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Can Social Contract Theory provide a convincing justification for the legitimacy of the power of the state over individuals? 
[bookmark: _Hlk507409702]Looking for the justification of the state leads us to examine the social contract theory. The social contract is an agreement between the people of a society and their governing state. The agreement in its most basic terms is; the governing state provides safety and security and other benefits, and the people obey the laws of the state. For Philosopher John Locke (1689) this involved people handing over some of their natural rights for their other natural rights to be protected. The social contract is not a written contract nor is it a spoken verbal agreement. The social contract exists through voluntary consent to the governing state. Consent is a moral defence of the state. ‘the state is justified if, but only if, every individual over which it claims authority has consented’ (Wolff 2006). That by voluntarily consenting to the state the people have moral obligation to follow the rules of the state, giving the state its justification for power over people. 									There are different ways in which the governing state uses consent to justify its power. Firstly, through Hypothetical consent. Hypothetical consent is, if the people were given the choice of the state, they would consent (Wolff 2006). Hypothetical consent is justified because the state is seen to be the most rational option. The people who do not want peace and prosperity are seen to be irrational. This justification of consent can be seen as assumptive. To assume that people would consent to the power of the state leaves room for criticism. Anarchists would disagree to the power of the state. This means that hypothetical consent is not universally applicable to all peoples. For an anarchist also, the lack of a physical contract means that there is no justification for the state’s power over the people. So, the state is to them illegitimate.					Tacit consent to the social contract, is another way in which state uses consent to justify its power. This is where if the people use the benefits that the state provides, the people have a moral duty to obey the laws. The government provides things such as roads and education, and because we use these amenities we are bound to the state. There are also problems to this method of justification, which are outlined by David Hume. Hume (1752) says that we do not really have any other choice but to use the amenities that the state provides, this is because there is no realistic other option. This presents another dilemma for justifying the state’s power over people through the social contract. Although tacit consent failings can be resolved with voting. The people vote in the government of their choice so, they have a say in running of the state and the services that it provides. The principle of fairness is linked to tacit consent and is a justification for the state. The principle of fairness states that it does not matter is we consent of not we still use the services of the state and so have a duty of fairness to follow the laws of the land (Wolff 2006). so, through the principle of fairness we can also justify the governing state. 										Another way in which the states justifies its legitimate power is by looking at the nature argument, primarily through Thomas Hobbes’ work. Hobbes (1651) believed that human nature is ‘solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short’. Hobbes belief was that humans need a strong state to prevent human nature taking over, otherwise there would be chaos. Hobbes account of human nature is more widely accepted because of modern time examples of failed states. You can see what happens when a social contract breaks down. An example of a failed state would be Somalia. The state broke down resulting in civil war in 1991, with militia groups and extremists taking over. There has been chaos around the country with many refugees fleeing the violence. The failed state example can provide for many reason enough to justify the states legitimate power and the need for a strong state to keep everything and everyone in order. Of course, not everyone agrees with Hobbes account of human nature. Locke and Rousseau believed that humans have a kinder nature not one of violence (C. Friend). Rather recently in Zimbabwe there was a ‘coup’ where there was next to no violence (Burke 2017). The social contract between the government and people broke down and the president forced out of power. This was all done rather peacefully in comparison to other coups that have taken place in Africa. Thus, demonstrating that when there is a breakdown between the people and government there is not always violence and the country has not become a failed state. Human nature is not always bad. 									Utilitarianism can be used also as a justification of the state because the social contract provides people with a higher level of happiness. The state has an obligation to meet people’s happiness and so, laws are only just if they serve this purpose. Utilitarianism approach to justifying the state can prove to be difficult as well as useful. It is difficult because we have no means to measure people’s happiness, there are different forms of happiness to different people. If a person was to steal a car this might provide them with what they would say was a greater level of happiness than if they were to not steal the car. This can prove to be difficult in trying to identify what would make the mass of people happy because of the variant differences. Utilitarian approach is useful also, it identifies what makes people happy and through this can keep the peace for the masses. Of course, not everyone is happy which is why there are some anarchist groups that will exist in governing states. 											To conclude the states justification comes from the social contract. Without the social contract the governing state will hold no power over the people; Apart from in an authoritarian regime. So, the state’s power is only justified when people consent to the social contract. This means that social contract theory can provide a justification for the legitimacy of the power of the state over people, only if the people consent. The reasoning can sometimes also be flawed especially when it comes to consent, but through looking at what happens to societies where social contract has broken down, and where governing states have failed, this is enough for people to want to consent to social contract. The fear of what would happen if the governing state was to fail, is enough for a majority of people to obey the laws of the government. 
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