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The outbreak of the pandemic COVID-19 in December 2019 placed the world on a state of high alert with national and state governments holding the responsibility of protecting the people from the deadly virus. According to Hobbes, states are the absolute sovereign power with the final authority that controls all political issues. He believed that the presence of a sovereign could help establish and sustain peace for everyone (Hobbes: 184). Hobbes argued against the state of nature where there were no laws or anyone to enforce them. In his view, during this pandemic, Hobbes would have argued that the government had the responsibility to protect the lives of the people and help those who were adversely affected by the outbreak.
Additionally, failure by the government to effectively protect the lives of the people, according to Hobbes would have resulted in violent revolutions, chaos and mass causalities (Hobbes: 185). In his view, Hobbes would have asked us to contemplate our priorities. Instead of reopening the economy before the pandemic ends would have been disastrous leave alone removal of the most essential containment strategy, the masks. Hobbes would have advised the governments to play their major role in securing lives rather than endangering lives. 
Arguably, sustaining a healthy nation is a precondition to a successful economy. Opening up an economy in the face of a deadly pandemic would mean that the government has failed in its primary duty to protect its people.
As stated in the law of nature, the Leviathan had a duty to ensure the safety of the people. According to Hobbes, the inability of the government to fulfil this function would not only result in people being threatened by the deadly virus but also indicative of the absence of effective sovereign authority. Similarly, in his view, the calls to reopen the economy would mean subordinating the lives of people which it should protect. Considering civil liberties, Hobbes argued that "people resent governmental interference, and, taken to extreme, excessive regulations or misrule lead to civil discontent" (Hobbes: 193). As noted by Hobbes, for the continual fear and danger of violent death, quarantine would have been better during a pandemic as everyone put behind their liberties and freedoms for the public good.
Admittedly, the restrictions on our liberties and the subsequent loss of freedom of socialization would be considered substantial. Accepting the responsibility of the state to impose rules on us produces certainty where there would have been none. Based on Hobbesian reasoning, it is essential to note that instead of making calls to reopen the economy at the expense of human lives the government should particularly focus on putting in place proactive mechanisms that are not only long-term but also efficient enough to effectively manage the Covid-19 situation. With the businesses shuttered, according to this reasoning, it would call for government intervention to address the dwindling economic situation and the issue of developing unemployment. 

Protection by the government according to Hobbes would involve helping those who have been negatively affected by the situation while at the same time protecting the lives of the others. He stated that “What grieves and discontents the human spirit more than anything else is poverty; or want of the essentials for the preservation of life and dignity.” This would ensure that states implement policies meant to help people during this pandemic. In conclusion, it is worth noting that during this pandemic, the interventions of an all-powerful government is necessary as a grand bargain to save our lives. By staying in quarantines and obeying the social distancing regulations we are in a sense submitting to the power of Leviathan to help us through the pandemic. 
Adam Smith
Adam Smith, a renowned economist of the 18th century argued that the invisible handle of the market transformed the individual self-interest into the common good for all members of the society (Smith: 75). Tellingly as I argue here, the pandemic has observably disrupted the economic conditions of the world; disrupted the markets as well as global supply chains. This has consequently resulted in renewed thinking to sustain the world economy. According to Adam Smith, economies can only operate effectively without the influence of a central authority. He observed that the actions of the individual pursuing their self-interests create the necessary tugs and pulls of demand and supply to effectively regulate the market. In this view, according to Adam Smith, the involvement of the government during this pandemic to lock down certain areas would be unnecessary since this would greatly impact the invisible handle of the market.


The invisible hand functioned properly in an environment supported by natural laws and was best fostered in an environment with free competition. To ensure the proper function of the market economies as advanced by Smith, he advocated for a limited government only responsible for educating and defending the country. In this view, locking people in quarantine during the pandemic by an observably all-powerful government would have interfered with the individual desire to buy and sell and consequently create wealth for the nation. In his book, Smith argued that a wealthy nation is that which is filled with citizens working productively to address their economic needs and also addressing their financial needs as well (Smith: 213). The involvement of the government to halt productions during the Covid-19 period according to Smith would limit the production capabilities of the people. 
Smith observed that life would have been tough if our “affections, which, by the very nature of our being, ought frequently to influence our conduct, could upon no occasion appear virtuous, or deserve esteem and commendation from anybody. The constant fear of death according to Smith would present significant negative impacts on the global economies (Smith: 345). Logically, Smith would have presented other strategies that would otherwise ensure the survival and the preservation of a viable market even in the face of a pandemic. 
John Stuart Mill
John Stuart Mill on the other hand presented differing opinions from the other two philosophers.  Mill advocated for the theory of utilitarianism arguing that an action stands to be right only if it promotes happy for a significant number of people (Mill: 301). According to Mill, actions are considered right if they promote the greatest happiness principle. The promotion of happiness is to benefit the greatest number of people. 
Taking for example the current situation of Covid-19, the promotion of happiness for the greatest number of people would involve strategic measures to curb the spread of the virus, however, such moves would also trample the rights and freedoms of others consequently creating pain for them. Mill, argues that rights and liberties can only be upheld if society benefits from them. In this view, the freedom of association and movement would have been limited as an essential measure aimed at promoting happiness for the greatest number of people. 
Putting a few sections of the country under lockdown to minimize the spread of the virus would have been considered by Mill since it maximized the happiness of many by ensuring that their good health is sustained. Utilitarianism is considered the most developed version of consequentialism which states that our actions should be influenced by the value of the consequences. In essence, quarantines according to Mill would have been morally relevant because the resulting consequences would have been significantly positive. Mill in his book, Liberty outlines the roles of the state. He argues that the state is sometimes justified to restrict and limit individual rights and freedoms. For instance, he argues that governments have the responsibility of limiting individual liberties, rights and freedoms if the action acts to prevent harm to others. 
Although Mill does not provide a justification for the governments to limit individual rights and liberties, his views on Liberty highlights situations where these rights and freedoms can be pushed aside by the government to ensure the safety of others. Mill’s views could have justified lockdowns and quarantines because these strategies despite significantly infringing on individual freedoms are necessary to prevent the spread of the virus.

 According to Mill, people should be left to be free and without restrictions as long as they do not present any harm to those around them.  He argues against coercion to make individuals conform to certain standards in a society. Wearing masks during this pandemic according to Mill would have been seen as coercion to achieve conformity by the government which he argues is beyond the government responsibility. 
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