he nature of the
e 1;:eans. -rhcnsrt::g :L?Sz’“uit;ltc'lsy_stcm is the one that portrays the indivi_du_a] as the.end and the S;ate
pursue those ends (hat wi|| ])l‘nmucfﬂ 11[5 agent, the govcrmpcnt, is an assocnz.ltmn specifically create tlo
clear evidence that a State js I 'L‘ l‘\c lcm_pm-al well-being or interest 'of:ts mgmbers. When th‘ere'ls
purposes, it can always reckon o :ol 1‘5 t‘lll.ly, in other \.w)rds. when its act10n§ are m.accordan.cc \{vl'th its
However, the pl'(‘lblen-] of obedience ‘L Wl“m;‘; Ctmpcrutlon and voluntary ohe'd-lcnce to laws by its citizens.
: IS one of the most fundamental of all political problems of the State.

Why do we obey the State? Wi _ 2 i \
b 3 tate? We do so because the individual feels that he has no alternative and

srefore feels it is his : v ob te i . P

ﬂ;:r;'cn ro. e St ::”“ to obey or is it because the State has the power to compel obedience. Why is
ce > olate il g o e ’ ' p . ¥ G, .4

obedi e rule rather than (he exception? In other words, is it conviction that leads us to

“‘:CEPF Ui ile of CSti]hI'Sth authority? Is obedience to the State an absolute one or are there occasions
in which a member of the community is justified in refusing obedience or in offering resistance

The obedience to a State or government is not merely a legal phenomenon. It is also a political one.
People obey a law more because of the fact that they feel it is good to obey it, as also because, they are
convinced that the government issuing the laws is 2 legitimate one. In fact, no one would like to obey a
State or government which one feels is not 4 legitimate one. The obedience to the State is more of a political

phenomenon than a legal one. If one stands up to disobey the State or government, it is because one does
not want to obey the government. If obedience is voluntary, so is the unwillingness to obey the laws.

WHY SHOULD WE OBEY THE STATE ?

This statement has been defined by various scholars as under :

Viadimir Lenin is of opinion, “The State does not function as we desire. The car does not obey. A
man is at the wheel and he seems to lead it, but the car does not drive in the desired direction. It moves
as another force wishes.”

Ralph Waldo Emerson says, “Every actual State is corrupt. Good men must not obey laws as well.”
H.L. Mencken writes, “The State doesn't just want you to obey, it wants to make you WANT to obey.”

From these above sayings we can say that people obey State because they have been traditionally
obeying. Obedience becomes a matter of practice; acceptance of such authority is also a matter of
traditionally—based belief.

JUSTIFICATION FOR POLITICAL OBLIGATION

Robert Paul Wolf (1970) defined authority as the right to command and correlative!y, the right to be
obeyed. Therefore to claim authority is to claim the right to be obeyed. In tl_le same vein, D_.D. Ra;?hael
(1976) declared that the authority of the State implies that those who exercise it have tl‘le right to issue
orders and the right to have those orders obeyed, and that corresponding to the second right, the citizens

have a duty or obligation to obey the orders.
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Quinton justifications for political obligation have poscd three sets |

In the opinion of Anthony [
of questions. As for the first question, it asks “What makes it reasonable, sensible or prudent for me ¢4 . |
htforward answet is that since I am likely to be punished for not 0beYNE, itis |

obey the state?” The strai § : ot !
4 3 for me to obey and this has been referred to as prudential obligation. Algy 1’

in my interest to obey. It is prudent ) A : r
with?n the context o); prudential obligation is the reality of my obedience because the Statc 15 S€rving my -

interest, doing things that benefit me. : .

A fairly different posing of the question is to ask:' “What makes it ? generi:‘(:}’ogboe()(i’?:)dwlrable thi_n
for me, or anyone, to obey the State?” or, “Why is it reasonat:,le or me 4 ); | bne could'gwe'
answers. “There will be no government if I don’t obey and chaos. lm!n?l'lu'e. .f{m eba (?ra'tes this by
saying that “Moral autononty is a combination of freedom and re.s'ponstil)lltty, itis a s'u ‘mlssron t(.) laws
which one has made for oneself. The aulonomous man, in so far as he is aulonOMQus, tsbnot subject 1o
the will of another. He may do what another tells him, but not because he has been tolc{’( ut because e
thinks it is right thing to do). He is therefore in political sense of the word, fre'e. Thf:-refore, the
argument concludes, a morally autonomous man cannot subject himself to the automatlc'ol')e.dlenc.c of the
orders of the State without compromising his autonomy, freedom and sense of respon51'b|llty. His morg|
autonomy rejects an automatic obedience of the orders of the State because such obedience makes him
no longer responsible for his actions.

There are other actors, however, who contend that there are grounds on which a moral obligation to
the State can be justified. One of the earliest proffered grounds is the Divine Right Theory. This doctrine
claimed that kings, rulers and political authorities derive their right to rule from God. Going by the doctrine,
it is morally compelling for all subjects to obey the State since the source of authority is divine. This
doctrine dominated the 16th and 17th centuries Europe. The end result of the Divine Right Theory was its
provision of ideological support for absolutism and arbitrariness. Owing to the authoritarian tendencies of
this theory, the theory was discredited as mere consent-based theories of political obligation became
manifest to support the people’s rights against their authoritarian kings. A more contemporary justification
for moral obligation to the authority of the State is based on the idea of the consent of the people. This
had its origin in the social contract theory by Thomas Hobbes, John Locke and Jean Jacques Rousseau.
This theory postulates that political society grew out of a contract between the citizens and the State and,
according to that contract, the State was to owe some responsibilities to the citizens who, in turn, owed
obedience to the State. This social contract is the equivalent of the promise by the citizen to consent to
be governed by the State and that promise of consent creates for the citizen the moral obligation to obey
the State. The consent theory gave birth to democracy as the only form of government to which a citizen
should feel morally obliged because this is the only form of rule that is based on his consent. It is
instructive to note here that the two most important justifications for political obligation are: the consent
theory which has produced democratic governance; and the idea that the ends or purposes which the
State pursues are the morally noble goals of justice and the common good. Though each of these ought
to provide sufficient explanation for political obligation but each has been criticized for deficiency in some
instances. Therefore, a proposed remedy is that the two theories should be taken together. That is, if 1

have consented to a State, which is pursuing morally noble functions, then I am doubly morally obliged to
respect such a State. This is because 1 have consented to it and because it is serving end 1 consider
morally commendable.

CONCLUSION

The issue of finding a satisfactory justification for general political obligation turns out to be moré
difficult. Some scholars and personalities are still not persuaded that consent is a justifiable standpoint
for political obligation. There are so many actions taken by the government for which it cannot be said
that it waited for citizens input/consent before making authoritative decisions. Consent may be relevant in
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direct d“”“"“‘“h‘)' ol som -‘um‘li political communities or in rare instances of referenda in large democracies.
some N

Instead of the consent theory, some scholars have however ‘ht‘t‘" pcrsm!d.cd by lht.: !lccd l(.) (’C\"C!(’Pi"g
a civic Virtue, sustained by the idea of regarding mcr.nhg‘-rs (." n l‘u.uly pnll.llc as participants in a joint co-
operative endeavoyr, This is a more satistuctory basis h?r Justifying political obligation, It is thercfore
wise [0 Stte here (hat the  search for o satistactory justification for political obligation that enjoys the
consensus ot the political philosophy community continues and disorder will take over from order in
society. This makes it reasonable to obey to prevent society from degenerating into a pathological
condition. The point of emphasis here is that although it is against one’s interest to obey, it is nevertheless
reasonable for one to obey for the sake of the good health of the sociely,

The term *State™ may or may not include

the physical territory that it binds, but it surely includes the
populution that resides within that define

d boundary of a State, Population which can be considered to be
a large society that is divided into certain number of sub-societies called communitics. It is the government
that represents the State and hencee the population (by government means a legitimate form of government
like democracy). The decisions taken by the government in that case, ideally and conceptually, are meant
to be a reflection of what people actually think or want for themselves, They also see the State as their
protector, (Some specific communities may not obey the State as they may see certain policy decisions as

going against their interests and wellare, or may be the form of government is not really a reflection of
people’s beliets, like as we see in French revolution or any other instance)

If you don’t abey the laws of the nation, then why should you benefit from them? What prevents the
next police officer or even armed citizen from executing yvou without reason and seizing your property?
Why should you be allowed to walk on the streets built by taxpayer’s money of a society you refuse to
conform t0? We were aware of the rule against what we're never even slightly inclined to do. We just
thought the rule makes sense; we observe that most of authority’s prohibitions make sense, and anyway,

they don’t obstruct us in the slightest because who cares? We weren't even slightly inclined to do the
thing anyway.

Good government can be recognized by how little its prohibitions involve anything we would ever
actually want to do, by how sensible its compulsions of action are in terms of purpose and goal, and by
how reasonable its punishments are, with punishment and wrong in proportion.

The above perhaps more strongly describe people who can tell right from wrong - “ze/l meaning say,
show what's wrong with what they say is wrong, what goods their claimed right upholds or enables, and
Why authority is therefore just. Because they can tell right from wrong for themselves, they can see a just
authority accords and orders reasonably well. People who can’t tell right from wrong obey

authority instead. They refer to authority as a substitute for being able to tell for them. We pay people for
that, don’t we?

Risk of punishment comes into it either way. But there is a great deal more personal risk and responsibility
involved in risking punishment from an authority that you believe is generally just. Where you do not
ecognize the justice of an authority, you become all kinds of daring, so long as you don’t think you’ll get
Caught. And where you recognize the authority as generally just, but one rule is very much against the
gain - 5o unjust and stupid you must flout and oppose it - you disobey as a duty. You wish to get

Caught, Your hope is that their attempts to punish your disobedience will draw public notice to the
Wustice, and force its overturn.

In'short, you were never particularly obedient at all. It wasn’t authority you respected, m‘erely t!:e
People’s right to raise up authority as a means to justice. Where that .authorlly Ell)-llSCS and. misuses its
Purpose, on that point - and you can show where and why - you're quite prone tq insubordination. The
%eross-the-board anti-authoritarian is the flipside of the person who can’t tell r‘lght from wrong for ther?se!ves,
and takes authority as a substitute. That person takes authority as a substitute for knowing what's right.
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The anti-authoritarian just rejec
being able to say where it is wrong, N
Wherens it they could tell vight from W
could tell why it's wrong, where it's

MULTIPLE CHOICE QUESTIONS

- — oo, 1V Hans,

POLITICAL THEOIY | GONGEITE AN Dppat o 0 L
S , i snbatitute fo,
, whit's Wiong

s authorlty on prineiple = they tike authority wi wrong,
s ripht, "l‘ln-:sf-

O One, O any group ol peaple, van try Lo fall then
rong for themselves, they could seo where authority

wrong, I wouldn't be just bocause W authority,

QUESTIONS

or people e partlentiar life styles v
recording to NHll, nitowiug individuat iherty 1o people (0 PUrAte | Y1t Wil
According to Mill, .

“ g T o\ '|\f
. By Destahilize socten
eneen v ennse iy 1o others, (
(“} Nu%hm“'\ - hw ]' AJUNSRR] ((” |'i\'l'lli\|ll|||\: CHuse wiars,
3 Py \ iness and Propress. .
(¢) Promote happiness | T principles of justice nre
2. Behind the veil of ignoraned, Rnwls nrgues, N ‘
- (h) the result of a tair agreement or bargain,
(a) the result of coercion,
‘ | bitearily () impractical,
(¢) chosen arbitrartly. : | ' |
- amess” conveys the iden that the prineiple:
3. According to Rawls, the term “justice ns fnlrness™ conveys | ples “rlll'ltk,
ave agreed to inan initinl position, that is N
() rational (h) artificial,
(¢) constitutional. () thi,
4. Rawls argues that ench person is to have an cequal right to the most extensive basie libegy
compatible with
(a) social utility. (M u similar liberty for others,
(¢) traditional morality. () economic stability.
5. According to Rawls, all socinl values (opportunity, liberty, income, wealth, ete.) is to be distribey
equally unless an uncqual distribution is
(@) to everyone's advantage. (b)) beneficial to the majority.
(¢) consistent with utility. (d) deserved.
6. Nozick proposes a State that is
(a) large and extensive. " (b) minimal,
(¢) authoritarian, (d) socialist,
7. Nozick says that the term “distributive justice” is
(a) equivalent to “communism.” (b) abhorrent
(¢) neutral () not neutral,
8. Nozick claims that n more-than-minimal State will
a) eventuall ink "
E )) ol Y shrinks. (b) benefits no one.,
¢) violates citizens' rights foes ,
9, Nozick Sk, (d) interferes with the prerogatives of the sttt
+ Nozick says that the minimal State is
(a) just, .
(¢) unstable (b) unjust,
() harmful,
L. (0 ANSWERS

2 (b
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