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CHAPTER |
THE PROBLEM

Ten years before John Locke's Egsay Concerning Human Understanding received

even its first rough form, the author's pen had been at work jotting down a
group of essays on natural law, He never bothered to publish the essays, nor
did anyone else until almost three full centuries later, In 1954, Wolfgang von
Leyden, using the authoritative Lovelace collection of Locke's work, edited
these Essays on the Law of Nature,

Just why Locke never published these essays is unknown. Von Leyden offers
several plausible reasons.t But whatever the reasons, the essays would certains

ly not have caused the stir that his Essay Concerning Human Understanding did;

and they have not been heralded as priceless discoveries even now. Their
appearance in Locke's time would have aroused little excitement because few

people then doubted the existence or knowability of the natural law. In fact,

3Von Leyden's book contains, besides the Latin and English texts of the
essays on the law of nature, a number of Locke's other writings, unpublished
before now, and a lengthy introduction of some ninety pages or so in which von
‘Leyden comments on different points of historical interest and analyzes the
arguments presented. Included among these introductory pages are reasons suge
gested why the essays on natural law remained unpublished. Von Leyden lists
five such reasons: (1) the translation of the essays into English would prove
too laborious for Locke; (2) many of his ideas were placed in the Essay in-
stead; (3) he lacked conviction about the subject, particularly in light of his
later hedonistic morals; (&) his views on authority changed considerably; (5)
Locke may have felt that the essays lacked maturity of thought. John Locke,

Essays on the Law of Nature, ed. W. von Leyden (Oxford, 1954), p. 1&. This book
will henceforth be referred to as the Essays.

}
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scholars used natural law as an initial premise in most of their discussions on
morality and civil law. The appearance of the essays in our day has aroused
iittle excitement because many "modern’’ theories proudly disdain the natural law
doctrine, and even the growing number of proponents of natural law can find many

another more adequate exposition of their position.

Why bother, then, to expend energy on these essays? The reasons are multi
ple. For one thing, the very way modern theorists slough off the topic demands
that a less gareless consideration be given to a doctrine that has had stuff
enough to stay standing for twenty centuries or so. Also, these essays fill in
a lacuna in Locke's other works. They offer some justification for hls frequen}
references to the natural law as the basis for his political theories, and they
help bridge the gap between the dominant empiricism In his epistemological work
and the rationalism of his other writings. Finally, the essays lend further
evidence of Locke's genius in doing one thinge-asking provocative questions.

Locke asked questions which philosophers from his time on have tried to
answer. Sometimes his very wey of stating problems only created greater diffie
culties, but his thought never failed to stimulate; so much sc that his 'phil=
osophy exercises undisputed sw&y over the ideas of the entire eighteenth centu~
ry.”z He interrupted the flow of philosophy to ask one particularly pertinent
question: ‘'Just how much do we really know?' D,J. 0'Connor in his commentary
on Locke remarks: By thus raising the nature of knowing as a problem, Locke

was introducing @ new point of view into European philosophy. And this point

22 saiah Berlin, The Age of Enlightenment (Boston, 1956), p. 30.




of view, for good or iil, has dominated philosophy since his tima."s
"Just how much do we really know?' He had a very practical reason for

asking the question. Locke did not sport at dialectics. He put the question
and searched for its answer with another problem in mind. Unless he determined
how we know and how much we know, Locke could not tackie the difficulties which

his contemporaries posed to him about morality and the natural law, in fact,

his Essay Concerning Human Understanding might never have taken shape except for

Locke's pressing interest in how we come to know the rules of morality that
should govern us. Von Leyden gives the following, interesting account of how

it was that a discussion on morality and the natural law gave rise to the Essay

Concerning Human Understanding.

A group of five or six of Lockels friends were gathered for a discussion at
the London home of Anthony Ashiey Cooper, sometime in 1671.

Locke informs us that the toplc discussed by the group at the outset
was 'a subject very remote'' from the special inquiries into the understand=
ing which arose out of the discussions at a later stage and of which the
Essay of 1690 was the final outcome. Tyrell's comment on this point is
more explicit., '‘The discourse,” he says, "“began about the principles of
morality and reveal'd religlon.”” Now that we have come to know more about
Locke!s literary activities about 1671, Tyrell's hint appears significant.
| presume that the discussion among Locke's friends was at first about the
law of nature as the basis of morality and its relation to natural and ree
vealed religion. Locke's early thoughts on this topic served as a cone
venient starting point; and some other member of the group, possibly Lord
Ashley himself, may have contributed the short essay, originally among the
Shaftesbury Papers, beginning: ''The Light of Nature is reason set up in
the soul at first by God in man's Creation, second by Christ.'" But then,
as Locke tells us, difficulties arose In the course of the discussion,
possibly concerning the question how the natural law comes to be known.

3aniel J. 0'Connor, John Locke (London, 1952) p. 27
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The question had played a prominent part in Locke's essays, but we can
understand if his solution of it left room for doubts and puzzles. So it
was decided to start afresh and to approach the subject matter under dise
cussion on a strictly epistemological basis, i.e. to inquire into the
origin and extent of human knowledge. The new course was taken up by
Locke himself, and after reading out at the next meeting ‘‘some hasty and
undigested thoughts' he pursued his inquiries during the summer and autumn
of 1671 in two preliminary drafts of the Essay which we know.
This close casual connection between the writing of the Essay Concerning
Human Understanding and the problem of natural law has been pointed out for an
important reason. For the first part of this thesls will concern itself with
whether Locke's views on knowing the natural laws were consistent from these
early essays through his later and more famous works. He began his Essay Cone
cerning Human Understanding to clarify points at issue regarding the origin of

knowledge, particularly in respect to rules of morality, ©Did his more fully
developed thought in the Esgsay and in the Two Treatises on Civil Government
confirm his initial doctrine or reject it? Are his early essays consistent
with his later works or not?

The second major Investigation of the thesis will consider whether or not
Locke's proof for knowing the natural law can withstand the objections of its
critics. Has the argument any validity?

Two problems then, will draw the focus of attention: the consistency of
the Essays on the Law of Nature with Locke's later doctrine; and the validity
of his argument for knowledge of the law of nature based on sense experience.
Any mention of the word ''consistency’ in reference to Locke immediately

raises problems. '"'Original’, "stimulating'', "clear~thinking" and many another

“Eggaxg, p. 61.




5
Tmrd of praise has been predicated of Locke, but never ''consistent.” Critics,
students and historians are all quick to expose inconsistencies in Locke's
|doctrine. W. T. Jones, for example, notes that: "Nothing is casier . . . than
to point out inconsistencies in Locke's theory . . . If consistency were the
sole element in the philosophical ideal, it would be hard to understand the

5

great influence of Locke's views In so many different fields." Some, like
[Bertrand Russell, find little reason to become concerned about this fact,6 but
none will attempt to defend Locke from all charges on this score, What Ster~
ling Lamprecht remarked concerning Locke's ethical theories would serve as good
advice in any treatment of Locke: ‘it would be a mistake to attempt to fit all
|he said into one harmonious uhole.“7

Nevertheless, the two most famous "incongruities" in Locke's theory have
been greatly exaggerated. The first is the "'apparently contradictory claims of
rational ism and emglricisﬂ“s within his theory of knowing itself, between the

second and fourth books of the Essay. Professor Aaron, as we shall see, does

M. T. Jones, A History of Mestern Philosophy (New York, 1952) p. 752.

Sin his History of Mestern Philo (New York, 1952), p. 613, Bertrand
Russell states: ''No one has yet succeeded in inventing a philosophy at once

credible and selfeconsistent. Locke aimed at credibility and achieved it at
the expense of consistency. Most of the great philosophies have done the oppo-
site. The most fruitful philosophies have contained glaring inconsistencies,
but for that very reason have been partially true. There is no reason to
suppose that a self=consistent system contains more truth than one, which like
Locke's Is obviousiy more or less wrong.”

7Star} ing Lamprecht, The Moral and Political Philosophy of John Locke (New
York, 1918), p. 104.

8“. T. Jones, History of Western Philosophy (New York, 1952), p. 752.




Wmuch to explain away many of the apparent Inconsistencies In this regard. The

second 'Incongrulty,' which concerns us more directly, has been rather fully

enunciated by W, S, Carpenter in his introduction to an edition of‘m Treatises

on Civil Government:

it Is to the credit of Fitzjames Stephen (in Horge Se e, 11
n the

(London, 1892), p. 150) that he should have seen | political theory
of Locke a striking incongrulty with his metaphysics. The object of the

W%gmm& an Understanding is to destroy the doctrine of innate
as and to reduce all knowledge to 2 generalization of experience. The
Sm}% on il ‘ appears to be the very reverse of this,
it is fou entirely on the two conceptlions of the state of nature and
the law of reason, and it Is difficult to see how Locke could arrive at

elther of these conceptions from experience. They are simply flgments of
the gind and as much creatures of Locke's own fancy as Plato's Republic
was,

With the publication of the Esgays on the Law of Hature which deal precisely

with the derivation of the law of nature from experience, such a gross charge
of '*incongruity’ against Locke's writings should never appear again. The
question "“how Locke could arrive at either of these conceptions from experience
receives an answer from Locke himself in the essays, Dr. von Leyden considers
this reconciliation of Locke's doctrine one of the chief values arising from
the publication of these early essays: ''It is now possible to recognize that
Locke's two main bodies of dacérine, namely his political theory and his theory
of knowledge, have a common ground and that this lies in his early doctrine of
the natural Im."m

But the fact that Locke wrote gomething on the empirical basis for know~

ledge of the law of nature serves only as a beginning of the investigation.

. s. carpenter, od. John Locke Ireatises on Civil Government
(London, 192h4), lntro:!uctlen, xiv, - e ‘ '

1%, von Leyden, '"John Locke and the Natural Law," Philosophy, XX, (January

Y .
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Granted that he indicated an element of empirical data in founding the natural
law, many questions remain to be answered. Is the theory of knowledge expound-
ed in the early essays a temporary, trial hypothesis, or is it substantially the
same as the theory evolved by Locke in the Essay Concerning Human Understanding?
Does Locke have the same concept of natural law in these initial essays as ap=
pears in the Egsay and in the Treatises? His sthical theory in the early ess~
ays is based on the law of nature. Does it remain based on natural law in his
later works?

Not every concept or term used in the Essays on the Law of Nature can be
scrutinized in the light of later writings, but at least some conclusion can be
reached in regards to Locke's basic consistency or inconsistency.

The problem of the validity of Locke's arguments should prove no less en-
gaging. Surprisingly little concern has been shown for the arggment worked ouy
by Locke in the essays. The essays, we are told, are importani because they
"£ill in some of the detailed thinking in the concept of a law of nature which

the Second Treatise on Civil Government omitted" ' and they show how the problen

of morality influenced the inception of Locke's other works. But liitle or

12

nothing is mentioned regarding the contribution of the argument itself. in

M ohn W. Yolton, Review of the Essays: The Philosophical Review, LXVI!
(July 1955), 489.

2rhe following men who reviewed vom Leyden's edition of Locke's Essays on
the Law of Nature or who wrote commentaries on the edition had little or nothi
o say about the positive contribution of Locke's argument, and none made any

attempt to defend it: D. J. Allan, Review of the Essays, _9_2{_1%&2_1, XX (April
ho

1956), 182~184; James Collins, ''The Year In Philosophy, | ught, X
(Spring 1955), B4-86; John W, Lenz, “_l,p_c_ke‘s on the he}_gyg_ﬁ ﬂatu;e ”
Philosophy and Pheromenologlcal . XVII (September 1956}, 105-113; P. G.
Lucas, '"Discussiont John Locke,’ ilo W Vi (April 1956),

174=176; John W. Yolton, Remiew of the Essays: I___ Philosophical Review, LXVI
L Glyly 1955), 489-490,
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fact, B. J. Allen comments that the publication of the essays has great value
despiie '‘the seconderate quality of the essays themselves."‘3

Part of this unconcern for the subject matter of the essays, it is true,
sitems from a realization that Locke's arguments arc far from flawless and that
notre satisfactory expositions of natural law doctrine can be found. Admittedly
then, to defend Locke's argument as wholly valid would be & rash and unwise move
But granting all this, a word should yet be said in defense of what Locke has
written, In the first place, Locke's political theory, based as it is on this
law of pature, carries far too much weight historically to be slighted in this
way. Qur own Declaration of Independence and constitutional form took root in
a fundamentally Lockeian concept of naturel law. Seccondly, too many writers
noted thus far have been ali too quick to disregard entirely what Locke had to
say about the law of nature. For some this disregard stems from an Ingrained
contempt for the whole theory of natural law., Von Leyden makes such an attitudd
clear when he comments that: ‘''the rise of modern jurisprudence is characterized
by the abandonment of the theory of natural law. Also most modern philosophers
analysts as well as positivists, have come to regard the netlon as absolete.“'k
Led by this conviction, von Leyden then praceeés’s to make short shrift of

Locke's argument, burying it finally in the graveyard where he feels all such

arguments on natural law belong.

"3p. 5. Allan, Review of the Essays, Philosophy, XX (April 1956), 18k

6)]“N. von Leyden, '‘John Locke and the Natural Law," Philosophy, XX (January
1856), 25.

,Stn both the article noted above and in the introductory pages of the
Essays {pp. 43-60) von Leyden analyzes and criticizes Locke's argument.
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But we shall see that Dr, von Leyden has put the wrong corpse to rest.
Lrha argument that he has so neatly shredded does not exactly match what Locke
himsel f wrote.
If then, as should be admitted, Locke's argument is not wholly defensible,
lat least his thoughts on the subject deserve a much fairer treatment if only in
the interests of historical objectivity. VYet not a single writer cons.ultedm

iakes any protest in favor of Locke and against Von Leyden's criticism. Such a

[state of affairs demands all the more imperatively that some defense of Locke's

rgument be made. The part of the thesis which deals with the validity of
Eocke's argument for knowledge of the natural law will not attempt to substant«
tate the whole of Locke's argument, but it will endeavor to show that Locke's
jorgument is basically sound and far different from the interpreted argument which
von Leyden ascribes to Locke.
But before beginning either the investigation into the consistency or that

[into the validity of Locke's doctrine, it will be helpful to survey what Locke
lincluded in his Essays on the Law of Nature.

mSee footnote 12 on page 7 of this thesis,




CHAPTER {1

THE PROPOSITION: THERE EXISTS A LAW OF NATURE
WHICH CAN BE KNOWN BY REASON
THROUGH SENSE EXPERIENCE

Locke presented his proofs for knowing the natural law in the form of eight
essays, which probably served at some time as notes for a series of lectures,
Fortunately, W. von Leyden, '"the leading authority on Locke's manuscripts.”'
edited the essays in book form. The book also presents some valuable prelimi=
nary discussions to which we will refer at length later in the thesis,

Each of the eight essays answers a particular point on natural law.

1. In the first essay Locke asks, ''Is there a law of nature?' He answerf
affirmatively, showing that design in the world gives proof of God's existence,
As governor of the world, God must ordain rules of conduct which govern men.
These rules are the law of nature which Locke describes: ‘'Hence, this law of
nature can be described as being the decree of the divine will discernible by
the light of nature and indicating what is and what is not in conformity with
rational mature, and for this very reason commanding or prchibiting.z Locke
argues that man's special function Is to use his reason, the use of which will

lead him to a knowledge of the natural law. The fact of human conscience also

’James Collins, "The year in Philosophy, 1954, Thought, XXX (Spring 1955},

%gggggg, p. i1,

10




A
iends evidence to the existence of a natural law.,

The central argument In this essay shows that since there is a governance
of the whole universe by laws, therefore man Is also bound in a way sultable to
his nature, Furithermore, human society could never exist without natural law
as a basis for constitutions and contracts., Without it, too, there would be ndl
honor in virtue, All men would act for the sake of utility.

2. “Can the law of nature be known by the light of nature? Locke
answers, yes. By light of nature he means an inward process of reasoning
starting from sense experience. He rules out knowing the natural law by trae
dition because traditions differ, because this is not a primary source of knowe
ledge, and because tradition implies trust, not knowledge. He rules out jne
scription {i.e., innate ideas) also. But reason based on sense experience will
dizcover for us the law of nature. Reason leads us from ideas taken from
sense experience to infer the existence of God; and as soon as God is proved,
the notion of a universal law of nature binding on all men necessarily emerges.

Locke particularly concerns himself in this essay with establishing the
origin of ideas from sensation. 'We investigate here the first principles and
sources of all kinds of knowledge, the way in which primary notions and the
elements of knowledge enter the mind‘"B Reason plays an alleimportant role in
leading to a knowledge of the natural law, but it does nothing to establish the
elements of knowledge. It can achieve nothing unless something is first given

to it by the senses.

3essays, p. 125.
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3. ‘Is the natural law inscr%bed?“& do, Locke responds, and he offers &
bories of reasons why.  The docirine of innate ideas is a2 mere assertion and
has 50 {ar never been proved. [ there were such a natural imorint of the law
pT nature in men's hearts, it would be universally known and obeyed., This has
hot taken place. If the law of nature werc innate, primitive people should be
khe best observers of it, and the foolish and insane should alsoc have a knowledgd
Bf it
L. in the fourth essay Locke places his most important questions and
pnswers.  'Can reason sttain to the knowledge of natural law through sense exe
berience? He answers, yes. For the natural law to be known, two conditions
ist be fulfilled: man must e able to know that there exists a superior will
Lo whom he is rightly subject, and that superior will nust have disclosed certair
Lhings to be done by us respecting the commands of his will.
Locke then explains how sensation and reason work together to gather this
knowiedge.,  Sensation furnishes reason with the ideas of particular objects and

5

Feason then combines these ideas or images to form new complex ideas. Qur

gLocke appears to be arguing in this essay against a very naive concept of
L?nnai:e ideas in which the ideas arc present and known to us at all timeé clearly|
lis comments on innate moral propositions indicate that this is so: '‘Unchange=
ble as they are and always clear, they are known to us without any study or

eliberate consideration.’* Essays, p. 137. Then he goes on to prove that no
puch imprint is had., Locke scems to make the same faise supposition about the
haturc of innate ideas in the first book of his Essay Concerning Human Under~

Btanding also.

5Locke makes no attempt to clarify in this essay what he means exactly by
deas or images. Throughout the essays we will find that his epistemology is
ather crude and rudimentary.
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senses tell us of bodles and their properties, of motion end of regularity in
the universe. Reason inquires into these sense data and infers the existence
of God, pariicularly of God as a lawnaker, a superior will to wham we are sube
ject. From this knowledge of God as a lawmaker reason infers that, since the
world manifests purpose, man has a duty to use his equipment, which is reason,
to discover his special role in the world., God intends certain activities to
be performed by man., From this man perceives his duties to worship God, to
preserve himseif, to live in society, and so forth.

5. iIn his fifth essay, Locke denies that the law of nature can be proved
from general consent. Whether the consent is positive, arising from a cantractT
or natural, springing from a certain natural instinct, it will pot prove the
law of nature. Certain laws derived from positive consent have no meaning in
the context of natural law. For cxample, the positive agreenent that safe
passage will be glven to all envoys has no particular foundation in the natural
law. The natural law forbids aitogether the injury of any person and suggests
no addicional reasom why this should be more true for an envoy than for anyone
else.

A consensus of practice offers even less reason for proving the law of
nature., “For if what is rightful and lawful were to be determined by ment's
way of living, moral rectitude and integrity would be done for.“s The Egypt=
lans and Spartans approved of stealing. The Assyrians and Ethioplans practiced|
customs totally indecent and unchaste. Certaln Indian natives justified suie

cide. A Brazillan tribe acknowicdged no God at all.

ﬁggggxg, p. 165,
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On the other hand, even if there were general consent regarding some opintod,

this consent would not be sufficient to prove that the opinion fell under the
lnatural law, |

6. “Are man bound by the law of nature?' VYes, says Locke. He borrows
the jurists' definition of obiigationt "it is the bond of law whereby one is
hbound to render what is due.”? Obligation is had whenever a rightful power imw
jposes a command upon us, making his will known to us. The perception of this
pbligation may arlise either from feer of punishment, or better from a "rational
apprehension of what Is right.?a The natural law binds because it contains all
the necessary condltions noted above. A rightful power is had by God as the
|creator of all things, and His will is known to us in the natural law, in the
jvay described in the fourth essay.

7. *ls the binding force of the natural law perpetua! and universal?
Yes. After answering a doubt about the existence and binding force of the
natural law, Locke proceeds to explain in what sense the law is perpetual, note
ing the different types of obligatory acts Involved. Actually, he gives no
fproof for the perpetual character of the natural lew, but only remarks that it
is coeval with the human race. ‘ The binding force of the natural law is uniw=
versal because it is rooted in humen nature, which is everywhere the same and
jwill not change.

8. “Is man's own interest the basis of natural law?' tLocke denies that

it is. He first explains his terms by defining what he means by ''basis of the

Tibig., p. 181,

8!bid., p. 185,

W




natural law' and by '‘each man's Interast.”g Then he states the question more
precisely: '"Hence the point of the question is precisely this: 1Is it true that
vhat each individual in the circumnstances judges to be of advantage to himself
and his affairs is In accordance with natural law, and on that account is not
only lawful for him but alsc unasvoidable, and that nothing in nature is binding
except s0 far as It carries with it some immediate personal aévantages.”‘g
Locke denies this for three reasons: Privete interest cannot be the basis of
the law of nature because (1) dutiful actions do not arise out of mere utility,
and virtue often consists in doing good to our own loss; (2) if private Interw
est were the basis of the law, it would be lmpossible to aveid conflict of
interests, and {3) all Justice, friendship and generosity would be abolished.
Hence, Locke concludes, personal advantage is a consequence of obedience to the
natural law rather than the basis of it.

Von Leyden, in his introductory notes, synthesizes the thought of these
essays and Locke's process of argumentation according to four main aspects:

He passes from the recognition that man is rational to the assumption
that man®s reason, on the basis of sense experience, leads to the discaver‘
of moral truths, then if properly employed, to the discovery of one and
the same set of moral truths, i.e. natural law. From this he passes to
the belief that the truths thus discovered are divine commands binding on
all men, and hence to the assertion that the validity of such commands can
be proved, and even shown to be necessary in the same way as a geometrical

demonstration.

Von Leyden considers Locke’s argument to be fallacious, involving une

%§§§gz§,'pp. 205-207.

!Q!E§g', P 207.
ii

’bigu' 2)- 59’
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porranted leaps between different planes of knowledse. In a briefer form, the
pbath he believes Locke to follow is this: man is rational; his reasom leads to
oral Lruths;  these moral truths are the same for all men and are‘obliging on
Fi% as divine commands; therefore, they are valid and necessary.

This interpretation misses, it secems, the crux of Locke's argument. Bui
pn evaluation of his interpreiation will be the concern of Chapter IV, What
opears to be more important for Locke than the fact of man's rationality is the
overall design manifest in the world, This design reveals the governance of a
pupreme intelligence (God). Man, too must be governed by this God, since God
st hava had some purpose in creating him., And only when this governance by
Fod is recognized, only then can we say that man's reason, on the basis of sense
xperience, leads to the discovery of moral truths., Man's reason does not just
fcender about and happen upon the natural law. It sets out to find something
it knows exists,

Locke's basic argument, then, would seem to be rather along these !inas:’z
it is quite obvious from the design In the world that some almighty lawgiver and
governor (God) exists., It is unreasonable to suspect that man is not included
Jin the overall design. Henca,'there must be a law particularly directed to man
pnd his conduct, a law that befits man's nature.

But how can man know God's law or design in his regard? The answer is:

by using what is his natural cquipment, his reason, If he uses his reason

iz?h%s disagreement with von Leyden in the interpretation of Locke's argue
pent will be taken up and discussed in detail in Chapter IV of the thesis. The
uwmaries given here are intended merely to point ocut the central problem and

he line of thought in the essays. Fuller documentation will also be given,
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properly, he can discover God's law in his regard. But how does one use his
reason properly? Locke answers that this is done by a combination of sense
experience and reason. Flrst, from the design in the world we infer God's
cxistence. As our creator, He has a rightful power over us. As a wise cre-
ator, God has a fixed purpose for us. Hence, He has something in mind for us
to do. Once we know that He has some purpose for us, we search for what the
"something'' may be, The ‘'something' God Intends for us to do can be inferred,
however, from His ultimate purpose (His Glory) and from our own endownents, par-
ticularly from reason. And from this we conclude to our duties to God, self,
and others.

Obligation to a law arises when there i5 a superior will over us which will

13 But the natural law contains these two requiéite#

is somehow disclosed to us,
so that it clearly obliges man. The supreme will over us is God; His will is
disclosed to us indirectly as we discover ‘‘the sohethlng“ which he intends for
us ﬁo do.

This, in short, Is what Locke has to say in ahe\early essays about the law
of nature. The essays uncover for us Locke's thoughts on the theory of cog-
nition, the notion of God, the ibncept of natural law, and other subjects which
bear:upon his later writings.  included too, is a rather emphatic statement and

proof of the existence, knowability and binding force of the law of nature.

;‘3Th¥s particular notion of obligation and meny other expressions uced by
Locke are distinctly voluntaristic.,




CHAPTER 111

ARE LOCKE'S STATEMENTS ON KNOWLEDGE OF THE NATURAL LAW
CONSISTENT WITH HIS LATER WORKS?

To evaluate the consistency of the Essays on the Law of Nature with Locke's

later works, two comparisons must be made. One comparison concerns episte~
frology. it will relate Locke's statements on knowing the natural law in tbe

parly essays to his general theory of cognition as found in the Essay Concerning

Human Understanding. The second comparison involves the notion of natural law.
focke's concept of the law of nature as presented in the early essays must be
pxanined in relation to the references made to natural law In the Essay Concern-

ing Hunan Understanding and in the Second Treatise on Civil Government.

The first comﬁarison on epistemology is the more difficult. (Critics of

ocke have not been slow to point out numerous inconsistencies within Locke's
inished Essay of 1630. Yet that Essay has the advantage of nearly thirty yearq
or development and refinement of thought over the Essays on the Law of Nature.
full and carefully delineated theory of knowledge, then, can hardly be expected
rom the early essays. Hence, the comnarison of the ways of knowledge in these
works will necessarily be restricted to maln outlines with little attempt at
Hetailed analysis. The comparison should be suffitient, however, to indicate
prhether the early essays contained the seeds of his later thought or whether they
give initlal, trial ideas later to be rejected.

The Essay Concerning Human Understanding, besides being Locke's most famous

18
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wnrk, contains practically all of Locke's epistemology. We might begin our
[comparisons, then, by studying whether Locke's remarks on human understanding in
the early essays fit into his later doctrine in this Essay.

in the early essays he informs us that there are only three ways in which
Rae could come to the knowledge of anything: ‘Whatever we know is either in~
scribed, from tradition, or drawn from the senses.“I He rules out inscription
(i.e., Iinnate ideas) and tradition, and settles upon knowledge drawn from the
senses. This is man's natural way of knowing, or as Locke phrases it, “knowing
!by the light of nature a‘one,”z By saying that something can be known by the
light of nature '‘we mean nothing else but that there is some sort of truth to
the knowledge of which & man can attaln by himself and without the help of an-
Lother, If he makes proper use of the faculties he is endowed with by nature.“3
met are these facu!ttea?f* They are simply reasoning and sense experience.
Locke explains at length the role of each of these faculties and how the twﬁ
[work together. Sense experience gives us 'primary notions and elements of

know!edge.“s it furnishes rea#on with ''ideas of particular sense objects.“6

lgssaxs, p. 125,
2ibid., p. 133.
3ibid., p. 123.

qby faculties, Locke simply means different functions or powers of the mind
The word is not intended in the technical, scholastic sense.

Essays, p. 125,

6gbid.. p. 47,




| 20

its function is to supply reason with material for Its work. Sense experience
alone will not suffice, ''for without reason, though actuated by our senses, we
can scarcely rise to the standard of nature found in brute beasts,‘saeing that
the pig and ape, and many other quadrupeds, far surpass man in the sharpness of
the senses.“7 Sense experience and reason must serve cach other, '"sensation
furnishing reason with the idecas of particular sense obJects and supplying the
subject matter of discourse, reason on the other hand guiding the faculty of
sense, and erranging the Images of things derived from sense perception, thence
forming and composing new ones.”8

Reason, we find, guldes the sense faculty, arranges Images and COMPOSES
from them., But it also “séa;ches and discovers lawg,”g and by It ‘'one may find
2 way from perceptible and obvious things into their hldden nature.“lo in
Locke's fullest description of reason it Is '‘the discursive faculty of the mind,
which advances from things knowm to things unknown, and argues from one thing to
another In a definite and fixed order of propas!tinns."i'

Hence, reason arranges, guides, composes, argues, searches, infers and
concludes-~a vast number of tasks. Nevertheless, it depends entirely on sense

for its material. !vuknlttedii, reason makes use of these elements of

"ibid

31b1d.

bid., p. 111.

Yipid.
1

bid., p. 149,
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xnowledge, . . . but it does not in the least establish them.”}z Take away
cither sense or reason and the other is of no avail. But with the two working
cogether, “there is nothing so obscure, so concealed, so removed ffom any mean=
ing that the mind, capable of everything, could not apprehend it by reflection
and reasoning, If it is supported by these feculties;“‘g

Locke then describes the actual process by which the natural law is known.
First, sense teaches us the real axistence of sollid bodies and especially that
‘‘this world is constructed with wonderful art and reguiaricv.“l“ Then the mind
“after more carefully considering in itself the fabric of this world, . . .
thence proceeds to an inquiry into the origin, to find what was the cause, and
who the maker of such a work.“15 From this inquiry,reason concludes to a wise
creator whose will governs us and has power over us,

in demonstrating that this wise creator and superior will (God) has laid
down certain things to be done by us, Locke is not so explicit in indicating
just what sensc and reason each contribute to the arguoent, Sense plays a
snaller part here, perhaps observing man's rational acts as distinguished from
acts of lower am:uais.‘6 But reason carries the load by showing that God has

a purpose in creating us and tﬁat this purpose involves us in using our par-

12, 11d., p. 125.

3ybid., p. 147.
Yibid., p. 151,

%ipid., p. 153.

lGLecka frequently uses sense in as wide ¢ meaning and scope as this.
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ticular endownents for acting rationally, and that by so acting we will be led
to the observance of definite moral rules befitting our nature.

The fact of the Interrelationship of sense and reason has certainly not
been neglected. But Locke offers little detailed explanation about the knoawing
process, so that great gaps lie open in his theory and many guestions remain
unanswered,

To fill in all the details, if such a thing were cven possible, would
involive over-lengthy and unnecessary speculation. Jne obvious lacuna, however),
should at least receive some comment if Locke's theory Is to hang together at
all. According to Locke, we have the senses at work, then reason takes over.
But do the senses present known ideas? Or does reason work with pure sen-
sations? Or is there some other faculty at work converting sensations lInto
known ideas with which reason can work? Even in the crudest descriptions of
knowing, we do not think of sense data as full«biown ideas or known truths.
And yet Locke tells us quite clearly that 'the mind cannot discourse or reason
without some truth that is given or percetved.“g?

The solution seems to be that Locke has some other power in the back of

his mind as belng at work here, sonething quite close to the ‘‘perception'’ which

he describes in the Essay Concerning Human Understanding, 11, 9. Otherwise,
his ideas on cognition would appear incredibly naive. He notes, for Instence,
that the fact that 'this visible world Is constructed with wonderfu! art and

regularity . . . we learn from the saan..*was».“'8 Yet notions of regulerity,

l7€sggzg. p. 149,
¥ibid., p. 151,
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structurc and order could hardly be classified as sensations.

Locke gives some indication at least that he did have a power such as per=
Lcaption in mind. For instance, in his Initial discussion of the l‘ight of
nature, Locke mentions that man is endowed with three powers, 'with understand-
ing, reason and sense gzoert;ie\:sft;im."‘9

We might safely presume, then, that the idea which reason handles, the
“truth that is glven and mrcewed,"za is a product of the combined efforts of

sense and perception.
fut even with this addition, Locke has offered only the simplest descriptiof
of cognition, explained entirely In terms of the senses and of reason, with
|perception perhaps understood. Little or nothing is said about first primip!ef\
such as those of causality or finality., Much Is taken for granted. But we
have seen what constlitutes Locke's basic theory of cognition in the Essays on
the Law of Nature.

Some elght or ten years passed between the writings of these essays and the
historic discussion of 1671 which led to Locke's first “hasty and undigested

thoughts'' on cognition and finally to the thoroughly worked out Essay Concerning)

Human Understanding in 1690, ;fhe thirty intervening years brought Locke many
deeper Insights and a critical swareness of the difficulties in explaining the
complicated process of human cognition. Yet even thirty years did not suffice.
Locke's finished Essay still neoded a great deai of refinement and reorgani-

Sipid., p. 123.

20\ p1d., p. 149. Italics not In the original.
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2i

zation, It does, however, present a fuller and more meaningful account of

cognition than the early essays. The following, in capsule form, is what
Locke's famous Egsay Concerning Human Understanding telis us about human
knowledge,

We begin with a passive, blank mind, a tabula rass. In the Initial stage
of our knowing the mind is receptive. It takes in primary ldeas either from
sensation or from mflecttoa.zz The primary ideas from sensation enter as
three types: (1) We get ideas about the solidity, the motion or the impene-
trabllity of things. These properties actually beiong to the things them-
seives. (2) We recelve ideas about color, heat, taste, and so forth. These
do not actually belong to the things we see and taste, but some property of the
thing, such as motion, scts upon our minds in such a way that we have a sensa-~
tion of color or taste and we attribute it to the thing itself. (3) We also
receive knowledge about the way In which things act upon us. For example, we
know that the sun causes us to be warm and thaet a wind has the power to blow oud

a‘ivea such a favorable critic as Richard Aaron had to conclude '‘that
Locke's theory of knowledge is defective In belng both incomplete and inco-
herent.' Richard . Aaron, John Locke, 2nd ed. (Oxford, 1955), p. 247.

zz"l.at us then suppose the mind to be, as we say, white paper, vold of all
characters, without any ideas; how comes It to be furnished? . . . To this |
answer, In one word, from experience: In that all our knowledge is founded,
and from that ultimately derives itself. Our observation, employed either
about external sensible objects, or about the internal operations of our minds,
s + « Is that which suppllies our understanding with all the materials of think-
ing. These two are the fom;zatm of knowledge, from whence all the ideas we
have, or can naturally have spring.'' John Locke, An Essa gomeming Hunan
i}ndergm;wm?, ed. Alexander C. Fraser (Oxford, 1904) ,.J!ll. s 2. Henceforth
this k will be referred to as An Essay. References are glven according to
book, chapter and paragraph in this book.
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hat off.23
All these are examples of primary ideas coming from sensation. But we may
also pick up ideas from experiencing the fact of thinking, of desiring, and so
forth. These come to us as we reflect on what we are doing. All of these
come to the mind in the first stage of receptive knowledge.

"Receptive'’, however, is not meant to lmply total inactivity on the part of]
the mind, The mind must take notice of the sense data before we can be sald td
have ideas. This taking notice of sense data Locke calls perception. It
would seem definitely to be an intellectual activity since he says that it is
Yoy some called 'thinking' in gamrai,"zu and he regards the idea produced as
‘present in the understandtng.“zs

$o whencver we have simple ideas, we know that the mind has been active in
perception. Sense experience remains, none the less, predominantly passive,
iifor in bare, naked perception, the mind is for the most part, only passive, and
what it perceives it canmot avoid permtving.”zs it is interesting to note, if
passing, that it was just such an operation as perception that we found unac~
counted for in Locke's early theory in the Essays on the Law of Nature.

$0 the mind is not tmr&tive in perception, but it lies almost dorment

until the second stage of the process. Then the mind moves into action, We

" zBThls division of primary ldeas is treated by Locke in An Essay, I, &,
9"‘ .

hpid., 11, 9, 1.

%5ip1d., 11, 9, 2.

2ybid., 11, 9, 1.
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[regin actively using our faculties. The mind works with simple, primary ideas

that it has received, to form compliex ldeas.z;‘

.
“ Pa L

¢ forms them in three ways :

~

The acts of the mind wherein It exerts its power over its simple ideas
are chiefly these three: (1) Combining several simple idoas into compound
ones; and thus all complex ideas are made. (2) The second is bringing two
idees, whether simple or couplex, together, end setting them by one another|
SO as to take a viow of them at once, without uniting them into one; by
which it gets all its ideac of relations. (3) The third Is separating them
from all other ideas that accompany them In their real existence; and this
ic called ‘abstraction’’ and thus all its general ideas are made,Z8

By compounding, by relating, and by abstracting, then, we obtain all our
fcompiex ideas just as all our primary ideas cane from sensation and reflection.
These simple and conplex ideas described above are the working elements of
our knodledge. But when exactly do we have true knowledge! Locke answers
[esis In tne fourth book of the Esgay. He defines knowledge as the ‘'perception
et the connection and agreement, or disagreement and repugnancy, of any of our
3&-53&3.”29
Agreement or disagrecoment of ideas rests on a four-f0ld basis. ''To under-

ctand 2 fittle more distinctly, wherein this agrecaent or disagreement consists,

2?% should be noted that Locke uses the word “idea” in & rather sweeping,
ril=embracing fashion, ‘''idea'! is the term which he feels ‘'serves best to stand
[for whatsoever is the object of the understanding when & man thinks., 1 have
ised it to express whatever is meant by phantasm, notion or species, or whatever
it is which the mind can be employed about in thinking; and | could not avoid
Frequently using ft.'  An Essay, 1, 1, 8.

2d‘mid.. it, 12, 1.

e

‘sgbié.. IV, 1, 1. This definition comnits Locke to a theory of represen-
tatim!i&m, & three-layer world of mind, ides and object. “The aind in all itq
:houghts . o . hath no other immediate object but its own ideas . . ., it is oniy
onversant about then,' tbid.
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| think we may reduce it all to these four sorts: (1) fdentity, or diversity,
(2) Relation, (3) Co-existence, or necessary connection, (4) Real exisi:em:ea.."33

The categories whlch most concern this thesis are relation an& real ex-
istence. For relations underlie morality as well as mathematics, which Locke
wost frequently uses for exampies. In the Essays on the Law of Nature, al-
though he makes no direct reference to the concept of relation, Locke paralleis
the derivation of a truth from moral laws to the derivation of a mathematlcal
truth.  'In fact it seems to me to follow just as nacessarily from the nature
of man that, if he is a man, he is bound to love and worship God, . . . as it
follows from the nature of @ triangle that, if it is & triangle, its three
angles are equal to two right aﬂg!es."m

In respect to the agreement of ideas based on real existence, Locke comits
himself strongly., ''As to the fourth sort of our knowledge, viz., of the real
actual existence of things, we have an intultive knowledge of our own existence;
a demonstrative knowledge of the existence of Goxi; of the existence of anything]
else, we have no other but a sensitive knowledge, which extends not beyond the
objects present to our ms."sz
Our knowledge of self is éiw!y a direct perception of our own action, in

this case without the Intervention of any tdea.33 Locke's argument for the

®ipid., v, 1, 3.

ﬂgssaﬁ, p. 199,
323;}, Essay, v, 3, 21.
33t’uvc:ordlng to Locke's own criterion, knowledge of self would not be true

knowledge, because if there is no idea of self there can be no perception of
agreengnt.,
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pristence of God varies from his approach to that subject in the Essays on the
ggg of Nature. In these early essays the proof was, for the most part, a demond
btration from design in the world., Here Locke is arguing from the‘contingency
bf his own existence to the necessary existence of God.Bg Our knowiedge of self
and God, resting as it does on intuition and deuwonstration, is certain. When

e comes to knowledge of other real beings, Locke is not quite so sure; ‘/There

s, indeed, another perception of the mind employed about the particular ex=
[stence of finite beings without us; which, golng seyond hare probabliity, and
et not reaching perfectly to either of the foregoing degrees of certainty,
basses under the none knawledge.”gs
We find now thet those idess whose agreement or disagroenent we sought o
perceive contain in thea o note of existence. Rather than prove this, iLocke
pimply presents & pragnetic nom for distinguishing between ideas of existing
Lhings and ideas of imagincry beings. The norm is our comsclousness of tne
ifferonce between the two; the difference we perceive between seeing the sun
furing the day amd thinking of it in the night, and also the differences in the
Fonsequences, the difference between dreaning of a fire and actually being
burned by it. .

This covers, for the wost part, the question of what we know, the cbjective
part of our definition of knowledge concerning the agreement or disagrecmcnt
petween our ldeas. Our knowledge is based on identity, reiation, co-existence

bnd real existence, with the last mentioned including knowledne of self, God,

*an ssay, 1V, 10, -6,
35 = iy # i
!bld.’ ‘\i, 2’ “t‘t
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and other things.

But the complete definition included how we knav; the perception of this
agreement or disagrecment of ideas. Locke handles the problem af‘hcw we attain
to certain knowledge in a section on the degrees of knowledge, Book |V, Chapter
2., ot every instance where the mind is employed in perceiving identity,
relations, co=-existence or real existence, is & case of perfect knowledge.
Whether knowledge is true or not depends on how the perception is made, or what
kind of perception is had, 1If, for instance, a rclation is only presumed and
judged to be there, only probability results. But if the perception is an
unmistakable insight, then true knowledge is had and such a perception is called
an “intuition.'' Locke describes this intuition rather fully in Book IV, 2, |
of the Essay.

intuition is the basis of all true knowledge. Only knowledge of existencd
in sensation escapes intuition, and even this is a kind of intuition on & sense
level. All other knowledge can be traced ultimately to one or more intuitions,

There ic another way, however, of achieving knowledge., it involves intu-
ition but it also goes beyond it, This Locke calis demonstration. Where the
memory does not fail, certaintﬁ can be had through demonstration. Certain
mathematical propositions and propositions concerning morality, for instance,
are known to be true; vyet their truth is not immediately perceived just frouw
an analysis of the statement. Take for example the theorem that an exterior
angle of a triangle equals the sum of the two remote interior angles. This
statement is certain but is not Intuited. It is derived ultimately, however,
from some intuited facts.

intuition, demonstration and sensation constitute an answer to how the
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‘perception of the agreement or disagreencnt between our ideas! is had,

By now, Locke has covered rathor well the matter suggested In his intro-
duction: 'to inquire Into the origin, certainty, amd extent of human kinow-
‘iedgfe.”% The origin he has stated quite clearly: all knowledge is based on
what is received either by reflection or through the senses.

The certaint;; of our knowledge he has delincated but has been very re-
strictive In &oing so. By ldentity we gain certain trifling truths. By
relation we have somewhat more Instructive knowledge, particularly in sathe-
matics and in morality. By co-existence we attaln very little certitude.
Concerning real existence we have certain xknowledge only of ourself and God,
and knowledge not quite so certain of other things which are present to the
senses.

The extent of our knowledge Locke has not quite been abie to determine.
Certainly it extends no further than cur ideas, and 1s In fact narrower then
the scope of them. We cammot know any meterizl thing completely, so that we

37

have no knowledge of the real essences of things. 9n the other hand, our

knowiedge does extend at lecast to knowledge of ourselves, God, mathematical

365_9_ Essay, i, 1, 2.
37

Locke's doctrinc that we have no knowledge of the real essences of
things, which Is dealt with particularly In Book 1l of the Essay ''On Words'',
raises an Important problem In respect to this thesis. For man's essence or
nature must be known in order to know the law of mature. But in his Essays on
the Law of Nature Locke nowhere discusses whether we know the real cssence of
man, so that this problem belongs rather tc the discussion on the validity of
his proofs, and need not concern us at present.
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truths and rules of morality,

But one final problem is bothering Locke. 1s all this knowledge real?
If it does not tell us about the world we live in, of what use is it to know our
ideas? Locke realizes that his definition of knowledge as the perception of
Hagremnt between ideas has cut him off from the world. And even his remarks
T.oocarning the knowledge of the real existence of things pertains only to ex-
istence and not to a knoawledge of what they are,
Locke began by insisting strongly that 211 knowledge mﬁst derive ultinately
[from the senses. His empiricism was the ruling note. Then he suddenly found
pimself In Book IV llving in the realm of ideas, & retionalist bullding ideas
bpon ldeas. Now he realizes that he must reagsert empiricism agaln and connect
Fdeas to reality. His very procedure underlies much of the confusion that has
Hgatherad about the ‘criticel problem.! He placed himself in an impossible
position, and the Humes, Berkeleys and Kantes to follow made certain that the
?Ilamma was not overlooked, it Is to Locke's credit, however, that he recog-
hized the difficulty and tricd to eradicate it. Aaron argues, too, that Locle

|'@s not quite so inconsistent as he is claimed to be by those who see a compiete

38M:t;ually. Locke nowhere really proves that morality is capable of denon-
tration. All that he says Is that the idea of ourselves as subject to God
uld "if duly considered and pursued, afford such foundations of our duty and
ules of action as might place morality among the sclences capable of demon-
tration." An Essay, 1V, 3, 18, He gives one exanple on property to illustrate]
such 2 science might unfsld.,  But nothing more is given,
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reversal of field from the second to the fourth book of the Essay.33

Qur knowledge is not just bore vision, It can be and ic real where idcas
agree with things., Locke is still trapped in representationa!lsmf Hit is
evident the mind knows not things ismedlietely but only by the Intervention of
the ideas it has of them."éﬂ But knowledge can be real when 'there Is a con-
formity between our ldsas end the rcality of thiﬁgﬂ.”&l

Locke attempts to explain by exanples how such & conformity betwoen ideas
and reallity can be had, Simple ideas egree with things because the mind can-
not make them of itself; so the things must be producing these perceptions in

u‘as. With complex ideas, excepr of substance, there is no problem, because thej

are of the mind's own making and not intended to be referred to the existence o

33ln his commentary on Locke, Richard Aaron has defended Locke from rash
charges of Inconsistency. (n Bock 11, where many have Interproted Lochels
enpiricism as almost pure sensationalism, Aaron argues that “from the context it
is quite clear that he has something like the intultlion of Book 1V ia wmind.®
Richard |. Aaron, John Locke, 2nd ed, (Oxford, 1955), p. 34. Again when he
treats of Intuitlon in Book jV and the apparent abandonment of empiricism, Aaron
dofends him:

ts Locke inconsistent? Has he thrown his empiricism overboard and become
a Cartesian ratlionalist? | do not think so. For while Locke's teaching
is identical with Descartes' as to the subjective side of the experience,
it is not so with regard to the objective . . . For Descartes the object of]
intuition is a pure non-sensuous object; for Locke is a relation between
certain givens of sensation or reflection, or between complex ideas derived]
from this glven. Aaron, p. 222, (ltalics in the original).

Admitting that Locke handled poorly the section which attempts to show the
reality of knowledge, Aaron conciudes that Locke's final answer is found in {1V,
G, 3~4 with the real knowledge of self, God, and othér things at least by sen~
sation.

“ao Essay, 1V, 4, 3.

*Hpid.
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anythlng. Substances, Locke adnits, fail to be exsctly conformed to the reali-

ty cutside us.

The difficulties with these erguments are too nuiaerous to mention. At
least we can say that Locke saw the problem; and with an interpretation such ag
that made by Professor Aaron, much of Locke's docirine can be salvaged and made
to appear less openly inconsistent.

We have, then, at least a fairly clear and comprehensive view of Locke's
general theory of human cognition. His knowledge originates with sense
experience, with the mind building from primary ideas or notions by compounding
ani comparing, to couplex ideas, then ordering these by reason and demonstration|
to further heights If knowledge. And this, in essence, is the same description]
more fully developed, thet he geve In the Essays on the Law of Nature. Just
how much the theories of cognition presented in these two works resemble each
cther we can now investigate. But two rather important problems must be
answered before a legitimate conclusion can be reached,

First, In looking back over the two works that we have been comparing, a
fairly obvious difficulty appears regarding the use of the term ‘‘reason.' in
the early essays reason perforns nearly every function of the mind; In the
later Egsay reason is rarcly mentioned. But, as we shall see, the difficulcy
resoives itself into a difference of terminology rather than of doctrine.

Locke uses reason in a far morc generic way In the escays on matural law than he

does in the Essay Concerning Humen Understanding.

in the early essays, cognition was explained in teras of just two faculties
sense and reason, although perception may have been understood. Sense provided

the material for reasoning; reason carried on from there. In the later Essay,
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pense wins the same emphasls and is explalned in & similar fashion, but the rest

bf cognition is handled with barely a reference to ''reason’’, which does not make
its eppearance until nearly the end of the fourth book. In fact, so much of
cognition has been explained without reason in the Essay that Locke cven
huestions ‘what room then Is there for the exercise of any other faculty but
butword sense and Imward perception? What need is there of reza«:-zs:m?"'i*z

As Locke answers this question and explains the important role of reason,
describing what sort of faculty It Is, we seem to recoanize a familiar friend,
heason directs the process of arranging ideas and it perceives the comnections

petween these ldeas just as reason did in the carly essays. It discovers

proofs; It puts them in order to make thelr connections clear; it perceives
helr connection; and it makes right conciusions.“g Distinguishing reason
rom faith, Locke explains the use of reason in the foliowing way: ‘Reason . .
. 1 take to be the discovery of the certainty or probability of such propositiond
br truths which the mind arrives at by deductions, made from such ldeas which it
has got by the use of its natural facultles, viz., by sensation or reﬂection.“m
leason is a discovery, arrived ot by deduction, made from ideas got from sen-
pation, So the general tone aﬁd description seems to be the sane in the early
pssays and In the Essay Concerning Humen Understanding. The difficuley lies in

feconciling the use of the word ''reason’’. In the early esseys reason managed

practically all the intellectuel duties of the mind. 1t coapounded, inferrcd,

&‘zﬁg Essay, IV, 17, 2.
“3ibid., w, 17, 3.

%gbm., v, 13, 2.
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concluded and sc fortii,  in the Essay reason appetr to be relegated to 2 minor
rola.,  Has his theory of cognition changed?

The evidence is hardly weighty encugh to demcnd such a conc!\uﬁ!an. Locke
uses perception and reason int the sense of powers of the soul rather than as
distinct faculties, Also, Just as perception wust have been taken for granted
in the Essays on the Lew of Nature, so recson seems to have been token for
granted throughout the Egsay. Two noteworthy authors support this view,
Sterling Lamprecht says: ‘Locke supposed that the importance of reason wes so

45 fnd Bert~

universally accepted that he noed not dwel! on it in his Essay.”
rand Russell adds: ‘Yhat Locke means by '‘reacon’ is to be gathered from his
wiole book., There iIs, It Is true, & chapter called 'Of Reason,®' but this is
mainly concerned to prove that reason docs not consist of sylloglistic reason-

ing..“%

in othor words, as so often happens with Locke, his meaning is clear
enough; he has only failed by not carcfully delimiting his words.  In both
accounts, In the early essays and in the Essay.sense and reason play the major
roles, with perception of different types {scnse perception, Intultion, etc,)
as an ''In-betwoen'' faculty. 'é'he theories of knowiedge in the two works seenm
then to parallel one another closely, The following outline of parallel texts

lends further evidence to a conclusion of consistency.

AQ'SS!;m'ng Lamprecht, The Moral and Political Philosophy of John Locke
{New York, 1918), p. 60.

6o %Bartrand Russell, A History of Western Philosophy (Hew York, 1945), p.
7.




ESSAY CONCERNING HUHMAN UNDERSTANDING
f..  The General Process:

All ldeas originate from
sensation or reflection.

PRIMARY IDEAS (original of
knailedge)

from sensation or reflection
1) Primary qualities (sclidity)
2) Secondary " ({color, taste)
3) Tertiary ' {power to heat)

ldea--whatever the mind tiinks on;
phantasm, species,

Perception ~ taking notice of
ideas or having ldeas,

COMPLEX 1DEAS
formed by the mind through;
?) Compounding
2) Relating
{3) Abstracting

KNOWLEDGE
“perception of the connection and
agreement between ideas.™!
a. By intuition,
b. By demonstration (reason).
finds proofs; orders; them;
percelves agrecement etc.

F.  What reason is:
Mg faculty of man'

"a discovery of the cortainty
or probability of such propositions
wirich the mind arrived at by deduc~
Eion, from such ldeas which it has
got . . . by sensation or reflection.’
{iv, 18, 2)
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ESSAYS ON THE LAW OF NATURE

The origin of knowledge (at least for
the law of nature) is from sense
axperience.

{elements for
knowledac)

PRINARY WOTIONS

from sense experience
examples: matter, motion,
visible structure of the
vorld,

LR I AN O O N K NN OF O BN B BN BN O A

B EPD VIO EERE PO EPE T

~-put known facts are given to reason,
scme truth that is given and perceiveq.

{COHMPLEX 1DEAS)
reason works by: "forming and compos-
ing now ones' (i.e. images): “arranging
images.

(RHOWLEDGE)

PP EEBIBEBEOR O T
LR A NN SN NN RN XN

a' P OB OEBPERNROEERSRNNOSES
b. By reoson: from sense experience,
argues from one thing to another.

“the faculty of arguing"

“the discursive faculty which advanceq
fron things unknown to things known,
and argues from one thing to another in
a d;fmtte order of propositions.’ {p.
149




On innate idoas:

Book I, Chapter 2 of the_Essay
is devoted to proofs showing
that we have no innate principles
or idess.

On the knowledge of God:

We have certain knowledge by
the arguneat of our own contingent
existence.

On the basis of morality:

The idea of a Supreme Being . . .
whose workmanship we are . . .3
and the idea of curselves, as
understanding, rational beings,

e « « would , . . afford such
foundations of our duty and rules
of action , . .'* {iv, 3, 15}

On the demonstrabllity of
morality:

"y doubt not, but from self-
evident principles, by necessary
consequences, as incontestable as
those in mathematics, the measure
of right and wrong might be made
out." {1y, 3, 18).

ing all scrte of imprints but having
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Uit has been only an eapty
assertion, that the souls of wen
when they are born are something murg
than eupty tablets capable of receiv

none staaped on them by nature.' (p.
137}

We have certain knowledge by the
argument from design.

The burden of the whole series of
essays Is to prove that because God
exists and we are subject to Him, we
therefore are bound by the natural
law placed over us.

Yin fact it seems to me to follow
just as necessarily from the nature
of man that, if he is man, he Is
bound . . . to observe the law of
nature, as it follows from the naturg
of a triancle that, if It is &
triangle, its three angles are equal
to two right angles." (p. 139)
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Earlier it was noted that two important problems must be dealt with regard-
ing the consistency of the eplistemology contained in the Essays on the Law of

Iﬁature and the Egsay Concerning fiuman Understanding.
ernod

the use of the term ‘'reason’’; the second problem before us now Involves

The first problem con-

2 comparison of texts which Is not at all favorable to a verdict of consistency

in favor of Locke.

uman knowiedge.
;. On the extent of human knowledge:

Y"Reason, though it penetrates
into the depths of the sea and
earth, elevates our thoughts as
high as the stars; . . . yet it
comes far short of the real extent
of even corporeal being; and there
are many instances where it fails
us.” (lv, 17, 9)

“gur ignorance is great, . . .
faunch not out into that abyss of
darkness . . ., out of a presumption
that nothing is beyond our compre-
hension.' f{iv, 13, 22)

e

The comparison looks to Locke's views on the extent of

‘for atl this sort of learning,
whatever its extent (and it certain-
ly has made great progress),
traverses the whole world, and is
not confined within any limits."

{p. 125)

Az long as these two faculties
serve one another, . . . there is
nothing so obscure . . . that the
mind, capable of everything, could
not apprehend it by refiection and
reason, if supported by these two
faculties.” ({p. 147)

At least one commentator on the Essays on the Law of lature considers

Locke's statements on the extent of knowledge as totally inconsistent with

tation on the combined powers of rcason and the senses.

Locke's mature thought expressed in the Essay Concerning Human Understanding.

For P. G. Lucas had this to sey in an article for the Philosophical Quarteriy:

‘But one of the features of the cesays that strikes me {though not Dr. von

|levden) most strongly, is the comnlete absence of any sugaestion of a limi-

The mind that has to

he prosupposed throughout the essays, for the argunent to make sense at all, is
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47 implied in this objection Is that without a mind

the omnium capax animus,'
unlimited in its range, man ‘could never know the natural law; and hence since
Locke considers the mind to be quite limited according to the stamrds of the
Essay, man can never know the natural law. Locke's own criterion, according tof
Lucas, rules out the possibility of knowing the law of nature.

The first thing to be noted In this objection is Mr. Lucas' apparent mis-
understanding of the phrase omnium cepax snimus. To say that the soul Is capa-
ble of all things is not the same as to say that man therefore does comprehend
all things or even can exhaust the knowledge of all things. The soul itseif is
capable of unlimited knowledge, but it is Immersed in matter. Its dependence
on matter limits its renge of knowledge. Furthermore, Locke's most explicit
criterion in the later Essay justifies the convictlon that the law of nature can|
be known. Natural law can be known because it conforms to the criterion of
being 'according to mson,"ﬁa since the ldeas underlying it can be traced to
sense experience. But Locke's whole effort in the early essays was precisely
to show that knowledge of the natural law could be had since the ldeas were
traceable to sense experlence, and that the deduction was natural and true.
[Moreover, as the previous mpuﬂm of texis made clear, Locke believed the

deduction of moral rules to be as certain as those from mathematics., He

“7P. G. Lucas, “Discussion: John Locke,'" TYhe Philosophical Quarterly, Vi
(April, 1956), 176,

%In v, 17, 23, Locke distinguishes between things that are according to
reason, above reason, and contrary to reason. " 'According to reason' are such
propositions whose truth we can discover by examining and tracing those ideas we
have from sensation . . . and by rational deduction find to be true or profit-
able."
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believed this to be true in the Essays on the Law of Nature and in the Essay
Concerning Human Understanding. If Locke is less confident of human knowledge
In the later Essay, it Is not In respect to the law of nature, which he left
still very much within the limits of human knowledge.

it would seem, then, that a conclusion of at lgast basic consistency be-
tween the two descriptions of human cognition Is uirrantad. in both, Innate
ideas are ruled out; empiricism, particularly knowledge from sense experience
is stressed; the mind works at compounding and comparing in the same way in
both works; and the mind's power of reasoning with certainty is noted and
described in much the same manner In both. Only the differences in the use of
the word "'reason'' and the limitation of the mind's power, called to our atten-
tion by Lucas, Indicate any notable deviations. And both of these, we believe]
can be explained in a way that leaves Intact the consistency of Locke's thought.

it still may be objected that the description of cognition given in the
Essays on the Law of Nature Is too incomplete to allow for any definite proof
of consistency. This we will admit. About all that is here intended is to
note that at least no major tngonslstency is apparent and that the two de-
scriptions clogsely parallel each other.

When this cognition is placed In the context of knowing the natural law,
amd when the statements on natural law In the early essays are compared to
remarks made in the Essay and in the Second Treatise on Civil Government, the
conclusion of consistency is even more justified. It has been the source of
speculation that Locke did not feel that he could reasonably justify a system off
morals based on the law of nature, or that the leanness of his treatment of

natural law in the Essay indicates a lack of confidence in the concept or even
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a rejection of It. Such speculation may be profitable. What Is far more
valuable, however, Is to consider what Locke actually did say. His remarks on
the law of nature In the Essay, it Is true, are very mger--meagcf enough to
suggest a lack of conviction in the law. But his statements, if carefully
considered, reveal just as strong a conviction as the Essays on the Law of
ture displayed, plus & remarkable consistency with those early essays.

t;ﬁm Jreatise on Civil Government, In which the law of nature Is made
the basis of his political theory, manifests the same consistency. Only one
real problem presents itself in this section, the opinion that Locke leaned more
tmrﬂs 8 hedonistic doctrine than to a morality rooted in the law of nature.

' The suspicion may arise that only those passages which support a foregone
jconclusion of consistency have been chosen from the Essay. To avold this,
levery pasugo“s referring to the natural law in the Essay has been Included In
[the comparison given below, plus several other important statements referring to
froralicy. unfortunazaly. Locke makes no attempt to prove a natural law or how

it is known In his few statements on the law of nature and morality. But his

statements do indicate, in places, the nature and basis of such a proof.

ESSAYS ON THE LAW OF NATURE

A. On knowledge of the law of nature:

'There is a great deal of differ- "The purpose of the second essay is
ence between an Innate law and a law to prove just this: that the law of
of nature; between something Imprinted nature can be known by the light of
on our minds In this very original, nature. ‘Light of nature' Is used in

, ‘*gﬁv&ry passage except one which Is somewhat Irrelevant. It occurs In |,
3, 6, where Locke grants ''that a great part of mankind give testimony to the law
f nature.' but he argues that thls does not prove that the law of nature is in-
te.




and something that we, belng ignorant
of, may attain to the knowledge of by
the use and due application of our
natural faculties. And | think, they
equally forsake the truth who . ., .
either affirm an innate law, or deny
that there I1s a law knowable by the
light of nature." (i, 3, 13)

"Morality Capable of Demonstration--
The of a Supreme Being . . . on
whom we depend; and the idea of our-
selves, as understanding, rational
beings . . . would . . ., afford such
a foundation of our duty and rules of
action, as might place morality
amongst the sciences capable of demon-
stration."” {iv, 3, 18)

B. That there Is a law of nature:

"That God has glven 2 rule where-
by man should govern himself, no one
15 so brutish as to deny.'' Because
He has the right to subject us as
creatures, the wisdom to direct us,
g)nﬂ the power to enforce law. (i1, 28,

€. Certainty of the moral law:

'Moral principles require reasoning
and discourse, and some exercise of the
mind In order to discover the certainty
of thelr truth. . . . It Is our own
fault if we come not to a certain know-
ledge of them." (1, 3, 1)

P. Law of Nature not easily known:

", « « the ignorance wherein many
men are of them {l.e. morel rules.)"
(1, 3, 1) ‘"Hence naturally flows the
great varlety of opinions concerning
the moral rules.” (i, 3, 6)

42

the same context also: ‘''by saying
something can be known by the light of
nature we mean . . . men can attain
it . . . If he makes proper use of
his facultlies." (p. 123)

The two premises, a Supreme Being
over us, and ourselves as rational,
are precisely the foundations used in
Locke's argument for proving the law
of mature: ‘''Reason can lead us to thd
knowledge of a lawnaker or some su-
perlor power to which we are naturaH]

subject.' ., . . '"Partiy we can infer
a definite rule of our duty from man'
. . o foculties.' (p. 155) ,

Confer the baslic argument of the
fourth essay: ‘‘there must be a power-
ful and wise creator . . ." And if
this is so, it follows that ''He has
not created the world for nothing and
without purpose.!! From this and fr
a reallization of our own faculties !
can infer a definite rule of our duty,

(p. 157)

After distinguishing the law of
nature and positive divine law, Locke
says: ‘'The former we know with
certainty by the light of nature and
from rational principles.” (p. 189)

“{1f In ordinary 1ife men seldom
detve into their purpose in life, . .
. It is not to be wondered at thatof
nature men's opinions are so differ-
ent." (p. 135)

-



43

[E. Actual practice follows the law
of fashlon:

. . . the greatest part of men “For most people are little con-
shall find to govern themselves cerned about thelr duty; they are
hiefly, if not solely by the law of guided not so much by reason as either
fashion; and, so they do that which by the example of others or by tra-
ps them in reputation with thelr ditional customs and the fashion of
ny, little regard the laws of the country.’* (p. 135)

» or magistrate." (i, 28, 12)

There remains, however, one crucial problem and apparent conflict in Locke's

Lthaory which is left untouched by the parailel texts. s the natural law the

pnly, or even the primary, basls of morality for Locke? That It Is would seem
Imost incontestable after Locke remarks that 'this (natural law) Is the only
[r’ue touchstone of moral reetltude."sc And yet we read In Thilly's commentary
pn Locke's othics an almost diametrically opposite conclusion: ‘'Locke offers an
popirical theory of ethics, which ends in egoistic hadonlsm."S‘ The fact that
Locke has frequently mentioned the law of pature and God's will in respect to

Enranty, only modifies the conclusion mildly: *This (Locke's theory) is the
1d Greek Hedonistic interpretation of morality, supllemented by a narrow con-
[ception of Christian theolc:gy."sz

Nor is Thilly alone in his interpretation. Others, though not stating It

[Quite so strongly, conclude that Locke counters natural law with hedonism in his

nth!es.sa iIf thelr conclusions are correct, then we certainly have an almost

%n Essay, 11, 28, 8.
S‘ank Thilly, A History of Phllosophy (New York, 1914), p. 322,
52ipid.

Sgl'ms interpretation of hedonism in much of Locke's ethics is given by
L. R. Morris in Locke, Berkeley, Hume (Oxford, 1930); by W. T. Jones In A

istory of Western _P_Qi_l_o;s%l_:x iuw York, 1952); and in a modified way by Sterl-
ing Lamprecht In The Moral and Political Philosophy of John Locke (New York, 1914
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incredible “incongruity" in the doctrine of & men who argued vigorously in his
early essays that man's self-interest is not the basis of natural ‘u.ﬁ‘i

The hedonistic Interpretation of Locke Is drawn principally from an
unusual description Locke gave to '‘good' and “evil'. in Book i}, chapter 20
of the Essay he states quite frankly: 'Things then are good or evil only in
reference to pleasure or pain. That we call ‘good? which Is apt to cause or
increase pleasure, or diminish pain inus; . . . and on the contrary, we name
that 'evil' which Is apt to produce or increase any pain, or diminish any

pleasure in us.' 105

When we read that things are good or evil in reference to
pleasure or pain, It Is not surprising to find interpreted conclusions such as
this: 'The question arises, how did such moral laws ever come to be esteblished,
how has the knowledge of right and wrong been acquired? Pleasure and pain are
the great teachers of morality according to our mirlclst."% Pleasure and
pain, then, mark off what is good or evil, and the law of nature really has
very little practical bearing.

is this the theory Locke intends? First, it could be argued that mo one
who has so consistently stressed one ldea, such as the natural law as the true
norm of morality, will suddenly reverse his field so inexplicably, But there
also seems to be sufficient evidence in his own words to warrant 2 more con-

sistent statement of his doctrine. The difficuity appears to lie less with
Locke's thought than in his broad and rather ambiguous use of terms, The

& Essays, pp. 205-215.
An Essay, 11, 20, 2.
Srnitty, p. 323.
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pleasure’’ and ''‘pain'', for instance, signify ‘whatsoever delight or uneasiness

is felt by us.“57 Furthermore, one or other of them "join themselves to al-

58 But it is God who has

59

most all our ideas both of sensation and reflection.
effected this fixing of plessurz and paln onto ideas in order to motivate us.
Nowhere, however, does Locke state or even suggest that we should judge
the goodness or evil of acts by the pleasure or pain they bring, which is what
Thiliy and others imply. MNowhere does Locke say that It is pleasure and puin
which cause or determine a thing to be called good or bad. In fact, if we
read Locke carefully, we find that he states the exact opposite. ‘“Pleasure
and pain, and that which caugses them, good and evil, are the hinges on which our]
passions tum."éo
in other words, an act, an object, or en idea Is objectively good or evil.
And depending on which it is, it will resuit in pieasure or pailn. But with
this aligwment, a norm Is still needed to determine what is objectively good or
bad. That noms Locke has already noted--natural law, Reason would still re-
tain its function of discovering the principles to be used in moral judgments.
All that has been added Is the fact that pleasure and pailn welgh heavily in the
motivation of acts. Had l.aclwl only introduced or made more explicit one ides
in his natural law theory, this apparent confilict would not have arisen or at

least would not have loomed so large. The idea which he left unclarified is

Tan Essay, 11, 20, 15.
8bid., 11, 7, 2.
3bid., 1, 7, 3.

6% p14., 11, 20, 3.




46

that of man's ultimate end, happiness. This omission, we shall see later, is
the major weakness in Locke's argument for the validity of the law of nature.

1f Locke's natural law doctrine demands that man act out of the sheer, un-~
selfish motive of serving God's glory, while his treatment of good and evll
shows man egotistically motivated by pleasure and pain alone, we do indeed
sense an inconsistency in his thinking., But the two explanations can be
synthesized and probably were joined in Locke's mind, though he falled to
express it clearly. Man's happiness or pleasure and God's glory are not
opposed to each other. In serving God's glory, we achieve happiness. By
following God's will as expressed in the natural law, we glorify Him and bring
happiness to ourselves. J. W. Gough concurs that thls Is Locke's true mind.
"But the way to get happiness, (according to Locke) wes to obey the will of
M.,.Gl

Locke himself makes this clear when he returns to the subject of morality
in Book 1§, 28, 5. ‘Moral good and evil, then, is only the conformity or dis~
agreement of our voluntary actions to some law, whereby good and evil is drawn
on us from the will and power of the lawnaker, which good and evil, pleasure or
pain, attending our observance .or breach of the law, by the decree of the low-
maker, s that which we call ‘reward’' and 'pumshmmt'."&

it seems then that we can conclude that Locke's general ethical theory is

consistent. This does not mean that It Is 'one, harmonious whole," which, witi

6’.J. W. Gough, John Locke's Pollitical Philosophy, (Oxford, 1950), p. 8

625_9_ Essay, i1, 28, 5.
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Lamprecht, we admit Is not the case.63

Locke's words are too ambliguous, his
synthesis too Incomplete, to conclude to perfect unity. But, as has been
mentioned before, it Is his basic thought that concerns us, and aslsough wisely
notes, "'as generally with Locke, we shall miss the point If we Insist too much
on verbal mlnut!ae."ea
Not only do statements on the law of nature In the Essay show a remarkable
consistency with the fuller enunciations of the law in the early essays, but
this consistency remains, moreover, when we pass over to Locke's Second Treatisq

on Civil Government. In this famous treatise Locke made the natural law and

a state of nature the foundations of his political theory. Because of the
weak attempt In the Essay to show how the law of nature is known, and since no
effort is made In that regard In the treatise itself, the law of nature wes
adjudged to be a fignent of Locke's imagination totally Inconsistent with his
eplistemology.

in the light of the essays recently published, such a claim can hardly be
defended. in the essays, knowledge of the law of nature Is clearly formulated;
That the law of nature discussed in the essays does not differ from that pre-
sented In the Treatise should be evident in the comparison which follows. The
passages in which the law of nature Is mentioned In the Treatise are too numer-
ous to list them all, but the essential ones will be noted.

Locke's First Jreatise on Civll Government offered a refutation of Sir

Robert Filmer's divine right principles. The Second Treatise, with which we

a— a—

63Sterilng Lanprecht, The Moral and Political Philosophy of John Locke
(New York, 1918), p. 103.

6hl;'cmgh. p. 23.




jare dealing~-the law of nature.

jearly essays.

£
SECOMD TREATISE ON GOVERMMENT ®

. The natural law: its force, its
basis, its precepts:

The state of nature has a law of
ature to govern it, which obliges
veryonel, and reasoni! which is that
law, teaches all men who will but
fconsult it, that being ali equal and
independent, no one ocught to harm
lanotheritl in his 1ife, health,
liberty or possessions.” (i1, 2, b)

H.B. ''Reason,” in this context
Ebviously refers not to the faculty
ut to principles to be consulted,

This usage is noted In the early
lessays on page 1), though it is less
frequently used.

. Certainty concerning the low:

nature but that: *It is certainiV
there is such a law, and that too, as
inteiligible and ploinY to & rational
cresture and a studier of that law as

possibly plainer.t (11, 2, 12)

65

Locke tells us that it s beyond his
Igumse to study particulars of the law
ot

the positive laws of commonwealth, nay

Lg

The following outline indicates the con-

sistency of the texts from the Trecatise as compared with the texts from the

ESSAYS O THE LAW OF NATURE

i) "Hence no one can doubt that
this law is binding on all human
beings." {p. 211)

ii) After referring to right rcason,
Locke says: '®By reason, | do not
think is mecant here that faculty of
understanding . . . but certain
definite principles of action,'

(p. 111)

{11) ‘The law of nature altogether
forbids us to offend or Injure any
private person without cause,'

{p. 163)

iv) The law of nature ‘'we know with
certainty by the light of nature
and from rational principles.

(p. 189)

v} “Though, no doubt, it is not
made known in the same way as
positive laws, It is sufficiently
known to man,” {p. 113) end ot
times “'so manlfest and certain that
nothing can be plainer.® (p. 201)

Quotations from John Locke, Two Treatises on Civil Government, ed. W, &,

lcarpenter (London, 1924),




C. Necessary that it be promulgated:

‘'for nobody can be under a law
that is not promulgated to him; and
this law being promulgated or made
known by reason only . . .

(i, 5, 57)

0. God Is its promulgator and author:

The rules, i.e., of men's actions,
jnust ‘be conformable to the law of
nature, l.e. to the will of God, of
pehich that is a declaration.'!

(11, 11, 135)

|E. The law Is eternal and universsl:
“Thus the law of nature stands as

an eternal rule to all men.' (11, i1,
135)

JF. Civil laws based on it:

“The municipal laws of countries,
ich are only so far right as they
re founded on the law of nature, by
hich they are to be requlated and

interpreted." (11, 2, 12)

WG' Two fundamental precepts:

‘Everyone as he Is bound to pre-
I:erve himself, and not to quit his
tation wilfully, . . . so by the
like reason . . . ought he as much

recepts of the law of nature are mentioned.
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"He must know beforehand that there
is a lawnaker'' and that ''there Is
some will on the part of that su-
perior power with respect to things
to be done by us.* (p. 151)

“for God, the author of this law,
has willed it to be the rule of our
moral life, and He has made it suf-
ficiently known." (p. 187)

The seventh essay Is entitled and
treats of: ‘''Is the Binding Force of
the Law of Nature Perpetual and
Universal? Locke answers, ‘'Yes.!

(p. 191)

“Lawe of clvil magistrates derlve
thelr whole force from the contain-
ing power of natural law.'* (p. 189)

Man feels himself Impelled: ‘''to
be prepared for the maintenance of
soclety . . . in fact as much as he
is obliged to preserve himself.'

los he can to preserve the rest of (p. 157)
mankind.' (11, 2, 6)
in the course of both the essays and the Second Treatise, several other

They vary somewhat., In the

ssays on the Law of Nature, for instance, precepts regarding the worship of

» self-preservation, modesty, friendship, justice and others are called to
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attentlon. In the Second Treatlise precepts on self-preservation, and particu~
larly precepts on Justice are injected. In some cases the precepts overlap.
But nowhere do they opealy confiict with each other, so that we can pass over
them without too much concern.

Fragnentary as all these ideas may be, they mesh well with what Locke has
told us previously about the law of nature. Throughout the three works in-
vestigated, Locke's conception of the law of nature and how it Is known remains
consistent.

Conclusion. According to many commentators, inconsistency is Locke's
tradevark, They say that between the doctrine of the first three books of his
Essay and the fourth book lies a gaping inconsistency., His emplirical episte~
mology and his rationalist political theory are so divergent, we are told, that
they might well be cited as opposed doctrines. But a closer analysis of Lockes
thought, an analysis that looks less to trapping him on a strlct comparison of
words, and more to perceiving the general trains of his thought, will reveal a
somewhat smoother theery of cognition and morality. Richard Aaron, without
wrenching or distorting Locke's thought, has shown how such a sympathetic
analysis can be made of his ep{stemo!ogy.

Locke's treatment of the law of nature Is less difficult to reconcile.

The same leading thoughts and convictions carry through each of the three works
studies In this thesis. It may be argued, and justly, that Locke's treatment
is very inadequate and that a fuller analysis on his part might have involved
him in innumerable difficulties. This is quite true, All we have is a

thread of his thought. But It Is equally evident that this thread runs
through his entire theory, a consistent thought and conviction. It seems at
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times more a belief than a reasoncd doctrine, but at least it is a belief un-
shaken by his method of critical analysis which devastated many another strong-
hold,
There is a law of nature and reason, limited though it mey be, can know it

when it works from sense cxperience.




CHAPTER IV

ARE LOCKE'S ARGUMENTS FOR KHOWLEDGE
OF THE HATURAL LAW VALID?

This thesis contains a dual problem: consistency and validity. Locke, off
course, had only the latter one In mind., He determined to prove that there Is
a law of nature binding on 2ll men which can be naturally known. His argument,
unfortunately, ranbles over wany pages, treating first one aspect amd then an~
other., Worse yet, his words and development of proof woefully lack precision
. |and conciseness, These facts leave the door wide open for interpretations of
his thought which can very much affect the walidity of his proofs, Here pre-
cisely lies the difficulty in evaluating Locke's argunent. If the apparently
“accepted' interpretation of Locke's argument by Br. von Leyden is adumitted,
then the criticisms made wouid seem to be true and Locke's proof is simply in-
valid, But Is von Leyden's interpretation correct? And if not, cam an anuly+
sis of Locke's arguments be mode which will demonstrate the validity of his
argunents?

Locke's arguments, fortunately, can be arranged for either interpretation,
von Leyden's or one more favorable to Locke, into a four-foid division which
matches the four-fold criticism made by von Leyden., The procedure then, after
an initial, overall discussion of the two interpretations of Locke, will be to
consider each stage of the two interpretations amd to evaluate Locke's proofs in

the light of both.
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First, then, von Leyden's overall sumary of Locke's reasoning should be

noted:

The line of my enquiry will follow what | take to be the logical
steps of his argument. They are briefly these: Locke passes from the
factual statement that man possesses reason to the conclusion that reason
is his essential characteristic, and hence to the assumption that reason
leads to the discovery of moral truths, and if properly employaed, to the
discovery of one and the sane set of moral truths, §.e. natural law.

Fron this he is led to infer ethical assertions to the effect that the
moral standards discovered by reason are themselves rationsl and that they
are comands binding on all men, and hence to the assertion that the
velidity of such commands can be proved, and even shown to be necessary in
the sane way as a geometrical demonstration.,!

Vor Leyden then criticizes Locke In this argument for making umwarranted

teaps between different planes of knowledge. Locke, he says, failed to dise

inguish between four different types of propositions: (1) factual statements;
E2) Statements concerning the operation of reason; (3) othical assertions;

K5) logical truths. If Locke and other exponents of the natural law ‘'had sort~
pd out the various statements implicit In their doctrine and had noted that 'jt
is rot always possible to pass from one statement to another, their argunents
Fight well have lost the conviction which they have carried throughout the
ges.“g VYon Leyden is particulgriy concerned with the attempt to pass from
%atters of fact, or non-ethical statements, to ethical conclusions.

Von Leyden's position, then, is this: Locke argues that man Is rational;
fsing reason leads to moral truths; these truths are themselves rational; they
gre binding; they are universally true. The emphesis lies on the fact that man

s rational, Man is rational; therefore, man ought to act rationally. There

Bé)gw.svon Leyden, ‘John Locke and the Hatural Law, Philosophy, (January,
956}, 26. —

2ipid., A,
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are moral truths; therefore, they ought to be followed. It is this sort of
transition from "is' to 'ought’ that von Leyden sees as particularly invalid,
But such an interpretation as this misses the point of the argument, and
does not account for the true origin of obligation. von Leyden has man per~
ceiving that he is rational, iooking for rules by which to guide himself, find-
ing the natural law, secing that it befits him, and concluding that it must
oblige him,
Locke, however, seems rather to focus on God's cxistence as a lawglver.
The law and its existence arise primarily from the fact that God, the creatoer,
[exists and governs all things with a purpose. In fact, once we have arrived st
the conclusion that there is 2 God who Is the author of all things, "the notion
f a universal law of nature binding on all men necessarily emerges.“3 Yon
[;ydan stresses man's rationality; Locke seems rather to center on God's ex~
istence as a lawgiver and all-wise Creator, Von Leyden has Locke arguing frow
man's rationality through his discovery of moral truths and on to thelr binding
force and validity, A more exact interpretation, as the examination of the
feexts which follows should bear out, would have Locke going from God's overali
fpovernance of the world, to men's participation in this order by means of the

law of nature. The law, in turn, obliges men because they recognize it as

puthored by God.
Hence, if we follow the central line of Locke's thought, not worrying too

uch about his vagueness or inepuness at clear expression, we will find 2 sub-

3Esg§xs. p. 133,
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stantially valid argument. |f the text of Locke's cssays is carefully studied,
a thread of argunent far more consistent then von Leyden bas indicated rovezls
itself,

in proving thet the law of nature can be known as man's rule and guide,
and the basis of all law and worality, Locke Teels thet it is necessary to
demonstrate four things: the existence of the law of neture; Its knowability,
showing that it has been promulgated; its binding force, and its perpetuity
and universality. As a resclt, his argurents fall into four divisions, al-
though Locke did not distinguisn them as such:

1) A proof that there is o law of nature {Essays | & t1).

{i) A proof that this law can be known by us {Essay IV).
i11) A proof that the law is binding on all men (Essay Vi),
{¥) A proof that it is perpetual and universai (Essey Vil),

This four-fold division corresponds to von Leyden's division of Locke's
argunent into the four types of propositions used.

{) in the opening Essay, tocke offers his proofs for the existence of 2
law of nature. Actually his sargunents on this one point are repeated In
various places, What we beltéve is Locke's central argumnent reappeers in
several places in the initial essays: in the introductory paracraph of the
first essay, in the first and third arguments in that essay, and again In the
last section of the second essay.

Von Leyden in his first critlicism, after discussing Locke's ambiguous use
of the word “reason’, and after dealing with the formal proofs presented by

tocke, concludes by noting: ‘Thus far, then, Locke's starting point Is simple:
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it consists in the factual statement that man can reasan.“q
Here the contention begins. (s this Locke's starting point?  von Leyden
evidently cane to this conclusion after analyzing Locke's first pro@f in Essay
i, in that proof, Locke drows from Aristotie an argumont that ''the special
function of man is to exercise his mind's faculties in accordance with rationai

5 Aristotle, Locke notes, has shown by various cxamples that there

principles.’
is a special sort of work each thing is designed to perform, and "in the end he
rightly concludes that the proper function of man Is acting in conformity with
reason, so much so that man must of necessity perforn wnat reason prescr!bes.“ﬁ

From this initisl arguaent von Leyden evidently arrived at his conclusion
that Locke's starting point Is ‘man can reason'' and that ‘moreover, it is froa &
merely factual statement concerning man's essential nature that the moral propo-
sition is inferred that he has a duty to live in confornity with this nature.“7
Unfortunately, this Inltial argument of Locke's, which isc far from belng his
best, seems to be the foundation for von Leyden's whole interpretation of Locke
in these essays. So much 50, that von Leyden will later interpret Locke as

saying: "God's purpose in cresting man was that he should live according to

reason.“a of course, Locke must share the blame because he leaves the concept

Qﬁssa s, P. 46,  Yon Leydén's introduction ends on page 95, Referonces
to pages under 100 should be attributed to von Leyden; over page 100 should be
attributed to Locke.

®ibid., p. 113,

6Ibid.

n—A————

7!bid.. p. 46,

gebidc' p- 33-
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pf the final end or goal of man insufficiently explained. This, as will be
peen, is one of the fundanental weaiknesses in Locke's argument. But 1t stgill
Hoes not justify von Leyden's wrong interprotation. |

To return, however, to the starting point of Locke's arguuent, Yon Leyden

[ays it is simply "man can rcason.' le overlooks, however, a very important,
ong introductory paragreph of the first essay. The paragraph treats God's
pxistence and tiis governing power as manifest in the world, Von Leyden may

ave considered this merely a prelude to Locke's thought, but in fact, it con-

[ains the heart of his proof. The whole discussion on reason presupposes this
ntelligently regulated worid spoken of in Locke's very first words:

Since God shows Himslef to us as present everywhere . . ., | assue
there will be no one to deny the exlstence of God. . . . Thls then being
taken for granted, and it would be wrong to doubt it, namely, that sone
divine being presides over the world--for it is by His order that the
heavens revolve in unbroken rotation . . . and there is nothing so unstable
so uncertain, in this whole constitution of things as not tc have a rule
appropriate to its nature--it seems just therefore to inquire whether man
alone hag come into the world altogether excapt from any law applicabie to
himgelf,

Rearly all the major steps in his argument, later to be awplified, are con-

fained here in germ. God cxists; He presides aver the world; all physical

. 5,
hature has its laws, man, It would seem, also has his iaw.‘“ Locke wili argue

bid., p. 109.

‘oﬁnce Locke concludes to the existence of a wise Creator, he should make
he transitlion, as he does in the fourth essay, that & wise (reator cannot act
without purpose. This impiles that God intends botin an ultimate end for aii
hings, and the means or laws by which these things may reach their end. Han iq
acluded. God had & specific purpose in creating him, and hence laws to guide
hic to that end,

But Locke is not always so eupiicit, as is the cese here, where he seens to
be arguing that, only because all other things act according to definite laws,
man should also.
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that since God does nothing without a purpose, man must also be included in
God's design and laws.

Locke, then, would seem to be arguing ''by descent'’ from God's governance tof
man's discovery of how he is governed. Von Leyden has Locke arguing by as-
cent’! from man's discovery and the use of his reason to finding himself under
laws. Only with this introductory paragraph as a premise do we have the proper|
context and meaning of Locke's arguments, particularly for this first disputed
proof. The conclusion noted by von Leyden that ''the moral proposition is in-

" is indeed

ferred that he hes a duty to live in conformity with this nature
made by Locke. But the Inference is not from ‘man Is rational," to ‘man must
act ratlonally,” but rather from 'man is designed to act according to his naturg
for a necessary purpose,'' to ‘man must act ratiomally." At this precise point
the transition from "is" to ‘ought" Is legitimate, where the absolute moral
necessity of the end is conditioned by the moral acts leading to the end. in
support of the position that this latter inference is the one Locke réally had
in mind, the following facts can be noted:

1) The third argument inlthls first essay develops from God's overall
design in the world to man's participation in this design or law. Thus In at
least one other proof the order follows that of the latter position ment foned
above., |n this third argument, Locke argues from the constitution of the world

wherein all things observe a fixed law of their operations and a manner of

existence appropriate to their natura."lz All things created, Locke tells us,

"Essaxs. p. 46,
12,14, p. 117,

r—————
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Jara subject to God's law, s0 that It would not seem that man alone s independ-
fent while all else is bound. For it does not befit a wise Creator that he
Ishould form an animal endowed “above ail others with mind, iﬁtellect; reason,
jord all the requisites for working.“lB and then have no purpose In nind for him,
jpothing for him to achieve.

2) In the disputed argument derived from Aristotie, the fact that “the
pecial function of man is the active exercise of the mind's facuitles“ga foi lowg
‘the preceding passages (in which) he had shown by various examples that there
is a special sort of work each thing Is designed to perfofm.“ls in the light
of Locke's opening paragraph, this ''designed to perform'' certainly refers to the
Inotion that God has created ail things for a necessary purpose or goal, which
lrecessity gives rise to the ethical obligation.

3) But a stronger and almost irrefutable proof that the inference Locke
intends Js from God's law to man's participation through his use of reason, is
found In a particularly significant remark found in the second essay. After rej
stating hls argument, this time in terms of how the natural law is known, Locke
says:
| declared that the foundation of all knowledge of it (i.e., the law of
nature) iIs derived from those things which we perceive through our senses.
From these things, then, reason and the power of arguing, which are both
distinctive marks of man, advance to the notion of the meker of these

things . . . and at last they conclude and establish for themselves as
certain that some Deity is the author of all these things.
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[But then Locke continues:

As soon as this is laid down, the notion of & universal law of nature

g;n?éng on all men necessarily emerges, and this will become cliear later

What does the this refer to in the phrase “as soon as this is laid down''?
it can only refer to the fact that ''God is the author of all things.'" How this
inference is made, Locke tells us, 'will become clear later on,' referring to
the argunent of the fourth essay., To that argument we can turn our attention
now,

i1) The argument of the fourth essay falls into von Leyden's second cate-
gory of criticism, concerning statements about the operation of reason. Most
Laf von Leyden's discussion covers points referring to Locke's arguments against
the origin of the knowledge of moral rules from innate ideas, tradition, or from
the consensus of mankind, But towards the conclusion of this section von Leydeg
takes up the fourth essay, indicating rather accurately this time the course of
!Locke's proof. Von Leyden withholds his criticism for the most part until the
next section,

in Essay IV, Locke first discusses why reason and sense experience must worf
together to discover the natura{ law. Then in order to know how sense experienge
and reason can lead us to the knowledge of the natural law '‘certain facts must
first be set forth, because they are necessarily presupposed in the knowledge of

any and every Iaw.“l7

ypid., p. 133.
i

7ibid., p. 151.
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First, in order that anyone may understand that he Is bound by a law,
he must know beforehand that there is a law-maker, i.e., some superior
power to which he Is rightly subject. Secondly, it is alsoc necessary to
know that there is some will on the part of that superior power with
respect to the things to be done by us, that is to say, that the law-maker,
whoever he may prove to be, wishes that we do this but leave off that, and
demands of us that the conduct of our life should be in accordance with his
will, In what follows it will become clear what sense experience con-
tributes and what reason does, In order that these two presuppoisitions,
which are requlired for knowledge of the law of nature, may be known to us.

Locke takes for granted the ‘major'’ premise of his syllogism, that these

fwo conditions are the necessary notes for a law. But he works at length to

rove that these conditions are fulfilled in respect to the natural law., After
howing how we discover the reaguiarity and art of the world, and especially the
uliar endownents of man, we arrive at a conclusion that 'there must be somne

i5

Buperior power to which we are richtly subject,” And this was the first thingd

heeded for the knowledge of any law.
tocke's argument continues as he moves on te the second condition, and showd
That this superior power {(God) has some will as to what He wants us to do. The

prgunent moves from cause to effect: We have shown, Locke says, that there

xists a powerful creator who is also wise. Hence, he says, it “ollows from

his that He has not created thig world for nothing end without purpose.”zo fe

id not create without purpose because to work without a fixed alm is contrary
fo such wisdom; also it can hardly be belleved that God would endow man with

buch great faculties and then have nothing in mind for him to do. ‘''Hence,!

8514.

pid., p. 153.
20,h1d., p. 157.

p—— -y
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Locke concludes, ‘'it was the socond of the two things required for the knowledge
of any and every law."Z!

Now the problem is: what is that ‘'something’’ which God intends for us to
do? Here Locke becomes rather weak and vague. $o far his argument is valid,
though far from complete in filling In detalis., Regularity and design are ob-
served In the world; but these Indicate a wise and purposeful creator govern-
Ing the world; the wisdom and purpose must extend to all things; therefore
man is Included under this governance in a way approprlate to his nature.

0f course today such a proof would have to be highly refined and tightly
ordered, since as It stands, Locke would be challenged on almost every state-
ment. |s there regularity? Cannot the world be its own cause and purpose?
Are the principles presumed in the argument valid? etc. But at least Locke's
reasoning up to this point is adequate, up to the point where he inquires what
it Is that God intends man to do, Here again a teleological explanation is
called for, but Locke mixes the beginnings of such an explanation with some
inductive observations.

Locke notes the ultimate end of all things. which is God's glory.zz
Partly from this and partly frﬁm man's facultles, which must be given for some

purpose and therefore can and must be used, we Infer man's rule and law, The

impl ication here is that man must share in contributing to God's glory, and

2pid.
zz“But what it is that is to be done by us can be partly gathered from thel

end in view for all things; . . . they appear to be intended by Him for no

other end than His own glory, and to this all things must be related.' Egsays,

p. 157.
Locke does not clarify this any farther.
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|that this will be done in & way peculiar to man, suggested by his own endow-
ments., Locke indicates no definite final end for man, but only Indicates that
in some way he is to use his faculties towards God's glory. And sb Locke con-

jciudes rather weakly that thus man ‘'feels himself disposed and ready to contem~

I:late God's works . . . and thereupon to render praise. . . . Further, he feels
imself not only to be impelled by life's experlence and pressing needs to

rocure and preserve a life in society with other men, but also to be urged to

ter into society by a certain propensity of nature.“zB

But what if man does not feel himself so disposed? What Is he does not
feel impelled to enter into the socliety of men? Locke, of course, may and
Hprobably does mean something more rational than sheer feeling which impells us
towards the observance of the lew., But his weakness of expression is indica-
tive of the obscurity in his argument. Because Locke has falled to make clear
the final end of man, and falled to establish it as e pecessary end, his argu-
Lnant here falls short of demonstration. Had Locke shown man's final end to be
assimllation to God, which thereby fulfills God's external glory, and had he
established the absolute moral necessity of such an end, his argument would rest
on surer footing, Then the "tﬁings to be done'' indicated by Locke would be
seen as necessary means for reaching his final end, known by reason and not by
|nere feelings.,

Within such a framework, the obligation to obey the natural law would ai~

ready be implied, But obligation, to Locke's way of thinking, is now fully
established, since the fulfiliment of the two conditlions discussed above was

23&snays, p. 157. ttelics not In the original.
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sufficlent for man to understand that he is bound by the law of nature. Locke
lcontinues on, neverthaless, to make more explicit the obligation attached to the
law of nature. He handles this problem in the sixth essay.

111) It is here on the problem of obligation thot von Leyden raises his
fost serlous objection, Locke, he informs us, at this point makes an illicit
transition from factual statements to ethical assertions.

in the last section it was pointed out that Locke falled to make clear the
|recessary goal of man from which obligation arises. But a more serious in-
accuracy of definition involves him in even greater trouble. Von Leyden wili
argue that Locke flounders between two explenations for the source of obiigation
a voluntarist theory, and an intellectualist theory, neither of which is capable
lof assuring binding force. Locke Implicates himself in this difficulty by his
ldefinition or description of natural‘!aw asarly in the first essay: ‘'‘Hence, this
taw of nature can be described as being the decree of the divine will discern~
ibie by the light of nature and indicating what Is and what is not in confornity
lwith rational nature, and for this very reason commanding or prohibiting.“zh
A ‘'decree of God's will . . . Indicating what is in conformity with ration-

al nature" Is the definition he offers. By this definltion Locke sets up in

the disjunction fastened on by von Leyden. And Locke does little to reconcile

ZM‘n this particular Instance the Latin text will profit us, especially
since von Leyden translates the Latin word ordinatio as ‘'decree', slanting the
translation thereby to an even stronger connotation of something arbitarily
willed,

ijaec igitur lex naturae ita describi potest quod sit ordinatio veluntatis
divinae lumine naturae cognosclblilis, quid cum natura rationali conveniens vel
disconvenliens sit indicans ecqgue ipso jubens aut prohibens.!' Essays, p. 110,
1.
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r clarify the two' positions. His definition leaves much to be desired.

here is the natural law found? How and by what Is it constituted? And
Iexac:%y in what sense is the law "natural’? Von Leyden summarizes what he
believes would be Locke's answer to the last question:

it is for the following reasons, it seems, that a law thus known I3 called
by Locke a natural law: (a) the knowledge of it is acquired by man's
faculties, i.e. sensation and reason, the joint exercise of which consti~
tutes what Locke calls the light of nature; in other words, It is a law
promulgated by God in a natural way, i.e. it Is other than a positive jaw
which is known by revelation; (b) it Is & law in conformity with the
natural constitution of the universe and, particularly, with the nature of
man; {c) the precepts of this law are the same for all men and, like the
laws attaching to natural phenomena but unlike those of different states.
they do not vary from place to place and from one time to another,2?
The most fundamental and Important sense in which the law of nature is
h“natural” is omitted by von Leyden because Locke failed to explain it. The law
is natural because it Is founded in and constituted by human nature itself.
The decree or ordination of God directing man to his finel end took place in the
very act of creatlon. God legislated for man by creating him, wiltling that he
[should live according to his nature. For example, man is a created being and
Was such has & relation to God, his Creator. The relation Is one of dependency
in respect to life and the fulfiliment of man's destiny. Hence man is obligated
lto recognize his dependency in adoration.
Human nature, with all its lmplied relationships to God, to self and to
bthers, constitutes the foundation and norm of natural law. But Locke did not
jpake this clear in the early essays.

The question arises, could Locke have made ciear or consistently held that

25& S8YS, P “9“‘.%)0
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natural law is founded in human naw.uns’s'26 Maurice Cranston, Locke's most
recent blographer, charges that Locke did not publish his Essays on the Law of
Mature because his interest in empiricism was better served In the later Essay
and because ''he had adumbrated in that Essay (notably in his section on Words)
a critical technique which, once applied to the Law of Nature, would assuredly
have shown his case to be um:malzde.“27

What Cranston evidently refers to is that Locke argues in Book il of the
Essay that we cannot know the real essence or nature of a thing; hence, we can-
not know man. But what Locke clearly criticizes in Book 111 s the position
that we can know the total essence of a thing or the exact characteristics which
distinguish it from all other things. But this in no way rules out knowing
enough about man to be able to found morality upon his nature. In fact in Bool
111 Locke very explicitly states that morality is cepable of demonstration
becauge we have an unchangeable idea of man as a corporeal, rational creature.
When we say that 'man is subject to law,'' we mean nothing by 'men'' but a
corporeal, rational creature; what the real essence or other qualities
of that creature are In this case, is no way considered. And therefore,
whether 2 child or a changeling be a man in a physical sense, may amongst
the naturalists be disputable as It will, it concerns not at all 'the
moral man,' as | call h!m,.zgh!ch is this immovable, unchangeable idea, a
corporeal, rational being.
it Is also evident, as instanced by the example, that Locke looks upon

human nature, even in the Essay, as the foundstion for natural law and morality

26“. the discussion of this on page 30 of this thesis.

2iyaurice Cranston, John Locke: A Blography (New York, 1957), p. 66.

286& Essay, 11, 9 16,
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[h!s passage also lends further weight to the consistency of Locke's thinking.
unan nature, then, would certalnly seem to be for Locke, the foundation and
form of natural law. |
But, unfortunately, in the early essays Locke did not make this point
clear, and von Leyden seizes upon the mistake., Locke's argument for the obij-
ation arising from the law of nature will suffer because of this, too. His
rgunent on obligation appears in the sixth essay. (t simply develops further
his proof given in the fourth essay.
The natural law is binding on all men primarily and of Itself 'because thls
Baw contains all that (s necessary to make a law binding:“zg (a) For obligation

b superior will to whom we ere rightly subject is needed. But God is the

superior will; and we are subject to Him out of justice, since we owe all we
[ra to Him, and out of necessity, since our very continuance in existence de-
bends on H!m;3° (b) For obligation, the superior's will must be made known to
s, But God's will 15 made known to us through natural lew, The proper use
bf our faculties will disclose this to us. This was shown to be true In the
[fourth essay.

"The result is thet, since hothtng else is required to impose an obli-
pbation but the authority and rightful power of the one who commands and the dis-
closure of his will, no one cen doubt that the law of nature is binding on all
men.“B‘

Yon Leyden challenges this conclusion. And in doing so, he introduces a

zgﬁsggxg, p. 187.
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Histinction which prejudices Locke's whole asccount of the matter. We say
‘prejudices’ because, elthough Locke's Inaccuracy of expression might justify
catching him with his own words, his Intention, as the complete coniaxt will
phow, is certainly not to use two scparate sources of obilgation. The distinc~
kion which von Leyden insists on, divides obligations into what he calls moral
bbligations and natural obligations: 'Thus, on the one hand, there are moral
pbligations which are binding because they arise from the commands of a superior
ill, which as Locke puts it, Is the formal cause of all obligation. On the
bther hand, there are natural obligations which are binding because they arise

39

On the basis of these two types of obligation, von Leyden finds Locke torn

krom man's nature, which as we might say, is the material cause of obligation.

batween two incompatible theories regarding obligation, The two theories are:
(1) the voluntarist theory in which a thing is right because God commands it

bnd (2) the intellectualist theory, where law has its foundation in the nature

Of things ''and Is thus Independent of wlll.“33 von Leyden's treatment of this

indicates that these two positions are the horns of an Insoluble dilemma.

focke, according to von Leyden, began by holding the voluntarist theory where

che obligatlions would be moral §biigations, and then shifted to the Intellectu~

jplist theory’where obligations sre natural obligations. Von Leyden adnits, at

lcast, that Locke attempts ‘to reach a position midway between these two theo-
34 .

ries,!

B%thd.. p. 50. Thig Is from von Leyden's instroduction.

33!bld., p. 51. italics not in the original.
Fpid.
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von Leyden first exanines moral obligations, showing how ‘'the obligation
here is ultimately founded in God, in the natural right which the Crector has
over His craation.“35 tn short, God's will does the oblig!ng.‘ 'B&t von
Leyden believes that by the scventh essay Locke has definitely shifted to the
inteilectualist theory., 'What he (Locke) Is attempting now Is to give an ai-
ternative explanation and to arrive at a purely rationel foundation of ethics.
He considers moral rules to be valid independently of any comnand or external
gause.“aé

Certainly Locke wishes to emphasize In the seventn essay the discovery of
obligation and the precepts of natural law as rooted in human nature, But is
this a "‘purely rational foundation''; When Locke states that ''this law does not
depend on an unstable and chongeable will, but on the eternal order of things,“E
we have no right to conclude, a2s von Leyden does, that he is making law inde-
pendent of God's will, or ‘‘independent of any command or external cause.!
God's will is not unstable and changeable. He is the one who brought into
belng ‘‘the eternal order of things.” Locke nimself certainly has no intention
of excluding God when referring to the eternai order of things. For after noti-
ing that man's nature Is such that certain dutics cannot be other than they are,
Locke states: ‘'And this is not because nature or God (as | should say) could

not have created man differentiy. Rather the cause is that, since man has been]

made such as he is, . . . there necessarlly result fron his inborn constitution

Any

Ss
Lbid., p. 50.

-~

&

ibid., p. 52.

wh—————

\bid., p. 199.
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some definite duties for h;m.”3ﬁ

God could have created sonething in place of man's noture. But once God
has wilied His creation, it stands unchangeablie., For He is etarnaf. unchangingl|
Truth, Locke has taken an altcrnative approach, it is true, but not to arrive
at o purely rational foundation of ethics in the sense in which von Leyden uses
these words, as indopendent of God's will and found by & conslideracion of human
nature alone,

Jon Leyden's final query, then, places an fliegitimate question when he
asks: ‘'‘How, then, does Locke answer the question: What precisely is there in
human nature that by itself can give natural law its binding force?“sg if tin
human nature” and by itself*’ mcans disconnected from God's will and purpose,
the answer is nothing, But Locke is not trying to found obligation on some~

thing divorced from God's will, What he indicates rather is that God's will

manifosts itself in the law arising out of the very nature of man as known by

reason, God's will is not something superimposed erbictrarily on man, It is
rather, as Locke has told us 2ll along, ordered in a way ‘‘suitable to man's
ﬂnature,“ so that it is right to say sim itaneously that natural law is binding
bocause God wills it and because it is grounded in human nature. God willed
the law by creating man with 2 reason capable of knowling what is demandad or
excluded by human nature.

Locke, unfortunately, has not made such @ connection between his different

Bip1e,
3ipid., p. 54.
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explanations quite so explicit., But that be Is laboring to explain the natural
law in this woy has even boeen adaitted by von Leyden.%a

1v)  The fourth staue of Locke's proof considers the unlversality and per;
petuity of the law of naturc. Ve need only to consider it in reference to von
Leyden's abjections cad to maintain his division. When von Leyden turns to
this section of his analysis, the matter contained in the seventh essay, be pred
supposes the dual explanation propused above, and he assures us that Locie's
final cholce rests with the Intellectuallst theory. The conclusions reached
by Locke in this section are categorized by von Leyden as a fourth type of pro-
position, logical truths,

This final clinging to the rational horn of the dilemma secures for Locke,
according to von Leyden, his conviction that moral ¢onclusions are derived from
prenises with Just as much certainty as mathematical truths. ‘'in fact, it
seens to me to follow just as necessarily fron the nature of man that, if be is
man, he Is bound to love and worship God, . . . a5 it follows from the nature of
a triangle that, if It is 2 triangle, its three angles are equal to two right

angles."&!

With mathematice the reasoning starts from the nature and property
of figures and numbers; in the case of morality, Itlstarts from the ides of
man as a rational creature.

von Leyden's criticism of this indicates again his whole line of thought.
Even |f moral propositions could be used in deduction, he tells us, '‘morai

obligations could still be regarded as a kind of mecessity differing from

QGVon Leyden comments that Locke ''attempts to reach o position midway be-
tween these two theories.'' Essays, p. 51.

&

lEssaxs, p. 199, These are Locke's words.
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logical necessity as It does from causa!l nacasslﬁy.”“z

The reason, we are
told, why Locke tried to show the possibility of deductive Inference was '"as
though he feared that unless ethics could be shown to be grounded iﬁ God's will
or to adnit of mathematical demonstration, natural law night appear &8s a were

£4
lex indicatlva, i.e. Indicating but not binding men to, moral rules.“43 (Note

again von Leyden's forced disjunction between God's will and natural demon-
stration.) The reason, according to von Leyden, why Locke did not rest obli-
gation on God's will was that “for some reason Locke considered the voluntarist
theory as not altogether satisfactory; perbaps he felt that [t was too one-
sided @ doctrine and that along with the concept of will it introduced an ele-
ment of arbitrariness into mora!ity.“gq Hence, Locke introduced the iden of

45

a body of rules in conformity - with rational nature to stand side by side with

the idea of natural law as the will of God. HMorcover, says von Leyden, these

two accounts ‘must have secmed to Locke to be cmmpatib!e.“qg
Von Leyden, however, sees only conflict in the two theories. He goes on

to instance several exprossions of Locke which apparently manifest this con-

flict, For example, from Locke's phrase which refers the ground of obedience

“2\bid., p. 55.

%3!bid.. p. 56. The word Yor' not italicized in the original.

b .

ibid.

§,

%3€onformlty with raetional nature seans to mean for von Leyden merciy sone-
thing that "goes well with human noture. Conformity, however, is intended In

a stronger sense of '‘belonging to the very neture of a thing to act in such a
way.'

“6555515, p. 55,
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von Leyde
infers that: "it would follow from this that right and wrong are independent o]

to the law of nature as a ''rational apprehension of what is right.“q?

the will of God and that it is not tautologous to say of an action commanded by
God that it Is right or good.“ii'g’z

The root of von Leyden's difficulty has been discussed earlier.&g The
difficulty lies with a confused notion about the way in waich God decreed the
natural law., Perhaps, too, a mistaken idea of God's will underlies the diffi=
culty. God's will is not arbitrary but is guided Dy His intellect., It is in
the very nature of a will so to act. |f this wore not so, God's will would be
an irrational thing. The natures of all existing things are reflections of Hiq
essence which might or might not have been brought into eristence; but they arg
mot independent entities. Consequently, man's nature, since it is simply &
participation in God's essence, is not a separate norm distinct from the decreey
of god. 1t Is precisely human nature, with its special ordination to God, and
its special way of reaching God, that God willed into existence. In willing
that nature, God had to will whatever belonged necessarily to that nature, in-
cluding the necessary relations and obligations arising from such a nature.
His decree was for man to exist and to live according to his nature; conse~
quently, to observe the law arising from that nature, which is the natural law.

If we view Locke's argument now as a whole, it is apparent that it is far

from satisfactory. But neither is it the weak thing that von Leyden depicted

“7\bid., p. 185.

halbid., p. 57.

QQCf. pagc 65 of the thesis.
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it to be. Von Leyden first singled out Locke's observation that man can reason
Ps his starting point. This missed Locke's own initial stress on God's ex-
istence and governance of the world, with the result that It put Locke‘s argu-
hent In the wrong light from the beginning, By doing this von Leyden also
freakens Locke's teleological explenation of man and lays him open to the charge
bf making transitions from factual statements to ethical conclusions without
justification. The truth is that man is obliged by the rules he discerns in hig

pature because he perceives their nocessary connection with an end which is of

bsolute moral necessity. Then, besides missing the obligation implicit in
ocke's teleological development, when he treats formally of obligation, von
eyden forces a false dilemma upon Locke which renders his argument actually in~
consistent., Then finally, by choosing the intellectualist theory for Locke, he
Eriticizes him for moving again from a logical necessity, a factual "is', to a

jroral necessity, an ethical ‘‘aught'',

If the text of Locke's essays is carefully studied, a thread of argument
far more consistent than von Leyden would allow reveals itself. For, despite
the criticism of these essays as '‘second-rate quallty“’ and as "‘confused and
nmuddled"gl. Locke has offered a fairly accurate and valid argument for the ex-
istence, knowability, and binding force of the natural law. Admittedly his
presentation leads easily to misinterpretation; the conflict between his voiun=

taristic and intellectuaslistic approaches are reconcllied more by the acclidental

505, 4. Allan, "Review of Essays,” Philosophy, XX (April, 1956), p. 134,

5‘?. G. Lucas, '"Discussion: John Locke,'' The Philosophical Quarteriy, Vi
{April, 1956), p. 174,
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Litrection towards wnich his prudence led than by his actual expression of a

larification., He used only a handful of words, sense¢, reason, obligation,

t:c.. to explain als position. This, of course, is irritating and inexcusabie
a modern age accustomed to careful distinctions and word analysis. Locke's
Exprassion is weak, His insight into truth, however, is not. Overlooking
nany detalls, we can conclude that substantiaily the argunent and doctrine of
Fh@ Essays on the Law of Nature show a basic consistency with Locke's later and
#mure mature thought, and at least a reasonable validity in themselves,

This Inquiry was not undertaken to unveil the discovery of a new and pro-
founder exposition of natural law doctrine. But the investigation does cast
L@u Tight on the mental journeys of a great philosopher, a philosopher whose
Boctrine of the natural law has had profound historical significance, particu-
larly in this country. The investigation reveals a fer deeper consistency be-

[tween Locke the empiricist and Locke the rationalist than has been historically

ranted; and it makes clear Lacke's concern for moral problems. The essays
re more than an “added" work of Locke's. The doctrine of natural law is more
’han.just a corner of Locke's thought, 1t stands In the center of his whoie
tlosophy. In his search for @ practical politicel theory, In his search for
ETdemonStrabie ethics, in his Investigation of the theory of knowing, his con-
[pern for man's conduct and morality is uppermost, And despite his apparent
leaning to hedonismn, and his fuller writing on the law of fashion, from the
52

rarly essays to his last works his conviction is unshaken that the law of nature
[}

is the only true touchstone of moral rectitude.'

5?&3 Essay, i1, 28, 8.
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