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 THE NATURE OF ROUSSEAU

 BURLEIGH TAYLOR WILKINS

 Massachusetts Institute of Technology

 I

 HISTORIANS FIND IT CONVENIENT to think of history in units or

 chunks: so much of the past is ancient, another part is medie-

 val, and in or about the seventeenth century, give or take a cen-
 tury, modern man first makes his appearance. We have in the

 process labelled ourselves modern, only to create a considerable

 problem of nomenclature for those who will follow us several cen-

 turies hence. John Dalberg Lord Acton has outlined Modern His-
 tory as follows: "Renaissance and the Epoch of Discovery, Ref-

 ormation and Wars of Religion, Turkish Crusade and Western

 Colonization, European Absolutism, Dutch, English, American
 French Revolution and its derivatives, the constitutional, democra-

 tic, national, Social, Liberal, Federal, movement of the world. . ..
 To this catalogue other historians have added other events, and in

 time the list will grow to mammoth proportions as each century
 leaves its legacy. My own preference here is to emphasize different

 modes of activity at the expense of particular events, to call atten-

 tion to problems (as Lord Acton did in his better moments) at the
 expense of chronology. Neither economic history nor the history of
 science really permits us to complete Lord Acton's list of modern

 characteristics, although, properly used, they do permit us to know
 more about modes of activity than the history of politics formerly

 did. In brief, I should add to Lord Acton's list, at the very top,
 two phenomena that would seem to distinguish our age: (1) tech-
 nology, combined with mass production, (2) the emergence of a
 professional, or nearly professional, literary class, combined with
 the "mass production" of books and ideas.

 As a historian of ideas, I am naturally more concerned with the

 second of these modes. I am especially interested in two types of
 thought, and even of temperament as William James used that
 word in his personal reconstruction of the history of thought, which
 seem to be necessarily linked, in the historical sense, with the emer-
 gence of a distinct literary class that has at its disposal media of

 [ 663 1
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 664 THE JOURNAL 0I POLITICS [Vol. 21

 mass communication. These two types of thought are best sym-

 bolized by the words Enlightenment and Romanticism, with the

 qualification that our tendency to think of history in units has all

 too often blinded us to the complexity of ideas and movements.

 This complexilty can best be outlined in Hegelian language so that

 instead of having Romanticism follow the Enlightenment we see

 the Enlightenment as carrying within itself the seeds of its own
 negation, Romanticism. It is true, as G. K. Chesterton observed,

 that modem man lives with fragments of the Christian heritage,

 which, having lost their organic ties with one another, are constant-
 ly at war; and surely this helps explain the bewildering variety of

 options now available: neo-Thomism, existentialism, empiricism,

 positivism, liberalism, conservatism, among others. It is even more

 true, however, that these options tend to fall within two patterns

 of thought, neither of which is so much optional as basic-Pareto's

 word residue comes to mind-these patterns being Enlightenment

 and Romanticism, which, of course, date more from the eighteenth
 century than from the seventeenth. Such a way of thinking saves

 us from the perils of modernizing Locke or attaching to him an

 exaggerated importance he never had, certainly not in the history

 of all the complex strands that go to make up eighteenth-century

 sensationalism. Also, it permits us to label as modern those men

 who, in a sense, address themselves directly to us. Although we
 ought never to forget Carl Becker's The Heavenly City of the
 Eighteenth-Century Philosophers with its thesis that the eighteenth

 century was closer to the thirteenth century than to our own, we

 must remember that this thesis was belied to some extent by the
 example of Becker himself who clearly felt a more intimate, and
 certainly more cordial, identity with the eighteenth century than
 that which the more advanced thinkers in the eighteenth century

 felt for the thirteenth.

 The concepts Enlightenment and Romanticism await definition,
 and it is not especially helpful to call one the Age of Reason and
 the other the Age of Feeling without serious qualifications. We

 still receive examination papers in which students indicate that it
 was during the Enlightenment that man first began to reason and
 during the age of Romanticism that man first began to feel. A more
 useful approach would be first to distinguish between the thirteenth
 and eighteenth centuries by saying that the medieval virtue was rea-

 son in faith while the eighteenth-century virtue was faith in reason.
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 1959] THE NATURE OF RoussEAu 665

 From this vantage point we can better understand Becker's insights

 into the paradoxes of the Enlightenment: its enthusiasm against

 religious enthusiasm, its disbelief in miracles accompanied by a be-

 lief in human perfectibility, and finally how it was that the En-

 lightenment denatured God and deified Nature.' Concerning the

 all-important concept of Nature, Pascal had suggested that Nature

 is but a second custom and custom but a second nature; while Vol-

 taire, the prototype of Enlightenment, confessed that Nature might

 be only another name for Art. The point is that the Nature of the

 Enlightenment is the Nature of Physical Law as discovered by

 scientists such as Newton or else it is the natural goodneiss of man

 which will reveal itself in a society free from caprice and superstit-

 tion. Romanticism, the antithesis of Enlightenment, commences

 with an indifference to the Nature of Science but with a faith in

 the natural goodness of man and indeed the whole of Nature. Men

 of the Enlightenment never really inquired too closely into Nature

 where Passion resides, but Romanticism was Passion and it had an

 insatiable curiosity about human nature which closely approached

 the point of lust. Thus it came about that Romanticism ultimately

 reached the point of open hostility to abstract Science often accom-

 panied by the belief that man finds his true Self, either for good

 or evil, in caprice or even in superstition. The hero of Dostoevsky's

 Notes From Underground, despite his "conscious inertia," shows the

 Romantic legacy: "Here I, for instance, quite naturally want to
 live, in order to satisfy all my capacities for life, and not simply

 my capacity for reasoning, that is, not simply one-twentieth of my
 capacity for life. What does reason know? Reason only knows

 what it has succeeded in learning . . . human nature acts as a whole
 . . . and even if it goes wrong, it lives."2 It lives, as Jacques Mari-
 tain has said of Romanticism, in the "religious" eviction of reason,
 in making passion sacred, in the holy parade of self, in pantheism,
 and in an adoration of primitive natural instincts and emotions.3

 Just as the Enlightenment reveals itself most perfectly in Vol-

 taire, so Romanticism lives in Jean-Jacques Rousseau or "Nature's
 Saint" as he has been called. In making such a statement we must,

 'Carl Becker, The Hesvenly City of Eighteenth Century Philosophers
 (New Haven, 1932), passim.

 2Fyodor Dostoevsky, Notes from Underground in The Short Novels of
 Dostoevsky (New York, 1945), p. 147.

 3Jacques Maritain, Three Reformers (London, 1950), p. 115.
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 however, remember that, just as the concepts Enlightenment and

 Romanticism are in a sense abstract models, useful because of their

 concentrated simplicity, so are Voltaire and Rousseau simply the

 most useful and comprehensive symbols of models which are them-

 selves symbolic of complex historical realities. No one who has read

 The Philosophical Dictionary or Candide could confuse Voltaire
 with believers in human perfectibility such as Condorcet; no one

 who has read The Social Contract or Co-nfessions could confuse

 Rousseau's good intentions with the dark, Dionysian creeds of later-

 day Romanticists. Nor could one draw an absolute antithesis be-

 tween them, except perhaps where their temperaments are concerned

 -the successful and prosperous Voltaire refusing to believe in

 optimism, the tragic and tortured Rousseau believing in optimism
 in inverse proportion to his own failures and miseries. Both Vol-

 taire and Rousseau were creative in the fine arts-indeed, the first

 contact between the two occurred when the obscure, young Rous-

 seau was hired to make revisions in Voltaire's now forgotten opera
 The Temple of Glory. Both Voltaire and Rousseau were critics of

 Authority, and they shared the paradoxical position, paradoxical
 for champions of liberty, of being in one sense or another deter-
 minists-Voltaire in his belief that freedom consists in being al-

 lowed to do what by one's nature one cannot help doing, Rousseau
 in his beliefs that the Self is shaped by Society and that true

 morality consists in an obedience to law even if one has to be

 "forced to be free." Neither Voltaire nor Rousseau was personally
 a revolutionist. However much conservative critics blamed them for
 the French Revolution which came after them, Voltaire and Rous-
 seau might have replied that the ancien regime suffered, as Voltaire
 had said of the)Church, more from itself than from others. Voltaire
 might believe that God was a watchmaker; Rousseau, whose earthly
 father had actually been a clockmaker, might have be-en amused by
 Voltaire's analogy; but Voltaire in his deism and Rousseau in his
 pantheism shared a mystical tendency, although clearly Rousseau
 had the larger portion.

 It was, however, inevitable, if I may use such a word in speaking
 of human decisions, that Voltaire and Rousseau should quarrel,
 that Voltaire should impute to Rousseau a primitivism Rousseau
 was far from feeling when he thanked Rousseau for a copy of his
 Discourse on Inequality with his famous, caustic remark that the
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 essay makes one long to go down "on all fours" or else to join the

 savages in Canada, and that Rousseau should ultimately write to

 Voltaire from Montmorency: "I hate you ... but I hate you as a

 man better fitted to love you, had you so willed." I say it was in-

 evitable that they should quarrel and even misunderstand one

 another (did not Rousseau accuse Voltaire of worshipping the

 Devil and of being totally devoid of any optimism concerning the

 future of mankind!) in the sense that it was inevitable for Ber-

 trand Russell and D. H. Lawrence to quarrel during the first

 World War despite the fact that Russell and Lawrence were to-

 gether opposed to the Establishment's policy. I use this analogy

 deliberately because I think there is a nearly unbroken line\ of

 succession from Voltaire through Russell and from Rousseau

 through D. H. Lawrence partly in doctrine, even more so in their

 respective rationalist and romantic temperaments. (The fact that

 Lawrence seems to have despised Rousseau need not concern us

 here). Returning to our two eighteenth-century figures, we find that

 in the fine arts Voltaire was a classicist, Rousseau a believer in the

 priority of feeling over form-hence his preference for Italian opera

 when it was introduced into France. In politics, Voltaire was a lov-

 er of the English constitution and a believer in status distinctions

 and Enlightened Despotism; Rousseau loved liberty and equality

 and, however vague his concrete political preferences, he clearly be-

 lieved that the people were Sovereign in a way that the elitist Vol-

 taire, who regarded the people as "stupid and barbarous" oxen,

 did not. Where science was concerned, Voltaire was an enthusiastic

 amateur; and his mistress, the Marquise du Chatelet, was the

 translator of Newton's Principia into French. Rousseau in the Con-

 fessions recalled briefly that, as a result of having been blinded for

 six weeks following an amateurish experiment, he "learnt not to

 meddle in experimental physics." Also, Rousseau recorded having

 read Voltaire's beloved Locke only to find the analysis of formal

 philosophies a waste of time. Despite the avowed respect for reason

 that animates Rousseau's Social Contract, he wrote in the Confes-

 sions that "doctors and philosophers only admit to be true such

 things as they are able to explain; they make their own under-

 standing the measure of all possibilities." For better or worse this
 is a valid critique not only of Voltaire but more seriously of Hume,

 Moore, and Russell. Moderation without passion, how intolerable
 such a world was to Rousseau. "With me," he exclaimed, "there

This content downloaded from 81.157.207.121 on Fri, 25 May 2018 11:54:57 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 668 THE JOURNAL OF POLITICS [Vol. 21

 has never been an intermediate stage between all and nothing";

 and on another occasion: "My passions have made me live, and

 my passions have killed me."4

 Small wonder that the moderate Diderot felt that continued
 company with the tortured Rousseau would make even him be-

 lieve in devils and Hell! The point is that the house of Enlighten-

 ment was too small to contain Rousseau, that the literary salons

 stifled him, that life without mystery was to him misery. Voltaire

 had once compared men to mice living in an immense building, not

 knowing the architect, trying to preserve their lives against the ani-
 mals that pursue them-the divine architect who built this universe

 has not yet, so far as I know, told His secret to any of us, he added.

 So much for metaphysics, but not enough for Rousseau, who saw his

 God, not through the eyes of Moses and historic revelations as

 contained in Scripture, but in a continual revelation in Nature and

 in himself. But always there was the rationalist doubt in a passion-

 ate nature not built for doubt, and this doubt, while not denatur-

 ing Rousseau's God, did help transform this God from an all-

 powerful Jehovah into a beautiful sunset or a good feeling. And ul-

 timately doubt mixed with faith, misdeeds with remorse, combined

 with persecution, both real and imaginary, to denature Rousseau
 and to make him for a time into a mad man consumed by the

 passions of distrust and hate.

 The fault, or tragic flaw, in Rousseau was his inability to har-

 monize his feelings with his reason, his Self with the Selves of

 others, and perhaps more profoundly, his inability to harmonize his
 instincts with his tastes. From out of this chaos came the angst and

 the sense of guilt which alternate with the appearance of self-satis-
 faction to make the Confessions the classic of Romanticism. And

 what is The Social Contract but an attempt to, atone ideally for
 those contradictions, these rebellious moments, by a peculiar pro-

 cess of self-socialization-a self-imposed penance for the in part

 self-inflicted misery and discord of an "individualist" who at times
 appears to regret his individuality and his position as a recluse?

 Is not the only solution to create an ideal society for the future, a
 world of dreams to take the place of harsh reality, and does not
 this futurist effort, taken in conjunction with the neuroses that help
 to occasion it, make intelligible Rousseau's status as "the Father

 'Jean-Jacques Rousseau, The Confessions of Jean-Jacques Rousseau
 (Edinburgh, 1953), pp. 209, 226, 245, 310.
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 of the Modem World"? It is to these and related questions that I
 will address the remainder of my essay.

 II

 Discords among Romantics have sometimes been more vehe-
 mently expressed than have the differences between Enlightenment
 and Romanticism, so that one of Rousseau's most violent critics
 has been the conservative Romantic Edmund Burke, whose Ro-
 manticism was restrained by Thomist-Aristotelian principles. Burke,
 in his impassioned pleas against the passion let loose by the French
 Revolution, lumped Voltaire and Rousseau together in a not very
 discriminate manner as being its ultimate authors. He was, because
 of his piety in regard to the wisdom of the ages, naturally hostile
 to Rousseau's futurism; and he castigated Rousseau as "the in-
 sane Socrates of the National Assembly," and "the philosopher of
 vanity." Burke in his visit to France in 1773 had been shocked by
 the low moral tone and atheism of French "Society" just as Rous-
 seau had been, but Burke was not one to withdraw in the face of
 imperfection. Unlike Rousseau, Burke accepted Original Sin, and as
 a corollary of this he saw the need for Christian humility. What
 made Rousseau so terrifying to Burke, who had known him person-
 ally during Rousseau's exile in England, was that he seemed disas-
 sociated from any principle or guiding moral except that of vanity.
 Rousseau's Confessions was, as seen by Burke, "a mad confession
 of his mad faults," and a proof that "vanity is omnivorous; that
 it has no choice in its food; that it is fond to talk even of its own
 faults and vices, as what will excite surprise and draw attention

 Burke was especially incensed by the defiant tone in which
 Rousseau presented himself to the Creator in the first passages of
 the Confessions and by the way in which, professing to love man-
 kind in general, he told of having abandoned his illegitimate chil-
 dren at the foundling hospital. But despite Burke's insight into the
 nature of vanity, is vanity the nature of Rousseau? If Rousseau
 had begun his Confessions by intimating that even in his deprravi-
 ties he was superior to most men, Burke would not have had to
 read very far to find Rousseau remark that there had never been

 'Edmund Burke, Burke's Politics, (eds.) Ross J. S. Hoffman and Paul
 Levack (New York, 1949), p. 386.
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 a creature "with less vanity than I."6 Perhaps in Rousseau's claim

 to uniqueness there is vanity (and anyone who writes at all about

 himself is, as David Hume knew, liable to the charge o;f vanity)

 but is he insincere in his claim to humility? Is it a pose? Where is

 the real Rousseau? Perhaps the real Rousseau resides not in vanity,

 but in vanity-not-vanity, in the world of paradox and moral dualism.

 In that area of human experience where personality is com-

 pulsively drawn from one polarity to another, from vanity to hu-

 mility, from self-intoxication to self-disgust, it may be that the

 methods of Freud offer more insight than the maxims of Burke;

 at least they allow us to suspend judgment while trying simply

 to understand. When I read Freud's Leonardo da Vinci A Study

 in Psychosexuality, which is the most brilliant tour de force of our

 age, I am struck by,the absence of psychoanalytic studies of Rous-

 seau; surely what Freud did to one infantile memory of da Vinci's,
 his careful analysis of a dream involving an attack by a vulture,

 provides an unusual example of historical method that historians,

 even those who are not Freudians, neglect at their own peril. It may

 be that the very copiousness of the Confessions makes Rousseau
 too easy a mark for the imaginative analyst who seems to flourish,

 as Freud did in his study of da Vinci, on the absence of evidence.

 To the layman, however, the Confessions is a green pasture of psyche
 laid bare.

 The most profound feature of the Confessions to me is that, ap-

 pearances to the contrary, Rousseau was speaking in an ultimate
 sense not so much to God or his fellow men as to himself, and that

 the apparent purpose of the Confessions is in some part at least a

 literary posture which Rousseau assumed in order to undertake the
 most ambitious and exhaustive auto-analysis undergone by any
 Westerner before the days of psychoanalysis. Perhaps this is why
 comparisons between St. Augustine's Confessions and Rousseau's

 have so little meaning, in view of their different functions. A most

 striking facet of Rousseau's Confessions is their apparent lucidity,
 lucidity as psychology even more than as literature. Rousseau
 seemed to know by instinct the sources of his personal problems,
 even when these lay hidden in sexual maladjustment. Writing late
 in life from behind the veil of paranoia and suffering from social
 and psychic isolation, the neurotic Rousseau looked at the historic
 Rousseau and knew parts of his historic self with something like

 'Rousseau, Confessions, op.cit., p. 23.
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 objectivity. Thus he fulfilled in a peculiar way Freud's dictum
 that a neurotic can spot neurosis in others more easily than a "norm-

 al" observer can.

 Even when Rousseau failed to know himself, he provided use-

 ful data for the future analytic reader; eventually, of course, Rous-

 seau did fail in his auto-anlysis. In the hands of a sick man justify-
 ing himself to himself (and others) the heroic effort at auto-analy-

 sis became a landmark in the art of self-deception. To speak plain-

 ly, Rousseau lied to himself, as when he defended himself for hav-
 ing abandoned a sick friend (I could no longer help him) or the

 Catholic Church (I had been seduced into joining by my tender
 years and my economic needs) or even his children (in giving them

 to the State I was acting as a member of Plato's Republic would
 have done). Eventually this excessive rationalization would prevent

 him from grasping the simplest truth; he would flee from his

 refuge in England with tales of persecution at the hands of his

 gentle benefactor David Hume. A continued protest of innocence

 and a perpetual retreat from masculine responsibility are what so

 offended Burke; but to Rousseau's credit there is one guilt he did
 not conceal or gloss over, which was the guilt of having ever been

 born.

 Rousseau's birth had cost his mother her life. "My birth was
 the first of my misfortunes," he would record in the Confessions.

 Rousseau remembered that his father had always treated him with

 utmost tenderness (indeed, as a figure of authority he is simply
 non-existent in Rousseau's memories); but the young Rousseau
 had detected a bitter grief mixed with his father's affections. The

 father, after all, was in the distressed state of a lover deprived of
 his beloved. "He seemed to see her again in me, but could never

 forget that I had robbed him of her." Perhaps the father held only
 himself to blame, but the sensitive Rousseau felt an ambivalence in

 his father's feelings toward the son and he attributed to himself a re-

 sponsibility for the disaster. As if to atone for his own guilt the
 father provided Rousseau with an infancy and childhood singularly
 free from compulsion, and he created for his son a picture of a
 harmonious, idyllic youth so successfully that readers of the Con-

 fessions seldom pause to wonder whether these memories of Rousseau

 are as illusory as certain others, or to reflect on the note of guilt
 that lies buried in these pages.
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 Generally a sense of guilt or sin is implanted in a child by overt
 punishment as he becomes "socialized." Rousseau's case is more

 subtle since he was only made to feel his guilt, at the same time as

 he was offered abundant, rational evidence to the effect that he was

 a beloved, innocent boy. Small wonder that Rousseau in later life

 would distrust the cunning of reason and rely upon intuition and

 feeling. Indeed, into his relations with his father there crept a ro-

 mantic note which suggests that the father was unconsciously form-

 ing the son in the image of his departed wife; and in this light the

 Romantic release of feeling from the restraints of the Enlighten-

 ment, its introduction of what is essentially a feminine attitude into

 the world of brute fact and masculine reason, becomes somehow

 more intelligible.

 If Freud were correct in his assertions as to the universality of

 Oedipal conflict, it would be interesting to know more of the psych-

 ic evolution of a son deprived of his mother from the instant of his

 birth and therefore of the person around whom Oedipal conflicts

 with the father would naturally center. In Rousseau's case two

 things seem to follow logically although they are mutually exclus-

 ive, that is to say he would necessarily play different roles in the

 world of men and in the world of women. In the world of men he

 must proclaim his innocence, and at the same time assert his mascu-

 linity, which is doiubly hard to do in this instance because his mas-

 culinity has been developed in vacuo rather than in strife with his
 father. He must assert his innocence, and to prove the plausibility of

 his case he includes all men in his innocence-man is born free (and

 good) but everywhere he is in chains, not in the chains of Original

 Sin but of Sinful Society. Ernest Seilliere speaks mockingly of

 Rousseau's "immaculate conception" that freed him from Original

 Sin,7 but we must consider that Rousseau's belief in his own inher-

 ent goodness may have helped him endure his otherwise intolerable

 sense of having committed matricide.

 In the masculine world Rousseau proclaimed his innocence even

 to the point of being anarchic in his utterances (Rousseau juge de

 Jean-Jacques he wrote) and finally unconvincing in them (Maritain
 in another connection rightly condemns Rousseau's "Mimicry of

 Sanctity"). But in the world of women what a different figure
 Rousseau cuts: how swiftlv did he move from the sublime heroic

 7Ernest Seilli6re, Jean Jacques Rousseau (Paris, 1921), p. 423.
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 posture into that of the snivelling supplicant. In a remarkable pas-

 sage in the Confessions Rousseau recalled how Mlle. Lambercier,
 the sister of his teacher, first aroused his sensuality at the age of

 eight by beating him. The experience of physical punishment with
 its mixture of pain and shame had left Rousseau "eager" for its

 repetition; and in retrospecit he saw ithis punishment as having

 determined his "tastes and desires, my passions, my very self for
 the rest of my life" in a way contrary to normal. "To fall on my

 knees before a masterful mistress, to obey her commands, to have
 to beg for her forgiveness, have been to me the most delicate of
 pleasures . . . ." he confessed.8

 Rousseau traced his eroticism and masochism to his experiences

 at the hand of Mlle Lambercier, but it is possible to go beyond her,
 to see in her and in the unsatisfactory loves of Rousseau's later life,

 the dim image of a mother whose forgiveness Rousseau was con-

 stantly seeking. Thus it was in a sense of sin rather than in exces-

 sive sensuality that Rousseau's eroticism took root and flourished.
 It is of interest to note that in his love affairs Rousseau was al-

 ways more the seduced than the seducer, especially in his relations

 with the all important Mama de Warens. Not until middle age did
 Rousseau, while living in the Hermitage (and cut off as deliberately
 from Paris society as any gamekeeper in the novels of D. H. Law-

 rence would ever be from twentieth-century English society), truly

 fall in love. Then he conceived a violenit passion for a Mme

 d'Houdetot who, alas, was otherwise occupied. And so he usually
 failed, except with tante Therese, the unperceptive and pedestrian
 mistress who endured all things for her "saint" Rousseau. Most

 sensitive women knew by instinct that Rousseau wanted too much,
 and as women often do in such cases they tended to give less to
 him than to other men. Rousseau, we feel, wanted absolution more

 than pleasure, and what woman could forgive a man for having
 slain his mother? In any event, it may be said that with Rousseau
 there commenced that peculiarly modem tendency to make of

 woman a secularized Virgin Mary or, indeed, a religion in herself,
 a tendency that is related to the medieval Christian chivalry from
 which it draws its rationale as disease is related to health.

 One important thing to note about the passion of Rousseau is
 its often uncertain and even passive quality, a state of affairs that

 8Rousseau, Confessions, op. cit., pp. 19-28.
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 has been neglected by the classicist critic of Rousseau, Irving

 Babbitt.9 Not until middle-age did Rousseau become genuinely

 self-assertive, as he did in his relations with Mme. d'Houdetot, and

 then his self-assertion came too late to be of much help either in

 amour or in the society of men. It succeeded only in furthering his

 isolation from ordinary mortals. All his life Rousseau somehow

 failed to make contact, a failure that may have been rooted in his

 inability to make contact with or against the masculine principle of

 authority. His father had been too gentle, even ineffectual, a figure
 to provoke competition or rebellion in Rousseau. Although Rousseau

 eventually came to be branded a revolutionary and to be exiled from

 Paris and its environs, he was from earliest childhood essentially a

 dreamer who in his maturity happened to conceive dreams with

 revolutionary implications. He was, as he said, given to "indolence"
 and thus to drift; and were it not for his social circumstances one

 might imagine him as dreaming of an idealized past in substitution

 for the painful aspects of the actual past almost as easily as one

 can imagine him planning a future State in which all shall be per-

 fectly free and perfectly equal. Had he been born in France, the

 son of a well-to-do and cultured Catholic, one can picture him as a
 medieval romancer, but in fact he was born a citizen of Geneva

 in a Protestant family of modest circumstances.

 An awareness of necessity crept into Rousseau's life not through

 paternal restraint or guidance but through first his schooling and
 then his preparing for a trade, especially through the latter; and

 throughout his life the necessities of economics were ever-present. As

 a pupil, he was forced to learn Latin and "all that sorry nonsense

 as well that goes by the name of education." Coercion had the op-

 posite effect upon Rousseau from what it had upon St. Augustine,
 for he later complained that it had shattered the "innocence" of

 his childhood and impaired his honesty. (It also served as the stimu-

 lus for Rousseau's highly voluntaristic theories of education as he

 would present them in Emile.) Rousseau's moral corruption was
 carried even further when he became apprenticed to an engraver.
 This unhappy apprenticeship ended abruptly when Rousseau cast
 discipline aside and took to the road.

 9See Irving Babbitt, Rousseau and Romanticism (Boston, 1919) where
 Rousseau's willfulness is emphasized while his willingness to be lead-up to a
 point-is neglected.
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 The open road has always had a particular attraction for Ro-

 mantics, and the attraction has continued unabated from Rousseau

 to Jack Kerouac. In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the

 idea of travel had taken on new dimensions in the European mind,

 as Paul Hazard has shown; and from the eighteenth-century ration-

 alist in search of original human nature as contained in the savages

 of America down to Margaret Mead administering Rorschach

 tests to the natives of New Guinea there is a logical line of descent.

 With the Romantics, however, the quest has always been different,
 for the Romantic travels in search of himself. The Romantic search

 for one's "true self," as it will be disclosed in some future revelation,

 seems, however, always tinged with nostalgia for what might have
 been. Rousseau, as a lower middle-class citizen of Geneva, had a

 sense of bourgeois respectability that would crop up in curious ways,

 as in his belated and totally unnecessary marriage to his long es-

 tablished mistress, Therese. In the back of his mind there was always

 the illusion of how happy he might have been as a craftsman:

 "Nothing suited my character better, nor was more likely to make
 me happy than the calm and obscure life of a good craftsman,

 particularly in a superior trade like that of an engraver at Geneva
 .... It would have kept me in my sphere, and offered me no means

 of escaping from it . . . . I should have been a good Christian, a

 good friend, a good workman, a good man in every way."10
 It is pleasant to think so, and in such thoughts Rousseau showed

 a keen sense of place. Perhaps in steady employment Rousseau

 would have found satisfaction. Such work may not be high adven-

 ture, but neither does it offer temperament or neurosis much occa-
 sion to flourish. Anyhow, the picture of what might have been
 helped to poison Rousseau's enjoyment of the future. It provided
 him with criteria of simplicity and tranquility, that may have been
 largely illusory, especially in view of Rousseau's scarcely flattering
 picture of the master to whom he had been apprenticed. In any
 event, such criteria could never be satisfied in the world that Rous-
 seau would enter. The road from Geneva took him to Turin where
 he embraced Catholicism and then back to Annecy where he em-
 braced Mme de Warens, a Catholic convert whose example had
 helped Rousseau to turn from Protestantism.

 "0Rousseau, Confessions, op. cit., pp. 50-51.
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 The extent to which Rousseau's conversion was a genuine if

 youthful surrender to those mystical yearnings within himself that

 Calvinism could not satisfy continues to be a moot question among
 historians. Rousseau's own account was that inexperience and op-

 portunism had triumphed over his innate virtue, but this account

 was given after Rousseau's return to Protestantism, and it scarcely

 explains why Rousseau remained a Catholic for thirty-six years.

 True or false, Rousseau's version is significant because from his

 conversion there dated the emergence of a Rousseau who would

 range from extremes of indolence, as Mme de Warens' protege, to

 even greater extremes of ambition, as he attempted to conquer the

 drawing rooms of Paris.

 The remarkable thing is that he succeeded in his ambitions for
 a time, until perhaps he remembered his Genevan sense of values.

 His subsequent indictments of the literary salons of Paris are com-
 plex and incisive, but they rest on nothing more substantial than a

 kind of Poor Richard's Almanac morality which reminded Rous-
 seau that "when everyone is busy, no one speaks unless he has

 something to say." Also, this Puritan morality conveniently made up
 for those moments when he found himself speechless: "I have a
 passionate temperament and lively and headstrong emotions. Yet

 my thoughts arise slowly and confusedly, and are never ready till
 too late. It is as if my heart and my brain did not belong to the

 same person."11 Still the salons of d'Holbach and others were open
 to the Genevan, and once he served as secretary to the French am-

 bassador to Venice. Eventually he quarreled with them all, and
 instead of a struggle for place and preferment, he chose to retire to

 the Hermitage, quite near to Paris and yet in its solitude and sim-

 plicity millions of light years away. "I was so tired of reception

 rooms . . . so weary of pamphlets." Such was the cry of a man

 who in some respects might easily have served as a model for Stend-

 hal's Julien Sorel, the Romantic hero of The Red and th, Black,

 whose calculations are always destroyed by his impuilses, whose ac-
 quired tastes fail before "natural" instincts. If Stendhal's fictional

 hero could not succeed in the post-Napoleonic period how could

 Rousseau have succeeded in pre-Revolutionary Paris?
 In truth, Rousseau had been poorly instructed in the arts of in-

 trigue and competition. Mme de Warens' habitat had lbeen more so-

 "Ibid., pp. 194, 112-113.
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 phisticated than Rousseau's Geneva, but just barely. Rousseau

 succeeded in gaining in her eyes a favored position over a former

 incumbent, but in time he found himself displaced. Indeed, he was

 ab initio more chosen than the chooser, and Mme de Warens' in-

 structions to her protege tended only to confirm a certain senti-

 mentality and trustfulness already too apparent in Rousseau. They

 both believed in a "good heart," and Mme de Warens was always

 more of a Pelagian in her estimate of human nature and more

 promiscuous in her behavior than the Church would have wished.

 Rousseau found understandable comfort in her belief in innocence,

 and it was perhaps in Mme de Warens' boudoir that Rousseau

 learned the truth that he would later present in his Discourse on

 the Arts and Sciences, namely, that the state of reflection, the pur-

 suit of the arts and sciences, is an unnatural state. And from Mme

 de Warens he received further instruction in moral sophistry-I may

 have done evil but I have never wiled evil and therefore I am in-
 nocent, became a familiar theme to Rousseau's readers. In God,

 as seen by Mme de Warens, Rousseau saw not Authority but Love;

 and he was no more disturbed in his indolence or misdeeds by a fear

 of God than he had been upset by fear of his own father. God and
 his physical father shared a certain inconsequent status in Rous-

 seau's affections. He loved them both and professed to find pleasure

 in thinking of them, but he refused for a moment to think that his

 love might not be returned. Despite the death of Rousseau's mother

 as a result of having given birth to him, Rousseau's father had for-

 given him. Surely God would forgive him other, lesser wrongs; and

 Paris, too, and ithe King's mistress Madame de Pompadour would

 forgive him his slights and his insults. God might, but Paris would
 not.

 The pages of Rousseau's Confessions are filled with the details

 of his quarrels with friends and patrons and critics, with anyone
 who interfered unduly with his activities or thoughts. "Love me as

 I love you. Otherwise do not interfere in my affairs any more than
 I interfere with yours," he announced in the Confessions. An ad-
 mirable love ethic perhaps for a frontiersman in America or a man

 of independent means, but was it relevant to a Paris where people
 lived in such close contact with one another or was it relevant to

 Rousseau who stood in constant dread of poverty? Voltaire had been
 born rich and had made himself richer by his shrewdness and
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 clever investments. Rousseau had no such good fortune and at
 times resembled a hungry child with his face pressed against the

 window of an expensive shop he could seldom afford to enter; re-

 luctantly he would draw away, reminding himself of the virtues of

 the simple life. He noted within himself "the combination of an al-
 most sordid avarice with the greatest contempt for money."''2

 Several times he undertook gainful employment, several times he

 secured beneficent patrons, and yet always, in a sense, he forsook
 them for the open road. Burke criticized Rousseau for making

 a parade of his independence and for excusing his misdeeds on the

 grounds of the poverty occasioned by this independence; but actu-

 ally Rousseau was looking to the future, the future of the free,

 emancipated artist, while Burke was looking to the past of the

 patron and the patronized, or, to put it m6re crudely, of the master
 and his hired talent.

 Rousseau imagined himself persecuted by his friends before

 he was in fact persecuted by his enemies or, to put it differently,

 he was sick before he became ill. How tedious are the stories of his

 quarrels over subjects such as whether he should accompany Mme

 d'Epinay to Geneva! Does the reader of the Confessions not sigh

 with relief when at last Rousseau's Social Contract and Emile bring

 upon him the very real wrath of State and Church? Is there any

 sympathy left by the time Rousseau needs it the most, has he not

 cried "Wolf, Wolf," too often? Be that as it may, the story of

 Rousseau's persecution for subversive doctrine never rises to that

 peak of eloquence present, for example, in that portion of D. H.

 Lawrence's Kangaroo, where the story of Lawrence's persecution

 during World War I is recounted. Like Rousseau's own life, the

 Confessions dragged to an inconsequential end. After being hounded
 through Europe for heresy, Rousseau was eventually allowed to
 return and spend his remaining years in Paris. He had returned to

 Protestantism and had given up unnatural ambitions. He had in

 short, come full circle, but in completing the circle he had ruined

 his health and his reputation. He had carried within himself psychic

 disorders that, in company with social and economic insecurity,

 manifested themselves alternately in hysteria (or "swooning," as

 Rousseau called it), masochism, withdrawal, paranoia, and mega-

 lomania; and our list is by no means complete. Such, in brief, is

 12Ibid., pp. 396, 45.
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 the nature of Rousseau, and now we must explore the general ef-
 fects of this nature upon his thought.

 III

 A mad artist does not necessarily produce mad art, but one

 would be surprised to find much consistency in his work. Just as
 Rousseau's life fluctuated between periods of indolence and ambi-

 tion, peace and turmoil, self-satisfaction and self-disgust, so his
 thought moved between the poles of liberty and authority, feeling

 and reason, in a bewildering fashion. The result is that there are
 nearly as many Rousseaus as there are interpreters of Rousseau.
 It is interesting to note how two of the most subtle intellects of
 our age, Jacques Maritain, the Thomist representative of reason

 in faith, and Bertrand Russell, the secular defender of faith in rea-

 son, closely resemble one another in their strictures of Rousseau,
 the "Savoyard Vicar." Russell in his History of Western Philoso-
 phy exclaimed that even the doctrines of St. Thomas Aquinas would
 be preferable to the vague feelings of Rousseau;13 and Maritain
 and Russell become one in their objections to pantheism and "good
 feeling" as Rousseau developed these ideas in his reflections on re-
 ligion. The Savoyard Vicard in his attempt to escape "the terrify-
 ing apparatus of philosophy" opened a Pandora's box of intuition,
 subjectivism, and just plain irrationalism. But in Rousseau's de-
 fense, the errors of pantheism and "good feeling" are, in my opin-
 ion, the least dangerous of his legacies. Pantheism may teach men
 to mistake Creation for the Creator; and the doctrine of "good
 feeling" may detract from the dignity of either Maritain's or Rus-
 sell's reason. But a man who cannot in some sense love Creation
 might never love God or man, and "good feeling" or conscience
 may be an indispensable ally of reason. Russell especially in his
 own ethics, which appear to be centered on the gratification of
 human desire, is somewhat closer to Rousseau's doctrine of the
 natural goodness of man than he cares to admit. Protestantism and
 hedonism share much of Rousseau's subjectivism, although, one
 hopes, for healthier reasons.

 Rousseau, like Kant after him, found his proof for the existence
 of God in the starry heavens above and the moral voice within;
 and it was from Rousseau that Kant learned that the most impor-

 "3Bertrand Russell, A History of Western Philosophy (New York, 1945).
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 tant thing in the world is a good will. Rousseau, indeed, is regarded

 as the ultimate author of Kant's categorical imperative, and one

 can imagine the probable indignation of both men at Jean Paul

 Sartre's Saint Genet where we are advised to act as if the maxim

 of our actions could be regarded as a rule in the thieves' tavern.

 Rousseau and Kant, although abandoning much of the Aristotelian-

 Thomistic world picture, retained the all-important concept of
 "right reason."

 Aristotle's "equality in proportion" had given way simply to

 equality, but in both Rousseau and Kant equality continued to be

 hedged with serious qualifications. Theirs was a doctrine of equali-

 ty in responsibility, so that each man was equally responsible for

 knowing God in his own way. Also, it was assumed that equality

 would co-exist peacefully with liberty, largely because liberty was

 not freed from the moral law or the dictates of conscience. Man

 became free, but conscience kept its heavy burden, a burden that

 became heavier because of its newly-acquired equality in responsi-

 bility and perhaps because of the pride of its possessors. How was
 it that a voluptuous dreamer and anarchist such as Rousseau imag-

 ined himself capable of carrying such a burden? How was it that

 Kant, the celebrated author of What is Enlightenment? and the
 most enduring product of eighteenth-century rationalism could re-

 gard the late Jean-Jacques Rousseau as a kindred spirit and draw

 inspiration from his work? And what becomes of our models En-

 lightenment and Romanticism when we are told that Rousseau is the

 negation of the Enlightenment and the father of Romanticism and

 at the same time the inspirer of the Enlightenment's most profound

 thinker, Kant? (Then, of course, there is the other Kant, who

 inspired various Romantic poets and essayists).

 Ernst Cassirer in his The Question of Jean-Jacques Rousseau
 has attemped to find in Rousseau's thought a uniity that makes

 his status as the precursor of Kant intelligible; and the neo-Kantian

 Cassirer has "resolved" most of the contradictions in Rousseau's

 thought in a manner reminiscent of Kant resolving the antimonies.

 But what a bloodless Rousseau he has given us, what a pale pre-
 cursor of Kant: "Rousseau's ethics is not an ethics of feeling but
 the most categorical form of a pure ethics of obligation that was es-
 tablished before Kant."134 This is the Rousseau that can be created

 "4Ernst Cassirer, The Question of Jean-Jacques Rousseau (New York,
 1954), p. 96.
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 from The Social Contract, at the expense of the Confessions, and by

 a failure to grasp the psychology, the willfulness and perversity of

 Rousseau, the ambivalences and contradictions within his character.
 Even within The Social Contract does not the necessity of law and

 of morality give way to the tyranny of the general will? Is not

 liberty, along with life and property, surrendered to equality; and

 without liberty how is it possible to observe the categorical impera-
 tive? Is not Rousseau surrendering himself not to morality but to

 society in an unconscious gesture of atonement for his rebellions
 and misdeeds?

 In any event, both the society and the morality of Tke Social
 Contract are of the future. Charles Frankel has said of the general
 will in such a state that it is "simply each man's will to be gener-

 al."'5 It is, of course, more than that, but is it not at least Rous-

 seau's will to be general, to leave behind an image of a society that

 will accept Rousseau because it is Rousseau? If this were Rousseau's
 intent, he has succeeded beyond his wildest dreams; and he has

 created one of the greatest paradoxes in the history of ideas-the

 paradox of an anarchist who has become one of the major authors

 of "totalitarian democracy." The man who stood as one of the

 foremost critics of the "absurd civil institutions" of his day can be

 read as one of the foremoist apologists for the absurd civil institu-

 tions of the twentieth century. The either-or morality of the Con-

 fessions, its hostility to compromise and adjustment in all forms,

 can easily be reconciled with the ideal society of The Social Con-

 tract, but the result is more disagreeable and dangerous than the

 picture of Rousseau's morality as constructed by Cassirer.

 The Social Contract is, on the surface, however, nearly a hymn

 to law and to reason. "The mere impulse of appetite is slavery, while

 obedience to a law we prescribe to ourselves is liberty," according

 to Rousseau.'6 His profession of faith leads us to forget the ap-

 petites revealed later in the Confessions and to understand how
 Cassirer was deceived by Rousseau's appearances of sweetness and

 light. In fact, however, the social contract has already been prescrib-
 ed for us in Rousseau's ideal society; our natural rights have been

 entirely reduced to civil rights; and the general will is separate and
 somehow distinct from the "will of all" and at times even from the

 "Charles Frankel, Introduction to Jean-Jacques Rousseau, The Social
 Contract, (New York, 1957), xxviii.

 "Rousseau, The Social Contract, p. 19.
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 will of the majority. The general will is then an ideal attribute of

 the Sovereign, who is the People, but one that can sometimes be-

 come actual despite the will of all. The general will has both the

 absolute authority of the father, and the irresponsibility of the enfant

 terrible who imagines himself free to obey only himself. The general

 will is then a symbolic extension of Rousseau's character, and

 Rousseau has socialized himself but at the price of a huge ransom,

 namely that society also surrender to Rousseau. Under this con-

 dition, Rousseau the recluse is willing to allow that "the social

 order is a sacred right which serves for the basis of all other

 rights."117

 If the social order becomes Rousseau-ized, then we can be cer-

 tain of its goodness. When every man surrenders himself to every

 other man in general and thus to no man in particular, then he

 will be both free and secure; for the Sovereign, the People, will not

 wish to harm themselves, according to Rousseau. But then, perhaps

 remembering that he himself was a masochist who had preferred

 his pain to the companionship of men such as Diderot and Hume

 who had been so interested in his welfare, Rousseau defianitly pro-

 claimed: "The people are masters and may change even the best
 laws, for if that body is disposed to injure itself, who has a right to

 prevent it? "18 Who indeed, but the true guardians, the children of
 light who resist Dionysius whether he be a Prince or an entire Peo-

 ple bent on madness? Certainly not Rousseau, who had given carte

 blanche to democracy, despite his own republican preferences and

 his skeptical remark to the effect that only a nation of gods could

 be governed by a democracy.

 Rousseau had done for the People what Machiavelli had done
 for the Prince-he had freed them from inhibition and scruple. In

 Rousseau's ideal state, the Sovereign can at will dispose of life,

 liberty, and property for the common good; no man can appeal to

 God or "the rights of man" for vindication because these things have

 no authority within the terms of the social contract. The Church is

 nationalized and, in effect, protests against Rousseau's State will

 always be punished, even more severely than Rousseau was punish-

 ed by the French State. These are "the logical consequences" of

 Rousseau's bad logic, and the product of a man who condemned

 17Ibid., p. 6.
 I8sbid., p. 49.
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 the Catholic Church and the French government for their hostility
 to freedom.

 I shall not explore The Social Contract in detail, but the follow-
 ing features are inescapable:

 (1) Rousseau's eloquence on behalf of liberty is smothered

 under the logic of equality, (2) the idea of the Church and multiple,

 private corporations as checks upon the powers of the Sovereign is

 rejected by Rousseau, (3) public life is exalted over private

 pleasures and duties, (4) in view of what Rousseau says about the

 selfishness of private wills, there is the possibility that the general

 will may be a magnified selfishness, (5) Rousseau's attempt to avoid
 the possibility contained in (4) rests upon a tenuous distinction

 between "the general will' and the "will of all" (notice how the

 terms are nearly synonymous), (6) further, the distinction between
 "the general will' and "the will of all" could be used to deprive the
 majority of the "right" of determining its own destiny, (7) even

 when as "in most cases" the majority will coincides with the general
 will, Rousseau still confuses might with right, as is shown by (8)
 no one can effectively protest against the general will through the
 voting process because a vote for (or even against) the minority
 position is not a statement of principle but, according to Rousseau,
 simply a guess as to what the general will will be, (9) one cannot

 resign from the social contract, despite Rousseau's assurance that he
 can, because the general will can always decide, in a national
 emergency, for example, that his services are needed, and such
 emergencies can always be said to exist, (10) revolution cannot be
 justified because the government can always claim to intuit the
 general will in cases where the majority resists the government; and
 in cases where the majority will coincides with the government's will
 against a minority, the government can identify the majority will
 with the general will. Also, a rebellion of a part of the Sovereign
 against itself is hard to conceive; for instance, can a hand rebel
 against an arm? These are the essential results, not always self-
 consistent, of Rousseau's reasoning. In this system absolute or
 totalitarian democracy is always in danger of becoming simply
 totalitarian, which is the result of Rousseau's indifference to liberal,
 parliamentary democracy with its ideals of compromise and ad-
 justment between opposed parts of the Sovereign.
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 After "the general will" of the Sovereign absorbed Rousseau's

 lessons, then Rousseau would presumably surrender himself to it,

 as Plato would have entrusted his safety to the boy king of Syra-

 cuse if only he had learned the master's wisdom. And so Rousseau

 in atonement for an imaginary sin would sanction even greater sins,

 and confine himself (and us) to a society more terrifying !than the

 penal colony described by Kafka in his story of the Death Machine.

 If Rousseau's own plight under pre-Revolutionary authority in

 France be any guide, then after the Revolution had come and

 Robespierre had made Rousseau its patron saint, might not Rous-

 seau, had he lived to witness the Revolution, have been in time

 numbered among the victims of the general will? Would he have

 gone to the guillotine, the death machine, still believing in the

 unqualified and unaided goodness of man's will?

 Or would he have seen that Rousseau had been sacrificed to

 Rousseau for a crime of which he was not guilty and in worship of
 a goodness and rationality which he did not possess to any remark-

 able degree? Would he at last have seen himself as he really was

 in his attitude of cosmic defiance, and would he have pleaded for

 forgiveness? In Rousseau, owing to his instability, all things are

 possible. I can imagine him, on the other hand, performing the one

 last remaining blasphemy, which he had in effect already committed

 in speaking of the absolute goodness and justice of the general will,

 by proclaiming of himself what used to be said of God-namely

 that His ways are just even if they are not justifiable to man.
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