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The term state of nature refers to a time before the government and the absence of social structures today. Philosophers John Locke and Thomas Hobbes had different ideas and inputs of the state of nature, and what they might think it would look like. Hobbes has the idea that humanity is unable to control itself and that humans are animals or even savages, with him thinking that humans are in a consent war with each other. To change this he thought the best thing was to have a controlling government with absolute power required for progression. Lock has similar but different thoughts on the matter, believing that we are all rational and reasonable.  With this being said he states that the only way for society to progress was to have a form of government, without unlimited power with the means of protecting people's rights.  
Locke's beliefs on what a state of nature is that he believes that the state of nature in his eyes described as people all free and equal in the world. The way of life directs all humans in the sense that we know the natural law of life and will not harm others or steal or take what is not theirs. If problems arise he believes that people will just resolve it amongst themself by creating a mutual agreement, then trying to fix things through violence or harming each other. He does believe that having a government is required still, to seek justice. Having a more organized society allows the promotion of significant protection of people's natural rights. Hobbes's point of view of the state of nature is a little different, as he believes that people in the state of nature are animals and can't think for themselves. So he thinks there should be a strong and controlling government because he believes that we all can’t think independently and make decisions. Hobbs wanted people to give up their natural freedom and rights for safety and protection. As Hobbes states “In such condition, there is no place for industry, because the fruit thereof is uncertain: and consequently no culture of the earth; no navigation, nor use of the commodities that may be imported by sea” (Hobbes 58). He expects that there can be no moving forward in the world to innovation due to all humans being chaotic and crazy, that is why we need this type of dictator government. 
		These three also both have a different view of what they think consent is, with Hobbes being more of an enforcer and making people give up their rights for the sake of their protection with no real say in the matter. On the other hand, Locke approaches consent differently in letting the people choose to consent to their rights for protection and having more freedom in what they do. There could be many problems that arise with both of these ideas of consent, for instance with Locke people might think they are forced to be in a government and might not want to consent to their rights this could also be said with Hobbes's idea of consent as well. I would say there more problems with Hobbes's side due to his government having too much power that can overleaf to an abusement of power causing even more problems. On the contrary Lock’s perspective is a bit better with he focuses more on what is going to benefit the well-being of the people. Introducing a government can lead to resolving problems more humanely, without having somebody with absolute power in control to make the calls and order everybody around. As Locke explains “men living together according to reason, without a common superior on earth, with authority to judge between them, is properly the state of nature” (Locke 9). This describes that people use reason to influence what actions they might do. Protecting their rights also gives them production and safety, even having the ability to leave the government if they don't fully agree with everything not forcing them to obey. Both Hobbes and Locke's perceptions of consent differ from each other, with one side being more resistive and more of a force in what you are consenting to. When looking at Locke's perspective on consent is a little different and better believing people should be able to choose what they are consenting to and have more individual freedom. Locke's interpretation of people's liberties is allowing people to have more freedom will allow them to create a just society. Hobbes thinks the other way where he thinks people consenting their rights for the greater good, for safety and discipline having people obey. 
		Hobbes and Locke have very different but also similar perspectives on what individual liberty is and what their version of the state of nature is. When Locke’s version of the state of nature is that we humans are all free and equal, with our natural rights. He believes that a form of government is necessary for our natural rights to be protected while also keeping all our freedom as humans. As opposed to Hobbes observing the state of nature a tad different, seeing the state of nature as out of control and unstable. Believing that humans are unable to make decisions and choices on their own without a government with absolute power to keep everybody in line and maintain protection while stealing some freedom. Lock’s outlook on the state of nature allows people to choose between having a government or not prioritizing rights and freedom, which is a lot more appealing. Then Hobbes's version of a government with all the power makes people give up their rights as human beings for the sake of protection. Comparing John Locke and Thomas Hobbes we can get a better sense of the idea of the state of nature and our liberties as a society. My opinion on the matter is that Locke's view on government and individual liberties as a whole is superior then everybody else. Allowing us to think and consent to what we want and what we think is right is so powerful, contributing to a successful and progressive society as a whole. 




 


