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Theories of Social Contract
	Social contracts can be defined as an agreement within society to cooperate for the benefit of all. Thomas Hobbes, John Locke, and Jean Rousseau all retain contradicting outlooks on theories regarding these social contracts. Thomas Hobbes displays his beliefs surrounding the social contract through his book “Leviathan”. The most basic level of his argument stems from the idea that mankind is reactive and therefore is driven by the motions of the world. He continues to explain that these same motions are the ones that pit man against one another, creating a “State of War”. More specifically to this, Hobbes states, “…[when] any two men desire the same thing, which nevertheless they cannot both enjoy, they become enemies” (Oklopcic, Lecture 2). He also deliberates that “all men live in fear of death” (Oklopcic, Lecture 2). Hobbes is perpetuating the idea that humankind is equal in the sense that one can kill another at any given moment. Ultimately, he argues that this results in a state of constant fear. Additionally, Hobbes notes that this state of fear is what establishes a purpose for a commonwealth to be formed. He concludes that the role of such a commonwealth should be to protect the lives of those who live within it. All in all, one can identity through “Leviathan” that Thomas Hobbes believes a social contract is bound through the relationship of the state and those within it; more ideally, through the role of the state to protect its citizens through the creation of a civil society. 
	John Locke’s ideologies of the social contract are exemplified through excerpts within “Two Treatises Within a Government”. Within this text, Locke’s beliefs are based off of the “State of Nature”. Locke argues, “…a state of perfect freedom to order their actions, and dispose of their possessions and persons as they think fit, within the bounds of the law of Nature, without asking leave or depending upon the will of any other man” (Oklopcic, Lecture 2). This translates that people must act in accordance to a “State of Nature” that allows one to reap self-benefit, but at the same time restricts one from infringing upon others. Amongst this, he recognizes that a “State of War” may come to be as a result of ones infringement upon another individuals piece of property. Such property is the basis for Locke’s argument for social contract as he believes that a civil government must protect properties once man decides to abandon a “State of Nature”. In other words, Locke believed the justification for a government to have authority over others lies within its ability to protect people’s property and, as an extension of this, their well-being. Locke added that, “[the government must be] kept within their due bounds, and not be tempted by the power they have in their hand…” (Oklopcic, Lecture 2). This meant that if a government acted outside of its boundaries it was well within the rights of the people to resist such authority and impose a new civil government that would act in favour of the people in attempts to ensure their moral right to act without restraint under the “State of Nature”. 
	“The Social Contract or Principles of Political Right” was written by Jean Rousseau. Within this text it is clear that he has beliefs separate from Hobbes and Locke that surrounds social contract. Rousseau states, “Each of us puts his person and all his power in common under the supreme direction of the general will, and, in our corporate capacity, we receive each member as an indivisible part of the whole..” (Oklopcic, Lecture 2). One can take out of this that Rousseau maintained that a social contract between the state and the people must indict mutual preservation for all. Rousseau specified the “Sovereign” to be a system that acts off of a general will to aim for common good. Although Rousseau sought that the Sovereign can be seen in many ways similar to an individual, he presented the idea that the sovereign has absolute authority. He notes that, “[if one is to do] anything derogatory to the original act, for instance, to alienate any part of itself, or to submit to another Sovereign” that it would be “self-annihilation” (Oklopcic, Lecture 2). By saying this, Rousseau is stating that those who go against the decisions of the Sovereign are condemning themselves to death. To put it simply, those who break the social contract should be given the death penalty. In conclusion, this implicates that Jean Rousseau insists that the social contract between the people and the state is absolute and inflexible. 
	Moving on from this and comparing John Locke’s social contract to Sieye’s constituent power allows for one to expose differences between the two. Locke's social contract is based off of the idea that government and state should only dictate in attempts to protect property as well as the well-being of its’ people. Locke also believes that people should rise against the state if their actions indicate for them to do so in order to live in a “State of Nature”. While this is true, constituent power definitively is a power that lies amongst a body of people to organize a proper government. Sieyes’ theory states that he does not believe in a sovereign body, he criticizes contemporary theories of sovereignty to display what Sieye understood as an account of people’s power.
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