
The views of Rousseau, Hobbes, and Lock all derived from the same problem- that being the abused powers of leaders exercised on citizens, which inevitably led to justified revolts. Each man took the problem of societal balance, analyzed where the problem came from (social injustice stemming from an imbalance of power.) Where the three thinkers differentiate is in their explanation of why man developes these problems- whether he be evil and selfish at his core, or God loving and good, made bad only by property- and how to construct more effective societies. The differences in each man’s view of the most basic “state of nature” does indeed direct their ideas regarding social structure, and is the underlying cause of disagreements in societal propositions.


  Hobbes states that self defense, against violent death, is man’s top priority. Man must do whatever he can for self preservation, which causes  him to selfishly enter into a war for the possession of life sustaining items. This war is at odds with man’s goal of self preservation, and from it there comes need for a war free solution that will permit man his life and free him from war. Man, as a means of escape, forms society under authority as a form of social contract. Each man gives up his right to kill the others in exchange for the assurance of his own preservation. Laws are enforced to ensure that no man harms another, but beyond that, Hobbes asserts that authority has no other responsibility.

Contradicting Hobbes assertions, Rousseau implicates that man, at his core, is a “noble savage” who can do no right or wrong. Man is justified in preserving himself, and for that cannot be judged. According to Rousseau, society removes from man his primary concerns of self-love and self-preservation, replacing them with pride. Man’s comparing himself to other men (a vice stemming from society) causes man’s interest in holding dominion over others. Man’s interest in the opinions of others led to a beneficial self awareness, though it came with the downside of bringing men into close proximity of each other, spurring on societies. When men improved upon themselves, to create agriculture and share it with other men, there came an interdependence that led to greed and jealousy. Every man suddenly wanted the easier life of someone else. In this sense, man’s most perfect state led to his downfall. To prevent societal problems caused by wealth and inequalty, Roussea then suggests that man enter into a social contract whereby all parties reach agreement and abandon their natural right to think strictly of self preservation. Everyone will work equally to preserve everyone, allowing for free will without a government while still preserving life. This class free society was Roussea’s answer to social inequality, and is based upon his assertion that the state of nature offered man free will, but social contracts offered man preservation.

Finally, contradicting Hobbes’ idea that man was evil at his core, and Roussea’s suggestion that basic man could not be right or wrong, John Locke suggested that man in the state of nature was reasonable, good, and tolerant. This difference of opinion would, of course, send him in a different direction in regards to societal organization. By saying that every man had a right to “life, liberty, and property” and that all men were equal, Locke abolished the idea of divinely empowered monarchs and totalitarian leaders. He stated that the power of government came from the consent of the governed, and that revolution was a necessity to keep all people equal. Freedom came from everyone respecting the natural rights of others and working together to ensure that no force including the government, encroached upon these rights.


The three men develop different theories on the proper arrangement of society and government, one suggesting government be established to insure a man’s life not be taken because all men are evil, another that no government should exist outside of the collective decision-making of the people, and a third that the equality of all men meant that no government could truly have power, and that leaders should be no more than the voice of the people. These ideas all stem from the same idea that monarchs were the wrong way to go, but their reasoning for what was the right way is what sets them apart.
