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 Rousseau and the Fall of Social Man

 ANTHONY SKILLEN

 As ideas and feelings succeeded one another, and heart and head
 were brought into play, men continued to lay aside their natural
 wildness; their private connections became ever more intimate as
 their limits extended. They accustomed themselves to assemble
 before their huts round a large tree; singing and dancing, the true
 offspring of love and leisure, became the amusement, or rather the
 occupation, of men and women thus assembled together with
 nothing else to do. Each one began to consider the rest, and to
 wish to be considered in turn; and thus a value came to be
 attached to public esteem. Whoever sang or danced best, whoever
 was the handsomest, the strongest, the most dexterous, or the
 most eloquent, came to be of most consideration; and this was the
 first step towards inequality, and at the same time towards vice.
 From these first distinctions arose on the one side vanity and
 contempt and on the other shame and envy; and the fermentation
 caused by these heavens ended by producing combinations fatal to
 innocence and happiness.1

 No sooner is humankind celebrating its emergence from the state of
 nature into elementary communal existence than this very celebra-
 tion passes, seemingly of necessity, into the first nightmares of
 'inequality' and 'vice'. The savagely transcendental pessimism of the
 Discourse on the Origin of Inequality's view of the social condition, if
 anything highlighted by Rousseau's insisting two paragraphs later
 that this primitive state, prior to division of and property in labour
 and technology, is 'the very best man could experience'2 appears
 gratuitous and confused. Why should the happy community divide
 itself up in that way? Why should sociability of all things be
 presented as inherently forcing such division?

 1 J. J. Rousseau, 'A Discourse on the Origin of Inequality', in The Social
 Contract and Discourses, trans. G. D. H. Cole (London: Everyman, 1913
 (1935) ), 213. 'Distinctions' in the last sentence is Cole's translation of

 'preferences'. Whatever the origin of the inequality of recognition accorded the
 Second Discourse and the Social Contract, the fact is that the Everyman
 edition has now gone out of print, while Penguin now has The Social Contract
 without its subversive accompaniment. Maurice Cranston's new translation
 (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1984) will fill the gap.

 2 Op. cit. 214.
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 It is true that Rousseau goes on to depict the divisions of wealth
 and power bound up with property relations. Such divisions,
 expressible in terms of differential comforts and burdens, pleasures
 and pains, powers and subjections, and rooted in the 'natural
 aversion to labour' that was an axiom of the new Political Economy,
 lend themselves to a materialist interpretation: 'dependence on
 others' can in that sense be read as an economic phenomenon. In
 those terms, the twist in such passages as this discussion began with
 appears a peripheral aberration, explicable by Rousseau's notorious
 penchant for turning sweetness sour. Many commentators, then,
 presenting a largely materialist account of the Second Discourse,
 almost ignore the corrosion in the 'Golden Age' itself. Emile
 Durkheim sees inequality emerging quantitatively from 'increased
 needs' which make people economically dependent on each other.3
 Giovanni della Volpe, in a chapter of Rousseau and Marx entitled
 'The Problematic of Rousseau's Second Discourse', represents Rous-
 seau as nothing more than an historical materialist; the 'unremitting
 rage of distinguishing ourselves'4 which, Rousseau tells us, provides
 the motivation for accumulating wealth and power, is not discussed.5
 Despite heading his chapter 'The Roots of the Trouble', Mario
 Einaudi, while noting that natural man and civilized man are
 'radically different beings',6 utterly ignores the Golden Age's own
 transformation. John Plamenatz is aware of Rousseau's preoccupa-
 tion with 'reputation' but gives the following as his analysis of
 Rousseau's catastrophe theory:

 He means, I think, that men, as they strive to satisfy their natural
 desires, get in each other's way. They become in the end so taken
 up with their fears and enmities that they are more anxious to get
 the better of other people than to make the best of their own
 lives.7

 But for Rousseau the difference is of kind, not of degree, not a change
 from reasonable anxiety to obsession. Rousseau had earlier insisted that
 in the State of Nature human beings treat each other's interferences as

 E. Durkheim, Montesquieu and Rousseau, Forerunners of Sociology
 (Ann Arbor: Michigan University Press, 1960), 81.

 4 Rousseau, op. cit. 233.
 ' G. della Volpe, Rousseau and Marx (London: Lawrence and Wishart,

 1978).
 6 M. Einaudi, The Early Rousseau (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,

 1967), 118.
 7 J. Plamenatz, Man and Society (London: Longmans, 1963), Vol. 1,

 377 (footnote).
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 'natural occurrences' on a par with other physical and animal
 hindrances,8 and as generating only a 'mechanical' prudence. Social
 man, on the other hand, has desires to which he sacrifices 'natural'
 goods and treats others' getting in his way, not only as a hindrance, but
 as a potential humiliation. Another commentator, Roger D. Masters,
 while noting, like Plamenatz, the value of Emile to an understanding of

 the Second Discourse, skates over the important passages which, we
 shall see, provide a quite specific illumination.' Emphasizing the
 benign nature of the 'First Revolution' (from natural to social
 existence), Ronald Grimsley merely notes that Rousseau's social man
 becomes proud and envious as a consequence of beginning 'to treat
 himself as a separate being'-hardly illuminating; 10 while Kennedy F.
 Roche, in a chapter entitled 'Natural Man and His Downfall' quotes the
 singing and dancing passage, notes its revealing a 'craving for
 reputation', and passes on to the 'Second Revolution' by which class
 civilization forms. 11 All seem to ignore or underplay the significance of
 such passages as this:

 In a word, I could prove that, if we have a few rich men on the
 pinnacle of fortune and grandeur, while the crowd grovels in want
 and obscurity, it is because the former prize what they enjoy only
 in so far as others are destitute of it; and because without
 changing their condition, they would cease to be happy the
 moment the people ceased to be wretched.12

 The beginning of this climactic paragraph refutes the idea that
 what we have here is a distinctive logic of 'civilization' as opposed to
 the culmination of a universal social dynamic:

 I could readily explain how, even without the intervention of
 government, inequality of credit and authority become unavoid-
 able among private persons as soon as their union in a single
 society made them compare themselves with another, and take
 into account the differences which they have found from the
 continual intercourse every man had to have with his
 neighbours.13

 8 Rousseau, op. cit. 197 (footnote).
 9 R. D. Masters, Rousseau (Princeton: Princeton University Press,

 1968), 139-140.
 10 R. Grimsley, The Philosophy of Rousseau (London: Oxford University

 Press, 1973), 37.
 11 K. F. Roche, Rousseau, Stoic and Romantic (London: Methuen,

 1974), 35.
 12 Rousseau, op. cit. 234.
 13 Op. cit. 232.
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 John Charvet is distinctive in taking Rousseau's words seriously
 enough to pay them the respect of detailed critical analysis. Urging
 that 'property and economic inequality merely provide the fertile soil
 for amour-propre', and that this passion has its origins in social
 existence itself, Charvet writes

 ... men are already corrupt, by depending for their self-
 satisfaction on the status they have in the eyes of others. Wealth is
 desired for the superior condition it affords, and through the other
 superiorities that through it can be acquired or affected.14

 Charvet understands Rousseau's meaning as follows:

 What Rousseau seems to be saying is that it is in the first place the
 making of comparative evaluations of each other which psycholo-
 gically marks the break between natural and social men; that these
 comparative evaluations create in men a desire to be distinguished
 in the opinions of others and thus at the same time both a concern
 for their relative status and a dependence for their self-identity on
 how they exist in the eyes of others; and finally that this
 transformation engenders a fundamentally competitive conscious-
 ness in men, which is reflected in equally competitive and vicious
 relations between them.15

 More recently Christopher Cherry, in 'How Differences Make a
 Difference', focused on 'the Golden Age' and its singing and dancing to
 develop a critique both of certain forms of egalitarianism on the one
 hand and of Rousseau's 'Guinness Book of Records philosophy of

 social action'16 on the other. According to Cherry, Rousseau moves
 fallaciously from the necessarily comparative character of social
 activities to the extremist view that competitive concern is 'involved
 in the very idea of acting with others'.17 Charvet and Cherry's
 discussions correct the materialists and incidentally remind egalita-
 rian philosophers of the work they have to do to establish sound
 foundations. (This article shirks that challenge at least in its head-on
 form.) But both give the impression of Rousseau's pessimism not
 only as muddled, which it no doubt was, but as unmotivated. I want

 14 j. Charvet, The Social Problem in the Philosophy of Rousseau
 (Cambridge University Press, 1974), 26.

 p. cit. 30.
 16 C. Cherry, 'How Differences Make a Difference', in Philosophy and

 Phenomenological Research XLI (1980-81), 64-92, 78.
 17 op. cit. 81.
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 to offer a 'logical dynamic' which at least makes some sense of
 Rousseau's dialectic of despair, whereby in the very act of coming
 together in the fullest desire for community, human beings are impelled
 into a spinning decline into an 'inequality and vice' marked by radical
 self-estrangement and misery as well as material squalor.

 Charvet says that the song and dance passage is the only depiction
 of man's 'psychological transformation in society', but this is not so.
 Indeed, the preceding paragraph gives an account of precisely the
 kind of 'need for others' which I take to be fundamental, and gives us
 a contrast with the economic dependence of master and slave
 exclusively focused on in materialist accounts. Rousseau is describing
 the shift from scattered and initially purely functional relations in
 which the 'need for others' amounts only to others being necessary
 instruments or convenient aids to the achievement of individual goals
 (shelter, provision of food and so on) subsumed by Rousseau under
 'amour de soil, classically distinguished in the long footnote in Part
 I :18

 Among young people of opposite sexes, living in neighbouring
 huts, the transient commerce required by nature soon led,
 through mutual intercourse, to another kind, not less agreeable
 and more permanent. Men began to -take the differences between
 objects into account, and to make comparisons; they acquired
 imperceptibly the ideas of beauty and merit, which soon gave rise
 to feelings of preference. In consequence of seeing each other
 often, they could not do without seeing each other constantly. A
 tender and pleasant feeling insinuated itself into their souls and
 the least opposition turned it into impetuous fury; with love arose
 jealousy; discord triumphed, and human blood was sacrificed to
 the gentlest of all passions.19

 It is at this stage that Rousseau starts to talk about 'the first
 expansion of the human heart' and 'the need for others' experienced
 as 'the tender and pleasant feeling' called 'love'. The singing and
 dancing of the next paragraph mark and celebrate the passage
 beyond convenient and pleasurable liaisons involving progressively
 ramified reciprocities with asocial motivation to a condition where
 more or less settled relationships, especially of an erotic and familial
 kind (Rousseau mentions the beginning of paternal affection, mater-
 nal affection being, it seems, natural) broaden out to the formation
 of local communities. Psychologically, people come to value each

 18 Rousseau, op. cit. 197.

 19 Op. cit. 212.
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 other in terms other than instrumental ones. It is here, already,
 before the music starts, that 'everything begins to change its aspect'.
 Hearts and minds are expanding and blood is already being spilt in
 jealous fights. Rousseau places love, described by Elizabeth
 Rapaport2 as his 'paradigm of social relations', at the centre of his
 account. It would seem that some examination of Rousseau's view of
 love might illuminate the power as well as the limitation of his
 depiction of social existence as doomed to frenzy and self-
 estrangement.

 In describing the intermittent and benignly bestial sexual life of
 natural man, Rousseau has already, in the first section, made some
 contrastive observations, analogous to his distinction between natural
 and social self-love (amour de soilamour-propre), on the socially
 engendered 'moral' as opposed to the 'physical' ingredients of 'love'.
 This 'factitious' element 'determines and fixes this [sexual] desire
 exclusively on one particular object'.21 Feminine 'care and cleverness'
 (we shall see later some significance to Rousseau's usually implicit
 placing of the female as 'other') strive to secure this fixation, 'to
 establish their empire and put in power the sex which ought to
 obey'.22 This is not a mere matter of enhancing 'natural physical
 attraction', since erotic love in its socialized form is based on 'ideas of
 beauty and merit'23 which have an essentially comparative, judgmen-
 tal character, and are beyond the ken of natural man who is thus
 blessed in his promiscuous wanderings with ignorance of 'those
 excellences which whet the appetite while they increase the difficulty
 of gratifying it'.24 In the dark forests where natural man strays all
 women (Rousseau assumes a natural heterosexuality) are as grey as
 the cats.

 It might be thought that there is nothing of special significance to
 love as Rousseau conceives it. Do we not simply have here one
 example of a 'need', involving preference and 'comparison', which
 generates a measure of competitiveness but which could hardly help
 us to explain the kind of metamorphosis Rousseau depicts from natural
 man's existence to social man's miserably combined affliction of
 heteronomy, competitiveness, vanity and self-estrangement? Rousseau
 notes, after all, that 'men began to take the differences between objects

 20 E. Rapaport, 'On the Future of Love: Rousseau and the Radical
 Feminists', in Women and Philosophy, C. Gould and M. Wartofsky (eds)
 (New York: Capricorn, 1976).

 21 Rousseau, op. cit. 201.
 22 Ibid.
 23 Ibid.
 24 Ibid.
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 into account'.25 Granted that these 'objects' are human, what is so
 fatally special about that? A passage from the adolescence of Emile
 helps us to focus on the significance of this. My concern in looking at
 them and drawing some threads between the two works more tightly
 together is not to repeat the generalized point that Emile's growth from
 child to man is analogous to the passage from mankind's natural state
 but to unpack Rousseau's conception of the fatal logic of 'love' as he
 understands it and to show that logic to be a model of his dismal
 dialectic of human social life.

 We wish to inspire the preference we feel; love must be mutual.
 To be loved we must be worthy of love; to be preferred we must
 be more worthy than the rest, at least in the eyes of the beloved.
 Hence we begin to look around among our fellows; we begin to
 compare ourselves with them; there is emulation, rivalry and
 jealousy . . . He who feels how sweet it is to be loved desires to be
 loved by everybody; and there could be no preferences if there
 were not many that fail to find satisfaction. With love and
 friendship there begin dissension, enmity and hatred. I behold
 deference to other people's opinions enthroned among all these
 diverse passions, and foolish mortals, enslaved by her power, base
 their very existence merely on what other people think.26

 The 'need for others' felt by the lover is unlike a merely
 instrumental need, in that the beloved is desired and cared for for
 her own sake. But neither is this need, desire and care just like any
 other powerful feeling towards an object 'for its own sake' in virtue of
 its scarce, estimable qualities. For the object of erotic love is a
 subject and, unlike a mere precious thing, desired as such. Now,
 according to Rousseau, love is grounded in comparative estimation of
 'beauty and merit' and love is exclusive, taking a unique object, only

 25 Philip Robinson has pointed out to me that Rousseau's language in this
 whole paragraph had to his French readers the direct sexual sense that the
 context should anyway have led readers of the ambiguous English transla-
 tion to grasp. 'Objects' quite simply meant female 'love objects' or 'objects
 of sexual desire' while 'transient commerce) 'among young people of
 opposite sexes' should not be thought of as occasional barter but as sexual
 intercourse, euphemistically but clearly signified. Rousseau, in other words,
 is straightforwardly placing sexual love at the 'origin' and this is where
 'singing and dancing' get their impulse. See Philip Robinson, 'Rousseau's
 Second Discours: Preciosity, Politics and Translation', French Studies
 Bulletin (1984).

 26 Rousseau, Emile, trans. Foxley (London: Everyman, 1911 (1974)),
 175.

 ill
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 to the extent that the beloved is perceived as more worthy than other
 possible objects of love. The aim of love is the possession of the
 beloved. But whereas other possessions, treasured perhaps because
 of 'beauty and merit', are taken and secured in opposition to others
 through being recognized and accepted as 'yours', the beloved person
 is not secured by these means. This is not to say that others' cravings
 to possess are not relevant; Rousseau makes competition for admired
 women quite central, creating one dimension of the insecurity that
 gets the wheels of estrangement moving. But Rousseau is not just
 speaking of women as prized property. If love could be had through
 naked power and authority-over rivals as well as over the desired
 object-life would be nasty but in Hobbes', not Rousseau's, way.

 The beloved, as a subject, has her own needs, desires and values
 and is herself therefore a centre of consciousness, evaluation and
 motivation. The lover seeks full actively reciprocal love from her. If
 stolen, she should literally return herself to her true possessor.
 Anything else, her tolerance of his 'using' her, for example, is a
 frustration of his need. But since such love cannot be coerced or
 commanded (compare religious belief in Locke's liberal account),
 how can it, and hence the beloved, be truly possessed, and moreover
 known to be possessed?-an urgent context of the Other Minds
 problem. Although the lover wants to possess only a free subject the
 freedom of the subject renders that possession uncertain. A necessary
 condition of the love relationship is a fundamental bar to that
 relationship.

 It is a tautology that to possess love the lover must himself be
 loved. That means, says Rousseau, that he must be esteemed, for
 love is not blind; it always has a basis in evaluation and, since love's
 object is a particular individual, evaluation above others. If she finds
 someone else more estimable, the beloved will love him. That, for
 Rousseau, is a conceptual necessity. Unable to coerce the beloved's
 heart and unable to guarantee that she is not in various, perhaps
 innocent, ways misleading him, the lover must exert the only
 logically appropriate kind of power available: he must be irresistibly
 desirable to the beloved, utterly lovable. He must be lovelier in her
 lovely eyes than possible rivals. Only thus can he hope to possess
 what can only be given freely. And, obviously enough, the beloved,
 qua lover, is in the same predicament if, that is, it is him that she
 loves.

 It is at this stage, it seems to me, that we can make some sense of
 the kind of catastrophic shift of consciousness of which Rousseau
 speaks: the shift from innocent egoism to generalized pathological
 egotism. The desiring lover cannot keep the beloved's love under
 lock and key. He can, however, seek to present himself in such a way

 112
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 that she will be his (will want no one but him as he wants no one but
 her). But just as coercive enslavement could not give the lover what
 he wants, so mere fakery, mere deception cannot give him his
 fulfilment. Suppose he, ordinary (hence deficient) in respect of
 beauty and merit, dons a handsome disguise and borrows the
 trappings of success (or even, like Cyrano de Bergerac, gets a
 handsome man to front for him). Even if the ruse works, it fails to
 give him her love any more than if he had rapaciously enslaved her.
 For he is aware that it is not really him that she loves; his inner self
 is left on the shelf. Here amour-propre comes into action with its
 fantastic ego. The craver for love (and in general for esteem,
 remembering that Rousseau treats erotic love as a kind of esteem, as
 'fancying') imagines himself to have a fantastic superlative identity
 and self-deceptively, hence precariously, sustains this. The lover,
 who must present himself as uniquely irresistible if he is to be
 fancied in the race for the beloved, must fancy himself to be as he
 presents himself, must see himself as he would that others see him, if
 he is to think of his desperate need to possess the object of his love as
 having any chance of being satisfied. More simply and generally, in
 seeking admiration I put up a front. But I cannot derive the
 satisfaction of being admired save to the extent that I identify with

 that front. (Ervinj Goffman talks about this sort of thing as
 'role-embracement', 7 which in view of the narcissistic implications
 of amour-propre, is apt.)

 But now the idol-ego, which is to mediate between the lover and
 the beloved, and generally between the individual and the significant
 others whose esteem he seeks, being a tissue of fabrications, serves
 only to estrange the individual from others ('insincerity') and from
 himself ('inauthenticity'). Modelled in accordance with the indi-
 vidual's fallible sense of 'the opinion of others', the 'ego' guides the
 individual in terms of others' judgments and demands at the same
 time that the compassion (pitie) that natural man brings into society is
 progressively eliminated from his emotional repertoire. Love, mean-
 while, the motive of the whole cycle, is itself undermined by the
 machinations it engenders-if the lover is successful and conquers
 the heart of the beloved this raises doubts as to her worth, since she
 has fallen for what, at bottom, the lover knows to be a sham. On the
 other hand, to the extent that he is caught up in his own illusions,
 her falling for him raises the possibility that, being so wonderful, he

 E. Goffman, 'Role Distance', in Encounters (Aylesbury: Penguin,
 1972), 94.
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 could win an even more estimable object. A cycle of egomania and
 ego-depression is inescapable.28

 It is important to recall the point of this interpretation: to help to
 make sense of the different kind of man 'social man' is in Rousseau's
 account, from 'natural man'. In Rousseau's sense of 'natural',
 according to which 'amour de soi' is natural, a natural concern with
 status and reputation, though it would be compatible with fierce
 competition, would be an instrumental concern. This is the sort of
 thing we find in Thrasymachus, Glaucon and Adeimantus' defence
 of injustice in Plato's Republic. They argue that the reputation of
 virtue is desirable because it brings material rewards. Such a view
 seems to me implied by purely 'materialistic' accounts of Rousseau's
 Second Discourse. But this is not what Rousseau is on about. He is
 not primarily concerned with people's pursuing social reputation as a
 means to materialistic, asocial ends, but rather with their quest for
 esteem as a confirmation of their social identities. Thus whereas
 Rousseau is aware of and draws attention to this sort of vulgar
 hypocrisy ('to be and to seem became two totally different things',29
 etc.), he constantly insists that human ambition is largely relative
 ('. . . the thirst of raising their fortunes, not so much from real want
 as from the desire to injure others'.)30 And without shared 'recogni-
 tion' of superiority, such distinction is worthless. It is for this reason
 that Rousseau stresses the 'artificiality' and 'factitiousness' as well as

 28 I would invite comparative reflection on the following paragraph in
 Marx's Economic and Philosophical AManuscripts of 1844, for it expresses the
 flowering of Romantic Humanism and is forced to acknowledge a tragic
 consequence:

 Assume man to be man and his relationship to the world to be a human
 one: then you can exchange love only for love, trust for trust, etc. If you
 want to enjoy art, you must be an artistically-cultivated person; if you
 want to exercise influence over other people, you must be a person with a
 stimulating and encouraging effect on other people. Every one of your
 relations to man and to nature must be a specific expression, correspond-
 ing to the object of your will, of your real individual life. If you love
 without evoking love in return that is, if your loving as loving does not
 produce reciprocal love; if through a living expression of yourself as a
 loving person you do not make yourself a loved person, then your love is
 impotent a misfortune (Moscow, 1961, p. 14).

 This, not surprisingly, is the last paragraph of the section on Money, and
 marks an awareness, never allowed to develop, of problems of 'non-economic'
 'poverty'.

 29 Rousseau, Discourse, 218.
 30 Ibid.
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 the misery of social existence, as social man, unlike man in the wilds of
 nature,

 lives constantly outside himself, and only knows how to live in the
 opinion of others, so that he seems to receive the consciousness of
 his own existence merely from the judgment of others concerning
 him.31

 It is not enough, then to stress the competitive mentality. Rousseau's
 emphasis is on the deep falsity inherent in social existence, entailing
 not just cynical affectation but desperate spiritual self-estrangement.
 At the top of a social ladder whose bottom rungs are hung with
 starving victims, not only of indifference, but of smugness, the
 bloated despot fails to derive any joy from the fawning attentions of
 lovers and courtiers, since he can never fully shut out the alienated
 basis of their adulation. As he says in Emile, 'The man of the world
 almost always wears a mask. He is scarcely ever himself and is almost
 a stranger to himself.'32

 I have argued for Elizabeth Rapaport's claim that erotic love is
 Rousseau's paradigm of the human social condition. It gets close to
 making sense of the awful transformation from nature to culture and
 of the structural permanence of a nature/culture 'dialectic' in
 Rousseau. In any case, we can see how the erotic love model
 generalizes from the personal to the public context of the craving for
 social distinction. The song and dance passage supports this idea. It
 helps us see, moreover, that Rousseau is not just talking about
 competition in relation to socially valuable activities, for which
 purposes hut-building or hunting would have suited perfectly. A stress
 on activities and performances diverts attention from the fact that in
 Rousseau's humanist vision it is as persons, as individuals that we love
 and seek to be loved, need and seek to be needed, esteem and seek to be
 esteemed; it is in the apparently inevitable perversion of this that the
 human tragi-comedy consists. Singing and dancing are expressive
 erotic performances in which, among other attributes of gender, 'heart
 and head' are physically displayed. We are proud (or ashamed), not
 merely of our performance but of ourselves as revealed in that
 performance; when we sing and dance around our huts, our status as
 men and women in the new community is up for grabs. Because of this I
 would dispute the contention in Christopher Cherry's valuable
 discussion of this passage that it is a portrayal of 'the philosophy of
 social activity' and implies the 'claim that the idea of social activity is the

 31 op. cit. 237.

 32 Emile, 191.
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 idea of competition'.33 On Cherry's account, as on Charvet's,
 Rousseau's competitive vision appears at best a muddle-why should
 we be so exclusively preoccupied with outdoing each other? When
 Cherry writes 'If I esteem (or despise) someone's singing or dancing, it
 certainly does not follow that the object of my esteem (or contempt) is
 the person who sings',34 what he says is plausible. But I do not think that
 Rousseau would need to deny it. It is the 'situated logic' of these
 activities, in the setting in which he places them, that concerns him.35
 Not only does Rousseau's drama have some plausibility on this account,
 its discords resonate with those civilized egos with whom I have
 discussed it-a different thing from its being the civilized, as distinct
 from the social condition that Rousseau's claim is about.

 Rousseau, I have argued, aims at a more universal view than one
 of modern commercial stratified and statified society. He wants to
 insist on the inevitability of benignly natural man's becoming buried
 under a tombstone of collective misrepresentations. Without attemp-
 ting a full criticism of Rousseau's account (here Cherry's discussion
 is valuable), I propose to advertise some of the ingredients and
 assumptions in Rousseau's narrative that render doubtful its status as
 a transcendental social psychology. In passing, it might be men-
 tioned that this psychology or something very like it is found even in
 such a contemporary writer as Robert Nozick, who says in Anarchy,
 State and Utopia by way of criticism of Rawls' ideal of 'equality of
 self-respect': 'People generally judge themselves by how they fall
 along the most important dimensions in which they differ from
 others'.36 Thus, the invidious dominance of pride and envy are in
 Nozick's view irremovable, since, whatever a society's central values,
 some will exemplify them, others will lack them, thus feeling more

 33 Cherry, op. cit. 81.
 34 Op. cit. 86.
 3 Given what Rousseau says in his Letter to M. d'Alembert on the Theatre

 the erotic connection, even for those still sceptical of the intention of the
 Discourse, is hard to resist. Rousseau proposed to d'Alembert a Civic Ball in
 which young unmarried men and women can 'show themselves off with the
 charms and faults which they might possess, to the people whose interest it is to
 know them well before being obliged to love them' (Politics and the Arts, trans.
 Allen Bloom (Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press, 1960), 128). Rousseau is forgetful
 enough of his anxieties about such events to propose a Queen of the Ball.

 36 R. Nozick, Anarchy, State and Utopia (Oxford: Blackwell, 1974), 243.
 Hobbes and Mandeville had earlier stressed self-esteem's power over
 self-interest, a dimension of bourgeois philosophy too often ignored by vulgar
 critics. I criticize Nozick's claim in Ruling Illusions (Brighton: Harvester
 Press, 1977), 48-53.
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 or less bitter failures. Equating self-esteem with self-respect, Nozick,
 with a contentment that Rousseau lacked, therefore sees the egalita-
 rian project as logically unrealizable.

 Rousseau projects his nightmare view of the modern city back into
 arcadia-his first society is an urban hamlet, a conjunction of
 strangers. 'Social man' it will be remembered, emerges more or less
 full-grown, not from an animal gregariousness, but from a condition
 of roaming isolation. Human beings begin to co-operate more and more
 with each other, living in partially concentrated settlements of huts and
 coming to enjoy as well as to benefit from doing things with and being in
 the company of the strangers with whom they find themselves. This
 development has also entailed conflicts of interest and a degree of
 competition for the appropriation of wood, stones, mud, etc., involving
 'a kind of property', 7 rooted not in recognition of right so much as in
 habit and balances of power. Households, with an initially pragmatic
 sexual division of labour, evolve. Young people of opposite sexes begin
 to be powerfully attracted to one another in this context and, able to
 compare possible partners, to discriminate. The social identity of
 individuals, then, forms in a context of simultaneous emergence from a
 condition of 'transient commerce'. Not only does the young individual
 not yet identify himself as a member of a family or clan (it is important
 here that Rousseau regards childhood as a pre-social time and the
 mother-child relation as a natural, more or less animal one), he does not
 have any sustaining identity as part of a wider group-after all is it not
 the picture that men enter society? (compare Wittgenstein's remark
 that Augustine's model of language-learning was the learning of a
 foreign language). Thus the physically mature individual accustomed
 to various solitary practices and with only his (dwindling!) natural
 attributes to bank on is pitched into the struggle to secure values, and
 especially the 'values' that are other incarnate individuals. What Hegel
 (whose own description of Rousseau is suspiciously misleading, given
 similarities between Rousseau's dialectic and his own that deeper
 scholarship might profitably probe; Sartre and Lacan were probably
 more deeply immersed too than they announced) was with idealist
 sublimation to call 'the struggle for recognition' is in the offing.

 The exclusive romantic love paradigm misleads Rousseau into
 seeing all relationships in terms of personal triumph or failure. The
 ardent lover cannot be satisfied with being thought to be fairly nice
 by a beloved who spends her time in devoted contact with another.
 Moreover, the quasi-religious 'nakedness' of the love relationship,
 'for yourself alone', in heroic defiance of the conventional trappings

 37 Discourse, 210.
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 of status and wealth-'the eyes of the world'-makes it an unsatisfac-
 tory model for more settled and more institutional relationships. Our
 social identity, even in a society as individualistic and competitive as
 ours, is multiply supported in multiple ways. The nightmarish and
 appalling necessity for thousands of 'institutional' children to be
 advertised for adoption is a reminder that most of us are accepted,
 wanted and cared about, and not just within our families, without
 having to compete for it. Moreover, not only do many activities
 require not so much to be done well, let alone 'excellently', as to be
 done properly; our sense of self is sustained by possession of such
 normal capacities 'recognized' by others often precisely in their
 taking them for granted. Rousseau's panicked conformism is that of
 the tyrannical craver for universal adoration; the pervertible com-
 forts of conformity are mundanely available with less fashion-house
 frenzy, albeit that Eric Berne is able to make a fortune telling us
 that, like him, we are OK.

 Rousseau seems almost to identify the formation of a sense of 'self'
 (including the 'self' of others) with the sense of 'beauty and merit'. It
 is as if we had to be confirmed to be baptized, as if we got our names
 according to whether we were damned or not in a situation of many
 being called but only a few of them chosen. But, allowing for
 parental 'idealization' and moralistic rhetoric, the primitive sense of
 self, linked with caring for other(s), though it is bound up with
 notions of 'good' and of 'love', has relatively little to do with relative
 'beauty and merit'. Here I am trying to avoid making the point that
 self-evaluation presupposes self-identification let alone self-
 'characterization' and to take seriously Rousseau's sense that passions
 are bound up with a 'sense of identity' such that these passions are
 part of what is meant by talking about such a sense. Laing's Divided
 Self with its notion of the ontological insecurity of being judged and
 rejected in infancy by parents is helpful here. Consider what it is to
 be a boy as distinct from a girl-'what is it?'-and all the passions
 and values bound up with that 'essential' variable in 'all hitherto
 existing societies'. A Rousseauvian nursery would be one in which
 from the start only the most beautiful and meritorious qua boys or
 qua girls would receive loving attention and in which references
 would be to 'Shorty', 'Fatty', 'Prince Charming' and 'Gorgeous'.

 Apart from its preoccupation with romance, Rousseau's specific
 model of love exacerbates the problem. It combines the ingredient of
 exclusive possession with that of esteem as its motive-Rat-race
 Romanticism. The beloved is loved because she is superlatively
 ('comparatively') precious. And the lover craves her for himself
 alone. But this romantic monogamism is a recipe for promiscuity. In
 order for him to love her 'above all others' he must esteem her above
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 all others and on the other side he must, in her 'opinion' be the best
 man. Should she happen on another with superior attributes-equal
 beauty but superior merit, say-love, on this definition must follow
 its law and pursue the new, more estimable object. But while it is
 true that jealousy and judgment are tied up with what we understand
 by love ('She must see something in him') Rousseau pushes both the
 exclusiveness of erotic love and its judgmental component to distorting
 limits-'getting on' in a developing relationship of compatibles is
 beneath his restlessly lofty gaze.

 The Second Discourse is unremitting in its chopping at mankind's
 series of false promises. Burdened by every advance Man lurches
 blindly towards the capitalist prostitution Rousseau claimed to find
 everywhere about him. It is of some interest then that when, eight
 years later, Rousseau turned his attention to the relationship of the
 sexes, in Book V of Emile, we find him desperately, and since
 Wollstonecraft's attack notoriously, sculpting the ideal woman so as
 to create the least damaging situation for Man, now clearly gendered.
 Although the Second Discourse is obviously sexist, with its com-
 ments on women's wiles which enable the 'sex that ought to obey' to
 rule, it is, I think, peripherally so-lover and beloved are each
 other-to-self. In the state of nature, for example, men and women
 pass one another as lonely equals on the highway. But Emile's female
 counterpart is very much the gratefully confined passenger, albeit
 that she has the task of guiding the driver. By looking at Emile, we
 can see that the treatment of love as a key to the Second Discourse is not
 just a conceit, but that problems of 'living in the opinion of others' shape
 Rousseau's treatment of Emile's love life.

 Emile is bred for autonomy, for immunity to society's poison:

 Our wisdom is slavish prejudice, our customs consist in control,
 constraint, compulsion. Civilized man is born and dies a slave..
 All his life long man is imprisoned by our institutions.38

 Yet Rousseau endorses as woman's proper destiny what seems to be
 the very life that for man is unnatural slavery:

 Girls should be attentive and industrious, but this is not enough
 by itself; they should be accustomed to restraint. This misfortune,
 if such it be, is inherent in their sex, and they will never escape
 from it, unless to endure crueller suffering....

 This habitual restraint produces a docility which woman
 requires all her life long, for she will always be in subjection to a

 38 Emile, 10.
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 man, or to man's judgment, and she will never be free to set her
 own opinion above his.39

 Rousseau seems here to be moving towards what we could now call
 the Stepford Husbands' Solution (after the book/film in which men
 have their refractory wives killed and replaced by machines which
 simulate their wives to become ideal, adoring, subordinates). 'In due
 time', he writes, 'she will be her own doll. This at any rate is how
 Wollstonecraft, reasonably enough, portrays Rousseau's thinking, or
 rather feeling. But this replaces the square by a circle, since no
 lover/husband could, on Rousseau's view of love as demanding, not
 slavery, but love, be satisfied with what he knows to be an
 instrument for the production of affirmative recognition. One whose
 devotion is real only because she has been programmed to feel that
 way is no more gratifying, beyond the fantasies a one-night stand
 might sustain, than a prostitute who whispers the same things
 because she is paid to. Rousseau in fact claws himself out of this hole
 and offers, if unstably, a more sophisticated solution, with its own
 Hollywood echoes-that of the independent dependent.

 We get early though feeble hints:

 Every woman desires to be pleasing in men's eyes, and this is
 right; but there is a great difference between wishing to pleasure a
 man of worth, a really lovable man, and seeking to please those
 foppish manikins who are a disgrace to their own sex and to the
 sex which they imitate....

 The woman who loves true manhood and seeks to find favour in
 its sight will adopt means adopted to her ends. Woman is a
 coquette by profession, but her coquetry varies with her aims; let
 these aims be in accordance with those of nature and a woman will
 receive a fitting education.41

 Women, then, need a measure of autonomy in judgment and
 feeling-to recognize and respond to genuine merit and demerit in
 man. Hence their love is worth treasuring and, if only men could be
 sure of it, is gratifying to amour propre. Marriage, and the relative
 isolation this imposes on women, gives some security of emotional
 tenure, though by the same token it devalues that tenure by
 rendering it, as Sue Bridehead keeps saying, obligatory. No wonder
 that adultery is romanticism's ego-sedative.

 39 Op. cit. 332-333.
 40 0O* cit. 331.
 41 op. cit. 328.
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 Later, Rousseau's Sophy acquires a more central role to become, in
 Genevieve Lloyd's words, a 'domestic tyrant':42

 When Emile became your husband, he became your head, it is
 yours to obey; this is the will of nature. When the wife is like
 Sophy, it is, however, good for the man to be led by her; that is
 another of nature's laws, and it is to give you as much authority
 over his heart, as his sex gives him over your person, that I have
 made you the arbiter of his pleasures ...

 Thus, my child, he will give you his confidence, he will listen to
 your opinion, he will consult you in his business, and will decide
 nothing without you. Thus you may recall him to wisdom, if he
 strays, and bring him back by a gentle persuasion, you may make
 yourself lovable in order to be useful, you may employ coquetry
 on behalf of virtue and love on behalf of reason.43

 Emile and Sophy are protected from vain delusions by their specially
 secluded upbringing. They have 'beauty and merit' and they know it.
 Protected from a competition out of which their love would in any
 case emerge reinforced, Emile and Sophy can cope, without amour-
 propre's collapse, with each other's criticism, criticism which functions
 in part as a regular reminder of the validity of their heart's esteem.
 Sophy, then, is confined, a belle eminence, in the domestic court, yet
 participates indirectly in her husband's notional public life. This
 micro-utopia, however, is distinguished from the first flawed flush of
 mankind's social existence in the Second Discourse, not only by the
 objective and commonly accepted excellence of its inhabitants, but by
 Rousseau's populating it near to the limits of sparseness, near, that is, to
 the 'natural' ideal of solitude.44

 University of Kent at Canterbury

 42 G. Lloyd, 'Rousseau on Reason, Nature and Women', AIetaphilosophy
 (July/October 1983) 308-326. This article focuses on the significance of
 Rousseau's sexual philosophy for his conception of reason and feeling.

 43 Rousseau, op. cit. 442-443.
 44 Chris Cherry, John Charvet, Genevieve Lloyd, Anthony Manser and

 Benjamin Gibbs made helpful comments on earlier drafts of this article.
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