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           The Social Contract and Society: Which does its job better? 
Thomas Hobbes and Jean-Jacques Rousseau have very different views on the social contract largely based on their fundamental views of the state of nature in humanity. These basic views of natural human nature cause Hobbes and Rousseau to have views on opposite sides of the spectrum, based on two controversial speculations, that human is inherently good or that human is inherently inclined towards egotism and perpetual insecurity. Due to his belief that they are of this nature, Hobbes viewed an all-powerful sovereign of a rather totalarianistic nature to be necessary. Rousseau on the other hand, viewed that the sovereign should represent the common will of the people, the sovereign being agreed upon by all constituents. It is my assertion that Rousseau’s argument, although flawed in its own ways, is superior to Hobbes in that it has an answer for the inequalities that may arise in a society by Hobbes’ princples. 
	Hobbes’ basic view of nature can be described as cynicism towards how a human is naturally composed. The very nature of his argument is that humans in the state of nature live in a constant state of fear and unhealthy competition. Hobbes goes as far as to use the word anarchic to describe the state of nature, implying that human beings were naturally worried about themselves, so there was no state of order to check this natural desire. A driving reason behind the nature of Hobbes’ contract is because he believed that humans naturally had a “perpetual and restless desire for power after power, that ceaseth only in death”.  He claims that part of this perpetual desire is “love of Contention from Competition”, the nature of humans to compare powers and then war over this competitive nature. Another reason he believes his social contract is ideal is that he believes that due to human beings natural want to live the easiest life possible, civil obedience would come naturally. Aside from that reason he believes that the natural and continual insecurity of each man from harm of another man would be a strong enough motive for man to buy into the contract. He states that the egotism from competition leads man in the state of a nature into a war of all men against all men.  He called those lives in the state of nature short and barbaric and consisted of little else other than self-sustaining. He then postulated that this state was so horrible and that man yearned to escape it so badly that the social contact occurred. 
	Rousseau contrarily views man as having an innate inclination toward good out of mans natural disdain for suffering. He refutes Hobbes’ idea that man is naturally seeking to attack and fight by saying that man in the state of nature is actually man in his most timid form. He states that savage man’s needs are so basic (food, shelter, water, a woman) and easily found that he can have “neither foresight or curiosity”. By this man he means that man lacks the expansive nature that Hobbes’ believed they possessed (natural eternal quest for power).  He continues on man’s basic nature adding “With passions so minimally active and such a salutary restraint, being more wild than evil, and more attentive to protecting themselves from the harm they could receive than tempted to do harm to others, men were not subject to very dangerous conflicts.” This is rather opposite of the state of nature in which Hobbes calls man in a constant war with man. He argues, that without society, in fact, that man would be much more pure and that the ills of society have dirtied man. He believed that human nature is very comparable to that of an animal in that it is at its based even natured, but that the separating factor between the two is free will. He argues that since society calls for more cooperation between men, it also causes more competition, creating many of society ills. Rather than saying man fled from the state of nature like Hobbes, Rousseau rather said that man needed society for division of labor as well as the division of the fruits of labor. Some call Rousseau’s view on human nature idealistic or naïve, but I feel as though it gives his social contract a more accurate gauge than Hobbes’ extremely pessimistic view. 	
	Hobbes believed that the social contract was an occurrence due to the misery of life in the state of nature. He thought that humans realized and did not like the way they were living, in a state of constant and perpetual insecurity, having to look over their should constantly, so they conjured up the social contract. In this way they agreed to give up certain rights in insurance that the rest of the constituents also gave up the same rights. This is the fundamental agreement in Hobbes’ theory. Naturally, in order to enforce that all parties did these, a sovereign power would develop in order to help enforce this social contract. 
	Essential to Hobbes’ theory was the nature of this sovereign. The sovereign would be extremely powerful to a totalitarian degree in Hobbes’ view but would allow humans to keep some natural rights. These rights include the right to shelter and feed, as well as the right for defending oneself. In Hobbes’ theory, since man is so inherently scared and egotistical, he must be forced to obey the sovereign, opposed to Rousseau’s theory in which each individual must agree to the sovereign. Hobbes’ sovereign had limitless power; they could go to war with other nations, settle personal disputes (including property and civil), and generally do anything necessary to protect the general peace and security of the sovereign.  Also in this sovereign, the interpretation of any laws was forfeited to the sovereign by the constituents. 
	Rousseau’s contract was of quite a different nature, there were several reasons and conditions regarding his carefully thought out contract. The rationality he believed that society brought about people trying to give themselves value in the eyes of others (pride), something that must be held in check by some type of sovereign. The measuring stick of pride in a way, property and labor, require a sovereign to ensure that they are handled fairly. In Rousseau’s sovereign all constituents must buy into what the sovereign offers, in agreement that the sovereign will represents the individuals general will (referring to that will of the majority of the individuals) and that the constituents will agree with the concept of the general will representing them.  By this, each citizen or constituent gives all of their power to the greater power of the general will, representing all citizens collectively, regardless if an individuals views are represented or not. 
	The nature of Rousseau’s sovereign is radically different than that of the sovereign idealized by Hobbes, in that it trusts in and caters to the individual much more (this stems from the fundamental understanding of human nature). The nature of the sovereign is to check the pure free will in every individual so long as every individual agrees to it, in order to provide more rationality in life. In Rousseau’s ideas, the sovereign is not the government, but rather the purest form of law and absolute power. His sovereign should be associated with some form of democracy in its ideal form, and would continually work toward the concept of the common good. 
	All in all I feel as though Rousseau’s social contract is a more plausible idea as far as political philosophy goes. The argument is shaped by their very fundamental view of human nature; Rousseau’s being a little bit more moderate than Hobbes’. Hobbes envisions a totalitarianism government being necessary in order to protect against the naturally power-inclined human being. He feels as though the sovereign must be forced on the individual rather than agreed upon by them. Historically if we look at sovereigns who have undertaken this philosophy, we can see that they do not have a high success rate.  Two prime examples are Nazi Germany, and Stalin’s Soviet Union.  Although in terms of power both did fairly well, they both had a horrible humane reputation, and it was this reputation with a variety of other factors characteristic of totalitarianism government that brought about their rather drastic and unpleasant collapses. On the other hand Rousseau’s ideal sovereign would be some form of a democracy, a type of government we have seen flourish in comparison to its totalitarianism counterpart. This leads to consent of the governed as well as each individual’s ideas being more of a focal point, the individual agreeing to be wholly represented by the concept of the general will (in general the voice of the public is represented even if an individual’s views are not). In my opinion, it is this respect and reverence toward the individual that allows society to flourish in its best way, including the flourishing of arts and philosophy as well as other pursuits. The area in which I most distinctly agree with Rousseau and disagree with Hobbes is in the understanding of natural man in the state of nature. I believe that Hobbes assessment that human beings are naturally selfish is way off base and Rousseau’s postulate that society in a way corrupts the purity of natural man is spot on. Rousseau says that the things that cause societal ills consist of competition and pride, two things that are increased many a times when society is introduced to man. Overall, both ideas have their faults but based on its fundamental nature, I feel as though Rousseau’s better incorporates into the modern world because it is based much more on individual freedom. 
	Hobbes and Rousseau share the view that in order for society to function, there must be a social contract in which people forfeit certain rights with the expectation that others in society forfeit the same rights. Although they share this belief their idea of a social contract are on far opposites of the spectrum, likely because of their fundamental understanding of human nature.  Thomas Hobbes has a rather pessimistic view, stating that humans have a natural inclination toward egotism and selfishness. Stating, “In the nature of man, we find three principle causes of quarrel. First, competition: secondly, diffidence: thirdly, glory. The first, maketh men invade for gain: the second, for safety: and the third, for reputation”.  This quote shows that Hobbes believe it is of human nature to harm and overpower others (for the three reasons stated), thus it is necessary for a sovereign that takes all power and law out of the hands of these individuals.  Rousseau on the other hand felt that humans were in their most pure state before society rubbed its dirt on man, causing corruption (based from competition and pride).  Rousseau however is not too idealistic (as some discredit him) saying that mans natural philosophy is “Do what is good for you with as little harm as possible to others” rather than the idealistic “Do unto others as you would have them do unto you”.  He says that man cannot be naturally selfish because they have strong evocations of pity naturally. Because of these views of man in the state of nature, Hobbes view is that all should forfeit rights (under agreement that all else will also forfeit these rights) to an all-powerful sovereign who has the deciding factor in personal matters such as property and matters concerning the entire sovereign such as war. He believed that this contract occurred as humans tried to escape the terrible state of human nature. However, Hobbes idea of a social contract is extremely radical compared to that of Rousseau’s in that it feels as if it has to explicitly protect man from the dangerous nature of man. Rousseau’s contract rather helps decide problems that arrive with society such as division of labor and property. His ideal sovereign thus takes into account the thoughts of each individual through representing the general will (an effective way of representing the collective public) and all constituents must agree to his contract as opposed to being forced into it (as Hobbes felt necessary). It is in this way that I feel that Rousseau’s social contract is more plausible as it takes into account personal freedom that in most areas of the world are fundamental to society.  Hobbes on the other hand doesn’t think man should be trusted with all of these freedoms, due to basic human nature. These two philosopher’s ideas diverge right from the start and form into two types of contracts, one that places trust and importance in the individual (a more modern concept) and the other in the sovereign to keep individuals in check. Overall, I think it is clear that Rousseau’s plan is more plausible as we see more elements of his ideas in modern political arrangements than Hobbes’ ideas.  I feel that for a society to thrive, it must let the individual flourish thus causing other areas (such as arts) to flourish, something Hobbes’ contract simply doesn’t allow a lot of place for. 
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