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Question one
Observably, Thomas Hobbes was more concerned with the problem of social and political order. Against this background, he imagined a society where people could live in peace without engaging in conflicts, giving obedience to an unaccountable sovereign government (Kronman, 1985). However, according to Hobbes, the prevailing situation in the state of nature resembles civil war. Arguably, all the individuals present universal fear and insecurities surrounding violent deaths and little social and political order. As presented by Hobbes, the state of nature highlights a situation where people live without any political association and are governed solely by the laws of nature in the absence of higher authorities. 
According to Hobbes, the transfer of specific “natural rights” to an established higher authority on the condition that everyone else agrees to obey the higher authority is referred to as a social contract (Sim & Walker, 2017). In social contract situations, individuals only retain certain rights that everyone else is content to retain. Ideally, to escape the horrors presented in the natural state of nature, individuals through social contract form a virtual government referred to as the Leviathan representing a higher authority. Observably, the creation of a Leviathan in a previously lawless society, according to Hobbes, would put to an end the unsustainable condition. Against this understanding, the idea of sovereignty comes in; the authority of the established Leviathan body is absolute, and that no other authority is above it, making its decisions law. 
According to Hobbes, the moral theory guiding individuals in the natural state of nature is built on the general rule forbidding individuals from destroying their lives through their actions, consequently resulting in the “right of self-preservation.” Hobbes, in his moral thoughts, presents a situation where individuals are free to act for their benefits in the absence of an overarching political authority, and another where individuals have the duty to obey those in power in situations where political authority exists. In my opinion, the moral principles of that natural state of nature can never be the same as the ones in civil society because of the main reason that natural men escape from the horrors of the state of nature to establish a body with absolute authority over their “actions” and possibly moral thinking (Kronman, 1985). For this reason, considering the authority of the Leviathan body, I believe that the state of nature and civil society operate on completely different moral principles. 
According to Hobbes, due to the constant fear of violent deaths in the state of nature, individuals agree to form a higher authority to ensure justice and put to an end the observably unstainable condition. This forms the basis of civil society, especially after individuals have relinquished their natural rights to the higher established civil authority (Sim & Walker, 2017). The transfer through social construct, according to Hobbes, explains the origin of sovereignty and absolute authority required to maintain a civil authority. Observably, considering Hobbes's arguments regarding the natural men in the natural society, it can be argued that humans are not sociable by nature due to the absence of a mutual obligation to one another but to oneself. Hobbes believes that the state of nature can never be peaceful, especially considering the idea of self-preservation where individuals can harm others while trying to achieve their desires.



Question two
As advanced by Aristotle, eudemonia refers to the achievement of the highest human good that primarily depends on a person rather than anybody else (Moran, 2018). Aristotle believes that happiness represents the central purpose of human life, consequently representing the primary goal of life itself. For this reason, he believed that the definition of a genuinely happy life involved the achievement and fulfillment of a varied range of conditions that included; physical and mental well-being. Based on his arguments, Aristotle believed that seeking pleasure, wealth, money, and honor do not define happiness because they arguably do not represent the central purpose surrounding human existence. Despite the fact that people usually work towards achieving wealth, pleasure, and fame, these do not fulfill the requirement of chief good for which humanity aims to achieve. 
According to his Nichomachean ethics, he states that to achieve the ultimate happiness, individuals should direct their actions towards achieving “that which is always desirable in itself and never for the fulfillment of someone else’ sake.” Also, it is important to note that the ultimate aim must be attainable by man. Aristotle considers pleasure, wealth, and fame as means pursued by a man while trying to obtain happiness, which represents an end in it itself (Elliott, 2017). 
There are various to define a genuinely happy person; however, according to Aristotelean eudemonia, a happy person is one who fulfills life’s main goal and living as one was predestined to live by achieving the ultimate good of life; happiness. Generally, according to Aristotle, the pursuit of excellence should be primarily for self-benefit. Admittedly, happy individuals, according to this definition, could represent individuals who may have achieved “what is worthwhile in life.” The definition of a happy life can be derived from how an individual lives rather than from the pursuit of material wealth and reputation (Moran, 2018). Truly happy individuals have achieved the primary purpose of life by achieving serene ad permanent happiness rather than short-lived forms of happiness. 
In my view, I believe that happiness can be achieved from the pursuit of fame, seeking reputation and monetary wealth to ensure an individual’s life is better as opposed to Aristotle’s view on happiness, which he argues represents a complete and sufficient good of life, implying that the pursuit of happiness should have no evil mixed within it to be considered the ultimate and central purpose of life itself. My view on happiness is based on the understanding that it can be achieved despite the actions leading to it, which Aristotle disputes, stating that real happiness should result from the good and virtuous actions.
Question three
For Aristotle, the central purpose of life is to achieve the function of a good man attaining the end goal of life, which is happiness. According to him, happiness represents the chief good of life, which can only be achieved through good and virtuous actions performed in accordance with appropriate excellence. The action towards achieving happiness can be considered an activity of the soul; it follows the rational principle of a good man acting morally to achieve the mean end of being happy. 
Question four
According to Aristotle, chief good refers to the highest human good desirable as an end in itself, which is embedded in the unique nature of human beings, to be achieved as a function of virtue and proper functioning. The pursuit of chief good can only be achieved through the rational activity of the soul. Proximate good, on the other hand, according to Aristotle, refers to the good resulting from actions committed from a dispositional state or a habitual manner of responding to episodes of undergoing such as anger, fear, longing, and pity that are usually accompanied by either pleasure of pain. 
Lex Naturalis refers to the natural law of nature whose provisions are arguably drawn from the physical nature, and for this reason, it holds a universal validity (Bobbio, 2017). In this law, the jurisprudence is often related to natural law, deriving its authority from the moral objective moral standards. Ius Naturale, on the other hand, refers to natural justice, which protects individuals from violations of human rights. 
Moral virtues, in definition, refer to traits such as courage, justice, honesty, among others. It is noted that moral virtues are often exemplified in by courage and liberality. Generally, moral virtues represent the disposition to behave in the right manner. Intellectual virtues refer to the primary virtues governing the ethical behavior and understanding of an individual, usually expressed in the form of wisdom, intellectual humility, and inquisitiveness. In a sense, intellectual virtues represent personal qualities essential in good thinking. 
Hobbes defines happiness as a "general inclination of all mankind." Hobbes believes that every human being struggles to achieve happiness. Happiness, according to him, is, therefore, the achievement of variable objects of desire that is usually attained in an unending process of pursuit. Happiness, as defined by Aristotle, refers to the achievement of chief good in life that results in the perfection of human life, consequently fulfilling the central purpose of life. However, according to him, this pursuit requires rational choices by human beings to be virtuous. 
The law of nature, according to Hobbes, preserved human life and condemned its destruction. The first law of nature outlines that everyone should endeavor peace to protect and preserve human life. The law states that by all means, humans can defend themselves, consequently fulfilling the demands of natural law for self-defense. The second law of nature states that to maintain the peace we so much desire, there is a need to relinquish some natural rights such as the right to take another person's life in order to escape the natural state of war.   
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