John Locke

John Locke (1632-1704) is the foremost liberal political philosopher of the modern era. His Two
Treatises on Government promote the values of individual rights, liberty, privacy, and toleration in
arguing against aristocratic privilege and absolutist forms of government. For Locke, government
should be an instrument for securing the life, liberty, and well-being of a people, a set of institu-
tions that promote a stable society in which citizens are free to choose their own individual pur-
suits of happiness. Since human beings share a fundamental moral equality, governing powers
should be seen not as sovereign fathers but as public servants elected to carry out collective tasks.
When a government fails to uphold the trust of its citizens—by tending toward tyranny and
oppression, invading the private property rights of citizens, or corrupting representatives—the
people can rightly rebel and reclaim their original political authority in revolution.

Locke was born in Somerset, England, and received an Oxford education in medicine and
philosophy:. His interest in medicine and science continued throughout his life, and as an adult
he became a fellow of the Royal Society (the first scientific society of England) and a friend to
~several prominent scientific figures, including Sir Isaac Newton, Robert Boyle, and Thomas
Sydenham. He was also a close friend of the first earl of Shaftsbury, Lord Ashley, serving as his
physician, research associate, co-author, and political secretary. As a supporter of Ashley, Locke
wrote anonymously published treatises against existing political powers and participated in rad-
ical political movements intended to prevent James II, the Catholic duke of York, from suc-
ceeding to the throne. In a climate of growing political unrest in 1683, Locke fled England to
Holland, where he participated actively in an international community of exiled revolutionar-
les. Several years later, he returned to England and published his major work in epistemology,
An Essay Concerning Human Understanding (1689), in which he argued for an empirical founda-
tion of all knowledge. For his remaining active years, Locke enjoyed status as an intellectual
celebrity; held minor political offices, and wrote widely on issues ranging from education to reli-
gion to finance. For neatly all of his life, it was not known by his contemporaries that he wrote
the Two Treatises on Government. The Treatises were published anonymously in 1689, and Locke
revealed his authorship of the texts in his will upon his death.

The first treatise of the Two Treatises on Government aims to refute the theory that kings pos-
sess divinely ordained political rights. In the seventeenth century, Sir Robert Filmer and other
theological-political theorists had argued that kingly power was inherited from Adam, who pos-
sessed divine natural rights over Eve, their children, and the entire created world. Locke spends

the majority of the First Treatise demonstrating that Filmer proves neither the ori ginal absoluie
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sovereignty of Adam nor any historical lineage between Adam and English kings. He also argues
in opposition to Filmer that the authority of kings is not akin to the authority of fathers over their
children, for citizens are not like children and parental authority ceases when children reach
adulthood. The first chapter of the Second Treatise summarizes the arguments of the First Trea-
tise against paternalistic and divinely ordained kingly power.

The Second Treatise on Government puts forward Locke’s own positive account of the origin and
purpose of government. Like Hobbes, Locke not only stands against theocratic political power
but also offers a social contract theory of political obligation, beginning with an account of the
state of nature that human beings inhabit prior to living in civil societies backed by govern-
ments. Unlike Hobbes, Locke appeals to natural moral laws accessible to humanity in the hypo-
thetical state of nature by the use of their reason, arguing that the state of nature need not become
a state of war. Without a sovereign power, human beings could live peacefully, following their
natural duties of self-preservation and respectfulness toward others. However, as greed and irra-
tionality lead some individuals to violate natural moral laws, people living in a state of nature
still face the need to punish and restrain wrongdoers. Our natural rights to punish wrongdoers—
along with our other natural rights—are best entrusted to a sovereign power in a state, which
can impartially enact just punishments and secure rights to life, liberty, and property.

A Letter Concerning Toleration, published anonymously by Locke in 1689, complements the
arguments of The Second Treatise of Government. In the latter, we find the argument that the proper
scope of the authority of the state extends only to securing individuals’ natural rights to life, lib-
erty, and property. Although Locke does not mention religious toleration in the Second Treatise,
his arguments for limitations upon social and political power in the treatise are extended to
diverse religious practices in the Letter. Locke argues that societies and states must tolerate all
harmless religious practices, for controlling religious belief is not necessary to securing rights to
life, liberty, and property; moreover, individual salvation cannot be secured by means of the
coercive force of the state. A Letter Concerning Toleration was radical in its time. Its proposals for
religious toleration and freedom of religious belief were attractive to only a small minority of

political liberals, and the Letter was widely attacked as atheistic and heretical.




John Locke The Second Treatise of Government

The Second Treatise of Government:
An Essay concerning the True Original Extent and
End of Civil Government

|

1. It having been shown in the foregoing
discourse,

1. That Adam had not, either by natural
right of fatherhood, nor by positive
donation from God, any such author-
ity over his children, or dominion over
the world, as is pretended.

2. That if he had, his heirs yet had no
right to it.

3. That if his heirs had, there being no law
of nature nor positive law of God that
determines which is the right heir in
all cases that may arise, the right of
succession, and consequently of bear-
ing rule, could not have been certainly
determined.

4. That if even that had been determined,
yet the knowledge of which is the eldest
line of Adam’s posterity being so long
since utterly lost, that in the races of
mankind and families of the world,
there remains not to one above another,
the least pretence to be the eldest house,
and to have the right of inheritance.

All these premises having, as I think, been
clearly made out, it is impossible that the
rulers now on earth should make any benefit,
or derive any the least shadow of authority
from that, which is held to be the fountain of
all power, Adam private dominion and paternal
jurisdiction; so that he that will not give just

occasion to think that all government in the
world is the product only of force and vio-
lence, and that men live together by no other
rules but that of beasts, where the strongest
carries it, and so lay a foundation for perpetual
disorder and mischief, tumult, sedition, and
rebellion (things that the followers of that
hypothesis so loudly cry out against), must of
necessity find out another rise of government,
another original of political power, and
another way of designing and knowing the
persons that have it, than what Sir Robert
Filmer hath taught us.

2. To this purpose, I think it may not be
amiss, to set down what I take to be political
power; that the power of a magistrate over a
subject may be distinguished from that of a
father over his children, a master over his ser-
vant, a husband over his wife, and a lord over
his slave. All which distinct powers happen-
ing sometimes together in the same man, if he
be considered under these different relations,
it may help us to distinguish these powers one
from another, and show the difference betwixt
a ruler of a commonwealth, a father of a fam-
ily, and a captain of a galley.

3. Political power, then, I take to be a right
of making laws with penalties of death, and
consequently all less penalties, for the regulat-
ing and preserving of property, and of employ-
ing the force of the community, in the
execution of such laws, and in the defence of
the commonwealth from foreign injury; and
all this only for the public good.
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I1

Of the State of Nature

4. To understand political power aright, and
derive it from its original, we must consider,
what state all men are naturally in, and that is,
a state of perfect freedom to order their
actions, and dispose of their possessions and
persons, as they think fit, within the bounds of
the law of nature, without asking leave, or
depending upon the will of any other man.

A state also of equality, wherein all the
power and jurisdiction is reciprocal, no one
having more than another; there being nothing
more evident, than that creatures of the same
species and rank, promiscuously born to all the
same advantages of nature, and the use of the
same faculties, should also be equal one
amongst another without subordination or sub-
jection, unless the lord and master of them all
should, by any manifest declaration of his will,
set one above another, and confer on him, by an
evident and clear appointment, an undoubted
right to dominion and sovereignty. . . .

6. But though this be a state of liberty, yet
it is not a state of licence: though man in that
state have an uncontrollable liberty to dispose
of his person or possessions, yet he has not lib-
erty to destroy himself, or so much as any
creature in his possession, but where some
nobler use than its bare preservation calls for
it. The state of nature has a law of nature to
govern it, which obliges everyone, and reason,
which is that law, teachers all mankind, who
will but consult it, that being all equal and
independent, no one ought to harm another
in his life, health, liberty, or possessions: for
men being all the workmanship of one
omnipotent, and infinitely wise maker; all the

servants of-one sovereign master, sentinto the
- “world by his order, and about his busitiess;
they are his property, whose workmanship

" in the state of nature may punish another for

they are, made to last during his, not one -
another’s pleasure: and being furnished with
like faculties, sharing all in one community ol
nature, there cannot be supposed any such
subordination among us, that may authorize
us to destroy one another, as if we were made
for one another’s uses, as the inferior ranks of
creatures are for ours. Everyone, as he is
bound to preserve himself, and not to quit his
station wilfully, so by the like reason, when his
own preservation comes not in competition,
ought he as much as he can to preserve the
rest of mankind, and not unless it be to do jus-
tice on an offender, take away, or impair the
life, or what tends to the preservation of the
life, the liberty, health, limb, or goods of
another.

7. And that all men may be restrained from
invading others rights, and from doing hurt to
one another, and the law of nature be
observed, which willeth the peace and preser-
vation of all mankind, the execution of the law
of nature is, in that state, put into every man’s
hands, whereby everyone has a right to punish
the transgressors of that law to such a degree,
as may hinder its violation. For the law of
nature would, as all other laws that concern
men in this world, be in vain, if there were
nobody that in the state of nature had a power
to execute that law, and thereby preserve the
innocent and restrain offenders. And if anyone

any evil he has done, everyone may do so: for
in that state of perfect equality where naturally
there is no superiority or jurisdiction of one
over another, what any may do in prosecution
of that law, everyone must needs have a right
to do.

8. And thus, in the state of nature, one man
comes by a power over another; but yet no
absolute or arbitrary power, to use a criminal,

- ‘when he has got him in his hands, according to
- the passionate heats, or boundless extravagancy



of his own will; but only to retribute to him, so
far as calm reason and conscience dictates, what
is proportionate to his transgression, which is
so much as may serve for reparation and
restraint: for these two are the only reasons why
one man may lawfully do harm to another,
which is that we call punishment. In trans-
gressing the law of nature, the offender declares
himself to live by another rule than that of rea-
son and common equity, which is that measure
God has set to the actions of men for their
mutual security, and so he becomes dangerous
to mankind, the tie, which is to secure them
from injury and violence, being slighted and
broken by him, which being a trespass against
the whole species, and the peace and safety of it,
provided for by the law of nature, every man
upon this score, by the right he hath to preserve
mankind in general, may restrain, or where it is
necessary, destroy things noxious to them, and
so may bring such evil on anyone, who hath
transgressed that law; as may make him repent
the doing of it, and thereby deter him, and, by
his example others, from doing the like mis-
chief. And in this case, and upon this ground,
every man hath a right to punish the offender,
and be executioner of the law of nature. . . .
10. Besides the crime which consists in
violating the law, and varying from the right
rule of reason, whereby a man so far becomes
degenerate, and declares himself to quit the
principles of human nature and to be a nox-
ious creature, there is commonly injury done,
and some person or other, some other man
receives damage by his transgression; in which
case he who hath received any damage, has,
besides the right of punishment common to
him with other men, a particular right to seek
reparation from him that has done it: and any
other person, who finds it just, may also join
with him that is injured, and assist him in
recovering from the offender so much as may
make satisfaction for the harm he has suffered.
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11. From these two distinct rights, the one
of punishing the crime for restraint, and pre-
venting the like offence, which right of pun-
ishing is in everybody; the other of taking
reparation, which belongs only to the injured
party, comes it to pass that the magistrate, who
by being magistrate hath the common right of
punishing put into his hands, can often, where
the public good demands not the execution of
the law, remit the punishment of criminal
offences by his own authority, but yet cannot
remit the satisfaction due to any private man
for the damage he has received. That, he who
has suffered the damage has a right to demand
in his own name, and he alone can remit: the
damnified person has this power of appropri-
ating to himself the goods or service of the
offender, by right of self-preservation, as every
man has a power to punish the crime, to pre-
vent its being committed again, by the right he
has of preserving all mankind, and doing all
reasonable things he can in order to that end:
and thus it is, that every man, in the state of
nature, has a power to kill a murderer, both to
deter others from doing the like injury, which
no reparation can compensate, by the example
of the punishment that attends it from every
body, and also to secure men from the attempts
of a criminal, who having renounced reason,
the common rule and measure God hath given
to mankind, hath, by the unjust violence and
slaughter he hath committed upon one,
declared war against all mankind, and there-
fore may be destroyed as a lion or a tiger, one
of those wild savage beasts, with whom men
can have no society nor security: and upon this
is grounded that great law of nature, Whoso
sheddeth man’s blood, by man shall his blood be
shed. And Cain was so fully convinced, that
everyone had a right to destroy such a criminal,
that after the murder of his brother, he cries
out, Everyone that findeth me shall slay me; so
plain was it writ in the hearts of all mankind.

11
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12. By the same reason may a man in the
state of nature punish the lesser breaches of
that law. It will perhaps be demanded, with
death? I answer, each transgression may be
punished to that degree, and with so much
severity, as will suffice to make it an ill bargain
to the offender, give him cause to repent, and
terrify others from doing the like. Every
offence, that can be committed in the state of
nature, may in the state of nature be also pun-
ished equally, and as far forth as it may, in a
commonwealth: for though it would be
besides my present purpose, to enter here into
the particulars of the law of nature, or its
measures of punishment; yet, it is certain there
is such a law, and that too as intelligible and
plain to a rational creature, and a studier of
that law, as the positive laws of common-
wealths: nay, possibly plainer; as much as rea-
son is easier to be understood, than the fancies
and intricate contrivances of men, following
contrary and hidden interests put into words;
for so truly are a great part of the municipal
laws of countries, which are only so far right,
as they are founded on the law of nature, by
which they are to be regulated and interpreted.

13. To this strange doctrine, viz. That in
the state of nature everyone has the executive
power of the law of nature, I doubt not but it
will be objected, that it is unreasonable for
men to be judges in their-own cases, that self-
love will make men partial to themselves and
their friends: and on the other side, ill-nature,
passion, and revenge will carry them too far in
punishing others; and hence nothing but con-
fusion and disorder will follow; and that there-
fore God hath certainly appointed government
to restrain the partiality and violence of men.
I easily grant that civil government is the

proper remedy for the inconveniences of the - -
“state of nature, which must certainly be great
where men may be judges in their.own case, .
'~ since ’tis easy to be imagined, that he who was

so unjust as to do his brother an injury, will
scarce be so just as to condemn himself for it;
but I shall desire those who make this objec-
tion, to remember, that absolute monarchs are
but men; and if government is to be the rem-
edy of those evils, which necessarily follow
from men’s being judges in their own cases,
and the state of nature is therefore not to be
endured, I desire to know what kind of gov-
ernment that is, and how much better it is
than the state of nature, where one man com-
manding a multitude, has the liberty to be
judge in his own case, and may do to all his
subjects whatever he pleases, without the least
question or control of those who execute his
pleasure? and in whatsoever he doth, whether
led by reason, mistake, or passion, must be
submitted to? which men in the state of nature
are not bound to do one to another. And if he
that judges, judges amiss in his own, or any
other case, he is answerable for it to the rest of
mankind.

14. 'Tis often asked as a mighty objection,
where are, or ever were there any men in such
a state of nature? To which it may suffice as an
answer at present, that since all princes and
rulers of independent governments all through
the world, are in a state of nature, 'tis plain the
world never was, nor never will be, without
numbers of men in that state. I have named all
governors of independent communities,
whether they are, or are not, in league with
others: for ’tis not every compact that puts an
end to the state of nature between men, but
only this one of agreeing together mutually to
enter into one community, and make one body
politic; other promises, and compacts, men
may make one with another, and yet still be in
the state of nature. The promises and bargains

for truck, etc. between the two men in the

desert island, mentioned by Garcilasso de la

“Vega, in his history of Peru; or between a Swiss

and an Indian, in the woods of-America, are




binding to them, though they are perfectly in
a state of nature, in reference to one another:
for truth and keeping of faith belongs to men
as men, and not as members of society.

111
Of the State of War

16. The state of war is a state of enmity and
destruction; and therefore declaring by word
or action, not a passionate and hasty, but
sedate, settled design upon another mans life,
puts him in a state of war with him against
whom he has declared such an intention, and
so has exposed his life to the other’s power to
be taken away by him, or anyone that joins
with him in his defence, and espouses his
quarrel, it being reasonable and just I should
have a right to destroy that which threatens
me with destruction; for by the fundamental
law of nature, man being to be preserved, as
much as possible, when all cannot be pre-
served, the safety of the innocent is to be pre-
ferred; and one may destroy a man who makes
war upon him, or has discovered an enmity to
his being, for the same reason that he may kill
a wolf or a lion, because such men are not
under the ties of the common law of reason,
have no other rule but that of force and vio-
lence, and so may be treated as beasts of prey,
those dangerous and noxious creatures that
will be sure to destroy him whenever he falls
into their power.

17. And hence it is that he who attempts
to get another man into his absolute power
does thereby put himself into a state of war
with him; it being to be understood as a dec-
laration of a design upon his life. For I have
reason to conclude that he who would get me
into his power without my consent would use
me as he pleased when he had got me there,
and destroy me too when he had a fancy to
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it; for nobody can desire to have me in his
absolute power unless it be to compel me by
force to that which is against the right of my
freedom—i.e., make me a slave. To be free
from such force is the only security of my
preservation, and reason bids me look on him
as an enemy to my preservation who would
take away that freedom which is the fence to
it; so that he who makes an attempt to enslave
me thereby puts himself into a state of war
with me. He that in the state of nature would
take away the freedom that belongs to anyone
in that state must necessarily be supposed to
have a design to take away everything else,
that freedom being the foundation of all the
rest; as he that in the state of society would
take away the freedom belonging to those of
that society or commonwealth must be sup-
posed to design to take away from them
everything else, and so be looked on asin a
state of war.

18. This makes it lawful for a man to kill a
thief who has not in the least hurt him, nor
declared any design upon his life, any farther
than by the use of force, so to get him in his
power as to take away his money, or what he
pleases, from him; because using force, where
he has no right to get me into his power, let
his pretence be what it will, I have no reason
to suppose that he who would take away my
liberty would not, when he had me in his
power, take away everything else. And there-
fore it is lawful for me to treat him as one who
has put himself into a state of war with me—
i.e., kill him if I can; for to that hazard does he
justly expose himself whoever introduces a
state of war, and is aggressor in it.

19. And here we have the plain difference
between the state of nature and the state of
war, which however some men have con-
founded, are as far distant as a state of peace,
goodwill, mutual assistance, and preservation;
and a state of enmity, malice, violence, and

s
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mutual destruction are one from another. Men
living together according to reason without a
common superior on earth, with authority to
judge between them, are properly in the state
of nature. But force, or a declared design of
force upon the person of another, where there
is o common superior on earth to appeal to
for relief, is the state of war; and ’tis the want
of such an appeal gives a man the right of war
even against an aggressor, though he be in
society and a fellow-subject. Thus, a thief
whom I cannot harm, but by appeal to the
law, for having stolen all that I am worth, 1
may kill when he sets on me to rob me but of
my horse or coat, because the law, which was
made for my preservation, where it cannot
interpose to secure my life from present force,
which if lost is capable of no reparation, per-
mits me my own defence and the right of war,
a liberty to kill the aggressor, because the
aggressor allows not time to appeal to our
common judge, nor the decision of the law,
for remedy in a case where the mischief may
be irreparable. Want of a common judge with
authority puts all men in a state of nature;
force without right upon a man’s person
makes a state of war both where there is, and
is not, a common judge. . . .

21. To avoid this state of war (wherein
there is no appeal but to Heaven, and wherein
every the least difference is apt to end, where
there is no authority to decide between the
contenders) is one great reason of men’s put-
ting themselves into society, and quitting the
state of nature. For where there is an author-
ity, a power on earth from which relief can be
had by appeal, there the continuance of the
state of war is excluded, and the controversy is
decided by that power. Had there been any
such court, any superior jurisdiction on earth,

- to determine the right between Jephtha and _
...~ the Ammonites, they had never come to astate.
.. of war, but we see he was forced to appeal to
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Heaven. The Lord the judge (says he) be judg¢
this day between the Children of Israel, and the
Children of Ammon. Judges xi. 27, and then
prosecuting and relying on his appeal, he leads
out his army to battle. And therefore in such
controversies, where the question is put, Who
shall be judge? it cannot be meant, who shall
decide the controversy; everyone knows what
Jephtha here tells us, that the Lord the judge
shall judge. Where there is no judge on earth,
the appeal lies to God in Heaven. That ques-
tion then cannot mean, Who shall judge
whether another hath put himself in a state of
war with me, and whether I may, as Jephtha
did, appeal to Heaven in it? Of that I myself
can only be judge in my own conscience, as
will answer it at the one great day, to the
supreme Judge of all men.

v
Of Slavery

22. The natural liberty of man is to be free
from any superior power on earth, and not to
be under the will or legislative authority of
man, but to have only the law of Nature for his
rule. The liberty of man in society is to be
under no other legislative power but that
established by consent in the commonwealth,
nor under the dominion of any will, or
restraint of any law, but what the legislative
shall enact according to the trust put in it.
Freedom, then, is not what Sir Robert Filmer
tells us, O.A. 55. A liberty for everyone to do what
he lists, to live as he pleases, and not to be tied by
any laws; but freedom of men under govern-
ment is to have a standing rule to live by, com-
mon to everyone of that society, and made by

~ the legislative power erected in it. A liberty to

follow my own will in all things where the rule
prescribes not, not to be subject to the incon-
stant, uncertain, unknown, arbitrary will of

a Y e




another man, as freedom of nature is to be
under no other restraint but the law of nature.

23. This freedom from absolute, arbitrary
power is so necessary to, and closely joined
with, a man’s preservation, that he cannot part

with it but by what forfeits his preservation

and life together. For a man, not having the
power of his own life, cannot, by compact or
his own consent, enslave himself to anyone,
nor put himself under the absolute, arbitrary
power of another to take away his life when he
pleases. Nobody can give more power than he
has himself, and he that cannot take away his
own life cannot give another power over it.
Indeed, having by his fault forfeited his own
life by some act that deserves death, he to
whom he has forfeited it may, when he has
him in his power, delay to take it, and make
use of him to his own service; and he does him
no injury by it. For, whenever he finds the
hardship of his slavery outweigh the value of
his life, tis in his power, by resisting the will of
his master, to draw on himself the death he
desires.

24. This is the perfect condition of slavery,
which is nothing else but the state of war con-
tinued between a lawful conqueror and a cap-
tive. For, if once compact enter between them,
and make an agreement for a limited power on
the one side, and obedience on the other, the
state of war and slavery ceases as long as the
compact endures; for, as has been said, no
man can by agreement pass over to another
that which he hath not in himself, a power
over his own life.

I confess, we find among the Jews, as well
as other nations, that men did sell themselves;
but 'tis plain this was only to drudgery, not to
slavery; for it is evident the person sold was
not under an absolute, arbitrary, despotical
power. For the master could not have power to
kill him at any time, whom at a certain time
he was obliged to let go free out of his service;
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and the master of such a servant was so far
from having an arbitrary power over his life
that he could not at pleasure so much as maim
him, but the loss of an eye or tooth set him
free, Exod. xxi.

\Y

Of Property

25. Whether we consider natural reason,
which tells us that men, being once born, have
a right to their preservation, and consequently
to meat and drink and such other things as
Nature affords for their subsistence, or revela-
tion, which gives us an account of those grants
God made of the world to Adam, and to Noah
and his sons, 'tis very clear that God, as King
David says, Psalm cxv. 16, has given the earth to
the children of men, given it to mankind in com-
mon. But, this being supposed; it seems to
some a very great difficulty how anyone
should ever come to have a property in any-
thing, I will not content myself to answer, that,
if it be difficult to make out property upon a
supposition that God gave the world to Adam
and his posterity in common, it is impossible
that any man but one universal monarch
should have any property upon a supposition
that God gave the world to Adam and his heirs
in succession, exclusive of all the rest of his
posterity; but I shall endeavour to show how
men might come to have a property in several
parts of that which God gave to mankind in
common, and that without any express com-
pact of all the commoners.

26. God, who hath given the world to men
in common, hath also given them reason to
make use of it to the best advantage of life and
convenience. The earth and all that is therein
is given to men for the support and comlfort of
their being. And though all the fruits it natu-
rally produces, and beasts it feeds, belong to
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mankind in common, as they are produced by
the spontaneous hand of nature, and nobody
has originally a private dominion exclusive of
the rest of mankind in any of them, as they are
thus in their natural state, yet being given for
the use of men, there must of necessity be a
means to appropriate them some way or other
before they can be of any use, or at all benefi-
cial, to any particular man. The fruit or veni-
son which nourishes the wild Indian, who
knows no enclosure, and is still a tenant in
common, must be his, and so his—i.e., a part
of him, that another can no longer have any
right to it before it can do him any good for
the support of his life.

27. Though the earth and all inferior crea-
tures be common to all men, yet every man
has a property in his own person. This nobody
has any right to but himself. The labour of his
body and the work of his hands, we may say,
are properly his. Whatsoever, then, he
removes out of the state that nature hath pro-
vided and left it in, he hath mixed his labour
with it, and joined to it something that is his
own, and thereby makes it his property. It
being by him removed from the common state
nature placed it in, it hath by this labour some-
thing annexed to it that excludes the common

right of other men. For this labour being the -

unquestionable property of the labourer, no
man but he can have a right to what that is
once joined to, at least where there is enough,
and as good left in common for others.

28. He that is nourished by the acorns he
picked up under an oak, or the apples he gath-
ered from the trees in the wood, has certainly
appropriated them to himself. Nobody can
deny but the nourishment is his. I ask, then,
when did they begin to be his? when he
digested? or when he ate? or when he boiled?

~or when he brought.them home? or.when he

picked them up? And ™is plain, if the first

Sk

‘gathering made them not his, nothing else

could. That labour put a distinction between
them and common. That added something to
them more than Nature, the common mother
of all, had done, and so they became his pri-
vate right. And will anyone say he had no right
to those acorns or apples he thus appropriated
because he had not the consent of all mankind
to make them his? Was it a robbery thus to
assume to himself what belonged to all in
common? If such a consent as that was neces-
sary, man had starved, notwithstanding the
plenty God had given him. We see in com-
mons, which remain so by compact, that 'tis
the taking any part of what is common, and
removing it out of the state Nature leaves it in,
which begins the property, without which the
common is of no use. And the taking of this
or that part does not depend on the express
consent of all the commoners. Thus, the grass
my horse has bit, the turfs my servant has cut,
and the ore I have digged in any place, where
I have a right to them in common with others,
become my property without the assignation
or consent of anybody. The labour that was
mine, removing them out of that common
state they were in, hath fixed my property in
them. . . .

31. It will perhaps be objected to this, that
if gathering the acorns or other fruits of the
earth, etc., makes a right to them, then any-
one may engross as much as he will. To which
I answer, Not so. The same law of nature that
does by this means give us property, does also
bound that property too. God has given us all
things richly, I Tim. vi. 12. Is the voice of reason
confirmed by inspiration? But how far has he
given it us, to enjoy? As much as anyone can
make use of to any advantage of life before it
spoils, so much he may by his labour fix a
property in. Whatever is beyond this is more

-than his share, and belongs to others. Nothing

Was made by God for man to spoil or destroy.

And thus considering the plenty of natural

R R




provisions there was a long time in the world,.: -

and the few spenders, and to how small a part
of that provision the industry of one man
could extend itself and engross it to the preju-
dice of others, especially keeping within the
bonds set by reason of what might serve for
his use, there could be then little room for
quarrels or contentions about property so
established.

32. But the chief matter of property being
now not the fruits of the earth and the beasts
that subsist on it, but the earth itself, as that
which takes in and carries with it all the rest,
I think it is plain that property in that too is
acquired as the former. As much land as a man
tills, plants, improves, cultivates, and can use
the product of, so much is his property. He by
his labour does, as it were, enclose it from the
common. Nor will it invalidate his right to say,
Every body else has an equal title to it, and
therefore he cannot appropriate, he cannot
enclose, without the consent of all his fellow-
commoners, all mankind. God, when he gave
the world in common to all mankind, com-
manded man also to labour, and the penury of
his condition required it of him. God and his
reason commanded him to subdue the earth—
i.e.,, improve it for the benefit of life and
therein lay out something upon it that was his
own; his labour. He that, in obedience to this
command of God, subdued, tilled, and sowed
any part of it, thereby annexed to it something
that was his property, which another had no
title to, nor could without injury take from
him.

33. Nor was this appropriation of any par-
cel of land, by improving it, any prejudice to
any other man, since there was still enough
and as good left, and more than the yet unpro-
vided could use. So that, in effect, there was
never the less left for others because of his
enclosure for himself. For he that leaves as
much as another can make use of does as good
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as take nothing at all. Nobody could think
himself injured by the drinking of another
man, though he took a good draught, who had
a whole river of the same water left him to
quench his thirst. And the case of land and
water, where there is enough of both, is per-
fectly the same.

34. God gave the world to men in com-
mon, but since he gave it them for their bene-
fit and the greatest conveniences of life they
were capable to draw from it, it cannot be sup-
posed he meant it should always remain com-
mon and uncultivated. He gave it to the use of
the industrious and rational (and labour was
to be his title to it); not to the fancy or cov-
etousness of the quarrelsome and contentious.
He that had as good left for his improvement
as was already taken up needed not complain,
ought not to meddle with what was already
improved by another’s labour; if he did ’tis
plain he desired the benefit of another’ pains,
which he had no right to, and not the ground
which God had given him, in common with
others, to labour on, and whereof there was as
good left as that already possessed, and more
than he knew what to do with, or his industry
could reach to.

35. 'Tis true, in land that is common in
England or any other country, where there are
plenty of people under government who have
money and commerce, no one can enclose or
appropriate any part without the consent of all
his fellow-commoners; because this is left
common by compact, i.e., by the law of the
land, which is not to be violated. And, though
it be common in respect of some men, it is not
so to all mankind, but is the joint property of
this country, or this parish. Besides, the
remainder, after such enclosure, would not be
as good to the rest of the commoners as the
whole was, when they could all make use of
the whole; whereas in the beginning and first
peopling of the great common of the world i
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was quite otherwise. The law man was under
was rather for appropriating. God com-
manded, and his wants forced him to labour.
That was his property, which could not be
taken from him wherever he had fixed it. And
hence subduing or cultivating the earth and
having dominion, we see, are joined together.
The one gave title to the other. So that God,
by commanding to subdue, gave authority so
far to appropriate. And the condition of
human life, which requires labour and materi-
als to work on, necessarily introduce private
possessions.

36. The measure of property nature has
well set by the extent of men’ labour and the
conveniency of life. No man’s labour could
subdue or appropriate all, nor could his enjoy-
ment consume more than a small part; so that
it was impossible for any man, this way, to
entrench upon the right of another or acquire
to himself a property to the prejudice of his
neighbour, who would still have room for as
good and as large a possession (after the other
had taken out his) as before it was appropri-
ated. Which measure did confine every man’s
possession to a very moderate proportion, and
such as he might appropriate to himself with-
out injury to anybody in the first ages of the
world, when men were more in danger to be
lost, by wandering from their company, in the
then vast wilderness of the earth, than to be
straitened for want of room to plant in. And
the same measure may be allowed still, with-
out prejudice to anybody, as full as the world
seems. For, supposing a man or family, in the
state they were at first, peopling of the world
by the children of Adam or Noah; let him
plant in some inland vacant places of Amer-
ica, we shall find that the possessions he could
make himself, upon the measures we have

given, would not be very large, nor, even to ..,
this day, prejudice the rest of mankind or give:’
them reason to complain or think themselves -

injured by this man’s encroachment, though
the race of men have now spread themselves
to all corners of the world, and do infinitely
exceed the small number [there] was at the
beginning. Nay, the extent of ground is of so
little value without labour that I have heard it
affirmed that in Spain itself a man may be per-
mitted to plough, sow, and reap, without being
disturbed, upon land- he has no other title to,
but only his making use of it. But, on the con-
trary, the inhabitants think themselves
beholden to him who, by his industry on neg-
lected, and consequently waste land, has
increased the stock of corn, which they
wanted. But be this as it will, which I lay no
stress on, this I dare boldly affirm, that the
same rule of propriety (viz.), that every man
should have as much as he could make use of,
would hold still in the world, without strait-
ening anybody, since there is land enough in
the world to suffice double the inhabitants,
had not the invention of money, and the tacit
agreement of men to put a value on it, intro-
duced (by consent) larger possessions and a
right to them; which, how it has done, I shall
by and by show more at large.

37. This is certain, that in the beginning,
before the desire of having more than man
needed had altered the intrinsic value of
things, which depends only on their useful-
ness to the life of man, or had agreed that a lit-
tle piece of yellow metal, which would keep
without wasting or decay, should be worth a
great piece of flesh or a whole heap of corn,
though men had a right to appropriate by their
labour, each one to himself, as much of the
things of nature as he could use, yet this could
not be much, nor to the prejudice of others,
where the same plenty was still left, to those
who would use the same industry.

Before the appropriation of land, he who

" gathered as much of the wild fruit, killed,
-caught, or tamed as many of the beasts as he




could—he that so employed his pains about
any of the spontaneous products of nature as
any way to alter them from the state nature put
them in, by placing any of his labour on them,
did thereby acquire a propriety in them; but if
they perished in his possession without their
due use—if the fruits rotted or the venison
putrified before he could spend it, he offended
against the common law of nature, and was
liable to be punished: he invaded his neigh-
bour’s share for he had no right farther than
his use called for any of them, and they might
serve to afford him conveniences of life.

38. The same measures governed the pos-
session of land, too. Whatsoever he tilled and
reaped, laid up and made use of before it
spoiled, that was his peculiar right; whatsoever
he enclosed, and could feed and make use of,
the cattle and product was also his. But if
either the grass of his enclosure rotted on the
ground, or the fruit of his planting perished
without gathering and laying up, this part of
the earth, notwithstanding his enclosure, was
still to be looked on as waste, and might be the
possession of any other. Thus, at the begin-
ning, Cain might take as much ground as he
could till and make it his own land, and yet
leave enough to Abel’s sheep to feed on: a few
acres would serve for both their possessions.
But as families increased and industry enlarged
their stocks, their possessions enlarged with
the need of them; but yet it was commonly
without any fixed property in the ground they
made use of till they incorporated, settled
themselves together, and built cities, and then,
by consent, they came in time to set out the
bounds of their distinct territories and agree
on limits between them and their neighbours,
and by laws within themselves settled the
properties of those of the same society. For we
see that in that part of the world which was
lirst inhabited, and therefore like to be best
peopled, even as low down as Abraham’s time,
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“they wandered with their flocks and their
herds, which was their substance, freely up
and down—and this Abraham did in a coun-
try where he was a stranger. Whence it is plain
that, at least, a great part of the land lay in
common, that the inhabitants valued it not,
nor claimed property in any more than they
made use of; but when there was not room
enough in the same place for their herds to
feed together, they, by consent, as Abraham
and Lot did, Gen. xiii. 5, separated and
enlarged their pasture where it best liked
them. And for the same reason, Esau went
from his father and his brother, and planted in
Mount Seir, Gen. xxxvi. 6.

39. And thus, without supposing any pri-
vate dominion and property in Adam over all
the world, exclusive of all other men, which
can no way be proved, nor anyone’s property
be made out from it, but supposing the world,
given as it was to the children of men in com-
mon, we see how labour could make men dis-
tinct titles to several parcels of it for their
private uses, wherein there could be no doubt
of right, no room for quarrel.

40. Nor is it so strange as perhaps before
consideration, it may appear, that the property
of labour should be able to overbalance the
community of land, for 'tis labour indeed that
puts the difference of value on everything; and
let anyone consider what the difference is
between an acre of land planted with tobacco
or sugar, sown with wheat or barley, and an
acre of the same land lying in common with-
out any husbandry upon it, and he will find
that the improvement of labour makes the far
greater part of the value. I think it will be but
a very modest computation to say, that of the
products of the earth useful to the life of man,
nine-tenths are the effects of labour: nay, if we
will rightly estimate things as they come to our
use, and cast up the several expenses about
them, what in them is purely owing to nature
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and what to labour, we shall find that in most
of them ninety-nine hundredths are wholly to
be put on the account of labour.

41. There cannot be a clearer demonstra-
tion of anything than several nations of the
Americans are of this, who are rich in land and
poor in all the comforts of life; whom nature,
having furnished as liberally as any other peo-
ple with the materials of plenty, i.e., a fruitful
soil, apt to produce in abundance what might
serve for food, raiment, and delight; yet, for
want of improving it by labour, have not one
hundredth part of the conveniences we enjoy.
And a king of a large and fruitful territory there
feeds, lodges, and is clad worse than a day
labourer in England. . . .

45. Thus labour, in the beginning, gave a
right of property, wherever anyone was
pleased to employ it, upon what was common,
which remained a long while, the far greater
part, and is yet more than mankind makes use
of. Men at first, for the most part, contented
themselves with what unassisted nature
offered to their necessities; and though after-
wards, in some parts of the world, where the
increase of people and stock, with the use of
money, had made land scarce, and so of some
value, the several communities settled the
bounds of their distinct territories, and, by
laws, within themselves, regulated the proper-
ties of the private men of their society, and so,
by compact and agreement, settled the prop-

‘erty which labour and industry began; and the

leagues that have been made between several
states and kingdoms, either expressly or tac-
itly disowning all claim and right to the land in
the other’s possession, have, by common con-
cept, given up their pretences to their natural
common right, which originally they had to
those countries; and-so have, by positive

agreement, settled a property amongst.them-.

selves, in distinct parts of the world; yet there

are still great tracts of ground to'be found,

which the inhabitants thereof, not having
joined with the rest of mankind in the consent
of the use of their common money, lie wastc,
and are more than the people who dwell on it,
do, or can make use of, and so still lie in com-
mon; though this can scarce happen amongst
that part of mankind that have consented to
the use of money.

46. The greatest part of things really useful
to the life of man, and such as the necessity of
subsisting made the first commoners of the
world look after, as it doth the Americans now,
are generally things of short duration, such as,
if they are not consumed by use, will decay
and perish of themselves. Gold, silver, and dia-
monds are things that fancy or agreement hath
put the value on, more than real use and the
necessary support of life. Now of those good
things which nature hath provided in com-
mon, everyone had a right (as hath been said)
to as much as he could use, and had a prop-
erty in all that he could effect with his labour;
all that his industry could extend to, to alter
from the state nature had put it in, was his. He
that gathered a hundred bushels of acorns or
apples had thereby a property in them, they
were his goods as soon as gathered. He was
only to look that he used them before they
spoiled, else he took more than his share, and
robbed others. And, indeed, it was a foolish
thing, as well as dishonest, to hoard up more
than he could make use of. If he gave away a
part to anybody else, so that it perished not
uselessly in his possession, these he also made
use of. And if he also bartered away plums that
would have rotted in a week, for nuts that
would last good for his eating a whole year, he
did no injury; he wasted not the common
stock; destroyed no part of the portion of
goods that belonged to others, so long as noth-

. ing perished uselessly in his hands. Again, if
* he would give his nuts for a piece of metal,
~pleased with its colour, or exchange his sheep




for shells, or wool for a sparkling pebble or a-

diamond, and keep those by him all his life,
he invaded not the right of others; he might
heap up as much of these durable things as he

pleased; the exceeding of the bounds of his

just property not lying in the largeness of his
possession, but the perishing of anything use-
lessly in it.

47. And thus came in the use of money,
some lasting thing that men might keep with-

out spoiling, and that, by mutual consent, men -

would take in exchange for the truly useful but
perishable supports of life. . . .

50. But since gold and silver, being little
useful to the life of man, in proportion to food,
raiment, and carriage, has its value only from
the consent of men, whereof labour yet makes
in great part the measure, it is plain that the
consent of men have agreed to a dispropor-
tionate and unequal possession of the earth, 1
mean out of the bounds of society and com-
pact; for in governments the laws regulate it;
they having, by consent, found out and agreed
in 2 way how a man may rightfully, and with-
out injury, possess more than he himself can
make use of by receiving gold and silver,
which may continue long in a man’s posses-
sion without decaying for the overplus, and
agreeing those metals should have a value. . . .

51. And thus, T think, it is very easy to con-
ceive, without any difficulty, how labour could
at first begin a title of property in the common
things of nature, and how the spending it
upon our uses bounded it; so that there could
then be no reason of quarrelling about title,
nor any doubt about the largeness of posses-
sion it gave. Right and conveniency went
logether. For as a man had a right to all he
could employ his labour upon, so he had no
temptation to labour for more than he could
make use of. This left no room for controversy
about the title, nor for encroachment on the
right of others. What portion a man carved to
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himself was easily seen; and it was useless as
well as dishonest to carve himself too much, or
take more than he needed. . . .

VII

Of Political or Civil Society

77. God, having made man such a creature
that, in his own judgment, it was not good for
him to be alone, put him under strong obliga-
tions of necessity, convenience, and inclina-
tion, to drive him into society, as well as fitted
him with understanding and language to con-
tinue and enjoy it. The first society was
between man and wife, which gave beginning
to that between parents and children, to
which, in time, that between master and ser-
vant came to be added. And though all these
might, and commonly did, meet together, and
make up but one family, wherein the master
or mistress of it had some sort of rule proper
to a family, each of these, or all together, eame
short of political society, as we shall see if we
consider the different ends, ties, and bounds
of each of these. . . .

89. Wherever therefore any number of
men are so united into one society as to quit
everyone his executive power of the law of
nature, and to resign it to the public, there and
there only is a political or civil society. And this
is done wherever any number of men, in the
state of nature, enter into society to make one
people, one body politic under one supreme
government: or else when anyone joins him-
self to and incorporates with any government
already made. For hereby he authorizes the
society, or which is all one, the legislative
thereof, to make laws for him as the public
good of the society shall require, to the execu-
tion whereof his own assistance (as to his own
decrees) is due. And this puts men out of a
state of nature into that of a commonweallh,
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by setting up a judge on earth with authority
to determine all the controversies and redress
the injuries that may happen to any member
of the commonwealth; which judge is the leg-
islative or magistrates appointed by it. And
wherever there are any number of men, how-
ever associa’ted, that have no such decisive
power to appeal to, there they are still in the
state of nature.

90. And hence it is evident that absolute
monarchy, which by some men is counted for
the only government in the world, is indeed
inconsistent with civil society, and so can be
no form of civil government at all. For the end
of the civil society being to avoid and remedy
those inconveniences of the state of nature
which necessarily follow from every man’

being judge in his own case, by setting up a-

known authority, to which everyone of that
society may appeal upon any injury received,
or controversy that may arise, and which
everyone of the society ought to obey; wher-
ever any persons are who have not such an
authority to appeal to, for the decision of any
difference between them there, those persons
are still in the state of nature. And so is every
absolute prince in respect of those who are
under his dominion. . . .

VIII

Of the Beginning of Political Societies

95. Men being, as has been said, by nature all
free, equal, and independent, no one can be
put out of his estate and subjected to the polit-
ical power of another without his own con-
sent, which is done by agreeing with other
men, to join and unite into a community for
their comfortable, safe, and peaceable living,

one amongst another, in a secure enjoyment.. .
of their properties, and a greater security -
- against any that are not of it. This any number

of men may do, because it injures not the frec-
dom of the rest; they are left, as they were, in
the liberty of the state of nature. When any
number of men have so consented to make
one community or government, they are
thereby presently incorporated, and make one
body politic, wherein the majority have a righ
to act and conclude the rest.

96. For, when any number of men have,
by the consent of every individual, made a
community, they have thereby made that com-
munity one body, with a power to act as one
body, which is only by the will and determi-
nation of the majority. For [any acting] com-
munity, being only the consent of the
individuals of it, and it being one body, must
move one way, it is necessary the body should
move that way whither the greater force car-
ries it, which is the consent of the majority, or
else it is impossible it should act or continue
one body, one community, which the consent
of every individual that united into it agreed
that it should; and so everyone is bound by
that consent to be concluded by the majority.
And therefore we see that in assemblies
empowered to act by positive laws where no
number is set by that positive law which
empowers them, the act of the majority passes
for the act of the whole, and of course deter-
mines as having, by the law of nature and rea-
son, the power of the whole.

97. And thus every man, by consenting
with others to make one body politic under
one government, puts himself under an obli-
gation to everyone of that society to submit to
the determination of the majority, and to be
concluded by it; or else this original compact,
whereby he with others incorporates into one

society, would signify nothing, and be no com-
-pact if he be left free and under no other ties
_than he was in before in the state of nature.
..For what appearance would there be of any
_ ;(':ompact?' What new engagement if he were no




farther tied by any decrees of the society than
he himself thought fit and did actually consent
to? This would be still as great a liberty as he
himself had before his compact, or anyone else
in the state of nature hath, who may submit
himself and consent to any acts of it if he
thinks fit.

98. For if the consent of the majority shall
not in reason be received as the act of the
whole, and conclude every individual, noth-
ing but the consent of every individual can
make anything to be the act of the whole,
which, considering the infirmities of health
and avocations of business, which in a number
though much less than that of a common-
wealth, will necessarily keep many away from
the public assembly; and the variety of opin-
ions and contrariety of interests which
unavoidably happen in all collections of men,
'tis next impossible ever to be had. And, there-
fore, if coming into society be upon such
terms, it will be only like Cato’s coming into
the theatre, tantum ut exiret. Such a constitu-
tion as this would make the mighty Leviathan
of a shorter duration than the feeblest crea-
tures, and not let it outlast the day it was born
in, which cannot be supposed till we can think
that rational creatures should desire and con-
stitute societies only to be dissolved. For
where the majority cannot conclude the rest,
there they cannot act as one body, and conse-
quently will be immediately dissolved again.

99. Whosoever therefore out of a state of
nature unite into a community, must be under-
stood to give up all the power necessary to the
ends for which they unite into society to the
majority of the community, unless they
expressly agreed in any number greater than
the majority. And this is done by barely agree-
ing to unite into one political society, which is
all the compact that is, or needs be, between
the individuals that enter into or make up a
commonwealth. And thus, that which begins
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and actually constitutes any political society is
nothing but the consent of any number of
freemen capable of a majority, to unite and
incorporate into such a society. And this is
that, and that only, which did or could give
beginning to any lawful government in the
world.
100. To this I find two objections made:

First, That there are no instances to be found
in history of a company of men, independent and
equal one amongst another, that met together, and
in this way began and set up a government.

Secondly, 'Tis impossible of right that men
should do so, because all men, being born under
government, they are to submit to that, and are
not at liberty to begin a new one.

-101. To the first there is this to answer:
That it is not at all to be wondered that history
gives us but a very little account of men that
lived together in the state of nature. The incon-
veniencies of that condition, and the love and
want of society, no sooner brought any num-
ber of them together, but they presently united
and incorporated if they designed to continue
together. And if we may not suppose men ever
to have been in the state of nature, because we
hear not much of them in such a state, we may
as well suppose the armies of Salmanasser or
Xerxes were never children, because we hear
little of them till they were men and embodied
in armies. Government is everywhere
antecedent to records, and letters seldom come
in amongst a people till a long continuation of
civil society has, by other more necessary arts,
provided for their safety, ease, and plenty. And
then they begin to look after the history of
their founders, and search into their original
when they have outlived the memory of it. For
tis with commonwealths as with particular
persons, they are commonly ignorant of their
own births and infancies; and if they know
anything of their original, they are beholding
for it to the accidental records that others have
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kept of it. And those that we have of the begin-
ning of any polities in the world, excepting
that of the Jews, where God himself immedi-
ately interposed, and which favours not at all
paternal dominion, are all either plain
instances of such a beginning as I have men-
tioned, or at least have manifest footsteps of it.

* 102. He must show a strange inclination to
deny evident matter of fact, when it agrees not
with his hypothesis, who will not allow that
the beginning of Rome and Venice were by the
uniting together of several men, free and inde-
pendent one of another, amongst whom there
was no natural superiority or subjection. And
if Josephus Acosta’s word may be taken, he
tells us that in many parts of America there
was no government at all. There are great and
apparent conjectures, says he, that these men,
speaking of those of Peru, for a long time had
neither kings nor commonwedlths, but lived in
troops, as they do this day in Florida—the Cheri-
quanas, those of Brazil, and many other nations,
which have no certain kings, but, as occasion is
offered in peace or war; they choose their captains
as they please, 1. 1. c. 25. If it be said that every
man there was born subject to his father, or
the head of his family, that the subjection due

from a child to a father took not away his free--

dom of uniting into what political society he
thought fit, has been already proved; but be
that as it will, these men, ’tis evident, were
actually free; and whatever superiority some
politicians now would place in any of them,
they themselves claimed it not; but, by con-
sent, were all equal, till, by the same consent,
they set rulers over themselves. So that their
politic societies all began from a voluntary
union, and the mutual agreement of men
freely acting in the choice of their governors
and forms of government: ... o

The other objection, I find, urged against the -

beginning of polities, in the way I have mentioned,
is this, viz.:

113. That all men being born under govern-
ment, some or othet; it is impossible any of them
should ever be free and at liberty to unite together
and begin a new one, or ever be able to erect a
lawful government.

If this argument be good, I ask, How came
so many lawful monarchies into the world?
For if anybody, upon this supposition, can
show me any one man, in any age of the
world, free to begin a lawful monarchy, I will
be bound to show him ten other free men at
liberty, at the same time, to unite and begin a
new government under a regal or any other
form. It being demonstration, that if anyone
born under the domination of another may be
so free as to have a right to command others in
a new and distinct empire, everyone that is
born under the dominion of another may be
so free too, and may become a ruler or subject
of a distinct separate government. And so, by
this their own principle, either all men, how-
ever born, are free, or else there is but one law-
ful prince, one lawful government in the
world; and then they have nothing to do but
barely to show us which that is, which, when
they have done, I doubt not but all mankind
will easily agree to pay obedience to him.

114. Though it be a sufficient answer to
their objection to show that it involves them
in the same difficulties that it doth those they
use it against, yet I shall endeavour to dis-
cover the weakness of this argument a little
farther.

All men, say they, are born under govern-
ment, and therefore they cannot be at liberty to
begin a new one. Everyone is born a subject to his
father or his prince, and is therefore under the per-
petual tie of subjection and allegiance. "Tis plain
mankind never owned nor considered any
such natural subjection that they were born in,
to one or to the other, that tied them, without
their own consents, to a subjection to them
and their heirs. ' '




115. For there are no examples so frequent
in history, both sacred and profane, as those of
men withdrawing themselves and their obedi-
ence from the jurisdiction they were born
under, and the family or community they were
bred up in, and setting up new governments
in other places, from whence sprang all that
number of petty commonwealths in the begin-
ning of ages, and which always multiplied as
long as there was room enough, till the
stronger or more fortunate swallowed the
weaker; and those great ones, again breaking
to pieces, dissolved into lesser dominions; all
which are so many testimonies against pater-
nal sovereignty, and plainly prove that it was
not the natural right of the father descending
to his heirs that made governments in the
beginning; since it was impossible, upon that
ground, there should have been so many little
kingdoms but only one universal monarchy if
men had not been at liberty to separate them-
selves from their families and the government,
be it what it will that was set up in it, and go
and make distinct commonwealths and other
governments as they thought fit. . . .

119. Every man being, as has been
showed, naturally free, and nothing being
able to put him into subjection to any earthly
power, but only his own consent, it is to be
considered what shall be understood to be a
sufficient declaration of a man’s consent to
make him subject to the laws of any govern-
ment. There is a common distinction of an
express and a tacit consent, which will con-
cern our present case. Nobody doubts but an
express consent of any man, entering into
any society, makes him a perfect member of
that society, a subject of that government.
The difficulty is, what ought to be looked
upon as a tacit consent, and how far it binds,
i.c., how far anyone shall be looked on to
have consented, and thereby submitted to
any government, where he has made no
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expressions of it at all. And to this [ say, that
every man that hath any possession or enjoy-
ment of any part of the dominions of any
government doth thereby give his tacit con-
sent, and is as far forth obliged to obedience
to the laws of that government, during such
enjoyment, as anyone under it, whether this
his possession be of land to him and his heirs
forever, or a lodging only for a week; or
whether it be barely travelling freely on the
highway; and, in effect, it reaches as far as the
very being of anyone within the territories of
that government.

120. To understand this the better, it is fit
to consider that every man when he at first
incorporates himself into any commonwealth,
he, by his uniting himself thereunto, annexes
also, and submits to the community those pos-
sessions which he has, or shall acquire, that do
not already belong to any other government.
For it would be a direct contradiction for any-
one to enter into society with others for the
securing and regulating of property, and yet to
suppose his land, whose property is to be reg-
ulated by the laws of the society, should be
exempt from the jurisdiction of that govern-
ment to which he himself, the proprietor of
the land, is a subject. By the same act, there-
fore, whereby anyone unites his person, which
was before free, to any commonwealth, by the
same he unites his possessions, which were
before free, to it also; and they become, both of
them, person and possession, subject to the
government and dominion of that common-
wealth as long as it hath a being. Whoever
therefore, from thenceforth, by inheritance,
purchase, permission, or otherwise enjoys any
part of the land so annexed to, and under the
government of that commonwealth, must take
it with the condition it is under; that is, of sub-
mitting to the government of the common-
wealth, under whose jurisdiction it is, as far
forth as any subject of it.
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121. But since the government has a direct
jurisdiction only over the land and reaches the
possessor of it (before he has actually incor-
porated himself in the society) only as he
dwells upon and enjoys that, the obligation
anyone is under by virtue of such enjoyment
to submit to the government begins and ends
with the enjoyment; so that whenever the
owner, who has given nothing but such a tacit
consent to the government, will, by donation,
sale or otherwise, quit the said possession, he
is at liberty to go and incorporate himself into
any other commonwealth, or agree with others
to begin a new one in vacuis locis, in any part
of the world they can find free and unpos-
sessed; whereas he that has once, by actual
agreement and any express declaration, given
his consent to be of any commonweal, is per-
petually and indispensably obliged to be, and
remain unalterably a subject to it, and can
never be again in the liberty of the state of
nature, unless by any calamity the government
he was under comes to be dissolved; or else by
some public act cuts him off from being any
longer a member of it.

122. But submitting to the laws of any
country, living quietly, and enjoying privileges
and protection under them, makes not a man
a member of that society; this is only a local
protection and homage due to and from all
those who, not being in a state of war, come
within the territories belonging to any gov-
ernment, to all parts whereof the force of its
law extends. But this no more makes a man a
member of that society, a perpetual subject of
that commonwealth, than it would make a
man a subject to another in whose family he
found it convenient to abide for some time,
though, whilst he continued in it, he were
obliged to comply with the laws and submit

- to the government he found there. And thus ..

we see that foreigners, by living all their lives

¢ s w

under another government, and enjoying the -

privileges and protection of it, though they iz
bound, even in conscience, to submit to iis
administration as far forth as any denizen, yst
do not thereby come to be subjects or et
bers of that commonwealth. Nothing cuii
make any man so but his actually entering int
it by positive engagement and express promiss
and compact. This is that which I think, con: :
cerning the beginning of political societies,
and that consent which makes anyone a men:
ber of any commonwealth.

IX

Of the Ends of Political Society
and Government

123. If man in the state of nature be so free as
has been said; if he be absolute lord of his own
person and possessions; equal to the greates
and subject to nobody, why will he part with
his freedom? Why will he give up this empire,
and subject himself to the dominion and con-
trol of any other power? To which *tis obvious
to answer, that though in the state of nature he
hath such a right, yet the enjoyment of it is
very uncertain and constantly exposed to the
invasion of others; for all being kings as much
as he, every man his equal, and the greater part
no strict observers of equity and justice, the
enjoyment of the property he has in this state
is very unsafe, very unsecure. This makes him
willing to quit this condition which, however
free, is full of fears and continual dangers; and
‘tis not without reason that he seeks out and is
willing to join in society with others who are

~ already united, or have a mind to unite for the

mutual preservation of their lives, liberties,
and estates, which I call by the general name,
property.

124. The great and chief end therefore,
of men’s uniting into commonwealths, and

“putting themselves under government, is the
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preservation of their property; to which in
the state of nature there are many things
wanting.

First, There wants an established, settled,
known law, received and allowed by common
consent to be the standard of right and wrong,
and the common measure to decide all con-
troversies between them. For though the law
of nature be plain and intelligible to all rational
creatures, yet men, being biased by their inter-
est, as well as ignorant for want of study of it,
are not apt to allow of it as a law binding to
them in the application of it to their particular
cases.

125. Secondly, In the state of nature there
wants a known and indifferent judge, with
authority to determine all differences accord-
ing to the established law. For everyone in that
state being both judge and executioner of the
law of nature, men being partial to themselves,
passion and revenge is very apt to carry them
too far, and with too much heat in their own
cases, as well as negligence and unconcerned-
ness, make them too remiss in other men’s.

126. Thirdly, In the state of nature there
often wants power to back and support the
sentence when right, and to give it due execu-
tion. They who by any injustice offended, will
seldom fail where they are able by force to
make good their injustice. Such resistance
many times makes the punishment dangerous,
and frequently destructive to those who
attempt it.

127. Thus mankind, notwithstanding all
the privileges of the state of nature, being but
in an ill condition while they remain in it, are

quickly driven into society. Hence it comes to -

pass, that we seldom find any number of men
live any time together in this state. The incon-
veniences that they are therein exposed to by

the irregular and uncertain exercise of the -

power every man has of punishing the trans-
gressions of others, make them take sanctuary
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under the established laws of government, and
therein seek the pfeservation of their property.
'Tis this makes them so willingly give up
everyone his single power of punishing to be
exercised by such alone as shall be appointed
to it amongst them, and by such rules as the
community, or those authorized by them to
that purpose, shall agree on. And in this we
have the original right and rise of both the leg-
islative and executive power as well as of the
governments and societies themselves.

128. For in the state of nature to omit the
liberty he has of innocent delights, a man has
tWO pOwers.

The first is to do whatsoever he thinks fit
for the preservation of himself and others
within the permission of the law of nature; by
which law, common to them all, he and all the
rest of mankind are one community, make up
one society distinct from all other creatures and
were it not for the corruption and viciousness
of degenerate men, there would be no need of
any other, no necessity that men should sepa-
rate from this great and natural community,
and associate into less combinations.

The other power a man has in the state of
nature is the power to punish the crimes com-
mitted against that law. Both these he gives up
when he joins in a private, if I may so call it, or
particular political society, and incorporates
into any commonwealth separate from the rest
of mankind.

129. The first power, viz. of doing whatso-
ever he thought fit for the preservation of him-
self and the rest of mankind, he gives up to be
regulated by laws made by the society, so far
forth as the preservation of himself and the
rest of that society shall require; which laws of
the society in many things confine the liberty
he had by the law of nature.

130. Secondly, The power of punishing he
wholly gives up, and engages his natural
force (which he might before employ in the

129.
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execution of the law of nature, by his own
single authority, as he thought fit) to assist
the executive power of the society as the law
thereof shall require. For being now in a new
state, wherein he is to enjoy many conven-
iences from the labour, assistance, and soci-
ety of others in the same community, as well
as protection from its whole strength, he is to
part also with as much of his natural liberty,
in providing for himself, as the good, pros-
perity, and safety of the society shall require,
which is not only necessary but just, since
the other members of the society do the like.

131. But though men when they enter into
society give up the equality, liberty, and exec-
utive power they had in the state of nature into
the hands of the society, to be so far disposed
of by the legislative as the good of the society
shall require, yet it being only with an inten-
tion in everyone the better to preserve himsel,
his liberty, and property (for no rational crea-
ture can be supposed to change his condition
with an intention to be worse), the power of
the society or legislative constituted by them
can never be supposed to extend farther than
the common good, but is obliged to secure
everyone’s property by providing against those
three defects above-mentioned that made the

state of nature so unsafe and uneasy. And so,

whoever has the legislative or supreme power
of any commonwealth, is bound to govern by
established standing laws, promulgated and
known to the people, and not by extemporary
decrees, by indifferent and upright judges,
who are to decide controversies by those laws;
and to employ the force of the community at
home only in the execution of such laws, or
abroad to prevent or redress foreign injuries
and secure the community from inroads and
invasion. And all this to be directed to no
other end but the peace, safety, and public
good of the people. -

XI

Of the Extent of the
Legislative Power

134. The great end of men’s entering into soci-
ety being the enjoyment of their properties in
peace and safety, and the great instrument and
means of that being the laws established in that
society, the first and fundamental positive law
of all commonwealths is the establishing of the
legislative power; as the first and fundamental
natural law, which is to govern even the leg-
islative itself, is the preservation of the society,
and (as far as will consist with the public good)
of every person in it. This legislative is not only
the supreme power of the commonwealth, but
sacred and unalterable in the hands where the
community have once placed it; nor can any
edict of anybody else, in what form soever con-
ceived, or by what power soever backed, have
the force and obligation of a law which has not
its sanction from that legislative which the pub-
lic has chosen and appointed; for without this
the law could not have that which is absolutely
necessary to its being a law, the consent of the
society, over whom nobody can have a power
to make laws but by their own consent and by
authority received from them; and therefore all
the obedience, which by the most solemn ties
anyone can be obliged to pay, ultimately ter-
minates in this supreme power, and is directed
by those laws which it enacts. Nor can any
oaths to any foreign power whatsoever, or any
domestic subordinate power, discharge any
member of the society from his obedience to
the legislative, acting pursuant to their trust,
nor oblige him to any obedience contrary to
the laws so enacted or farther than they do
allow, it being ridiculous to imagine one can be
tied ultimately to obey any power in the soci-
ety which is not the supreme.




135. Though the legislative, whether
placed in one or more, whether it be always in
being or only by intervals, though it be the
supreme power in every commonwealth, yet

First, It is not, nor can possibly be,
absolutely arbitrary over the lives and fortunes
of the people. For it being but the joint power
of every member of the society given up to that
person or assembly which is legislator, it can
be no more than those persons had in a state
of nature before they entered into society, and
gave it up to the community. For nobody can
transfer to another more power than he has in

himself, and nobody has an absolute arbitrary

power over himself, or over any other, to
destroy his own life, or take away the life or
property of another. A man, as has been
proved, cannot subject himself to the arbitrary
power of another; and having, in the state of
nature, no arbitrary power over the life, lib-
erty, or possession of another, but only so
much as the law of nature gave him for the
preservation of himself and the rest of
mankind, this is all he doth, or can give up to
the commonwealth, and by it to the legislative
power, so that the legislative can have no more
than this. Their power in the utmost bounds of
it is limited to the public good of the society. It
is a power that hath no other end but preser-
vation, and therefore can never have a right to
destroy, enslave, or designedly to impoverish
the subjects; the obligations of the law of

nature cease not in society, but only in many

cases are drawn closer, and have, by human
laws, known penalties annexed to them to
enforce their observation. Thus the law of
nature stands as an eternal rule to all men, leg-
islators as well as others. The rules that they
make for other men’s actions must, as well as
their own and other men’s actions, be con-
formable to the law of nature, i.e., to the will
of God, of which that is a declaration, and the
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fundamental law of nature being the preserva- -

tion of mankind, no human sanction can be
good or valid against it.

136. Secondly, The legislative or supreme
authority cannot assume to itself a power to
rule by extemporary arbitrary decrees, but is
bound to dispense justice and decide the rights
of the subject by promulgated standing laws,
and known authorized judges. For the law of
nature being unwritten, and so nowhere to be
found but in the minds of men, they who,
through passion or interest, shall miscite or
misapply it, cannot so easily be convinced of
their mistake where there is no established
judge; and so it serves not as it ought, to deter-
mine the rights and fence the properties of
those that live under it, especially where every-
one is judge, interpreter, and executioner of it
too, and that in his own case; and he that has
right on his side, having ordinarily but his own
single strength, hath not force enough to

defend himself from injuries or to punish -

delinquents. To avoid these inconveniencies
which disorder men’s properties in the state of
nature, men unite into societies that they may
have the united strength of the whole society to
secure and defend their properties, and may
have standing rules to bound it by which
everyone may know what is his. To this end it
is that men give up all their natural power to
the society they enter into, and the community
put the legislative power into such hands as
they think fit, with this trust, that they shall be
governed by declared laws, or else their peace,
quiet, and property will still be at the same
uncertainty as it was in the state of nature. . . .

138. Thirdly, The supreme power cannot
take from any man any part of his property
without his own consent. For the preservation
of property being the end of government, and
that for which men enter into society, it neces-
sarily supposes and requires that the people

131



132

Part I Modern Philosophers

should have property, without which they
must be supposed to lose that by entering into
society which was the end for which they
entered into it; too gross an absurdity for any
man to own. Men therefore in society having
propérty, they have such a right to the goods,
which by the law of the community are theirs,
that nobody hath a right to their substance,
or any part of it, from them without their own
consent; without this they have no property
at all. For I have truly no property in that
which another can by right take from me
when he pleases against my consent. Hence it
is a mistake to think that the supreme or leg-
islative power of any commonwealth can do
what it will, and dispose of the estates of the
subject arbitrarily, or take any part of them at
pleasure. This is not much to be feared in gov-
ernments where the legislative consists wholly
or in part in assemblies which are variable,
whose members upon the dissolution of the
assembly are subjects under the common laws
of their country, equally with the rest. But in
governments where the legislative is in one
lasting assembly, always in being, or in one
man as in absolute monarchies, there is dan-
ger still, that they will think themselves to
have a distinct interest from the rest of the
community, and so will be apt to increase
their own riches and power by taking what
they think fit from the people. For a man’s
property is not at all secure, though there be
good and equitable laws to set the bounds of
it between him and his fellow-subjects, if he
who commands those subjects have power to
take from any private man what part he
pleases of his property, and use and dispose
of it as he thinks good. . . .

141. Fourthly, The legislative cannot trans-
fer the power of making laws to any other

_ hands, for it being but a delegated power from
“the people, they who have it cannot’ passit -

over to others. The people alone can appoint

the form of the commonwealth, which is by
constituting the legislative, and appointing in
whose hands that shall be. And when the peo-
ple have said, We will submit, and be gov-
erned by laws made by such men, and in such
forms, nobody else can say other men shall
make laws for them; nor can they be bound
by any laws but such as are enacted by those
whom they have chosen and authorized to
make laws for them. The power of the legisla-
tive being derived from the people by a posi-
tive voluntary grant and institution, can be no
other than what that positive grant conveyed,
which being only to make laws, and not to
make legislators, the legislative can have no
power to transfer their authority of making
laws, and place it in other hands.

142. These are the bounds which the trust
that is put in them by the society and the law
of God and nature have set to the legislative
power of every commonwealth, in all forms of
government.

First, They are to govern by promulgated
established laws, not to be varied in particular
cases, but to have one rule for rich and poor,
for the favourite at court, and the countryman
at plough.

Secondly, These laws also ought to be
designed for no other end ultimately but the
good of the people.

Thirdly, They must not raise taxes on the
property of the people without the consent of
the people given by themselves or their
deputies. And this properly concerns only
such governments where the legislative is
always in being, or at least where the people
have not reserved any part of the legislative to
deputies, to be from time to time chosen by
themselves.

Fourthly, The legislative neither must nor
can transfer the power of making laws to any- '

‘body else, or place it anywhere but where the
people have.




XII

Of the Legislative, Executive, and
Federative Power of the
Commonwealth

143. The legislative power is that which has a
right to direct how the force of the common-
wealth shall be employed for preserving the
community and the members of it. But
because those laws which are constantly to be
executed, and whose force is always to con-
tinue, may be made in a little time; therefore
there is no need that the legislative should be
always in being, not having always business to
do. And because it may be too great tempta-
tion to human frailty, apt to grasp at power, for
the same persons who have the power of mak-
ing laws, to have also in their hands the power
to execute them, whereby they may exempt
themselves from obedience to the laws they
make, and suit the law, both in its making and
execution, to their own private advantage, and
thereby come to have a distinct interest from
the rest of the community, contrary to the end
of society and government. Therefore in well-
ordered commonwealths, where the good of
the whole is so considered as it ought, the leg-
islative power is put into the hands of divers
persons who, duly assembled, have by them-
selves, or jointly with others, a power to make
laws, which when they have done, being sep-
arated again, they are themselves subject to the
laws they have made; which is a new and near
tie upon them to take care that they make
them for the public good.

144. But because the laws that are at once,
and in a short time made, have a constant and
lasting force, and need a perpetual execution,
or an attendance thereunto, therefore ’tis nec-
essary there should be a power always in
heing, which should see to the execution of
the laws that are made, and remain in force.
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And thus the legislative and executive power
come often to be separated.

145. There is another power in every com-
monwealth which one may call natural,
because it is that which answers to the power
every man naturally had before he entered into
society. For though in a commonwealth the
members of it are distinct persons, still, in ref-
erence to one another, and, as such, are gov-
erned by the laws of the society; yet, in
reference to the rest of mankind, they make
one body, which is, as every member of it
before was, still in the state of nature with the
rest of mankind. Hence it is that the contro-
versies that happen between any man of the
society with those that are out of it are man-
aged by the public, and an injury done to a
member of their body engages the whole in
the reparation of it. So that under this consid-
eration the whole community is one body in
the state of nature in respect of all other states
or persons out of its community.

146. This, therefore, contains the power of |

war and peace, leagues and alliances, and all
the transactions with all persons and commu-
nities without the commonwealth, and may be
called federative if anyone pleases. So the thing
be understood, I am indifferent as to the name.

147. These two powers, executive and fed-
erative, though they be really distinct in them-
selves, yet one comprehending the execution
of the municipal laws of the society within
itself upon all that are parts of it; the other the
management of the security and interest of the
public without, with all those that it may
receive benefit or damage from, yet they are
always almost united. And though this feder-
ative power in the well or ill management of it
be of great moment to the commonwealth, yet
it is much less capable to be directed by
antecedent, standing, positive laws than the
executive, and so must necessarily be left to
the prudence and wisdom of those whose
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hands it is in, to be managed for the public
good. For the laws that concern subjects one
amongst another, being to direct their actions,
may well enough precede them. But what is to
be done in reference to foreigners, depending
much upon their actions, and the variation of
designs and interests, must be left in great part
to the prudence of those who have this power
committed to them, to be managed by the best
of their skill for the advantage of the com-
monwealth.

148. Though, as I said, the executive and
federative power of every community be really
distinct in themselves, yet they are hardly to
be separated and placed at the same time in
the hands of distinct persons. For both of
them requiring the force of the society for their
exercise, it is almost impracticable to place the
force of the commonwealth in distinct and not
subordinate hands; or that the executive and
federative power should be placed in persons
that might act separately, whereby the force of
the public would be under different com-
mands, which would be apt sometime or other
to cause disorder and ruin. . . .

XIX

Of the Dissolution of Government

211. He that will with any clearness speak of
the dissolution of government, ought in the
first place to distinguish between the dissolu-

‘tion of the society and the dissolution of the

government. That which makes the commu-
nity, and brings men out of the loose state of
nature into one politic society, is the agreement
which everyone has with the rest to incorpo-
rate and act as one body, and so be one dis-

- tinct commonwealth. The usual, and almost-

only way whereby this union is dissolved, is
the inroad-of foreign force making a conquest.
upon them: For in'that case (not being able to
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maintain and support themselves as one entiic
and independent body) the union belonginy
to that body which consisted therein, musi
necessarily cease, and so everyone return lo
the state he was in before, with a liberty to shifi
for himself and provide for his own safety, a-
he thinks fit, in some other society. Whenever
the society is dissolved, *tis certain the gov
ernment of that society cannot remain. Thu:
conquerors’ swords often cut up governments
by the roots, and mangle societies to pieces,
separating the subdued or scattered multitude
from the protection of and dependence on that
society which ought to have preserved them
from violence. The world is too well instructed
in, and too forward to allow of this way of dis-
solving of governments, to need any more to
be said of it; and there wants not much argu-
ment to prove that where the society is dis-
solved, the government cannot remain; that
being as impossible as for the frame of a house
to subsist when the materials of it are scattered
and dissipated by a whirlwind, or jumbled
into a confused heap by an earthquake.

212. Besides this overturning from with-
out, governments are dissolved from within,

First, When the legislative is altered, civil
society being a state of peace amongst those
who are of it, from whom the state of war is
excluded by the umpirage which they have
provided in their legislative for the ending all
differences that may arise amongst any of
them. "Tis in their legislative that the members
of a commonwealth are united and combined
together into one coherent living body. This is
the soul that gives form, life, and unity to the
commonwealth. From hence the several mem-
bers have their mutual influence, sympathy,
and connexion. And therefore when the leg-

islative is broken, or dissolved, dissolution and

death follows. For the essence and union of

“the society consisting in having one will, the
“legislative, when once established ‘by the
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majority, has the declaring and, as it were,
keeping of that will. The constitution of the
legislative is the first and fundamental act of
society, whereby provision is made for the con-
tinuation of their union under the direction of
persons and bonds of laws, made by persons
authorized thereunto, by the consent and
appointment of the people, without which no
one man, or number of men, amongst them
can have authority of making laws that shall
be binding to the rest. When anyone, or more,
shall take upon them to make laws whom the
people have not appointed so to do, they make
laws without authority, which the people are
not therefore bound to obey; by which means
they come again to be out of subjection, and
may constitute to themselves a new legislative,
as they think best, being in full liberty to resist
the force of those who, without authority,
would impose anything upon them. Everyone
is at the disposure of his own will, when those
who had, by the delegation of the society, the
declaring of the public will, are excluded from
it, and others usurp the place who have no
such authority or delegation.

213. This being usually brought about by
such in the commonwealth who misuse the
power they have, it is hard to consider it
aright, and know at whose door to lay it,
without knowing the form of government in
which it happens. Let us suppose then the
legislative placed in the concurrence of three
distinct persons.

1. A single hereditary person having the
constant, supreme, executive power,
and with it the power of convoking and
dissolving the other two within certain
periods of time.

2. An assembly of hereditary nobility.

3. An assembly of representatives chosen
pro tempore, by the people. Such a form
of government supposed, it is evident:
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. ....214. First, That when such a single person .

or prince sets up his own arbitrary will in
place of the laws, which are the will of the
society, declared by the legislative, then the
legislative is changed. For that being in effect
the legislative whose rules and laws are put in
execution, and required to be obeyed, when
other laws are set up, and other rules pre-
tended and enforced than what the legislative
constituted by the society have enacted, it is
plain that the legislative is changed. Whoever
introduces new laws, not being thereunto
authorized by the fundamental appointment
of the society, or subverts the old, disowns and
overturns the power by which they were
made, and so sets up a new legislative.

215. Secondly, When the prince hinders the
legislative from assembling in its due time, or
from acting freely, pursuant to those ends for
which it was constituted, the legislative is
altered. For 'tis not a certain number of men,
no, nor their meeting, unless they have also
freedom of debating and leisure of perfecting
what is for the good of the society, wherein the
legislative consists; when these are taken away,
or altered, so as to deprive the society of the
due exercise of their power, the legislative is
truly altered. For it is not names that consti-
tute governments, but the use and exercise of
those powers that were intended to accom-
pany them; so that he who takes away the free-
dom, or hinders the acting of the legislative in
its due seasons, in effect takes away the leg-
islative, and puts an end to the government.

216. Thirdly, When, by the arbitrary power
of the prince, the electors or ways of election
are altered, without the consent, and contrary
to the common interest of the people, there
also the legislative is altered. For if others than
those whom the society hath authorized there-
unto do choose, or in another way than what
the society hath prescribed, those chosen are
not the legislative appointed by the prople.
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217. Fourthly, The delivery also of the peo-
ple into the subjection of a foreign power,
either by the prince or by the legislative, is cer-
tainly a change of the legislative, and so a dis-
solution of the government. For the end why
people entered into society being to be pre-
served one entire, free, independent society, to
be governed by its own laws, this is lost when-
ever they are given up into the power of
another.

218. Why, in such a constitution as this,
the dissolution of the government in these
cases is to be imputed to the prince is evident,
because he, having the force, treasure, and
offices of the State to employ, and often per-
suading himself, or being flattered by others,
that, as supreme magistrate, he is uncapable
of control; he alone is in a condition to make
great advances toward such changes under
pretence of lawful authority, and has it in his
hands to terrify or suppress opposers as fac-
tious, seditious, and enemies to the govern-
ment; whereas no other part of the legislative,
or people, is capable by themselves to attempt
any alteration of the legislative without open
and visible rebellion, apt enough to be taken
notice of; which, when it prevails, produces
effects very little different from foreign con-
quest. Besides, the prince, in such a form of
government, having the power of dissolving
the other parts of the legislative, and thereby
rendering them private persons, they can
never, in opposition to him, or without his
concurrence, alter the legislative by a law, his
consent. being necessary to give any of their
decrees that sanction. But yet so far as the
other parts of the legislative any way con-
tribute to any attempt upon the government,
and do either promote, or not, what lies in
them hinder such designs, they are guilty, and
partake in this, which is certainly the greatest

crime men can be guilty of one towards -
o o o ryelief when it is too late, and the evil is past

another.

219. There is one way more whereby such
a government may be dissolved, and that is:
When he who has the supreme executive
power neglects and abandons that charge, so
that the laws already made can no longer be
put in execution. This is demonstratively to
reduce all to anarchy, and so effectively to dis-
solve the government. For laws not being
made for themselves, but to be, by their exe-
cution, the bonds of the society to keep every
pazt of the body politic in its due place and
function, when that totally ceases, the govern-
ment visibly ceases, and the people become a
confused multitude without order or connex-
ion. Where there is no longer the administra-
tion of justice for the securing of men’s rights,
nor any remaining power within the commu-
nity to direct the force, or provide for the
necessities of the public, there is no govern-
ment left. Where the laws cannot be executed
it is all one as if there were no laws, and a gov-
ernment without laws is, I suppose, a mystery
in politics unconceivable to human capacity,
and inconsistent with human society.

220. In these, and the like cases, when the
government is dissolved, the people are at lib-
erty to provide for themselves by erecting a
new legislative, differing from the other by the
change of persons, or form, or both, as they
shall find it most for their safety and good. For
the society can never, by the fault of another,
lose the native and original right it has to pre-
serve itself, which can only be done by a set-
tled legislative and a fair impartial execution
of the laws made by it. But the state of
mankind is not so miserable that they are not
capable of using this remedy till it be too late
to look for any. To tell people they may pro-
vide for themselves by erecting a new legisla-
tive, when, by oppression, artifice, or being
delivered over to a foreign power, their old one
is gone, is only to tell them they may expect




cure. This is in effect no more than to bid them .

tirst be slaves, and then to take care of their
liberty, and, when their chains are on, tell
them they may act like freemen. This, if barely
s0, is rather mockery than relief, and men can
never be secure from tyranny if there be no
means to escape it till they are perfectly under
it. And therefore it is, that they have not only
a right to get out of it, but to prevent it.

221. There is therefore Secondly another
way whereby governments are dissolved, and
that is, when the legislative, or the prince,
either of them act contrary to their trust.

First, The legislative acts against the trust
reposed in them when they endeavour to
invade the property of the subject, and to
make themselves, or any part of the commu-
nity, masters or arbitrary disposers of the lives,
liberties, or fortunes of the people.

222. The reason why men enter into soci-
ety is the preservation of their property; and
the end why they choose and authorize a leg-
islative is that there may be laws made, and
rules set, as guards and fences to the properties
of all the members of the society, to limit the
power and moderate the dominion of every
part and member of the society. For since it
can never be supposed to be the will of the
society that the legislative should have a power
to destroy that which everyone designs to
secure by entering into society, and for which
the people submitted themselves to legislators
of their own making: whenever the legislators
endeavour to take away and destroy the prop-
erty of the people, or to reduce them to slav-
ery under arbitrary power, they put themselves
into a state of war with the people, who are
thereupon absolved from any farther obedi-
ence, and are left to the common refuge which
God hath provided for all men against force
and violence. Whensoever therefore the leg-
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islative shall transgress this fundamental rule
of society, and either by ambition, fear, folly,
or corruption, endeavour to grasp themselves,
or put into the hands of any other, an absolute
power over the lives, liberties, and estates of
the people, by this breach of trust they forfeit
the power the people had put into their hands
for quite contrary ends, and it devolves to the
people; who have a right to resume their orig-
inal liberty, and by the establishment of a new
legislative (such as they shall think fit), pro-
vide for their own safety and security, which
is the end for which they are in society. . . .

243. To conclude, The power that every
individual gave the society when he entered
into it, can never revert to the individuals
again, as long as the society lasts, but will
always remain in the community; because
without this there can be no community, no
commonwealth, which is contrary to the orig-
inal agreement; so also when the society hath
placed the legislative in any assembly of men,
to continue in them and their successors, with
direction and authority for providing such
successors, the legislative can never revert to
the people whilst that government lasts;
because, having provided a legislative with
power to continue forever, they have given up
their political power to the legislative, and can-
not resume it. But if they have set limits to the
duration of their legislative, and made this
supreme power in any person or assembly
only temporary; or else when, by the miscar-
riages of those in authority; it is forfeited; upon
the forfeiture of their rulers, or at the determi-
nation of the time set, it reverts to the society,
and the people have a right to act as supreme,
and continue the legislative in themselves or
place it in a new form, or new hands, as they
think good.
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