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Introduction 
Thomas Hobbes was an English philosopher who is well known for his political thought. Hobbes's vision of the world is extraordinarily original and still very relevant to modern politics. His foremost concern was political and social order, i.e., how humans can live with one another peacefully, avoiding the dangers of fear and civil conflicts[footnoteRef:1]. Hobbes posed a stark alternative whereby he said that people should be obedient to the government. He said that if people fail to obey, what awaits is a state of nature, which he said resembles civil war.  [1:  Herring, J.P. (2017). Why do we obey?] 

Jean Jacques Rousseau was a Genevan philosopher. He was also a composer and writer. Rousseau's political philosophy influenced the progress of the enlightenment in the whole of Europe together with the French Revolution and the development of contemporary educational, political, and economic thought[footnoteRef:2]. His Discourse on inequality, as well as the Social contrast, laid the basis of modern social and political thought. [2:  Rousseau, J. J., & May, G. (2002). The social contract: And, the first and second discourses. Yale University Press.
] 

What are the similarities and differences between them?
Thomas Hobbes and Rousseau had a similar understanding of the nature of human beings. They both followed the natural impulses for the development of knowledge about the nature of humans. Moreover, Hobbes and Rousseau asserted that individuals possess a natural, unalienable privileges whereby they see their mind's eye as a form of social organization founded upon a social contrast amongst people that don't trample upon these natural rights. Hobbes further declared that human being's nature is somewhat selfish and animalist. However, Thomas Hobbes suggested that human nature has to be ruled by the government. 
On the other, Hobbes and Rousseau had opposing theories about the nature of human beings. Thomas Hobbes's approach is founded upon the postulation that the nature of humans is naturally violent and competitive, while the theory of Rousseau about the state of a natural man is one living harmoniously with nature plus in a better condition. Rousseau has been criticized due to his naivety in his view of human nature, while Hobbes has been criticized due to his excessive view of human being's nature[footnoteRef:3]. [3:  Steinberger, P. J. (2008). Hobbes, Rousseau, and the modern conception of the state. The Journal of Politics, ] 

Moreover, Thomas Hobbes's theory is built on the notion of Individualism in that society can only be explained in terms of people who constitute it. He claims that everyone is selfish and only concerned with their preservation, even at other people's expense. This, in turn, would lead to conflicts and final result in what he termed as the "State of War." So, generally, Hobbes has a relatively negative view about the nature of humans in that with no absolute sovereign to control human desires, people will always live in a "State of War," which is cruel, short, nasty, and low. Rousseau's theory, on the other hand, differs from that of Hobbes as Rousseau thought that people's nature is primarily useful. He argues that society is the corrupting force that causes a transformation in their individual's personality into self-centered people, as explained by Hobbes. Rousseau doesn't refute that Hobbes' account of the State of Nature is accurate. It's just that he (Hobbes) didn't define it correctly[footnoteRef:4]. According to Rousseau, the State of Nature is more than just government removal. To him, it is the removal of all cultural clothes comprising of language, beliefs, and understanding of oneself. Hence, Rousseau's view of human being's nature is very favorable compared to Hobbes, and thus any negative aspects of human nature are due to associations with society.  [4:  Hobbes, T. (1914). Leviathan. JM Dent.
] 

Moreover, although the two theories have their flaws, Rousseau being naïve. Though Thomas Hobbes was overly pessimistic, it is clear that Rousseau has built an ideological State of Nature which is not only unrealistic in its creation but also clearly not proven in its belief that human beings are naturally nonviolent people. It is the society that corrupts them. Therefore, Hobbes' analysis of the nature of humans is much more realistic than that of Rousseau.
 How do they employ the concept of equality in their approaches?
Thomas Hobbes believed in equality. His notion of equality was so peculiar that it referred to the capability to kill or conquer one another, though Hobbes was consistent with his nation of power. Hobbes further said that equality naturally results in conflict amongst people, mainly because of glory, distrust, and competition. However, Hobbes employs the concept of equality when explaining the social contrast theory whose aim was to depict that all society members have a reason to endorse and comply with the vital social rules, principles, laws, and institutions of the society. All these govern all the members of the community equally. These social contract models originated during the age of enlightenment, and it concerns the legitimacy of the authority of the government over the individuals. Rousseau's approach does not apply the concept of equality; instead, he uses the inequality concept. 

If rational self-interest ties people to the Commonwealth, is it sufficient to keep them together?
NO, it's not sufficient to keep them together.
Why should citizens obey the government?
People in their everyday lives always overlook this question of why citizens should obey their government. And usually, there is no one right answer to the problem. One has the responsibility to recognize why he or she observes his/her government for many reasons. Obedience comes from distinct types of legitimacy. For instance, it can be due to force fear, respect, and an individual's conscience. Genuinely understanding this question's complication will conclude in one particular explanation as to why people obey. One philosophical/theoretical point of view to study is by Max Weber. Max weber gives a description of his theory of modern-day obedience originating from a legal authority. According to Weber, political leaders elected by the people have the obligation of obeying the constitution and create laws. Therefore, citizens should also attend the government's laws since the rules have acceptability thru the constitution (Herring,2017).
[bookmark: _GoBack]Thomas Hobbes, on the other hand, sees a person's obedience coming from social contract theory, which is usually made by the state people. For Hobbes, this social theory established the authority of who was capable of exercise and hold power. He said that if people imagine themselves in a state of nature, without government and law to guide them but the law of nature, people will recognize that people are equal to another and independent. Hobbes further said that people should realize that the state of nature would also be a state of war. He states that "restless desire for Power after Power" that in turn drives the people will result in "aware of every man against every man" (Hobbes, chapter 11 & 13). Therefore to escape terrible conditions, citizen surrender their independence by entering into a covenant to obey a sovereign power with the mandate of making, enforcing, and interpreting the laws. Hobbes termed this form of the social contract as the sovereignty by institution. Also, Hobbes insisted that conquerors should acquire authority over the people they subject to their rule, whereby he termed it as sovereignty by acquisition. This is when they permit the subjects to go about their business. However, in either case, Thomas Hobbes said that the subjects should obey those who have real power over them, whether they (subjects) have a choice in whoever is governing them or not. This is because the subjects have the obligation of obeying the sovereign, whether the sovereignty is acquired or instituted. 
So, Hobbes believed in a strong central authority that would offer protection to the people. If it failed to accomplish this, the people could do away with power and replace it with another either by force or through their voices. Therefore, according to him, citizens respect the government so that it can offer protection to them. The government protects its citizens from internal and external attacks by terrorists, citizen to citizen violence, and exploitation by business people and among other things[footnoteRef:5].  [5:  Rousseau, J. J. (1984). A Discourse on the Origins of Inequality: with introduction and notes by Maurice Cranston.
] 

 Is there any role left for the common values in the Commonwealth or the civil state?
The Commonwealth is an association of 54 nations that works together towards the common goal of peace, prosperity, and democracy. The Commonwealth values include human rights, the rule of law, free trade promotion of democracy, individual liberty, multilateralism, world peace, and egalitarianism. However, there is no role left for the common values in the Commonwealth. 
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