Critical Response I: The Leviathan
Hobbes dedicates chapters 17 and 18 in his Leviathan on expanding his ideas on the ideal commonwealth. It is worthy to first mention, before I critique Hobbes, that the Leviathan is a creation by the natural man who, by his art, creates an artificial animal, or a commonwealth. In the state of nature, human conflict, according to Hobbes, leads to a “war” pitted from each individual onto the next, thus, contractual thinking is a rational way to conceptualize a commonwealth. In sacrificing our natural state, the commonwealth, under a sovereign power, can protect our legal rights. The sovereign can take different forms, but must not allow all men to participate in government, given that, returning to one of Hobbes’s main premises, man is self-interested. This calculative approach leaves little room for optimism. 
	The Leviathan’s self-interested man is evil in his ways of always being a threat to the contract. He must be forced to oblige to it, despite his agreeance to it. In defense of Hobbes, this agreeance is not necessarily an enthusiastic decision to man, but an answer out of his wretched state of nature. This is why the Leviathan’s sovereign must be absolutist, and his subjects, loyal. Yet, there is an obvious paradox in making ruler one sole, or a few sole men, no less self-interested than the rest. Hobbes would respond that the sovereign must be just, but he also claims that the sovereign cannot be killed. He seems to neglect the idea that a sovereign man could be an immoral one. This has not been the historical case. We may be able to check off all of Hobbes’ criteria to build a commonwealth other than that the sovereign be just. But, following Hobbes’ own words, men are a threat to one another, and putting one man in charge is severely threatening. If man is both evil and self-interested, will a sovereign ever be just? Sovereignty gives him the strength over all, and thus an ego that saturates in his power. The self-interested master will not resist thinking about benefits for himself, rather than for the entire society and thus cannot be more just than his unjust subjects. He may even evolve to be the least. 
It seems as if the contract is an excuse for one group or monarch to gain power to the point of militaristic reining. By then it is too late, because, according to Hobbes, men cannot be freed from the contract. The contract may seem like a genuinely good idea to both sovereigns and subjects in the beginning because it allows for an organized association with agreed laws to protect our survival. But if the sovereign is both unjust, whether from the beginning or because of his grown ego, and has the military power above all, then there truly is a great threat to all other men. The contract may not protect us from the sovereign. It can be used as an excuse to make men, in fear of each other, believe that they will have nothing to fear if they give all their power away to one sovereign. We then go from a state of nature into a state of chains. It is at that point that we can all realize that the contract is an illusion.
	Hobbes forbids rebellion against the commonwealth; the contract is agreed upon by the majority. However, nonconformists are necessary in society because they introduce new ideas to us. If these ideas are ludicrous, then they won’t persuade many contractors. If the contract is truly a good idea, than there should be no problems in having nonthreatening ideas floating around about why it is not. The minority may also be the group that knows the truth, while the majority is blinded by falsely legitimated commonwealths. To avoid any issues such as opposition, Hobbes grants all power to the sovereign to decide what is right or wrong, and what should be rewarded or punished. If the sovereign wishes to punish freedom fighters and reward those who scratch his back, he is free to do so, because he is granted those freedoms. He is comparable to a spoiled toddler that gets anything he wants and ultimately becomes a ruthless person; those who defy him will be sorry. Even if it is for the right reasons, rebellion may be crushed by fear before it can even start. 
	Hobbes’ sovereign also decides when to go to war with other commonwealths. He has the power over the militia. Since the sovereign must at least appear just, there will have to be an excuse to go to war. With his subjects uninvolved in government, it will be hard for them to trust the validity of these excuses, although many will be convinced through methods of persuasion. Thus, Hobbes’ commonwealth gives a wide opening for conspiracy. When sovereigns see their subjects as unworthy of political life, they may also see them as mediocre. It should be of no surprise that some powerful people in this world will choose to treat others as undeserved chess pieces rather than fellow beings. If soldiers can be seen this way, as bate, calling their deaths ‘causalities’ to make light of reality, then so can civilians. This will lead the egoist sovereign to make ruthless decisions in war. They will more easily go into it, treating its ‘mediocre’ subjects as chess pieces, or it may even urge it, uncaring of the destruction. War in many ways can be beneficial to the unjust sovereign. It can induce fear in its people, making them turn to their leader, and it can create financial or military gains: wars require weapons; weapons cost money; money requires loans; loans inflate the market; civilians are subject to high interest as well and; the sovereign ultimately gains a larger military and feeds off the financial interests of all, winning in all ways unless he truly has compassion for his people, in which case, none of this occurs. But if Hobbes believes that all men are nasty and self-interested, then he should also believe that it almost is inevitable.  
Hobbes criteria for the commonwealth will not sustain it; even its leaders are not as nasty as he claims all men are. Contractual thinking in general is problematic. Social contracts are made because of the idea that men need protection from one another. Contracts allow men to agree on what is right and wrong, and then chisel it in stone so that the granted authority can punish those who disobey with what is unanimously appropriate. They force legality into rights because they assume men are too instinctively wretched to follow without the fear of consequence. To this I would like to rebut that all people come from families, which they (mostly) value. Families are mini societies, with its parents truly concerned about its children; so much so that they grow selfless in raising them. Hobbes seems to discount family life from political life, but it is, firstly, just as much a part of society as sovereignty, economy and the like, and secondly, it is significant proof that even in the state of nature, men can be caring. Hobbes may just consider child bearing as the female task, something historically deemed irrelevant, but his rational man was certainly raised as well as relevant in family life, too. If this kind of ‘nice’ behavior truly exists in humans, than why are we such a threat to each other? Is it so unrealistic that a large group of people cannot act in the way that a family does? Parents grant their children rights, although they are not legally binding. And parents act as authorities, although they do not oppress their children to benefit themselves. Legality in commonwealth is probably a good idea, since people will always have some fears of others. But most people are capable of feeling selflessness. And if raised or educated to be more selfless, then maybe we could eventually live in societies with more faith in each other, where more people would concur that social contracts cannot sustain themselves. 

