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Within his own intellectual context, John Locke's argument for the 

people's natural right of resistance in the Second Treatise of Government was 

profoundly original. But he derived its conceptual foundation and rhetorical 

ornament from the six political texts immediately available to him when he 

wrote the Second Treatise in 1681-82. Locke based his "very Strange Doctrine" 

of popular resistance to political tyranny upon the natural right of rational 

individuals to judge and punish criminals in the state of nature. Textual 

analysis demonstrates that none of his six texts presented this argument. 

Locke did, however, base his resistance theory upon such moral concepts as 

natural law, natural equality, and natural liberty, which--as textual analysis 

further indicates--he derived from texts by Samuel von Pufendorf and Richard 

Hooker. Locke's radical argument further benefited from Ciceronian and 

Biblical rhetoric. He intended this rhetoric to be comfortingly familiar to his 

intended readers, the English gentry of the 1680s, and therefore effective in 

persuading them to resist the invasion of their rights by King Charles II in 

1681-82. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Identifying the origin of political theories is a central concern for 

historians of political theory. It is, however, a daunting task. Merely 

attributing a given political theory to ideas circulating in the cultural 

atmosphere is a shallow and grossly inadequate approach to this problem of 

scholarship. The historian of political theory must analyze the text(s) in 

which the theory was originally argued and then relate that text to the 

appropriate context. In the mid-twentieth-century, many prominent 

historians analyzed specific texts but synthesized them with inappropriate, 

anachronistic contexts. Commentators on the political ideas of John Locke 

examined the arguments he presented in his Two Treatises of Government but 

related those arguments to the problems, concerns, and interests of their own 

times rather than to those of Locke and his intended contemporary readers. 

Leo Strauss associated the Two Treatises with what he regarded as the 

amoral hedonism of modern liberalism, C. B. Macpherson treated Locke's 

work as an apologia for capitalist accumulation and bourgeois revolution, and 



Willmoore Kendall saw in the text a theory of majority-rule democracy. The 

origin and intended meaning of the Two Treatises remained obscure.l 

In 1960, through conscientious scrutiny of the texts, Cambridge 

historian Peter Laslett demonstrated that the Two Treatises, although 

published in 1689, were not composed by Locke in the aftermath of the 

Revolution of 1688-89 as its theoretical justification. Rather, Locke wrote the 

Treatises during a domestic political conflict between England's Parliament 

and King Charles II, known as the Restoration (or Exclusion) Crisis, which 

spanned from 1677 to 1683. Since Laslett first presented his findings in his 

introduction to the 1960 Cambridge edition of the Two Treatises, there has 

been considerable debate as to the precise dating of the texts. It is generally 

conceded, though, that the Restoration Crisis, not the Revolution of 1688-89, 

provided the political context for Locke's arguments.2 

The sources for Locke's arguments in the Two Treatises--the text's 

intellectual context--continued to elude scholars, due mainly to Locke's failure 

to cite most of his sources. In the 1970s and 1980s, a circle of Cambridge 

historians--including Quentin Skinner, J. G. A. Pocock, John Dunn, and James 

Tully--provided a solution to the methodological problem of sources. By 

comparing the language of a given text with the language of antecedent texts, 

a scholar could find the transmission of ideas in the use of similar vocabulary 

and phrasing, style of writing, and method of argumentation. The Cambridge 

methodology of linguistic usage enables the historian to demonstrate the 

1 Leo Strauss, Natural Right and History (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1953), 202-51; C. B. Macpherson, The Political Theory of Possessive Individualism (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1962), 194-262; Wilhnoore Kendall, John Locke and the Doctrine of 
Mqjority-Rule (Urbana: University oflllinois Press, 1959). 

2 John Locke, Two Treatises of Government, ed. Peter Laslett (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1992), 45-61, 79-92. 
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sources of an abstraction (a political theory) through verifiable concrete 

evidence (words on the printed page). A critic of the usage-method, Joseph 

Femia, contended that this approach would reduce abstract theories to 

concrete languages meaningful only in a specific time and place (such as 

England's Restoration Crisis). Richard Ashcraft's thesis in Revolutionary 

Politics and Locke's Two Treatises of Government is an example of just such an 

unfortunate reduction. But this abuse need not be a necessary implication of 

the usage-method. Cambridge revisionists have demonstrated how political 

texts written on separate continents in different centuries are all united into 

one common discourse by a common political language. 3 

3 J . G. A. Pocock, "The Concept of a Language and the Metier d'historien: Some 
Considerations on Practice," in Political Thought and the Tudor Commonwealth: Deep 
Structure, Discourses and Disguise, eds. Paul A. Fildeler and T. F. Mayer (London: 
Routledge, 1992), 19-38; Quentin Skinner, "Meaning and Understanding in the History of 
Ideas," in Meaning and Context: Quentin Skinner and his Critics, ed. James Tully (Princeton, 
NJ: Princeton University Press, 1988), 29-67; Joseph V. Femia, "An Historicist Critique of 
'Revisionist' Methods for Studying the History ofldeas," in ibid. , 156-75. For his discussion 
of the meaning of usage, see Conal Condren, The Status and Appraisal of Classic Texts: An 
Essay on Political Theory, Its Inheritance, and the History of Ideas (Princeton, NJ: Princeton 
University Press, 1985), 138. For the argument that political languages are meaningful 
only for a specific social group in a specific time and place, see Richard Ashcraft, 
Revolutionary Politics and Locke's Two Treatises of Government (Princeton, NJ: Princeton 
University Press, 1986), 3-16. For a usage-demonstration of the natural-rights discourse, 
see Richard Tuck, Natural Rights Theories: Their Origin and Development (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1979). For the discourse of ancient constitutionalism, see J . G. 
A. Pocock, The Ancient Constitution and the Feudal Law: A Study of English Historical 
Thought in the Seventeenth Century (Bath: Cedric Chivers, 1957). For the discourse of 
classical republicanism, see id., The Machiavellian Moment: Florentine Political Thought and 
the Atlantic Republican Tradition (Pricneton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1975). 
Cambridge School scholars have applied their method to Locke's Second Treatise as well. 
For the argument that Locke's view of property was largely Thomistic, see James Tully, A 
Discourse on Property: John Locke and His Adversaries (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1980). For the argument of Calvinist emphasis on Locke's political theory, see John 
Dunn, The Political Thought of John Locke: An Historical Account of the Argument of the 
'Two Treatises of Government"' (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1969). For his 
association of Locke's resistance theory to those of the Scots humanist George Buchanan and 
the Spanish Jesuit Juan de Mariana, see Quentin Skinner, The Foundations of Modern 
Political Thought, Volume Two: The Age of Reformation (Cambridge: Cambridge Universtiy 
Press, 1978), 338-48. 
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Placing Locke's Second Treatise into the discourse of the natural-law 

language, the present work seeks out Locke's sources for his resistance theory 

on the grounds of the use of similar language in other texts. The argument in 

the Second Treatise for a natural right of resistance to political tyranny drew 

upon the language of specific texts, most of them well respected by Locke's 

intended audience, the English gentry of the early 1680s. Although connected 

with the political languages of Locke's own time and place, Locke's argument 

was, in essence, profoundly original and unusual for its day. Femia expressed 

concern that usage-method would render the political theory of the past 

incoherent and irrelevant to other times and places. But the abstractness 

and originality of Locke's argument for resistance made it capable of 

extraction from its intellectual and political contexts and of use in another 

context, all without violence to its essential meaning. (We will see in the 

conclusion that this is precisely what Thomas Jefferson did, paraphrasing 

Locke's argument for resistance in the American Declaration of 

Independence). 

When Locke composed his Second Treatise, he believed that the English 

were subject to the arbitrary will of King Charles II, and they dared not 

disobey that will, for fear of provoking not only the King's wrath, but also civil 

war and regicide, like those of the 1640s. In response to the plight of the 

people and in defiance of the predominant belief in unconditional obedience to 

kings, Locke boldly asserted that the power of a sovereign was limited to 

enforcement of "this Fundamental Law of Nature and Government, viz. That 

to as much as may be, all the Members of the Society are to be preserved," and 

that, when a sovereign transgressed this limitation, his sovereignty devolved 

to the people, from whom it was originally derived. Furthermore, in any 

dispute between the sovereign and the people as to whether the former had 
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transgressed the law and lost his authority, the people reserved the right to 

judge and punish the sovereign. The people's right of judgment and 

punishment, in turn, derived from the right of every individual to act as 

"Judge for himself, and Executioner," in the state of nature. Having made his 

case for the state of natural liberty, Locke explained the right of individuals to 

wield executive power in that state: 

Man being born, as has been proved, with a Title to perfect 
Freedom, and an uncontrouled enjoyment of all the Rights and 
Priviledges of the Law of Nature, equally with any other Man, or 
number of Men in the World, hath by Nature a Power, not only to 
preserve his Property, that is, his Life, Liberty and Estate, 
against the Injuries and Attempts of other Men; but to judge of, 
and punish the breaches of that Law in others, as he is 
perswaded the Offence deserves, even with Death it self, in 
Crimes where the heinousness of the Fact, in his Opinion, 
requires it.4 

Resistance theory was rare enough in Locke's day, but his argument that the 

people held executive power as individuals in the state of nature and could 

resume and exercise that power against a tyrant was, as Locke conceded to 

his readers, "a very Strange Doctrine." The uniqueness of Locke's argument 

should become apparent with a review of other perspectives on resistance 

available to Locke at the time he wrote the Second Treatise.5 

To attain some degree of certainty in identifying the sources Locke used 

in his resistance theory, we should first limit the scope of investigation to 

those texts which we know were available to Locke for direct consultation 

during the period he researched, planned, and composed the Second Treatise 

(mid 1681 to late 1682). In 1692, Locke began a catalogue of his complete 

4 Locke, Two Treatises, 187. 

5 Ibid., 7-9, 89, 159, 240-3. 
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library, which he kept up until1703, the year before his death. While he kept 

no record of the books he stored at his apartment in the London home of his 

friend, the Earl of Shaftesbury, Locke left the vast majority of his books in his 

chambers at the College of Christ Church, Oxford University, where he held a 

permanent postgraduate fellowship. In July 1681, Locke moved back to 

Oxford, made a list of the books in his Oxford library, and then began research 

on the subject of natural-law theory. Hence, we may limit the our scope of our 

investigation to those texts he had immediately at hand in his Oxford library. 

Most of the books were medical or scientific in subject; there were only eight 

works with distinct political content. And of those eight, two were texts he 

specifically wrote against in the Second Treatise: Robert Filmer's Patriarcha 

and William Barclay's De potestate Papae. The six remaining titles were the 

Bible (four copies), John Calvin's Institutes of the Christian Religion, Cicero's 

De officiis (three copies), Niccolo' Machiavelli's Discourses on Livy, Richard 

Hooker's Of the Law of Ecclesiastical Polity, and Samuel von Pufendorfs De 

jure naturae et gentium. It is entirely possible that Locke used other sources 

for his Second Treatise which his personal library lacked. But, rather than 

indulge in speculation as to what books he might have had in London or how 

much he might have remembered from books he read years before but did not 

own, this work is concerned only with Locke's usage of the six political texts 

which we know for certain that he possessed as he developed his argument for 

resistance.6 

Part One of the present study outlines the views on political resistance 

expressed in the six texts, to determine how much Locke's argument for 

resistance owed to them. Part One approaches each text roughly in the order 

6 John Harrison and Peter Laslett, The Library of John Locke (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1971), 14-5, 269-77. 
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that Locke presumably first encountered it and places each in the context of 

Locke's reading and writing, from his early education to the Restoration 

Crisis, with some attention given to contemporaneous political events, in so 

far as they framed Locke's intellectual life and impinged on his views on 

resistance. Part One demonstrates that none of the six texts argued for a 

natural right of resistance. The two texts on which Locke took thorough notes, 

by Hooker and Pufendorf, categorically denied a right of resistance. Of the two 

texts which Locke read regularly from his boyhood to his deathbed--Cicero's 

De officiis and the Bible--neither presented a formal argument for resistance 

to political tyranny. They suggested that it could be justifiable, but not on the 

basis of natural rights. As for the two texts which Locke probably studied the 

least, Machiavelli and Calvin, the first followed Cicero's general approach to 

resistance, while the second followed the Bible's. We can conclude from this 

outline that Locke's argument for a natural right of resistance was essentially 

original, at least within Locke's own intellectual context (i.e. the political 

ideas existing clearly within his scope of awareness, roughly corresponding to 

the political texts immediately available in his Oxford library). 

Part Two of this work demonstrates the linguistic similarities and 

dissimilarities which the Second Treatise shares with the six texts in building 

its argument for resistance. We contend that Locke did employ specific 

elements of the text's political languages as the rhetorical flesh and the 

conceptual skeleton of his argument. Quantity and quality of usage differs 

considerably for each text. The contribution of Calvin was negligible while 

that of the Bible was extensive and rhetorically compelling but conceptually 

superficial. Machiavelli provided a few useful concepts and phrases, while 

Cicero provided several of both. But the texts by Hooker and Pufendorf--which 

Locke read intently in mid-1681 and again in 1682--provided Locke with 

7 



crucial building blocks for the natural-rights theory upon which his argument 

for resistance depended. Among these important components were their 

concepts of natural law and natural liberty and their arguments that 

knowledge of natural law is available to all human beings through reason and 

that the people's consent is a prerequisite of legitimate government. We 

conclude from this demonstration that, while Locke's argument was itself 

quite original, it drew heavily upon Hooker and Pufendorfs understanding of 

natural law and employed some language from the other texts, which were 

part of the intellectual context of Locke's intended audience, the English 

gentry of the early 1680s. 

While Locke's argument for resistance did not conceptually depend 

upon rhetoric from the Bible, Cicero, Calvin, and Machiavelli, without it, his 

"very Strange Doctrine" might have seemed too abstract and alien to compel 

the assent of his readers (and, actually, the Second Treatise was not ardently 

received upon its publication with the First Treatise in 1689). But one might 

hypothesize, as historian John Dunn did, that it was this combination of a 

highly original and potentially threatening argument for resistance with 

traditional and safely familiar textual usages which made the Second Treatise 

acceptable both to radicals and conservatives, to the defenders of the English 

constitution and its subverters, throughout the English-speaking world of the 

eighteenth century.7 

7 John Dunn, "The Politics of Locke in England and America in the Eighteenth 
Century," in John Locke: Problems and Perspectives, A Collection of Essays, ed. John Yolton 
(Cambridge University Press, 1969), 56-9, 65-80. 
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PART ONE 

Context 

John Locke junior (1632-1704) was born into a middling family of 

small landowners and county officials in Somerset. He received a Calvinist 

upbringing from his father, John Locke senior, a moderate Presbyterian who 

took care to instruct his children in the Bible, and his mother Agnes, whom 

Locke described as "a very pious woman." The Locke family favored the 

replacement of bishops in the Church of England with Calvinist presbyteries: 

councils of church "elders." Among leaders of the Presbyterian community in 

Somerset were Alexander Popham, a gentleman from whom the Lockes 

enjoyed political favors, and young John Locke's uncle Peter, a zealous 

presbyter who helped evict the local Anglican vicar. When Presbyterians in 

the House of Commons precipitated civil war between Parliament and King 

Charles I in the early 1640s, Popham became a colonel in the Parliamentary 

army and the senior John Locke served with him. Popham's troops used 

violence in the service of reformation, smashing stained-glass windows, 

baptismal fonts, organs, the bishop's seat, and other "popish abominations" 
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at Wells Cathedral in 1643. But, by June of that year, the Parliamentary 

forces in Somerset had been routed by Royalist forces.l 

The Bible was the central text in John Locke junior's earliest 

instruction and he saw first hand how it could inspire armed resistance to 

government. The Bible remained the principal reference for Locke's thinking 

throughout his life. His Oxford library of July 1681 contained five Bibles--two 

English, one Hebrew, and two Greek New Testaments--and, by the time of his 

death, his complete library contained thirty Bibles, the largest quantity of 

any single text. Biblical translation was a constant in his primary and 

secondary education. Locke did not exhibit much interest in Scriptural 

analysis until the early 1680s, when his First Treatise of Government rebutted 

Sir Robert Filmer's interpretation of Scripture in Patriarcha as justifying 

absolute monarchy. As we will see in Part Two of this study, Locke then 

brought his refreshed knowledge of Scripture to bear in framing his argument 

for the natural right of resistance in his Second Treatise.2 

1 W. M. Spellman, John Locke (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1997), 9; John 
Marshall, John Locke: Resistance, Religion and Responsibility (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1994), 3-4. For a succinct presentation of the causes of the English Civil 
War and the role played by Parliamentary Presbyterians, see Mark Kishlansky, A Monarchy 
Transformed: Britain, 1603-1714 (Penguin Boks, 1996), ch. 6, esp. 141-3, 148-50, 155. For 
the basic beliefs distinguishing Presbyterians and Episcopalians in the years leading up to 
the English Civil War, see John F . H. New, Anglican and Puritan: The Basis of Their 
Opposition, 1558-1640 (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1964). For the importance 
of the Bible as a political text in seventeenth-century England, see Christopher Hill, The 
English Bible and the Seventeenth-Century Revolution (London: Penguin Books, 1993). 

2 John Harrison and Peter Laslett, The Library of John Locke (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1971), 86-7, 271-3 , 277. For Locke's lifelong concem with Biblical religion, see 
Marshall, John Locke, esp. 73-155, 327-414. For the thesis that Biblical religion was the 
central concern of Locke's life, see Spellman, John Locke; id., John Locke and the Problem of 
Depravity (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988); id., The Latitudinarians and the Church of 
England, 1660-1700 (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1993), esp. 143-62. For his 
argument that Locke's philosophical ideas were abjectly dependent upon the appeal to 
Scriptural authority, see Richard Ashcraft, "Faith and Knowledge in Locke's Philosophy," in 
John Locke: Problems and Perspectives, A Collection of New Essays (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1969), 194-223. For Locke's mature use of Scripture in his principal work 
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Although not a political text per se, the Christian Bible contains 

arguments--explicit and implicit--for and against political resistance. The 

Old Testament (or Hebrew Torah) provided Locke and practically every other 

political theorist in early modern Europe with a wealth of examples of 

resistance to political authority, many of them explicitly commanded by God, 

which might serve as "precedents" justifying political resistance in their own 

time and place. To Locke and many contemporaries, the Old Testament held 

that, since man was made in God's image, human life should be preserved, 

multiplied, and protected from physical harm. 'Whoso sheddeth man's 

blood," read Gen. 9.6 KJV, "by man shall his blood be shed, for in the image of 

God made he man." The evil of murder was reasserted prominently in the 

Decalogue. Injury and murder were sins, but what were mortals to do in 

response to them? Cain, the flrst murderer, feared that the automatic 

response of others would be to kill him on sight for his crime. In the Book of 

Exodus, when Moses saw an Egyptian taskmaster striking a Hebrew 

bondsman, he stopped the Egyptian with deadly force. God did not command 

punishment of either Cain or the taskmaster by private individuals and went 

so far as to protect Cain from violence. The Old Testament made no clear 

justification of punishment by private individuals and no clear connection 

between the punishment of criminals and the resistance of tyrants. 3 

God made covenants with Adam, Noah, Abraham, and Moses, offering 

the Hebrews peace and plenty in return for observance of His commandments, 

thereby establishing a law above that of human creation. Christians in early 

of theology (published in 1695), see John Locke, The Reasonableness of Christianity, ed. 
George W. Ewing (Washington, D. C.: Regnery Gateway, 1965). 

3 The Holy Bible, Containing the Old and New Testaments, in the King James Version 
(Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson Publishers, 1977), Gen. 1.26-31, 4.14, 9.6, Exod. 2.11·4, 
20.13. 
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modern Europe found examples in the Old Testament where God seemed to 

sanction the use of force by individuals in defense against or punishment of 

temporal rulers who oppressed God's chosen people. In Judg. 11 KJV, the 

Israelites were attacked by the Ammonites, and the Israelite war leader 

Jephthah proclaimed that "the Lord the Judge be judge this day between the 

children of Israel and the children of Ammon." In return for a sacrifice, the 

Hebrew God agreed to use Jephtha as His instrument in delivering the 

Israelites from the Ammonites, guiding Jephtha on to military victory. Also 

in the Book of Judges, Samson was moved by the spirit of God to slaughter 

the Philistine oppressors of the Israelites. In the First Book of Samuel, God 

commanded King Saul to annihilate the Amalekites. He complied but 

refrained from killing their captive king. God repented ever making Saul king 

and sent the judge Samuel to chastise Saul for the sin of "rebellion" against 

God. When Saul still failed to respond, Samuel executed the captive king 

himself. It is one thing to execute a foreign king taken captive in war and 

quite another to assassinate one's own sovereign. The Second Book of Kings, 

however, described how the righteous prophet Jehoiada organized and carried 

out a conspiracy to kill the tyrannical queen Athaliah and her idolatrous 

priests. He then presumed to make a covenent between God, the people, and 

the queen's son, King Joah. The Old Testament showed that God might strike 

down kings who, as oppressors of God's people, behaved "like wolves ravening 

the prey, to shed blood, and to destroy souls, to get dishonest gain."4 

4 Judg. 11 , 14-15, 1 Sam. 15, II Kings 11, Ezek. 22.27 KJV. The story of Jehoiada 
and Athaliah is eerily similar to the deposition of Mary Stuart as Queen of Scotland in the 
1660s by the would-be prophet John Knox and the Scots estates; following the Scriptural 
precedent, the Presbyterian junta proclaimed a national covenant with God and named 
Mary's son, James, the new king. See John Knox, On Rebellion, ed. Roger A Mason 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), xv, xxi-xxiv, 11, 31-2, 34, 44; see also 
Robert M Kingdon, "Calvinism and Resistance Theory, 1550-1580," Cambridge History of 
Political Thought 1450-1700, ed. J . H. Burns, with Mark Goldie (Cambridge: Cambridge 
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It also demonstrated, however, that God sometimes imposed 

tyrannical kings upon His chosen people as just punishment for their sins. 

When the Israelites became corrupt and called for a king--rather than God--to 

rule them, God angrily agreed to oblige them with a king who "will take your 

fields, and your vineyards, and your oliveyards, even the best of them, and give 

them to his servants." This example from the First Book of Samuel 

established the expropriation and redistribution of property as a hallmark of 

tyranny in the minds of European Christians, but also as a divine 

punishment which ought to be endured. God told the nation of Israel in the 

Book of Hosea that "I gave thee a king in mine anger, and took him away in 

my wrath." It was for God to impose tyrants and remove them. The Old 

Testament God might use human agents like Samuel and Jehoiada to deliver 

His chosen people from oppressive rulers, or He might employ miracles. If 

God failed to designate a human deliverer, the people could only pray for 

deliverance through direct divine intervention. In Exodus, God rescued the 

Hebrews from Egyptian slavery by tormenting the Egyptians with miraculous 

plagues until the tyrannical Pharaoh released them. Daniel's interpretation 

of Nebuchadnezzar's dream in the Book of Daniel foretold a future age when 

the last worldly empire would fall and the rule of human kings would be 

permanently replaced with the Kingdom of God. The Book of Revelation in 

the New Testament elaborated upon this vision of the millennium in detail, 

describing the destruction of the New Babylon (Rome) by natural disasters 

University Press, 1991), 214-5. The sixteenth-century French Calvinist resistance tract, 
Vindiciae contra tyrannos, argued for a three-way covenant of God, king, and people as the 
proper basis for government. See Julian Franklin, ed., Constitutionalism and Resistance in 
the Sixteen Century: Three Treatises by Hotman, Beza, and Momay (New York: Pegasus, 
1969), 134, 139-40, 143, 147, 149, 165, 181; see also George H. Sabine, A History of 
Political Theory, rev. Thomas Landon Thorson (Fort Worth, TX: Harcourt Brace College 
Publishers, 1989), 352-7. 
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unleashed by avenging angels and the returning Christ. The Old Testament 

maintained, however, that the avenging of wrongs belonged only to God, and 

that human beings could resist tyrants only by divine command and not by 

their own judgment. While the Old Testament provided political theorists 

with examples of political resistance, the New Testament typically exhorted 

Christians not only to refrain from resisting oppressive rulers but, as we will 

see, even to refrain from defending themselves against attack by private 

criminals. 5 

The New Testament reaffirmed the value of human life and the evil of 

doing harm to it. In his epistles, Paul taught Christians that they did not 

own themselves, but belonged rather to God, "[f1or we are his workmanship, 

created in Christ Jesus unto good works." Since God created them and filled 

them with the Spirit, Christians should honor their bodies as "a temple of the 

Holy Spirit." Paul observed that self-love was instinctive to human beings. 

He wrote that husbands should love their wives as they love themselves, "[f1or 

no man ever yet hateth his own flesh; but nourisheth and cherisheth it." Self

preservation, then, was both a duty to God for Christians and a natural 

inclination for all human beings. Paul observed that pagans did good works 

even though they lacked the Spirit of God and even lacked the Mosaic Law: 

"For when the Gentiles, which have not the law, do by nature the things 

contained in the law, these, having not the law, are a law unto themselves: 

Which shew the work of the law written in their hearts." Paul's observation 

that human beings by their nature have an innate sense of good and evil , 

5 Hos. 13.9-11, 1 Sam. 8, Ex. 7-12, 2.23-5, Dan. 1-4, Rev. KJV. For Old Testament 
examples of the precept that the right to seek revenge belongs to God, not to human beings, 
see Deu. 32.35, Ps. 99.8, Is. 34.8, Nah. 1.2 KJV. 
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which includes the natural inclination for self-preservation, proved 

authoritative for Christian theorists of naturallaw.6 

In his Sermon on the Mount in the Gospel of Matthew, Jesus also 

observed that Mosaic Law dictates virtues which Gentiles perform as a 

matter of course. "For if ye love them which love you," he pointed out, "what 

reward have ye? do not even the publicans [tax collectors] the same? And ifye 

salute your brethren only, what do ye more than others?" That fact alone was 

reason enough to suggest that God expected more of Christians than 

obedience to a law which merely reaffirmed natural impulses. Jesus exhorted 

his listeners to be meek and peaceful, bless their persecutors, and love their 

enemies as well as their neighbors. Christians must not only forsake the 

natural (and Jewish) law which dictates seeking reparation for injury, but 

even the natural impulse to defend their bodies from attack: "I say unto you, 

That ye resist not evil: but whosever shall smite thee on thy right cheek, turn 

to him the other also .... And whosoever shall compel thee to go a mile, go 

with him twain." Jesus commanded his followers, "Thou shalt love thy 

neighbor as thyself," but seemingly expected them to love their neighbors and 

enemies more than themselves, enduring pain, robbery, assault, enslavement, 

and even death as preferable to violent resistance. In Rom. 12. 17-21 KJV, 

Paul affirmed Christ's command of non-resistance and the Old Testament 

precept that the judgment and vengeance of wrongs belongs to God, not man. 7 

Eager to reconcile Christianity with the political structure and social 

conventions of the Roman Empire, Paul exhorted Christians to offer no 

resistance to institutionalized oppression. A Christian should actively 

6 Rom. 2.14-5, 12.1, 1 Cor. 6.18-9, Eph. 2.9, 5.29 KJV. 

7 Matt. 5, 22.39; Rom. 12.17-21 , 14.10-3 KJV. 
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embrace his "calling," i.e. his place in society, even if it is that of a slave. 

Moreover, he must obey his superiors "with fear and trembling, in singleness 

of your heart, as unto Christ." If a Christian had to obey his social betters as 

if they were Christ himself, how much more ardently must he obey the 

political sovereign, Caesar, who stood at the apex of the Roman social 

hierarchy. While Jesus commanded Christians, in the context of the payment 

of taxes, to "[r]ender ... unto Caesar the things which are Caesar's: and unto 

God the things that are God's," Paul went further, arguing that the authority 

of Caesar ought to be obeyed as God's authority, because God created all 

things for His own purposes, "whether they be thrones, or dominions, or 

principalities, or powers." Christian obedience theorists depended heavily 

upon Paul's famous defense of non-resistance to all existing political 

authority in his Epistle to the Romans: 
Let every soul be subject unto the higher powers. For 

there is no power of but of God: the powers that be are ordained 
of God. 

Whosoever therefore resisteth the power, resisteth the 
ordinance of God: they that resist shall receive to themselves 
damnation. 

. . . For he is the minister of God to thee for good. But if 
thou do that which is evil, be afraid; for he beareth not the sword 
in vain: for he is the minister of God, a revenger to execute wrath 
upon him that doeth evil. 

Wherefore ye must needs be subject, not only for wrath, 
but also for conscience sake.s 

Paul was not alone among apostles in his defense of obedience to temporal 

authority. In his First Epistle, Peter urged Christians to "[s]ubmit yourselves 

to every ordinance of man for the Lord's sake: whether it be to the king, as 

8 Rom. 13.1-7 KJV. For one notable example of the use of Rom. 13 by the 
Elizabethan Church of England in support of the divine right of kings, see An Homily against 
Disobedience and Wylful Rebellion, in Divine Right and Democracy: An Anthology of Political 
Writing in Stuart England, ed. David Wooton (London: Penguin Books, 1986), 96. 
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supreme; Or unto governors ... For so is the will of God .... Fear God. Honour 

the king." In the Acts of the Apostles, however, Peter maintained the Old 

Testament doctrine that "We ought to obey God rather than men." Christians 

could not actively obey kings who issued commands contrary to God's will, but 

they also could not resist such a king, even if he punished disobedience with 

torture and execution. Jesus had submitted to such punishment on the cross 

and thousands of Christians were martyred in following his example.9 

In the terrible civil war which dominated John Locke's youth, both sides 

employed Biblical language. The Presbyterians in England and Scotland 

cited precedents from the Old Testament to demonstrate the necessity of 

their armed defense of true religion, while the army of King Charles defended 

royal prerogative under a banner reading, "Give Caesar His Due." Colonel 

Alexander Popham used his influence as a prominent Presbyterian and 

Parliamentary officer to get his client's eldest son nominated to England's 

most prestigious boys' school. When young John Locke entered Westminster 

School in the fall of 1647, it was controlled by Parliament but remained under 

the administration of Richard Busby, a Royalist and Episcopalian. In 1649, 

Schoolmaster Busby had Locke and the other students pray in the chapel for 

the King's soul when Charles was executed only a few hundred feet away. 

Calvinist enthusiasm found no place at Westminster. Locke received a 

humanist education which focused on mastery of classical languages and 

literature. He was introduced to the standard texts of such Latin authors as 

Aesop, Terence, Sallust, Livy, Homer, Virgil, Horace, and Cicero. Despite the 

disadvantages of his early country education, Locke excelled at Westminster 

School and was elected to a junior studentship (undergraduate scholarship) at 

9 1 Cor. 7.20-4, Eph. 6.5, Col. 3.22-5, Matt. 22.1, Col. 1.16-8, 1 Pet. 2.13-9, Acts 5: 
29 KJV. 
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the College of Christ Church, Oxford University. His thorough mastery of 

Greek and Hebrew enabled him to skip repetitive university courses and 

begin more advanced work. As he entered Oxford in 1652, the university's 

control was shifting from the heavy hand of a Parliamentary Board of Visitors 

to an Oxford-based board headed by John Owen, Vice-Chancellor of Oxford 

and Dean of Christ Church. An Independent preacher of great force and 

reknown, Owen ended the rigid discipline of the Presbyterian regime, 

proselytizing with sermons rather than swords. While more tolerant of 

heterodoxy by the time of Locke's arrival, Oxford University still remained a 

Calvinist stronghold during his four years of study.lO 

Although steeped in Calvinism at Oxford, Locke most likely did not 

read the Institutes of the Christian Religion until after his graduation, since 

there is no reference to the Institutes in his university account book or 

notebooks. He did, however, own several editions in his complete library and 

one copy in his Oxford library. In any event, there is hardly a trace of natural 

rights or resistance theory in the masterwork of John Calvin (1509-1564), but 

the trace which did exist inspired British and Continental Calvinists to 

develop elaborate arguments for resistance in the sixteenth and seventeenth 

centuries. In the last chapter of the last volume of the four-volume Institutes, 

Calvin addressed political theory, upholding obedience to temporal rulers in 

the Pauline tradition. The purpose of government was to protect true religion 

(i.e. Calvinism), preserve the civil peace, and punish violations of the Mosaic 

Law of God (narrowly understood as the Decalogue). Following Paul's 

observation in the Roman Epistle, Calvin remarked that the Law of God was 

lO Kishlansky, Monarchy Transformed, 151; John Locke, The Educational Writings of 
John Locke, ed. James L. Axtell (Cambrdige: Cambridge University Press, 1968), 20-30; 
Spellman, John Locke, 10. 
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"none other than the testimony of natural law and of that conscience which is 

engraved in the souls of men by God." He cited murder as a violation of divine 

and natural law, but did not admit a natural right to punish murderers. 

Calvin maintained that God prohibits human beings from shedding blood 

even in retribution against evil, so God created government after Adam's fall 

and ordained it with the authority and power to inflict punishment on 

evildoers. A Christian can only wield the sword if he holds the divinely

ordained office of magistrate, thereby acting by God's authority rather than 

his own. Since temporal powers are ordained by God, to resist them is to 

resist God; this is true even of princes who "pillage homes, violate wives and 

maidens, [and] slaughter the innocent." Calvin noted that such tyrannical 

kings may be sent by God to punish a people for its sins and that, under such 

circumstances, "all that is left to us is to implore the help of the Lord. "11 

Although he closely followed the arguments for non-resistance in the 

New Testament, Calvin conceded that God might also call on a human 

"avenger" to punish the tyrant, as in the Old Testament. But 

even if the punishment of unbridled tyranny is the Lord's 
vengeance [on tyrants], we are not to imagine that it is we 
ourselves who have been called upon to inflict it. All that has 
been assigned to us is to obey and suffer. Here as always, I am 
speaking about private persons. It may be that there are in our 
days popular magistrates established to restrain the 
licentiousness of kings, corresponding to those "Ephors" which 
were set against the authority of the kings of the Spartans . . .. If 
there are such [popular magistrates], then it is no part of my 
intention to prohibit them from acting in accordance with their 
duty, and resisting the licentiousness and frenzy ofkings.12 

11 Marshall, John Locke, 5; John Calvin, The Institutes of the Christian Religion, in 
Martin Luther and John Calvin, Luther and Calvin on Secular Authority, ed. Harro Hopful 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 49, 60-9, 75. 

12 Calvin, Institutes, 81-3. 
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Calvin's background as a humanist and lawyer provided him with a 

constitutional exception to the Pauline doctrine of obedience. Calvin viewed 

human nature as completely corrupted by original sin and feared the freedom 

of human beings to act according to their own carnal judgment; such freedom 

could only result in social chaos. He insisted that private persons obey 

established authority abjectly. Lesser magistrates, however, might be 

trusted with the authority to resist princes, since they--no less than their 

prince--were ordained by God and imbued with divine authority. This highly

qualified exception gave British and Continental Calvinists a loophole for the 

development of theories of resistance to tyrants by lesser magistrates. It 

enabled Presbyterians in Parliament to resist King Charles without violating 

the Christian doctrine of non-resistance. Despite the Institutes' emphasis on 

divine law and obedience, the work did provide some small patch of ground on 

which arguments for natural law and resistance might be built, but not for a 

natural right of resistance per se.13 

While John Locke received a heavy dose of Calvinism in the chapel 

during his years as an Oxford student, the university remained humanist in 

its curriculum and scholastic in its method of instruction. Locke's university 

tutor, Thomas Cole, introduced him to scholastic logic and Aristotelian 

philosophy. Locke received his B. A in February 1656, his M. A. in June 1658, 

and a senior studentship (permanent postgraduate fellowship ) at Christ 

Church in December of that year, launching his teaching career. In 1663-64, 

he served as Censor of Moral Philosophy, tutoring undergraduates in moral 

philosophy, mainly using the Bible and classical Latin texts, such as Cicero's 

l3 Duncan B. Forrester, "Martin Luther and John Calvin," in History of Political 
Philosophy, ed. Leo Strauss and Joseph Cropsey (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1987), 332-3, 341-6; Francis Oakley, "Christian Obedience and Authority, 1520-1550," in 
Cambridge History, 182-87; Kingdon, "Resistance Theory," in ibid., 203-14. 
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De officiis. Locke's discussions with students on natural law gave rise to his 

Latin Essays on the Law of Nature (first published in 1958). In the First 

Essay, he quoted from Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics (which he 

recommended to his students). His arguments in the Fifth and Eighth 

Essays are reminiscent of passages from Cicero's De legibus and De officiis. 

Locke knew his Aristotle. His Oxford library contained only On Rhetoric, but 

his complete library contained five works, including the Ethics and Politics. 

Cicero's moral philosophy, however, held much more appeal for Locke than 

Aristotle's. Cicero's famous definition of natural law in De res publica is 

notably absent from the Essays. Locke showed little interest in that 

particular work; he did not even have it in his complete library. But De officiis 

held pride of place in his thinking from boyhood to death. He read De officiis 

as a child at Westminster School and taught it as Censor of Moral 

Philosophy. He probably did not reread it until 1677, but his notebooks 

indicate careful study of the text from 1681 through 1684, the time of his 

research and composition of the Two Treatises. He continued to study and 

recommend Cicero's ethics, particularly in his own writings on education, 

throughout the 1690s. Locke's complete library contained twenty-nine books 

by Cicero (including seven copies of De officiis, three of them included in his 

Oxford library of June 1681).14 

Aristotle (384-322 B.C.) and Marcus Tullius Cicero (Tully) (106-43 B.C. ) 

both developed the concept of jus naturae (alternately translated as natural 

law, natural right, or natural justice). But the concept was not central to their 

14 Locke, Educational Writings, 30-43; John Locke, Essays on the Law of Nature, ed. 
by Wolfgang von Leyden (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1958), 35; Harrison and Laslett, 
Library, 74-5, 108-9, 270, 272; Marshall, John Locke, 299-326. For Cicero's elaboration on 
his dictum that "[t]rue law is right reason in agreement with nature," see Marcus Tullius 
Cicero, De RePublica, De Legibus, trans. Clinton Walker Keyes (Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press, 1928), ill.xxii.33. 
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moral and political arguments. In De officiis, Cicero explained natural law as 

rooted in a natural instinct for self-preservation which human beings share 

with the lower animals: 

From the beginning nature has assigned to every type of creature 
the tendency to preserve itself, its life and body, and to reject 
anything that seems likely to harm them, seeking and procuring 
everything necessary for life, such as nourishment, shelter and so 
on. Common also to animals is the impulse to unite for the 
purpose of procreation, and a certain care for those that are 
born.15 

Here, Cicero echoed Aristotle's view that every thing has an innate purpose, a 

tendency to seek its own perfection. Aristotle argued in his Nicomachean 

Ethics that human beings share with plants and animals an inclination for 

self-preservation through the processes of nutrition and sensation.16 

Aristotle and Cicero further agreed, however, that human beings differ 

from plants and animals in possessing the capacity to seek self-preservation 

through the process of rational thought, that human self-preservation is 

possible only through social cooperation, and that innate in man's rational 

faculty is an instinct for sociablility. "A social instinct is implanted in all 

men by nature," Aristotle held in his Politics and, as Cicero explained in De 

officiis, this social instinct "unites one man to another for the fellowship both 

of common speech and of life" and "drives him to desire that men should meet 

together and congregate, and that he should join them himself." Furthermore, 

Cicero wrote, each man should "devote himself to providing whatever may 

contribute to the comfort and sustenance not only of himself, but also of his 

15 Cicero, On Duties, ed. M. T. Griffm and E. M. Atkins (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1991), I.ii. 

16 Ibid., I.ll , 22; Aristotle, Ethica Nioomachea, trans. W. D. Ross, in The Basic 
Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon (New York: Random House, 1941), 1.1-3, V. 7, VI.1-2. 
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wife, his children, and others whom he holds dear and ought to protect." 

Cicero quotes the "splendid phrase" of Aristotle's teacher, Plato, that ''We are 

not born for ourselves alone." While each person has an instinct to preserve 

his own life, he also has an instinct to enter into society and seek the common 

good. Aristotle and Cicero were much less concerned with the preservation of 

life per se than with the attainment of the good life--the life appropriate to 

man qua rational animal--which was attainable only within civil society, i.e. a 

society with a government. In his Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle held that 

"one's own good cannot exist without ... a form of government," for "man is a 

political creature and one whose nature is to live with others." In his Politics, 

he observed that "the individual, when isolated, is not self-sufficing," and that 

a self-sufficient being, with no need for civil society, can only be "a beast or a 

god." While Cicero agreed that human beings formed societies "to provide for 

life's necessities" because they could not do so on their own, he held the social 

instinct to be the principal cause, and fellowship the principal end, of social 

life.I7 

Accordingly, Aristotle and Cicero were less concerned with the 

preservation of one's life against the violence of others (or, more specifically, of 

resistance to political oppression) than with the creation of a form of 

government under which civil society would be permanently secure against 

disorder and the people, against injustice. Constitutionalism, not resistance, 

was the focus of their political writing. Aristotle and Cicero sought to avert 

both tyranny and revolution as disruptive to domestic tranquility and the 

general welfare. Cicero followed the thesis of Aristotle's Politics, that society 

consists of the few and the many (i.e. the rich and the poor), that political 

17 Cicero, On Duties, 1.12, 49, 157-60; Aristotle , Ethica, VI.8, IX.4, 9; id., Politica, 
trans. Benjamin Jowett, in Basic Works of Aristotle, 1.2. 
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power may be held by the few (aristocracy), the many (democracy), or the one 

(monarchy), and that social order is best guaranteed by a "mixed" 

constitution, which combines elements from the three forms of government, 

thereby sustaining social equilbrium between rich and poor. Revolution 

occurs when one of the two estates try to change the constitution to its own 

advantage, most commonly when the poor try to seize power so that they 

might plunder the rich. Conspiracy and revolt can also be justly provoked by 

tyranny, however, when the chief magistrate attacks the honor or property of 

the citizens out of arrogance and greed. Aristotle held that one must "not 

allow a man to rule, but rational principle [to rule], because a man behaves 

thus in his own interests and becomes a tyrant." The rule of law, rather than 

of man, is the key to preventing tyranny. This maxim is especially true for a 

monarchy, which Aristotle said could only be preserved "by the limitation of 

its powers." But those who usurp political power by "force or fraud" are also 

tyrants, and of usurpation Aristotle wrote that "mankind will not, if they can 

help it, endure it." He believed that an armed citizenry was a prerequisite of 

civil society and observed that "it is an impossible thing that those who are 

able to use or to resist force should be willing to remain always in subjection." 

Concerned with securing permanent peace and justice through 

constitutionalism, Aristotle did not recommend resistance to tyranny, but he 

made clear that resistance was justifiable when rulers overstepped their 

proper bounds.18 

Cicero wrote De officiis in 44 B.C, the year of Julius Caesar's 

assassination, and while resistance was no more central to his politics than 

to Aristotle's, he did have some hot words to share on the subject of 

18 Cicero, On Duties, 11.21-9, 78-81; Aristotle, Politics, V.1-3, 10-11, VII.9; id. , 
Ethics, V.6. 
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tyrannicide. He noted that injustice may be done by "force" or "deceit" and 

that there are two types of injustice: "men may inflict injury; or else, when it 

is being inflicted upon others, they may fail to deflect it even though they 

could." Cicero recognized that one must "defend" others against injury, but he 

saw this obligation as a duty derived from sociability, unrelated to the 

natural instinct for self-preservation. He also believed that one may defend 

one's self against violence by force, but he found the necessity of self-defense 

distasteful as behavior suited to a "beast" rather than a human being. Cicero 

held that "if a man acts violently against someone else in order to secure 

some advantage himself, . .. he takes all the 'human' out of human." Cicero 

further likened a tyrant, who plunders the goods of his citizens, to an 

irrational beast with no place in civil society: 

there can be no fellowship between us and tyrants--on the 
contrary there is a complete estrangement--and it is not contrary 
to nature to rob a man, if you are able, to whom it is honourable 
to kill . Indeed, the whole pestilential and irreverent class ought 
to be expelled from the community of mankind. For just as some 
limbs are amputated, if they begin to lose their blood and their 
life, as it were, and are harming the other parts of the body, 
similarly if the wildness and monstrousness of a beast appears 
in human form, it must be removed from the common humanity, 
so to speak, of the body.19 

Like Aristotle, Cicero took "the equalization of goods" as the hallmark of 

tyranny, for "[w]hat greater plague could there by than that?" He said of the 

assassinated Gracchi, two brothers who as tribunes sought the redistribution 

of land in the Roman Republic, that "they are numbered among those who 

were justly cut down. If anyone wishes, then, to win true glory, let him fulfill 

the duties of justice." He further alluded to the assassination of Julius 

19 Cicero, On Duties, II.32. 

25 



Caesar in defense of the Republic as "the fairest of all splendid deeds," a 

position which provoked Cicero's own assassination by a partisan of Mark 

Antony in 43 B.C. While Cicero did not develop a theory of political resistance, 

he argued in De officiis that citizens may kill tyrants justly, not so much out of 

an instinct for self-preservation and self-defense, as from the instinct to 

promote the common good and the duty to defend others against injury. 20 

In his Discourses on Livy, the Florentine political theorist, Niccolo' 

Machiavelli (1469-1527), followed the basic arguments of Aristotle and 

Cicero, although his principal source was the Roman historian, Titus Livius 

(Livy) (59 B.C.-A.D. 17). John Locke read Aristotle, Cicero, and Livy at Oxford, 

but he probably did not read Machiavelli until after his graduation. He owned 

ten of Machiavelli's works in his complete library and had a copy of the 

Discourses in his Oxford library. Like Aristotle and Cicero, Machiavelli's main 

concern in politics was not to argue for a theory of obedience or resistance but 

to demonstrate how the degeneration of a state into tyranny and revolution 

could be averted by a constitution that balanced conflicting social interests. 

The dry, observational style of the Discourses is reminiscent of 

Aristotle's Politics; Machiavelli made observations about tyranny and 

revolution without openly condemning or recommending either. He discussed 

the dangers of political conspiracies (both to princes and plotters) at some 

length, "so that princes may learn to guard themselves from these dangers 

and private individuals may put themselves into them more timidly--indeed, 

that they may learn to be content to live under the empire that had been 

proposed to them by fate," noting that "whoever does otherwise most often 

ruins himself and his fatherland." Although Machiavelli introduced his topic 

20 Ibid., 1.23, 34, 41 , 11.43, 111.18, 26. 
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in this manner, he proceeded to describe at great length how best to execute a 

plot successfully. In fact, his chapter on conspiracies might be described as a 

handbook on assassination. While he did not provide a similar blueprint for 

popular insurrection, he did warn princes of the folly of tyrannizing their 

subjects. "Because if you impoverish them," Machiavelli assured, "'arms 

remain to be despoiled'; if you disarm them, 'fury supplies arms'; if you kill 

their heads and follow by injuring the others, the heads are reborn like those 

of the Hydra." Yet Machiavelli did not follow classical tradition in treating 

the people as turbulent and irrational. On the contrary, "as to prudence and 

stability, I say that a people is more prudent, more stable, and of better 

judgment than a prince. Not without cause may the voice of a people be 

likened to that of God." This departure from classicism proved of great 

importance in the modern republican tradition. If the people were not lusty 

beasts or mindless sheep in need of firm guidance, but rather as wise or wiser 

than their rulers, then they were suited to govern themselves and could be 

trusted with political power. Machiavelli devoted himself to constitutional 

theory rather than to resistance theory and did not employ the language of 

natural law or natural rights, but his observations in the Discourses provided 

justification for popular resistance and even popular self-government.21 

The theologian Richard Hooker (1554-1600), used the arguments of 

Thomas Aquinas in defending the Elizabethan Church of England against its 

Catholic and Presbyterian critics. The Church was headed by the monarch, 

rather than the Pope, and administered by bishops, rather than presbyteries. 

21 Harrison and Laslett, Library, 181, 276; Niccolo' Machiavelli, Disrourses on Livy, 
trans. Harvey C. Mansfield and Nathan Tarcov (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996), 
1.58.3, 11.24.1, ill.1.1-6, 111.6.1-20. For an early (pre-Pocockian) view of Machiavelli's place 
in the discourse of classical republicanism, see Zera Fink, The Classical Republicans: An 
Essay in the Rerovery of a Pattern of Thought in Seventeenth-Century England (Evanson, IL: 
Northwestern University, 1945), 10-8. 
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Its Thirty-Nine Articles of Faith were predominantly Calvinist, but church 

ceremony remained Lutheran, as it had been under Henry VIII. The 

Elizabethan Settlement was mish-mash of conflicting doctrines, but Hooker 

defended this heterogeneity as an asset. His Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical 

Polity, published in 1593, championed the Elizabethan Church as the golden 

mean between the extremes of Catholicism and Presbyterianism. Following 

Thomas, he reconciled the Church's theology and ceremony by arguing that 

articles of faith are dictated by Scripture, but things "indifferent" to God and 

irrelevant to salvation, like church ritual and government, may be left to 

human reason. As we will see in Part Two, Book One of Hooker's master work 

provided Locke with an important source of neo-Thomistic natural-law theory. 

Locke had three sets of the eight-volume work in his complete library and one 

set in his Oxford library. But Hooker's work did not provide arguments for 

self-defense or resistance. Against the Pauline-Calvinist argument that all 

temporal rulers are ordained by God and the Aristotelian notion of the 

natural slave, Hooker held that no person has the right, by nature, to 

command others. Rulers can exercise rightful authority only through the 

consent of their subjects. Once individuals agree to bind themselves into a 

body politic, however, that original agreement remains binding on all future 

members of the body. He contended in Book One: 

[T]o be commanded we do consent, when that society whereof we 
are part hath at any time before consented, without revoking the 
same after by the like universal agreement. Wherefore as any 
man's deed past is good as long as himself continueth; so the act 
of a public society of men done five hundred years sithence 
standeth as theirs who presently are of the same societies, 
because corporations are immortal; we were then alive in our 
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predecessors, and they in their successors do live still. Laws 
therefore human, of what king soever, are available by consent.22 

Hooker's corporatist view of civil society--which he also extended to 

ecclesiastical society (i.e. the national Church)--allowed for no dissent after 

the original consent, let alone resistance. 23 

For the young John Locke, profoundly disturbed by the sectarian 

enthusiasm and political instability of the Interregnum, Hooker's reasoning 

was appealing and he employed it in his first known (but unpublished) work, 

the Two Tracts Upon Government, which argued against religious dissent and 

political resistance. Remarkable for the future proposer of the natural right 

of resistance, Locke's Tracts asserted: "The subject is bound to a passive 

obedience under any decree of the magistrate whatsoever, whether just or 

unjust, nor, on any grounds whatsoever may a private citizen oppose the 

magistrate's decrees by force of arms." He composed the Two Tracts in 1660 

and welcomed the Restoration of King Charles II that year.24 

Over the course of the 1660s, however, Locke had good reason to 

question the wisdom of the Restoration Settlement. The intent of the 

22 Richard Hooker, Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, vol. I, ed. Christopher Morris 
(New York: Dutton, 1963), I.X.8. 

231bid. , I.X.4; Harrison and Laslett, Library, 157, 270; Jennifer Loach, Parliament 
Under the Tudors (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991), 97-108; Kishlansky, Monarchy 
Tranformed, 74. Just as Cicero drew many of his basic assumptions from Aristotle, so 
Hooker depended on Thomas for his fundamental premises in theology, metaphysics, 
epistemology, ethics, and politics. It was really only on the question of church headship and 
government that Hooker had serious disagreements with Thomas. For a collection of 
extracts from On Kingship, Summa Theologica, and Summa Contra Gentiles which highlight 
Thomas's moral and political philosophy, see Thomas Aquinas, St. Thomas Aquinas on 
Politics and Ethics, ed. Paul E. Sigmund (New York: W. W. Norton, 1988). 

24 Marshall, John Locke, 12-32; Locke, Law of Nature, 22-30; Spellman, John Locke, 
12-3; id. , Problem of Depravity, 49-51. Locke witnessed the London blasphemy trial of the 
Ranting Quaker, James Nayler, and was particularly horrified by his enthusiasm. For a 
description ofNayler's ideas, behavior, and prosecution, and a sweeping study of the social 
and political turmoil unleashed by fringe sectaries during the Interregnum, see Christopher 
Hill, The World Turned Upside Down: Radical Ideas During the English Revolution (London: 
Maurice Temple Smith, 1972), esp. 231-51. 
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Settlement was, as much as possible, to restore the status quo ante bellum. 

But, as historian Jonathan Scott observed, "the makers of the Restoration 

period succeeded rather too completely for their own good." In restoring the 

Stuart monarchy with its prerogative powers and the episcopal Church of 

England with its disciplinary powers, the Settlement also restored two causes 

of the Civil War. The honeymoon between Charles II and his people had 

ended by 1662 and the popular fear of popery and arbitrary goverment which 

had plagued his father's reign reemerged, ultimately provoking another clash 

between King and Parliament in the late 1670s and 1680s similar to that of 

the early 1640s.25 

The flaws of the Restoration were caused less by Charles II than by the 

Episcopalian gentry, represented in the Cavalier Parliament, who howled for 

the punishment of those they blamed for civil war and regicide. Parliament 

penalized religious dissenters through a series of acts, collectively known as 

the Clarendon Code. The Corporation Act of 1661 restricted municipal 

electors and officeholders to members of the Church of England. In May 1662, 

Charles, like his father, disturbed English Protestant sensibilities by 

marrying a Portuguese Catholic (Catherine of Braganza) to please his friend 

and ally, the King of France. That month, the King of England gave his assent 

to the Act of Uniformity, which dashed Presbyterian hopes for their 

comprehension into the restored Church. The act reestablished the episcopal 

Church of England and limited benefices to clergy who were ordained by 

bishops and assented to the Book of Common Prayer. The Great Ejection 

25 Jonathan Scott, Algernon Sidney and the Restoration Crisis, 1677-1683 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 6-8; id., Algernon Sidney and the English 
Rebpublic, 1623-1677 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 165-7; Esmond S. 
De Beer, "Locke and English Liberalism: The Second Treatise of Government in its 
Contemporary Setting," in Problems and Perspectives, 37-40. 

30 



followed in August, in which over a thousand clergymen gave up their 

benefices rather than take the test prescribed by the Act of Uniformity. "By 

adopting a punitive and narrow settlement," historian Richard Greaves has 

noted, "the government missed the opportunity to calm a good deal of the 

apprehension and mitigate the acerbity that characterized the 1660s." When 

Charles came under criticism by nonconformist clergy and some members of 

Parliament for failing to keep his 1659 promise of religious toleration, the 

King issued a Declaration of Indulgence in December which dispensed with 

the laws that placed civil penalties on English Catholics and Dissenters, but 

Parliament demanded its withdrawal. The Conventicle Act of 1664, renewed 

in 1670, authorized the deportation of nonconformists to the colonies on their 

third arrest at an illegal church service and the use of military force to prevent 

and disband such services. The Triennial Act of 1641 was repealed, restoring 

the King's prerogative to summon and dismiss Parliament at his pleasure. 

Finally, in 1665 Parliament passed the Five Mile Act, which forbade the 

ejected nonconformist ministers from coming within five miles of any town 

without first taking an oath not to seek "any alteration of government, either 

in church or state." The Restoration Settlement (particularly the Clarendon 

Code) poured salt into the national wounds which it was intended to heal.26 

In the second half of the 1660s, Locke moved away from the 

conservative positions of the Two Tracts. Mter completing his year as Censor 

of Moral Philosophy, Locke made his first trip to the Continent in 1665 on a 

diplomatic mission. Amazed by the peaceful coexistence of Catholics, 

26 K H. D. Haley, The First Earl of Shaftesbury (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968), 
160-4, 171, 180; Richard L. Greaves, Deliver Us frm Evil: The Radical Underground in 
Britain, 1660-1663 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986), 21-48, 131-3; Kishlansky, 
Monarchy Transformed, 221-36. 
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Lutherans, and Calvinists in the tolerant city of Cleves, he began 

reconsidering his position on religious toleration. Two years later, Locke met 

Lord Ashley Cooper, one of the King's Privy Councillors, notable as a 

Parliamentary champion of religious toleration and a former councillor of 

Lord Protector Oliver Cromwell. Locke and Ashley became fast friends and 

the Oxford don entered a new phase of his life when he moved into Ashley's 

London home as physician, secretary, and confidante. Locke had taken his 

senior studentship in medicine, to evade the Anglican ordination required by 

all other senior studentships. His conscientious study of experimental 

medicine in the 1660s enabled him to save Ashley's life with a bold operation 

in 1668, for which the nobleman was eternally grateful. He assisted Ashley 

with such projects as a constitution for the colony of Carolina and a policy 

paper in opposition to the lowering of interest rates by the government. In 

1672, Ashley allied with the King when he issued a second Declaration of 

Indulgence and Charles named him first earl of Shaftesbury in return for his 

support of war against the Dutch. Shortly, though, Shaftesbury began to 

rankle the King with criticism of the Duke of Lauderdale's administration of 

Scotland. The Scottish Militia Act of 1669 authorized the King to use his 

Scots troops in any of his dominions. In February 1673, Lauderdale horrified 

Shaftesbury by flippantly suggesting that the King use these troops to force 

the Declaration of Indulgence on Parliament. But Shaftesbury lost his 

position as Chancellor and Privy Councillor mainly for opposing the marriage 

of James, duke of York--the King's openly Catholic brother and immediate 

heir--to a Catholic princess (Maria of Modena), which raised the prospect of 

headship of England's Protestant Church by a dynasty of Catholic monarchs. 

Locke followed Shaftesbury into a new position of political opposition which 
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ultimately led him to develop an argument for the natural right of 

resistance. 27 

Once James's Catholic marriage was finalized, Shaftesbury demanded 

his exclusion from the royal succession by act of Parliament. The proposal of 

exclusion was fiercely denounced by champions of the divine right of kings and 

bishops as an insolent attack on the existence of hereditary monarchy per se. 

The archbishop of York responded that obedience would be due not only to a 

Catholic king but even to a tyrant or a pagan and described the exclusion 

proposal as "diabolical." In 1675, Lord Treasurer Danby sought to muzzle the 

parliamentary opposition by pushing for a bill requiring all members of both 

Houses of Parliament and all other office-holders to declare under oath that 

armed resistance to the King and any alteration of church or state were 

always illegal. Shaftesbury stopped action on the bill and called for the 

dissolution of Parliament and the holding of new elections. That November, 

he took his case to the public in a pamphlet authored or co-authored by John 

Locke, Letter from a Person of Quality to his Friend in the Country. The 

anonymous pamphlet portrayed Danby's Test Oath bill as the culmination of 

a conspiracy dating from the Restoration to concentrate all political power in 

a cabal of Episcopalian Cavaliers, to make the divine right of kings and 

bishops a government principle, and to destroy the rights of Parliament by 

establishing a standing army. This Restoration conspiracy was just part of a 

larger plot, dating back to 1640, to abolish "the rights and liberties of the 

people" so "that priest and prince may, like Castor and Pollux, be worshipped 

27 Spellman, John Locke, 16; Haley, Shaftesbury, 202-6, 220-57, 300, 306, 316, 
330-41, 360, 374-90; Kishlansky, Monarchy Transformed, 248. For the struggle over the 
Declaration of Indulgence and the Test Act, particularly in the radical press, see Richard L. 
Greaves, Enemies Under His Feet:Radicals and Nonconformists in Britain, 1664-1577 
(Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1990), 164-6, 224-31. 
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together as divine, in the same temple, by us poor lay-subjects." The Letter 

provoked public outrage and a storm of condemnatory pamphlets which 

accused the opposition of trying to revive civil war and republicanism. The 

House of Lords ordered the seditious Letter publicly burned and set up a 

committee to identify its author, publisher, and printer. The next day, John 

Locke fled England for the Continent and, three months later, the King 

imprisoned Shaftesbury in the Tower of London.28 

During Locke's four-year Continental exile, he encountered new ideas 

and developed his own. In France in the late 1670s, he bought the works of a 

German legal theorist, Samuel von Pufendorf, whom he may have met in 

Paris. Pufendorf was born in Saxony the same year as Locke and died ten 

years before him, in 1694. He studied Lutheran theology at the University of 

Leipzig and natural law at Jena, taught law at Heidelberg and the Swedish 

University of Lund, and served as court historian and judicial councillor to 

two Electors of Prussia. Pufendorf suffered the chaos and devastation of the 

Thirty Years' War and enjoyed the relative peace and stability of the balance 

of dynastic states which followed. Like Hugo Grotius, a major source of 

inspiration, he turned to natural law as the foundation for a body of non

confessional, international law which might keep the peace among Europe's 

sovereigns and avert another Continental religious war. Toward that end, 

Pufendorf published De jure naturae et gentium in 1672 and the following year 

produced an abridgement of that work, De officio hominis et civis juxta juris 

naturalem. Locke owned seven of Pufendorfs books in his complete library 

and his Oxford library contained a first edition of De jure naturae. As 

Pufendorf intended for his law students, we may look to De officio for the 

28 Haley, Shaftesbury, 375-93, 414-9. 

34 



arguments he made in De jure naturae (bereft of the dense quotation of 

authorities and lengthy responses to rival views).29 

Pufendorf described the natural impulse for self-preservation which 

man shares with the beasts, the nature of reason, the insufficiency of human 

beings independent of society, and the miserable state of human life outside 

of civil society, all in the language of Cicero's De officiis. He also concurred 

with Cicero that "the fundamental nature law is: every man ought to do as 

much as he can to cultivate and preserve sociability." Pufendorf differed with 

Cicero, however, in denying that sociability is innate in human nature. 

Rather, the necessity of sociability to life, and the derivative obligations of 

natural law, are so easily discoverable by natural reason that they seem, in 

the language of Scripture, "written in the hearts of men" and may be 

discerned by "any adult of sound mind." Since God created man as a rational 

animal, and reason dictates obedience to natural law, then it follows that 

"God is the author of natural law," and this fact gives the law its morally 

binding quality. In his introduction to De officio, historian James Tully 

argued that this concept of natural law as imposed by an external authority 

(such as God or the Hobbesian Leviathan), rather than derived from innate 

sociability, is one of the characteristics which distinguish such "modern" 

natural-law theorists like Thomas Hobbes, Pufendorf, and (as we will see) 

Locke from the classical theories of Cicero and Aristotle. 30 

29 Marshall, John Locke, 201-4; Harrison and Laslett, Library, 215, 271; Samuel 
von Pufendorf, On the Duty of Man and Citizen Acoording to Natural Law, ed. James Tully, 
trans. Michael Silverthorne (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), xi-xxi; Alfred 
Dufour, "Pufendorf," in Cambridge History, 561-88. 

30 Pufendorf, Duty of Man, xvi-xix, 17-8, 33-7. Locke was familiar with modern 
theorists of natural law other than Pufendorf. He quoted Hugo Grotius's De jure belli ac 
pacis in his Essays on the Law of Nature and his complete library contained sixteen of 
Grotius's works (most of them theological), including copies of De jure belli and De mari 
libero. He had no Grotian texts in his Oxford library, however, and his notebooks do not 
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Unlike Cicero, life in the state of nature--outside of civil society--played 

an important part in Pufendorfs theory. In the state of nature, each human 

being enjoys natural liberty, meaning that he is "answerable only to God" and 

subject to no human authority, following only the judgment of his own reason. 

"And owing to the inclination which a man shares with all living things," 

Pufendorf explained, "he must infallibly and by all means strive to preserve 

his body and life and to repel all that threatens to destroy them, and take 

measures to that end." Thus, from the natural duty of self-preservation 

follows the natural right of self-defense. In the state of nature, one can kill an 

assailant, even if he threatens bodily injury or theft instead of murder. 

Pufendorf held that the natural right of self-defense includes a right to seek 

reparation from an assailant and to restrain him from doing further harm, 

but not to inflict harm upon him as punishment. He insisted that, in the 

state of nature, human beings are "liable only to divine punishment" and that 

the purpose of punishment is not to avenge the victim but to reform the 

character of the criminal. In the state of civil society, human beings retain the 

right to defend their lives against immediate danger to life or limb (but not 

property) and must appeal to the magistrate for judgment, reparation, and 

restraint of an assailant once the immediate threat has passed. 31 

indicate notes on Grotius at the time of the Second Treatise's composition. Locke's complete 
library contained nine books by John Selden, whose understanding of natural law owed 
much to Grotius, but there is no sign that Locke already owned or otherwise had access to 
these works before the 1690s. Locke may have been familiar with Thomas Hobbes's 
Leviathan by the time he wrote his Essays. His complete library contained three Hobbesian 
titles and his Oxford library two copies of Hobbes's Problemata physica. Locke loaned his 
copy of Leviathan to his friend James Tyrrell in 1674 before leaving for France and he did 
not get it back until1691. Moreover, Locke made hardly a reference to Hobbes in his notes 
over the course of his life. Harrison and Laslett, Library, 22, 147-8, 155, 228, 272; John 
Locke, Two Treatises of Government, ed. Peter Laslett (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1992), 71n. For the finest analysis of the history of natural-law theory (and Locke's 
relation to it), see Richard Tuck, Natural Rights Theories: Their Origin and Development 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), esp. ch. 8. 
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Pufendorf argued that the absence of subjection to a common 

magistrate in the state of nature breeds violence and suspicion, which in turn 

destroy sociability, rendering human life utterly miserable. This misery 

drives human beings to agree, first, to form a civil society and, second, to 

establish a form of government. Similar to Hooker, Pufendorf insisted that 

only consensual government is legitimate, but the people's consent is only 

required in the original agreement, for it creates "a single and perpetual 

union." This union functions as a moral person with "its own special rights 

and property." He did not indicate any limit to the power of the person or 

persons chosen to rule over them. The original "signatories" agree 

unconditionally that "whatever that man or that assembly wills in what 

concerns the common security be taken as the will of all and everyone." 

(emphasis mine) The people create the state through their consent but there 

is no sense in De officio that the power of the state is derived from the people. 

Since Pufendorf did not concede a natural right to judge and punish criminals 

in the state of nature, his natural-rights theory did not imply that the state's 

right to judge and punish criminals is derived from the people's rights, nor 

that the people possess a natural right of resistance: the right to judge and 

punish a ruler for tyranny.32 

Although Pufendorf denied that human beings have a right to destroy 

their own lives or limbs, he asserted (without explanation) that they can 

choose to enslave themselves or their children permanently. He might have 

used this point, as Grotius did, to explain how human beings can surrender 

their liberty and that of unborn generations to the state. In any event, he 

31 Pufendorf, Duty of Man, 48-53, 117, 159. 

32 Ibid., 118-9, 132-8. 
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asserted that the state, once created, is forever "unaccountable" to its 

creators. While Grotius allowed for resistance to the state under certain 

conditions, Pufendorf held that it is not only "morally wrong for the citizens to 

resist its legitimate commands," but its illegitimate commands as well. "And 

even when it has threatened them with the most atrocious injuries," he 

maintained, "individuals will protect themselves by flight or endure any 

damage rather than draw their swords against one who remains the father of 

their country, however harsh he may be." Like Hooker's Of the Laws of 

Ecclesiastical Polity, Pufendorfs De jure naturae et gentium provided Locke 

with a clear argument for natural rights but did not include political 

resistance among those rights.33 

When Locke returned from exile in 1679, Shaftesbury was back on the 

King's Privy Council and England was back in a state of turmoil eerlily 

similar to 1641. Nine years earlier, in the secret Treaty of Dover, Charles II 

agreed to provide troops against the Dutch and dissolve the Francophobic 

Cavalier Parliament in return for an annual subsidy from Louis XIV, the 

incarnation of militant Catholicism and royal absolutism. Charles did not 

dissolve Parliament, desperate for its financial support, but did drag England 

into an unpopular and inglorious Dutch War. The earl of Danby had 

negotiated the secret treaty against his better judgment on the King's 

insistence, and in 1677 he urged Charles to reconcile with the nation through 

a Protestant foreign policy, i.e. the marriage of the King's Protestant niece, 

Mary, to the Dutch prince, William of Orange, and the use of English troops on 

the Continent against the French. Charles agreed, hoping to bluff Louis XIV 

33 Ibid., 47, 53, 129-31, 146-7. For Grotius's discussion of the conditions under 
which resistance is allowable, see Hugo Grotius, The Law of War and Peace, trans. Louise R. 
Loomis (Roslyn, NY: Walter J. Black, Inc., 1949), ch. IV; for his discussion of slavery and the 
argument that a people may enslave itself to a ruler, see ibid., 44, 103, 107. 
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into an increase of his subsidy. But the French king called his bluff and had 

his ambassador leak Danby's letters on the Treaty of Dover to Parliament. 

The revelation came just after the false but luridly compelling testimony in 

Parliament by Protestant zealot, Titus Oates, of a Popish Plot to assassinate 

the King. Allegations spiralled out of control, implicating the duke of York as 

mastermind of a plot to seize his brother's throne and restore England to 

Catholicism by the sword. The mysterious death of the magistrate 

investigating the allegations seemed to confirm them, igniting anti-popish 

hysteria throughout the nation. Danby's letters added fuel to the fire, 

seeming to implicate the King himself in a plot to sell England's government 

to the French. The outraged Cavalier Parliament became completely 

unmanageable and Charles was forced to dissolve it, thereby regaining his 

French patron's good will. 34 

When a new Parliament convened on 6 March 1679, Shaftesbury took 

advantage of the situation by renewing his demand for the exclusion of James 

(perhaps in favor of the King's illegitimate Protestant son, the duke of 

Monmouth). The clash of King and Parliament over the prevention of a 

Catholic succession has traditionally been known to scholars, most notably 

J. R. Jones, as the Exclusion Crisis. But Jonathan Scott has argued 

persuasively that the clash exposed the general flaws of the Restoration 

Settlement and should be called the Restoration Crisis, all the more so 

because exclusion was only one solution proposed during the Crisis. The 

marquis of Halifax pushed for constitutional limitations on James's use of 

prerogative while the old Commonwealthman, Algernon Sidney, hoped to 

provoke a second civil war and restore the Republic. The bill for exclusion, 

34 Haley, Shaftesbury, 281, 434-49, 453-96; Kishlansky, Monarchy Tranformed, 
240-54. 
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though, was a common theme throughout the Crisis. Charles prorogued the 

Parliament of 6-27 March 1679 after the House of Commons passed the 

Exclusion Bill by a significant majority.35 

From 27 March 1679 to 21 October 1681, the English people had no 

Parliament in which to air concerns and seek redress of grievances. 

Following his father's errors, Charles hoped that prorogation would cool 

tempers, but it only served to magnify public fear of the replacement of 

constitutionalism by divine-right monarchy. With the lapsing of the Licensing 

Act, lurid pamphlets rolled from presses which warned against the horrors 

sure to result from a Catholic succession. Shaftesbury kept up pressure on 

the Court with anti-popish mass demonstrations in London in the fall of 

1679. In December, sixteen peers, claiming their right to counsel the King, 

sent him a petition calling for Parliament to reconvene in January. The peers' 

petition sparked a campaign of popular petitions including thousands of 

signatures. Locke's signature can be counted among 16,000 others on a 

petition of 13 January 1680. The campaign was quashed by a royal 

proclamation that accused petitioners of promoting rebellion and postponed 

Parliament's convocation until autumn. Champions of the royal prerogative 

known as Tories launched a counterattack in the press, led by the Royal 

Censor, Robert L'Estrange. They hailed the King's proclamation and 

expressed their abhorrence for the insolence of the petitioners and the 

35 Haley, Shaftesbury, 503-26. For the traditional interpretation of the Restoration 
Crisis as focusing on Shaftesbury and exclusion, see J. R. Jones, The First Whigs: The 
PoliticsoftheExclusion Crisis 1678-1683 (London: Oxford University Press, 1961). For the 
revisionist thesis as emphasizing the growth of popery and arbirary government, see 
Jonathan Scott, Algernon Sidney and the Restoration Crisis, 1677-1683 (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1991), esp. xiii-27. For criticism of this thesis, see J. G. A 
Pocock, "England's Cato: The Virtues and Fortunes of Algernon Sidney," Historical Journal 
(1994): 915-35. 
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champions of constitutionalism, who came to be known as Whigs in the Tory 

press.36 

The Tories found a theoretician for their point of view in the works of a 

mid-century Royalist, Sir Robert Filmer (1588-1653). In 1679, Tories 

republished his Free-holders Grand Inquest (which attacked the ancient 

constitutionalism of William Prynne and Edward Coke), The Anarchy of a 

Limited or Mixed Monarchy (which attacked Philip Hunton's mixed

constitutionalism), Observations upon Aristotles Politics (which challenged 

Aristotle's idea of a mixed state), and Observations concerning the Originall of 

Goverments (written against the natural-law theories of John Milton, Thomas 

Hobbes, and Hugo Grotius). In January 1680, in direct response to the Whig 

petitioning campaign, the unpublished work Patriarcha rolled from the Tory 

press. 

While the previous works were effective polemics, Patriarcha outlined 

Filmer's arguments in favor of absolute monarchy and the complete obedience 

of the subject. Although he expressed admiration for Hooker, Filmer denied 

Hooker's argument for natural liberty--that no person has natural authority 

over another--by citing God's grant of dominion over Eve and the earth to 

Adam in the Book of Genesis. Adam's paternal power over his children was 

the only source of rightful authority. It passed from him to the Hebrew 

patriarchs and ultimately to the sundry kings of the earth. Filmer did not 

claim that modern kings were directly descended from the patriarchs, but 

that they exercised a power and authority paternal--and therefore divine--in 

origin. In a passage which scandalized John Locke, Filmer asserted: 

36 Haley, Shaftesbury, 553-61; Kishlansky, Monarchy Transformed, 257-8; Scott, 
Restoration Crisis, 162-3. 
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In all kingdoms or commonwealths in the world, whether the 
prince be the supreme father of the people or but the true heir of 
such a father, or whether he come to the crown by usurpation, or 
by election of the nobles or of the people, or by any other way 
whatsoever, or whether some few or a multitude govern the 
commonwealth, yet still the authority that is in any one, or in 
many, or in all of these, is the only right and natural authority of 
a supreme father. There is, and always shall be continued to the 
end of the world, a natural right of a supreme father over every 
multitude, although, by the secret will of God, many at first do 
most unjustly obtain the exercise of it. 37 

Filmer's argument confounded right with might, treating all existing regimes 

as "legitimate," regardless of their origin. Following Pauline logic, he held 

that the fact that a government exists means that God intended it to exist. 

The fact that a government possesses power over the life, liberty, and property 

of a people indicates that it also possessed the God-given right to exercise 

that power. His argument for absolutism left no room for resistance. Filmer 

held that, just as an army draftee "may not examine whether the war be just 

or not, but must obey," neither "hath any subject power to condemn his king 

for breach of his own laws." Filmer's theory so strongly resonated with 

partisans of the Court during the Restoration Crisis that, in the words of 

historian Gordon Schochet, it "very nearly became the official state 

ideology. "38 

By the time Charles reconvened Parliament on 21 October 1680, both 

sides had hardened their positions and prepared for a showdown. That 

37 Robert Filmer, Patriarcha and Other Writings, ed. Johann P. Sommerville 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 11. 

38 Ibid. , ix-xxx, 1-68, esp. 3-12, 43-44; Locke, Two Treatises, 200-2; Zbigniew Rau, 
Contractarianism versus Holism· Reinterpreting Locke's Two Treatise of Government (Lanham, 
MD: University Press of America, 1995), 25-7, 43-5, 124-8; Gordon J . Schochet, 
Patriarchalism in Political Thought (New York: Basic Books, 1975), 103; Marshall, John 
Locke, 112-3; W. H. Greenleaf, Order, Empiricism and Politics: Two Traditions of English 
Political Thought 1500-1700 (London: Oxford University Press, 1964), 80-92. 
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summer, the City of London elected two old Commonwealthsmen as their 

sheriffs, one of them Slingsby Bethel, who advocated tyrannicide in The 

World's Mistake in Oliver Cromwell(1658). London sheriffs had the power to 

control the election of London juries. The republican sheriffs' jury-packing 

rendered members of the opposition effectively immune from prosecution in 

the City by the Court, thereby turning London into an island of political 

radicalism independent of the King's control. Public outrage over the Long 

Prorogation produced an autumn Parliament of a similarly radical cast, which 

included among its leaders the Commonwealthman Colonel Silius Titus, who 

contributed to Edward Sexby's defense of tyrannicide, Killing No Murder 

(1656). The tide of struggle between King and Parliament turned several 

times over the following months. The Exclusion Bill passed the House of 

Commons, but when it came before the House of Lords, the King stated 

plainly that he would never accept exclusion and the Lords then submitted, 

putting an end to any serious hope of preventing James's succession by 

constitutional means. Charles dissolved Parliament on 18 January 1681 and 

called for a new one to meet in Oxford on 21 March.39 

Both King and Parliament prepared themselves for the possibility of 

violence. Charles had Parliament meet far from any threat of intervention by 

the London mob, while the members of Parliament came to Oxford armed and 

in the company of guards, for fear that Charles might use his standing army 

against them. Leaders of the Whigs had developed an embryonic party 

machinery in the counties to insure that the members of the last Parliament 

would be reelected and the struggle against the Court would be resumed 

where it left off. Consequently, no one expected the Oxford Parliament to last 

39 Haley, Shaftesbury, 582-620; Scott, Restoration Crisis, 60-4, 166-72; id., English 
Republic, 113-7, 124-5. 
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more than a few weeks before prorogation by the frustrated King. When the 

Exclusion Bill was brought to the floor for action on the first day, Stuart 

patience evaporated and the King dissolved the Parliament only seven days 

later. On 8 April, he issued a declaration explaining that the dissolutions 

were necessary to avoid a renewal of civil war. Unbeknownst to most, Charles 

had successfully negotiated a renewal of his French subsidy. No longer 

dependent on Parliament for money, he dissolved it and never called another 

for the remaining four years of his life, governing instead by royal fiat in a 

disturbing replay of his father's twelve-year personal rule. Unaware in the 

spring of 1681 that the King was financially independent of Parliament, the 

English people were also unaware that no further Parliaments would be 

called and that their King was preparing a counterattack. 40 

Whig thinkers, however, knew that making the case in the public press 

for alteration of the succession required a response to the arguments of Sir 

Robert Filmer's Patriarcha. Between the January and March dissolutions of 

Parliament, James Tyrrell collaborated with his old Oxford friend Locke on 

some "Critical Notes" which provided the core of his formal reply to Filmer, 

Patriarcha non Monarcha. The treatise, published in May, contended that 

paternal power was not the same as political power. Work on the "Critical 

Notes" inspired Locke's own response to Filmer, the First Treatise of 

Government, which pointed out the logical contradictions of Patriarcha and 

challenged its interpretation of Scripture. Judging from evidence in his 

journal, Locke probably finished the First Treatise in July 1681, satisfied that 

he had decimated Filmer's theory of divine-right absolutism and passive 

obedience.41 

40 Haley, Shaftesbury, 621-40. 
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That month, Locke moved from Shaftesbury's home in turbulent 

London to his own chambers at Christ Church. Around 14 July, he made a 

list of his Oxford library. It was not a complete list of all of Locke's books, as 

he had some at Shaftesbury's home and others at the homes of friends like 

Tyrrell; but the vast majority of his books remained in Oxford. While most of 

the books catalogued from 1692 to 1703 in Locke's final library were 

theological and devotional in content, the greatest number of his Oxford books 

reflected medical and scientific interests. Of the almost three hundred titles, 

only eight might be considered (at least partially) political texts. Two of the 

eight--Filmer's Patriarcha and the De potestate Papae of the obedience 

theorist, William Barclay--were texts whose arguments he attacked in the 

Second Treatise of Government. Thus, as Locke began research that July to 

develop his own political theory, he had immediately at hand only six titles to 

consult in developing his arguments: the Bible, Calvin's Institutes of the 

41 Marshall, John Locke, 113-8, 236-7; J. W. Gough, "James Tyrrell, Whig Historian 
and Friend of John Locke," Historical Journal (1976): 581-610. Locke and Tyrrell were 
joined by the Commonwealthman Algemon Sidney in writing a response to Filmer. His 
unfinished Discourses Concerning Government, which argued for the right of the people to 
alter or abolish their existing form of government, did not become public until its use against 
Sidney in his 1683 trial for plotting against the King's life, and it was not published until 
1698, by Locke's self-styled disciple, John Toland. For Sidney's argument in favor of 
popular resistance, see Algemon Sidney, Discourses Concerning Government, ed. Thomas G. 
West (Indianapolis, IN: Liberty Fund, 1996), esp. II.24. For demonstration of the 
remarkable similarity of Sidney's argument with that of Locke's Second Treatise, see Alan 
Craig Houston, Algernon Sidney and the Republican Heritage in England and America 
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1991), ch. 5. Henry Neville's Plato Redivivus 
was a fourth influential Whig tract of the Crisis, but it did not comment on Filmer. 
Although Neville was a veteran statesman of the old Commonwealth, he was fearful of a 
second Civil War and opposed armed resistance. He called on Charles II to implement 
radical constitutional changes along Harringtonian lines (mainly the renunciation of 
prerogative). For Plato Redivivus, and especially his opposition to exclusion as a potential 
cause of civil war, see Caroline Robbins, ed., Two English Republican Tracts: Plato Redivivus, 
or a Dialogue Concerning Government (c. 1681), by Henry Neville; An Essay Upon the 
Constitution of the Roman Government (c. 1699), by Walter Moyle (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1969), esp. 166-77. For the place of Locke, Tyrrell, Sidney, and Neville in 
the radical Whig tradition of eighteenth-century England, see id., The Eighteenth-Century 
Commonwealthman (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1961), 32-47, 58-78. 
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Christian Religion, Cicero's De officiis, Machiavelli's Discourses on Livy, 

Hooker's Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity (which he bought that June), and 

Pufendorfs De jure naturae et gentium. Most likely, Locke did not begin 

writing the Second Treatise in 1681, but that summer he closely read Hooker 

and Pufendorf and copied lengthy extracts from their two works into his 

notebooks. 42 

As historian John Marshall argued in his 1994 book, John Locke: 

Resistance, Religion and Responsibility, political circumstances were not quite 

ripe for speculation on armed resistance in 1681. Richard Ashcraft contended 

in his 1986 work, Revolutionary Politics and Locke's Two Treatises of 

Government, that Shaftesbury and Locke were plotting resistance as early as 

the summer and fall of 1681 in response to the dissolution of the Oxford 

Parliament. But, as Marshall demonstrated, hope for a new Parliament 

persisted among Whigs into early 1682. They believed (incorrectly) that the 

King was still financially dependent on Parliament and that the 

constitutional option remained open.43 

In July 1681, Shaftesbury was arrested and put on trial by the Crown 

in London. That October, the Earl offered to go into exile if Charles released 

him. Clearly the second half of 1681--when Shaftesbury's life was in the 

King's hands--was a poor time for Locke to plot resistance. The King's 

yearning to silence his adversary on the chopping block was thwarted by a 

London grand jury which was packed by the Whig sheriffs, and Shaftesbury 

42 Harrison and Laslett, Library, 2-30, 269-77; Marshall, John Locke, 203, 236, 
239n. 

43 Richard Ashcraft, Revolutionary Politics and Locke's Two Treatises (Princeton, NJ: 
Priceton University Press, 1986), 321-2. For Peter Laslett's argument, discredited by new 
discoveries, that the Seoond Treatise was written in 1679 and followed by the First Treatise, 
see Locke, Two Treatises, 57-66. For Marshall's arguments against this dating, see 
Marshall, John Locke, 222-4n. 
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was tumultuously received by Londoners upon his release on 24 November. 

The frustrated king concluded that he could never crush his opposition 

without political control of London, so he cited the sheriffs' failure to suppress 

the "riot" of 24 November as a pretense to initiate quo warranto proceedings 

against the City of London for revocation of its royal charter. Although the 

process was not completed for over a year, by early 1682 quo warranto 

proceedings had raised the impending threat of prosecution and execution for 

the King's enemies in London (Shaftesbury, above all). There is evidence that, 

in early 1682, Shaftesbury first contemplated coordinating an insurrection 

with the Earl of Argyll, leader of the Scots opposition, but, if so, nothing came 

of it. Shaftesbury did not come into immediate, mortal peril, however, until 

the summer of 1682, when the Crown dismissed polls reelecting the Whig 

sheriffs and manipulated the election of Tory candidates, thereby securing 

royal control of juries. 44 

In July 1682, Shaftesbury proposed to Whig allies like the duke of 

Monmouth, Lord Russell, and the earl of Essex and to old 

Commonwealthsmen such as Algernon Sidney and John Wildman that they 

conspire to overthrow the King, seize London, and call a parliament. As 

Shaftesbury's companion, Locke was present at some of the meetings held to 

develop a plan for resistance. Shafesbury proposed that several of the 

plotters begin work on drafts of a declaration of the motives, principles, and 

goals of resistance. Such a manifesto, issued at the beginning of the 

insurrection, would hopefully rally the gentry behind them, so that a new 

Parliament could be called to set the government in proper order. Marshall 

has argued persuasively that Locke initiated his Second Treatise (and reread 

44 Marshall, John Locke, 230-48. 
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Pufendorf and Hooker in 1682) in response to Shaftesbury's request. When 

the Tory sheriffs were inducted on 28 September, Shaftesbury went into 

hiding and told one conspirator that he wanted a republic set up in place of 

the monarchy. Fear of arrest had driven the sick, old man to near hysteria. 

Mter his fellow conspirators failed to take action at the time agreed upon in 

November, Shaftesbury lost confidence in them and slipped away to the 

Netherlands, where he died weeks later. Locke remained in England and does 

not appear to have taken part in the planning of the infamous plot to 

assassinate the King and his brother at Rye House in the spring of 1683. 

When the aborted plot was discovered by the royal authorities in June 1683, 

however, Locke immediately fled to the Netherlands and lived in hiding under 

an assumed name. His lifetime studentship at Christ Church was spitefully 

withdrawn by royal command the following year. Had Locke not fled when he 

did, he may well have been sent to the chopping block on the sole evidence of 

his argument for resistance in the Second Treatise, as Algernon Sidney was in 

November 1683, principally on the "testimony" of his Discourses (which only 

obliquely posited the right of resistance).45 

45 Marshall, John Locke, 203, 240n, 250-2; Richard L. Greaves, Secrets of the 
Kingdom· British Radicals from the Popish Plot to the Revolution of 1688-1689 (Stanford, CA: 
Stanford Unversity Press, 1992), 99-128, 133-204; Spellman, Problem of Depravity, 130. 
Testimony from the Rye House Plot prosecutions claim that Shaftesbury drafted a 
revolutionary manifesto of his own, but this may have been Locke's Second Treatise, 
commissioned by the Earl. Shaftesbury was not the only conspirator to assert the need for a 
statement of principles. Lord Grey alleged that Lord Russell proclaimed at one meeting 
that "The most necessary thing of all in our undertaking is a Declaration." Grey also 
referred to an anonymous declaration read at a meeting by Robert Ferguson. It described 
the purpose of government, discussed the nation's grievances and the King's design to 
impose absolutism. The manifesto justfied armed resistance and called for Parliament but 
proposed no harm to the King's person nor "considerable alteration in the government." One 
plotter, Captain Thomas Walcott, worked on a manifesto which described an on-going 
conspiracy by the three Stuart kings to introduce popery and absolutism, arguing in Lockean 
terms "that the Government was dissolv'd and the people at Liberty to settle another." 
Walcott invited plotter Robert West to write another draft, but he declined. Sidney was 
alleged to have authored a "discourse" arguing for armed resistance after Shaftesbury's 
flight, and John Wildman was commissioned to write a declaration of the "fundamentals" of 
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Locke remained in Dutch exile until William of Orange landed in 

England in 1688 and drove out King James II, whose absolutist reign had 

fulfilled Shaftesbury's worst fears. Once William and Mary averted the 

threat of popish absolutism, Locke was free to publish his Two Treatises as a 

set in 1689 (albeit anonymously). Ironically, by then, the national emergency 

had passed; there was no longer a pressing need to refute Robert Filmer or to 

propose a new theory of armed resistance. Consequently, the Treatises 

received little notice from the public upon publication.46 

government, but neither documents survived. The Second Treatise most likely originated 
between July and December 1682 as one of the several manifesti drafted by the 
revolutionary circle. See Greaves, Secrets of the Kingdom, 125; see also Marshall, John 
Locke, 250-52. Even without evidence of involvement in the Rye House Plot, Locke's 
argument in the Second Treatise would certainly have earned him a death sentence. On 21 
July 1683, the University of Oxford condemned a set of abominable doctrines tending to 
provoke rebellion. The Second Treatise's argument for the natural right of resistance strongly 
resembled the thirteenth condemned doctrine: "Every man, after his entering into a society, 
retains a right of defending himself against force, and cannot transfer that right to the 
commonwealth when he consents to that union whereby a commonwealth is made; and in 
case a great many men together have already resisted the commonwealth, for which every 
one of them expects death, they have liberty then to join together to assist and defend one 
another. Their bearing of arms subsequent to the first breach of their duty, though it be to 
maintain what they have done, is no new unjust act, and if it be only to defend their persons 
is not unjust at all." For most of the doctrines, sources were listed, but no source was given 
for this one. They may have had Sidney's argument in mind, which resembled Locke's, as 
we have noted. See The Judgment and Decree of the University of Oxford, Passed in Their 
Convocation, July 21, 1683, against Certain Pernicious Books and Damnable Doctrines, 
Destructive to the Sacred Persons of Princes, Their State and Government, and of All Humane 
Society, in Divine Right and Democracy, 123. 

46 For a brilliant treatment of James II's oppressive reign and its provocation of the 
Revolution of 1688-89, see W. A. Speck, Reluctant Revolutionaries: Englishmen and the 
Revolution of 1688 (Oxford: Oxford Univerisity Press, 1989). 
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PART TWO 

Text 

While its chapter on property has been the focus of most scholarship, 

Locke primarily intended his Second Treatise of Government to make the case 

for resistance to political tyranny. Locke's argument for the people's natural 

right of resistance followed from his account of the ''True Original, Extent, and 

End of Civil-Government," which in turn followed from his theory of natural 

law. The Law of Nature, he argued, dictates that each human being preserve 

humankind, principally by preserving his own life through the guidance of 

reason. The Law is morally binding on all human beings because it is 

commanded by God and because God provided all human beings with reason 

(and therefore the capacity to know and obey the Law). All human beings are 

equal in possessing the capacity for rational thought. Since no one person is 

innately better equipped to rule than any other person, all adults are by 

nature free from the authority of others to live according to their own rational 

judgment. Individuals must sustain their lives by exercising their natural 

liberty and putting the goods of nature to productive use. Through labor, they 

attain a right of property in such goods. Thus, property is natural and not the 

result of human convention. The rights of life, liberty, and estate are natural, 

following from the duty and right of self-preservation. They are also 
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inalienable; no person may give up his rights to another person nor suffer the 

invasion of rights by another person. A corollary of the three basic natural 

rights, then, is the natural right to secure them against criminals through 

retaliatory force. To best secure their rights, human beings agree to live under 

one law and delegate the exercise of their natural right to judge and punish 

criminals to a government. Governments are limited to the protection of the 

people's natural rights. If a government abuses its power, that power reverts 

to the people and they may judge and punish their rulers as trangressors of 

the Law of Nature. Thus Locke's argument for political resistance followed by 

logical steps from his understanding of natural law as an obligation imposed 

by God to preserve humankind. 

The entire scheme of the Second Treatise, including its resistance 

theory, centers around Locke's concept of "the Law of Nature." While Locke 

discussed the content of that law at great length in the Second Treatise, he did 

not discuss its origin, causing considerable confusion about it among scholars. 

For instance, in his introduction to the Two Treatises, Peter Laslett asserted 

that Locke presented the Law of Nature as an innate idea implanted by God 

in the human mind. From this position followed Laslett's contention that the 

Treatises are not logically consistent with Locke's Essay Concerning Human 

Understanding, the philosophical masterpiece famous for its repudiation of 

the doctrine of innate ideas. In the Second Treatise, Locke described the Law 

of Nature as the divinely-imposed obligation for each human being to preserve 

(first) himself and (second) the rest of humankind. In the First Treatise, 

however, he explained that, just as any adult may--by means of reason and 

the evidence of the senses--deduce God's nature as the wise, just, rational, 

omnipotent Supreme Being from the design of the natural world, so God's 
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natural law for humankind may be deduced in the same manner from His 

design of human nature.l 

Against Robert Filmer's claim that each person owes his existence to 

his father, Locke insisted in the First Treatise that, not natural fathers, but 

rather God, is "the Author and Giver of Life." As a practitioner of medical 

science, Locke counted himself among the anatomists who wonder at the 

design of the human body, "an admirable Engine," which functions so perfectly 

and mysteriously that it must have been designed by a wise, benevolent, and 

powerful God (a design in which human fathers have no part). Each human 

being is the "Workmanship" of God the Father, and "this Fatherhood is such 

an one as utterly excludes all pretence of Title in Earthly Parents; for he is 

King because he is indeed Maker of us all, which no Parents can pretend to be 

of their Children." Filmer was wrong to attribute to Adam (and his royal 

heirs) a natural dominion over humankind by right of paternity, which belongs 

to God alone.2 

Although the Book of Genesis stated that God commanded Adam and 

Eve to "[b]e fruitful and multiply, and replenish the earth and subdue it," and 

granted him "dominion over . . . every living thing that moveth," the First 

Treatise maintained that the obligations of self-preservation and the 

1 John Locke, Two Treatises of Government, ed. Peter Laslett (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1992), 79-85. Hereafter this edition of the Two Treatises is 
abbreviated "TT'' in footnotes. For Locke's first use of the argument from design as the 
basis for natural law, see his fourth essay, "Can Reason attain to the Knowledge of Natural 
Law Through Sense-Experience? Yes," in id., Essays on the Law of Nature, ed. Wolfgang von 
Leyden (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1958), 147-59. For the argument that the natural-law 
doctrine of the Second Treatise is fully consistent with the premises of the Essay Concerning 
Human Understanding, see Raymond Polin, "John Locke's Conception of Freedom," in John 
Locke: Problems and Perspectives, A Collection of New Essays, ed. John Yolton (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1969), 1-18; see also Hans Aarsleff, "The State of Nature and 
the Nature of Man in Locke," in ibid., 99-136. 

2 Locke, TT, 1.52-53. 

52 



preservation of the species, and the right to use the goods of the earth toward 

those ends, were "revealed" to humankind in the divine design of human 

nature, long before Scriptural revelation. The following passage best conveys 

Locke's argument: 

God having made Man, and planted in him, as in all other 
Animals, a strong desire of Self-preservation, and furnished the 
World with things fit for Food and Rayment and other 
Necessaries of Life, Subservient to his design, that Man should 
live and abide for some time upon the Face of the Earth, and not 
that so curious and wonderful a piece of Workmanship by its own 
Negligence, or want of Necessaries, should perish again, 
presently after a few moments continuance: God, I say, having 
made Man and the World thus, spoke to him, (that is) directed 
him by his Senses and Reason, as he did the inferior Animals by 
their Sense, and Instinct, which he had placed in them to that 
purpose, to the use of those things, which were serviceable for his 
Subsistence, and given him as means of his Preservation. And 
therefore I doubt not, but before these words were pronounced, I 
Gen. 28, 29. (if they must be understood Literally to have 
spoken) and without any such Verbal Donation, Man had a right 
to use the Creatures, by the Will and Grant of God. For the 
desire, strong desire of Preserving his Life and Being having been 
Planted in him, as a Principle of Action by God himself, Reason, 
which was the Voice of God in him, could not but teach him and 
assure him, that pursuing that natural Inclination he had to 
preserve his Being, he followed, the Will of his Maker, and 
therefore had a right to make use of those Creatures, which by 
his Reason or Senses he could discover would be serviceable 
thereunto. And thus Man's Property in the Creatures, was 
founded upon the right he had, to make use of those things, that 
were necessary or useful to his Being. a 

Locke's account of the origin of natural law was, in short, that humankind 

shares with all living things a natural inclination for self-perservation. Since 

human nature is God's workmanship, it follows that self-preservation is God's 

3 Locke, TT, 1.86; The Holy Bible, Containing the Old and New Testaments, in the 
King James Version (Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson Publishers, 1977), Gen., 1.27-8. 
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law for man. Anyone can make this deduction by the "light of nature," i.e. the 

coordination of reason with the evidence of the senses. Locke's argument for a 

natural right of property follows from the natural duty of self-preservation. 

The use of natural goods is necessary for the sustenance of human life, so it 

follows that God granted men and women a right to use the earth in the 

service of their lives. 

The presence of natural inclinations in the body indicate that God not 

only wants each human being, like each animal, to act for his own 

preservation, but for the preservation of his species as well. Locke specifically 

had in mind the sexual drive for reproduction and the instinct in parents to 

protect their young, which exist in both rational and nonrational animals. 

The law of self-preservation is the first law of living things, but these parental 

instincts are corollaries of that law, all indicating God's loving desire to 

preserve his workmanship. Locke claimed in the First Treatise: 

The first and strongest desire God Planted in Men, and wrought 
into the very Principles of their Nature being that of Self
preservation, that is the Foundation of a right to the [nonhuman] 
Creatures, for the particular support and use of each individual 
Person himself. But next to this, God Planted in Men a strong 
desire also of propagating their Kind, and continuing themselves 
in their Posterity, and this gives Children a Title, to share in the 
Property of their Parents, and a Right to Inherit their 
Possessions. 4 

It is "the great Design of God, [that his creatures] Increase and Multiply" and, 

to secure that end, God planted the sex drive in the bodies of men and beasts. 

Here, again, it is God who is the source of human existence, not fathers. 

What Father of a Thousand, when he begets a Child, thinks 
farther then the satisfying his present Appetite? God in his 

4 Locke, 'IT, 1.88. 
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infinite Wisdom has put strong desires of Copulation into the 
Constitution of Men, thereby to continue the race of Mankind, 
which he doth most commonly without the intention, and often 
against the Consent and Will of the Begetter.5 

Horrified by Filmer's citation--as proof of fathers' absolute dominion over 

children--of the practice of exposing unwanted children to the elements or 

selling them into slavery, Locke cited the fierce determination of "Lions" and 

"Wolves" to "Hunt, Watch, Fight, and almost Starve for the Preservation of 

their Young, never part with them, never forsake them till they are able to 

shift for themselves" as evidence that 

He [God] has in all the parts of the Creation taken a peculiar 
care to propagate and continue the several Species of Creatures, 
and [this] makes the Individuals act so strongly to this end that 
they sometimes neglect their own private good for it, and seem to 
forget that general Rule which Nature teaches all things of self 
Preservation, and the Preservation of their Young, as the 
strongest Principle in them over rules the Constitution of their 
particular Natures.6 

Human beings share these inclinations with the beasts, but they are 

distinguished from beasts by their unique capacity for rational thought. 

Citing the practice of cannibalism among Peruvian Indians as an example of 

human depravity, Locke observed: 

Thus far can the busie mind of Man carry him to a Brutality 
below the level of Beasts, when he quits his reason, which places 
him almost equal to Angels. Nor can it be otherwise in a 
Creature, whose thoughts are more than the Sands, and wider 
than the Ocean, where fancy and passion must needs run him 
into strange courses, if reason, which is his only Star and 
compass, be not that he steers by. 7 

5 Ibid., 1.41, 54. 

6 Ibid., 1.56. 

7 Ibid., 1.58. 
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While nonrational animals instinctively obey God's will, human beings must 

exercise their reason to discover that their natural inclinations actually 

convey moral duties and rights. God did not grant humankind the rational 

faculty in vain. Human beings must preserve themselves and others, but they 

can only do so by the guidance of reason. Since reason is a volitional faculty, 

human beings can choose to be rational and follow the natural law or to throw 

off the guidance of reason and flout the law. In short, they can be good or eviLS 

Locke did not present the Law of Nature as an idea innate in the 

human mind or a divine fiat arbitrarily imposed by Scripture, but an 

extension of the argument from design, a deduction from the nature of human 

beings and other observable living things. This account of natural law in the 

First Treatise has close parallels in some of the six political texts which Locke 

owned in his Oxford library. Where Locke described self-preservation as the 

"first and strongest desire God Planted in Men" which human beings share 

with the "inferior Animals," Samuel von Pufendorf described man as "an 

animal with an intense concern for his own preservation." In De officio 

hominis et civis, he held self-preservation to be the first dictate of natural law: 

In common with all living things which have a sense of 
themselves, man holds nothing more dear than himself, he 
studies in every way to preserve himself, he strives to acquire 
what seems good to him and to repel what seems bad to him. 
This passion is usually so strong that all other passions give way 
before it.9 

8 Ibid. , 1.58. For Locke's argument that human beings have the power to think or 
not to think, and that this power is the essense of human "liberty," see John Locke, Essay 
Concerning Human Understanding, ed. Peter H. Nidditch (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975), 
II, xxi. , esp. 8. 

9 Samuel von Pufendorf, On the Duty of Man and Citizen, ed. James Tully 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 1.3.2, 7. 
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The view of self-preservation as a powerful and universal inclination in 

human nature was also suggested by Paul in his Epistle to the Ephesians: "no 

man ever yet hated his own flesh; but nourisheth and cherisheth it." In De 

officiis, Cicero observed that human beings share this inclination with other 

animals, that the use of natural goods follows from the drive for self

preservation, that the capacity for reason distinguishes man from beast, and 

that reason is important in guiding human life. He wrote: 

From the beginning nature has assigned to every type of creature 
the tendency to preserve itself, its life and body, and to reject 
anything that seems likely to harm them, seeking and procuring 
everything necessary for life, such as nourishment, shelter and so 
on. Common also to all animals is the impulse to unite for the 
purpose of procreation, and a certain care for those that are born. 
The great difference between man and beast, however, is this: 
the latter adapts itself not only in responding to the senses, and 
only to something that is present at hand, scarcely aware of the 
past or future. Man, however, is a sharer in reason; this enables 
him to perceive ... with ease the whole course of life to prepare 
whatever is necessary for living it.lO 

Human nature, ''by the power of reason," also dictates that he must "devote 

himself to providing whatever may contribute to the comfort and sustenance 

not only of himself, but also of his wife, his children, and others whom he 

holds dear and ought to protect." Thus Cicero also made the connection 

between self-preservation and the preservation of other human beings. While 

he held these premises which were so central to Locke's account of natural 

law, Cicero had little to say about natural law per se in De officiis.ll 

By contrast, natural law was central to Pufendorfs work. He agreed 

with Locke that self-preservation is a strong desire shared with animals and 

10 Cicero, On Duties, ed. M. T. Grifim and E M. Atkins (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1991), 1.11. 

11 Cicero, On Duties, 1.12; Eph. 5.29 KJV. 
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the first of the natural laws. Furthermore, he recognized the importance of 

reason to human self-preservation and attributed the instinct for self

preservation to God's providence. "God exists and rules all things by His 

providence," Pufendorf claimed, and "He has enjoined the human race to 

observe as laws those dictates of reason which He has Himself promulgated 

by the force of the inner light," such that "God is the author of natural law." 

He elaborated on this point: 

[T]he human race, like other creatures, owes its origin to God, 
but also that whatever its present condition, it is encompassed 
by the government of God's providence. It follows that God wills 
that a man should use for the preservation of his nature the 
powers within him in which he is conscious of surpassing the 
beasts [i.e., reason]; and that he also wills that human life be 
different from their lawless life. Since he cannot achieve this 
except by observance of natural law, it is also understood that he 
is obligated by God to observe it as the means which God 
Himself has established expressly to achieve this end, and which 
is not a product of man's will and changeable at his pleasure.12 

Pufendorf also said of natural laws that "it is clear by the light of reason that 

their author is the author of the universe." He insisted that natural law is a 

rational deduction from the requirements of human nature, not an innate 

idea. 
The common phrase that law is known by nature should not be 
taken, it seems, as implying that there are inherent in men's 
minds, from the moment of birth, actual, distinct propositions 
about what is to be done and what avoided. It means partly that 
law can be explored by the light of reason, and partly that at 
least the common and important precepts of natural law are so 
plain and clear that they meet with immediate assent, and 
become so ingrained in our minds that they can never thereafter 
be wiped from them, however the impious man may strive wholly 
to extinguish his sense of them, to lay to rest the stirrings of 

12 Pufendorf, Duty of Man, 1.3.11. 
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his conscience. On this ground, too, it is said in the Holy 
Scriptures to be "written in the hearts of men."13 

This Scriptural reference, from Romans 2.15, was often cited in early modern 

political texts as a Christian basis for natural-law theory. John Calvin used 

it in his Institutes of the Christian Religion, and Richard Hooker, in Of the Laws 

of Ecclesiastical Polity. The phrase certainly implies, however, that natural 

law is an innate idea, so Pufendorf went out of his way to show that, while 

natural law was clear to reason and common to human opinion, it was not 

literally implanted in the human soul. Taking into consideration this 

argument by Pufendorf, along with Locke's account of natural law in the First 

Treatise, Locke's use of this Scriptural quotation in his Second Treatise should 

not be taken as evidence that Locke meant the Law of Nature to be innate.14 

In Of the Law of Ecclesiastical Polity, neo-Thomist Richard Hooker 

13 Ibid., 1.3.12. 

14 Locke, 'IT, 11.11; John Calvin, The Institutes of the Christian Religion, in Martin 
Luther and John Calvin, Luther and Calvin on Secular Authority, ed. Harro Hopful 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 168; Richard Hooker, Of the Laws of 
Ecclesiastical Polity, ed. Christopher Morris (New York: Dutton, 1963), I.xvi.5 . Pufenddorf 
was not alone in his attack upon innate ideas. Hooker, following the epistemological 
doctrine that the human mind is like a blank tablet, also denied the existence of innate 
ideas: "The soul of man being therefore at the frrst as a book, wherein nothing is and yet all 
things may be imprinted." The tabula rasa doctrine originated with Aristotle, whom Hooker 
might have known directly from Aristotle's work or by way of Thomas Aquinas. Aristotle 
wrote in De Anima: "Have not we already disposed of the difficulty about interaction 
involving a common element, when we said that mind is in a sense potentially whatever is 
thinkable, though actually it is nothing until it has thought? What it thinks must be in it 
just as characters may be said to be on a writing-tablet on which as yet nothing actually 
stands written: this is exactly what happens with mind." Locke, no doubt drawing upon his 
study of Aristotle at Christ Church, stated, in his famous attack on the doctrine of innate 
ideas in his Essay on Human Understanding, "Let us suppose the Mind to be, as we say, 
white Paper, void of all Characters, without any Ideas; How comes it to be furnished? 
Whence comes it by that vast store, which the busy and boundless Fancy of Man has 
painted on it, with an almost endless variety? Whence has it all the materials of Reason 
and Knowledge? To this I answer, in one word, From Experience: In that, all our Knowledge 
is founded; and from that it ultimately derives it self." Hooker, Of the Laws, I.vi.1; Aristotle, 
De Anima, trans. J. A. Smith in The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard Mckeon (New York: 
Random House, 1941), 111.4.30; Locke, Human Understanding, 11.2. 
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contended, as did Locke and Pufendorf, that natural law is discoverable by 

reason, not innate. He claimed that "the Law of Reason or human Nature is 

that which men by discourse of natural Reason have rightly found out 

themselves to be all for ever bound unto in their actions." The necessity of 

human deduction did not diminish the divine origin of natural law. He also 

held with Locke and Pufendorf that God's will is revealed in the dictates of 

reason. Locke's description of man's natural reason as "the Voice of God in 

him" echoed Hooker's claim that "God being the author of Nature, her voice is 

but his instrument." "[B]y force of the light of Reason," Hooker went on, "God 

illuminateth every one which cometh into the world, men being enabled to 

know truth from falsehood, and good from evil, do thereby learn in many 

things what the will of God is." Here is Locke's understanding of reason as 

the rule of good and evil, binding on human beings because God expresses His 

will through human nature. It is a concept important to Hooker, since he 

turned to natural reason as a standard to which all could repair amidst the 

theological controversies of the Reformation. He wrote that "the Laws of well

doing are the dictates of right Reason" and again that, "[w]herefore the 

natural measure whereby to judge our doings, is the sentence of Reason, 

determining and acting down what is good to be done." Hooker elaborated 

upon his view that "every one which cometh into the world" can know God's 

will by their common possession of the rational faculty. He claimed rather 

grandiosely of the Law of Nature or Reason: 

It is not agreed upon by one, or two, or few, but by all. Which we 
may not so understand, as if every particular man in the whole 
world did know and confess whatsoever the Law of Reason doth 
contain; but this Law is such that being proposed no man can 
reject it as unreasonable and unjust. Again, there is nothing in 
it but any man (having natural perfection of wit and ripeness of 
judgment) may by labour and travail find out . . .. Law rational 
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therefore, which men commonly use to call the Law of Nature, 
meaning thereby the Law which human Nature knoweth itself in 
reason universally bound unto, which also for the cause may be 
termed most fitly the Law of Reason; this Law, I say, 
comprehendeth all those things which men by the light of their 
natural understanding evidently know, or at leastwise may 
know, to be beseeming or unbeseeming virtuous or vicious, good 
or evil for them to do.15 

The Second Treatise also used the terms "Law of Nature," "Law of Reason," 

"Rule of Reason," and "Law of God and Nature," interchangeably, usage which 

Locke derived directly from Hooker, as indicated by Hooker's interchangeable 

use of the terms in the lengthy quotations from Of the Laws which Locke 

placed throughout the Second Treatise. Another Hookerian passage which 

Locke directly quoted argued that there are three categories of human beings 

who require the guidance of a guardian because they lack reason: children 

(who develop their reason over time), the mentally retarded, and the mentally 

deranged. It was apparently important for Locke to point out that these are 

exceptions which prove the rule, since he addressed the issue again in the 

Essay Concerning Human Understanding.16 

Hooker's doctrine that all mentally healthy adults are capable of 

reason and therefore of following the Law of Nature was central to Locke's 

understanding of natural law. Locke maintained in the Second Treatise that 

the "Law of Nature ... obliges everyone" because "Reason, which is that Law, 

teaches all Mankind," such that "the Law of Nature be plain and intelligible 

to all rational Creatures." All mentally healthy adults can reason because 

they are "furnished with like Faculties" by their Creator. This natural 

15 Hooker, Of the Laws, I. viii. B. 

161bid., I.viii.3, 9, vii.4. For examples of his interchangeable use of"Law of Reason" 
and "Rule of Reason" with "Law of Reason," see Locke, 'IT, 1.93, 11.6, 10, 16, 57. For 
Locke's discussion of "Children" and "Idiots," see id., 'IT, 11.60 and id., Human 
Understanding, I.i.5. 
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equality of humankind is a core premise of the Second Treatise. Pufendorf 

argued it as well as Hooker. He wrote in De officio: 

It must be taken as certain that any adult of sound mind has 
natural light enough to enable him, with instruction and proper 
reflection, to achieve adequate comprehension of at least the 
general precepts and principles which make for a good and 
peaceful life in this world; and to recognize their conformity with 
human nature.17 

As we will see, Locke, Pufendorf, and Hooker all (very significantly) agreed 

that, since no person is, by nature, better equipped than anyone else for 

rational thought, there is no basis for the concepts of natural masters and 

natural slaves discussed by Aristotle in his Politics. No one, by nature, has 

authority over anyone else (excluding the natural authority of parents over 

children). Thus the doctrine of natural equality gives rise to the doctrine of 

naturalliberty.18 

In his Patriarcha, Locke's nemesis Sir Robert Filmer tried to kill both 

doctrines with one stone: the natural dominion of men over their wives and 

children. Filmer stated that, in his time, the only argument ever given for the 

concept of natural liberty was made by the neo-Thomist, Cardinal 

Bellarmine: "[T]hat God hath given or ordained power is evident by Scripture; 

but God hath given it to no particular man, because by nature all men are 

equal; therefore he hath given power to the people or the multitude." Filmer 

responded that all human beings are born into paternal subjection, and that 

the power which God first gave to Adam over his wife, children, and the 

creatures of the earth is an absolute, unconditional, and political power, i.e. 

17 Pufendorf, Duty of Man, I, 1.4. 

18 Locke, TI, 11.6, 124; Aristotle, Politica, trans. Benjamin Jowett, in Basic Works of 
Aristotle, 1.4-7. 
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the power of corporeal punishment or even execution, "as large and ample as 

the absolutest dominion of any monarch which hath been since the creation." 

Locke rescued the concept of natural liberty from Filmer's critique by arguing 

at great length in the First Treatise that fathers and husbands have no "Power 

of Life and Death" over children and wives. He showed the logical dependence 

of the doctrine of natural freedom upon the doctrine of natural equality: 

Man has a Natural Freedom, notwithstanding all our A.[uthor, 
i.e. Filmer] confidently says to the contrary, since all that share 
in the same common Nature, Faculties and Powers, are in 
Nature equal, and ought to partake in the same common Rights 
and Priviledges, till the manifest appointment of God . . . can be 
produced to shew any particular Persons Supremacy, or a Mans 
own consent subjects him to a Superior.19 

Locke's defense of natural freedom--i.e., his denial of a natural authority by 

one person over another--is paralleled in his two principal sources. In a line 

directly quoted in the Second Treatise, Bellarmine's fellow neo-Thomist, 

Richard Hooker, had also asserted that "men naturally have no full and 

perfect power to command whole politic multitudes of men, therefore utterly 

without our consent we could in such sort be at no man's commandment 

living." Pufendorf described a "state of natural liberty" in which a person is 

"not subject to any one at all" except God. As we will discuss shortly, the 

state of nature is the relation of human beings to one another in the absence 

of a common authority, in which each person is only under his own authority.20 

Locke argued in the Second Treatise that the preservation of life--the 

rational life appropriate to humankind--is impossible without liberty and 

19 Locke, TT, I. 67. 

20 Robert Filmer, Patriarcha and Other Writings, ed. Johann P. Sommerville 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 6-7; Hooker, Of the Laws, I. x. 8; 
Pufendorf, Duty of Man, 1.5.8, 11.1.8, 111.14.5. For Locke's quotation of Hooker, see Locke, 
TT, 11.134n. 
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estate. He defined the "Freedom of Nature" as the state in which one is "under 

no other restraint but the Law of Nature." He then insisted upon the 

dependence of life upon liberty. 

This Freedom from Absolute, Arbitrary Power, is so necessary to, 
and closely joyned 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 any 
one, nor put himself under the Absolute, Arbitrary Power of 
another, to take away his Life, when he pleases. No body can 
give more Power than he has himself; and he that cannot take 
away his own Life, cannot give another power over it.21 

Locke also maintained that life required a private property in material goods. 

The acquisition and use of goods, in turn, necessitated liberty. Against 

Filmer's contention that Adam's direct heirs inherited, according to 

primogeniture, the dominion over the earth which God bestowed upon Adam, 

Locke argued in the First Treatise that God, who wanted humankind to 

prosper, most certainly "gave them all a Right, to make us of ... the Materials 

whereof he had so plentifully provided for them; than to make them depend 

upon the Will of a Man for their Subsistence, who should have Power to 

destroy them all when he pleased." Such arbitrary control in the hands of one 

man could only lead to slavery and starvation: "He that doubts this, let him 

look into the Absolute Monarchies of the World, and see what becomes of the 

Conveniences of Life, and the Multitudes of People." Although of course 

unconcerned with the description of Adam's dominion in Genesis, Cicero held 

in De officiis that there was originally a "communal sharing of all things that 

nature brings forth" and that the division of property into private estates was 

determined by human consensus, not by nature.22 

21 Locke, TT, II. 22-3. 
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Against the notion of communal property, Locke held that the usage of 

natural goods could be no better effected by the control of all men as by the 

control of one man. To use goods, "there must of necessity be a means to 

appropriate them some way or other before they can be of any use, or at all 

beneficial to any particular Man." Pufendorf also took this view. He wrote of 

natural goods that, "in the beginning all these things are thought to have been 

made available by God to all men indifferently, so that they did not belong to 

one man more than another." Originally, "it was understood that whatever a 

man had laid hold upon with the intention of making use of it for himself 

should be his and no one else should take it from him, but the actual bodies 

which produced those things [i.e., fruit trees, land, forests, etc.] should remain 

available to all without relation to anyone in particular." He concurred with 

Cicero, though, in the view that population growth ultimately required that 

even "the actual bodies" be divided, 

and each was assigned his own proper portion; a convention was 
also made that what had been left available to all by this first 
division of things should henceforth be his who first claimed it 
for himself. In this way, property in things or ownership was 
introduced by the will of God, with consent among men right from 
the beginning and with at least a tacit agreement.23 

In opposition, Locke argued that each person not only has a usufructory right 

over hunted animals and picked fruit, but that "[a]s 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, inclose it from the Common." 

22 Ibid., 1.41, 26; Cicero, On Duties, 1.51. 

23 Pufendorf, Duty of Man, 1.12.1. 
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Goods have little value in their natural state. To be beneficial, human beings 

must transform them for usage by means of productive work.24 

Against both Cicero and Pufendorf, the Second Treatise argued that the 

right of a property in goods, including land, derives from the right human 

beings have over the labor of their bodies and minds, and hence is private and 

natural , not communal or conventional. To the view of Cicero and Pufendorf 

that land was divided by common consent, Locke responded: 

Was it a Robbery thus to assume to himself what belonged to 
all in Common? If such a consent as that was necessary, Man 
had starved, notwithstanding the Plenty God had given him. We 
see in Commons, 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.25 

As we will see, Locke's understanding of property as a natural right upon 

which self-preservation depends had important consequences for his 

understanding of self-defense and resistance. Locke understood an attack on 

one's property as always equivalent to an attack on one's person, while 

Pufendorf argued that, in civil society, one may use deadly force against a 

private assailant in defense of one's life but not one's property.26 

While Locke maintained that property is for "the benefit and sole 

Advantage of the Proprietor," he did concede that, since the right of property 

ultimately derives from the divinely-imposed duty that each person preserve 

himself and other human beings, the proprietor cannot deny "his needy 

24 Ibid. , 1.12.2, 6; Locke, TT, 11.27-28, 32, 37-43. 

25 Locke, TT, 11.28. 

26 Pufendorl, Duty of Man , 1.5.9, 16. 
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Brother a Right to the Surplusage of his Goods." Locke defined need as 

"extream want, where he has no means to subsist otherwise," and in this, the 

First Treatise partially echoed Pufendorf, who wrote that 

[a]nyone who through no fault of his own is in extreme want of 
food or clothes to protect him against the cold and has not 
succeeded by begging, buying or offering his services in 
persuading those who have wealth and abundance to let him 
have them of their own accord, may take them by force or stealth 
without committing the crime of theft or robbery, especially if he 
has the intention of repaying their value when he has the 
opportunity. For a rich man ought to help someone in that kind 
of necessity as a duty ofhumanity.27 

Although Locke conceded the natural duty of the rich man to give, he did not 

concede the natural right of the poor man to steal. He did maintain 

significantly in the Second Treatise that the quantity of natural goods which 

one could appropriate through labor was limited to "(a]s much as any one can 

make use of to any advantage of life before it spoils" and to as much as "there 

is still enough, and as good left." As for the second provision, Locke insisted 

that, so long as there is land somewhere (e.g. America) available for use, one 

"need not complain, [and] ought not meddle with what was already improved 

by another's Labour." Thus the individual right of property is natural and 

(practically) absolute, immune to invasion by others, regardless of their 

numbers or their need.28 

The Second Treatise argued that, because of the divinely-imposed 

obligation of self-preservation, a human being does not have the right to 

impair his own preservation by alienating his life, liberty, or estate. Although 

Locke held that "every Man has a Property in his own Person," this self-

27 Pufendorf, Duty of Man, 1.5.23. 

28 Ibid., 1.5.9, 16; Locke, 'IT, 1.92, 42, 11.31, 33. 
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propriety is not absolute and does not allow for the destruction of one's person 

quickly (by suicide) or slowly (by enslavement). One might say that God 

grants each person ownership over himself but retains a right of eminent 

domain, like a feudal lord. Locke contended that human beings ultimately 

are the property of God, their Creator. As Paul asserted in his First Epistle 

to the Corinthians, ''What? know ye not that your body is the temple of the 

Holy Ghost which is in you, which ye have of God, and ye are not your own?" In 

one crucial passage of the Second Treatise, Locke presented God's dominion 

over each person as the ultimate source of natural rights. Since the argument 

consists of terms defined and premises outlined in Part Two of the present 

work, its meaning should be clear: 

The State of Nature has a Law of Nature to govern it, which 
obliges every one: And Reason, which is that Law, teaches 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, sent into the World by his order and about 
his business, they are his Property, whose Workmanship they 
are, made to last during his, not one anothers Pleasure. And 
being furnished with like Faculties, sharing all in one 
Community of 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 anothers uses, as the inferior 
ranks of Creatures are for ours. Every one as he is bound to 
preserve himself, and not 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 
may not unless it be to do Justice on an Offender, take away, or 
impair the life, or what tends to the Preservation of the Life, the 
Liberty, Health, or Limb or Goods of another.29 

29 Locke, 'fT, II.6. 
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Locke's statement that a person must not "quit his Station wilfully" closely 

follows Pufendorf, who also denied the right of self-destruction on the grounds 

that life is "a gift of God," such that "man certainly does not have power over 

his own life to the extent that he may terminate it at his pleasure. He is 

absolutely bound to wait until He who assigned him this post [i.e. God] 

commands him to leave." One also has "no right over one's own limbs, to 

mutilate or destroy them at will. "30 

Pufendorf did not extend this duty of self-preservation to liberty, 

however. He argued that human beings do have propriety over their own 

liberty and the right to renounce it permanently. They may sell themelves 

(and even their children) into slavery. As we saw in Part One, Pufendorf and 

Hooker both agreed that human beings can, and must, permanently consent 

to the rule of an absolute sovereign and alienate the liberty of unborn 

generations. It is clear by now that Locke derived his understanding of 

natural law as rational self-preservation from Hooker and Pufendorf, but he 

then deduced from natural law a doctrine of inalienable natural rights 

substantially different from any argument in the texts of Hooker and 

Pufendorf. While Hooker and Pufendorf denied a right to resist political 

authority under any conditions, Locke made an elaborate argument for 

resistance to political authority based upon his discussion of the use of 

physical force to secure natural rights in and out of civil society.31 

Locke's concept of the state of nature in the Second Treatise denotes the 

moral relationship of human beings to one another in the absence of a 

30 1 Cor. 6.19 KJV; Pufendorl, Duty of Man , 1.5.4, 19. Locke clearly took his 
workmanship doctrine from Eph. 2.9 KJV, which says of God that "we are his 
workmanship, created in Christ Jesus unto good works, which God hath before ordained 
that we should walk in them." 

31 Pufendorl, Duty o{Man, II.4, 5.7; Hooker, OftheLaws, I.X.8. 
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common law or authority, i.e. in the state of natural liberty. "But though this 

be a State of Liberty," he insisted, "yet it is not a State of License, though Man 

in that State have an uncontroleable Liberty, to dispose of his Person or 

Possessions, ... [t]he State of Nature has a Law of Nature to govern it." 

Pufendorf shared the concept of a state of nature governed by divinely

imposed law. He wrote in De officio: 

The principal law of those who live in the natural state is to be 
subject only to God and answerable to none but Him. In that 
respect this state has the name of natural liberty. By natural 
liberty every man is understood to be in his own right and power 
and not subject to anyone's authority without a preceding human 
act. This is also why every man is to be equal to every other, 
where there is no relationship of subjection. 32 

Fearing that the singular pursuit of self-preservation is incompatible with 

social cooperation, Pufendorf had little to say about self-preservation and 

treated sociability rather than self-preservation as the true essence of natural 

law. He believed that in the state of nature, wherein the pursuit of self

preservation prevailed, the cultivation of sociability was impossible, requiring 

the order and stability of civil society. But Locke believed that human beings 

in the state of nature would be drawn together into mutually beneficial 

associations, not because of compulsion by a social instinct (to which Cicero 

attibuted the formation of society), but because of their rational recognition 

that God's design of human nature particularly suited man for social life. 

"God having made Man such a Creature, that, in his own Judgment, it was not 

good for him to be alone," Locke argued, "put him under strong Obligations of 

Necessity, Convenience, and Inclination to drive him into Society, as well as 

fitted him with Understanding and Language to continue and enjoy it." Here, 

32 Pufendorf, Duty of Man, 11.1.8. 
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Locke meant not civil society but natural society, following Aristotle in his 

opinion that society originated in the conjugal bond. Moreover, this argument 

that language and society demonstrate man's social nature derives from 

Aristotle's Politics and Cicero's De officiis.33 

Locke believed that human life would be perfect in the state of nature if 

not for those persons who commit "the Crime which consists in violating the 

Law [of Nature], 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 noxious Creature." Locke's notion of a "Community of 

Nature," in which some human beings could coexist peacefully by the guidance 

of reason alone, betrays a distinct streak of anarchism in his thinking. He 

claimed that, 

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 vitiousness of degenerate Men, there would be no 
need of any other; no necessity that Men should separate from 
this great and natural Community, and by positive agreements 
combine into smaller and divided associations. 34 

We will return to the second natural power, and how it provides a solution to 

the troubles caused by evil men, in a moment. Locke's anarchistic streak is 

further indicated by his omission of the phrases concluding a passage he 

quoted from Hooker's Of the Laws. Hooker wrote that "there [was] no 

33 Locke, T'l', 11.6, 77; Pufendorf, Duty of Man , 1.3.2-11, 5.8, 11.5.2-5; Aristotle , 
Politics, I. 2. ; Cicero, On Duties, 1.49. 

34 Locke, T'l', 11.128. 
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impossibility in nature considered by itself, but that men might have lived 

without any public regiment [i.e. government]," and Locke omited the next 

lines: 
Howbeit, the corruption of our nature being presupposed, we may 
not deny but that the Law of Nature doth now require of 
necessity some kind of regiment; so that to bring things unto the 
first course they were in, and utterly to take away all kind of 
public government in the world, were apparently to overturn the 
whole world. 35 

Locke quoted Hooker as if he sanctioned the possibility of society without 

government, while Hooker clearly meant that such society might have been 

possible only in the state of uncorrupted nature, before the Fall. Locke was 

certainly not an anarchist or a utopian. He accepted that fact that some 

human beings will always turn to evil and that the organized use of force is 

necessary to suppress them. Nevertheless, a community of human beings 

living only by the Law of Nature remained his social ideal. The rest of his 

political theory in the Second Treatise consists of his attempt to sustain as 

much of the liberty and amity of natural society as possible.36 

Locke believed that, through productive work, the state of nature could 

be almost as economically secure as civil society (and more so than under 

absolute monarchies). This belief was another point of difference between his 

view of the state of nature and Pufendorfs. While Locke believed that 

humankind had not actually been corrupted by original sin in the Fall (but 

simply denied immortality), Pufendorf believed that man is "one whose 

nature has been corrupted and thus an animal seething with evil desires." 

Consequently, the Lutheran legal theorist denied that any group of 

35 Hooker, Of the Laws, I.X.4. 

36 Locke, TI, II.lO, 74n; Pufendorf, Duty of Man , 1.5.8, 11.1.8. 
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individuals could cooperate productively without the presence of government 

to keep the peace. By contrast with Locke's vision of a state of nature 

rendered prosperous by the improvement of land through productive work and 

the introduction of private property rights, he viewed human beings outside of 

civil society as driven by appetite rather than reason, surviving only by 

gathering the fruits of nature. For him, the state of nature was atomistic, 

lacking even the barest necessities of life. 

The state of nature may seem extrordinarily attractive in 
promising liberty and freedom from all subjection. But in fact 
before men submit to living in states, it is attended with a 
multitude of disadvantages, whether we imagine individuals 
existing in that state or consider the condition of separate heads 
of households. For if you picture to yourself a person (even an 
adult) left alone in this world without any of the aids and 
conveniences by which human ingenuity has relieved and 
enriched our lives, you will see a naked dumb animal, without 
resources, seeking to satisfy his hunger with roots and grasses 
and his thirst with whatever water he can find, to shelter himself 
from the inclemencies of the weather in caves, at the mercy of 
wild beasts, fearful of every chance encounter .... To put the 
matter in a few words, in the state of nature each is protected 
only by his own strength; in the state by the strength of all. 
There no one may be sure of the fruit of his industry; here all may 
be. There is the reign of the passions, there there is war, fear, 
poverty, nastiness, solitude, barbarity, ignorance, savagery; here 
is the reign of reason, here there is peace, security, wealth, 
splendour, society, taste, knowledge, benevolence.37 

Pufendorf closely paraphrased of the famous description of the state of nature 

in Thomas Hobbes's Leviathan: 

Whatsoever therefore is consequent to a time ofWarre, where 
every man is Enemy to every man; the same is consequent to the 
time, wherein men live without other security, than what their 
own strength, and their own invention shall furnish them 

37 Pufendorf, Duty of Man, 11.1.9. 
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withall. In such condition, there is no place for Industry; because 
the fruit thereof is uncertain; and consequently no Culture of the 
Earth; no Navigation, nor use of the commodities that may be 
imported by Sea; nor commodious Building; no Instruments of 
moving, and removing such things as require much force; no 
Knowledge of the face of the Earth; no account of Time; no Arts; 
no Letters; no Society; and which is worst of all, continual! feare, 
and danger of violent death; And the life of man, solitary, poore, 
nasty, brutish, and short.38 

Locke's Second Treatise scrupulously distinguished the peaceful, rational state 

of nature from what he called the state of war. 

And here we have the plain difference between the State of nature, 
and the State of War, which however some Men have confounded, 
are as far distant, as a State of Peace, Good Will, Mutual 
Assistance, and Preservation, and a State of Enmity, Malice, 
Violence, and Mutual Destruction are one from another .... 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.39 

Thus the state of nature ends once people agree to form a civil society and set 

up a government, but one may enter into a state of war against another 

person even "though he be in [Civil] Society and a fellow Subject." Locke did 

not need to defend his view of the state of nature against Filmer, who denied 

the possibility of human life in any condition outside of political subjection. 

The critics Locke had in mind must have included Hobbes, whom he read 

sometime in the 1660s. But his defense of the state of nature was probably 

directed against Pufendorfs Dejure naturae et gentium. Although Locke owed 

the notion of a state of nature to absolutists like Hobbes and Pufendorf, he 

38 Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, ed. Richard Tuck (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1996), XIII. 62. 

39 Locke, TT, II.19. 
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interpreted it in a highly original way, in accord with his high opinion of 

human nature and the efficacy of reason.40 

Pufendorfs view of the state of nature was also much darker than 

Locke's because of his understanding of the retaliatory use of force. Pufendorf 

granted the natural right of human beings in the state of nature to use deadly 

force in defense against attack (although he sharply curtailed its use in civil 

society). In addition to the defensive use of force, he granted the right of the 

retaliatory use of force in the state of nature. One may pursue an assailant 

and demand "reparation for loss." One may even "put some restraint on him, 

to prevent him from becoming formidable again in future." One does not have 

a right or duty in the state of nature, however, to use force on behalf of a third 

party under attack, "unless it is a case of being bound by treaty." 

Significantly, one cannot use force to punish a man for his crimes, for in the 

state of nature each person is "liable only to divine punishment." Locke held 

that the purpose of punishment was deterence, but Pufendorf insisted that 

the "first purpose then of punishment is the good of the offender." "Given its 

purpose," he held, "it may not go the length of inflicting death, since a dead 

man cannot be reformed." While criminals roam Pufendorfs state of nature 

with impunity, they are hunted and killed like animals in Locke's, such that 

the Lockean state of nature affords much more security of person and property 

against criminal violence.41 

40 Pufendorf, Duty of Man, Preface, 10, 13. For Marshall's argument that Locke 
had repudiated original sin by 1682 as a result of Socinian reading, see John Marshall, 
John Locke: Resistance, Religion and Responsibility (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1994), 29, 134, 141-6 344-5. For Locke's adoption of the argument by the Latitudinarian 
divine Jeremy Taylor that humankind was not corrupted by the Fall but merely denied the 
opportunity to become immortal, see W. M. Spellman, John Locke and the Problem of 
Depravity (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1997), 75-6, 97-102. 

41 Pufendorf, Duties of Man, 1.5.5-16, II.13, 5-8. 
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In addition to the right and power to seek one's self-preservation, 

rational persons possess a second power in the state of nature: the right and 

power of punishment. This right is a corollary of the first, for, as Locke 

argued, the right of self-preservation is in vain if its violators cannot be 

judged and punished. The state of nature can be made relatively secure by 

crushing those who dare to precipitate a state of war. Following Pufendorf, 

Locke held that, in accord with the primary obligation of natural law that 

each person is "bound to preserve himself," every one possesses a natural right 

to defend one's self and to seek "reparation" and impose "restraint" in 

retaliation against attacks on one's own "Life, Health, Liberty, or 

Possesssions." Against Pufendorf, however, Locke also held that each person 

has a secondary obligation "to preserve the rest of Mankind, and may not unless 

it be to do Justice 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." 

It follows that each person must also use force to defend other human beings 

and retaliate against those who injure them, acting as "Executioner of the Law 

of Nature," a magistrate unto himself. Locke summarized his position nicely: 

Man being born, as has been proved, with a Title to perfect 
Freedom, and an uncontrouled enjoyment of all the Rights and 
Priviledges of the Law of Nature, equally with any other Man, or 
Number of Men in the World, hath by Nature a Power, not only to 
Preserve his Property, that is, his Life, Liberty and Estate, 
against the Injuries and Attempts of other Men; but to judge of, 
and punish the breaches of that Law in others, as he is 
perswaded the Offence deserves, even with Death it self, in 
Crimes where the heinousness of the Fact, in his Opinion, 
requires it.42 

42 Locke, 'IT, II.87. 
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His contention was profoundly original in the history of political theory, and 

Locke granted that "this will seem a very strange Doctrine to some Men." But 

we can see in this section thus far that this doctrine follows from Locke's 

account of natural law and natural rights, and we will see how it served as the 

core of his resistance theory.43 

But he maintained, against Pufendorf and Hobbes, that life under an 

absolute monarch was no better than in the state of nature, for absolute kings 

also have no judge over them to whom one may appeal. Further, absolute 

monarchy is less secure than the state of nature, for at least, in the latter 

condition, people 

had a Liberty to defend their Right against the Injuries of others, 
and were upon equal terms of force to maintain it, whether 
invaded by a single Man, or many in Combination. Whereas by 
supposing they have given up themselves to the absolute 
Arbitrary Power and will of a Legislator, they have disarmed 
themselves, and armed him, to make a prey of them when he 
pleases. He being in a much worse condition who is exposed to 
the Arbitrary Power of one Man, who has the Command of 
100000. than he is expos'd to the Arbitrary Power of 100000. 
single Men. 44 

Locke's preferece for anarchy over tyranny explains his willingness to risk a 

second civil war in 1682. The Locke of the Two Treatises bore little 

resemblance to the Locke of the Two Tracts, who in 1660 called for 

unconditional subjection to church and state.45 

Rational men and women in the state of nature must be perpetually 

vigilant against the violence of those irrational persons who prefer preying on 

43 Ibid., 11.6, 8, 13, 128-30. 

44 Ibid., 11.137. 

45 Ibid., 11.91. 
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their neighbors to living by the sweat of their brows, as God commands. 

Locke's view that it is through "force and fraud" that one person injures 

another originated in Aristotle's Politics. Among Locke's Oxford political 

texts, the phrase appeared in Cicero's De officiis and Niccolo' Machiavelli's 

Discourses on Livy. Locke wrote: 

[W]hether by force he begins the injury, or else having quietly, 
and by fraud, done the injury, he refuses to make reparation, and 
by force maintains it, (which is the same thing as at first to have 
done it by force) 'tis the unjust use of force that makes the War . 
. . and thereby he, that is guilty of it, makes a forfeiture of his 
Life. For quitting reason, which is the rule given between Man 
and Man, and using force the way of Beasts, he becomes liable to 
be destroyed by him he uses force against, as any savage 
ravenous Beast, that is dangerous to his being.46 

The image of the irrational criminal as an inhuman predator (and therefore 

subject to capital punishment) is common in the Second Treatise. Locke said 

of the criminal that, 

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 therefore may be destroyed as a Lyon or a Tyger, 
one of those wild Savage Beasts, with whom Men can have no 
Society or Security.47 

No doubt responding to Hobbes's contention that the arbitrary power over life 

and death (which he described oddly enough as the "right of nature") must be 

delegated by the persons forming a government to one man, who rules them as 

absolute monarch, Locke scoffed: 

As if when Men quitting the State of Nature entered into Society, 
they agreed that all of them but one, should be under the 

46 Ibid., II.l81. 

47 Ibid., 11.11. 
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restraint of Laws, but that he should still retain all the Liberty 
of the State of Nature, increased with Power, and made 
licentious by Impunity. This is to think that Men are so foolish 
that they take care to avoid the Mischiefs done them by Pole
Cats, or Foxes, but are content, nay think it Safety, to be 
devoured by Lions.48 

His portrayal of criminals as "Beasts of Prey" worthy of death contributed to 

Locke's argument for the right of resistance to tyrants, for he frequently 

compared the tyrant to "an Aggressor," "a Thief and a Robber," a "Pirate," and 

"the common enemey and Pest of Mankind ... to be treated accordingly." Like 

animals and private criminals, tyrants live by passion, compulsion, and 

plunder rather than reason, cooperation, and productive work.49 

This association was not particularly original. Cicero also viewed those 

who reject the guidance of reason and live by force as subhuman. Locke may 

have followed Cicero's observation regarding force and deceit that "deceit 

seems to belong to a little fox, force to a lion." Of the man who "acts violently 

against someone else in order to secure some advantage himself," Cicero 

wrote in De officiis, "he takes all the 'human' out of a human." And he 

specifically described the tyrant as "a beast in human form" whose "wildness 

and monstrousness" renders him unfit for civil society. Pufendorf, however, 

maintained that one who initiates force against another should still be valued 

as a human being, and that, in the use of deadly force against an assailant, 

"the loss to the human race is equal whether the assailant dies or I do." 

While this position jibed well with the New Testament precept that one must 

endure violence out of Christian love, the Old Testament described unjust 

48 Ibid., II. 92-3. 

49 Ibid., 11.16, 202, 228, 230; Aristotle, Politics, in Basic Works of Aristotle, 111.5, 
V.4; Niccolo' Machiavelli, Discourses on Livy, trans. Harvey C. Mansfield and Nathan Tarcov 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996), I. 13; Cicero, On Duties, 1.41, 111.26, 32; 
Hobbes, Leviathan, xvii, 87-8. 
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princes as resembling "wolves ravening the prey to shed blood." The depravity 

of the tyrant, and the righteousness of destroying them (with God's 

permission) asserted in the Old Testament, provided Locke with a feast of 

imagery to draw upon throughout the Second Treatise. 50 

Despite his anarchist streak and his horror of absolute monarchy, 

Locke was persuaded that human beings had much to gain from uniting their 

natural force and placing it under objective law. He preempted objections to 

his argument for the natural right and power of each person to be his own 

magistrate in the state of nature. 

To this strange Doctrine, viz. That in the State of Nature, every 
one 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. . . . 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 
easily to be imagined, that he who was so unjust to do his 
Brother an Injury [e.g. Cain and Abel], will scarce be so just as to 
condemn himself for it. 51 

Besides the partiality of judgment in the state of nature, there was also 

insufficient strength in each person to enforce the dictates of natural law: 

[T]hough 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 other. 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 joyn ... 
with others who ... have a mind to unite for the mutual 
Preservation of their Lives, Liberties and Estates, which I call by 
the general Name, Property. 52 

50 Cicero, On Duties, 1.41; Pufendorf, Duty of Man , 1.5.6; Ezek. 22.27 KJV. 

51 Locke, TI', II, 13. 
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Where Locke stated in the Second Treatise that the "great and chief end 

therefore, of Mens uniting into Commonwealths, and putting themselves 

under Government, is the Preservation of their Property," Cicero stated in De 

officiis that "political communities and citizenships were constituted 

especially that men could hold to what was theirs." Both men, however, 

meant their terms to denote that which one is due by right and not just 

property in material goods. 53 

Citing the founding of Rome and Venice as historic examples, Locke 

held that individuals, first, unite into a civil society, or body politic, subject to 

majority will and, second, frame a government empowered to enforce that will . 

Since "every single person" who joined the society gave his consent to majority 

rule, the majority will can thereafter be taken as the will of the whole, binding 

on all members. Locke described this "Community" as "one Body, with a 

Power to Act as one Body, which is only the will and determination of the 

majority." In support of this view, Locke quoted Hooker's opinion that "civil 

law, being the act of the whole body politic, doth therefore overrule each 

several part of the same body." This account is similar to that of Pufendorf, 

who also held that the formation of government is preceded by the formation 

of "a perpetual union of the wills of all," "constituted among a number of men 

if each and every one obliges himself to use his force as he shall determine to 

whom all have resigned the direction of their forces ." Locke also probably 

derived his basic understanding of express and tacit consent from Pufendorf. 

Locke, like Pufendorf, insisted that once an individual gave his express 

consent to the body politic, that consent was forever binding on him. Citizens 

52 Ibid., II, 123. 

53 Ibid. , II.124, 127; Cicero, On Duties, II. 73. 
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cannot arbitrarily free themselves from subjection to the law once they have 

consented to live under it. The Second Treatise maintained: 

Whereas he, that has once, by actual Agreement, and any 
express Declaration, given his Consent to be of any 
Commonweal, is perpetually 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 [e.g. 
foreign conquest], the Government, he was under, comes to be 
dissolved; or else by some publick Act cuts him off from being 
any longer a Member of it [i.e. exile].54 

Only those who give their express consent may be considered a citizen, a 

member of the body politic. Pufendorf and Hooker agreed on this, but they 

held this to be true only of the originators of the government. Not only is the 

founding citizen's consent "perpetual," but his consent was also perpetually 

binding on his children and all unborn generations without end. Hooker 

wrote: 

Wherefore any man's deed past is good as long as himself 
continueth; so the act of a public society of men done five hundred 
years sithence standeth as theirs who presently are of the same 
societies, because corporations are immortal; we were then alive 
in our predecessors, and they in their successors do live still. 55 

In opposition, Locke contended that no person's will can be arbitarily binding 

on another, so that each child is born in the state of nature under his parents' 

guardianship. He only becomes a full member of the community when he 

takes an oath to submit to the majority will. While Hooker's citizens are 

understood to give implied consent to laws "of what kind soever," and 

Pufendorfs citizens consent to submit to "whatever that man or that 

assembly wills in what concerns the common security," Locke rigidly limited 

54 Ibid., 11.121. 

55 Hooker, Of the Laws, I.x.8. 
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political power to enforcement of the Law of Nature, i.e. the preservation of 

the property of all of its members. 56 

To fulfill its chief end of the preservation of property, Lockean 

government provides the legislative, judicial, and executive functions which 

individuals provided themselves in the state of nature. Government differs 

providing objective law, impartial arbitration, and effective enforcement. 

Locke's account of the origin of political power followed from and depended 

upon his "strange doctrine" that each person in his natural state wields the 

right and power to judge and punish transgressors of the Law of Nature. For 

Locke insisted of the supreme power of a government that 

[i]t is not, nor can possibly be absolutely Arbitrary over the Lives 
and Fortunes of the People. For it being but the joynt 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 enter'd into Society, 
and gave up to the Community. For no Body can transfer to 
another more power than he has in himself; and no Body 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 .... [T]he Law of Nature stands as an Eternal Rule 
to all Men, Legislators as well as others. The Rules that they 
make for other Mens Actions, must, as well as their own and 
other Mens actiosn, be conformable to the Law of Nature, i.e. to 
the Will of God, of which that is a Declaration, and the 
fundamental Law of Nature being the preservation of Mankind, no 
Humane Sanction can be good, or valid against it. 57 

This point of logic was lost on Pufendorf. He contended that the assembled 

people create and forever surrender their sovereignty without conditions to an 

unaccountable and absolute sovereign. Furthermore, this sovereign wields an 

56 Locke, 'IT, 11.94-99, 95n, 102, 116, 119-22; Pufendorf, Duty of Man, 1.9.8-10, 
11.6.4-9; Hooker, Of the Laws, I.x.13. 

57 Ibid., II. 135. 
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unlimited power of judgment and punishment which the people could not have 

given him, because they lacked it themselves in the state of nature. Where 

this power came from, Pufendorf never explained. 58 

In Locke's theory, the people delegated their power to government only 

for the better protection of their rights and can withdraw that power if the 

government abuses it. Thus, from his doctrine of delegated powers follows his 

government as a trusteeship. 

Though in a Constituted Commonwealth, standing upon its own 
Basis, and acting according to tis own Nature, that is, acting for 
the preservation of the Community, there can be but one 
Supream Power, which is the Legislative, to which all the rest are 
and must be subordinate, yet the Legislative being only a 
Fiduciary Power to act for certain ends, there remains still in the 
People a Supream Power to remove or alter the Legislative, when 
they find the Legislative act contrary to the trust reposed in 
them. For all Power given with trust for the attaining an end, 
being limited by that end, whenever that end is manifestly 
neglected, or opposed, the trust must necessarily be forfeited, and 
the Power devolve into the hands of those that gave it, who may 
place it anew where they shall think best for their safety and 
security. And thus the Community perpetually retains a 
Supream Power of saving themselves from the attempts and 
designs of any Body, even of their Legislators, whenever they 
shall be so foolish, or so wicked, as to lay and carry on designs 
against the Liberties and Properties of the Subject. 59 

The individuals in the state of nature combined their natural powers of 

judgment and punishment into one supreme power held by the majority. The 

majority in turn delegated the exercise of that supreme power to the 

government. In the event of the government's violation of the public trust, the 

people regain their right to exercise the supreme power. This is the people's 

58 Locke, TT, II.124-6; Pufendorf, Duty of Man, 11.6.4-10, 13.5. 

59 Ibid., II.149. 
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natural right of resistance to tyrants, genetically descended from the 

individuals' natural right to judge and punish criminals.60 

The only circumstance causing a dissolution of civil society (i.e. the 

People as a political corporation) is foreign conquest, in which case "every one 

return to the state he was in before, with a liberty to shift for himself, and 

provide for his own Safety as he thinks fit in some other Society." When a 

civil society dissolves, the government dissolves with it. Usurpation and 

tyranny can cause dissolution of the government, but not of society. Tyranny 

is not narrowly rule in violation of the law, but "the exercise of Power beyond 

Right, which no Body can have a Right to," i.e., the violation of the Law of 

Nature. For Locke granted that the chief executive (the Prince) may exercise a 

discretionary power (prerogative) in specific contingencies, such as national 

emergencies, when the law does not suffice. He may even suspend the law 

when it harms "the public good, i.e. the good of every particular Member of 

that Society." But Princes always "owe subjection to the Laws of God and 

Nature," and executive prerogative is strictly limited to "this Fundamental 

Law of Nature and Government, viz. That as much as may be, all the 

Members of the Society are to be preserved." Toward this end, prerogative 

may even be used to pardon convicted criminals who pose no further threat to 

the innocent. 61 

But Locke condemned the abuse of prerogative in subverting the 

Legislative (as Charles II did). He stated clearly that such behavior was 

tyrannical and grounds for resistance. 

60 Pufendorf, Duty of Man, 11.9.1-4. 

61 Locke, TI', 1.92, 11.158-9, 195-9, 211. 
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It may be demanded here, What if the Executive Power .. . shall 
make use of that force to hinder the meeting and acting of the 
Legislative . .. ? I say using Force upon the People without 
Authority, and contrary to the Trust put in him, that does so, is a 
state of War with the People, who have a right to reinstate their 
Legislative in the Exercise of their Power .... In all States and 
Conditions the true remedy of Force without Authority, is to 
oppose Force to it. 62 

Understandable in the political circumstances of 1682, the cause of the 

dissolution of government which Locke discussed at greatest length ws 

alteration of the Legislative by the Prince. 

The Second Treatise treated the alteration of the Legislative as a direct 

threat to the rights of the people and the preservation of civil society. Locke 

described the Legislative as "the Soul that gives Form, Life, and Unity to the 

Commonwealth ... For the Essence and Union of the Society consisting in 

having one Will, the Legislative, when once established by the Majority, has 

the declaring, and as it were keeping of that will." This line echoes Hooker, 

who called "the Law of a Commonweal, the very soul of a politic body, the 

parts whereof are by law animated, held together, and set on work in such 

actions, as the common good requireth." Locke held that the Legislative is 

altered when legislators "make Laws without Authority, which the People are 

not therefore bound to obey" or the Prince "sets up his own Arbitrary Will in 

place of the Laws." The Legislative is altered "[w]hen the Prince hinders the 

Legislative from assembling in its due time, or from acting freely, pursuant to 

those ends, for which it was Constituted." Furthermore, "[ w ]hen 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," the 

Legislative is altered. Locke cites, as a final alteration of the Legislative, the 

62 Ibid. , II.155. 

86 



"delivery of the People into the subjection of a Foreign Power, either by the 

Prince, or by the Legislative." Of course, as we saw in Part One, Charles II 

fulfilled all of these conditions during the Restoration Crisis, particularly in 

his repeated prorogations and dissolutions of Parliament, his quo warranto 

proceedings and alteration of municipal polls in London and other boroughs, 

and his dissolution of Parliament on the command of Louis XIV. In a 1689 

update of his manuscript, Locke tacked on the abdication of the throne as 

another cause of dissolution, responding to James II's flight to the 

Continent. 63 

Citing the Old Testament story of Jephtha's appeal to God to authorize 

his counterattack against the Ammonites, Locke held that, when one person 

(in or out of civil society) enters into a state of war with another person, and 

the victim lacks the opportunity to appeal to an earthly judge, "God in Heaven 

is Judge," and the victim must "appeal to Heaven." Locke explained, that he 

must do "as Jephtha did," by acting as his own defender and "Judge in my own 

conscience, as I will answer it at the great [Judgment] Day, to the Supream 

Judge of all Men." The same holds true when the government wars against 

the people, since there is no constituted judge above the government to whom 

the people may appeal. Locke elaborated: 

[W]here the Body of the People, or any single Man, is deprived of 
their Right, or is under the Exercise of a power without right, and 
have no Appeal on Earth, there they have a liberty to appeal to 
Heaven, whenever they judge the Cause of sufficient moment .. . 
And this Judgment they cannot part with, it being out of a Man's 
power so to submit himself to another, as to give him a liberty to 
destroy him; God and Nature never allowing a Man so to 
abandon himself, as to neglect his own preservation: And 

631bid., II.212-9; Hooker, Of the Laws, I.x.l. 
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since he cannot take away his own Life, neither can he give 
another power to take it. 64 

Lest his position be unclear, Locke stated flatly at the end of the Second 

Treatise that, "[i]f a Controversie arise betwixt a Prince and some of the 

People, in a matter where the Law is silent, or doubtful, and the thing be of 

great Consequence, I should think the proper Umpire, in such a Case, should 

be the Body of the People." Does it not make sense no one "shall be Judge 

whether his Trustee or Deputy acts well, and according to the Trust reposed in 

him, but he who deputes him, and must, by having deputed him have still a 

Power to discard him, when he fails in his Trust?" If, however, "the Prince, or 

whoever they be in the Administration, decline that way of Determination, the 

Appeal then lies no where but to Heaven," there ''being properly a state of 

War" between the prince and people. For Locke, the risk of renewed civil war 

was not a price too great to pay for the preservation of the people and their 

rights.65 

He did not, however, believe that his argument for the people's natural 

right of resistance would provoke the people to unjustified violence. Locke 

opposed the view, dominant since the classical age, "that the People being 

ignorant, and always discontented, to lay the Foundation of Government in 

the unsteady Opinion, and uncertain Humour of the People, is to expose it to 

64 Locke, 'IT, II.168. 

65 Locke, 'IT, II.21, 241-2; Judges 11.27 KJV. The phrase "appeal to Heaven" was 
coined by the medieval political theorist, Henry de Bracton, in his De legibus. In employing 
the phrase as a metaphor for armed resistance, Locke entirely dropped its original meaning. 
Bracton had argued that an oppressive king may be reined in by his peers in their role as 
counsellors, but under no circumstances may his subjects resist his authority. If the 
subjects are not delivered from their oppression by the ordained magistrates, they must 
endure it and may only "appeal to Heaven," i.e., pray to God and wait for divine intervention 
as the Hebrews did in Egypt. Locke's use of Bracton's phrase is another example of his 
employment of traditional language to couch radical ideas. See Conal Condren, The 
Language of Politics in Seventeenth Century England (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1994), 
115-6. 
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certaine ruine." On the contrary, "People are not so easily got out of their old 

Forms, as some are apt to suggest. They are hardly to be prevailed with to 

amend the acknowledg'd Faults, in the Frame they have been accustom'd to." 

He conceded to advocates of passive obedience that some men may be 

inspired by the right of resistance to cause civil disturbances, but only 

to their own just ruine and perdition. For till the mischief be 
grown general, and the ill designs of the Rulers become visible, or 
their attempts sensible to the greater part, the People, who are 
more disposed to suffer, than right themselves by Resistance, 
are not apt to stir .... [l]f they universally have a perswasion, 
grounded upon manifest evidence, that designs are carrying on 
against their Liberties, and the general course and tendency of 
things cannot but give them strong suspicions of the evil 
intention of their Governors, who is to be blamed for it? . . . Are 
the People to be blamed, if they have the sence of rational 
Creatures, and can think of things no otherwise as they find and 
feel them? 66 

More often than not, resistance is caused by a Prince's tyranny rather than the 

people's discontent. It is tyrants, not the people, "are truly and properly 

rebels," in that they "do Rebellare, that is, bring back again the state of War." 

(For this reason, Locke usually did not employ the term "rebellion" as a 

synonym for justified resistance.) The view of the people as turbulent and 

easily given to rebellion had been common since the classical age. Locke's 

argument that the people are actually patient and more inclined to endure 

than resist may have been derived from the Disrourses on Livy, in which 

Machiavelli broke with the classical view in his statement that "a people is 

more prudent, more stable, and of better judgment than a prince."67 

66 Locke, IT, 11.230. 

67 Ibid., IT, 11.223-6; Machiavelli, Disoourses, 1.58.3. 
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Locke maintained that the people will only be moved to armed 

resistance by "a long train of Abuses." A few cases of injustice against 

particular individuals would not provoke a general rising. Such individuals 

have the natural right to defend their rights against the government, but their 

efforts are highly impractical, "it being as impossible for one or a few 

oppressed Men to disturb the Government, where the Body of the People do 

not think themselves concerned in it." Whenever tyranny has 

extended to the Majority of the People; or if the Mischief and 
Oppression has light only on some few [e.g. Shaftesbury], but in 
such Cases, as the Precedent, and Consequences seem to 
threaten all, and they are perswaded in their Consciences, that 
their Laws, and with them their Estates, Liberties, and Lives 
are in danger, and perhaps their Religion too, how they will be 
hindered from resisting illegal force, used against them, I cannot 
te11.68 

Locke did not image that, even when faced by a design upon their rights, the 

English people would refrain from defending themselves. Although it was 

clear to Locke and his cohorts that English rights were in danger in 1682, the 

people denounced their efforts to defend those rights by armed resistance in 

the Rye House Plot of 1683 and Monmouth's Rising of 1685. Locke must have 

been amazed by the ingratitude. 69 

Locke's explanation of the state of affairs immediately following the 

dissolution of government has been a source of some confusion to scholars. He 

seemed to say at one point that the people become judge upon dissolution 

and, on another, that every man becomes judge (as he was in the state of 

nature). In Revolutionary Politics and Locke's Two Treatise of Government, 

Richard Ashcraft argued the latter interpretation of Locke's resistance theory. 

68 Locke, Tl', II.209. 

69 Ibid., II. 208-10, 224-5. 
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He read Locke to mean that government and civil society are the same. When 

government dissolves, civil society also dissolves, and individuals return to 

the state of nature, in which "every Man is Judge for himself." The state of 

nature ends only once the Legislative is restored. Zbigniew Rau took the 

opposite view in his analysis of the Two Treatises, Contractarianism versus 

Holism. He took Locke to mean that government and civil society are 

separate entities, that "civil society can survive as a political body without 

the legislative," and that resistance against the government can be conducted 

only by "civil society--or, rather, its majority."70 

Both scholars are partially correct. Ashcraft was clearly mistaken in 

his view that civil society dissolves whenever government dissolves. Locke 

took care 
to distinguish between the Dissolution of the Society, and the 
Dissolution of the Government. That which makes the 
Community, and brings Men out of the loose State of Nature, 
into one Political Society, is the Agreement which every one has 
with the rest to incorporate, and act as one Body, and so be one 
distinct Commonwealth. The usual, and almost only way 
whereby this Union is dissolved, is the Inroad of Foreign Force 
making a Conquest upon them. 71 

Locke stated unequivocally that "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," and that 

the society can only be dissolved by a foreign subjugation like the Norman 

Conquest. Moreover, civil society clearly precedes government. Ashcraft 

failed to address Locke's position that the "Constitution of the Legislative is 

70 Richard Ashcraft, Revolutionary Politics and Locke's Two Treatises of Government 
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1986), 309-12, 319-22; Zbigniew Rau, 
Contractarianism versus Holism: Reinterpreting Locke's Two Treatises of Government 
(Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1995), 130, 135-8; Locke, TT, II.241. 

71 Locke, TT, II.211. 
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the first and fundamental Act of Society." Civil society survives dissolution of 

the government and, when the Prince must be judged, it is the people, i.e. the 

civil society, which must judge. In this respect, Rau's interpretation was 

correct. But what does it mean for civil society to judge and punish the Prince 

when there is no Legislative? The people can only express their collective will 

through majority vote and their duly-elected representatives. The first object 

of resistance should be the election of new representatives to execute the 

people's will. Until elections can be held, however, who speaks for the people? 

Who has authority to call for new elections? Rau did not provide an answer, 

but Locke did. When government dissolves, the people 

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 any thing upon them. Every one is at the disposure of his 
own Will, when those who had by the delegation of the Society, 
the declaring of the publick Will, are excluded from it, and others 
usurp the place who have no such Authority or Delegation. 72 

Thus initial resistance to the Prince--and the initiation of elections--can be 

made by anyone and everyone, not as individuals in the state of nature, but as 

members of civil society. When government dissolves, political authority 

"reverts to the Society," such that "the Body of the People" can judge and 

punish the Prince. But, until the majority elects new representatives, popular 

authority must be exercised by individuals in their status as citizens, such 

that "every Man is Judge."73 

In 1682, Locke, Shaftesbury, and the Whig leaders believed that they 

faced precisely this situation, when the King dissolved Parliament and 

72 Ibid., II.212. 

73 Locke, TI', II.212, 243. 
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entered into a state of war with his people. Shaftesbury's goal that fall was to 

act on behalf of the people in overthrowing the King and calling for the election 

of a new Parliament to reestablish government. As John Marshall argued, 

the Second Treatise was written to explain the necessity and the legitimacy of 

this course of action to the People (i.e. the enfranchised, i.e., freeholders, 

particularly the gentry), so that their new representatives would sanction this 

initial resistance, take up the responsibility of sitting in judgment of Charles 

II (if he still lived), and create a republic or select a new Prince such as the 

duke of Monmouth. 
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CONCLUSION 

John Locke's argument for the people's natural right of resistance in his 

Second Treatise of Government followed from his understanding of the Law of 

Nature, his argument for the inalienable human rights, and his account of the 

origin of civil government. Since God commanded all human beings to 

preserve themselves as individuals and as a species through rational thought 

and productive work, no one has the right to impair or destroy the life, liberty, 

or estate of anyone else. Even more unique than this theory of natural rights 

was Locke's argument that God not only forbade each person to invade the 

rights of others but commanded each person to secure the rights of others (and 

their own) against the initiation of force through the retaliatory use of force. 

Thus, all individuals possess a natural right to judge and punish criminals. 

These natural rights are inalienable because obedience to the Law of Nature 

is God's immutable will for humankind. Human beings do not give up their 

rights when they become subject to a government. Rather, they create 

government to better protect their rights, and any ruler who uses his power to 

invade his subject's rights may be judged and punished by the people as a 

94 



criminal. Locke's argument for political resistance in the Second Treatise, 

then, was based upon his theories of natural law, natural rights, and the 

origin of government. 

By comparing the views on resistance expressed in Locke's six Oxford 

political texts, Part One of this study demonstrated that John Locke's 

argument for the natural right of resistance in his Second Treatise of 

Government was highly original in its political context. Owing little to Locke's 

immediately available sources, his resistance theory was "a very Strange 

Doctrine," indeed. Furthermore, the outline of political events in Part One 

suggested, as John Marshall has argued, that Locke's formulation of such a 

radical argument for resistance owed more to the desperate circumstances of 

the Restoration Crisis than to Locke's sources. Some of the texts did, 

however, flesh out Locke's argument with compelling and familiar language. 

While John Calvin's Institutes of the Christian Religion and Niccolo' 

Machiavelli's Discourses on Livy made little if any contribution to the 

language of the Second Treatise, Locke's argument for resistance benefited 

from the rhetorical use of terms, phrases, and images from such respectable 

texts as the King James Bible and Cicero's De officiis. 

Much more importantly, comparison of the language of the Second 

Treatise with that of the two remaining Oxford texts reveals, as we saw in 

Part Two, that Locke derived crucial components of the theoretical foundation 

for his resistance theory from those sources. Richard Hooker's Of the Laws of 

Ecclesiastical Polity and Samuel von Pufendorfs De jure naturae et gentium 

gave Locke an understanding of natural law as God's command for human 

beings to preserve themselves according to the guidance of reason, a command 

revealed in human nature and the nature of living things. Pufendorf 

maintained, with Hooker, that all mentally healthy adults could know 
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natural law and were bound to obey it because of their capacity for reason. 

They also agreed that this capacity for reason rendered all human beings 

equal and free by nature. Pufendorf described a state of natural liberty in 

which each individual lived by his own judgment and exercised force in 

defense of his own natural rights. He impressed upon Locke the need for 

government as the solution for the disadvantages of man's natural state. 

Further, Hooker and Pufendorf insisted that all legitimate government 

originated with the consent of the people. 

Locke's use of Hooker and Pufendorf in the Second Treatise was 

extensive and, at points, indispensible. While Locke certainly added 

quotations from Hooker to his manuscript after its completion to lend greater 

respectability to his radical arguments, John Marshall was mistaken in his 

(widely-held) view that Locke cited Hooker only "for cover of his position, not 

because of significant influence." Locke's use of Hooker and Pufendorf was not 

dictated primarily by the circumstances of the Restoration Crisis and the 

need to put a respectable face on his radical doctrine but by what he found to 

be the compelling power of their arguments. Throughout the last twenty years 

of his life, Locke returned to Hooker and Pufendorf as the theoretical anchors 

for his own natural-law political philosophy. The year before his death, in 

"Some Thoughts Concerning Reading and Study For A Gentleman," he named 

the three works best suited to teach young English gentlemen the "original of 

societies, and the rise and extent of political power": Richard Hooker's Of the 

Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, Samuel von Pufendorfs De jure naturae et 

gentium, and the Two Treatises of Government.l 

1 John Marshall, John Locke: Resistance, Religion and Responsibility (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1994), 201, 240n. 
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Despite Locke's debt to his political and intellectual contexts, one must 

ultimately characterize Locke as an innovator in political theory who, even in 

borrowing concepts from other thinkers like Hooker and Pufendorf, so 

profoundly reworked them as to make them his own. He used those concepts 

to formulate an argument for resistance to tyranny which surpassed that of 

his predecessors in its logical coherence and radical implications. Calvin and 

his followers only allowed limited resistance by lesser magistrates in defense 

of true religion, while Paul consigned all resisters of government to hell. 

Machiavelli and Cicero did assert the justifiability of popular resistance but 

formulated no coherent argument for it, whereas Hooker and Pufendorf 

actually directed natural-law theory and the doctrine of popular consent 

against popular resistance and self-government. 

Locke transcended their paradigms, combining in his unique resistance 

theory Scriptural images and classical phrases with a republican confidence 

in the people and a natural-law commitment to the moral guidance of reason. 

Although radical in its substance, his argument was traditional and familiar 

enough in appearance to provoke no denunciations upon the publication of the 

Second Treatise in 1689 (although it did draw some friendly criticism). In 

Locke's own time, the English people mainly took notice of the text as a 

political work by the renowned author of the Essay Concerning Human 

Understanding. In the early eighteenth century, some English radicals like 

John Trenchard and Thomas Gordon combined Lockean natural-rights theory 

with the classical republicanism of Locke's predecessors and contemporaries, 

such as John Milton and Algernon Sidney. In the second half of the eighteenth 

century, Locke's argument for majority rule was adopted by Irish nationalists 

seeking self-government and by the English middle class and working class 

demanding representation in Parliament. But in the relatively stable and 
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complacent world of eighteenth-century Britain, there was little call for a 

radical and abstract theory of political resistance. The people's natural right 

of resistance most clearly made a place for itself in the history of political 

events when Britain's North American colonists adopted the doctrine to 

justify disobedience and, ultimately, armed opposition to King and 

Parliament. 2 

2 Depsite his use of familiar rhetoric, Locke's radical argument for resistance did 
receive some cordial criticisim by Whigs after 1689, who were careful to stand by the 
language of ancient constitutionalism and distance themselves from Locke's potentially 
subversive doctrine. The Whig lawyer, William Atwood, interpreted Locke as historian 
Richard Ashcraft has, equating the reversion of political power to the people with the return 
of the state of nature. For the criticism of Locke's resistance theory by Atwood and James 
Tyrrell in particular, and the Whig reception of the Second Treatise in general, see Julian H. 
Franklin, John Locke and the Theory of Sovereignty (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1978), ch. 4. For the eighteenth-century use of Locke's political theory, see John 
Dunn, "The Politics of Locke in England and America in the Eighteenth Century," in John 
Locke: Problems and Perspectives, A Collection of New Essays, ed. John W. Yolton 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1969), 56-8, 65-80. In the early 1690s, as 
Locke's friendship with James Tyrrell waned, his friendship with William Molyneux waxed. 
A native Dubliner, Molyneux used Locke's arguments for popular sovereignty, majority rule, 
and consensual government to argue for Irish self-government. His work served as a source 
for Irish nationalists throughout the eighteenth century, down to Wolf Tone, leader of the 
Irish Revolution of 1798 and father of modem Irish republicanism. These arguments were 
also used in late eighteenth-century England by the proto-Chartist Thomas Hardy and the 
famous liberal John Wilkes in their campaigns for the extension of suffrage (to the English 
working-class and middle class, respectively). Despite this demonstration of Locke's broad 
usage in the English-speaking world during the eighteenth century, Dunn concluded that 
Locke did not make any special contribution to the beliefs of the American Founders, 
because he said nothing which had not been said before or since by another member of the 
English republican tradition. It is hoped that this study will contribute to a reevaluation of 
the originality of Locke's resistance theory. However, within the last two decades, there has 
been a growing trend among scholars of eighteenth-century political historty, particularly 
Americanists, to reemphasize the importance of Locke's ideas to the American Founders. 
Advocates of classical republicanism as the primary language of the Founders' discourse, 
such as Bernard Bailyn, pointed to Cato's Letters--anonymously written by the early 
eighteenth century English radical Whigs, John Trenchard and Thomas Gordon-- as a text 
much more widely used than Locke's Second Treatise. Cato's Letters were so widely read, 
and its critique of W alpolian politics so relevant to the colonists' troubles in the 1760s, that 
the Americans wholly adopted their ideological framework, which guided them into 
confontation with the English government. See Bemard Bailyn, The Origins of the American 
Politics (New York: Vintage Press, 1967), esp. 39-66. The proponents of a "Lockean 
liberalism" dominant in late-eighteenth-century America have struck a coup in 
demonstrating that Trenchard and Gordon's work was actually a synthesis of Lockean 
political philosophy and classical political science. For the Catonic synthesis and its use by 
the American Founders, see Thomas Pangle, The Spirit of Modem Republicanism: The Moral 
Vision of the American Founders and the Philosophy of Locke (Chicago, IL: University of 
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Thomas Jefferson embraced the Lockean language of resistance to 

make the American people's case for independence in 1776. Taking "the Laws 

of Nature and of Nature's God" as the moral foundation of his argument, 

Jefferson argued in the Declaration of Independence that 

all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their 
Creator with certain unalienable rights, that among these are 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. That to secure these 
rights, government are instituted among men, deriving their just 
powers from the consent of the governed. That whenever any 
form of government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the 
right of the people to alter or abolish it, and to institute new 
government, laying its foundation on such principles and 
organizing its powers in such form, as to them shall seems most 
likely to effect their safety and happiness. 3 

Jefferson also agreed with Locke that peoples are not eager or easily moved to 

resist their governments. "[M]ankind are more disposed to suffer" political 

oppression, than to end it "by abolishing the forms to which they are 

accustomed." "But," Jefferson argued, "when a long train of abuses and 

usurpations, pursuing invariably the same Object evinces a design to reduce 

them under absolute Despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to throw off 

such Government, and to provide new Guards for their future security." By 

way of Jefferson's Declaration of Independence and the work of other Founding 

Fathers, Locke's defense of rights and resistance in the Second Treatise 

inspired republican constitutions, political revolutions, and mass movements 

in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, from the French Revolution to the 

Chicago Press, 1988), esp. 30-6; see also Jerome Huyler, Locke in America: The Moral 
Philosophy of the Founding Era (Lawrence: University Press, 1995), esp. 211-6, 219-50. For 
a collection of extracts emphasizing the Lockean usage, see David L. Jacobson, ed., The 
English Libertarian Heritage: From the Writings of John Trenchard and Thomas Gordon in 
The Independent Whig and Cato's Letters (San Francisco, CA Fox and Wilkes, 1994). 

3 Samuel Eliot Morison, ed., Sources and Documents Illustrating the American 
Revolution 1764-1788 and the Formation of the Federal Constitution (London: Oxford 
University Press, 1923), 157-60. 
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Latin American Wars of Independence, from Japan's Meiji Restoration of the 

1860s to the Chinese Student Movement of 1989. In time, Locke's "very 

Strange Doctrine" replaced the theory of passive obedience as the 

unquestioned political orthodoxy of the modern world.4 

4 The use of Locke's Second Treatise by Jefferson in the Declaration of Independence 
has been long recognized by historians since Carl Becker pointed it out in his monograph, 
originally published in 1922. See Carl Becker, The Declaration of Independence: A Study in 
the History of Political Ideas (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1940); see also Noble Cunningham, 
Jr., In Pursuit of Reason: The Life of Thomas Jefferson (New York: Ballantine Books, 1987), 
16, 49-50, 129. The importance of this Lockean usage has recently been reaffirmed in a 
magnificent study on the seventeenth-century European foundations of eighteenth-century 
American political thought. See Michael P. Zuckert, Natural Rights and the New 
Republicanism (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1994), xv-xx, 3-25, 187-319, 
323n. For the use of Locke and the American Founders in Meiji Japan, see Frank Gibney, 
The Pacific Century: America and Asia in a Changing World (New York: Charles Scribner's 
Sons, 1992), 90, 92. For the use of the rights-language and the ideas of the Founders in the 
1989 student movement, see Han Minzhu, ed., Cries for Democracy: Writings and Speeches 
from the 1989 Chinese Democracy Movement (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press). 
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