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ABSTRACT

.

This work examines the legitimacy of property in

'lRousséau's "Discourse on the Origin and Fourfdations of
inequqlity Amongst Men". It‘begins on a strange note: it
demonstrates that Ro;sseau's view of nature is evoiutionary;
To -possess an evolutiohary hnderstandigg of nature requires
th;t one resolve the difficulty of‘defining what disfihgui hesm

one animal from another. 1In the Discourse, Rousseau has

e

to define what distinguishes man from other animals. - According

-

to Rousseau, man possegses three unique characteristics:
. v

free agency, pity and self-perfectibility. Having defined
. : ‘ -
man, Rousseau argues that man could exist in the state of

natufe without other men. ' Consequently, there was no need
for either'profe:ty or civil society. The question there-
fore arises as to why c1$fl society ‘was instituted.
According to Rousseau's account, man is a natural
carnivore who remains united with a female. The unionvoﬁ
the human male and female leads té an increase in the
human population and a corresponding decrease in the avail-
ability of food. 1In order to cope with these changing
circumstances, man was forced to wevelop reason. By
imitatind nature he was able to acquire the necessary

knowledge for the art of agricultrue and thus able to

satisfy his needs in order to survive. Agriculture, however

/
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requires that each person recognize the right of every other
?

person to work his land and to keep the products grown from

‘the land. For Rousseau, agriculture requires the institution

of property. At the same t{&e, agrlculture is necessary

both to 1nd1V1dual and spec1es preservatlon. ‘Thus, men agree
to institute property and consequnntly c1v11 fpc;ety
Rousseau's account demonstrates that the evolution.of human
needs froced man to institute civil society which is

rendered legitimate throuéh the institution of property.
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Chapter I
Introduction

"This is mine"; a statement so easy to utter, so
powerful in its consequences: it is this’ phrase which is
responsible not only for property, but alsovfor the whole
of éivil society according to Rousseau's famous Discourse,
"On the Origin and éoundations of’Inequality Amongst
Men".l ~ \ x

The first pefson whoj having fenced off a plot of

ground, took it intd his head to say this is mine

and found people sifiple enough to believe him,
was the true foundep of civil soCiety.2

To understand the rise of civil society, and similarly, the
demise of the original state of nature in the Discourse
entails an account of the development of ideas.

For this idea of property, depending on many
prior ideas which could only have risen success-
ively, was not conceived all at once in the human
mind. 3 ' .

In Rousseau's view, most human ideas are inseparable from
, p

¢

language itself.

Let us consider how:many ideas we owe to the use
of speech ...4 '

1. Jean Jacques Rousseau, "On the Origin and
Foundations of Inequality Amongst Men," fThe First and
Second Discourses, trans. ed. Roger D, Masters, Judith
R. Masters (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1964). »
Hereaftey,; Rousseau's work will be abbreviated the Discoufbe.

2. Ibid., p. 141.

3. Ibid., p. 142.

4. 1bid., p. 116.
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general ideas can cpme into the “mind only

with the aid of words ...5

. L}
It is therefore necessary to state propositions,
henif to speak in order to have general ideas

Further, the development of ideas 'is also dependent on
human passions.

Whatever the moralists may say about it, human

understanding owes much to the passions, which by

common agreement, also owes -much to it.7
Finally, an account of the evolution of ideas is insep~
arable from needs which are conditioned by one's environ-
ment.

in all nations of the world progress of the

mind has been precisely proportioned to the needs

that people had received from nature or to those

to which circumstances had subjected them ... 8
Thus, if ideas in general are somehow dependent upon
language, passions and needs, it follows that the idea of
property in particular is in some way dependent upon
language, passions and needs. Although the relationship
between need, passion, language and ideas appears straight-
forward, Rousseau's Discourse makes obvious that language
is related to foresight, memory, imagination and love;

passions are tied to needs; and needs are inseparable from

desires. Relationships intertwine; complexities increase.

5. 1bid., p. 124.

6. Ibid., p. 125.

7. 1Ibid., pp. 115-116.

8. Ibid., p. 116.
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.

Despite the multiplying difficulties in reconstructing
Rousseau's account‘of propérty, I nonetheless will not
leave the task to whomever would take the‘chailenge,

but rather, I shall accept it myself. The purpose of the
thesis is to extract from the.morass of complex relation-
ships the reasons for the rise of property, ang conse-

-

quently, civil society, in thevDiscourse. .
In accepting the challenge to assess the place of
_property in the Discourse, I will treat Rousseau's work as
a tool of learning ; that is, for provoking thought - and,

therefore, accord to it the respect due to any true
mentor. Rousseau recognized that his Discourse, like all
instruments of learning, is subject to the regder's abuse
or appreciation, which, in the final analysis, is deter-
mined by the reader's degree of care and attention to
Rousseau's precise words. Although Rousseau does not
explicitly categorize his various readers, his writing
strongly suggests that he distiqguishes at least three
distinct types of readers. First, "vulgar readers" are
distinguished from "judges".

It is enough for me to offer these objects to the

consideration of my judges; it is enough for me

to have arranged it so that vulgar ,readers would

have no need to consider them.9

Second, Rousseau reserves as "judges" only two Greek

philosophers. No "modern" man appears to be capable of

9. 1Ibid., p. 141.
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judging Rousseau's thought,
-~

I shall try to use a language that suits all
nations, or rather, forgetting times and places
in order to think only of the men to whom I e
speak, 1 shall jmagine myself in the Lyceum of ‘
Athens repeating the lessons of my masters with
Plato and Xenocratet for judges, and the human
\. race for an audience.
Vanity precludes me from accepting the status of a vulgar
reader; humility precludes me from attributing to myself
the status of judge. Rather, I see myself as one of
RBusseau's- "attentive readers":
In discovering and following the forgotten and
lost routes that must have led man from the
natural state to the civil state ... every
attentive reader cannot f&il to be struck by the
immense space that separates these two states.ll
Rousseau, the author, disting‘gshes various classes of
readers; Rousseau, the mentor, has different teachings for
q -
these vé’ﬁous classes. In particular, Rousseau seeks to
persuade the vulgar, superficial readers of a salutary
teaching concerning human nature and civil society, while
"t the same time, guiding the more attentive readers into
recognizing the truths about human nature and civil
seclety.
My mentor is the author of the Discourse, my status 1is

attentive réader; and in an effort to deserve that status,

extreme care will be taken in interpreting the Discourse

10. 1Ibid., p. 103. Xenocrates was a student of
Plato.

11. 1Ibid., p. 178.



with the view to.distilling those ideas relevant to’
& s ¥

vRoqﬁseau's aCcount of propertfﬁ The the51s, therefore, is
A.prlmarlly analytlcal and exp051tory as opposed to belng

judgmental in character; ' S

Thejfcllowing work is divided into three chapters.
Chapter II dlSCUSSeS 1ts 51gn1f1cance and’ eluc1dates some
of the theoretlcal problems which’ Rousseau necessarlly
encountered in malntalnlng that man 1s an evolutlonary
animal. . In so d01ng, thls chapter also reveals that
4Rousseau has dlfferent teachlngs for various readers. The
first part of Qhapter III “contrasts human needs as they

“exist in the state Bf ‘nature with human needs as they exist

v

- in civil society. _Therlattérxpart of the chapter‘reform-

ulates Rousseau's account of property in.an effort to

demonstrate that the transformatlon of human needs 1nev1—

tably. led to the emergence of property. Chapter IV

+

demonstrates why Rousseau malntabned that the prlvate

ownershlp of land is practlcally synonymous with politics.,

.

' Flnally, a speculatlve effort w1ll be made to 1nd1cate why

Rousseau did not 1ntend to teach the same’ thlngs to

-

'all readers.
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mChapter 1T

Limitations and Scope
: 3

Rousseau's view of animalg in nature is akin to modern

evolutionary biology and contrasts dramatically with the

classical conception which sees each species as uniquely

) N N N .
created.12 To argue that Rousseau's view of nature is

evolutionary is to‘engage-in a controversy among students
of Rousseau concerning the scientific and historical status

of man in'the\state of nature. Some authors, liké

g Shklar, contend»that Rousseau, like all utopists,

created tﬁ% state‘of nature és a measure to determiné the

degree to which civil méh had degenerated.13 Rousseau's
works then do contrast the strong, crude savage man in the
state Of_nature with the refined, weak, bourgeois gentleman

in civil society. Such evidence does suggest that ¢

Rousseau, for some reason, wanted to demonstrate forcefully

and vigorously, the degree of man's depravity. The beauty
and purity in nature provided Rousseau with a meéns»to

accomplish this task. It would therefore appear that the
: . . /
state of natire is not an historical, true account of man./

With the advent of Leo Strauss, increasing numbers of /
Rousseau'% students maintain that Rousseau's state of

/

. : /
12. 1Ibid., p. 235. Masters' note to Rousseau's/worg.

- 13. .Judith N. Shklar, Men and Citizens: A Study of
Rousseau's Social Theory (London: Cambridge University
Press), 1969, pp. 2-6. '

/

/
/
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~nature in the'Dlscouree accurately depicts human

origins.}4 -Strauss deduces that the state of nature cannot
“be hypotheticaltaccording to the premises which Rousseau
establishes in the Discourse.

Rousseau was fully aware of the antibiblical
implications of the concept of the state of

nature. For this reason, he originally presented
his account of the state of nature as altogether
hypothetical; the notion that the state of nature
was once: actual contradicts the biblical teaching
which every Christian philosopher is obliged to '
accept. But the teaching of the Second Discourse
is not that of a Christian; it is the teaching of

a man addressing mankind; it is at home in

the Lyceum at the time of Plato and of Xeno-
Crates, and not in the eighteenth century; it is

a teaching arrived at by applying the natural

light to the study of niah's nature, and nature e
never lies. In accordance with these statements, -
Rousseau asserts later on that he has proved the
account of the state of nature,

i

There is also another group of critics who argue that

Rousseau vacillated between con51der1ng the state of nature

as an established fact and the state of nature asma;utoplan;

standard.
'RousseauAries to ward off criticism by admitting
that hid “state of nature" is only a useful

conceptualization, a fruitful operational notlon
~= one which obviously depends on the already
- assumed conclusion that culture is not natural to

14. Robert Wokler, "Perfectible Apes in Decadent .

- Cultures: Rousseau's Anthropology Revisited," Daedulus, %
‘Vol. 107 (3), Summer, 1978, pp. 107-134. Roger D. Masters, '
"Jean- -Jacques Is Alive and Well: Rousseau and Contemporary

‘Sociobiology," Daedulus, Vol. 107 (3), Summer, 1978,

pp. 93-105. Marc F. Plattrier, Rousseau's State of Nature:

An Interpretatlon of the Discourse on Inequality, (Dekalb,
Il]lhOls Northern I1linois Unlver51ty Press), 1979.

15, Leo Strauss, Natural Right and History (Chicago:
Chlcago Unlver51ty Press), 1953, note #32, p. 267.




man. It enables him to contemplate a "man" freed
of the historical and the contingent - the type
of abstraction that suits utopian thinkers.
However, he cannot maintain this attjtude.
Unable to solve the problem of passing from the
realm of the conceptual to the realm of "h¥story,
as he must do, he quickly forgets his initial
proviso; after the first few pages he writes as .
if the processes he is describing were a factual
part of human history. In so doing, he falls
into a common fallacy of his time, that of
superimposing a "natural," normative history on
actual history, the latter being conceived as a
story of "pathological deviations" from an ideal
norm.
#The preceding arguments are not necessafily mutually
'exclusive;'\Each fails to entertain the possibility that
. o % . .
Rousseau's state of nature can be both an ideal and a
hfstorical'fact. If so, the state of nature may not only
'describe man's original eondition but his original cond-
ition may also provide a standard by which men in society
ought to live. Thus, on the one hand, the state of nature
would be true; on the other hand, the state of nature would
be utopian. Although it will be argued that Rousseau's
understanding of nature is evolutionary, from which it
follows that the state of nature accurately depicts human
origins, this controversy pales in comparison to the issue
of how Rousseau addressed and resolved the perennial
political problems in light of this modern conception of

nature, radical for its time - indeed, for any' time.

Of the few students of Rousseau who are convinced that

"

16. Lester G. Crocker, Jean Jacques Rousseau: - The

Quest (1712-1758), Volume 1, (New York: - MacMillan
Company), 1968, p. 256.




his view of nature is evolutionary, even fewer have
considered, let alone appreciated, how Rousseau reso/Qed
the political implications and theoretical difficulties .
posed by the evolutionary understanding of nature.l7
Rather, students have argued that Rousseau's understanding
of nature presents a crisis for natural right.
It is therefore difficult to understand how
Rousseau could have based his natural right
teaching on what he believed he knew of natural
man or men in the state of nature. His concep-
tion of the state of nature points toward a
natural right teaching which is no longer
based on considerations of men's nature, or it
points toward a law of reason Wthh is no longer
understood as a law of nature. \
If nature is to provide the standard by which man ought to -
live, yet man is, by nature, a sub-rational being - an
animal evolved from other animals - it would appear to
follow that as man becomes increasingly rational, and. hence
less‘natural, that a natural right teaching could not be
. based on man's nature. Man is by nature sub—rational; a
natural right teaching is rational, therefore, it appears
Rousseau's conception of natural right has no relation to
man's nature or that natural right, if it has to be
rational has no relation to nature. Through an analysis of

.the orlgln and role of property in Rousseau's Dlscourse, it

will not Only be demonstrated how Rousseau's view of nature

17. ' One notable exception is Leo Strauss, Natural
Right and! History, (Chicago: Chicago University Press),
1953, pp.' 252-294.

18. 1bid., p. 276. " \/
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can be both hypothétical and factual, but even more
important, it will show how Rousseéu addressed and resolved
the difficulgies”which many critics believe to_exist.

The particular éontroversy surrounding the scientific
and historical status of Rousseau's state of nature
reflects an even more‘geﬁeral and fundamental problem:
how Rousseau's wriéihés should be interpreted. For
example, Rousseau himself states that his state of nature
is both hypothetical and factual. 19 Consequently, it would
appear that Shklar, Strauss andﬁcfocker have valid argu-
.meﬂts. The paradoxicalwcharacter of Rousseau's works,
‘however, was intended.

| ... it is not for me to be permitted to attack
vulgar errors and -educated people respect their
prejudices too much to bear my supposed paradoxes
. with patience.20 - .
Rousseau therefore pfovides a stapdérd by which one's
ihterpretatién can be measured: 1f the readei cannot
‘reconcile the paradoxes,fthe reader has made an error.
‘RQusseau's'paradoxical writing style suggests at least one
method - one which will be used throughout this work = to
\

examine his writings. The particular paradox concerning a
subject will be presented. An interpretaﬁion will then be

of fered with the view to reconciling the paradox. Another

important criterion, however, for interpreting Rousseau is

19. Rousseau, Discourse, compare p. 93 with pp. 140-141.

20. Ibid, p.\20, Emphasis added.



11

.that the interpretation must be consistent with his work as

»

a whole. 1In the final analysis, however, the thesis is

founded on a paradox: there appears to be no measure

by which I can know that my interpretation is ndt riddled
with vulgar errors or respected préjudices.

Before amassing evidence that Rdusseau's Discourse is
based on a subtle évolutionary conception of nature, it
would be useful to present at least a preliminary undeg—‘

. : S -
standing of basic evolutionary principles in conjdhctidn
with Rousseau'é work. Ernst Mayr's articlé "Evolution"21

is a refinement of Charles Darwin's work and succinctly

expresses four basic principles governing evolution.

" First, and most general, is the principle which defines

nature as an eternal process of change. "Species change

i

continually, new ones originate and others become

extinct."22 as will be seen, this principie encompasses
the other principles. For this reason, it will not yet be
demonstrated that Rousseau conceived nature to be in a

perpetual state of change. Rather, this conclusion

can be more easily deduced following an examination of the

other three principles. Mayr'sksecond principle maintains

21. Ernst Mayr, "Evolution", in Scientific American,

* Vol. 239 (3), September, 1978, pp. 47-55. The selection of

Ernst Mayr as an authority is not arbitrary. The fact that
his article is the first in the special edition of the

Scientific American which was devoted to evolution suggests
that he is a leading authority on the subject of evolution.

22. 1Ibid., p. 48.

C



12
that similar o;ganisms descend from a common ancestor.23
Although the Discourse is devoted prima?ily to man as
opposed to the whole of animate creation, Rousseau's
awareness of speciation can be obtained from at least two
parts of the Discourse: nodte (j) and the outset of ?art
I. In note (j), Rousseau analyses the account of the
Congo pongos written by Battel and Purchass as a means to
suggest thHat few differences exiéf between man and beast.
The pongos, according to:Rousseau's account, though Similgr
to men physically, are heavier and taller; they have
deep-set eyes; they lack a calf and, finally, they are
vegetarian.24 Certainly, Rousseau's-observation that
these animals resemble men is not sufficiénﬁ e&idence to
deduce, at this point, thgt Rousseau was aware of speci-
ation. However, by criticising and challenging the
assumptions in the Battel and Purchass account of the
poﬁgos, Roussgau demonstrates that he was conscious of the
various changes'that species might undergo over time.

Rousseau provides three reasons for subjeciing the
account of Battel and Purchass to scrutiny. Thg brevity of
their observations provides one reason fér his skeptic-
ism. -

The small number of lines these descriptions
contain can enable us to judge how badly these
animals were observed and with what prejudices

23. 1bid., p. 48.

24. Rousseau, Discourse, pp. 204-205.
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thg¥kwere seen.?2> |
Second, Rousseau'demonstrates that the respective observ-
ations of Battel and Purchass contradict one another.
These contradictions by themselves, however,’do not provide
a sufficient reason for Rousseau to conclude that the +
account written by Battel and Purchass is incorrgct.
However, Purchass was Battel's compiler26 and, for this
reason, it is curious that their accounts arevcontra—
dictory, specifically regarding their observations of the
behavior of the pongos.

In one place, Battel says that the pongos‘kill

Negroes who cross the forests; in another,

Purchass _adds that they do ndét do them any

harm ..2% |
Finally, Rousseau attacks their assumption tha; pongos are
animals énd not men in the state of hature, If these
travellers .assumed that pongoé were not men because they

did not talk, their reason was weak "... for those who know

that although the organ of speech is natural to man, speech
“Eﬁ -1 L g ‘ ‘

1s nonetheless not natural to him.;."28 Further, Battel
and Purchass had no way of knowing that pongos did not

possess self-perfectibility, a characteristic unique to the

25. 1bid., p. 207.

26. 1Ibid., p. 219.

27. 1bid., p. 207.

28. 1Ibid., p. 207.
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human species.?9 By undermining the credibility of
Battel's and Purchass' account, Rousseau raises tﬁe
distinct possibility that man is only one(pf the many
species of animals. BattelJand Purchass, 'in keeping with
traditional thought, assumed that man is distinguished from
beast by language, and'consequently, reason. Rousse§q

,

3
statgf that self-perfectibility“qnd not reason is thi

{ : N 1 AN
distinguishing feature of homo sapiens.30 In the ori inal

Since man has no language in the, state of nature, higg‘gﬁ;\ '
, - Pl ST R
> 4 :
- 2 ke
] t%gﬁr

faculties 32 ang given that perfectibility is dormant in the

perfectibility must also be dormant. Given

bi]ity is responsible for the growth of all ™

state of naﬁure, it foliows that ali human faculties must
also be dormant. Thus, man in tﬁe sta}e of nature is only
a beast with the potential to become higher*than a beast.
In,suggeéting that man was qnce an animal, Rousseau also
suggests that he is aware of the speciation which occurs
among the animal kingdom. Throughout the Discéurse,
Rousseau refers to man only as another animal. For

example, Rousseau sees man only as an animal who is the

29. 1Ipid., p. 208.

30. 1bid., p. 114.
31. Ibid., p. 124.

32. 1Ibid., p. 114.
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most advantageously organized33; Rousseau describes man as
an animal who must defend himself from becoming the prey of

another animal34; Rousseau defines free agency as the

characteristic which distinguishes men among the animals.35
Thus, Rousseau guggests that animal includes both man and
beast, whereas beast refers to all animals eﬁcluding man,
and for this reason, Rousseau can be u éerstood to be

arguing that man is merely another animal.’
N
At the outset of Part I, Rousseau states that his

Discourse will not examine man's

.. Oorganic structure through its successive
developments. 1 shall not stop to investigate in
the animal system what he could have been at the
beginning in order to become at length what he
is. I shall not examine whether, as Aristotle
thinks, man's elongated nails were not at first
hooked claws; whether he was not hairy like a
bear; and whether, if he walked on all fours (c),
his gaze, directed toward the earth and confined
to a horizon of several paces, did not indicate
both the character and limits of ‘his ideas. 36

Rousseau's interpretation of Aristotle suggests that
Aristotle's view of nature was evolutionary. VYet, Aris-
totle never entertained the possibility that man is simply-
.an anima}. ‘

This phrase is ambiguous, perhaps &;tent;onally.

Although Aristotle speaks of the analogy between
the claws of animals and the nails of men, I am

i

33. Ibid., p. 105.

34. 1Ibid., pp. 112-113.

35. Ibid., p. 114, °

36. 1Ibid., pp. 104-105, emphasis added.
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unable to find any passage in which he suggests

that the latter evolved out of the former

-.. Even a cursory reading of these works reveals

the gulf between Aristotle's biological method,

which assumes that each species is naturally

distinct, and the radical evolutionary approach

of Rousseau. For example, Aristotle asserts that

! mans stands erect on two feet because "his nature

and his esence is divine" ... nature forms each

species in terms of its end or perfection.37
The comparison of Rousseau's statements about Aristotle
with Aristotle's own statements reveals the degree to which
Rousseau's conception of nature departs from the classical
. ‘ \
understanding. In interpreting Aristotle as holding&an
evolutionary conception of nature, Rousseau leads his
readers to believe that he and Aristotle have a similar
understanding of nature. The question then arises as to
why Rousseau gives his work the appearance of being in
accordance with classical thought.

Rousseau states that the paucity of scientific data is
the reason for his failure to provide a morphological
account of man.

Comparative anatomy has as yet made too little

progress and the observations of naturalists are

as yet too uncertain for one to be aple to

establish the_basis of solid reasoning upon such

foundations.

Although- Rousseau does not attempt to alleviate this gap in

scientific knowledge, he suggests that it can be done. If

a morphological account of human evolution can be

7

37. 1bid., pp. 234-235. Note #21 of Masters to
Rousseau's Discourse.

38. 1Ibid., p. 105.
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documeﬁked?sit follows that'morphological changes have
oécurri&% AFu?ther, ﬁousseau states unequivocally that
animal physiology depends on diet and the man;er in which
an animal uses its limbs.39 Rousseau's awareness of
pﬁysiological changes posits a direct relationship between
body structure and environment. If the body structure of a
being depends on externél conditions, it follows that if
the same being is exposed to different conditions, its
structure will vary according to the conditions to yhich it
is subjected. Thus, the most plausible interpretation of
Rousseau éuggests his awarenesé that speciation occurs in
the animal kingdom. If so, the question remains as to why
Rousseau would imply that his conception of species in
nature does not differ substantially from Aristotle's.

Mayr's third principle of evolution states that the
process of change is gradual and cbntinuous.4o In
concluding Part I, Rousseau writes that he need not expand
his reflections

... concerning the way‘in thch the lapse of time

compensates for the slight probability of events;
concerning the surprising power of very trivial
causes when they act without interruption ...

To this point in the Discourse, Rousseau offers no indica-

tion as to what the "trivial causes" are which have made

39. 1Ibid., p. 105.
40. Ernst Mayr, p. 48.

41. Rousseau, Discourse, p. 141.
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such an impact on nature over time. Note (j) offer‘ one:
plausible answer,

... i1f one had been able to make good observ-
ations in those ancient times when various
peoples followed ways of life with greater
differences between them than peoples do today,
one would also have noted, in the shapes and
habits of the body, much more striking

varieties. All these facts, for which it is easy
to furnish incontestable proofs, can surprise
only those who are accustomed to look solely at
the objects surrounding them, and who are
ignorant of the powerful effects of the diversity
of climates, air, foods, way of life, habits in
general, and above all the astonishing force of
the same causes when they act continually upon
long sequences of generations.42

Rousseau not only defines those environmental forces -

L

trivial causes - which affect the physical éppéarance of a
species, but he also notes that such changes occur only
with time. Thus, Rousseau's understanding of timé in nature
is analogous to that held by modern evolutionary biolog-

ists.

\

Mayr's fourth principle of evolution describes;the

process of natural selection among animals.
- ’

Selection is a two step process. The first step
is the production of variation. 1In every
generation, according to Darwin, an enormous
amount of variation is generated ... The second
step is selection through survival in the
struggle for existence ... those individuals that
have the most appropriate combination of char-
acters for cqgtng with the environment, including
climate, comp€titors and enemies; they would have
the greatest chance of surviving, of reproducing,
and of leaving survivors ...43

42. 1Ibid., p. 203.

43. Ernst Mayr, p. 48.
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: .

Natural selection is simply a process of survival which
carries no connotation of s rength,, weakness oOr progress,

Those beings fortunate. enough. to possess certain genetic

LR

. and physical traits @iven certain environmental conditions

&

will’ sumy3ye and reproduce. Rousseau s understandlng of

1 7
natural Felection 1s best clarlfled through an examlnatlon

AN

of natural law. A'necéssary prelude to discovering his

1

conception of natural ‘law is\to examine its definingb
essentials;,something which Rpusseau establisheefby‘

.critigising both the Roman and\ modern ‘conceptions’.

f
" R the Roman Jurlsts subject man and all the.
othgk animals 1nd1fferent1y to the same law,
begffuse they consider under this name the law
that nature 1mpOSes upon itself rather than that
which it prescrlbes, or rather because of the
\particular sense in which those jurlsts under-
stand\the word law, which on this occasion
they seem to have taken only for the expression
of the general relations established ‘by nature
N among all animate beings for thelr common
’ preservatlon ' : . ; . .

Roman positive law, though founded on natural law, is

defective according to Rousseau, because it fails to
. ' ( . - o
consider law as a corrective mechanism in society.

s

’

£her,'the,phy31ca1‘laws governihg beasts were belleved to

§

-apply to man. lConsequently, laws in Roman society were

sanctioned if they existed in the dnimal kingdom.

According to Rousseau, modern juriets,‘dhiike their Roman

predecessors, ¥ail to establish positive law upon natural

\

44. Rousseau, Discourse, p. 94.

- , LR
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law. Law, accordingyteJthe moderns, exists only if

there is an awafreness of .its existence. Man is the only

being able to perceive its existence and hence law can

govern no being but man. No laws govern nature, so man

need not look to nature for lawé@#

The moderns, recognizing un&er the name law only
a rule prescribed to a moral belng, that is to
say, intelligent, free, and considered in his
relations with other beings, consequently limit
the competence of natural law, to the@$6&e animal
endowed with reason, namely man, but each
defining this law in his own fashion, they all
establish it upon such metaphysical principles’
that even among us there are verywfew people
capable of comprehending thesé principles, far
from being able to find them’ by themselves.43

For the moderns, law is merely convention. Without any

- standard against which good and . d laws can be measured,

- the moderns have resorted to using agreement as a criterion

for establishing law. For Rousseau, law is not convention

and consequently agreement cannot prov1de an adequate crit-

erion for measurlng good ‘or bad laws. .

i
erters begin by seeking the gules on which, for
the 'common utility, it would be appropriate that
men agree amor¥ themselves; and then they give
the name natural law to the collegglon of these
rules, without other proof than t good which
they judge would result from their universal

© application. This is surely a very facile way to

compose definitions and to explain the nature of
things by almost arbitrary conveniences.

According to Rousseau, both conceptions of natural law are

incorrect: it is neither a simple description of physical

45. 1bid., p. 94.

46. 1Ibid., p. 95.
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laws among animals nor is it‘a complex prescription of
conventional laws established by men. | .

. For Rousseau, natural law must somehow reflect a
-synthesis; it must desgfibe the relations among all animals
including man as well as provide 'a basis for positive law

among rational beings.

All that we can see very clearly concerning this
law is that,-for it to be- daw, not only must the
will of him who is bound by it be able to submit
to it with knowledge, but also, for it to be

‘Y"natural, it must speak directly by nature's
- voice.47 ‘ -

Although the~briteria for natural law are‘stringent/

»

Rousseau~states that natural,law goyerns not only the state
.‘of nature, but can also be made to govern civil soc1ety
once the true pr1nc1ples ‘of nature are adequately under—
stood. : ) . ‘ T |

Accustomed from infancy to 1nc1emenc1es of the
weather and the rigor of the seasdns, trained in
fatigue, and forced, naked and without arms, to
defend their lives and their prey against, other
wild beasts, or to escape by outrunning tHem, men
develop. a robust and almost unalterable temper-
ament: ... Nature treats them precisely as the law
of Sparta treated the children of citizens: it
renders strong and robust those who are well con-
stituted and makes all the others perish,

thereby differing from our societies, in which
the State, by making children burdensome to their
fathers kllls them 1ndlscr1m1nate1y before their
birth.4 48

Rousseau's conception of the law of nature achieves the’

de51red synthe51s. In@the state of nature, the environment

47. 1bid., p. 95.
p

48.  1bid.,
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produces strong and robust 1nd1v1duals as evidenced by

thelr ability to surv1ve. Thus, Rousseau's conception of .

natural law fulfills the first criterion: it describes the
relations among anima]s. Rousseau's deeoription of the
state of nature suggests that only the strong survive. It
wou]d therefore follow that man's ablllty to survive over © 4
the centuries is an indication of his strength. Yet,

Rousseau observes that only those societies similar to

‘Sparta ca 2ate robust men. Thus, for Rousseau survival

is,the criterion by which strength is measured in nature‘
whereas survival is not necessarily a sign of strength in
society. Rather, SOCiety does not neoessarily render
"strong", 'in this evolutionary sense, its well constituted
individuals. 1Its frequent failnre to do so produces weak

28 _
men, and natural law, properly understood, shonld become
the prescription to remedy the prevailing ills of a society

thus modelling positive law on natural law. Rousseau's

conception of natural law meets his second criterion: it

" provides a standard on which to found positive law. The

'”guestion then becomes one of determining the rule or rules

AN\

which nature prescriges - rules which can be prescribed by
positive law - to create strong individuals. The general
pr1nc1ple on which p051t1ve law must be founded 1s simple:

it must preserVe "the simple, unlforméand solltary way of
’k '\
£

life prescribed to us by nature".49 “o%

49. 1Ibid., p. 110, emphasis added.
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Haviﬁg observed‘Rousseau's understanding of natural '
law, it remains to be seen ﬁow it cohpares to the evolu-
tionary principle. of nafﬁral selection. For Mayr, those
beings who best cope with the enyironmentﬁyill more;

\,

frequently survive and reproduce. For Rouﬁéeau, those
, : _ Fo

beings able to withstand natural forces ar% réndgred
strong, and consequently, sgrvive and reproduce. One
difference underlies the two conceptioﬁs of natural
selection: Mayr maintains that strength is relative to
environment; Rousseéu apbeals to an unchanging standard of
strength. Accdrding tc Mayr, the death of'an individual or
species does not signify weak in.any absolute senég.
Rather, the species or individual is weak given the present
cifcﬁmstancqs; According to Rousseau, those beings. who:
survive are strong in an absolute sense. The weak indivi-
duals or spécies mﬁst perish. Although this difference
bétﬁeen Rousseau angvMayr exists, both authors agree that a
‘“pfocess of selection exists fn nature. Thus, Rousseau's
View'of.who survivéS‘preceaes‘Darwin's view of the survival
of the strong through awproces; of natural selection.

Like Darwin léter; Rousseau was éware not only of
the general p;inéiple concerning the process of,natﬁral
«éelection, but'he_afso recognized its particular principle
which holds that only those beings capable of sur?iving can
successfully reproduce. gpr'example, in note (j) Rousseau

"provides an example to deméﬁstrate that the account of the



/ 24
pongos written by Battelyand'Purchass is riddled with
prejudices. "For example, they [the pongos] are’qualifigd

\2as monstersh;and yét it is agreed that they reproduce."%&
For Rousseau, this example substantiates hié claim that’”
Battel's and Purchass' écéount of the “pongos mifrors their
prejudices; The premise underlying Rousseau's criticism is
that monsters cannot pﬁbpagate succeésfully. His CIiticism
not only provides evidgﬁce‘that he understood the process
vof natural selection’aggﬁits implications for the survival
gf thé sppcies,‘buﬁ-it also makes manifest the qulf betwgen
the modern and classical concéptions of nature.

If, as the classical conceptién‘of nature holds, eacﬁf
species is distinqt from all others, it follows £ha£ each
species pbssesses characteristics unique to it. Further,
theée.characferistics provide a standard by which pb judge
_each member of the species. Thus, if speties Z has traits
V, W and X.,and member A of species Z lacks W, it follows
that A;deviates from the norm. " It ié’in this sense ‘that
"the member can be considered a monstrosity. If, however,w
as Rousseau claims, nature is a continual process of change
and one species is mefély the Outgrowth of another, member

£y

A of species Z would not be a monstrosity if it could
- su%vive and reproduce. Thus, if nature is considered from
an evolutionary viewpoint, it appears that nature provides

no standard by which species or individuals can be judged
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aé to their particular strengths or weaknesseé. Rousseau's
criticism ol Battel and Purchass thus reveals a part
of the theoretical philosophical problem which plagued
Rousseéu, but one which the classical philosophers did not
face;

* * *

From the outset of Part I, Rousseau encounters grave
theoretical difficulties posed by the evolutionary view of
nature. In the Preface, Rousseau states that one purpose
of th;Discourse ";.; is to '‘separate what isAoriginal from
what is'.artificial in the present nature of man ..."51 The
study of natural man is essential to understanding natura?
law. Only after a knowledge of natural law has been
racquired can one understand what is requireé of positive
law. Thé issue of the Discourse has been defined; the
theoretical difficulties of nature which Rousseau
'encéuntered require explanation.

An example will best elaborate thé difficulties which
Rousseau necéssarily encountered. The'problem would be
anqlqgoﬁs;to writing a historical and naturélistic treatise’
concerning‘the birds of'the world without recourse to any
'rules of classificatioﬁ such as the Linnaeén system.’
Assume that the common claim of evélutionary biologists -
birds evolved from reptiles - is valid. . W

In the course of the evolution of birds from

51. 1Ibid., pp. 92-93.°
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reptileé, there was a successive alteration of

the bones, the muscles and the skin of the

forelimb to give rise . to a wing; an increase ip

the size of the breastbone ‘to provide an anchor

for the wing muscles; a general restructuring of

bones to make them very light but strong, and the

development of feathers to' provide both aero-

dynamic elements and lightweight insu}ation.52
To make any sense of the claim that birds evolved from

v'\‘ ~

reptiles, it is essential to decide at which point a bird
is properly defined a bird. Should earlyffeptiles be
included in the work? Should.the'ostrich and the penguin
be included since neither species flies? All species of
birds do not have feathers, eat the same foods, or even
migrate; yet, for some reason, certain species of animals
are classified as birds and others are not. This same
conceptual problem of definition plagued Rousseau in
‘relation to man. If the purpose of the Discourse is to
study original man, yet man evolved from the animal
kingdom, ithe question arises as to the point in time at.
which man can be'properly.defined'as man.

The morphological difficulties concerning man are
Eesolved at the outset of Part I.

-». Without regard to the changes that must have .

come ‘about in the internal as well as external

conformation of man as he applied his limbs to

new uses and as he nourished himself on new

foods, I shall suppose him to have been formed

from all time as I see him today: .
walking on two. feet, using his hands as we do

S

o’
52. Richard cC. Lewontin, "Adaptation,"™ in Nature Red
in Tooth and Claw: Readings in Evolutionary Theory,
Collection of Essays by Leon Craig, Edmonton, Alberta,
1982, p. 213. 2
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ours, directing his gaze on all of nature, and
measuring the vast expanse of heaven with his
eyes.53 '

On the one hand, Rousseau erects an artificial construct to
remove the difficulty of defining man in terms of his

morphological structure. On the other hand, Rousseau must

still define those characteristics unique to homo sapiens

which will accoumt for the evolution of man from a beast
into a being capable of producing the arts, sciences and
luxuries of civil society.

Rousseau begins the task by examining both the
physicalaand metaphysical aspects of original man.>4
Physical man, having his roots in the animal kingdom has
only three'needs which must be satisfied: food, water and
sleep.5® Having defined physical man, Rousseau demon-
strates that physical man in the state of nature cannot
account for the institution of civilbsociety. In-the state
of nature, men, disperséd among the animals, observe,
imitate and appropriate the activities of the beasts
thereby fulfilling those needs vital to self preservation
without the help of other men. - |

I see him satisfying his hunger under an oak,

quenching his thirst at the first stream, finding

his bed at the foot of the same treé that
furnished his meal; and therewith his needs are

¢ ¥
bty

53. Rousseau, Discourse[ p. 105, emphasis added.
54. 1Ibid., p. 113.

55. Ibid., p. 105.
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satisfied.56
Consequently, basic human needs do not provide a reason>for
men to unite in civil society. Thus, it appears that
Rousseau would ﬁéve us believe that man is not, by nature,
a socio-political being.

Rousseau further denies the possibility that men
united for purposes of defense. Saﬁage man, in the state
of nature, is not as weak as man in society.

The savage man's body being the only implement he

knows, he employs it for var%ous uses of which,

through lack of training, our bodies are incap-

able; our industry deprives us of the strength

and ggility that necessity obliges him to

acquire, :

His fully developed individual strength enablés man in the
‘state of nature to defend himself without the aid of other
human beings. In those instances when human strength does
not surpass that of other animals, there is still no need
for man to unite because savage man recognizes that he
surpasses "animals in skill more than. they surpass him in
strength".58 Other aniﬁals, for their part, learn that
savage man cén outwit them,.andaconsequeqtly, they will not

attack man willingly.539 1In those instances where animals

possess' more strength than man has skill, Rousseau notes
i - 2

56. Ibid., p. 105.

57. 1bid., p. 106.

58. 1Ibid., p. 107.

59. Ibid., pp. 107-108.
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that this human weakness does nét provide an adequate basisl
on which to found civil society because man "is in the |
position of the other weaker species, which nevertheless
subsist."60

Rousseau then examines other "more formidable enemies,
against which man does not have the same means of x
defense".61 Rousseau examines three human weaknesses in an
effort to determine if human weaknesses provide adequate
justification for the institution of civil society. First,
Roussegu examines infancy in the human species. He
concludes that a female does not require the assistance of
the male to aid in feeding Her young since she carries her
child with her and thus can

nourish it with more facility than the

females of several animals, which are forced to

come and go incessantly with great fatigue, on

one direction to seek their food and in the other

to suckle or nourish their young.

Second, Rousseau argues that the extended duratidn of

infancy in man ié not a valid reason for the uhion of males
and female since the length of theAlives of all species is
proportionate to the length af'time of their growth.s3 If

other species are able to survive infancy, it would appear

to follow that the human race should also be able to

60. 1Ibid., p. 108.

61. 1Ibid., p. 108.

62. Ibid., pp. 108-109.

63. 1Ibid., pp. 109 and 191.
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survive in infancy without the aid of society. Both of

Al

Rousseau's arguments are inadequate. First, Rousseau has
not exhausted other possibilities as to why a man and a
woman would unite. He assumes that men and women would

' .

. i
unite g

out of weakness. However, it is plausible to

L7y

suggestﬁfhat mén”and women would unite for other reasons.
Second, Rousseau's observation concerning the proportion of
infanéy to the species life span may be correct, but fhe
argument is specious bécause the issue is not the duration
of infancy and life among species. The length of life of a
species is imméterial if an animal is not sufficiently
protected and nourished until it is able to fend for
itself. Thus, Rousseau's arguments do not demonstrate
adequately that male and female have no reason to unite.
The question - which will be examined later - arises as to
whether or not Rousseau recognized the ihadequacy of his
arguments.v If_so, the question becomes one of understénd-
‘ing why Rousséau put forth these inadequate arguments.

Roﬁsseau then afgues the unlikelihood of men creating
civil society to protect the aged.

. e sinée oid agé is, of all ills, the one that

human assistance ¢an least relieve, they finally

die without it being perceived that they cease to

be, almost without perceiving it themselves. 64

Finally, it is not plausible that men united to protect

themselves from illnessess since it is only in society that

64. 1bid., p. 109. ‘
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most illnesses deveaop.65 To this point in the Discourse,
Rousseau has examined phys};al’;an in the state of nature
and cénc]uded that society could not possibly have been
founded on human physical needs.

Rousseau then considers man from the metaphysical side
in the effért'to ascertain those characteristics which the
human species must have posses§ed in order to have evolved
in the manner in which it did. He defines three meta-

physical traits unique to homo sapiens. The first unique

human'characteristic is the capacity for free agehcy.
Interestingly, this first characteristic distinguishing men
from animals is a potential faculty and one which savage
man,}in the original state of nature, does not actually
exercise. The discussion on free agency begins wiéh a
éomparison between man and beast. A pigeon, frugivorous by
nature, will not eat méat even if it is starving; a cat,
carnivorous by nature, will not eat fruits and grains even
if it is starving.66 Beasts, as evidenced by the two
examples, cannot deviate from the dictates of nature. Man,
ynlike beast, is not bound by instinct to nature'g com-
mands. Man must have the ability to reject nature's |
commandévor he could never have evolved from a beast.
Rousseau then rejecfs the claim of the cléssical

philosophers that reason distinguishes man from beast.

65. Ibid., pp. 109-110.

66. 1bid., pp. 113-114.

.
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Every animal has ideas, since it has senses; it
even combines its ideas up to a certain point,
and in this regard man differs from a beast only
in degree.67 =
*
According to Rousseau, both men and beasts gqmbine ideas
i -

eceived from their senses. However, men, unlike beasts,

-~-combine more senses and thus have more ideas than beasts.

g

Rousseau therefore argues that the mental processes
experienced by both man and beast differ quantitativély as
opposed to qualitatively. 1If both man and beast reason, it
.\ i

follows that reason cannot distinguish man from beast.
Although reason does not distinguish man from beast, there
is a'f;bg\of reason, according to Rousseau which is
qualitatively different from the one used by beast and most
men. The use of a certain type of reason distinguishes
various types of men. Throughout the Discourse, Rousseau
reiteérates the claim that one quality distinguishes one man
from another man more than a man from a beast.

Some philosophers have even suggested that there

is more difference between a given man and o

anothﬁf than between a given man and a given

beast. 8,

But to ‘limit ourselves to the preceding reports,

in theldescription of these supposed monsters are

found striking conformities with the human

species and lesser differences than those which

could be assigned between one man and another. 69

I say that when such observers [Montesquieu,

67. Ibid., p. 114.

68. 1Ibid., p. 114.

69. Ibid., p. 207.




Buffon, Diderot, d'Alembert] will affirm of a

given animal that it is a man and of another that

it 'is a beast, they will have to be believed; but

' "it would be:too credulous to defer to crude
travelers about whom one would sometimes be
tempted to ask the very question that they e
meddle in resolv1ng concerning other animals. 70 _

The context of the first quote - reason does not disting-
uish man“from beast,—'suggests that’the quality is reason.
The\remarning'two passages. have been.extrapolated from note
(j) in which Rousseau argues that meh resembletall

other beasts in ‘the state of‘nature.( Even‘language, and

consequently,freason does not differentiate man(from
' - A
- beast. e Thus, Rousseau 1mp11es that reason ‘is not a trait

1

’whlch gualltatlvely dlstlngulshes men from anlmals.

! However, it is a guallty which differs qualitatively

amongfmen. Thus, the question arises as tor}he types. of

reason which exist. First, as_discusséd previously, there

is the. reason comm to both.man and beast the reasoning

“achi®ved by: comblnlng thealmpre551ons recelved by the

senses (taste, touch hearing, smell, 51ght7l) " The second

type of reason is clarlfled by returnlng to Montaigne's
essay. "Of the Inéquallty Among Us" from which Rousseau

& .
‘initially borrowed ‘the 1dea of there being more difference

_between some men and others, than between a given man and a
beast. In thlS essay, Montalgne argues that a vast
es/é;

‘inequality exists among fen with regard to the quallti

70. 1Ibid., p. 213. * - o i

71. Ibid., p. 113.



théjr soul: not afraid of death, rgstfaint-of‘appetites
';thégrat;on)%7frée frqmvanity.72 Such a man is wise. In
;?gﬁef wordéln%ise éen.are not boﬁnd‘to fheir sensesfr TQ,

retgrn to the Discourse, it would therefore appear that £he
;éason whiCh doeé not acquiesce to the senses is tgg“one
‘which distinguisﬁgﬁqdifferent tyggg\of_men. If most human
actions involve'nojhore reasoniﬁg.than that feqﬁifed'byfa
beast, ﬁan musﬁ.poséessﬂanotﬁér faculty which_explains hoﬁ
he @as able to become qualitétively differeﬁt from;a
beast. It is‘this faculty which,Rouésead defines'as free
-agency. HoweVér, inpthe state of”nature,,free agency,is
hseiéss._ It is useless because/maﬁ'Swonly Safe is éélf—
7preservatioh., Selfjpreservétion dictates the intake of
| food, water‘and éleep; - If man Were‘éb exercise freedom in
tﬁe state of nature, he may make choices inifkical to
self—preservafion. Conseqﬁently, man's freedom in“the
' state of nature would be useless because a rebqgnifion of
‘freedom would not advance se1f4pre;ervation. If freedom is
_dseléss to man in the 'state of nature, - it must therefore be
ndh*exisﬁent. | B
ittwas\by a very wise providence that his‘
potential faculties were to develop only with the

opportunities to exercise them, so that they were
neither superfluous and burdensome to him [man]

~72." Michel de Montaigne,-"Of the Inequality Amongst
- Us", .in The Essays of Michel de Montaigne, Vol. I, Book I,
Chapter XLII, Translated by Charles Cotton (Lendon:
G. Bell & Sons, Ltd.), 1913, *p. "3.00. ‘ ' /;%g

KR



-4 35
beforehand, nor tardy and useless when needed. 73

If freedom does not exist in the state of nature it would

‘appear to follow that the unlque characteristic which

Rousseau attrlbuted to man is not really a characteristic
dlstlngulshlng man from beast However, the non-existence
of free agency does not mean that‘man‘cannot he disting—
uished'from beast. Rather, freedom is a potential faculty

whlch dlfferentlates man from beast. .In the state of

nature, man 1is indistinguishable from other animate

creatures. However, he has the potential to become

different, and one potential faculty which he possesses

is the capacity to choose. ﬂ%

}The second faéulty unique to the human species is the

potent1a1 facu]ty of self- perfectlblllty. Simply defined,

_self perfectlblllty is:

... a faculty which, with the aid of circum-
stances, successively develops all the others,

O and resides amQRg us as much in the species as in

Wl the 1nd1v1dua1

In the discussion of self-perfectibility, Rousseau observes

that it is the faculty responsible for drawing man out of

the state of nature, acquiring knowledge and isvalso the’
source of human evils. On the one hand Rousseau asks
several rhetorlcal questlons about perfectlblllty in such a

manner whlch belles that perfectlblllty 1s respon51ble for

,a

73. ';g;g.,‘p, 127, K - S /

74, 1Ibid., p. 114.
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‘any of man's evils.

It would be sad for us to be forced to agree that
this distinctive and almost unlimited faculty is
. the source of all man's misfortunes; that it is
this faculty which, by dint of time, draws him
out of. that original condition in which he would
pass tranguil and innocent days; that it is this
faculty which, bringing to flower over the
centuries his enlightenment and his errors,
his vices and his virttes, in the long run makes'
him the tyrant of himself and of nature. It
would be horrible to be obliged to praise as a
beneficent being the one who first suggested to
the inhabitant of the banks of the Orinoco the
use of those pieces of wood which he binds on the
temples of his children, and which assure them at
least a part of thelr imbecility and original
whapplness .

On the other hand, note (i) which occurs in the discussion
éh self—perfectibility argues that human depravity is due
to the acquisition of knowledge and the progress of man.76
Aléhough Rousseau states that self—perfectibility.is
respbnsible for the fall of man in the note, the question
arises as tolwhy hg’wbuld not state it explicitly in the
Discourse. . | .
 Having4stated that‘self4pe£fectibility" _esponsibie
for the acquisition of human kr'lf&o”v{ledge, Rousg; aescribes
how knowledge, and thus self—perf&@éibility, operates. The
roots of knowledge spring from twé passions: desire and
fear. Desires and fears exist only if one has an idea of

‘them or else by the impulsion of nature. To desire or fear

an object increases human understanding because man uses

.

75. Ibid., p. 115, emphasis added.

76. 1Ibid., p. 193.
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the mind as an aid to obt;in thatfwhich he desires or
eliminate that which he fears. In the state of nature, man
has four desires: food, water, sleep and a female,77
These desires do not exceed his physical needs because he
is deprived of knowledge of any other desires. Rousseau
thereby imglies that an'increase of needs would increase
desires ané consequently knowledge.

To thls point, Rousseau has defined self- perfectlb—

1]1ty and how it develops, but he also demonstrates that

4 J

Q%avage man, in the state of nature, does not exercise

self-perfectibility. Perfectibility depends on general

ideas. /8 General ideas, however, arise only if there is

1anguage.79

In the statevof‘nature,‘man does not possess
language.v He can therefore not possess self—perfecti~ |
bility. Self- ~perfectibility, like free agency, is there-
fore only a potential faculty which dlstlngulshes man from
beast. | ‘

The third Characteristic unique to man is the

potentlal sentiment of pity. 80 Rousseau's dlSCUSSlOn of

Cpity is paradox1ca1. on the one hand he states exp11c1tly

‘that savage ‘man forcefully experlences pity; on the other

hand, he 1mp11es that pity is experienced only by man in

77. 1bid., p. 116.

78. Ibid., p. 124.

79.  Ibid., p. 124.

80. 1Ibid., p. 130.
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society, Analysis of Rousseau's discussion will not only
reveal that savage man, in the state of nature, does not
experience pity, but will also demonstrate why this
"natural" sentiment is absent.
In refuting Hobbés' claim that the state of nature is
a state of war among men, Rousseau argues that there is a
principle operating in the state of nature which prevents
men-from engaging in needless violence.
There is, besides, another principle which Hobbes
did not notice, and which - having been given to
man in order to soften, under certain circum-
stancegﬂ the ferocity of his vanity or the desire
for self-preservation before the birth of vanity
(0) - tempers the ardor he has for his own
well-being by an innate repugnance to see his
fellow-man suffer.81
Rousseau attributes this principle of needless violence in
the state of nature to human pity. K
I speak of pity, a disposition that is appro-
priate to beings as weak and subject to as many
ills as we are; a virtue all the more universal
and useful .to man because it precedes in him the
. use of all reflection; and so naturgl that even.
beasts sometimes give signs of"it.8
Rousseau therefg§e suggests that savage man, in the state
of na%ure,'expeggénces pity. However, earlier in the
Discourse, Rousséau states that the only virtues which

Savage man possesses, in the state of nature, are those

which contribute to self-preservation.83 Pity, by defin-

81. 1bid., p. 130.
82. .Ibid., p.-130.

83. 1Ibid., p. 128.
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ition,vcontributes.to the séJf-presérvation of others, It
therefore is not logical to conclude as Rousseau does that
savage man experiences pity. Furthermore, Rousseau claims
that pity is a dispositién appropriate to weak beiﬁgs.

Yét, as discussed earlier, the law of nature governs the
- state of nature to Create .only strong and robust indiv-
iduals. It is society that -efiable the weak té survive. If
pity is apprOpriate for weak men who are subject to iils,l
it is appropriate fof civil man and inappropriéﬁe to the
strong savage man who, mbreover, has only the passions he
needs.

The universality and naturalness of pity,'according to
Rousseau, is supported by the observation that beasts mani-
fest perceptible signs of pity.

~

Without speaking of the tenderness of mothers: for
" their young and of the perils they brave to guard
them, one observés daily the: repugnance of horses
to trample a living body underfoot. 'An animal
does not pass near a dead animal of its species
without uneasiness. There are even some animals
that give them a kind of sepulcher; and the sad
lowing of cattle entering a slaughterhouse
announces the impression they receive from the
horrible sight that strikes them. :

Rousseau's undeveloped argument concerning the universality
of pity can be stated as follows: - even the lowly beast
maniﬁgsts signé of pity, and since men are higher than
beasts, it must follow that men experience pity.

Rousseau's argument, noble as it makes men appear, is

”

84. 1bid., p. 130.
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merely a persuasive, rhetorical analogy. It is invalid to
conclude that pity is universal to man because beasts
manifest sigﬁs of pity. If, as 1 have tried to dempnstrate'
in this chapter, man is merely another beast in the state
of naﬁhré who possesses only the potential to become
different it follows that he like the other beasts does not
experience pity, but fatper, ohly manifests signs of pity.

The questions therefére arise as to when pity exists
among mép and what Rousseau means by arguing thaE'pity is a
natural sentiment. Rousseau describes two exemplary

situations which elicit pity. First, . v
.. an imprisoned man who sees outside a‘wild

~ beast tearing a child from his mother's breast,
breaklng his weak limbs in its murderous teeth,
and ripping apart with its claws the palpitating
entrails of this child. What horrible agitation
must be felt by this witness of_an event in whlch
he takes no personal interest 185

R

Second,

... since daily in our theaters one'sees, moved
and crying for the troubles of an unfortunate
person, a man who, if he were in the tyrant's
place, would aggravate his enemy's torments even
more - like bloodthirsty Sulla, so sensitive to
ills he had not caused, or like Alexander ‘of
Pherae, who did not dare attend the performance
of any tragedy lest he be seen moaning with
Andromache and Priam, whereas he listened without
emotion to the cries of so many c1tlzens murdered >
daily on his orders.

In both examples, pity is elicited only in society and is

at 1its peak'when an observer, who has no personal stake

85. 1bid., p. 131.

86. 1bid., p. 131.
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invested in the sufferer, witnesses an act of cruelty. 1If
pity is at its peak when self-interest is not involved, it
is plausible to suggest that pity would decrgase in
proportion to increased self-interest.

Alfhough Rousseau would have us convinced that pity is
a lovely sentiment so useful and beneficial to man,
Rousseau's examples aiso”suggest that only a certain type
of man experiences pity. The imérisoned man s in a
position of{weakness thereby suggesting that only weak men
feel pity..ﬁThis observation is supported by Rousseau's
example of Alexander of Pherae. This example was exéra-
bolated from Montaigne's essay "Cowardice the Mothgr of
Cruelty“.87 In this essay,‘Mohtaigne argues. that éruelty
- that which exceeds a simple death - originates from weak,
vain men primarily concerned with their reputation. Undue
preoccupation with their reputation leadé them to venge
anyone whom they perceive to besmirch £heir honor. It 1is
this desire for fevenge which causes people to be cruel.
Cruelty, for Montaigne, has its roots in human weakness:
vani£y and a éoncern with honor. Given Montaigne's
argument, Alexander of Pherae can be defined as a yain,
vengeful coward.

When the tyfant Brought Pelopidas to Pherae, at
first he [Alexander of Pherae] permitted those

(9]

87. Michel de Montaigne, "Cowardice the Mother of
Cruelty," in The Essays of Michel de Montaigne, Vol. 1I,
Translated by Charles Cotton, (London: G. Bell and Sons,
Ltd.), 1913, pp. 416-426. :
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that desired it to speak with him, imagining that
this disaster would break his spirit and make him
appear contemptible.88

He was aware of his [Alexander's] savageflfess, andg
the little value he had for right and justice,
insomuch that sometimes he buried men alive, and
sometimes dressed them in bear's and boar's
skins, and then baited themeyith dogs, or shot at
them for his divertisement.

According to Montaigne's argument, Alexander was cruel

because he was a coward. Rousseau, by using Montaigne's
example, suggests that pity is an emotion experienced by
weak, vain men. Such a conclusion would be consistent not
only with what was earlier stated, but would also be
consistent with Juvenal's satire,

Following the examples of when pity is elicited,
Rousseau éxt:acts the following quote from Juvenal's
Satires. "ﬁature, who gave men tears, confesses she gives
the human racéﬂmost tender hearts"?o In Satire XV,
Jévenal recounts a tale of two Egyptian towns, Ombi and
Tentyra. The vanity and revenge of each resulted in war.

There are two neighboring towns, Ombi by name,

. and Tentyra, )

‘Burning with hate for edch other, a rivalry deep
and long-lasting,
" A wound that can never be healed. On each side

passionate fury : .
Rises high, and ,the'people despise the gods of

n . | .
88. Plutarch, "Life of Pelopidas", Plutarch's Lives
and Writings, Volume 1II, Edited by A. H. Clough, 7
W. W. Goodwin, (Boston: Little, Brown angd Companglﬁ 1909,
wp. 227-228, emphasis added. ' :
8

9. Ibid., p. 229, emphasis added.
a— ) ,

90. Rousseau, Discourse, p. 131,
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their neighbors,

Thinking that only their own are the kind that
deserve recognition.

When it was time for a feast, the leaders and
chiefs of one village

Thought it a wonderful chance to interfere with
the others, ‘

So that they might gft enjoy a day that was happy
and festive ...

According to Juvenal, the atrscities of the war, such as
cannibalism, were wrong. War, in and of itself is not
wrong, but inflicting needless suffering upon another human
being ;s wrong and springs from human weakness.

No wild Cimbrian man, no barbarous Briton, no
savage
Horde from the steppes, no monstrous Agathyrsians
ever
Raged like this weak mob, this useless and
cowardly rabble,
Holisting their patches of sail on the masts of
their crockery vessédls,
Pulling their puny oars on painted earthenware
dinghies.
A punishment flttlng the crime you never will
find for these people
In whose minds, it seems, anger is equal to
‘hunger 32

Juvenal, like Montaigne, argues that cruelty is inflicted
by cowards. Unlike Monta;gne, Juvenal contends that pity
was bestowed updn man, by nature, to refrain him from
inflicting needless suffering upon others. Thus, pit&,.fori
Juvenal, 1is a sentihent necessary fo combat human frail-

ties: wvanity, vengefulness, andﬁgruelty. Given Juvenal's

91. Juvenal, "Satire XV: On the Atrocities of
Egypt", The Satires 6f Juvenal, Translated by Rolfe
Humphries, (Bloomington: Indiana .University Press), 1958,
lines 33-40, p. 176. '

92. 1Ibid., lines 125-130, pp. 179-180, emphasis added.
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‘satire in the context of Rousseau, it appears that Rousseau
is‘maintaining that pity is a weakness negessary to vain
men. In other words, vanity, a human weakness, fosters
pity, another human weakness, in order to curb £he detri-
mentai effects of vanity. It is at this point that
Rousseau's definition of pity as a sentiment which tempers
vanity begins to make sense. | - .

Rousseau not only impliges that pitf is appropriate to
'weak beings, but he also states that pity is a natural
;irtue93 which develops after reason?4 and prior to
reflection. 2> 1If reason precedes pity, and pity,is
natural, the question arises as to Rousseau's understénding
of natural because éavage man - supposedly the most natural
man - does not experience pity. Having defined pity,
Rousseau states that savage man has the ability to
commiserate. 26 Although commiseration is similar in
meaning to pity,’Rausseau distinguishes the two words.
Pity tempers vanity to prevent druelty; commisefation ig
identification with the suffering person‘97 Van;ty, to

98

esteem oneself more than any other person, precludes

93. Rousseau, Discourse, p. 130.

94. 1Ibid., p. 131.

95. 1Ibid., p. 130.

96. 1bid., p. 132.
97. 1pid., p. 132.

98. 1Ibid., p. 222.
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identification.9? Consequently, the person who com-
miserates cannot be vain. Those who are vain need pity,
those who are not vain can commiserate. 'Commiseration, .
according to Rousseau, is closer in the state'of nature
than it is in the state of reasoning.l?” However, savage
man, in the original state of nature regards

... himself as the sole spectator to observe him,

as the sole being in the universe to take an

interest in him, and as the sole judge of his own

merit 01
I1f savage man cannot recognize others, it is simply not
possible that he can identxfy and thus commiserate with
others. Rousseau's statement that commiseration exists in
the state of nature remains an enigma. At this point in
the Discouréé,'however, Rousseau introduces the philo-
sopher.

For Rousseau, vain men possess reason. The philo-
sopher - supposediy the most reasonable of men - and
logicaliy; the most vain, has no pity. Yet if pity
suppofts reason, the philosopher should experience pit?.

To say the least, one could easily Coae1udefthat Rousseau's
discussion of pity is paradoxical, contradictory and

difficult. It is for this reason that the discussion

Craves analysis. First, it must be noted that Rousseau

99. 1Ibid., p. 132.
100. Ibid., p. 132.

101. 1bid., p. 222.
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distinguishes reason from reflection. Second, pity
precedes reflection. Thus, reflection is a state of

C . s . 2
thinking which succeeds reason. Reflection - phllosophylo

- isol;}es an individuall0®3 to the point where he is
0 ’

separated from all that is not part of him.104 1n other
words, philosophy makes a man solitary and independent and
thus, represents, in some ways, the savage man ih.the state
of nature. At one point in the Discourse, Rousseau states
that he could "almost dare affirm that the state of
reflection is-a state contrary to nature“.105 However,
Rousseau did not affiym that -the state of reflection is
obposed to nature, tﬁereby implying that reflection is not
contrary to nature., If the state of reflection is analo-
gous to the state of nature, it would follow that the

philosopher who reflects } also able to commiserate. In

~_conclusion, the philosopheMds¥a man who is not vain,

¥
commiserates; civil man

vain pities; savage man, in
the original state of nature, being a beast has only the
potential to pity or to commiserate. Although Rousseau's

discussion of pity may be, to some extent, clarified, the

L))

102. The evidence for associating philosophy with
reflection is that Rousseau's Discourse suggests that
philosophers reflect. For example Rousseau refers to his
arguments as reflections pp. 119, 120, 141 and even refers
to them as philosophic reflections, p. 220.

103. Ibid., p. 132.
104. 1bid., p. 183.

105. 1Ibid., p. 110, emphasis added.
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question arises as to why Rousseau took such p%ins to hide
the truths concerning pity. : |

To this point in the Discourse, Rousseaulhas examined
iphy51cal man, as a Le{n; whlch has evolved from the anlmab
kingdom and has discovered no reason why men, in the state
of nature, would unite to form civil society. ARousseauf
then examined man from the metaphysical aspect and
| concluded that man, to be properly defined a man, musét have
three‘potential facult&es: free agency, self-perfectib—
ility and pity. Man, merely another animal,- had no reason

to unite. Rousseau was therefore faced with the dlffltulty

of explaining the rise of the arts, sc1ences and ever mcre

fundamental, civil society. .
After having shown that perfectibility, social
virtues, and the other faculties that natural man
had received in potentiality could never develop
by themselves, that in order to develop they
-needed the chance combination of several foreign
causes which might never have arisen and without
‘which he would have remained eternally in
- his primitive condition, it remains for me to
" consider and bring together the different
accidents that were able to perfect human reason
while deteriorating the species, ‘make a being
evil while maklng him sociable, and from such a
distant origin finally bring _man and the world to
the point where we see them. . ' (;‘

For Rousseau, civil soc1ety, and thus the institution of
property was an historical ac01dent" The>purpose of the

following chapter is tO‘explaln why propertys cape into

‘being according the;second part of the Drscourse. ‘ {P, g

L)




| | Chapter Irr - ’ w&
Rousseau's Account of Property /' ~
Society, for RousSeauL’is foundedvdn huhan needs. The
preceding chaptéf, however; demonstratedfthat savage man,
in the state of nature, could satisfy his needs. It

therefore seems illogical to argue that Rousseau's account

of society is based on human needs. To demonstrate the

. validity of Rousseau's argument that society is founded on

human need, the following.chapter is divided into. two
sections. The first section discusses needs as they exist

in the state of nature and contras£§'them with theif

existence in civil society. This comparison reveals the

A
o

VQegfee to which human needs differ in the two states. If

needs in civil society differ from those in the state of
nature, it would beyfeasible to argue that civil @ociety

is founded on human needs. However, it would be necessary

>

to demonstrate why and how the.transformation in human

needs occurred: a task which is reserved for the latter
part of_the chapter.
A. Human Needg,

Of’the three individuai\physical needs describea‘in

the Distourse, food is the first.l07 A cursory reading of
the Discourse reveals Rousseau's aépaieht ambivalence

concerning man's natural diét, On the one hand, Rousseau

has taken great pains to provide evidence and to develop

Y,

107. Rousseau, Discourse, p. 105.

48
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arguments demonstrating that man is naturallyfrugivorous.

The height of trees which prevented him from
reaching their fruits, the competition of.animals
that sought to nourish themselves with these
fruits, the ferocity of those animals that wanted
to take his very life; all obliged him to apply
himself to bodily exercises. y
It therefore seems that man having teeth and
intestines like those of fruglvorous animals
- should naturally be placed in that class .m.i

... 1t is*sufficient for me to have shown in this
part the most general system of nature, a system

» which furnishes a new reason to withdraw man from
.the class of carnivorous animals and to place him
among the fruq\yorous species.110

On the other hand, although Rousseau has taken great pains

to argue that man is frugivorgus, elsewhere in the Dis-

.. course, he implies that man is carnivorous.

His self- preservatlon being almost his only care, ¢
his best-trained faculties must be those have as
principal object attack_and defense, either to

subjugate his prey

Was it a matter of catching a deer, everyone
clearly felt that for this purpose he ought
faithfully to keep his post; but if a hare
happene® to pass within reach of one of them,
there can be no doubt that he pursued it without
scruple 2

The apparent paradox concerning man's natural eating habits

craves analysis. Despite Rousseau's curious é&tempts in

108. 1bid., pp.gi42—143, emphasis'added.

109. 1Ibid,, p. 188. °

110. Ibid., p. 192.

- p.}ll2 emphasis added.

p. 145,

I
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notes (e) and (h) to ifgue that. man is na;urally ffugiv—
orous, a thorough aﬁalysisvof the notes reveals‘thaﬁ
Rpusseau must actually believe that man is naturally.
carnivorous. Rousseau's arguments concerning man's
frugi§orous diet have not only been constructed to avoid
the probing eyes éf the "vulgar reader", but also to seize
‘the attention of the'"attentive,ieader". The attentaon to

.

man's diet is essential, for it is man's natural eating

habits which pfbvides thevimpetus for leaving the state

’

of nature and entering ¢ The care which

Rousseau has taken tgﬁgémﬁAfygt arguments proving that man

.k .

LES4
is a frugivore requires that care also be taken to demon-
strate that Rousseau's real intention is to show that man.

is a carnivore.

Note (e) begins with Rousseau's observations concern-

;, 1lng the physical differences between carnivores and

)

"8 frugivores.

Among - the quadrupeds the two most universal
distinguishing characteristics of voracious
species are derived from the shape of the teeth
and the conformation of the intestines. Animals
that live on vegetables all have blunt teeth like
the horse, ox, sheep, hare, but voracious
animals have pointed ones like the cat, dog,
wolf, fox. BAnd as for the intestines the
frugivorous ones have some, such as the colon
that are not found in voracious animals. It
therefore seems that man, having teeth and
intestines like those of frugivorous animals1
should naturally be placed in that class ... 13

The first observation to be made is that the first three

113. 1Ibid., pp. 187-188.
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words of note‘(é)ﬂare "among the‘quadrupeds", yet, as
pointed out in Chapter ¥, Rousseau clearly states that fhe
natural history of man commence§z&ifh bipedalism. Thus;
from the outset of the analysis, it appears that the.
universal characteristics diétinguishiﬁéivoracious from
frugivorﬁus animals are not applicable to man.

To'reach éhe conclusion that man is frugivorous,
Rousseau Starts'with the observations that voracious-
spé%ies have pointed teeth and no colon, whereas, frugi-
vorous animais have blunt teeth and a colon. He then
concludes that man, having a colqn and blunt teeth, must be

a frugivbre. Two reasons militate against accepting the
gl

conclusion: first, Rousseau systematically "confuses" the *

definition of "voracious"™ with "carnivorous"™1l4; second,
. . ’ . ; -€3 s
his observations concerfing the physical characteristics of
voracious and frugivorous species are incorrect.
By definition, furgivorous animals live on fruits,
o
vegetables and grains; carnivorous animals subsist on
flesh; and finally, voratious animals are distinguished not
- gk :

by the content of their diet, but rather;rby the manner ig

which they eat. Voracious animals can either eat vast

114. I have referred to a French edition of
Rousseau's Second Discourse to ensure that Masters has
correctly translated "voracious", "carnivorous", and
"frugivorous". Jean-Jacques Rousseau, "Discourse Sur
*r—igine et Les Fondements de 1'Inegalité Parmi Les
gommes", ed. J. L. Lecercle, (Paris: Editions Sociales), 1977.
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améunts of food or devour their food.l1l5 Rousseau's first
statement’ - "among the qpadrupeds the two most universai
distinguishing characteristics of ‘'voracious species" -
suggests that the note will discuss voracious cafnivores
and frugivoree. However, by stating Ehat‘voracious
species have pointea teeth and no colon, Rousseau assoc-~

lates voracious animals with carnivores, thereby suggestlng

that he is no longer referring to’ vorac1ous species in

general. If his argument is to be internally consistent,

the conclusion which should follow using the general

definition of "voracious" is that voracious species are
characterlzed by hav1ng either p01nted or blunt teeth, and
may or may not have a colon. The question would then
remain open as to whether or not man is e natural frugi-
vore. , . )

Rousseau's "conclusion” is not only invalid because he

has exploited the confusion he has Created concerning the

definition of voracious, but also because the evidence

supporting the conclusion is false. Rousseau contends that

frugivores_such as the horse, ox, sheep and hare héve a

cblon, whereas, carnivores such as the dog, cat, wolf and

. fox do not have a colon. Man, having a colon, must

therefore be a frugivore. VYet, of the eight ‘examples cited

by Rousseau, each species has a colon as opposed to the

115. The deflnltlon of voracious has been taken from
Le Petit Robert: chtlonnalre, (Paris: Societe du Nouveau
Littre), 1978, s. V. ' ,
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four which Rousseau mentions. The logic of Rousseau's
argument therefore fails, It could be objected, Qith 
juétification, that Réusseau was not aware thatvthé cat,
wolf, dog -and fox had colons. If so, i would follow
further that Rousseau's conclusion conmerning the;frugi4
vorous nature of man would be valid giveh-hié limiged
knowledge. 1If, however, Rousseau was aware that his
observations were imcorrect, it would suggest that he
recognized that his arguments were specious.

Tﬁe question arises as to how one caﬁ determine the
extent of Rousseau's Knowledge‘concerning animals. Duting
the period in which Rousseau lived, M. de Buffon researched
and wrote a twelve—volume account which depicts, in
painstaking detail, the physical char;cteristics, foods, .
sexuéf.court@ng and  other relevant traits of mbit-animals
known to man; In note (b), Rousseau acknowledges his debt
_ to M. de Buffon by noting that he
... is one of thoSé authorities that are respect-
able for philosophers because they come from a

solid and sublime reason which philosophers alone
know how to find and appreciate.ll6

Y
It is therefore plausible to concldde not only that
Rousseau read Buffon's writings, but also that if Rous-
seau's observations.gontradicted those of Buffon, Rousseau

would be aware of this fact, and thus,'would be aware that

: D . '
his arguments were based on false” evidence.

116. 1Ibid., p. 182.
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In the section on dogs, Buffon discusses the colon of
the dog.ll7 Although there is no explicit reference to the
presence of a colon in the sections which discuss the cat,
wolf or fox, Buffon not only notes that wolves, foxes and
dogs are remarkably similar in external appearance, but are
‘even more alike in their internal structure.l18 It -
therefore appears that Rousseau was aware of his "mis-
take". Although it is not yet possible to conclude that
Rousseau maintains that man is a carnivore, serious doubts
have been raised about the evidence which he provides
concerning man's frugivorous nature.

Although it is possible that Rous§eau develops his
jkeflections to show that Buffon's obéervations are incor-
rect, a comparison of Buffon with Rousseau's rules concern-
ing the relationship between the digestive system and
diefary habits demonstrates that‘Rousseau has distorted
vBuffon“s observations to reach this false conclusion. 7
Buffon's rulevstates:

. ' AL : ‘ -

-++ 1n such a way that man and animals, whose

stomach and intestines do not have enough

capacity to permit a very large amount of food,

could not take enough grass to extract the

quantity of organic molecules necessary for

their nutrition; and it is for this reason that

man .and the other animals who have only one

stomach, can live only on flesh and grains, which

in .a small volume contain a very large quantity
of nutritious organic molecules, whereas the cow

117. Buffon, Oeuvres Complétes de Buffon, Tome Deux,
(Paris: Garnier Fréres), 1853, pp. 494-495,

1i8. 1Ibid., pp. 573 and 582.
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and other ruminating animals, which have several
stomachs, one of which is very large, and which
consequently can be filled with a large volume of
grass, while extracting enough nutritious organic
molecules, grow and reproduce; the quantity
compensates here for the quality of the food ...
One will not fail to object that the horse

has one stomach, which is quite small; that the
donkey, the hare and other animals which live on
grass also have one stomach, and consequently

" this explanation, although-reasonable, is perhaps
neither true nor well-founded; however, these
exceptions are far from destroying my explana-
tion, they seem to me on the contrary to confirm
it; because although the horse and the donkey
have only one stomach, they have pockets in their
intestines of such a large capacity that one can
compare them to the belly of ruminating animals,
and the hares have a caecum intestine of such
length and such_diameter that it is at least
equivalent to a second stomach ...l19

119. * For the convenience of the reader, all refer-
ences to Buffon in the thesis are my translation. For
those readers familiar with French, I have supplied
"the original passages from Buffon.

... €en sorte que 1'homme et les anlmaux, dont 1'estomac
et les intestins n'ont pas assez de capacité pour admettre
un tres-grand volume d'aliments, ne pourralent pas prendre
assez d'herbe pour en tirer la quantité de molécules
organiques necessaire a leur nutrition; et c'est par cette
raison que l'homme: et les autres animaux qui n'ont gqu'un
estomac, ne peuvent vivre que dg chair ou de graines, qu1
dans un petlt volume contiennent une trés-grande quantité
de ces molécules organlques nutritives, tandis que le boeuf
et les autres animals ruminants, qui ont p1u51eurs esto-
macs, dont l'un est d'une tres- grande capacité, et qui par
conséquent peuvent se remplir d'un grand volume d'herbe en.
tlrent assez de molécules organlques pour se nourrir,
croitre et multiplier; la quantité compense ici 1la qualité
de la nourriture ...

On ne manquera pas de m'oppose que le cheval n'a gu'un
estomac, et méme assez petit; que 1° ane, le llevre, et
d'autres animaux qui vivent d'herbe n'ont aussi qu'un
estomac, et que par consequent cette explication, guoique
vralsemblable, n'en est peut-étre ni plus vraie ni mieux
fondée, ‘cependant, bien loin que ces exceptions apparentes
la détruisent, elles me paraissant au contralre la con-
firmer; car qu01que le cheval et 1'8ne n'aient qu'un grande
capacit€, qu'on eput les comparer a la panse des animaux
ruminants, et 1es lievres ont 1°' 1ntest1n coecum d'une si
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From Buffoqss pa%sage, two conclusions emerge which have a
significantabearfhg on Rousseau's note. First, the ox,
hare, sheep End horse can be considered voracious because
of the vast amounts of food they cqnsume; the dog, cat,
wolf and fox can be defined as voracious because they
devouritheir food. Rousseau's eight examples are vora-
cious, and this fact seems to support the earlier claim
that Rousseau confuses the definition of "voracious" in his
argument. Second, Rousseau's rule states that the presence
of a colon indicaﬁes the frugivorous nature of a species.
However, the*dogJ cat, wolf and fok are carnivorous
and yet Have a colon. Of the eight'examples cited,
Buffon's ru}e hoids for all species, whereas Rousseau's
rule does ﬁbt. It seems to follow that the evidence for
man's frugivorqﬁs natﬁre is,duestzaﬁébfe, to say the least;
and moreo&ér,fthat Rousseau 'knows it.

In cénc]uding note (e); Rousseau assures his readers
that thé great works of antiquity endorse the opinion that
man 1is naturally frugivorous.120 By appealing to ancient

works, Rousseau 1is arguing that an opinion that has

been held throughout the ages must be valid. However, his

argument is an argumentum ad verecundiam; an argument which

119. ... grande longeur et d'un tel diamétre, qu' 'i1l
équivaut ou moins a un second estomac ...
Buffon, Tome Deux, pp. 427-428.

120. Rousseau,'Discourse/ p. 188.
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is justified not on its merits, but rather,. because
tradition sanctifies it. Further, the traditional author-
ity to whom Rousseau refers is not an authority.
Presuﬁably, the greatest classical work concerning the
eating habits of animals and man would be Aristotle's On

\
the Parts of Animals; possibly, Rousseau could be referring

to man's eating habits as discussed in the works of
Plato. However, it is odd, to say the least, that Rousseau

chose an obscure work such as St. Jerome's Against Jovianus

and endowed it with the title "a great work of antiquity"
as authoritative evidence that man is a frugivore. At this
point, it_is important to note that Rousseau explicitly
suggests that man's frﬁgivorous nature is merely "opinion",
as opposed io being knowledge.121 The fact that man's
frugivorous nature isvmerely an opinion coupled with the
fact that the "authority" on man's frugivorous nature is
extremely obscure provides tangible evidence that Rousseau
was aware of the superficial nature of his arguments,.
Examination of note (h) ‘confirms the suspicion that
‘Rousseau's intention is to dehonstrate to the attentive

reader that man is a carnivore while persuading the vulgar

reader that man is a frugivore. For purposes of later

121. The task of philosophy is to replace opinion
with knowledge. Since Rousseau, by his own admission
(p. 188) 1s a philosopher, he is seeking to'replace opinion
with knowledge. To call something an opinigpn, therefore,
is not to say that it is true.  Saint Jerome{s book
confirms an opinion, an opinion which does not seem to be true.
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/
analysis, Rousseau's observations on the differences
 between frugivores and carnivores deserve to be quoted at
length.

I believe I see another difference between
carnivorous and frugivorous animals which is
still more general than the one I remarked upon
in note (e) since this one extends to blrds. The
difference consists in the number of young
which never exceeds two in each litter for the
species that live only on vegetables and which
¢ ordinarily 'goes beyond this number for voracious
animals. It 1s easy to know nature's de51gn in
this regard by the number of teats, which is only
two in each female of the first species like the B
mare, cow, goat, doe, ewe, etc. and which ;
is always six or eight in the other females like
the bitch, cat, wolf, tigress, etc. The hen,
goose, duck, which are all voracious birds, as
are the eagle, sparrowhawk, screech-owl, also lay
and hatch a large number of eggs, which never
happens to the pigeon, turtle-dove, nor to birds
that eat absolutely nothing except grain, which
hardly ever lay and hatch more than two eggs at a
time. The reason that can be given for this
difference is that animals that live only on
grasses and plants, remaining almost the entire
day at pasture and being forced to spend much
time nourishing themselves could not be sdequate
to the nursing of several young; wherea:,
voracious ones having their meal almost & an
instant can more ea511y and more frequei:ly -
return to their young and their hunting, and
compensate for the dissipation of such a large
quantity of milk. There would be many particular
observations and reflections to make about all
this, but this is not the place for them, and it
is sufficient for me to have shown in this part,
the most general system of nature, a system which
furnishes a new reason to withdraw man from the
class of carnivorous animals and _to place him
among the frugivorous species.

’

. ) , ) . : . e
My thesis, unlike Rousseau's Discourse, is the proper place-
y p

for particular observations and reflections. A comparison

122. Rousseau, Discourse, pp. 191-192.
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of Buffon's with Rousseau's rules concerning tﬁe number of
young which carnivorous and frugivorous fehales bear
reveals Rousseau's rule to be specious.

In his introductidn to birds, Buffon states

Birds of prey are not as fecund as other birds:

most of them lay only a small number of eggs

... There are those, like the eagle and the
sparrow-hawk which have only two eggs, and -

others, like the waterfowl and the merli , Which

lay up to seven eggs; it is, in this resp ct,
‘that birds are like quadrupeds; the number of the
multiplication by generation is in inverse ratio :
to their size; the large birds produce less young

than the small birds. This law appears to me .
generally established in all orders of living

nature;. however, one could¥object citing the

examples of pigeons which, although small, that

is to say, a medium size, produce only two eggs

and smaller birds which ordinarily produce five;

but it is necessary to consider the absolute

product for a year, and not forget that the’

pigeon, which lays only two and sometimes three

eggs each time, does often have two, three and

four layings from spring to autumn.i

Buffon's rule states that larger animals bear less young --

123. Les oiseaux de proie ne sont pas, aussi féconds
gque les autres oiseaux: la plupart ne pondent qu'un petit
nombre d'oeufs ... Il y en a qui, comme la grand aiglé et
l'orfraie ne donnent que deux oeufs, et 4’ autres,ﬂcomme la
cresserelle et' 1'émérillon, qui en font jus§u'a sept,‘if en
est, a cet égard, des oiseaux comme des quadrupedes.mwle'fvf
nombre de la multiplication par la génération est, en: talsdn
inverse de leur grandeur; les grands oiseaux produlsbht N
moins que les petits,. et en généralement etablle ‘dang™ )
les ordres de la nature vivante; cependant on’, pourraftn,;
m' opposer ici les exemples des pigeons qui, qUOlque petlts,
c'est-a'dire d'une grandeur médiocre, ne produléent que
deux oeufs, et des plus petits oiseaux qul n'en produk3ent
ordinairement. c1nq mais il faut considérer” Je produit "
absolu d'une année, et ne pas oublier que: le\plgeon k?ULrneﬁ
pond que deux et quelquefois trois oeufs pourij.une seu. . N
couvée, fait souvent deux, trois, et quatre g?nts &u ,,,7- T
printemps a 1'automne ... g k '

e e

Buffon, Tome Cing, pp. 44-45,
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than smaller animals; Rousseau's rule states that female
carnivores bear-more young than female frugivores. Two
examples will illustrate that Rousseau's rule is incor-
rect. First, Rousseau states that frugivorous females such
as the mare, cow, goat, doe and ewe have two teats.
However, the cow has four teats. Second, Rousseau's rule,
unlike Buffon's, cannot account for bears who have two
teats. In the discussion of bears, Buffon writes:
... it is necessary to distinguish two types of
terrestrial bears, the brown and the black, which
have neither the same ‘inclinations, nor the same
natural appetites ... The brown is ferocious and
carnivorous, the black is only ferocious and
constantly refuses to eat flesh.l24
... because the bear (the brown and the black)
produce only a small number, one, two, three,
four and never - -more than five; a characteristic
common to all large animals, which do not have a
lot of young ..
According to Rausseau's law of nature, the black bear, -
* .
béing carnivorous, should have less young than brown
bears. Yet, according to Buffon's infofmation, black and
brown bears give birth to the same number of cubs. )

The second reason for questioning Rousseau's conclu-

o 5
4 5 e

124. ... 11 faut dlstlngéér deux éspeces dans les
ours terrestres, les bruns et* les noirs, lesquels n'ayant
pas les mémes inclinations, les mémes appétits naturels
... Le brun est féroce et carnassier, le noir n'est que
farouche, et refuse constamment de manger de la chair.

Buffon, Tome Deux, p. 643.

125. ... parce que l'ours (le brun et le noir) ne
prodult gqu'en petit nombre, un, deux, trois, quatre et
jamais plus de cing; proprieté commune avec tous les gros
animaux, qui ne produisent pas beaucoup de petits ...

Buffon, Tome Deux, p. 643,
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sion concernlng carnlvorous birds is his amblguous use of
. N

" Ty
&!'the'word "vorac1ous" ‘ Rousseau states that the hen, goose

and duck are vorac1ous like the eagle, sparrow-hawk and

N\

screech-owl. By contrasting the_hen, goose, duck, eagle,
‘sparrow-hawk and screech—owl‘with-the pigeon and the turtle
dove, Rousseau gives the impression thaﬁ the first six
vspecies/é;e carnlvoroPs and the latter two are frugi-
vorous. However, it aust be recognized tRat hens, geese
and dueks are~gQmnivorous and not  carnivorous. Hens eat
grainsj vegetables, insects and finely dhoppedvmeat;lgﬁ
geese aad-ducksveat small fish in additron to vegetable

127 °

matter. Eagles, sparrow—hawks and screech—owls are

"strictly carnivores: who kill ard ‘eat mlce, rats, snakes,"
1yzards and smaller b;rds;128; Accordihg to Rousseau's
Trule,-the strict carnivores f eagles, sparrow—hawks,
«%creech owls - should lay more eggs than the omnivorous
blrds. However, the three carnivorous birds lay cons1der-

" ably fewer eggs than‘the three omnlvores. According to
Buffon, eagles lay two eggs,_sparrowhawks lay four or flve
eggs, and screech-owls lay five eggs, whereas, hens lay

B ?

126. ~Buffon, Tome Cing, p. 280. : ‘Rf

{

127. Buffon, Tome{Cinq,'pp.v425-426.

. 128.. For dietary habits of the eagle, refer to

» Buffon, Tome Cing, p. 53; for dietary habits of the
screech-owl refer to Buffon, Tome Cing, p. 188, and for the
dietary habits of the sparrow- hawk refer to Buffon, Tome
Clnq, p. 121. .
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25;30 eggs:and géese and ducks lay l$—24weggs.129 Contrary
to Rousseau's sta%ement, carnivorous‘birds do not have as
 m$ny‘goung as omnivorous birds. |
| The third reason why Roqsseau's gvidenceﬂis incorrect

is that Buffon clearly demonstrates that Q}fds of prey lay

fewer eggs than other birds. Rousseauly ¥ that birds of

prey lay more eggs than other birds. -"’h, Rbusseau uses .

Buffon's two examples of frugivbrous birds which do. not lay
mofe eggs than carnivorous birds. Buffo; states that |
pigeons and turtle-doves do not lay large number of eggs at
a'time,’but these are the only two examples contrary to his
observation that birdi of,prey lay less éggs than omni-
.w§£bus or frugivofous birds. Rdusseguvhas used tﬁé only
two exceptions to Buffonis rule to Support a specious
. ;?nclusion.

In concluding note (h), Rousseau offers theAhypothesié
that frugivorous females need to spend'more time eating,
and_tﬁerefore, cannot adequately nurse several yoﬁng., Yet{/
the issue may nof be nourishment, but rather, protecﬁion.
Frugivores, by nature of their diet, do not}need to attack

$2and fight other animals.for their nourishment. Rather,

these animals are,the diet of carnivores. Consequently,

129. For the-eagle refer to Buffon, Tome Cing, p. 53;
for the sparrow-hawk refer to Buffon, Tome Cing, p. 121;
for the screech-owl refer to Buffon, Tome Cing, p. 188; for
hens refer to Buffon, Tome Cing, p. 290; for geese refer to
Buffon, Tome Cing, p. 426; for the duck refer to Tome Cing,
p. 466. ‘ » ' :
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frugivores heed to run from}predators. A female frugivore
must give birth to well-devéloped young yhiqh are able to
run ' within a matter of days.  If a iiwale gives birth to
well-developedﬁ§oung,Vshe”cannot pGESibiy giVe birth to six
vor seven at oncetbecause of the ﬁgtdrafiéhysiCal limits of
her body. Qa;nivgrdus species, in thei; infancy, are not
subjeét to the'same dangers of prédators to which’frugi—
vores are subjected. Thus, carnivorous species do
not needlwell—deveioped young,‘and thgrefore, are able to
give”birth.to more, undeveloped YOung. Théghuman female,
like all‘éarhiyores,‘éives bifth to relatively helpless
young which provides additibnal evidence that mag.is
naturally carnivoious.
A v

,The simi-larity of maﬁﬂs intestines td carnivores;
Rousseau's, suggestion that ﬁan's'frugivorous diet is mere
opinion; the numerous false observations in Rousseau's -
noteg'on the différénces between frugivores and carnivores;

£

the fact that'wbmen give birth to undeveloped young: all

of thése observations indicate that the history of man must

presuppose that-he is a carnivore. Rousseau's speciously

nts concerning the
[ . s

constructed argume an diet suggest
tﬁatvmaﬁ's éatinjﬁhabits are central £6 understanding;the
Discourse. In addition tO'reSOIQing the que$tion‘of why

Rousseau gersuades the "vulgar reader" that man Is a

frugivore, it is necessary to explain why Rousseau is

convinced that man is naturally carnivorous. The latter
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question is, to some extent, addressed by Rousseau at the

end of note (e).

For as prey is almost the unique subject of
fighting among carnivorous animals, and as
frugivorous ones live- among themselves in
continual peace, if the human race were of

this latter genus it clearly would have had much
greater ease subsisting in the state of nature
and much less need and occasion to leave it.130

In the preceding passage, Rousseau imolies that if man were

a carnivore, it would be easy to understand the reasons for
his'leaving the state of nature. Man as a frugivore would

not enter society; man as a carnivore would leave the state
of nature. The guestion, which will be addressed later, is
why carnivores, unlike frugivores,‘would institute civil
sqfietyr Regardless'of the reason, Rousseau does suggest

that man's carnivorous nature plays a significant role in

man's tran51tlon from the state of nature to c1v11 ®

¥

soc1ety
Not only must the tran51tlon from the state of nature
to- c1v11 society be explalned “but also, Rousseau s account

of property must explaln,the transformatlon of man from

primarily a carnivore to primarily a frugivore. cCivil
soc1ety, bas€d on property, requires agrlculture.

But from the ‘moment one man needed thefhelp of
~another, as soon as -they observed that it was
useful for a single person to ‘have provisions for
two, equality disappeared, property was intro-
duced, labor became necessary; and vast forests ¢
‘were changed into smiling fields which had to be. .
watered with the sweat of men,, and in which 7

PR . o

£

130. Rousseau, Dlscourse “p¢§}88, empha51s added

A{i . E /
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slavery and mlsery were soon seen to germlnate
and grow with the crops. Metallurgy and agri-
”%ﬁ culture were the two arts whose _invention

“i* produced this great revolution.l13

From the cultivation of land, its division
necessarily followed ...

Man, in the state of nature, eats rlesh; man, in civil
society, eats~grains; For property to exist, map's natural
carnivorous inclinations are'transformed, and Rousseau's

t
account must therefore explain the change.

Rousseau identifies the second primary human need of

savage man as water.l133 A comparison of how man uses water

“‘#n the state of nature with how man employs water in civil

society makes manifest the differences between the two

states. More important, however, is that the comparison

w111 demonét@ate that the transformation of the need for
Q\!‘d
water 1s 6ependent on the transformation of man's diet.

In the state of nature, Rousseau suggests that the
need'for water is limited to satisfying individual thirst.
TR

In ¢ivil society, Rousseau mentions two additional uses for

watef, As noted in the discussion on man's need for food,
- :

agrioulture is necessary and concomitant with the advent of |

%
.

property. Cridps demand water, and where rainfall is

1nadequate this water must be supplied by irrigation.

SécOhd, Rousseau implies that the rise of agriculture is

131, 1Ibid., pp. 151-152, emphasis added.

. 132. 1Ibid., p. 154.

/133, Ibid., p. 105.

by
3
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accompanied by the use of wine and liquorf In Part I of
the Discourse, Rousseau associates wini—making with
agripulturg.’ ‘ | -

}.. that they had guessed how 1and‘must be o

cultivated, grains sown, and trees planted; that

,they hag discovered the art of grinding wheat and

fermenting grapes ...134
Further, Rousseau observes that the savages - those people
like Fhe Hotten£ots and Caribs living in'a sﬁate of nature
- havé no liquor 6r wine. Rather, it is the Europeans -
those peoples who ‘practice the art of ‘agriculture - who
have ruined the s;véges with 1iquor.135‘ The relationship
between agriculture and liquor can'be eaSily seen. For
example, wine requires grapes; beer requires hops; whiskey
requires rye. It seems plausible to conclude that the use
of spirits is concomitant with the rise of|agriculture.'

Finally, Rousseau's'account of ﬁropefty must also
explainlthe rise of certain kinds of knowledge, since civil
men know jhow to control the flow of water withbirrigation
systems and wells, whereas savage man does not have this
kind of knowledge, having no need for it. From the
preceding cémparisoh, it can be seen that manvfequires
substantially more water in civil sdciety than in the state.

of nature. The increase of water comes with agriculture.

To explain the rise of ‘agriculture, however, requires an
« \J

-

134. 1bid., p. 118. i .

"135.  Ibid., p. 118.

2
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explanation of why man changed from a nomadic carnivore to

a pastoral omnivore. To explain why man's need for

water transforms as men enter civil society is not diffi-
cult; to explain why man's diet changed is not easy. Thus,

the transformation of the need for water is bound to the

change which occurred in the human diet.

vThé third need of savagé man identified.by Roussead is
repose.136 Like the need for water, the transformation of
this need 1is iinked‘to the change in the human diet.
deage man, in the state of nature, wbrks only as hard and
as‘long as is necesary to seek and deyour his prey and
slaké his thirst. .Hav{hg satea his needs:

Alone, idle and always'near danger,-savage man

must like to sleep, and be a light sleeper like

animals which thinking little, sleep, so to speak
all the time they do not ‘think.137

Rousseau'théreby posits a direct relafionship between.
sleep, industry and knowledge. Increased knleedge‘results
in a éorreSpénding increase inﬁindustry, and.consequently,
a decline in the amoﬁnt,of sleep. This observation is sup;
ported by Rousseau's namerous references throughout‘the

Discourse.

It was necessary to make more- progress, to-
acquire more industry and enlightefiment ...138
B . o

His knowledge and his industry are limited to
,) .

136. 1Ibid., p. 105.
137. 1bid., p. 112.

138. Y1bid., p.. 142, emphasis added.
+700 .

'ak
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jumping, runnin?§ fighting, throwing a stone,
scaling a tree. r

The more the mind was enlightened, the more
industry was perfected.

Civil man, unlike savage ‘rr..subsisting in the original
state of nature must seed, tend and harvest the land. To
farm land requires not only industry, but alSo several
types of knowledge which savage man did not need, and

consequently, did not possess.
%
."Let us suppose that without forges and workshops,
“.the implements for farming had fallen from heaven
ihto the hands of the savages; that these men had
conquered the mortal hatred they all have for
continuous labor; sthat they had learned to
foresee their needs so long in advance, that they.
had guessed how land must be cultivated, grains °
sown, and trees planted; that they had discovered
the art of grinding wheat and fermenting grapes
~ all things they would have had. to be taught by
the gods, as it is impossible to- imagine how they
could have learned them by themselves.l4l

Thus, to explain the transformation of man from a carniyore
to a frugivore weuld not only be to account for the
acquisition of foresight, memory and knewledge of agri-
culture, but also to account for the correséonding increase
in industry and the decline in sleep.

Rousseau describes the fou;th human male need as the

142

need for a female. The Discourse is structured to

139. 1Ibid., p. 189, emphasis added.

140. 1bid., p. 146. j a
141. 1Ibid., p. 118. ' e

142. 1bid., p. 116.
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"distinguish the sexual need from the other needs, thereby
suggesting its probable significance. At lhe oqtset of
Part I, Rousseau introduced hunger, thirst ‘and repose as

three human physical needs. 143 sex is introduced in

Rousseau's discussion concerning tﬁe metaphysical side of
man and is identified ﬁot as ? need, bgt as a desire.l44
However,‘savage man's desiresﬂarelcircumscribed by his
physiéal needs. In other words, the metaphysical side of
savage man in the original state of nature cons%sts only
‘of physical desires whereas the physiéal side of savagé man
consists in the three needs vital tb‘self—preservation.l
There are at least two reasons why sex differs from the
previous three needs, and thus, expiains why Rousseau calls
the reader's attention to the "need" by identifying it
separately., First, sex is only strictly necessary to the
survival of the sgecies, whereas, food; water and slee§ are
éséential to individualypreservation. - Second, the trans-
"formation of the needs for water and sléep were seen to be
linked £thhe change in man's ng%ural diet, whereas, sex is
not. Rather, as will bé seen, sex is the cétalyst respon-
'sible for the transformation in man's diet. Rohsseau's
ostehsibie criticism of Locke in note (1) masks his

account of. the male-femalé union, and thus,.provides a éﬁ%

useful starting point for attempting to understand the

143. 1bid., p. 105.

144. 1bid., p. 116.
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relationship between ﬁhe rise of property and sex.
Note (1) begins with an extensivé passage quoted from
"On the Beginning of Civil Societies" in Locke's Second

Treatise of Government,145 the treatise wherein he présents

his teaching about property. According to Rousseau, Locke

.argues that the law of nature, or purpose, governing any

male-feméle relationship is to ensure the survival® ofsthe

species.% Survival of the.species is ensured only when the

»
1]

young aré able to feed themselves. The young, beiné unable

to feed themselves initial}y, rely on the parents for

nourishment, Thus,’the law of nature demands that the

male;fémale union endure until the young are able to feed
. ’(’ v‘ i

themselvesy In frugivores, .the male-female union lasts no

Mg,

longer than the act of of‘copﬁiation. Male frugivores
cannot feed the young because éLckliné provides their
nourishment, ;;;“éan he provide food for the mother because
she has only/to graze to obtain ﬁérmfood. Unlike frugi-
vores, the male—feméle‘union among carnivores endures for
one season until the young are ablg to feed themselves.
Although the young obtain nourishmeht.from suckling, the
father seeks and captures prey for the mother. Regarding

the human species, the male-female union, like all carni-

vores, must endure for at least one season because the male

145. John Locke, "An Essay Concerning the True
Original, Extent and End of Civil Government", in Treatise
of Civil Government and A Letter Concerning Toleration,
Ed. Charles Sherman, (New York: D. Appleton-Century
Company, Inc.), 1937, #79-#80, pp. 51-52.
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must aid the female in seeking food. Unlike all carni-
voresp the. human male-female relationship is perpetual for
the following reason. Before the first child has reached
the age of independence, the woman conceives again, the
man must remain with the woman to feed the child and the
result is a lasting union between man and woman.146 This
extensive quote of Locke's is followed by Rousseau's four
objections. An analysis of these objections reveals their
dual purpoée: first, to reveal the Wweaknesses in Locke's
account; second, to put forth Rousseau's own account of the
male-female union.

Examination of Rousseau's first objection to Locke
proves it to be spurious.

I shall observe first that moral proofs do not

have great force in matters of physics, and that

they serve rather to give a reason for existing

facts than to prove the real existence of those

facts. Now such is the kind of proof Mr. Locke

uses in the passage 1 have just quoted; for

although it may be advantageous to the human

species for the union between man and woman to

be permanent, it does not follow that it was thus

established by nature, otherwise it would be

necessary to say that nature also instituted

civil society, the arts, commerce and all that

is claimed to be useful to then.
Rousseau's objection would lead the reader to conclude that
Locke argues that the male has a moral obligation to the

female. Upon reading Locke's passage, an unsuspecting
¥

reader might reach this conclusion because Locke consis-

_146. Summafized from Rousseau, Discourse, pp. 214-215.

- 147. 1Ibid., pp. 215-216.
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tently uses words and phrases wrougﬂt‘with moral connotat;
ion.

... this conjunction ought to last, even after
procreation, so long as is necessary to the
nourishment and support of the young ones ...148
... the father, who is bound to take care for
-those he begot, and to undertake that care for a
1cdhg time, is under an obligation to continue in
conjugal society with the same woman ...149
By'stripping the rhetoric from Locke's drgument, we find
that moral obligation is superfluous. Locke's argument
begins with the premise that one of the laws of nature is
survival -of the species. This law of nai&fe dictates that
the offspring must reach a point where they can feed
themselves. To ensure that this point is reached, carni-
vorous males must help their female to feed the young.
Applying the law of nature to the human species, Locke
concludes that the man-woman union endures ionger than all
o£her species because a woman bears another child before
the previpds child reaches the age of independence.
Locke's argument hinges not on morél obligéﬁion, but
raéher, the necessity dictated by natural law. If Locke's
afgumeﬁt is independent of mérality, it follows that
Rousseau's criticism is invalid.

If Rousseau was aware of his "misunderstanding" of

oy .
Locke it is necedsary to explain not only wh Rousseau

148. 1Ibid., p. 214, emphasis added.

149. 1ibid., p. 215, emphasis added.



Wb@% also wQat

Rousseau s specious objectlon reveals about‘his posiﬁﬁ%w *{'1
A 4,0

»

4
. ;f.;n» .w“

concermning ‘the male—female unlon. In the Dlscourse,5» .
v

WIRA -

Rousseau refers to Locke not only as a phllosopherlSQ Qut ﬁ?
also as a wise man.131 As a philosopher, Locke must ' o
" therefore be familiar with and engage in "solid and sublime W%ﬂ

4 e w

reason." 152 cConcerning his argument, Locke's. solid and , -

3
b

sublime reason manifests itself in two ways: first, his '\

writing style which ostensibly.argues that man has a moral
‘obligation to stay with a woman while implicitly arguing
that necégsity constitutes the foundation for the male-
female%kelationship;’Second; Locke's reasoning is sublime
beqause he never states explicitly that ﬁan is a éafnivore,
but like Rousséau, he implies.that it must be true because
carnivores, in‘general, are the only animals in which male
and female remain united. Since Rousseau and Locke are
philosophers, and undoubtedly intellectual equals, it
appears safe toACOnclude that Rousseau recognised that his
objection to Locke was specious. However, in contending
that moral proofs do not have great force in matters of
physics, Rousseau apparently agrees with Locke that

necessity is the foundation for the male-female union. :

According to Rousseau, the sexual act belongs to the realm

150. 1Ibid., p. 214.
151. 1Ibid., p. 150.

152. 1bid., p. 132.
7
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of-physics. To be more precise, it belongs)to the realm of

sensation 153

154

which includes sight; touch,:taste, smell and
hearing. Because physics is all that_ié needed to

explain the realm of the senses, physics can explain the

male-female unios which is merely necessity dictated by the
'5"','-; . T

preservation of tH%“species.’ Rousseau's specious objection
to Locke not only reveals Rousseau's agreement with this
phi]osopheﬁ? but it also keeps hidden the subtleties of

Locke's argument from vulgar readers. .
nY
, «

Rousseau's second objection’to Locke not only demon-

strates the weakness in Locke's account, but also demon-

strates Rousseau's reason as to why the union between males

and females is necessary. Rousseau's objection to Locké\\
: \
consists of two parts: first, carnivorous males do not

help tfieir female to feed the offspring, and therefore

maieé‘dQ-ﬁot stay with the female to help nourish the

CG

dfﬁspriﬁg'a% Locke suggests; second, Locke's:conclusion

7

"ddes;npt follow from his premise.

154, Ipid.,

, = I do not know where Mr. Locke found out that -
¢ .+among animals of prey, the society of male and
. - female lasts longer than among: those that live on

+ + ' grass, and that the former helps the latter to

feed: the -young: for it is not observed that
‘ Lhe- dog, cat; bear -or wolf recognize their female

;?v *better than "the horse, ram, bull, sg?g or all the

"+ other guadrupeds recognize theirs.
. : : o i D

/4. 153. 1bid., p. 114.

113.

155, Ibid., p. 216.

< 78k
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Hav1ng seen in the prev1ous dlSCUSSlOﬂ regarding man' s need

« 75
In the above example, Rousseau uses several examples of
various soecies to show that Locke's rule is false. All
eight species - the first four beind carnivorous, the
latter four belng ffhglvorous¥-nmte with several females
and none of them remaln w1th the female to nourish thelr‘

young.156 In addltlon to,quadrupeds, Rousseau also uses

examples of birds to demonstrate that males do not remain

wtir females to nourlsh their young,xnor 1s there any
. > N~
dlstlnctlon pertalnlng to the durablllty of the union
- €. N
between carnlvorous and fruglvorous Spec1es.

solid. For.who ¢an be persuaded that the union
of. male and female, is more durable- ~among vultur
» and,ravens than among turtle doves? We have two

:The same. dlstlnctlon applled to blrds is no morZ .
S

R spec1es of domestic birds, the duck and the

‘pigeon, which prondevﬁﬁ with examples dlrectly
contrary to. the system of this author. _The
plgeon,‘whlch lives ohly on graln, remains united
with 1ts female, and they nourish their young in
“. common. The duck, whose voracity is known,
" recognizes neither. its female nor its young, and
doe%jﬁfthlng to help with their subsistence

for food that Rousseau manlpulates facts about . anlmals for

hls own rhetor1ca1 purposes,'lt'ls,useful to return ‘to

. LA
) . ’

Y

: 156 For matlng habits and tarlng of the young in - the
Jﬁdog,.reger to Buffon, Tome Deux, pPp.- 493-494; for the ca%

. & refer to .Buffon, Tome Deux, ‘498 for the bear, refer to‘
" Buffon,, Teme-Deux, pp. 642r643; for the. wolf, refer .to '

o Buffon, Tome Deux, p. 574; for the hoyge,\refer "to Buffon,

Tome Deux, pp. .385-398g- for the ram, refer to Buffon, Tomef

Deux, p. 447; for the bull refer to Buffon, Tome Deux,
pp. 431-432; for the stag, refer to Buﬁfon, Tome Deux, pp.

157. Rousseau, Dlscourse, pp.A216 217

%

514-~517 .-



76
anfon'e works to determine the Validity of Roussean's
facts. First, concerning the durability of the'male—female
relationship among birds, Buffon notes that male vultures,
which are carnivorous and have mating habits sinilar to
eagles 158 remalaaw1th thelr female season after season,159
male ravens,'whlch are carnivorous, mate with thelr female

AN

for severa>\years in successionﬁléo and male turtle-doves

':whioh are frugivorous and have mating habits similar to

L

pigeons, remain united with their female. Thus, of the
examples used by Rousseau, both oarnivo}ous.and frugivorous

S ¥ o
birdS'remagnvwith their female. To this p01nt,}Rous%§§u*ﬁx,p

.«.g\ k
o e

#
effectlvely demonstrates that Locke is incorrect for& -

Astatlng that the male female relatlonshlp lasts’among

r -’

carnlvores, and that males help their female to feed the
f <,

yQung.  On the contrary, there appears to be no dlstlnctlon

betweenacarnlvores.and fruglvores regarding the male-female
'ﬁnion, and furfher, the male does not-assiSt‘the female in '

-

,nourlsthg the young .

%p the *?ggex»ha£fnaﬁﬁé§e secOnd ob@éctlon, Rousse¥u

‘deftly arguesﬁthat Locké is correct for stating that the
pufpose of the male-female union is procreation, however,

he also demonstrates that the male”remains with the female
i h’ - - v - - 4

to protect,.and not'nOUrish, the offspring} ‘ oo
‘.c — ~ - -
158. Buffon, Tome CEg%; R. 82. /”4

A

e

159., Ibld., p. 83,

160@A Ibld., pp. 531-532. . .~ - T
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It seems an the contrary that if the help of the
male were riecessary to the female 'to preserve her
young, it would be above all in the species that
plive only on grass, because the mother needs a

- very long time to graze, and during that entire
period she is forced to neglect her brood;
whereas the prey of a female bear or wolf is
‘devoured in an instant, and she has more time -
without suffering fr'em hunger, to nurse her
young. This reasoning is confirmed by ‘an
observation upon the relative number. of teats-
about which I spoke in note (h) ... so it seems

W that in order to draw Lo¢ke's conclusion, his
- reasoning _would have to be altogether
reversed .
: n'yh . v N -

In the’ precedlng passage, Rousseau argues ‘that if man an8-
woman were to remain united, the union would last not
because the male‘must aio in feeding the young, but rather,
because the male must protect the young. Thus,.Locke's
iconc1u51on about why the human male and fema]e remain
united is wrong, ‘but Rousseau does nqp question Locke's

@

7argument that male and female remalncunited Further,
4 ‘ . f;" ’

Rousseau argues that fruglvorous females requ1re more

a551stance from the male 1n protectlng the young th@g do

14

- carnivorous females. It would therefore appear that man
and woman remain united becaude the man must protect the
'%§§ggchildl However, as-was argued earlier, the human species-

is carnivorous and thuer??\wouldxappear that the female

A 3

does hot require the assista e of Ehe male tad defend her
v young. Iwo reasonglsuggest t man's frugivorous\nature

is irrelevant to RoTsseau $ argament concerning pro-

tection. First, Rousseau states that "his reasoning is

¥ e 316%: Rousseaff;Fiscoursef'p.\217. 4& (, {
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confirmed by an observation upon the reietrue number of
teats about which I spoke in note (h)". In note (h),
he states that frugivores have only twe teats, yet analysis
of note (h) demonstrated that his.obseruat%on was incor-
rect. Thus, his ressoning concerning the: protection of -~
animais is nothconfirmed by note (h);» If Rousseau's

reasoning is not sound; it is plausible to suggeStmthat

\ A
i

carnivorous females, like frugivores, require male protectr
ion. Second, in note (h), Rousseau states that carnivores -
,spend tlme huntlng for food during which time they are
forced to neglect thelr young. If so, the male would be
needed to defend the young. Thus, male end female carni-
vores do have a reason to unlte.

4

‘ Rousseau s thlrd objectlon to Loqke focuses on the

clalm that anothefQH*ﬂldsls condelved before the flrst'

goa \PC
o

~child reaches the age o ‘1ndependence.

,Theﬁe 1 much,unce tainty about the pr1nc1pal
fact at se s_as basis for all of )
Mr. ,Locke s reason“ng, for in order to know
o whether, as he-claims, in the pure state of
nature the woman is\ordiharily pregnant again aﬁd‘ p
has anaqther €hlld 1o efore the ‘preceding one
can himself prov1de for his needs, it would be
. necessary to make experiments that Mr. Locke
% surely did not make and that noo,e is able to
'*+ make. The-continual cohabitati of man and wife
prov1des such an immediate oppdrtunlty to be - ‘3
exposed to ‘a new pregnancy ‘that it is Very hard
to believe that chahce- encounter or the 1mpulslon'-
‘of temperament alohe produced, suchvfrequent LI
effects in the pure state of nature as 1n the -
state of conjugal soc1ety ... 16 .

- .

» o : ‘ ¢

162. 1bid., pp. 217-218.
- — " |

A
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To explaiﬁ why the union‘between man and woman;enduges
until "geath do them part", Rousseau makes clear a .fact

which Locke does ‘fiot. For Rousseau, man and woman must

Wyh

live together in order that a woman may conceive before the

previous child reaches the age of independence thereby

.

ensuring that the man will stay to protect the pext

offspring. According ‘to Rousseau,. the pure state of nature’

- a state in which man meets woman only by chance, a state

discussed in Part I of’the Discourse - does not provide the

opportunity for the woman to become pre nt before the
' @

first child reaches the age of independence. Consequently,

.
3
w1

the pure ‘state of nature ‘is ‘one inﬁic;h_male and female’
@ve no ieasonhto remain united In other words, Rousseau

¢
A&Ches the conc1u51on that the hlstory of man commences

.

‘only- if Sne presuﬁEoées that the famlly is natural é@l

Ay

: Rousseau S fourﬂﬁ&objectlon to- Locke not only demoné

23

"strates that" Locke's account carmot éxplaln why a man w111

CAL

remain with a woman -during pregn%ncy; but als@%grovides a
s e o)
solution as to why man and woman remain united &fter

copulation. - .A" I o v

»Flnally, Mr. LockeLéroves at mQ§t that there
could well %e in adman a motive for remaining -
attached to a woman when she has a child, but he
does not prove at all. that he must have been
attached to her before the delivery and during

\. thé nine months of pregnancy. If .a given woman
is indifferent to the man durlng these nine
months, if she becomes unknown to hlm why will he
assist her after delivery? Why will he help her. .7
to raise a child he does not even know belodngs to ‘
him, and whose blrth he neither planned nor

- foresdw? Mr. Locke }v1dently supposes ‘what 1is N

LI

o)
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.in question; for 4t is not a matter of knowing

why the man will remain attached to the woman - .
after delivery, but why he will become attached

to her after conceptlon

Rousseau's objection to Locke seems va11d I1f the obliga-
tion of a male to the female is 1imi®*4d to riourishing

or protecting the young to ensure the pfeservation of thegi
~ species, the question of why man will remain with the
_ . \ : ‘

" female following conception remains unanswered. This . d

difficulty is precisely Rousseau's objection to Locke-

Rousseau atgues that Lockes's conception of the state 1s

nature iS‘incoﬁceivable and untenable. Agcord:ng to Locke,

the only reason for the male-female é‘ﬂ; Yl is to

‘ ’ o 7 A' 3 co ) 3 . i3
one wherein man is vis Ply Lndrstlngulshable from other
. . . LTS e .

g' gnimals - he has -neither teason nor fores'i,ght - it would

: : i
follow that man, after the act.of copulation, would nqQt
. . ; —

realize the consequences of the ggxual act. ' He would not
recognize that he had-fathered‘a%ghiid or was eohtinufng
his species. Consequently,#éhere WOuld be rio reason for

the male to stay with the female. Fu{thrmore, if physical

e
'16
/‘3‘

de§%é% is the sgﬁl factor respon51b1e\<or uniting man and

Y i A N .
[ ‘A . b ‘ B p
v163.v Ibid., PpP. 218-219. ' ’

164. Locke, ?reatise‘of-Gﬁvernment, #79, p. 51.

o
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[
1

N g . ’ ' . . -
‘@B . o g N L -



woman, each sex canrfulflll the1r de51rés w1th anyone of
the'opp051te sex.
need to remain unlted with the female.
explain why the male-female union should last, his &tate of

nature must be incorrectly conceived.

Fuy,

) e
2 4N

', ‘@ i ’ " . ! ‘;,

! 2

i
-~ ‘i v )

His appetite satisfied, the man no longer needs a

gjiven woman, nor the woman a given man. The fman
has not the least concern nor perhaps the least

**“{dea of the consequences of his. actlon.m One goes
off in one direction, the other in another, and

there is no likelihood that at the end of ‘nine
months they have any memory "of having known each
other: for this kind of memory, by which one
individual giveg pref@rence to another for the 3
act of procreation,

understanding than can be supposed in man in the

state of arnimality in question here. Another &

, ‘woman can therefore satisfy the new desigés of
the man as convenlently as the one he haséalready
m

known, and another man satis v. ¥n the sa way
the woman, . suppesing that sh §~1mpe11ed by the
same appetite during pregnan ¥Y, which can
reasonably be doubted. And 1ﬁ?1n the state of
nature the woma!% no longer fee}s<}he passion of
love after the nception of the'child, ‘the
obstacle to her society with the man thereby
becomes much greater st111,031nce then she ho

‘longer needs either the man who 1mpregnated her

or any J@;her. Therefore there ‘is. Rot, f he
man, any reason to seek tke same man. ‘Lo 's
reasoning therefore falls apart, and“all the
dialectic of this philosopher has not saved him
from\the error commited by Hobbes ahd others.
They ad to explaln a fact of the state of
nature, that is to say, a state where men lived
isolated and where a given man had no motlvgggor
living\near another given man, nor perhaps

live near one another, which is much worse; #nd
they dld%not think of carrying’themselves back
beyond the centuries of society, that is to say,
of those times when megphave always had a reason
to live near one another, ‘and when a given man

@often has a reason for 11v1ng b851de a given man’

e

T 81. '.

quires, as I prove in ‘the \
text, more progress or corruption in human ' \
\

If Locke cannot

.

Agaln, this fs no reason why one male‘

4

Ll

. -

o
W
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.or é given woman.165 -
Rousseau also implies elsewhere that Locke S and Hobbes'

conception of the state of nature :is incorrect. In the
d s

section preceding Part I of the Discourse, Rousseau}
criticises Hobbes' and Locke's1l66 conception of the state

‘'of nature. Following these criticisms; he writes
It did not even enter the minds og mest of our
philosophers to doubt that the state of nature
had ‘existed; eyen though it.is .evident from
rgading the Holy Scriptures that the first man,
having received enlightenment and precepts
directly from God, was not himself in that state;
- and that giving t writings of Moses the:
credence that any. Christian philosopher owes = ¢
,them, it must be denied that even before the -
Uflood men were ever in the pure stfate of nature,
. egs they fell back.into it because of some
_ xtraordinary event: a paradox that is very
‘émbarrassing to defend and altogether imp0551ble
to prove. 7 A , S O ,
B .'.';‘-, Sty . S - .;,-( ,"‘{‘g}; ,v’.;a r:wl‘v;v‘mj. S g
In other Qords,ﬂRous%eau argues'thét%the pure state of '

¢y

q»

naturé, - .Locke's and Hobﬂbs"~conception - is inconceiv-,
able. "According to Rdusseau, civil society can be

explained only if one presupposes that the history of man

165. Rousseau, Discourse,\pp. 219-220.

166. At this point in i(re DiscolUrse, Rousseau does
"not criticise Locke or. Hobbes py name. However, it seems
plausible to suggest that he 1s referring to these philo-
sophers. Lockefstated that man has propersa, ih the state
of nature, but Rousseau argues that the concept of property o
cannot exist in the state of mnature. Hobbes argues that
.the state of nature is a state of war ere the stronger g
man rules the weaker. Rousseau coﬁtengz that the strong’
could not have ruled the weaker tHereby apparently/refuting
Hobbes" conception of the st@te of nature. For this
3reason, it seemg sible suggest that Rousseau 1s
*refuting both }nd Locke.

}67 Ibi . pp 102 103.
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commences with the natural status of the faRily. It must

a

be presupposed that man realizes the consequences of the -
exual act and is thus able to foresee the blrth of h1s
child. - If he can perceive the birth of hls.chlld, he has a

motimb for remaining with the female: 'namely, that he -

Q

wants to ensure .that the child he 1is protectlng 1s hlS In

Polltlcal Economy, Rousseau notes that the male nature is

A}

-such that he must re%ognize the child as his own.

Furthermore, the husband should oversee his
wif@'s conduct, because it is important to him
gthat the children he is forced to recognize do
not: belong to anyone other than himseld.

"\«a

'Rousseaa presupposes,’unlike Hobbes and Locke, that the

L
41 169
o

quthls é%1nt, RoLsseau explalns the weaknesses in
* sv_ {, oy

Lodke é&ﬁ@gount of the male-female relatlonshlp by puttlng

1
forth ggrigccount. FlrSt,’ln cr1t1c121ng Locke's rhetorlc

an gnermoral obllgatlon between man and woman, Rousseau

.Jag

\demonstrates that nece551ty provides the foundation for the

Q’.

fmile fémale union. The questlon which remalns ‘unresolved

wihy the male female union is necessary. By criticizing

ﬁﬁckquks statlng the union endures because the male must

e \!(v

168. Rousseau, political Economy, p. 210.

r\ ’

169. Vanlty leads me to indicate to the reader the
unlqueness of my interpretation of Rousseau/s: obje: tl“ﬂ
against Lock. ' Most of Rousseau's students ¥ind this note

perplexing. They argue thattthis note denies, thre natural

.status and yet reallze that in his other work Rousseau

states that the famlly is natural. For example, see
Masters note, #88, p. 246. Thus, they have difficulty
reconciling this paradox.

1
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provide food for the female,.Rousseau demonstrates thét
the male-fepale union endures to ensure the protection of
the offspring. The question which now remains unresolved
is why~the union in the human species lasts no iOngervthan

- : . ,
one season like other carnivores. Rousseau's third
objection to Locke demonstratés that the durability of the

union presupposes the cohabitation of man and woman. The

question which now remains unresolved is why the man will .

live . with the female in the firsp placé. Rousseau demon-

"

strates that man remains unitedeith woman to ensure that
W

the child is his. Although sex has Fittle or no apparent

relationship to property, in the following section it will
be demonstrated that it is because of the“male-female union’
that the other three needs are transformed to give rise to

property.

B- The Rise Of?Property ‘ o : ' K

S
T

,/\ '

At‘the beginning of Part II, Rousseau sugdests that

]

i the fpundlng af property is 1nev1tab1e.

"/-, S R

P what mlserles and horrors would the: humah
race*have been spared by someone who,. uprootlng .
. the stakes or filling in. the ditch, had shouted
» to his fellow-men: Beware of llstenlng to this
-impo§¢or; you are lost if you forget that the
- fruits belong to all and the‘earth to no one!
"But it is—we likely that by then things had °
already come to“he point where they could no
longer remain as jhey were.

As seen from the pre?edlng sectlon,‘man four primary

# v

needs can apparently be satisfied witheout the estab11§hment

)

’ . . y

-170. ‘Rousseau, Discourse, pp. 141-142. Y

e
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ofwland as pré%ert&. For this reason, one must wonder why
Rousseau asserts that the emergence of land as property is
inevitable. The intent of ﬁhe following section 1is to
demonstrate that sex provided the datalyst which trans-
formed men's three individual needs and aléé'incg&aséa
their needs to such a degree that' the advent/Gfﬂproperty
was the only'manner in which they could be satisfiéd. To
facilitate the analysis of Rousseau's account of property,
his‘state of nature has-been divided, somewhat'arbitrarily,'
into three stages. The reader must bear in mind that in

Part 1 of the Discourse and its appending notes, Rousseaa.

established two presuppositions concerning the nature of

- .
-

;ﬂgn: first, mang&s carnivorous; second, man and woman

"remaln united in a family.

~ The flrst stage of the state of nature characterlzed
H

by Rousseau as a "new state", consists of

s ... very,limited needs and the imp they )
[men] had_invented to proyidegfor t ¥ since men
enjoyed very -great 1e1§%re, gﬁey used it7to Low
procure many kinds of commodities unknown to '
their fathers ... 1’}

\ Do R

. . A
Men's limited needs~ron§isted of fire to cook meat,
clothes, fishing llqks to catch fish, bows and arrows to

hunt prey, huts to house the family and a crude form of

L g
language to communicate. Yet, one guestion persists. .Why

.

sex prov1des thg 1mpetus. Men, in the state of nature

171. 1Ibid., p. 147.
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learned to conquer its obstacles. A :Q*Jkﬂ

, B
The height of trecs, which prevented him from T
reaching their fruits, the competition of animals ~ “ -
that sought to nourish themselves with these e ow
fruits, the ferocity of those animals that wanted. . e
to take his very life, all obliged himself to, '
bodily exercises. It was necessary to become
agile, fleet in running, vigorous'in combat. 172

However, difficulties multiplied because the human race
multiplied. If it were not for the multiplication of the
human species, men could and would have remained in one LY

spot. As the human race spread over the world, men in the

o

northern hemispheré encountered winter. The cold weather
forced mén to clgthe themselves with the skins of beasts
which they had killed. 173 As the numbers of men increased,
the availability of food aecréased. In note (d4d), Rouséeau
;rgues théf the earth is ungble to support the nutritional
needs.qf men and animals.

_As plants draw muych more substance for their T
nourishment from air and water than they draw

from the earth, .it happens that when they rot

they return more-'to the earth than they took from
it; besides, a forest retains the water from rain
by stopping vapors. Thus, in woods that had been
preserved for a long time without being touched,

the layer of earth that serves for vegetation

would augment considerably; but as animals give
back less than they take from the earth, and as

men consume enormous quantitiés of. wood a

plants for fire and other uses, it follows that .
.the layer of vegetative earth in anWinhabited
country must always diminish and finally become

+ like the terrain of Arabia Petraea ,..1 4.

172. 1bid. . 142-143. : - -
iobid., pp A , : .‘}
173. 1bid., p. 143.

© 174. Ibid., pp. 186-187. e SRS
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New sources of food had to be discovered. Along river-

banks, men learned.to fish; in forests, men learned to use:

"Bows and arrows.

3bf‘certain relations.l75 A bear is large and fagt; a

In using fishing lines to catch fish, arrows to ki1l

_game, or sticks to create fire, men deyeloped perceptions

rabbi% is small and fast; a turtle is slow and small; aui,.!

liqn is bold and strong; man,'who can ki}h all species isY
: ‘ ‘ . ®
better than all beasts. Man developed "species pride". g

Knowing that their species was superior to all others, w#

~

individuals began to see other men as individuals andgs
Yog $o0 learned that all men thought and acted alike.

he conformities that time could make him

//percelve among them, his. female and himself led
him to judge of those which he did not perceive;
and seeing that they all behaved as he would have
“ done under similar circumstances, he concluded
sthat their way of thinking and feeling conformed
ept;rely to his own. And this important truth,
‘Well established 'in his mind, made him follow, by
a premonition as sure as dialectic and more
prompt, the best rules of conduct that it was
suitable to observe towardgthem for his advantage
and safety.l76

v

c o

55 “
o . E

KnoWing that all men acted ag one man did, men were able to
unite as a pack for the purpose of collectivély seéuring
food. The group of men.united for a common goal, spawned

E] /

the development of a crude laaguage similar to that of

, ) , d
_crows and monkeys. With language‘comeé the awak%ning of -
. 175. Ibid., p. 143. Y
“ &

176. Ibid., p. 144. ' ]
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" the mind and a cdrresponding decline in repose and by
implication an increase in human industry.
Soon, ceasing to fall asleep under the. flrst
. tree, or to®withdraw into caves,. they discovered
“some kinds of hatchets of hard, sharp stones’
which 'served toacut ﬁbod scoop out earth, and
make huts from* bramches they later decided to
coag/w1th clay and mud. 177 ot
The number of huts 1ncrease§-‘1n6e the stronger men were
able to defend ‘their lodgings and the weaker men found it
e 178
qu1cker and safer to build their own lodglngs. United
under a common roof, con]ugal society was able to develop
from being merely a quasi-instinctive union between man,
woman and child to a‘'union based upon conjugal and paternal
love 179 The most elementary division of labor was
simultaneously established: women tended the hut and cared

The second stage of the state of natureswas ? refine-

~for the children, men obtalned the food. 180

L J
ment of the first stage.

As long as men were content with their .rustic
huts, as long as they were limited to sewing

. their clothing of skins with thorns or fish:s
bones, adorning themselves with feathers and
shells, painting their bodies with various
colors, perfecting or embellishing their bows and
arrows, carving with sharp stones a few flshlng
canoes or a few crude musical instruments ..

177. 1Ibid., p. 146. , TN

178. 1Ibid., p. 146. ~

1390 Ibid., pryBlde-147.
P Ly N

180. 1Ibid., p. 147. B o

181. 1Ibid., p. 151. : . \



child qutered a 1argef>vocabu1ary-and‘the‘p%rjectlon off

‘“P Lo .89
Unlike the first stage, the second stage is characterized
by the emergence‘of fanity; as evidenced by the fact that
men are concerned with the adornment of their bodies ‘and
their implements. Having left bff at the first stage with_
the development of a crude language and the division of
labor, Rousseau notes that language was perfected with the

bOSom of each famlly.182 "Children had to exXplain thelr

needs xo the mother and the relationship between mother and

A

‘grammar.l83 At this point - after ' the éstablishment of °

langquage —‘Rousseau‘obeerves tha# "everything begins tQ
change its appearance " 184 For it is with, language and the
concomltant deve]opment of reasgon and fore51ght that
objects begin to appear differently. For,example, one need
only think of a cigarette. If someone knows neither the
name- of the object nor ibs use, it is perely a\thing.
HoweVer, if one acquires the knowledge to use i%} the
object assumes a different character. Thus, equipped with
language’, men begin to see the human species itself in a
new light. ~ |

Men, who untll this time wandered in the wogds,

having adopted a more fixed settlement, slowly

come together, unite into different bands, and
finally form in each country a . particular nation,

182. 1Ibid., p. 147.
183. 1Ibid., R. 121 wbich discusses the’relationship‘
between mother andigchild and the development of language.

184. - Ibid., p. 148.

o
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unified by customs and'characteilnot by regqula-

tions and 1#¥ws but by the same nd. of life and
foods and by the common influence of climate.

In the first state, the permanent proximity between man,

woman and c¢hild’ engendered conjugal and paternal love; 'in »
Ny ' f .
the second state, a permanent proéimity between femilies .

w

fostered, among other things,'jeaLOQSy. Oover time, the

constant contact among individuaﬂe permittéd people to
. : , 4 :
compage. ‘Women recognized that ‘sbome men were handsome or
h - : N T ‘/;
" stronger. than others; men learned that some wémen were ’

-

prettier or better dancers. The ability to compare
produced sentiments of preference.186 : ,

From these first preferences were bormn: on onea
‘hand vanlty and contempt; on the other shame.and-
envy ;

In turn, as peopli realized that they were bettér than some
1n1d1v1duals and not as good as others, eaeh-person wanted

" to be treated with con51deratlon ~and accorded th%§respect

which they felt was owed to them by others:\
. /)o The third and final stage of the state of nature is
characterized by Hobbesian war due to the rise of agri—\

culture and metallurgy.f The fatal accident which propelled

&

men!outfof the second state and into the throes of the

T —

agricultural revolution was the direct result of sex: the

~multiplication of the human species. Before discussing how

185. Ibid., p. 148.

186. Ibid., p. 148. S 7 ’ -

187. . Ibid., p. 149. o ,;



.agriculture came into being) Rousseau notes the diffi-

v

culties which savage man has to overcome in order that he
. . . 7

o . : v
can work, the land. 1In Part I, Rousseau notes that-agri-
culture, must first'%ecome a necessity.188

«

for some reason, does become necessary to men, the%;have
w

“

If agriculture,

to acqu1re the knowledge of cultivating land, sowing gralns
¢

.and cultlvatlng wheat; 189 men have to create the 1mp1ements_

o

necessary for large-scale cult1vat10n,190 men need fore-

v

sight, for who would spend time and energy ploughlng -~

» ' ) B I : '

land if they could not envisagé the results;l91 men have. to
B Y N . ’

learn to be industrious;192 and finally, precautions must

be invented to prevent some men from appropriating -the

fruits of another's labotr. 7 . ‘
’ : : — / .
..~ what man would be insarfe enough to torment
_himself cultivatipg a field that will plun ,> *
dered by the first comer, whether ma beast,
for whém the crop is suitab 193

agriculture. In"Part I, Rousseau states why the need for

Rousseau resolves the various obstacles\go the rlse ;;?

agriculture developed.. \\‘é. .y
JAEV .

But let us suppose that man had multiplied so
greatly’ that the natural productions no longer

188. Ibid., p. 118.

4 i) o
. . 189. 1Ibid., pp. 118 and 153,

é.‘
190. Ibid., pp.- 118 and 153.
191. Ibid., pp. 118 and 153.

192, TIbid., p. 118.

193. 1Ibid.; p. 118.
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"sufficed to nourish them: a supposition which,
it may be added in passing would show a great

advantage for the human spec1es 1n that way of
.hfe“lcf‘? (j

ks _v‘/v.
l /J‘L‘/ T

As the numberg of men increased, there was a cor%esponding
decline in food- naturally avallable to be hunted or
gathered. New sources of food had to be dlscovered
Purposeful agriculture wodld prove to be a viable and
prabtical source. Cohcerqihg foresight and industry as
obstacles to the rise of agriculture, it is to he o%eerved
~that the development of the human race in the first and

secondtstages of the state of nature had equlpped them with
) a

As for developing the necessary implements for

%, agriculture, Rousseau-observes that the development of

'metallurgy goes hand'in hand with the rise of agricul-
ture.l95‘ Without metallurgy, agricultdre is futile;
without the need for agriculture, the need for metallurgy
does not'exist.

And perhaps one of the best reasons why Europe
“has been, if not earlier, at least more con-

N\ stantly and better civilized than the other parts
of the world is that it is at the same time the
most abundant in iron and the most fertile in
wheat. ‘ ' -

P

Concefning the'difficulties with respect to the origins of

metallurgy, Rousseau describes the obstacles prior to its

194. 1Ibid., p. 118.
195. 1Ibid., p. 152.

196. 1Ibid., p. 152.°



development.
It is very difficult to guess how men came to
know and use iron; for it is not crediple that by
themselves they thought of drawing thé€ raw
material from the’mine to fuse it before they
knew what would result. From another point.
of view,* it is even harder to attribute this
discovery to. some accidental fire, because mines
are formed only in arid spots, stripped of bot
; trees and plants; sg that ane would say that
- nature had taken precautions to hide this
. deadly ‘secret from us. There only remains,
therefore, the extraordlnary circumstance of some
volcano which, by throwing up metallic materials
in fusion, would have given obsemwvers the idea of
imitating this operation of nature. Even so, it
is necessary to suppose in them much courage
and foresight to undertake such difficult labor
and to envisage so far in advance the advantages
they could gain from it ...197 '

3

Like agriculture, the foresight and industry essential to
meta&]urgy had déveloped sufficiently im the two previous
stages. With respect to Rousseau's hypotheses concerning

the acquisition of knowledge for metallurgy, Rousseau .

endorses the third- conjecture. Howevex, from the evidence

. /
given in his Discourse, the second hypothesis is also
. l) . .
plausible. . Rousseau states that mines are formed only in

arid spots. Yet, as discussed previously, as the numbers
of men increase, the earth becdmes.parren. The conditions
are therefore suitable for the formation of mines.: Thus,
it séems that in those inhabited areas which requife

. }
. : ; . /
agriculture, these areas, at the same time, were the most

-

Al
conducive to forming mines. //

To cope with the final problem of preventing men from

197. 1Ipid., p. 152. .
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robbing one's goods, it was necessary to allocate the land
among men and to recognize the rights of others to own the

1and.1933 Tbis is the point at which each person contends

that "this land is mine", and thus; is also the starting

-

point for civil society. As to how landywill be allocated,
/ - : -

Rousseau; like Locke, contends that ’
It i< ‘labor alone which, giving thg¢ cultivator a
‘right to the product of the land hq had tilled,
gives him a right to the soil as a consequence,
at least until the harvest, and: thgs from year to
year; which, creating continuou po session is
easily transformed into property. .
Howeveré unlike Locke,*Rousseau recognizes that there
‘ * ,
cannot possibly be as good and enough land left for other

men always. Rather, those*men who worked the land CIaimﬁd
that they owned it by virtue of.being the first occupant.
As each family tilled its parcel of land

... the stronger did more workj) the ¢leverer

. turned his to better advantagé} the more 'ingeni-
ous found ways to shorten his labor; the farmer
had greater need of iron or the blacksmith
greater need of wheat, and working equally, the
one earned a Yreat deal while the other barely
had enough to live. 200 :

Those' that were stronger or cleverer were able to acquire
more goods. In a situation where there was not enough
arable land for all men, some had to work for others. In

, . . »
thisistate, the rich needed the services of the poor to

198. 1bid., p. 154.

199. Ibid., p. 154.. % ‘ - ’

200. 1Ibid., pp. 154-155.
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work for them, the poor needed the rich to hire them.201
Finally, the poorer men desired to increase their fortunes
to place themselves above §th§rs; the richer men were
consumed with a driving ambition to increase their goods 1in

order, to become even higher among the ranks of men.202  The

state of.war erupted because each manQWas the' judge of hié
' means to self—presérvation. There came a gfate where Ecoge
people wholneeded food claimed they‘had a right to it;
thosé'who worked the landAclaimed thgz had a right to the
food; those who were stronger claiméd they had a right to
tﬁé food. "Nascent society gave way to the most hqrrible
state of war ..." 203
The state of nature,'as a state of war, promotes

neither individual nor species pnéservatién. Med} in
.@ener%ﬂ, anq rich men, in particular,,begah.to réflect upon
theirwé;tuation‘dnd reasonably concluded that sopething had
to be déne to ensure their self-preservation and to protect
" thHeir éoods.

‘It is not possible that men should not at last
. have reflected upon such a miserable situation

and upon the calamities overwhelming them. The

rich above all must have soon felt how disad-
vantageous to them was a perpetual war in which

they alone paid all the costs, and in which the
risk of life was common to all while the risk of

201. 1bid., p. 156.

202. 1Ibid., pp. 156-157.

203. 1Ibid., p. 157.

-
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goods was theirs alone. 204

Reason, compelled by necessity, dictatedfaction. The

social contract was born. ‘ v

A
... the rich, pressed by necessity finally
‘concejived the most deliberate project that ever
entered thg human mind ... he easily inveqﬁﬁg
specious reasons to lead them to his goal.

’

At this point, each man voluntarily gives up the right
which existed in the state of nature: he right to be the
§ole judge of the means to his self-preservation. No -
longer can the strong claim a right to goods; no longer can
the‘first occupart claim a‘right‘to goods; no ionger can
the“heedy claim a right to gobds. Each maﬁ Loncedes that

the goods of a person belong to him and no longer can he e
Ly

enforce his right as a judge to take the goods of another N
individual for the sake of his own self—preseryation.

Property was institﬁted. According to Rousseau, propery is
necessarily conventidnal, Property requires that each man
recognize the right of an individual to possess a good. If

no man recogniZesﬁthat right and will not let another man

enjoy his'doods, property cannot exist. In the state of
natﬁre, each man, concerned with self-preservation, ?oes .

what ﬂggpecessary to ensure his life. He #an rob the goods

of an'othe‘man even though that man invested the 1abo§ in

“acquiring the good because he chooses the means_necess?ry

W
5y
s

e

204. Ibid., p. 158.

205. Ibid., pp. 158-159.

/ ; . . e

L



L a9

97

K ’

to self~-preservation. He dqes not rqcognize that he should
voluntari]y’éive up a part of his means to self-preser-
vation in order to allow another man to survive. ‘As a wise
man once said. "May the best man win". |

The institution of property: according to Rousseau,
constitutes legitimate society. Rousseau isvnoskarguing {
that all societies are legitimate bécause property exists'
but neither he‘is argding that all men should possess an
equal amount of property. /Rgther,'herargueé thét inequal-
ity and a&th¢£ity can be made legitimate with property
being the first~stage of instituted inequality among men.
The® following chapter examines the reasons as to why | .7

Rousseau maintains that hdis contract, founded on property,

is the only legitimaté contract.



Chapter 1V
Property and-Politics

Having defined man,, Rousseau deséribes those "neces-

sary" circumstances responéib]e for the emergence of, wﬁat

" ,we recognize to be, civil societf. Accordihg to Rou§seau,
the human population swells because the four elementary
human desires‘ are easily satisfied in the state of nature.
As population increases, food availability decreases.

-

\ Elementary desires become increasingly difficult to satisfy
) .

and the human mind is forced to develop to' ensure both

individual and species survival, Desires necessa:ily
increase with increasing knowledge o ‘desirable things, and
conéequently, men become dependerdt on one aﬁother to
satisfy their most elementary needs. Thus, something like

civil society becomes both 1inevitable and necessary to

man. 1n both the Social Contract and the Discourse,

Rousseaubargues that a social contract based on property is
the only legitimate foundation of éociety an¥l the only true
source of authority. &hat remains to bevdiscussed, at
least partially, are the reasons substantiating Rousseau's
argument. As a partial means to demonstrating the validity
of his argument concerning civil society, Rousseau refutes
other pfevailing views concerning the source of authority.
In so doihg, Rousseau_consequently puts forgh his concept-
ion of what constitpﬁes a valid social contract.

First, according to Rousseau, natural authority cannot

98



» s 99
P o
be deduced from human nature, and thus,fﬁature as such
o o Y o . . '
cannot provide a legltlmate'foundat}bn for society.

This common freedom is a consequence of man's

nature. His first law is to attend to his . own

preservation, his first cares are those he owes

himself; ang as soon as he has reached the age of
reason, as he alone is the judge of the proper -’

means of preserving himself, he thus becomes his

own master. ' )

Given that each man is interested in self-preservation; and
given that each man, at a certain age, decides those means
most conducive to self—preservationj Rousseau concludes.
that each man must be free because each man must be able to
act upon the meéans that he has chosen for self-preserv-
ation. Consequently, natural authority has no .foundation
in human nature and can explain neither why one person
ought to obey another nor account for the legitimacy of
civil society.

The first question to be answered, however, is why
Rousseau considers the absence of authority in human nature
to be a sufficient and adequate refuation of the existence
of natural authority. The answer is best clarified with an
example. Suppose that it is necessary to plough, seed and
harvest a parcel of land if your family is to eat in the

coming year. Suppose further that one has only a collie to

pull the plough. ©No matter how often the dog is persuaded,

206. Jean Jacques Rousseau, On the Social Contract or
"Principles of Political Right in On the Social Contract
with Geneva Manuscript and Political Economy, ed. Roger

D. Masters, Translated, Judith R. Masters (New York:

St. Martin's Press), 1978, Book I, Chapter 3, p. 47.
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~cajored or beaten, it cannot pull the plough. There are

natural limits - both mental and pysical - to the dog's
abilities. Moreover, the owner must {e@oqnjze, be it
consciously or intuitively, and work within these limits if
he is to extract the maximum amount of work from the dog.
1f %hé dog is well nourished and well trained it becomes a
healthy dog capable of pérfﬁrmiag its task well; if the dog
is ill fed an< poorly trained 1t becomes a mere shadoy of
its potential. So too with man. If one can know what
constﬁtutes ﬁuman nature, one can not only deterﬁine those
conditions which are necessary to make the most of human
‘aturé but also those conditions which are most destructive
o man. To violate human nature would not only be degra-
ding to man because one ié trying to transform someone into
somethin§ of which the person is incapable but 1t would
also be éommanding a person to live as'a mere shadow of its
potential. If there is a natural authority rooted in human
nature, it would follow that some individuals ought to obey
other individuals because it is in their best interest as
human beings. The question of who is the most suited to
rule would then rise to the fore. I1f, however, natural
authority is contrary to human nature, the foundations of
legtitimate society and authority must be sought elsé—
where.
Natural authority - some men have a right to rule by

virtue of birth or possession of a certain characteristic -
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requires at least one of th vonditions: first, man must
be prpfoundly éolitical’by ngture such rhat‘the group's
intorost‘fakvs pfecedonce over the individual's interest;
or, second; summjﬁnen must be superior reasbners in addition
to being sufficiently interested in the fate of other men.
‘such that they will empfdy theif abilitiés for the benefit

: ol
of others. In the first case, natural authority holds

because séme men must determigé the group's interest and
the rest of the men will wai&e their pexrsonal interest in

- lieu of the group interest. In the.second case, natural’
authority h;:ds because the‘superior reasoners would be
better judges of the means to self-preservation, and since
each man is interested in self-preservation he ought to
obey another man. Rousseau denies that either condition is
natural to man; The first condition 1is ‘pt plausible
because Rousseau contends that man is, by nature, a.
solitary and indep%‘dent animal as opposed to being an
interdependernt political being. 1In defining man qua man, -
Rousseau discovered that the "physical" aspect of man
includes ‘ree needs: food, water, sleep. The "meta-
physical" or "moral" side of man, however has four desires
- food, water: sleep, sex - and three defining character-
istics - perfectibility, free agenéy and pity. With only
four desires and the ability to satisfy them in the staﬁe

of nature, each man can be a man without being a political

being. Further, the preservation of the species does not
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necessitate the existence of a political being; rather, the

human species is maintained, 'if not advanced,. as a conse-
quence of each individual struggling to survive and to

reproduee his/her genetic structure. Neither individual

nor specres surv1va1 requlre that man- be ‘a political belng,_

vhence, natural au%horlty has no basis in human nature. - The

K]

, second condition‘for natural authority does not hold

becau;e, no man, in the original state of nature, needs
anOtherﬁhuman being and hence, has no interest in ruling -

1
.0

another man. Rousseau recognizes that men are not equal in

merlt, skill‘or reasgnu ' These inequalities, however, are

an- 1nsuff1c1ent basis for natural authorlty if no man needs
| k2 . ~

another.
But even should nature aszgn as many preferences
in the distribution of its gifts as is claimed,
what advantage would the most favored draw from |
them to the prejudice of others in a state of.
things which permitted almsot no sort of rela-
tionship among them? Where there is no love, of
what use is beauty? What is the use oﬁ wit for
people who do not: speak, and ruse for tbose who
have no dealings? "I hear it always repeated that
the stronger will oppress the weak. But let
someone e§pla1n to me what is meant by this word
oppression. Some will dominate by violence, the
others will groan, enslaved to al their whims.
That is.precisely what I observe among us, but I
do not see how that could be said of savage men,
Lo whom one would even have much'trouble explain-
ing what servitude and domination are.. A man
might well selze the fruits another has gat-
hered, the game he has killed, the cave that
served as his shelter, but how will he ever
succeed in making himself obeyed? And what can

‘- 'be the chalns of dependence .among men who possess
_nothlng 207 .

°

'207. Ibid., pp. 138-139.
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% No man needs another, no man wants to rule another, natural
N

¥

6rity has no foundation in Human, nature and hence,
ovides no justificéiion~for legitimate @ivil society.
What about force?‘ Is force - thelstronger individual

~- not theuvﬁatuial ‘éuthority governing nature? . Rousseau
denies that - force provides\thé foundation gsr‘legitimate
civil society. |

In the‘first case} the right of conquest, as it

is not a right, could not have founded any other,

since the conqueror and the conquered peoples

always remain toward each other in a state of

war, unless the nation, given back .its complete

freedom, should ! voluntarily choose its conqueror

as its chief.208
Accordiné_to Rousseau, force 1is not a right »wgich can be
derived from natural law as a means to extracting obedience
‘from another man. It, therefo;e, cannot provide justifi—
’ca£iQn for legitimaté civil society. An understanding of .
the relationship betweeen natural right _and natdral law
illustrates why leg}timate society cannot be fpunded on
'force. As discussed previously, natural 1aw' must meet two
ériﬁeria: for] it to be natural, it must speak to men
through nature;s voice; for it to be law, it must be
comprehended by feason. The ‘ruleé‘ of conduct - mén's
rights and duties - are derived from natural  1aw. In the
original state of nafure thé rules of conduct need not be

, y

consciously comprehended and defined by man, any more than

208. 1Ibid., pp. 161-162.
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any éﬁher animal, because his limited desires, -natural

-

'idleneséj absence of knowwledge and lack of vanity ensure
that Eyé rules of natural right are followed more or less

autdmétically. But, once reason and passions develop to
J .
/ : i o

the’ point where man no.longer hears nature's voice, the

rules of natural right must be re-established upon reason;

/ It is from the conjunction and combination that

' our mind is able to make of these 'two principles,
without the necessity of introducing that of
sociability, that all the rules of natural right
appear to me to flow: rules which reason'is
later forced to re-establish upon other founda-
tions when, by its successive devel%fments, it 7
has succeeded in stifling nature. 20

Exp]icit‘understanding of the rules of natﬁral right
require that one reflect upon and understand the rules of

‘conddcﬁ,Which prevail in the state of nature. Further,

according to Rousseau, the rules of natural right can be

derived from two principles prior to the development of

o »

reason in man: one principle interests man in his well-
'being and preservation; the other principle inspires in man

. . | v |
a,natural repugnance to see another man suffer.210 By

reflecting upon the combination of these two principles,

Rousseau méinfains that the rules of natural right can be
{ R

deduced and then implemented in society.

The. difficulty arises in defining those rules which

can be deriyed from the two pre-rational principles. In

{
209. 1Ibid., pp. 95-96.

210. Ibid., p. 95. ‘
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the original state of nature, the prlnciple of looking

»

after one's &elJ—being and preservation dictates the

‘satisfaction of the four elementary desires. The principle'

of natural repugnance ensures the survival of the species.

Thus, in the original state of nature, it would appear that

man can and does possess the right to /.o and to take
‘ < ,

‘whatever is necessary to sate his desires insofar as his .
. B 1

actions are not detrimental to the human species.2ll

n

211. t is interesting to show why Rousseau believed
Locke's state of nature to be inconceivable. Locke argues
that in the state of nature, each man is entitled to that
for which he has labored. "He that is nourished by the
acorns he picked up.under an oak, or the apples»*he gathered
from the trees in the woods, has certainly appropriated
them to hifself. Nobody can deny but the nourishment is
his. I ask, then, When did they begin to be his - when he
digested, or when he ate, or when he boiled, or when he
brought them home, or when he picked them up? .And 'tis
plain if the first gathering made tHem not his, nothing
else could. That labour put a distinction between them and
common, that added something to them more than Nature, the
common mother of all, had done, and so they chame his
private right." John Locke, "Treatise of Civil Govern-
ment", in Treatise of Civil Government and a Letter
Concerning Toleration, Edited by Charles Sherman, (New
York: D. Appleton-Cehtury Company), 1937, #28, pp. Y9-20.
Both Locke and Rousséau agrey that man's self-preservation
is. his primary care in the gtate of nature. Self-preserv-
ation dictates the intake of food, water and sleep. Locke
argues that the labor which a man invests in obtaining his
food or water makes it his. Rousseau argues that labor is
insufficient to ensure self-preservatien in the state of
nature. Labor is useless to a man if he is neither strong
enough nor clever enough to defend it from other anipals.
If a man wants to claim that the apples are his and expects
another man to believe him, there must be a common author-
ity to which both men, for some reason, will obey. Given
that no common authority exists in the state of nature and
given that each man is entitled to do that which is
necessary for self-preservation, Rousseau, unlike Locke
argues that property cannot exist in the state of nature.
This is probably what is meant by Rousseau's criticism when
he states that some philosophers have failed .to return to

f
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Rousseau's. description of the state of nature suggests one
inpwhich man can act as he pleases.

The height of-trees; which prevented him from S
reaching their fruits, the competition of animals
that sought to nourish themselves with these
fruits, the ferocity of those animals that wanted
to take his very life, all obliged him to apply
himself to bedily exercises. It was necessary to
become agile, fleet in running, vigorous in
combat. Natural arms, which are branches of
trees™and stones, were soon discovered at hand.
He learned to surmount nature's obstacles, combat
other animals when necessary, fight for his
subsistence even with men, or make up for what
had to be yielded to the stronger. 713

In a word, every man, seeing his fellow-men
hardly otherwise than he would see animals of
another species, can carry off the prey of the
weaker or relinquish his own to the stronger,
without considering these plunderings as anything
but natural events, without the slightest emotion
of insolence or spite, and with no other passion
than the sadness or joy of a‘good or bad out-
come.213 » :

In the state of nature, each Qan fights and takes what he
needs to survive.- In ofher words, the law of the stronger
prevails. Savége man, however, unknowihgly contributes to
the preservation of man as a species because his limited
needs and passions, his lack of knowledge and foresight. and
his natural idleness restrain him from inflic%ing needless

f
cruelty and violence upon other men. Given that the state

»

211. . ... the original state of nature. "Others have
spoken of the natural right that everyone has to preserve
what belongs'to‘him(“without explaining what they meant by
belong. Discourse, p. 102. In other words, property is a
concept belonging to civil society.

212. 1bid., pp. 142-143, emphasis added.

213.  Ibid., p. 222. | : /
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of nature is one in which the strong prevail and giveh that
the rules of conduct which exist in ‘the stafe of nature are
to be re-established in society, it would follow that a han
in society ought to acquiesce. to the stronger man, just as
he would have done in the state of nature.

Without uselessly prolonging these details, -
everyone must see that, since the bonds of
servitude are formed only from the mutual

" dependence of men and the reciprocal needs that
unite them, it is impossible to enslave a man
without first putting him in the position of
being unable to do without another, a situation
which, as it did not exist in the state of
nature, leaves each man there free of the {oke,

O and renders vain the law of the stronger.2 4

9

The law of' the stronger has no continuing consequences in

the state of nature because no man depends on another.

‘

Each man requires food, water and sleep for éelf—presery—
ation. In the state of nature he takeé,‘by force, those
things which he needs, but never does he take another man.
A stronger manvwill not coerce a weaker one?into obedience
because tﬂe weaker party is not needed. Further, cpntinu—
ous ruling of another by force in the state of natgre would
create more difficulties than it would solve. ¢

If someone chases me from one tree, I am at
‘liberty to go to ‘another; if someone torments me
in:-one place, who will prevent me from going
elsewhere? 1Is there a man whose strength is
sufficiently superior to mine and who is, in
addition, depraved enough, lazy enough, and wild
enough to force me to provide for his subsist~
ence while he remains idle? He must resolveé

not to lose sight of me for a single moment and
to keep me very carefully tied up during his

214. 1bid., p. 140, emﬁ\isis added.
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sleep, for fea:lthat I should escape or kill him

- that is to say, he is obliged to expose himself

voluntarily to much greater trouble than he wants

to -avoid and gives to me. 2 '
1f the law of the stronger is to provide a basis for
legitimate civil society, it would have to impose aﬁ
obligation of obedience. In the state of nature, the law
of the stronger does not exact obedience because no man
needs another. Given that the conduct of man in soclety is
supposed to re-create that which existed in nature, and
given that the law of the étronger does not govern men in
the state of nature if follows that the law of the stronger
cannot govern civil society.

Weak men institute civil society. This argument,
according to Rousseau, is'the second reason why society

cannot be legitimately founded by strong men.

These words strong and weak are equivocal in the

second case; for, in the interval between the

establishment of the right of property or of the

first occupant and that of political governments,
~ the meaning of these terms is better expressed by
the terms poor and rich, since before the laws a
mah did not, in fact, have any other means of
subjecting his equals than by attack%fg their
goods or by giving them some of his.

The preceding chapter illustrated that the scarcity of food
forced man to become a pastoral animal. <A$ a pastoral
apimalﬁgohcerned with self-preservation, man has the right

0il for which he has

N fosﬁégpgﬁheAproducts of the s

“215. 1bid., p. 139.

216. 1Ibid., p. 162.
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labored. The absence of & common authority mamong'meﬁ
fcoupled with the fact-that stronger men in thg state of
nature, also concerned with self-preservation, are entitled
to .the goods of another by‘virtue ofbthe law of the
strongér means that each man must use his own devices to
.obtain, protect and 'secure his goods and his land. There
are only two ways in which goods ;n the state of nature can
be obtained and secured: either“a man can give some of his
goods to others orvhe can attack the godds of others. 1In
the .first case, a man's goods are afforded protection
because those men to whom he gives the - goods will probably
not take his goods 'in order to ensure that they will
receive their livelihood. In the second“case, if the goods
of é man are attacked hefbecomes dependent either on the
attacker or on another man for his liQelih@od. In both
cases, men are dependgnt‘onwone another for their liveli-
hoéd. In the state of naturé, Rousseau defined a weak man\
as being dependent on another man.217 Thosé men who found
civil society are dependent on each other to some degree.
Consequently, the measure of stronger as it exists in the
state of nature reveals that those men who found Society
are weak. Consequently, Rousseau concludes that it‘is ﬁo£
the sﬁrong individuals who found society, but rathér, a
union of wéak men, namely the rich and'the.poor. )

Rousseau further argues that civil society must have

217. 1bid., p. 129.
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been a contract between the rich and the poor because
_The poor having nothing to lose except their

. freedom, it would have been great folly for them
to give away voluntarily the sole good remaining
to them; gaining nothing in the exchange; on the
contrary, the rich being so to speak vulnerable
in every part of their goods, it was much easier
to harm them; they consequently had more precaut-

| ions to take in order to protect themselves from
harm ... 218

The logic underlying Rousseau's argument can be recapitu—
i

lated as follows. Prior to the inst}tution of civil
Society,.rich men had more goods to protect than the poor.
Consequently, the rich men had EQEé precautions to take to
ensure the protection of tLeir goods. for this reason, it
is therefore plausible to ‘Suggest that the rich men

/

originated the social contract. However, poor men had only
their freeaom to lose in a contfact.‘ Consequently, they
would not agree to give up‘their freedom unless they
perceived an advantage in the contract. Thus, the con-
tract, conceived hy tiéh men, must not only have been to
ugheﬁr advantage, but must also have been advantageou$ to
'pooribéﬁ:@§ﬁthey would never have agreed to give up their
right as judge of their means te self-preservation. The
question, which remains unanswered to this hoint, arises as
to the advantage obtained by the poer.

If society is gounded neither on some sort of natural

legitimate authority nor on the right of the strongest,

Rousseau concludes that civil society must be founded on

218. 1bid., p. 162.
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mutual agreement. Rousseau/fhen examines the validity of
various contracts in which men alienate their freedom and
concludes that his is the only contract which not only
renders political society and authority legitimate, but
also renders the alienation of natural freedom valid.) 1In
the course of refuting other thinkers, Rousseau offers hi§
own understanding of what constitutes a contract and thus
demonstrates why his conception of the social contract is
legitimate. :

Rousseau first refutes Hobbes' understanding of this
contract. Hobbes contends tiat the state of nature is

coterminous with a state of war. The love of liberty and

dominion coupled with the desirevfof self-preservation

-forces man to conclude that his interests are best sefﬁé
““5
by leaving the state of nature to enter the womb of civil

society.
The final cause, and or design of men, who
naturally love liberty and . dominion over others,
in the introduction of that restraint upon
themselves, in which we see them live in common- _
wealths, 4s the foresight of their own preser- )
vation, and of a more contented life thereby,
that is to say, of getting themselgig out -from
the miserable condition of war ... 2

According to Hobbes, civil society is constructed by men as
a means to security and self—preservation. Security and

self-preservation, however, can only be assured if men

-

219. Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, Edited by Michael
Oakeshott, (New York: Collier Books), 1962, Chapter 17,
p. 129.
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confer their power upon one man Oor an assembly of men.

The only way to erect such a common power,

as may be able to defend them from the invasion
of foreigners, and the injuries of one another,
and thereby to secure them in such sort, as that
by their own industry, and by the fruits of the
earth, they may nourish themselves and live
contentedly; is, to confer all their power and
strength upon one man, or upon one assembly

of men, that may reduce all their wills, by
plurality of voices, unto one will which is as
much as to say, to appoint one man0 or assembly
of men, to_bear their-gerson ... '

In refuting Hobbes; argument, Rousseau neither denies that
the love of liberty nor the desire for self—preserva'ion are
the reasons for the institution of the social contrgct.

What he denies is that the securitx needed to ensure\éelf—
preservation means that men must become slaves. Men do not
surrender - voluntarily, unconditionally, and perpetually -’
their freedom into the hands of a master.

It would be no more reasonable to believe that

at first peoples threw themselves into the arms

of an absolute master without conditions and for

all time, and that the first means of providing

for the common security imagined by proud and
unconquered men was to rush into slavery. In fact,
why did they give themselves superiors if not to
defend themselves against oppression, and to protect
their goods, their constituent elements of their
being. Now in relations between oOne man and another,
as the worst that can happen to one is to see him-
self at the discretion of the other, would it not
have been contrary to good sense to begin by sur-
rendering into the han of a chief the only things
they needed his help téspreserve?

If, as Hobbes states, men institute civil society to ensure
self-preservation and liberty, Rousseau argues that Hobbes;

conception of the social contract is invalid because it

220. Hobbes, Leviathan, Chapter 17, Pp. 132.

221. Rousseau, Discourse, pp. 163-164.
&
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does not  preserve freedom. What is important to note,
L

however, is that Hobbes' conception of liberty differs from
Rousseau's conception of freedom. For Hobbes, liberty is a
right.of nature and can be understood as a means to
self-pregervation in the state of'nature.

The right of nature, which writers commonly call
jus naturale, 1is the liberty each man hath, to
use his own power, as he will himself, for the
preservation of his own nature; that 1is to say,
of his own.life; and consequently, of doing any
thing, which in higs own judgment, and reason, he
shall _conceive to be the aptest means there-
unto.

Rousseau, like Hobbes, maintains that the state of nature
is one wherein man can use his liberty to ensure self-
preservation. This independence to act, however, 1s not
freedom. Freedom 1is not unbridled licence; rather, it 1is
not‘having to be dependent on another man.

[Independence, or doing exactly as one pleases, -~ '
and freedom] are so different as to even be
mutually exclusive. When everyone does as he
pleases, what displeases others often is done,

and that is not what one <can call a free state.
Freedom consists less in doing [whatever is]
one's will than in not being subject to that of
another, it consists also ,ag not subjecting the

will of another to our own. 2

If freedom is not being dependent on another man, Hobbes'

L)

222. Hobbes, Leviathan, Chapter 14, p. 103.

223. Jean ' Jacques Rousseau, "Letters to Montaigne".
H. Gildin's translation has been used and credit must be
given to this author for the insightful analysis of the
distinction between being dependent on a man and being
dependent on the law. Hilail Gildin, Rousseau's Social
Contract: The Design of the Argument, (Chicago: Chicago
University Press), 1983, p. 35.
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contract is void bec§%ﬁe each man agrees to obéy another
man. Thus, accor@%pg'to Rousseau, a legitimate social
contraét cannot mé%é‘oﬁe*han dependent on another as

L]
Hobbes' contract does.

/ Rousseau then maintains that paternal authority is
i;adequate asxa means for establishing legitimate civil
séciety., Rousseau's argument can be interpreted on two
1eve1éﬁ _paternal meaning "God whp established the divine
right of kings"; or paternal Eeaning one's biological
father. Concerning the latter case, Rousseau denies that
the obligation of a child to obey its father is analogous
to that of a people obeying its leader. Consequently,
paternal authority does not justify obeying another man.
First, the argument concerning paternal authority is
contrary to natural law. In the state of nature, there
comes a time when each individual must fend for itself. At
fhat time, the bond of obedience between father and child
dissolves. Given that the bond of obligation between
father and child dissolves according to natural law and
given that the obligation of a citizen to obey the laws
should not dissolve if a social contract is legitimate it
follows that paternal authority will not justify one's
perpetual obedience to the laws. Further, the argument for
paternal authority fails to consider that the obligation

of a child to its father is actually strongér in civil soclety

than it is in the state of nature. In civil society, a
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tather can command obedience from his children atter the
dissolution of the bond. In return for their obedience
they can expect a share of his inheritance. In the state
of nature a father has no property to leave his children,
and consequently, he has no reason to exact their obedience
once they come of age. Thus, lasting paternal aufhorit§
prosumes civil society, as contrary to the argument which

\

claims paternal authority to be the basis for political

224

soclety.

v In the Social Contract, Rousseau, with appropriate

drollery, denies the divine right of kings.

1 have said nothing about king Adam or emperor
Noah, father of three great monarchs who divided
up the universe among themselves, as did the
children of Saturn who have been identified with
them. I hope this moderation, will be appreci-
ated, for as I am a direct dgscendant of one of
these princes, and perhaps of the eldest branch,
how am I to know whether through the verification
of titles, I would not discover that I m the
legitimate king of the human race? However that
may be, it’ cannot be denied that Adam was
sovereign of the world, like ,Crusoe of his
island, as 1long as he was its only inhabitant.
And what was convenient 1in that empire was that
the monarch, secure on his throne, had neither
rebellions, nor wars, nor conspirators to
fear.225 : :

i

Rousseau suggests that Adam, 1like Robinson C(Crusoe, was

monarch only becalse he had no subjects. If Adam had

224. For the preceding arguments; refer to the
Discourse, pp. 165-166 andggthe Social Contract, Book I,
Chapter 1I, p. 47. , ;

©

225. Rousseau, Social Contract, Book I, Chapter II,
p. 48.
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no subjects, he cannot command obediénce since there was no

»

one from whiah obedience can be exacted. Furthermore,

) Rousseau's . other arguments on pate nal authority in the
[ N

Discoursge can be applied as a refuta ion té .the divine
rightlof' kings% For example; if natufdl law dictates the

: o - .
dlssolutlon of the bond between father| and child , in the

i %eseertlon,7 so  foo must +#the bond

interest of \.sel,

dissolve - if there evér was one - betfjreen God the father

and his child. .
Although it appears feasible to uggest that one can
voluntafily confer one's freedom ‘in favor of another

- ‘person, Rousseau maintains that voluntary enslavement.does

226

not constitute legitiamte authori;y. oluntary enslave-

ment, or. tyranny, is void for two reasons: first, it is
not mutual; second, freedom cannot be bought or'soid

arbitrarily. -~ According to Rousseau, " a valid contract

\ e

. o
requires that an individual must receive and confer an
advantage. o S s

[I]t-would be difficult to show- the validity of a
contract that would .obligate only one of the
parties, where all would be given to one side and
nothing to the other, and that would only damage
the who binds hlmself ' '

8

A people cAnnot alienate 1ts freedom to one or more rulers

in exchayde for subsistence. Rﬁleis derive their subsist-

ence - both wealth and power - from their subjects. They,

® 276. Rousseau, 'Discourse, p. 166.

'227. 1bid., p. 166.




li7‘
therefore, cannot offerx their spbjects subsiséence in
exchangé for their freedom. Sﬁéh‘é éontract would be one
whereiﬁ the people would be alienating both their freedom

and their goods in exchange for nothing. Voluntary

228

enslavement is simply . not plausible. Neither can

freedom be exchaﬁgéd for civil tranquillity4

"It will be said that the despot guarantees civil
L tranquillity to his subjects. Perhaps so, but

‘ " what have they gained if the wars that his:
ambition brings on them, if his insatiab¥e greed,y

. if the harassment of his ministers aremé’greété% .
torment than their dissension would be? What
have they gained, if this tranquillity is one of
their miseries? Life is tranquil in jail cells,
too. : “

Rousseau also nbtes that even if arn -individual could

o+
A

aiienate his freedom unconditionally, he cannot aliénate
thé freedom of iis posterity. To do so is not only to
exceedwthe rights of paternity but also to subject those
*children who ére worthy of freédom to- a burdensome lifé.
In the state of’nature,‘a father can %tiéulate conditions
for the child's.well-being and preservation. As was g
illustra£ed‘earlier/ there cises a time when the paternal
bond is dissolved and the child becomes -judge of{?is means
to self-preservation. Givén thaf the rights of society

'must be re-established in accordance with thosevthat

existed in the state of nature, it is contrary to, and

228. Rousseau, Social Contract, Book I, Chapter 1V,
p. 49. -

229, 1Ibid., Book I, Chapter 1V, p. 49.
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exceeds the right of nature to suggest that a fatﬂer has
the right to- force his child to obey another man~ Further-—
mofe, some children are worthy of freedom’; probably; a
child like FKousseau - and such children find life burden-
some without freedom.230 Rousseau's final argument deniés
that freedom is merely a good like propertyvand thus can be
;%%%d orvgiven to another person. First, property, unlike
freedom, is coﬁventional;-second, property unlike.freedom,
can be abused. Once property has been trasnferred to
another person, its uée or abuse is irrelevant to the‘
original owner, whereé; the abuse of one's freedom, if
transferred to another person is relevant to the original
owner.231 Therefore, voluntary enslavemeﬁt to another man,
according to Rousseau, is nugatory.

The questions gfise as to how Rausseau a&oids the
difficuities encbuntered'by previous thinke:s: why is his
contract mutual; how does it assuré freedom, andA%inally,
why does it not exceed paternal rights. First, the
contract is mutual Because ggggvpeISOn gives up every right
which he possessed.in the state of nature. For example,
"the stronger men give'up their right to enéure their means

to self-preservation by virtue of their strength; those

men who are .entitled to their goods by virtue of their

230. Rousseau,'Social Contract, Chapter I, Book IV,
p. 49. See also the Discourse, p. 167.

231. Rousseau, Discourse, pp. 167-168.
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labor’ also give up their right; in sum., each man giveé up
hié right t; act as.the arbiter of the means.to his -
self—preservatidn. In retdrn, the rich men- are assured of
keeping their‘prOperty and tﬁeir 1ives and the poor are

assured of keeping their lives.

Rousseau's description of his social contract, like

‘_/\_/"\,-“’7

' Hobbes, appears to be one in which men alienate' their
_ freedom. It would throrefore be plausible to argue that
Rousseau's own socic ntract is illegitimate.

properly understoéd, all of these clauses come
down to a single one, namely the total alienation
of each association, with all his rights, to the
whole community ..- the. alienation is made
without reservation ... each gives himself to all
. Each of us uts *his person and all his power
the supreme Jirection of the

in common under R

general will9...

Rousseau does not state that a man's freegom can never be
‘divested; what he does state 1s that freedom cannot be

divested arpbitrarily.

1 shall not stop to inquire whether, freedom
peing the most moble of man's faculties;, it is
not degrading one's nature; putting oneself on
the level of beasts enslaved by\instinct, even
offending the author of one's being, to renounce
without reservation the most precious of all his

- gifts ..<233

1 shall neglect, if one wishes;, the authority of
Barbeyrac,.who clearly declares, following Locke,
that no one can sell his freedom tO the goint of

4 subjecting himself to an arbitrary power which

_’_,’/

232. Rodsseau, social contract, Book I‘g chapter VI,
p-’53. : ‘ . 1”;}@:\

' gty

233. Rousseau, Discourse, P- 167, emphasis added.

&
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lgreats him according to its fancy ... 234
Rousseau also notes that freedom, 1like goods,cannot be
transférfed to someone else. Alfhough th%g\étateﬁeﬁt
_suggests that freedom cannot be trahsferred wﬁatsoever,
Rousseau states that freedom’ cannot be divested to those

whom will abuse it.23°

The implication is that freedom can
be divested insofar as it is not ébused.

An understanding of what constifutes abﬁse is essen-
tiali- According to Rousseau, Hobbes' contfact was nugatory
becaﬁse it made men dependent upoﬁ one another.l Thus,

another individual cannot divest his freedom to the point

of being subject to another man's wishes. "To understand

how Rousseag\reconcileS‘the difficulty of divesting one's

freedom and yet not being subjecg‘to another man, one must
uhderstand the relétionship between freedom, obedience to
law, énd dbedience ko-anoﬁher man. Asvstated previously,
freedom can be ‘achieved only by obéying law. In the.state
'of nature, man's iimited passions and'lack of knowledge
ensured that he did not act beyond the realm of natural
lgw. So too in society. A man's freedom is eﬁSured not by
dahcing to the pipe of another man, but rather, by submit-
tiné to the voice of law. In'his Dedicatory Letter,
'Roﬁsseau observes that he would have chosen to live and die

in a society in which a man is-

"234. Rousseau, Discourse, p. 167, emphasis added.

o«

235. 1Ibid., p. 167, emphasis added.
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so¥subject to the laws that neither I nor

anyone else could shake off their honorable ,
yoke: . that salutary and gentle yoke, which the
proudest heads bear with all the more docility.
pecause they are suited to bear no other.236

Alas, the laws §overning the art of thesis writing beckon.

The question must be resolved as to why a contract between

/

fich and poor men ensures that one is submitting to the law

as opposed to ' men. The rich men have more goods to protect

than the poor. Consequently, they have the most interest

in preserving the contract.’ As such, they would be unduly

\

scrupulous about obeying’ the laws. They would not harm the

goods or lives of others to ensure the protection of their

own goods and their own lives. This point, according to

Rousseau, is when "justice
ance.?37 Rousseau's social
recognition of property 1is
not divest a manfs freedom
of preserving his freedom.

equality in terms of money

and utility" are not at vari-
c0nt£act, %ounded on the mutual
thus legitimate because it does
arbitrarily_and yet assures him
The contract does not establish

or property. Rather,  the

contract institutes legitimate ineqﬁality because the

rights of nature - not depending.on‘anothér man —?ére

re-established in séciety.

N

1f parents cannot divest their children's freedom, the

diffibulty arises as to how children become obligated to

Rosseau's social contract.

. Rousseau apparently “argues that

236. Ibid., p. 79, emphasis added.

237. Rousseau, Social Contract, Book I, p. 46.
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a 1egi£imate government must be accepted by each genera-
tion.

For an arbitrary gOvernhent to be legitimate, it

would therefore be necessary for the people in

each generation to be master of its acceptance or

rejection. But then this government would no

longer be arbitrary. 238 ' ,
Yet, why would one accept the contract? According to the
premises of Rousseau's argument, one would accept the
contract because it is based on reason. If one thought
about the contract, one would realize that man had. to leave
the state of nature for civil society. Of the many
alternatives oﬁejgfes have, one would conclude, as Rousseau
did, that the sozgél contract baéed on property is the best
and the most reasonable alternative.

% * *

Although Rousseau contends that property, rightly
. conceived, prévides a legitimate basis for civil socie£y
and authority, he presents the formation of civil éociety
as a usurpation by wicked, richv men. Throughout the
Discourse, however, Rousseau has consistently put forth one
argument but with another - often Oppqsite - argument
concealed within iﬁ. He argues that man is a f{ggiyore
while subtly suggesting to the "attentive reader" that man
is a carnivore; he states that‘pity is a noble sentiment of

the naturally strong whereas he really seems to believe

that it is expérienced only by weak, vain men; clearly,; he

238. 1Ibid., Book I, Chapter IV, p. 49.
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considers himself a philosopher but explicitly belittles
philosophy; he implicitly argues for their being a truly
legitimate and good civil society, and yet his Discourse
explicitly depicts society only as ah evil to. man.239 All
of these apparent - péradoxes emphasize and amplify the
difficulty stated at the outset of the thésis&@qhgpw
‘Rousseau ought to be intérpreted. To offer a pla@%ible
account of any thinker requires £hat one . attemél. to
understand why a wfiter chose a certain method to m%ke his
arguments. For example, if hy w?itings contain too many
bbservations about women that I pelieve men ought not to
know, then I would devise writing ‘techniques - ornéte,
flowery prose, the use of distinctively‘feminine examples,
condemnaﬁion of the male éex - to repulée most, if not all,
male readers. Concerning Rousseau, the previous analysis
has il]ustrated_. that Rousseau adopted a paradoxical

N {
rhetoric which praises; a simple, unifbrm, virtuous life
independent‘of most men. The general qupstion arises as to
why RouSseau's arguments are so well concealed,‘but the
particuiar gquestion arises as to why . Rousgeau adopﬁed such

a critical style of writing.

\~

‘Leo Strauss, in his Persecution and the Art of

Writing, argues that persecution breeds a. particular type

239, In the Dedicatory Letter, Rousseau would want to
be born in a certain kind of city which suggests that
Rousseau would not choose to live in the original state of
nature. Discourse, pp. 78-83. '
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of literaturp.
Persec<ution, then, gives rise to a peculiar
technique of writing, and therewith to a peculiar

type of literature, in which the truth about all
crucial things is presented exclusively between

the lines. That literature is addressed, not to
all readers, but to trustworthy and intelligent
readers only ... The fact which makes this

literature possible can be expressed in the axiom.

that thoughtless' men are careless readers, and

only thoughtful men are careful readers.240
One's writings and one's b@iiefs must conform, at least
superficially, to prevailing social and political thought.
Writers living in twentieth century liberal societies in
which <citizens possess the right to free speech a}e not
exempt from the pressures of conformity. Forﬁexample, a
treatise .praising the virtues of ‘and endorsing fascism
and/or racism would not be published legally. Thus, 1if a
pefson wants to avoid physical abuse, soc;al ostracism or
politicai repression, ‘while at the same time'desiring to
think and to communicate with intellectual eQuéls he must
develép several writing techniqueé“ and a étyle which will
enable him to enter both worlds. The care and precision'
-which such a writer invests in his work necessitates that a
reader must be similarly solicitious 1in reading sucﬁ“works.

Historical evidence indicates that persecution was no
stranger to Rousseau. On June 8, 1762 the Parlement of

o

paris issued .a warrant not only for the burning of. the

L

‘ 240. Leo'Strauss, Persecution and the Art of Writing,
(Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press), 1952, p. 25.
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Emile but also for the arrest of ROUSSQaU.24]' On June 19,
1762 Geneva issued a warrant for the burning of the Social
. ;
Contract, the Emile and an arrest for Rousseau himself. 242
On January 21, 1761 the government of Geneva forbade

LS

all libraries to handle the Nouvelle Heloise.?43 1n the

same month, the Geneva government prohibited the reprint-

ing of Rousseau's Lettre a Christophe de Beaumont.Z244 In

o3

1770, Rousseau was forbidden to publish and to read

245

publicly his Confessions. These incidents suggest that

Rousseau had a reason for writing between the lines.

Not only does historical evidence attest to Rousseau's
persecution, but Rousseau's own writing in the Discourse
suggests that he wrote 1in such a manner as to avoid the
wrath of the ecclesiastical authorities. Wheph discussing
the status of the Discourse, Rousseau igdicates his

| , N
awareness of the tension beteween the tenets of \ his
Discourse and those espoused by the church. (ﬁ

The researches which can be undertaken concerning

this subject must not be taken for historical

truths, but only for .hyypothetical and condit-

ional ‘reasonings better suited to clarify the

nature of things than to show their true origin,
like those our physicists make every day concern-

241. Gavin de Beer, Jean-Jacques Rousseau and His
World, (London: ‘Thames & Hudson Ltd.), 1972, p. 62.

242. 1bid., p. 62. >

243. Ibid., p. 68.

244. 1Ibid., p. 68.

245. Ibid., p. 106.
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ing the formation of the world. Religion
commands us to believe that since God Himself
took men out of the state of nature immediately
after the creation, they are unequal because He
wanted them to be so; but it does not forbid us
to form conjectres, drawn solely from the nature
of man and the beings surrounding him, .about what

the human race might have become if it had
remained abandoned to itself. 24

y
Rousseau states that his work is not antagonistic to thq
religious tenets becausé it is merely conjecture. The
preceding analysis of the Discourse révealed, however, that
Rousseau denies the divine teaching about the human race.
This apparent opposition bet@een the stated and the real
intention.of the work reveals, to some degree, Rousseau's
awareﬁéss éffthe‘zhasm between his teaching and that of the
ecclesiastical authorities.

Although tension between Rousseauas teachings and
those of the Church suggest that Rousse€a: ha sufficient
motive %or writing between the lines, one suspects there is

more to it. If fear of persecution was Rousseau's only
motive for wfiting between the lines, it is difficult to
understand why Rousseau continued to. write profusely even
after his works were banned. ;Roussg;g, as a political
philPSopher, perhaps felt he had an obligation to write in
the manner in which he did. 1t takes little reflection to
coqvince 5nese1f'that Rousseau considered himseif a |

philosopher. 1In the Preface, Rousseau writes that "one of

the most interesting guestions that philosophy might

~

246. Rousseau, Discourse, p. 103.
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propose" ana'"o%e of the thorniest that philosophers might
resolve” is to know the nature of 'man.247 His Discourse is
an attempt to address the thorny philosophical question!

It is a philosophicai work attempting‘to resolve a philoso-

phical question, which only a philosopher, such as Rous-
g ‘

)

seau, might reso]?& Furthermore, in note (b) Rousseau
states that he will"
... rely with confidence upon one of those
authorities that are respettable for philosophers
because they come from a solid and sublime
reason, which philosophers alone know how to find
and appreciate.248
The authority to whom he is referring is Buffomp” and he
hereby claims such philosophic competence for himself.
concretely is his conception of a philosopher? Presum-
baly, some indication of the philosopher's character can be
found in the Disocurse itself.
O man, whatever country you may come from,
whatever your opinions may be, listen: here is
your history as 1 believed it to read, not in the
books of your fellow—-men, which are liars, but in
nature, which never lies.
Rousseau's Discourse will apparently examine the history..of
all men, and not just the few. Philosophers, being a type

of man, should therefore be included in the history of

man. If, however, a philosopher is not a man, but possibly

247. 1bid., p. 91.
248. 1Ibid., p. 182.

249, 1Ibid., pp. 103-104.
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a beast or a god, his history may not be told. Rousseau
however does imply that philosophers are wise men. For
examplé,'Rousseau states that he is speakigg to wise men 250
and in particular he refers to variﬂﬁé philosophers such
as Plato, Xenocrates25l and Locke?%2 as wisé. Further, he
states that philosophy is not a subject for men in general,
but father, a common }science for the wise men. 253 Thus,
it is likely that a history of the '"wise men" is included
in the Discourse. One drawback remains.t The Discourse 1is
a book; to read the books of fellow-men is to read lies,
thereby implying that the Discourse, like all books, 1is a
lie. The readers .of the Discourse, however, are not
supposed to fead, put rather, to listen. To read the
Discourse may be to read a lie but to listen to the
Discourse 1is to hear the truth.

The following section concerning,Rousseau is neces-
sarily more 'speculative than the preceding interpretation
of properﬁy. It 1is absu}d to suppose that a child can
understand the reasons for a wise man's writings. The
first part of the Discourse appears to be an account not
only of a natural han without reason -in the state of

nature, but also of a natural man with reason in civil

250, Rousseau, Discourse, p. 101.
251, Ibid., p. 103.
252. Ibid., p. 150.

253. Ibid., p. 211.
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society. In other words, Rousseau suggests that there are

at least two types of natural men, one of whom 1is the

philosopher. FEven by Rousseau's own premises, there should
be a "natural man" capable of living in «civil society. 1In
~1

the Preface, Rousseau maintains’ that society must re-
y -4
.,

\ . L
establish,pjccording to reason, the duties and rlgh{s of

man which pfevailed in the state of nature. If natural man

Ll N ,{i
subsiétéé in the original state of nature, it would appear
to follow that natural man can be re-created in society in
accordance with reason. Rousseau's‘writing lends credence

to this 1idea when he suggests that reason can teach man to

do that which savage man does instinctiyely in the state of

nature. \\

He [savage géh] had, in instinct alone, every-
thing necessary for him to live in the state of
nature: he has, 1in a cultivated rease¢n, only
) : : . . 254
what 1s necessary for him to live in society.

o

Not only does Rousseau seem to imply that there are two
kinds of natu;a] men, but he also alludes ¥o the possibi-
lity thgt natural man in the original state of natureriives

an animal life whereas some natural men in society live a

»

savage life. However, the similarity between the two types
of life is their simpldicity and uniformity.

Now if one compares the prodigious diversity of
educations and types of life that prevails in the
different orders of the <civil state with the
simplicity and uniformity of animal and savage
life, in which all nourish themselves on the same
foods, live in the samé\QS?ner, and do exactly

v

254. 1bid., pp. 127-128.
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. . .

the same things ...255
Furthermore, philosophers appear to share many:of the
characteristics of natural man.

Phllosophers, like natliral men, are not vain.
‘Philosophers, like natural men, commiserate. Philosophers,
like natural men, liye outside of society. Rousseau never
states explicitly that philosophers live outside society in
the physical sense, but he does maintaih that the proper
study of philosophy leads to a universal knowledge.

Shall we riever see reborn those happy times when

the people did not- -dabble in philosophy, but when

a Plato, a Thales,.a Pythagoras, seized with an

ardent desire to know, undertook the greatest /

. voyages solely to inform "themselves, and went' far-

away to shake off the yoke of national prejud—

ices, to-leéarn to know men by their 'likenesses

and their dlfferences, and to acqu1re that
g unlversal knowledge which is not that of one
‘ century or one, country 'exclusively, but whlch

being of all times and all places, is sa ;

speak, the common sc1ence of the wise? 6 o
'ThlS Discourse, llke all phllosophlcal works, transcends
tlme, place and country asl}ﬂdéfated by Rousseau's state-
'_ment that he w1ll forget "time and place" in order to
address "Plato and Xenocrates' 1,257 1f phllosophy"is
unlveréal knowledge and iff phllosophers can acqulre

universal knowledge,‘lt follows that thelr knowledge
: &

transcends civil society and it is, at least, in this

¢ '

“255. 1Ibid., p. 138.
256. 1bid., p. 211. .

257, Ibid., p. 103.
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respect that ph;losophers, 1ike natuyral men, live beyond
the pale of c¢V11 soc1ety.

Ph11080phers, 11ke ﬁatural men, do‘not depend on other

1 4
Sy

. RN
men. Rather, they are, 1ntentlona11y,vthe most solitary A
. 7

of men w1th few pa551ons. Nowhere is this better exemplg—
fled, and less understood by Rfusseau s friends and
biographers, than in the llfe%of Rousseau | hlmself. ‘About
1750, Rousseau was hired as 'secretary to Madame Dupin and
her step son Francue11 Rousseau desplsed the job, and
‘after several weeks, gquit because he believed it

... was his duty to pass in independence and

_poverty the little time that was yet left to him,

to bring all the forces of “fhis soul to bear in

preaking the fetters of opinion, and to carry out

courageously whatever seemed best to himself

' without suffering the judgment of others to
' interpoge_the sllghtest embarrasment Or hind-

rance. ' :
Follow1ng this decision, Rousseau divested himself ogb
trifles and pleasanterleS‘ his sword, peruke, gilt
buttons, whlte stocklngs, watch/and then had his flner
clothes stolen.259 In 1754, Madame. @' Eplnay - whom
Rousseau 11ked - wrote Rousseau a 1etter "hegging him to
allow her to assist him 1n assurlng the moderate annual
provision" which he requlred to live. Rousseau's response

was bltter.

He wrote to her pitterly in reply, that her

258. John Morley, Rousseau, (London: Chapman and
Hill, Limited), 1883, P. 133.

. 259. . Ibid.. P- 134.]
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propasition struck ice into his soul, and that
she «could have but sorry appreciation of her own
interests in thus seeking to turn a frlend into a
valet. He did not refuse to listen to what she

~ proposed, if only she.would remember that 260
neither he nor his sentiments were for sale.

He later accepte% her offer on the conditiqn that no
gratitude was inv@lved on his part. 1In the autumn of 1757,
Madame 4d'Epinay, living in civil society, fell ili and had
to travel from Paris to Geneva to see the doctor. Both
Diderot -and Grimm wrote Rousseau a lettér urging him to
‘accompany her because "his obligations bound him to
accompahy hen",ﬁbRousseau replied to Diderot vehemently.

If Madame d'Epinay has shown friendship to me, I
have shown more to her ... As for benefits, f}rst-
of all I do not like them, I do not want them, '

~and I owe no thanks for any fhat people may

" burden me with by force. Madame d'Epinay, being
so often left alone in the country, wished me for
company, it was for that she had kept me. After
making one sacrifice to friendship, . I must now
make another to gratitude. A man must be poor,
must be without a servant, must be a hater of
constraint, and he must have my character, before
he can know what it is for me to live in another .
person's house. For all that, I lived two years
in. hers, constantly brought into bondage with the
fines% .haranqgues about liberty, served by twenty
domestics, and cleaning my own shoes every '
morning, overloaded with gloomy indigestion, and
incessantly sighing for my homely porringer
... Consider how much money an hour of the life
and the time of a man is worth; compare the
kindnesses of Madame d'Epinay with the sacrifice
of my native country and two years of serfdom; -
and then tell me whether the obllgatlon is
greater on her side or mine.261 -

260. Ibid., p. 154.

261. 1Ibid., p. 192. -

bt : A
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4.262

\ -
Rousseau resented gifts of the most trifling kin

Rousseau, in his later -years, travelled to England where he
was favorably received. Hume, being a generous man, by our
standards, was able to- procure Rousseau a penSion from the
‘king. RoUsseau refused. Hume was incensed at what he
perceived to be Rousseau's ingratitude.263 Example after
example in Rousseau's 1life suggests that he wanted to
retain his independence. He strived to be a natural man,
independent of others, while others perceived him as an
ingrate.

If'savageﬁlife represents the life of the philosopher,
Rousseau's central question of the - Discourse assumes
another meaning.

Precisely,- what, then 1is at 1issue’ infflﬁls

Discourse? To indicate in the progress of things

the moment when, right taking the place of

violence, nature was subjected to law, to explain

by what sequence of marvels the strong could

~resolve to serve the weak, and the people to buy
imaginary repose at the price of real feli-
city. 264 :
If the philosopher is the strong, natural man the Discourse
will explain why the philosopher has voluntarily chos‘o
serve weak, civil man. Although I ameéll-equipped to
"',);“‘

demonstrate why a philosopher, who perceives ‘himself to be

superior, would serve civil man, I will attempt to amass

262. 1Ibid., p. 235.
263. 1Ibid., p. 421.

264. Rousseau, Discourse, p. 167.
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evidence from the Discourse to demosntrate that Rousseau

%

does serve different people in different ways. =~ His
perplexing writing style is thus a meaﬁs of performing his
services. |

'RouSSeéu serves in’the capgcity of a virtuous citi-
zen. vNot only does he sign the. Dedicatory Letter by
réferring to himself as a humble] fellow citizen?®5 but he
also claims for himself, competence as a virtuous citizen.

Being convinced that only the virtuous.citizen-
may properly -give his fatherland those honors
whichuhit may acknowledge, I have worked for
thirty¥ years to deserve to offer you public
homage; and as this . happy occasion partially
supplements what my efforts have been unable to
accomplish, I believed I might be permitted here
to follow the zeal that prompts me, rather
than the right that  ought to be my authori-
zation.266 )

The Deﬂécatory Letter, t&ifefore,'apbears to be Rousseau in
his capaC;ty as a virtuous fellow-citizen. Speaking as one
fellow-citizen to anoﬁher fellow—ciéizen, Rousseau would
address a discourse. In ghis discourse, he would write as
‘a preacher: he would tell his fellow citizens how godd
their political and Ciyil situation are; how exéellent is
th ‘r constitution; how,K much they enjoy freedo&; and

finally he would endorse the virtues of obeying the laws

and respecting their 'magistrates.267 In other words,

265. Rousseau, Discourse, p. 90.
266. Ibid., p. 78.

267. 1Ibid., pp. 83-85._

1
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Rousseau as a fellow-citizen, espouses the virgues of being
a‘citizen; Rousseau's last counsel to his fellow-citizens
consists of the following:

Beware above all, .and this will be my last

counsel, of ever listening to sinister interpret-

ations and venomous, é discourses, the secret

motives of which are often more_dangerous than

the acts that are their obiect.268

As stated previously, an undeystanding of Rousseau's

Discourse entails that st listen as opposed to read.

., He therefore implore 5 fellow-citizens to shy away from

sinister and venomous works, like his Disocurse, which has

a dangerous motiVé.‘ This attempt to keep fellow citizens
away from philosopy is a theme reiterated throughout the
’Disocufse. For example, as was seen in“the'discuséion of
pity, he portrays phi]osbphers‘és vain, céldffrogs yet

he implies something different. Furthermore, hé belittles

the "philosophical rabble” and yearns for the time when

people ‘do not dabble inxphilosophy.26,9 Thus, Rousseau, as

a.fellow-catizen,'promotes salutary, moral teachings. It

is because of his duty as a fellow citizen that he will

————

not reveal his truths explicitly. 1In espousing these

benign téachings, R6USSeau-c1aims that "where the vigor of
o .
laws and the authority of jtheir defenders cease, there can

-

be neither sécurity nor freedom for anyone".270 1f people

268. 1bid., pp. 85-86.

269. 1Ibid., p. 211.

270. 1bid., p. 85.
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do not pbey the laws, they will not be secure nor will
philosophers be able to acquire freedom. Thus, one of
Rousseau's concerns seems. to be the preservation of
philosophy for philosophergs, a preservation which depends
on the existence of virtuous fellow citizens. 1In turn, the
existence of virtuous fellow citizens necessitates that
people believe that it 1is in their best interest to act
virtuous. To tell people they are merely pitiless, vain
carnivores may encoufage them to act as such. For this
reason, Rousseau endorses virtue to his fellow-citizens. .

Rousseau also speaks in his capacity as a fellow
citizen to' " magistrates. Rousseau,. however, does not
address all magistrates; he addresseés only the magistrates
of a free people.27l As a fellow citizen addressing the
maglstrates of a free people, Rousseau not only offers his °
respect5272 but speaks to them of the phllosopher s duties.

I never recall w1thout the sweetest emotion the

memory of the virtuous citizen to whom I owe my

peing, and who often spoke to me in my childhood

of the respect that was. due you. I see him

still, 1living from the work of his hands, and

nourlshlng his soul on the -most. sublime truths.

I see Tacitus, Plutarch, and Grotius mingled ‘with

the instruments of his trade before him. I see

at his side a beloved son, receiving without

little profit the tender insturctions of the best

of fathers. 273"

Although Rousseau's readers believe that Rousseau is

271. . Ibid., p. 86.

272. 1bid., p. 86.

273. 1bid., pp. 86-87.
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referring to‘his bfologica] father, it seems more likely to
suggest that‘ Rosseau 1is referring to someone such‘as
Socrates 6r Plato. Rousseau's biqlogical father was
neither a virtuous citizen who nourished his soul on the
most sublime truths nor was he the best of fathers.

Isaac Rousseau was a proud, restless, headstrong
individual who left Geneva a year after his ~°
marriage in order to make watches in Constantin-
ople (where there was a "colony" of Swiss
artisans). At his wife's request, the elder
Rousseau returned to Geneva in 1711; Jean-Jacques
was born 'on June 28, 1712. Isaac Rousseau's
fun-loving and passionate nature was revealed in
quarrels - caused by his penahant for hunting on
the lands of Geneva's more solid citizens - which
came to the attention of the Consistory. The
most important of these argyments, with one
Pierre Gautier, 1led to a sword fight on the
streets of Geneva, as a result of which the i%ﬁer
Rousseau fled the city to avoid persecution.

I1f ~Rousseau 1is referring to other philosophers as his
"father" the remainder of his address to the magistrates
assumes a new meaning.

1t does not behoove me @ﬂd, thank heaven, it is
not necessary to speak to you of the considera-
tion which <can be expected from you by “men of
that stamp: your equals by education as well as
by the rights of nature and of birth; your
inferiors by their will and by the preference
they owe your merit, which they have accorded it,
and for which you owe them in turn a kind of
gratitude. I learn with keen satisfaction of how
much you temper toward them, by gentleness and
condescension, the gravity suited to ministers of
the laws, how much you return}'to them 1in esteem
_and attentions what they owe you in obedience and
respects: conduct full of Jjustice and wisdom,
suited to put farther. and farther away the‘\\
memory of the unhappy events which must be

: 274. Ibid., vMaster's note to Rousseau's Discourse,
#6, pp. 230-231. ‘
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forgotten in order that they never be seen again;
conduct all the more judicious as this equit-
able and generous people makes a pleasure of its
duty, as it naturally loves to honor you, and as
the most grdept in upholding their g%ghts are
the most inclined to respect yours.

Rousseau appears to be assuring'the magistrates that they
need not be threatened by. philosophers because the philo-
osphers owe the magistrates of a free people obedience and
respect.‘ It is therefore plausible to sgggest“that
Rousseau,.as a philosopher} cannot reveal the truth.explic—
itly to his fellow citizens because he Qould not be
fulfilling his obligation to the magistrates. If magistr-
ates are so gentle and condéscending‘as to permit philo-
osophers to pﬁrsue philosophy, true philosophers will not
upset the foundations of society by encouraging people to
engage in free thought. Rather, true philofophers will
write in such a manner as to preserve the foundations of\;ﬁ;
society.

Rousseau, as argued previously, perceives himself to
be’a philosopher. Consequently, he must prove his worth as
a philosopher to judges such as Plato and Xencorates. As
a philosopher, he must reveal his wisdom. Conseguently, as
a philosbpher he must honor the truth?7® put can only do so

if he fulfills his other two services: namely, as a fellow

citizen and a servant of the magistrates. Rousseau's

275. 1Ibid., p. 88.

O .
276. 1bid., p. 101.
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paradoxical writing style performs all three services: his
rhetoric espouses virtue to fellow citizens; he respects
the magistrates not'honly by being a virtuous citizen in
practice, but also by concealing the truths about men;'and
finally,'he fulfilis his capacity'and his desire to know as

a philosopher by honoring truth although it is difficult

for the truth to be found in his works. =
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