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In This essay, I will put forward an argument as to why social contract theory is a justification for the state to have power over individuals, outlining both the for and against the social contract in which we seemingly are bound by to this day. It does seem that to enable it to be upheld though there has to be a constant revisiting of the laws and regulations so that they continue to work efficiently within society, and also in line with natural laws of both our human nature and that of our environment. The people also should be enabled to have more contribution, whilst also upholding their part of the social contract too.	
Social contract theory is a theory derived from there being a contract between each individual which forms a state upon which you are governed by. You are obliged to the state to abide by the laws and regulations within that societal setting and therefore are bound by that contract; although there have been philosophers who have opposed the social contract theory, to say that we should only be bound to it if the state is fulfilling their part too.
Rousseau was one of these he thought that man was born free and that modern governing indeed represses society, that man by nature is good and just and in this they live naturally; when we became more civilized societies and grew in population, resources became more sought after too, we started cohabiting and there became discourse as people became more self-absorbed and more competitive enabling them to get ahead, gain more and more likely compare ourselves to each other; where once we were solitary creatures not seeing others for long periods. What Rousseau seemed to leave out was that our natural state is one of coherence and we understood that to thrive was to work in accordance to our natural state of being in the world, that we are intrinsically co-dependent and social creatures by default. Rousseau put forward that true democracy was that of every individual getting there say, and by doing this we would collectively come together to decide how to live within our societies; together in harmony, and what laws would be set; general will.
John Locke’s view was that if the government were to not upheld people’s natural rights then we would no longer be obligated to comply with the rules that go along with this social contract that we could opt out and in this vote for a better government who would upheld these natural rights. The natural rights which Locke was talking about are Life, liberty and property. 
You could say that contract theory is justified because if the government are providing a range of amenities then you would have to abide to the laws and regulations as to which enable you to take advantage of these and for the wellbeing and advancement of so called good living within that society. Also, the laws would be the foundation, so that there would be more order and that we would be able to get along due to being fearful of the consequences of which would be brought upon us from the state.  We would follow these laws because we are bound by the social contract by just being in society and using all amenities provided by that state. Like any group of individuals, there are always a set of obligations that are to abide by when collectively grouping together, and the rules can either be voted by the individuals but are usually governed by a leading party or persons. The overall social contract is a way of creating justice and social order and harmony; but what about individual freedom? Also at what point can we, if ever opt out of this contract? 
[bookmark: _GoBack]To me a social contract is a good way to help create a workable justified society but only if it is created within the paradigms of natural law. There seems to be an interconnectedness of all life and for us to continue to box things in to small packages we are then not enabling life to flow naturally. When this happens there is discourse within society because we are told how to feel and in which way to act. If our individualistic life’s in which we experience all things is not allowed the space to allow natural energy to flow then we not only become splinted from society but of ourselves too. Without becoming too metaphysical we do have a natural order and all things are susceptible to change, which means what was sufficient to govern a society 5yrs ago is not necessarily sufficient now; it must be that for a government to be of use to society and of utmost benefit it must be aligned more with what is right now, to be able to take in all knowledge of the time and then create a certain set of rules and regulations that are constantly being revisited to make sure they work for a large majority rather than a few. For individuals, also to be a benefit to society then there should also be a bind contract with the state to be in tune with the natural order, and to also constantly revise their knowledge, beliefs and the essence of true reality, whilst also contributing and having a sense of belonging. My overall conclusion would then be that yes it can be justified so that people can be guided within society, but the people who would be running the state and making the laws have to comply to rules that entail them to work for the majority and to also take into account our natural order, and to work in coherence; a more of a world view approach, and to realize that to really thrive and to move forward as individuals we need to come together as a whole.
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