u--'-—- —m/_
Gab. Heading iv...;

Sata. by.... e
feanscribed by



