
JOHN LOCKE AND THE UN EQUAL DISTRIBUTION

Free Essay: It is stated by John Locke that in the state of nature no man may take more then he can consume. â€œ
make use of any advantage of life before it.

Two objects a and b are equal in a certain respect if, in that respect, they fall under the same general terminus.
Hobbes postulated that in their natural condition, individuals possess equal rights, because over time they have
the same capacity to do each other harm. In any real historical context, it is clear that no single notion of
equality can sweep the field. Donison and first published in by the Stationery Office in Dublin. For, in
explaining "The Main Idea of the Theory," Rawls asserts that "Once we decide to look for a conception of
Justice that nullifies the accidents of natural endowment and contingencies of social circumstances in the quest
for political and economic advantage, we are led these principles. Hence fulfilling an absolute or
non-comparative standard for everyone e. If the poor were poor because they lost out and the rich benefited
from a maldistribution of property, one would think that the poor would be much better if the rich simply
ceased to exist. At times, he claims, Locke presents this principle in rule-consequentialist terms: it is the
principle we use to determine the more specific rights and duties that all have. Egalitarians have the deep and
for them compelling view that it is a bad thing â€” unjust and unfair â€” for some to be worse off than others
through no fault of their own. Strauss infers from this that the contradictions exist to show the attentive reader
that Locke does not really believe in natural law at all. Richard Vernon argues that we want not only to hold
right beliefs, but also to hold them for the right reasons. MacPherson correctly states that Locke does not find
this situation troubling however, because of his belief that the other benefits of money economy more than
compensate. The executive power is then charged with enforcing the law as it is applied in specific cases. Like
Sreenivasan, Simmons sees this as flowing from a prior right of people to secure their subsistence, but
Simmons also adds a prior right to self-government. Depending on which procedural principle one adopts,
contrary answers are forthcoming. Thus A may be in the state of nature with respect to B, but not with C. The
essence of what [Garrett] Hardin calls the Tragedy of the Commons â€” what makes it tragic, is precisely that
not enough and as good is left for others. Against a theory of simple equality promoting equal distribution of
dominant goods, hence underestimating the complexity of the criteria at work in each given sphere the
dominance of particular goods needs to be ended. Many scholars reject this position. Due to the argument of
the moral arbitrariness of talents, the commonly accepted criteria for merit like productivity, working hours,
effort are clearly relativized. For purposes of economic analysis, such theoretical models of optimal efficiency
make a great deal of sense. The first limit is alluded to when he describes how property is created. But
choosing natural features such as parentage, sex, skin color, height, and indeed innate intelligence as a
fundamental basis for distribution is itself unjust: all these features have a discriminatory effect but have not
been deliberatly acquired and cannot be altered by the individual. Armitage even argues that there is evidence
that Locke was actively involved in revising the Fundamental Constitutions of Carolina at the same time he
was drafting the chapter on property for the Second Treatise. Equal respect, which we reciprocally owe to one
another, thus requires respect for the autonomous decisions of each non-interchangeable individual Wingert ,
p. This egalitarian response to disability overrides equality of opportunity to welfare. Simmons objects to this
interpretation, saying that it fails to account for the many places where Locke does indeed say a person
acquires political obligations only by his own consent. Barbeuf et du Babouvisme, Paris , engl. As Rawls , pp.
In the earliest stages of existence before the introduction of money, there was no property accumulation, little
land ownership, and, one can infer, a great deal of poverty although this is not completely clear. Establishing
justice of circumstances ubiquitously and simultaneously is beyond any given individual's capacities. Men do
have rights and they do have power to control the government to insure that the government operates in their
interest rather than in its own interest. There have been some attempts to find a compromise between these
positions. Powers relate to functions. Seliger considers this one more evidence of the irrational nature of
economic wants. Fundamental equality means that persons are alike in important relevant and specified
respects alone, and not that they are all generally the same or can be treated in the same way Nagel  Locke
describes the legislative power as supreme Two Treatises 2. A third option, suggested by Tuckness and
implied by Grant , is to treat the question of voluntarism as having two different parts, grounds and content.
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Throughout history, people and emancipatory movements use the language of justice to pillory certain
inequalities. In fact, Locke seems to describe an early state of existence in which populations were small and
resources abundant although the general level of wealth was probably very low. The first is the natural rights
argument where self-ownership implies ownership of those goods created by men through labor. Because of
such variables, a clear-cut definition of second level egalitarianism cannot be formulated. However, he further
argues that of the two spheres of agreement, the political sets limits for the economic and so is above the
economic in importance. There is evidence, however, that if the equality Seliger has in mind is some notion of
equal treatment, Locke did see a rough and ready sort of equality in economic interactions.


