Running head: CASE ANALYSIS

 1
CASE ANALYSIS

 3

Lochner vs. New York: Critical Analysis
Name

Institution

Course

Date

Lochner vs. New York: Critical Analysis

Lochner vs. New York is one of the landmark cases in the United States of America. Because of the case, in April 17, 1905, the US Supreme Court overturned a New York state law that had set 10 hour of labor in a day as the legal maximum in the baking business. The decision of the case brought about vicious reproach from several people including Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes Jr. Justice Holmes’ dissent later became the existing interpretation of the due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment later in 1930s (Kens, 2005). Although for many years people have had hot debates about the decision of the case, as some claim that it denied workers their rights while others argue that it protected the right of workers, considering the various changes it led to, it protected the rights of workers. 
To start with, the state law did not have the rational basis test for deciding whether the actions of the government were constitutional. It is clear that the state law did not only interfere   with the freedom of a contract, but it also hindered the right to liberty accorded to employers and employees under the Fourteenth Amendment. Additionally, the Supreme Court protected the rights of workers because the state law limited them without any reason. The Bakeshop Act lacked rational basis because it had not outlined how the health or welfare of an employee would be affected by working long hours. Unlike other obvious dangerous sectors, the state law did not specify how baking for long hours was particularly dangerous (Kens, 2005). 
Although Lochner vs. New York case may be viewed negatively by some individuals, it left a significant legacy that is useful to courts up to date. Although it was not the first case to appeal to the Supreme Court, it led to the realization that the due process rights of the 14th Amendment were both procedural and substantive. Even though procedural due process rights limit the State’s ability to dispossess people of their life, liberty, or property, the substantive due process rights bound the form of rights and activities the government can regulate by supposing them to be essential. With this in mind, it is right to argue that the court protected rights of workers by protecting the right to contract. In addition, it led to the protection of numerous other rights such as the right to privacy, which Americans enjoy today (Kens, 2005). 
In regards, to Lochner’s case, there are various ways in which the law may have played a role in the construction of class. According to Karl Marx, a class is a group of people who share general relations to labor and the means of production. The law played a role in construction of class through setting contract terms which bring employers and employees together to form a relationship to labor (Booth, 1978). For an employee to work for the employer, it is simply a social relationship, and the contract serves as the condition under which they exchange activities as they share in the act of production. Both the procedural and substantive due process rights are key factors brought about by law to aid in the construction of class. They help in forming a social relationship where the different parties work together under the set procedures (Booth, 1978). 
In conclusion, although there have been hot debates about Lochner vs. New York case, it is clear from the numerous changes that came as a result of the ruling that the Supreme Court protected the rights of workers. The case led to realization that the state law did not have basis for test and Amendment were both procedural and substantive. Through the establishment of contracts, the law played a role in the construction of class. 
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