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Evaluating Societal Laws
John Locke was a significant theorist whose ideas are instrumental in natural property rights, natural law, and the social contract (Baker, 2012).
1. Social Contract 
a. State authoritarianism: Concerning state authoritarianism, Locke believed that the power of the government was determined by natural law. Locke argued that people conditionally transfer their rights to governments to get protection for their rights. Governments, therefore, must deliver these obligations or they be rejected. 
b. Legitimate state: Locke believed that a legitimate state arises when the people being governed expressly give consent to it. People only consent for the establishment of a government so they may get protection for their rights. According to Locke, legitimate governments should help improve the livelihood of its citizens. In the Two Treatises, Locke argued that governments obtained the power to punish offenders once they were established (Baker, 2012). As a result, a civil state can use coercive force to punish its citizens. 
c. Limits of state power: In his second treatise, Locke explains that governments can only lay specific laws and continue practicing the laws of nature. He argued that the same people who make laws should not be the ones to execute them, thus explaining the need for separation of power. Locke further opined that the parliament should bear higher supremacy than any other arm of the government. According to Locke, legislative power should be limited by the moral law. 
d.  Problems of the social contract on consent: I would like to disagree with Locke on his theory of social contract on consent since people do not always have to give consent to a government. The structure of most governments is that they do not need any consent from citizens, whether explicit or tacit, to exercise power over them. 
2. Criminalizing texting while walking
a. Mill’s Harm Principle: John Mill believed that anyone should be free to do whatever he/she wishes as long as it is not harmful to others. This only gives governments the power of control only if the actions of citizens may harm others (Turner, 2014). In the context of this law, a government has the right to criminalize texting while walking as it poses potential harm to others. I believe that every person has a responsibility to safeguard the safety of the other people but texting while walking compromises this moral objective. Such a practice can easily lead to accidents from motor vehicles and other road users. Secondly, the divided attention can easily cause one to send the wrong information which may harm others. 
b. Griswold privacy laws: in the context of Griswold and the subsequent privacy cases, criminalizing texting while walking would be unconstitutional. The constitution is clear on the right to freedom of expression (Murray, 2014). Article 19 of the constitution allows people to express their opinions without opposition from any public authority. What would be needed in this context is to determine to what extent is the freedom of expression allowable. The authorities would first need to determine the media of expression that is bound by the freedom of expression. 
c. Robert Bork’s original intent doctrine: Bork was a staunch supporter of originalism, arguing that the constitution should be interpreted according to the intent of its original authors (Whittington, 2013). In this respect, the constitution intends that every person enjoys the freedom of expression without fear of contradiction. In the context of original intent doctrine, it would be unconstitutional to criminalize texting while walking. 
d. Of the three perspectives, I think Mill’s harm principle best provides the basis for evaluating the criminalization of texting while walking. The principle’s structure is open and can assume different states depending on the situation at hand. Mill’s harm principle gives room for debate to decide if texting while walking risks any other people. In the case of Griswold and Bork’s principles, what is written in the constitution cannot be altered come rain come sunshine. 
3. District of Columbia v. Heller’s
a. The wording of the 2nd  Amendment presents some ambiguity to its interpretation. The amendment consists of two clauses; the prefatory and the operative. The prefatory clause addresses the militia, and its connection to the operative means that this group has the right to bear arms (Morris, 2017). However, the operative addresses “the people” which could mean the general public. In this case, any person has the right to keep arms. It is not clear which of the two groups the amendment was meant to address.    
Secondly, the term “arms” as used on the amendment is not specific to any type of firearms. It is logical to assume that the term encompasses all types of fires, whether long guns or handguns. It should be noted that the district of Columbia Prohibited carrying of handguns but allowed possession of long guns. 
	b. in District of Columbia v. Heller’s, the respondent was Dick Heller, an officer in the police force at the District who was certified to hold a handgun. Heller sought a certificate to keep a handgun at home but the authorities refused (Solum, 2009). Consequently, Keller took the D.C. to court on grounds of the 2nd Amendment. The District Court dismissed his claim but the D.C. Circuit overturned the ruling. 
	Generally, the District does not allow the use of handguns within the home. As for the other firearms, the District allows one to keep them only when they are disassembled or if the trigger is locked. Keller sought to have these restrictions lifted to render the firearms usable, especially for self-defense.  
	d. I think the ruling by the District Court dismissing the application by Heller was unconstitutional. Judging by the Second Amendment, people have the right to hold and keep firearms as long as they are licensed. With Heller being a police officer licensed to carry firearms, he had the right to keep a handgun at his home. This position stands even if the subject of the operative of the Second Amendment was the militia and not the general public. Additionally, the restrictions imposed by the District of keeping firearms in a disabled state renders these weapons useless. I support the D.C. Circuit Court’s decision to reverse the decision by the District Court.
4. Civil (Or not Civil) Disobedience
I believe people do not have an obligation to obey the law. Following the arguments on social contract by John Locke, I think that civil law is subject to natural law. I think that disobeying the law is in itself an act of obeying the law. When people violate the law intending to change the law, then the moral intent of disobedience outweighs the moral intent of obedience (Smith, 2008). For instance, a person involved in hiding a Jew from the Nazi persecutors should not be condemned as the act was in an attempt to safeguard the right to live. In most instances, civil disobedience is peaceful and should thus not be viewed as disobedience. If the civil law does not foster the common good of the people, then disobeying it is justified. 
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